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From the Forest Supervisor

Dear Friends of the Bighorn National Forest,

We have been working on revision of the 1985 Bighorn Forest Plan with
individuals, groups, agencies and local governments from around the Big
Horn mountains since 2000. We have held two rounds of formal public
meetings, two public field trips, and met regularly, in open sessions, with
local and state government representatives. We have met with individuals
and interest groups. That input has made a difference in the draft docu-
ments. Plan direction has been revised, alternative maps have been re-
drawn, and individual analyses have been amended as people have shared
better information with us.

We are entering an important phase — the official public comment period
for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Draft Forest Plan,
which will be available to the public in early July. The official comment
period is legally required, and official responses will only be compiled for
comments received during this period. We will continue to accept input,
thoughts, and ideas after the official comment period, although they may
not be responded to in the Final EIS.

The comments, input, and information you share with us over the next
few months will be some of the most important in formulating the final,
selected Plan. Your input will make a difference in the final decision. Please
consider the following as you review the Draft Plan and Draft EIS:

*The goals/objectives, standards/guidelines, management area alloca-
tions, and the monitoring plan are the decision items.

*The effects shown in the DEIS are our best estimates of what will hap-
pen if a particular alternative is implemented.

*Estimated outputs are not decisions, and while we tried to make them
accurate, they may or may not occur over the next decade of plan
implementation.

*Use the estimated effects to compare the alternatives and assess how
they rank in relation to each other.

*Don’t bog down over the precise accuracy of the estimates. Focus
your attention and comments on the Plan decisions.

The preferred alternative, Alternative D, will serve as a template from
which the best ideas from the other alternatives will be added to create
the final Plan. Comments that identify aspects of other alternatives to be
incorporated into Alternative D will be useful, as opposed to comments
that ‘vote’ for one of the alternatives.

| personally extend my thanks to those who have participated in plan revi-
sion over the past 3.5 years. Your input has made a difference in the Draft
Plan. We have been fortunate to have enjoyed respectful and thoughtful
participation, which is not surprising to me knowing the people that live in
the shadow of the Big Horn Mountains. As we conclude this plan revision
over the next year or so, it will be more important than ever to consider
your neighbor’s thoughts and concerns for the Bighorn National Forest.
With 270 million landowners of the Bighorn National Forest, our chal-
lenge is to insure every user and user group have fair access to the Forest
in a responsible and sustainable way. The message | have heard loud and
clear from people is one that maintains our ability to utilize the resources
of the Bighorn National Forest now and for future generations.

Bill Bass, Forest Supervisor




Just what IS a Forest Plan?
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B lghom A forest plan is an overall guide for everything that

happens on a National Forest. It is based on science,
law and input from citizens like you. It is a broad,
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Re V IS 10n How does a Plan work?

ers of the Bighorn National Forest. It also helps us
fulfill out mission - to care for the land and serve the
Think of it as a zoning map for the Bighorn National
Forest. In a city, some areas are zoned for commer-
Why does the Bighorn National Forest need another Plan? cial use, because that fits the need and capability of
that area of the city. Other areas are zoned residential,
where other uses are allowed which are compatible
with the desired setting of that area (homes).

The first Bighorn National Forest Plan went into effect in 1985. The National Forest Management Act
(NFMA) established the forest planning process in 1976 with the intent that forest plans be revised every

10-1 . Al h in that t of time: .
0-15 years ot can change In that amount of time On a National Forest, we call the zones ‘“Management

Areas.” Some management areas emphasize Wilder-

ness, others may emphasize backcountry recreation,
* Species are listed or de-listed as Threatened or Endangered; wildlife habitat, timber production or other goals.

* New laws and regulations are passed;

» Ecosystem science provides new information; . e
Y prov W ’ A forest plan establishes standards and guidelines that

» Forest Service policies change; limit or prohibit some activities. Where a city zoning
ordinance might limit the maximum square footage
of a building in a particular zoning classification, a
particular management might include standards or
guidelines that limit or preclude motorized travel.

