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Dear Reader:

This is a consolidated document which includes the rangeland program summary, the Record of Decision (ROD),
and the Klamath Falls Resource Area Resource Management Plan (RMP), which was approved by the Oregon/
Washington State Director, May 1995. The ROD approves the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) decisions
for managing 212,000 acres in Klamath County.

The Record of Decision was prepared in conformance with Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, part 1505.2,
which requires a concise document which links the manager’s decision to the analysis presented in the Klamth
Falls Resouce Area final environmental impact statement (FEIS), dated September, 1994. The ROD shows how
environmental impacts and other factors were considered in the decision-making process. The ROD documents
approval and adoption of the proposed Resource Management Plan, as described in the Klamath Falls Resource
Area Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement. Minor differences from the
FEIS, Volume |, Chapter 2, or points of clarification in land use allocations or management direction have been
incorporated in response to both public comment on the FEIS as well as ongoing staff review.

The purpose of the rangeland program summary is to inform interested parties of the implementation of the
rangeland program for the KFRA. Also, the rangeland program summary provides a tracking mechanism be-
tween the KFRA Record of Decision on the RMP and grazing decisions to be issued in the future, as related to
the grazing management program.

Management of the public lands is a dynamic process with a great deal of specific on-the-ground decisions yet to
be made. The next step in the land use planning process is the development of specific activity plans (such as
allotment management plans or other activity plans intended to serve as the functional equivalent of the allotment
management plan). Subsequent rangeland program summary updates will be issued periodically to keep you
informed of our management progress.

The planned range improvement projects by allotment are subject to change as allotment management plans and
habitat management plans are developed. Projects proposed by livestock operators and/or other interested
parties and any changes in grazing management that are due to monitoring will be tracked in future rangeland
program summary updates.

It should be noted that the Director of the Bureau of Land Management determined that there were 9 valid pro-
tests on the proposed Klamath Falls RMP/FEIS. After careful consideration of all points raised in those protests,
the Director concluded that the planning team and decision-makers followed the applicable planning procedures,
laws, regulations, policies, and resource considerations in developing the proposed Klamath Falls Resource Area
Resource Management Plan. In addition, the Governor of Oregon was provided a formal opportunity to review
the proposed plan for conformance with officially approved or adopted natural resource-related plans, programs,
or policies of the state or local governments. There were no objections from the Governor.
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This document has been sent to all those individuals and groups who were on the mailing list for the Proposed
Klamath Falls Resource Area Resource Management Plan/ Final Environmental Impact Statement. The full
supporting record for the approved Klamath Falls RMP is also available for inspection in the Klamath Falls
Resource Area Office, at the address shown above. Copies of draft and final EISs are also available for inspec-
tion in the public room at the BLM Oregon/Washington State Office, 1515 SW Fifth St. Portland, Oregon; and
Klamath County library, at 126 So. 3rd, Klamath Falls, OR 97601 during normal office hours. Due to the cost of
publication and the expected long-term use of these documents, we urge you to retain your personal copies of
each of these documents for future reference.

Although this document contains a map packet with critical information on major land use allocations and man-
agement prescriptions, some of the maps will require periodic updating as we implement the approved plans,
collect and analyze more information, and practice adaptive management. In addition, two or three resource
area maps will be developed to provide more detailed information for mineral and energy development restrictions
and made available to the public.

We are pleased to provide this copy for your reference and we extend our appreciation for your interest, coopera-

tion, and assistance during this planning process. We encourage you to stay informed and involved as we
implement, monitor, and evaluate the plan.

Sincerely,

A. Barron B;H, Klamath Falls Resource Area,
Area Manager

Edwin J. Singleton, Manager
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Record of Decision for the
Klamath Falls Resource Area
Resource Management Plan

Prepared by the Bureau of Land Management,
Klamath Falls Resource Area, Lakeview District, Oregon

Introduction

In this Record of Decision we adopt and approve for immediate implementation the following Klamath Falls
Resource Area Resource Management Plan, based on the combination of this office’s August 1992 draft environ-
mental impact statement and the September 1994 final environmental impact statement. It is also supported by
and consistent with the July 1993 draft and February 1994 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) on Management of Habitat of Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the
Range of the Northern Spotted Owl and its associated April 1994 interagency Record of Decision for Amend-
ments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning Documents within the Range of the Northern
Spotted Owl. The resource management plan addresses resource management on approximately 212,000 acres
of federal land and 21,000 acres of reserved mineral estate administered by the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM). The lands and mineral estate are all located within Klamath County, Oregon.

The approved resource management plan responds to the need for a healthy forest ecosystem with habitat that
will contribute toward and support populations of native species, particularly those associated with late succes-
sional and old growth forests. It also responds to the need for a sustainable supply of timber, other forest
products, recreation, and livestock grazing that will help maintain the stability of local and regional economies,
and contribute valuable resources to the national economy on a predictable and long-term basis. As guided by
the April 1994 interagency record of decision, BLM-administered lands are primarily allocated to Riparian Re-
serves, Late-Successional/District Designated Reserves, and Matrix (General Forest Management Areas). An
Aquatic Conservation Strategy will be applied to all lands and waters under BLM administration. Major land and
resource allocations of the approved resource management plan are displayed in Table R-1 found at the end of
this record of decision.

Alternatives Considered

Seven alternatives for management of the BLM-administered lands and resources in the resource area were
analyzed in the final environmental impact statement, and nine other alternatives in the final SEIS. A brief de-
scription of each alternative analyzed in the final environmental impact statement follow below.

No Action. This alternative would not change the BLM management direction established in the current Jackson/
Klamath and Lost River Management Framework Plans and associated timber and livestock grazing environmen-
tal impact statements.