* Public needs and interests change.

Forest Supervisors are required to review the conditions of the land at least every five years to determine if
a plan revision is necessary. If monitoring and evaluation indicate that changes to the forest plan are needed
and those changes can’t be made through a more simple amendment to the plan, the it is necessary to revise

the forest plan. The Two

In the case of the Bighorn National Forest, after examining the 1985 forest plan, the Forest Supervisor Levels of Forest Plannlng

concluded that many of the existing Forestwide goals and objectives, standards and guidelines, and man-
agement area prescriptions should be considered for change and therefore, recommended to the Regional
Forester that the forest plan be revised.

While forest plans provide broad scale, strategic di-
rection on how the National Forest should be man-
aged over the next 10-15 years. At a smaller scale,
site-specific plans are completed prior to implementa-
tion of projects, such as timber plans, trail or camp-
ground construction, or road building.

During the forest plan revision process, we have focused on those sections of the plan that need to be
changed. Rather than writing an entirely new plan, the intent is to revise the existing plan.

What is in a Forest Plan? Just as <{1ty zoning does not require certain actions in
a zone (i.e. this is a commercial zone so there MUST

be a grocery store on this block!), forest plans do not
call for or prescribe specific projects. Instead, they
provide the guidance as to where specific activities
may take place.

One historian has called National forest planning “the most comprehensive planning process in the Western
World.” That translates into BIG. Here is some of what you’ll find in a forest plan:

* Goals, Objectives, and Strategies, are expectations of the land and statements of
where we want to go in the future and how we want to get there.

» Standards and Guidelines protect the environment and mitigate impacts as well as
provide for certain desirable outputs.

* Management areas are specific geographic locations on the Forest. Management
area standards and guidelines state which activities are permitted in each area.

* A Monitoring Plan ensures the Forest Service analysis and predictions are correct and
identifies any needed changes.

* A plan determines Suitability of lands for timber harvest and other activities and the
established Allowable Sale Quantity of timber that can be removed during a 10-year

period. TR
* The plan makes Recommendations to Congress for the establishment of Wilderness Help shape the fture oft Bigho National Foest...
Areas and Wild and Scenic Rivers. Get involved in Forest Plan Revision!
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The path to a revised Bighorn National Forest Plan...
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What are “Alternatives?”

Alternatives in the Draft represent differing approaches to meeting the under-
lying needs of each of the major revision issues and the philosophies of multi-
ple use and ecosystem management. The alternatives provide basic protection
for the forest resources and comply fully with environmental laws.

The major issues that were identified during the initial scoping process (No-
vember - December 2000) are:

* Biological and Habitat Diversity

* Dispersed Recreation and Travel Management

* Special Areas (Research Natural Areas, Wild and
Scenic Rivers)

* Timber Suitability and management of forested lands.

 Wilderness / Roadless

These issues are considered major because they define the differences between
the alternatives, generate different outputs, and will result in different future
resource conditions.

Management Areas

Draft Forest

Is one alternative favored over the others?

The responsible official, the Regional Forester for the Rocky Mountain Re-
gion, has identified Alternative D as the preferred alternative, which will be
used as the template to develop a final alternative.

It is anticipated that aspects of the other alternatives, as identified during the
public comment period, will be incorporated into Alternative D for the final,
selected, Forest Plan. The selection of a preferred alternative is an indication
of the agency’s preference at this stage of analysis.

Public comments on the effects analysis, new information, and additional
analysis of effects are likely to result in refinement of the preferred alterna-
tive in the Final EIS or selection of a different alternative in the Record of
Decision.

Management areas are a key “ingredient” in an alternative’s “flavor.” They are zones of the National Forest that emphasize certain management activities, such as
wilderness, wildlife habitat, or forest products. However, the emphasis in a particular Management Area does not necessarily restrict other uses. For instance, rec-
reation can occur in many places, including Management Areas that emphasize wildlife habitat or aspen regeneration.