Alternative A. This alternative wouid emphasize a high production of timber and livestock forage and other
economically important values on all lands to contribute to community stability.

Alternative B. This alternative would emphasize the contribution of timber and livestock production to community
stability, consistent with a variety of other land uses.

Alternative C. This alternative would emphasize retention and improvement of biological diversity while providing
a sustained yield of timber and livestock forage to contribute to economic stability.

Alternative D. This alternative would emphasize management for plant and animal habitat diversity, dispersed
non-motorized recreation opportunities, and scenic resources. It would include a variety of other resource values
or uses including some timber and livestock forage production.
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Alternative E. This alternative would emphasize protection of older forests and management and enhancement
of values or uses such as dispersed, non-motorized recreation activities and scenic resources.

The Proposed Resource Management Plan. This alternative would emphasize ecosystem management.
Resources would be managed with an emphasis on retention of late-successional forest, restoration and/or
maintenance of watershed conditions, protection of special status and other species requiring special attention,
and a variety of other land uses.

Rationale for Decision

The proposed action responds to multiple needs, two primary ones being the need for healthy forests habitats and
the need for forest products. As stated in the Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact
Statement, on page 1-3:

The need for forest habitat is the need for a healthy forest ecosystem with habitat that will support poputations
of native species and includes protection for riparian areas and waters. This need was reflected by President
Clinton at the April 2, 1993, Forest Conference in Portland, Oregon.

The need for forest products from forest ecosystems is the need for a sustainable supply of timber and other
forest products that will help maintain the stability of local and regional economies, and contribute valuable
resources to the national economy, on a predictable and long-term basis. This need also was reflected by
President Clinton at the Forest Conference.

The proposed action responds to a third primary need; the importance of public rangelands in the production of
livestock. This is particularly true in the western United States where livestock grazing is a long-time, legally-
recognized use of public lands, and has been an integral part of the landscape and lifestyle since the late 1800s.
The BLM has been challenged with providing a stable resource base for grazing livestock on public lands, while
recognizing and providing for the growing social and economic importance of other resources, such as healthy
riparian areas, to local communities. These demands are reflected in the recent Healthy Rangelands initiative
(formerly called Rangeland Reform '94).

The Congressionally directed purposes for managing the Bureau of Land Management-administered lands
include both conserving the ecosystems upon which plant and wildlife species depend, and at the same time
providing raw materials and other resources that are needed to sustain the health and economic well-being of the
people of this country. To balance these sometimes conflicting purposes, we adopt the alternative that will both
maintain the late-successional and old-growth forest ecosystem and healthy rangeland ecosystem and provide a
predictable and sustainable supply of timber and livestock grazing, recreational opportunities, and other resources
at the highest level possible. The Proposed Resource Management Plan alternative best meets these criteria.

The Proposed Resource Management Plan alternative, unlike all of the other action alternatives, applies the same
criteria for management of habitat on both Forest Service and BLM lands. This was done in order to accomplish
most efficiently the dual objectives discussed above — that is, achieving the biological results required by law,
while minimizing adverse impact on timber harvests and jobs. The inefficiencies involved in applying different
criteria on Forest Service and BLM land have been noted in previous analyses. For example, in the Report of the
Scientific Analysis Team (“SAT Report”), the team found that BLM’s plans were relatively high-risk, when com-
pared to the plans of the Forest Service, in terms of conserving the northern spotted owl. As a result, the SAT
found that in order for the Forest Service to “make up for significantly increased risks,” it would have to dramati-
cally increase the size of protected areas on Forest Service land (SAT Report, pages 12-13).
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We have reviewed the alternatives discussed in the Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental
Impact Statement and their predicted environmental, economic, and social consequences, and the risks and
safeguards inherent in them. The Proposed Resource Management Plan alternative in the Proposed Resource
Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement is the best alternative for providing a sustainable level
of human use of the forest resource while still meeting the need to maintain and restore the late-successional and
old growth forest ecosystem. We therefore select Proposed Management Plan alternative as the management
direction that best responds to the purpose and need for the proposed action as expressed in the Proposed
Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement.

We base our conclusion on a number of factors. Although management under Alternatives A, B, or the No Action
alternative would provide higher levels of timber supply than the Proposed Resource Management Plan alterna-
tive, those alternatives would not provide adequate assurance that the processes and functions of
late-successional and old growth forest ecosystems would be maintained and restored, and would not provide
adequate assurance that the riparian habitat essential for many aquatic and terrestrial species would be main-
tained and restored. All alternatives except Alternative E and the Proposed Resource Management Plan
alternative would have a negative long-term impact on the northern spotted owl. The Proposed Resource Man-
agement Plan alternative would have a beneficial impact on more Special Status Animal Species than any other
alternative. See Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement.

All alternatives follow current BLM policies, initiatives, and emphasis on restoration and maintenance of resource
conditions, including riparian and aquatic conditions, that perpetuate fully functioning ecosystems while still
providing for societal needs. Alternatives No Action, A, and B would make achieving these objectives more
difficult. Alternatives C, D, E, and the Proposed Resource Management Plan make it easier to accomplish. The
Proposed Resource Management Plan for grazing provides a high level of riparian protection through its goal of
restoring or maintaining riparian-wetland areas so that 75 percent or more are in proper functioning condition, as
outlined in the Riparian-Wetlands Initiative for the 1990s. it also provides a high level of riparian-wetiand protec-
tion through its Aquatic Conservation Strategy. This level of protection is comparable to what could be provided
in Alternative E (see Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement pages 4-43
and 44). The Proposed Resource Management Plan also allows rangeland ecosystems to continue improving
(see Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement page 4-34) towards an
advanced ecological status with a 5 percent cut in use levels (Proposed Resource Management Plan) rather than
a 29 percent cut (Alternative E). Thus a better balance of resource protection and livestock commodity production
is achieved in the Proposed Resource Management Plan than in Alternative E.

As to the No Action alternative, that alternative is based on plans that existed prior to the listing of the northern
spotted owl, and it makes no specific provision for the recovery of this specie. In addition, it reflects a relatively
low fevel of riparian habitat protection. In view of these factors, it is unlikely that Alternatives A and B and the No
Action alternative would be deemed to satisfy the requirements of the Endangered Species Act.

The impacts to many species, and groups of species, of fish, wildlife, and plants are complex and difficult to
summarize in this Record of Decision. They are described in detail in the Proposed Resource Management Plan/
Final Environmental Impact Statement. Based upon the Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement and all of the information in the record, we have determined that Proposed Resource
Management Plan alternative will continue to meet the needs of species influenced by federal land management
activities. We find it meets the requirements of the Endangered Species Act for the conservation of listed spe-
cies. It also meets the requirements of laws directing the management of these forests for sustainable multiple
uses, including the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, and the Oregon and California Lands Act. More-
over, it meets the requirements of acts that protect elements of the environment, and requirements for
coordinated planning and consultation.

Moreover, the Proposed Resource Management Plan alternative allows silvicultural activities, such as thinning
young stands in late-successional reserves, when those activities will enhance late-successional conditions.

Even when compared to Alternative E (which in the short-term protects more old growth than the Proposed
Resource Management Plan Alternative), the Proposed Resource Management Plan Alternative may in the future
provide a better connected network of old-growth forests. Furthermore, when compared to Alternative E, the
Proposed Resource Management Plan Alternative provides nearly six times as much timber harvest to contribute
to the long-term stability of the local and regional economies.
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Environmental Preferability of the Alternatives

Environmental preferability is judged using the criteria suggested in the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA), which is guided by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). The CEQ has stated that “The environ-
mentally preferable alternative is the alternative that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed
in NEPA’s Section 101. Generally this means the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological and
physical environment; it also means the alternative which best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cul-
tural, and natural resources.” (Council on Environmental Quality, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning
CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1598), Federal Register Vol. 46, No. 55,
18026-18038, March 23, 1981: Question 6a.)

NEPA’s Section 101 establishes the following goals:

Fulfills the responsibility of this generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations
(NEPA 101(b)(1)),

Assures for all Americans productive and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings (NEPA
101(b)(2)),

Attains the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation or other undesirable
and unintended consequences (NEPA 101(b)(3)),

Preserves important natural aspects of our national heritage and maintains an environment which
supports diversity and variety of individual choice (NEPA 101(b)(4)),

Achieves a balance between population and resource use, which permits high standards of living and a
wide sharing of life’s amenities (NEPA 101 (b)(5)), and

Enhances the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of
depletable resources (NEPA 101(b)(6)).

Alternative E would allow for the smallest amount of directly human-induced effects on the physical environment.
It would exclude timber management activity from all old growth forest stands, preserving them from human
management actions. It would set aside more existing older forest acres than any other alternative — 20,800
acres on both the west and east sides of the resource area (See Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental Impact Statement, Table S-1, pages Summary-22 and 23). Alternative E has more positive
estimated effects on more wildlife habitat than any other alternative (See Proposed Resource Management Plan/
Final Environmental Impact Statement, Tables 4-6 through 4-19 and 4-24 through 4-29). In the long-term, the
percentage of acres in riparian zones in good condition on BLM lands is expected to increase more under Alterna-
tive E, compared to the existing condition (See Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental
Impact Statement, page 4-43). Based on the probable sale quantity estimates, Bureau of Land Management
forests in the planning area would produce about 0.182 million cubic feet on the west side (1.0 million board feet)
and 0.084 million cubic feet on the east side (0.021 million board feet) of timber annually under Alternative E.
(See Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement, Table S-1, pages Summary-
24 through 27.) Alternative E would reduce total livestock animal unit month levels by about 29 percent across
the resource area (See the Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement, page
4-135), as compared with current levels. Based on these factors, we conclude that Alternative E is the “environ-
mentally preferable alternative.”

Implementation

Decisions in this plan will be implemented over a period of years. The rate of implementation is tied to the BLM's
budgeting process. General priorities for overall management will be developed through long-term budgeting
processes and in consultation with other agencies, tribes, and government units. Specific priorities for geographi-
cal subunits or for individual programs or projects will be established, in large par, after local watershed analyses
and further environmental analysis are completed, as appropriate. Those priorities will be reviewed annually to
help develop work plan commitments for the coming years. Although the Resource Management Plan imple-
menting actions are described by individual resources, most activities will be consolidated and considered in
interdisciplinary, multi-resource activity plans and based on watershed analyses.
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Valid Existing Rights

This plan will not repeal valid existing rights on public lands. Valid existing rights are those rights or claims to
rights that take precedence over the actions contained in this plan. Valid existing rights may be held by other
federal, state or local government agencies or by private individuals or companies. Valid existing rights may
pertain to mining claims; mineral or energy leases; and rights-of-way; reciprocal rights-of-way and water rights.