The overall mix of management areas varies by alternative. For example, an alternative which places a higher emphasis on forest products (such as Alternative E)
would have a larger amount of Forest acreage in Category 5 management areas, while an alternative with more emphasis on maintaining undeveloped recreation set-
tings and greater amounts of nonmotorized recreation opportunities (such as alternative C) would have a larger amount of Forest acreage in Category 1.

The management area categories are listed below. On the next page, the overall composition of each alternative, by management area, is displayed.

Category 1

1.11  Pristine Wilderness

1.13  Semi-Primitive Wilderness

1.2 Recommended Wilderness

1.31  Backcountry Recreation Nonmotorized Use

1.32  Backcountry Recreation Nonmotorized Summer Use w/Limited
Winter Motorized Use

1.33  Backcountry Recreation Nonmotorized Summer Use w/Limited
Winter & Summer Motorized Use

1.5 Wild Rivers

Category 2
2.1 Special Interest Area
2.2 Research Natural Area

Category 3

3.1 Special Interest Area (Medicine Wheel)

3.24  Riparian and Aquatic Ecosystem Management

3.31  Backcountry Recreation, Year-round Motorized Use
34 Scenic Rivers

3.5 Plant & Wildlife Habitat Management
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Category 4

4.2 Scenery

4.3 Dispersed Recreation
4.4 Recreation Rivers

Category 5

5.11  Forest Vegetation Emphasis

5.12  Range Vegetation Emphasis

5.13  Forest Products

5.21  Water Yield Emphasis - Increase Water Yield, Vegetative Mgmt
54 Plant & Wildlife Habitat

541  Deer & Elk Winter Range

55 Dispersed Recreation & Forest Products

Category 8
8.21  Water Impoundment - Twin Lakes, Tie Hack
8.22  Ski-based Resorts, Existing and Potential



Plan Alternatives

Alternative A emphasizes active vegetation management, primarily through timber harvest and prescribed fire.
Production of sawtimber, firewood, and other wood products and forage for livestock grazing is emphasized, as is
managing to diversify wildlife habitat. A mix of recreation opportunities is provided, with a greater potential emphasis
on motorized recreation compared to the majority of alternatives. The program focus is similar to the 1985 Forest Plan
since the current management area emphases are retained.

Category 8
Category 5 <1%

25%

Category 5
54%
Category 1
29%

Category 8

<1%\

Category 1
26%
Category 2
e —— <1%
Category 3
18%
Category 4
2%

Alternative B was developed in response to public comment that the vegetation resources need active man-
agement to achieve biological and habitat diversity, while still providing a sustainable output of other forest uses. It
prioritizes management of vegetation types, including timber harvest and fire, to improve wildlife habitat by allocat-
ing the most area to Management Area 3.5 compared to the other alternatives. This alternative explores the pros and
cons of trying to improve plant and animal habitats with less road construction.

Category 8

Category 2 Category 5

4%

Category 4

13% Category 4

15%
Category 3

29%

Alternative C was developed in response to public comment that the undeveloped land on the Forest should
remain undeveloped to provide for nonmotorized opportunities, natural processes, and undeveloped recreational set-
tings. It emphasizes natural processes to sustain ecological systems, including fish and wildlife habitat. Forested
habitat successional changes will be dictated more by nature (fire, insects, and diseases) than in the other alternatives.
Unlike the rest of the alternatives, this alternative includes a wilderness recommendation (MA 1.2) of 125,569 acres.