Administrative Actions

Various types of administrative actions will require special attention beyond the scope of this plan. Administrative
actions are the day-to-day transactions required to serve the public and to provide optimum use of the resources.
These actions are in conformance with the plan. They include, but are not limited to; permits or sales for tradi-
tional or special forest products; competitive and commercial recreation activities; lands and realty actions,
including issuance of grants, leases, and permits and resolution of trespass; facility maintenance; law enforce-
ment and hazardous material removal or mitigation; enforcement and monitoring of permit stipulations; cadastral
surveys to determine legal land or mineral estate ownership; and engineering support to assist in mapping,
designing, and implementing projects. These and other administrative actions will be conducted at the resource
area, district or state level, sometimes in partnership with other landowner or agencies or entities. The degree to
which these actions are carried out will depend upon BLM policies, available personnel, funding levels, and
further environmental analysis and decision making, as appropriate.

Mitigation and Monitoring

All protective measures and other management direction identified in the plan will be taken to avoid or mitigate
adverse impacts. These measures will be taken throughout implementation. All practical means to avoid or
reduce environmental harm will be adopted, monitored, and evaluated, as appropriate.

Monitoring will be conducted, as identified in the approved plan. Monitoring and evaluations will be utilized to
ensure that decisions and priorities conveyed by the plan are being implemented, that progress toward identified
resource objectives is occurring, that mitigating measures and other management direction are effective in
avoiding or reducing adverse environmental impacts, and that the plan is maintained and consistent with the
ongoing development of BLM state office, regional, and national guidance.

Public involvement

Scoping of the Klamath Falls Resource Area Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
began in September 1986, when a mailer was sent to a mailing list of some approximately 2,100 parties, inviting
them to identify issues and concerns for the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to consider in the planning
process. At that time the lands now managed by the Klamath Falls Resource Area west of U.S. Highway 97 in
Klamath County were managed by the Medford District. Ten open houses were held by the Medford District BLM
during the comment period, to help interested parties focus on the questions.

In September 1987, the boundary between the Lakeview and Medford Districts was moved to the Jackson/
Klamath County line and the Klamath Falls Resource Area assumed management of BLM lands west of U.S.
Highway 97 in Klamath County.

In 1989 the decision was made to broaden the scope of the resource management plan to include all of the lands
managed by the Klamath Falls Resource Area. At that time the responsibility for the resource management plan/
environmental impact statement was transferred from the Medford District office to the Klamath Falls Resource
Area. In May of that year a mailer was sent to a list of approximately 550 people to identify any additional issues
or concerns associated with the management of all the lands within the resource area. The Klamath Falls Re-
source Area held two open houses to help interested parties focus on their concerns. A series of planning
brochures and documents were distributed over the entire planning period to provide public input and feedback
opportunities in the development of planning issues, goals, objectives, and data needs for the planning effort.
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In January 1991, approximately 1,500 copies of the resource area summary of the analysis of the management
situation and preliminary alternatives were mailed to interested agencies, organizations, and individuals. This
document described a variety of alternatives, most of which had similar objectives to comparable alternatives in
the other ongoing five BLM western Oregon resource management plan/environmental impact statements.

In August 1992, a Notice of Availability of the Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
was published in the Federal Register by the BLM, in addition to a Notice of Availability by the Environmental
Protection Agency. Newspaper and other media were also notified of the document availability, the length of the
comment period, and the dates, times, and locations of public meetings. The Draft Resource Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement was sent to a list of approximately 2,000 individuals, organizations, and agen-
cies.

A total of approximately 50 people attended four meetings which were held in Klamath Falls, Keno, and Bonanza,
Oregon. In addition, the Klamath Falls Resource Area staff held several other meetings and discussions with
interested people, groups, and organizations. A total of 977 letters, form letters, petitions, etc., were received by
the end of the extended comment period.

A summary of the public involvement associated with the July 1993 Draft and February 1994 Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement on Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old Growth Forest
Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl is included on pages 58 through 73 of the April
1994 interagency Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
Planning Documents within the Range of the Norther Spotted Owl and is hereby incorporated by reference.

On November 25, 1994, the Environmental Protection Agency published a Notice of Availability in the Federal
Register, which initiated the official protest and public comment period for the Klamath Falls Resource Area
Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, on December 2, 1994,
a Notice of Availability was also published in the Federal Register by the BLM. Newspaper and other media were
also notified of the document availability, the length of the protest period, and the date, time, and location of public
meetings. The Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement or summary were
sent to a list of approximately 1,700 individuals, organizations, and agencies. Approximately 25 people attended
meetings. The district manager received 6 comment letters. There were no objections or recommendations by
the Governor on behalf of any state or local government entity. There are no known inconsistencies with officially
approved or adopted natural resource related plans, policies, or programs of applicable state or local govern-
ments or Indian tribes.

The official period to protest the proposed plan closed on December 27, 1994. Nine valid protests were received,
reviewed, and resolved by the director. As a result of the protests and comment letters, a number of non-sub-
stantive changes have been made in the text of the approved plan to reflect typographical corrections, improve
clarity, or demonstrate consistency with various regulatory procedures or policies.
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Recommendation

With full knowledge of the commitment to resource and ecosystem management represented by the plan, | recom-
mend the adoption of the Klamath Falls Resource Area Resource Management Plan.

Date

Edwin J. Singleton
District Manager, Lakeview District, Lakeview, Oregon

State Director Approval

| approve the Klamath Falls Resource Area Resource Management Plan as recommended and hereby declare
that, effective October 1, 1994, the annual productive capacity (allowable harvest level) of that portion of the
Klamath Master Unit in the Klamath Falls Resource Area of the Lakeview District (west side) is 1.03 million cubic

feet: and, on the east side of the resource area the annual productive capacity (allowable harvest level) is 0.08
million cubic feet.

This document meets the requirements for a Record of Decision as provided in 40 Code of Federal Regulations
1505.2.

' _ZOWW/ R /995
Elaine Zielinski Da

State Director, Oregon/Washington
Bureau of Land Management
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Table R-1. Summary of Land Allocations and Management Actions/Directions
(detailed management direction is described in the Resource Management Plan)

Major Land Allocations’ Acres

Late-Successional/District
Designated Reserves 1,600
General Forest Management Areas - Matrix

West side 23,550
Late-Succesional/District
Designated Reserve Buffers 2,300°
East side 8,750
Rangelands®®
West side 46,537
East side 158,145
Other ¢
West side 26,080
East side 155,270
Total 215,520

' Riparian Reserves underlie all of the allocations/classifications
shown in this table. Overlaps could not be eliminated due to
limitations in the database.

2 Grazing allocations overlap with all of the other iand allocations,
including Riparian Reserves. If grazing is found in the future to be
incompatible with the other land allocation objectives, grazing
management will be changed through the processes described in
the plan's grazing appendix.

3 These acres are not included in the total.

* Includes all woodlands, commercial forest land outside matrix and
LS/DDRs, and non-forest lands.

Water Quality and Riparian Areas Acres
Riparian Reserves

West side 19,450
East side 9,100

Management Decision:

Restore and maintain the ecological health of water-
sheds and the aquatic ecosystems contained within
them on public lands through implementation of the
Aquatic Conservation Strategy.

Restore or maintain riparian-wetland areas so that 75
percent or more are in proper functioning condition by
1997. Provide livestock forage consistent with the
objective of achieving an advanced ecological status,
except where resource management objectives,
including proper functioning condition, will require an
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earlier successional stage, thus providing the widest
variety of vegetation and habitat diversity for wildlife,
fish, and watershed protection.

Old Growth and Mature Habitat Acres

West Side Management Decision:

Manage 3 percent of the land as Late-Successional/
District Designated Reserves. Manage all Matrix
lands for connectivity and biological diversity across
the landscape.

Existing old growth excluded

from timber harvest 4,526
Existing mature stands excluded

from timber harvest 4,090
Total forest land excluded from

planned timber harvest 17,837
Existing old growth managed

for partial retention 143
Existing mature stands

managed for partial retention 154
Total forest land managed

for partial retention 1,257

East Side Management Decision’:

Manage all Matrix lands for connectivity and biologi-
cal diversity across the landscape.

Existing old growth excluded

from timber harvest 729
Existing mature stands excluded

from timber harvest 1,420
Total forest land excluded from

planned timber harvest 6,561
Existing old growth managed

for partial retention 67
Existing mature stands

managed for partial retention 380
Total forest land managed

for for partial retention 1,292

% Does not include suitable woodlands (predominately juniper
woodlands), for which no detailed inventory has yet been done.
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Table R-1. Summary of Land Allocations and Management Actions/Directions (continued)
(detailed management direction is described in the Resource Management Plan)

Timber Acres
West Side
Forest management allocations
(commercial forest land):
Intensive 0
Restricted 23,563
Woodlands 0
Enhancement of other uses
or not available (total) 24,059
Practices (assumed average annual
for the first decade):
Regeneration harvest uni® 131
(TRIM-PLUS harvest acres)® 61)
Commercial thinning/density
management /uneven-age
harvest units® 828
(TRIM-PLUS harvest acres)® (385)
Site preparation (pile & burn slash) 180
Vegetation control 200
Animal damage control 400
Pre-commercial thinning 50
Brushfield/hardwood conversion 0
Planting/regular stock 300
Planting/genetically selected 100
Fertilization 3
Pruning 16
New road construction (miles/acres) 1/11
ASQ sale quantity (mmbf) 5.917
ASQ sale quantity (mmcf) 1.037

East Side

Forest management allocations
(commercial forest land):
Intensive
Restricted
Woodlands
Enhancement of other uses
or not available (total)®

Practices (assumed average annual
for the first decade):
Regeneration harvest units (acres)®
Commercial thinning/density
management uneven age
harvest units (acres)

Site preparation (pile & burn slash)
Vegetation control

Animal damage control
Pre-commercial thinning
Brushfield/hardwood conversion
Planting/regular stock
Planting/genetically selected stock
Fertilization

Pruning

New road construction (miles/acres)
ASQ sale quantity (mmbf)
ASQ sale quantity (mmcf)

8,766

82,464

33

269

70
25
15
20

60
15

13
0.7/8

0.40°
0.08°

¢ See Appendix 4-C of the Final RMP for an explanation of the
difference in acres between actual harvest and TRIM-PLUS

harvest acres.

7 The probable sale quantity shown may vary by plus or minus 40
percent due to changes resulting from further land classification,
stream inventory, and watershed analysis. The acres associated
with timber harvest activities would also vary by plus or minus 40

percent.

8 Includes juniper woodland as available for enhancement of other

uses,
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Table R-1. Summary of Land Allocations and Management Actions/Directions (continued)
(detailed management direction is described in the Resource Management Plan)

Special Status Species

including Theatened and

Endangered Species Habitat

(Animals and Plants) Acres

Management Decision:

Manage habitats of federal candidate state listed,
state candidate, and Bureau sensitive species on all
BLM-administered land.

Implement standards and guidelines for SEIS special
attention species.

Acres managed for all federal
candidate category 1 and 2,
state listed, and Bureau

sensitive species 212,000
Wildlife (including Fisheries)

Habitat Percent/Feet
West side

Leave 120 linear feet of logs per acre greater than or
equal to 16 inches in diameter and 16 feet long.