12%

<1%

Category 1
42%

Category 8
<1%
Category 5 D Category 1
44% 24% Category 3
28%
Category 2
3%
Alternative D was developed by reviewing past forest plan monitoring reports and adjusting management area
boundaries and forest plan direction to reflect the changes in human uses, technologies, and scientific information that
has occurred since the mid-1980s. It emphasizes active vegetation management, primarily through timber harvest and
prescribed fire; providing sawtimber, firewood, and other wood products; livestock grazing; and diversifying wildlife
habitat. It occupies the “mid range” in terms of overall mix of motorized and nonmotorized recreation opportunities.
Alternative D as the preferred alternative, and will be used as the template to develop a final alternative.
Catezgozl‘y 2 Cat<e,igoo/ry 8\ Category 1
° 23%
lCatcgory 2
<1%
Category 3
Category 4 18%
12% Category 3
3%

Alternative E maximizes timber harvest opportunities. Forested vegetation desired conditions include mini-

mal damage to commercial wood products from insects, disease, and fire. Wildlife habitat structural stages will occur

in a relatively balanced distribution, with more early structural stages than in the other alternatives. The potential for

additional motorized recreation opportunities will be greatest in this alternative, with the least amount of area set aside Category 4

for nonmotorized recreation. 1%

Category 5
73%
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Public Meeting information

Should I attend a Forest Plan Revision public meeting?  How important is my comment?

Public comment meetings are a very important part of the plan revision process. All comments on the Draft EIS and Draft Plan will be considered. As a result,
It is your opportunity to affect alternatives as well as the analysis that will form alternatives may be modified; new alternatives may be identified and analyzed;
the basis for a final decision. analysis may be expanded, modified or adjusted; or factual corrections to the

analysis may be made.
It is also a convenient way of learning more about the issues and the management
direction associated with the revised Forest Plan. There are a few important points that you need to know about so that the Big-
horn National Forest can get the most out of your
review of these documents.
0 L] f)
What will happen at the meetlng ’ * A substantive comment provides factual informa-
tion, professional opinion, or informed judgement
that is relevant to the action being proposed. In oth-
er words, a comment such as “Your comment does
nothing to reduce the threat of global warming” is
not germane to the action being proposed. Howev-
er, a comment such as “Management direction for
the 4.3 Management Area - Dispersed Recreation
- should do a better job of promoting motorized ac-
cess” would be considered a substantive comment
and one which would be considered relevant to the
action being proposed in revising the Forest Plan.

There will be a one-hour “open house” session at the
beginning of the meeting where participants can stop at
various stations and learn about specific topics as well as
discuss concerns with a Bighorn National Forest repre-
sentative.

The formal meeting will begin with a 30 minute presen-
tation to orient everyone with the forest plan revision
and the alternatives. Once the presentation has finished,
attendees will work in small groups on issues of concern
to them, and will share their findings and opinions with
the larger group.

4

Local residents discussing Forest Plan issues.

Sheridan, November 2000. « This is not a voting process. Comments are con-

A question and answer period featuring Forest Supervisor sidered on the basis of content, not quantity. In other words, 100 identical
Bill Bass will conclude the meeting. pre-printed post cards submitted by a group of individuals will be considered
as one comment since they all say the same thing.

Can’t attend one of the meetings" * While all comments on the DEIS and Draft Plan will be considered, we can
only provide detailed responses in the FEIS to substantive comments.

Much of the information that will be presented at the meetings will also be
available at the Forest website (www.fs.fed.us/r2/bighorn). Once there, click on
“Projects and Plans”, then “Forest Plan Revision.”

You can submit comments to the Bighorn National Forest by sending them via
email (email to: 12_bighorn_planning@fs.fed.us) or mail them to...

Bighorn National Forest
2013 Eastside Second St.
Sheridan, WY 82801

Bighorn National Forest representatives are also available to attend a group or
club meeting to answer questions and provide additional information.

As one of the 270 million landowners of the Bighorn National Forest, these public meetings are a great opportunity to discuss
forest plan-related issues of concern to YOU!
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A Steering Committee perspective...