Seed harvested acres to legumes

and/or grasses (percent) up to 40
Wet meadows buffer width (in feet) 150
Seasonal wetlands buffer width (in feet) 150
Cliffs/Talus slopes buffer width (in feet) 100
Dry meadows buffer width (in feet) 100
Wooded swamps buffer width (in feet) 150

R-12

East Side

Retain, where available dead and down materials at

approximately 5 tons per acre including 50 lineal feet
of logs per acre greater than or equal to 12 inches in
diameter and 8 feet long.

Seed harvested acres to legumes

and/or grasses (percent) up to 40
Wet meadows buffer width (in feet) 150
Seasonal wetlands buffer width (in feet) 150
Cliffs/Talus slopes buffer width (in feet) 100
Dry meadows buffer width (in feet) 100
Wooded swamps buffer width (in feet) 150
Special Areas Numbers/Acres
Designate New RNA/ACECs 1
Designate New other ACECs® 3
Acres in RNA/ACECs 520
Acres in other ACECs® 7,680

¢ An "other area of critical environmental concern" is one that is
not also an research natural area.

Recreation Number/Acres/Miles

Sites available for recreation
(numbers/acres)

15-50/450-1220

Open year-round to OHV use (acres) 102,000
OHV use limited (acres) 105,600
Ciosed year-round to OHV use (acres) 4,300
Maintained trails (number/miles) 4-22/8-118
Roads open year-round (miles) 283
Roads with OHV use limited (miles) 150
Roads closed year-round (miles) 44
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Table R-1. Summary of Land Allocations and Management Actions/Directions (continued)
(detailed management direction is described in the Resource Management Plan)

Wild and Scenic Rivers Number/Miles

Land Tenure Acres

River segments found suitable for designation as:

Recreational 0/0
Scenic'® 1/11.0
Wild 0/0

'© The 11 mile segment of the Upper Klamath River was found
suitable for designation as Scenic in both the draft and final
Resource Management Plans. It was desi%nated as Scenic by the
Secretary of the Interior in October 1994, That designation is
currently being litigated by the City of Klamath Falls.

Visual Resources Acres

Management Decision:

Manage as VRM Class Il all BLM lands within 1/4
mile of developed recreation sites, the Pacific Crest
Trail, Spencer Creek, state scenic waterways and
rivers designated scenic under the National Wild &
Scenic Rivers Act. No less than VRM Class lil
management would be provided within 1/4 mile of
rural interface areas and state and federal highways.
The remaining lands would be managed as invento-
ried.

Visual Resource Management Class | 0
Visual Resource Management Class i 33,500
Visual Resource Management Class Il 81,800

Visual Resource Management Class IV 96,700

Management Decision:

Make land tenure adjustment to benefit a variety of
uses and values. Emphasize opportunities that
conserve Biological Diversity, enhance ecosystem
management or improve management efficiency.

Zone 1 identified for

retention 186,000
Zone 2 potentially suitable for
exchange only 3,000
Zone 3 potentially suitable for
sale or exchange 23,000

Cultural Resources Acres/Sites

Reserve as Native American

traditional use areas 4,140/-
Acres nominated to National

Register of Historical Places 5,000/50
Acres per year requiring cultural survey 4,500/-

Hydroelectric or Alternative
Energy Projects

Management Decision:

Right-of-way application for the Salt Caves hydroelec-
tric project is denied based on the Secretary of the
Interior's designation of the Upper Klamath River as
Scenic. The outcome of the litigation between the
City of Klamath Falls and the Secretary of the Interior
could change this decision.

Right-of-way applications for pumped storage or
alternative energy projects would be accepted.
Approval or denial of the application would depend on
site-specific NEPA analysis.
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Table R-1. Summary of Land Allocations and Management Actions/Directions (continued)
(detailed management direction is described in the Resource Management Plan)

Rights-of-Way Acres
Rights-of-way avoidance areas 58,080
Rights-of-way exclusion areas 840

Access/Withdrawals

Management Decision:

Acquire public access to public lands to assist various
programs to meet management objectives.

Protect lands with important resource values and/or
significant levels of investment by withdrawing them
from operation of the public land and mineral laws.

Energy and Mineral Management Acres

Available for oil and gas and

geothermal leasing'! 238,400
Closed to oil, gas and

geothermal leasing 300
Open to mining claim location

and operation 229,500
Closed to mining location? 6,400
Available for salable mineral disposal 222,500
Closed to salable mineral disposal 14,800

"' There would be 1,400 acres less of geothermal resources.

2 An additional 1,500 acres closed to non-metalliferous mineral
location throughout all alternatives.

Rural Interface Area Management Acres

Acres considered for alternative
forest management practices 3,050

Acres where clearcutting and
herbicide spraying excluded 0

Acres managed for VRM Class |l objectives 0
Acres managed for VBRM Ciass lil objectives 3,050

Acres where prescribed burning excluded 0

Livestock Grazing

Number of AUMs annuaily on

95 grazing allotments 12,978
Construct reservoirs (each) 68
Develop springs (each) 14
Miles of fence to build 58.5
Control competing vegetation (acres) 12,950
Road Management

Construction (miles of road)' 1.7

Limit, as a goal, open road densities to 1.5 miles per
square mile,

2 Annual average construction.



Table R-1. Summary of Land Allocations and Management Actions/Directions (continued)

(detailed management direction is described in the Resource Management Plan)

Noxious Weed Control

Foliow Noxious Weed Control Final EIS 1986 and
1987. Follow current local plan and environmental
assessment.

Hazardous Materials

Eliminate known hazardous materials on BLM-
administered lands.