A unique feature of our public involvement process is the structure and operation of the Forest Plan
Steering Committee. In addition to Forest Service members, the steering committee also consists of State
of Wyoming agencies, county commissioners, and conservation district board members. The steering
committee assists the Forest by offering strategic advice and expertise to the process. While their in-
volvement in the collaborative process is a critical component of the revision process, Steering Commit-
tee consensus on a particular issue is not a requirement.

Included here are position statements submitted by each of the three external groups serving on the steer-
ing committee regarding the Bighorn National Forest’s Plan Revision process.

State of Wyoming perspective:

Conservation District perspective:

County commission perspective:

“Dear Concerned Citizen:

The Bighorn National Forest is an important and valued re-
source to local, state and national citizens. People love the
Bighorn for its accessibility, beauty, wildlife, recreational
opportunities, spiritual importance, clean water and fisher-
ies. It can be both a place to seek solitude and a place to
bring family and friends together to share a diversity of
experiences.

The Forest Plan now under revision will lay out a strat-
egy to share those resources among competing and often
changing human values. Solitude vs. development, active
management vs. natural processes, motorized vs. non-mo-
torized use, commodity vs. non-commodity use — all these
debates and more must be taken into consideration.

State agencies and Bighorn counties and conservation dis-
tricts have been involved as cooperators in the draft plan
and accompanying environmental impact statement. Many
of the conflicting values have been discussed — in depth
— during numerous meetings over the past several years.

But now is the time that forest administrators and the coop-
erators want to hear from you. What are your thoughts? Is
there a balance to be struck between competing resources?
Do you have ideas on win/win situations for the final plan?
How can the plan be improved? What do you want the for-
est to look like in the next 10 years? Is your concern or
interest appropriately addressed in the draft plan and EIS?

I encourage you to attend the open houses, learn the issues
and the pros and cons for various management choices for
the Bighorn National Forest. Visit with your county com-
missioners, your state agencies and your conservation dis-
trict representatives — but, most importantly, let the U.S.
Forest Service know what you think. I know you have
much to contribute.

Best regards,

L L&

Dave Freudenthal, Governor”

“Citizens of the Bighorn National Forest Area,

In July and August, the staff of the Bighorn National Forest
and local members serving on the Advisory Steering Com-
mittee will host local public meetings regarding the Big-
horn National Forest Plan Revision and the various alterna-
tives. The exact time and place of these meetings will be
published in local newspapers as well as announced on the
radio. The purpose of the public meetings is to ask the pub-
lic to comment on the draft plan and the various alternatives
that have been developed in the planning revision process.

The Plan Revision process began in 2000 with public
“scoping” meetings. The planning process has continued
forward with 25 meetings of the Bighorn National Forest
staff and the local members of the Advisory Steering Com-
mittee (County Commissioners and Conservation Districts
adjacent to the Forest and the state of Wyoming). These
meetings have been open to the public.

The purpose of this letter is to strongly encourage local citi-
zens to attend these public meetings and to share comments
regarding the draft plan and the various plan alternatives
that have been developed.

This is an opportunity for you, the public, to make a real dif-
ference in the plan revision draft and a preferred alternative
and to go on record with regard to likes and dislikes about
the plan revision. The final plan will be utilized to manage
the Bighorn National Forest for the next 15 years and, there-
fore, it is extremely important that the grassroots people of
the area surrounding the Forest attend these public meetings
and make known their opinions and feelings.

We encourage your attendance and your comments!
Sincerely,

Lake DeSmet Conservation District
Powder River Conservation District
Sheridan County Conservation District
Shoshone Conservation District

South Big Horn Conservation District
Washakie County Conservation District”

University of Wyoming Economist David “Tex” Taylor discusses forest plan economic issues
with the steering committee at their April 2003 meeting.

“County Government Coalition Actively Involved in
Revision of Bighorn Forest Plan

Bighorn, Johnson, Sheridan, and Washakie Counties have
joined together to form a Coalition of local governments.
The goal of the Coalition is to help develop a revised Bighorn
Forest Plan that best meets the needs of local communities
and its citizens over the fifteen-year life of the plan. The
planning relationship between the counties and the Forest
Service was formalized in a 2003 Memorandum of Under-
standing designating each county as a “Cooperating Agency”.
Cooperating Agency status is significant as it gives counties
an assured say in the process. National Environmental Policy
Act guidelines state the lead agency shall “Use the environ-
mental analyses and proposals of cooperating agencies with
jurisdiction by law or special expertise, to the maximum
extent possible...consistent with its responsibility as a lead
agency”. The counties have already participated in three years
of Steering Committee meetings, in which several concerns
and needs have been expressed by the Counties. Although
progress has been made to satisfy some of the issues, some
important issues remain unresolved as the Draft Bighorn
Forest Plan is being printed.

A recent survey of the County Commissioners of the four
counties confirmed that fire risk, water quality and yield-,
the local economy, potential effects of managing for lynx,
and assuring active timber management and timber product
flow are priority issues to the Counties. Also of importance
is maintaining economically and ecologically sustainable
levels of grazing, maintaining and enhancing motorized and
non-motorized recreation opportunities, and healthy wildlife
populations.

The Coalition recognizes that sustainable resources and
communities will be better off if large working landscapes of
private and public lands are maintained to avoid the subdivi-
sions that have adversely affected many parts of the West.
To be successful, ranches need a reliable commitment of
assured public land grazing to remain viable and local mills
need active management of timber that maintains local jobs
and provides local products. The Coalition feels that im-
portant community-specific economic data, such as the 150
sawmill jobs in Sheridan should be fully considered in the
Bighorn Forest Plan. To date, the USFS has been remiss in
acknowledging and incorporating community specific data
into its planning efforts. The Coalition feels there are plenti-
ful opportunities to both maintain the natural resources and
outdoor lifestyles enjoyed by residents and tourists, as well
as the working landscapes important to the economic and
social well being of local communities.

To provide professional support, the Coalition has retained
the services of Ecosystem Research Group (ERG), a Montana
based natural resource consulting firm. The firm has begun
professional analysis of natural resource issues and oppor-
tunities and developed strategies to assure the needs of the
Counties’ citizens are met in the final plan. ERG has already
interfaced with professionals within the Forest Service and
has begun to analyze data, assumptions and policies of the
Forest Service affecting the revised Forest Plan. A critical
review of the timber model and some of the practices that
decrease timber outputs and make timber management less
economically viable is now underway. The need to assure
the livestock industry of future stability by committing to a
target quantity of animal unit months (AUMs) is being pur-
sued through interagency negotiations. Citizens desiring to
express their opinion about Bighorn NF issues can contact
their individual county commissioner directly or can con-
tribute to the issue list on ERG website: http://ecosystemrg.
com/bighorn_comm.html. Comments and suggestions that
are specific are the most useful.

Big Horn County Commission
Johnson County Commission
Sheridan County Commission
Washakie County Commission”
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Forest Plan Revision Timeline
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We’re on the Web at
http://www.fs.fed.us/r2/bighorn
Call or write
307-674-2600
2013 Eastside Second Street
Sheridan, WY 82801

Bighorn National Forest
2013 Eastside Second Street
Sheridan, WY 82801
Phone 307-674-2600

Fax 307-674-2668

E-mail: r2_bighorn_planning@fs.fed.us

The U. S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, religion, age, disability,
political beliefs, sexual orientation, or marital or family status (not all prohibited bases apply to all programs). People with disabilities who require alternative means for communi-
cation of program information (Braille, large print, audio tape, etc.) should contact USDA’s TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD).

To file a complaint of discrimination, write: USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326, W. Whitten Building, 1400 Independence Ave. SW, Washington, DC 20250-9410,
or call (202) 720-5964 (voice and TDD). The USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.