Fire Acres

Per year prescribed burning for site pre-
paration and silvicultural hazard reduction 250

Per year prescribed burning for wildlife
habitat and forage enhancement 740

Per year natural and/or artificial
ignition prescribed fire for ecosystem
enhancement up to 7,500

Abbreviations used in this table:

ACEC = area of critical environmental concern

AUM = animal unit month

DRMP = draft Resource Management Plan

FLPMA = Federal Land Policy and Management Act

MMBF = million board feet

MMCF = million cubic feet

N/A = Not Applicable

0&C = Oregon and California

OHV = off-highwa&vehicle

PRMP = Proposed Resource Management Plan

PSQ = probable sale quantity

ROW = right-of-way

RMA = riparian management area

RNA = research natural area

SEIS = Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement

VRM = Visual Resource Management
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Resource Management Plan

The Planning Area

The BLM-administered lands in the Klamath Falls
Resource Area are located in southern Klamath
County, on the eastern slope of the Cascade Range
(see Map 1 in the map packet). For purposes of this
document the planning area and the resource area
are equivalent, although planning decisions pertain only to
BLM-administered lands in the planning area.

The public land acquired at the mouth of the Wood
River is not included in this document. A separate
Resource Management Plan is being developed for the
Wood River property. This Upper Klamath Basin Draft
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement was released for public review in March
1994, and a Final Resource Management Plan for the
Wood River property will be completed in 1995.

In addition to the 212,000 BLM-administered surface
acres, there are 21,000 acres of non-federally-owned
surface land underlain by subsurface federal mineral
estate within the planning area that are also adminis-
tered by the BLM. In these areas, the Resource
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
only addresses the minerals, not the non-BLM-
administered surface over those minerals. The lands
west of Highway 97, referred to in this document as
the west side, are primarily revested Oregon and
California grant lands (46,000 acres of Oregon and
California land out of a total of 51,000 acres of BLM-
administered lands on the west side). The lands east
of Highway 97, referred to in this document as the
east side, are known as public domain lands (161,000
acres). The definition of east and west side lands is
slightly different than this for purposes of discussion
and analysis in the timber section. Map 2 shows the
general land status within the planning area. Other
major federal lands within the planning area include
portions of the Rogue River, Fremont, and Winema
National Forests and the Klamath Basin National
Wildlife Refuge.

Briefly listed below are some of the distinctive fea-
tures that characterize the Klamath Falls Resource
Area. The Klamath Falis Resource Area lies within
the geographic area called the Klamath Basin. Water
in the planning area drains into the upper Klamath
River and the Lost River drainage. The west side is
predominantly a mixed conifer species consisting of
ponderosa pine, white fir, Shasta red fir, sugar pine,
western white pine, and Douglas fir. The east side is
partially forested with ponderosa pine. The remaining
east side lands are juniper woodlands and range
fands. The major population is centered in and
around the City of Klamath Falls.

2

Purpose and Need
for the Action

As discussed in the Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement on Management of Habitat for Late-
Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species
within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (here-
after referred to as the Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement), the resource management plan
responds to dual needs: the need for forest habitat
and the need for forest products.

The need for forest habitat is the need for a healthy
forest ecosystem with habitat that will support popula-
tions of native species and includes protection for
riparian areas and waters. This need was reflected
by President Clinton at the April 2, 1993, Forest
Conference in Portland, Oregon.

The need for forest products from forest ecosystems
is the need for a sustainable supply of timber and
other forest products that will help maintain the stability
of local and regional economies and contribute valuable
resources to the national economy, on a predictable
and long-term basis. This need also was reflected by
President Clinton at the Forest Conference.

The Resource Management Plan identified in this
document was developed after consideration of the
following:

¢ Public comments at open house meetings and in
correspondence;

¢ comments from other government agencies;

¢ BLM staff analysis of the consequences of
alternatives;

¢ legal mandates of Federal laws and executive
orders

4 decisions made in the Record of Decision for
Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of
Land Management Planning Documents Within
the Range of the northern spotted owl and its
Attachment A (hereafter referred to as the
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Record of Decision); and

¢ requirements of Bureau policy



The resource management plan was developed
under the requirements of the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act through the use of an interdisci-
plinary planning process. This document (resource
management plan) is written in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act and related Council
on Environmental Quality regulations.

The management of the Oregon and California lands
is governed by a variety of statutes, including the
Oregon and California Lands Act, Federal Land
Policy and Management Act, the Endangered Spe-
cies Act, and the Clean Water Act. The Oregon and
California Lands Act requires the Secretary of the
Interior to manage Oregon and California lands for
permanent forest production; however, such manage-
ment must also be in accord with sustained-yield
principles. Further, that Act requires that management
of Oregon and California lands protect watersheds,
regulate streamflow, provide for recreational facilities,
and contribute to the economic stability of local
communities and industries. The Act does not
require the Secretary to harvest all old growth timber
or all commercial timber as rapidly as possible or
according to any particular schedule. The Secretary
has discretion to determine how to manage the forest
on a sustained-yield basis that provides for perma-
nency of timber production over a long-term period.
The Secretary must necessarily make judgments,
informed by as much information as possible, about
what kind of management will lead to permanent forest
production that satisfies the principle of sustained yield.

Oregon and California lands must also be managed
in accordance with other environmental laws such as
the Endangered Species Act and the Clean Water
Act. Some provisions of these laws take precedence
over the Oregon and California Lands Act. For
instance, the Endangered Species Act requires the
Secretary to ensure that management of Oregon and
California lands will not likely result in jeopardy to
listed species or destruction or adverse modification
of critical habitat. The Endangered Species Act
directs the Secretary and all federal agencies to
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the
conservation and recovery of listed species. Section
5(a) of the Act also directs: “the Secretary, and the
Secretary of Agriculture with respect to the National
Forest System, shall establish and implement a
program to conserve fish, wildlife, and plants, includ-
ing those which are listed as endangered species or
threatened species pursuant to Section 4 of this Act.”
16 U.S.C. 15634(a). Although several northern
spotted owl recovery plans have been proposed, the
Secretary has not yet adopted final recovery pians for
either the northern spotted owl or the marbled murrelet.
The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Relationship To BLM Policies, Programs, and Other Plans

Record of Decision’s late-successional and riparian
reserve concepts are important building blocks in the
development of recovery plans to achieve the conser-
vation and recovery of those species.

One of the purposes of the Endangered Species Act
is the preservation of ecosystems upon which endan-
gered and threatened species depend. A forward-
looking land management policy would require that
federal lands be managed in a way to minimize the
need to list species under the Endangered Species
Act. Additional species listings could have the effect
of further limiting the Oregon and California Lands
Act's goal of achieving and maintaining permanent
forest production. This would contribute to the
economic instability of local communities-and indus-
tries, in contravention of a primary objective of the
Congress in enacting the Oregon and California
Lands Act. That Act does not limit the Secretary’s
ability to take steps now that would avoid future
listings and additional disruptions.

Protection of watersheds and regulating streamflow
are explicit purposes of forest production under the
Oregon and California Lands Act. Riparian reserves,
including those established on Oregon and California
lands under the Resource Management Plan, are
designed to restore and maintain aquatic ecosystem
functions. Together with other components of the
Aquatic Conservation Strategy, Riparian Reserves
will provide substantial watershed protection benefits.
Riparian Reserves will also help attain and maintain
water quality standards, a fundamental aspect of
watershed protection. Both Riparian Reserves and
Late-Successional Reserves will help regulate
streamflows, thus moderating peak streamflows and
attendant adverse impacts to watersheds.

Relationship of the
Resource Manage-
ment Plan to BLM
Policies, Programs,
and Other Plans

The BLM in Oregon is developing five other resource
management plans concurrently with the development
of this one. Together, the six resource management
plans cover all BLM-administered lands in western
Oregon. Some lands administered by the Medford
District to the west in Oregon and the Ukiah District to
the south in California are adjacent to lands addressed
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in the Klamath Falls Resource Area plan. Manage-
ment of certain resources or administrative features,
such as watersheds and road networks, in these
districts is shared with the Klamath Falis Resource
Area. Coordination and cooperation for management
of these lands is occurring in the planning process.

The draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement was supplemented by the Supple-
mental Environmental Impact Statement. The
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Record of Decision, signed jointly by the Secretary of
the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture, requires
the Bureau to incorporate the land-use allocations
and standards and guidelines in that decision in the
Bureau’s Resource Management Plans for western
Oregon. The resource management plan is intended
to be consistent with the Supplementai Environmental
Impact Statement Record of Decision:; any apparent
inconsistencies are oversights or misinterpretations of
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Record of Decision language. The Final Supplemen-
tal Environmental Impact Statement describes the
environmental impacts which arise from those
directions. This resource management plan incorpo-
rates the analysis in that Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement.

This Resource Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement incorporates by reference the
following records of decision:

L 4

Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control Program

¢ Western Oregon - Management of Competing
Vegetation Program

¢ Pacific Yew management program

¢ Animal Damage Control Program

This Resource Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement incorporates by reference the
analyses and decisions made in the following docu-
ments:

¢ The 1993 Klamath Falls Resource Area Inte-
grated Pest Control Plan and Environmental
Assessment

¢ The Klamath Falls Resource Area 1993 Gopher
Control Environmental Assessment

¢ The 1994 Klamath Falls Resource Area Fire
Management Environmental Assessment

¢ The 1987 Programmatic Final Environmental
Impact Statement on Grasshopper Control

¢ The 1993 Grasshopper Control Environmental
Assessment covering Lake and Klamath Coun-
ties.

¢ The 1989 Lakeview District Animal Damage

Control Environmental Assessment (which
should be replaced by the Environmental
Assessment Wildlife Damage Management in
the Roseburg Animal Damage Control District in
Southwest Oregon, with the BLM as a coopera-
tor)

The BLM'’s Final Oregon Wilderness Environmental
Impact Statement, published in December 1989,
addresses the Mountain Lakes Wilderness Study
Area in the Klamath Falls Resource Area, and will
lead to recommendations to Congress regarding
designation of these areas. Pending Congressionall
action, the wilderness values in this area will be
protected. This Resource Management Plan pro-
vides for management of these wilderness study
areas should the Congress choose not to designate
them as wilderness.

Any finding made in the record of decision for this
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement that certain river segments studied herein
are suitable for designation under the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, will be a preliminary administrative
finding. It will receive further review and possible
modification by the Director of the BLM: Secretary of
the Interior; or the President of the United States.
Final decisions have been reserved by Congress
unless the Governor nominates a river to the Secre-

tary of the Interior, who may then decide to designate
it.

Planning Process

The BLM’s planning process involves nine steps as
shown below:

Identify issues, concerns, and opportunities.
Develop planning criteria.

Collect inventory data and information.
Analyze the management situation.
Formulate alternatives.

Estimate effects of alternatives.

Select the preferred alternative.

Select the resource management plan.
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8a. Publish Proposed Resource Management
Plan/final Environmental Impact Statement.

8b. Respond to any protests and publish Resource
Management Plan/record of decision.

9. Implement, monitor, and evaluate the Re-
source Management Plan.

Step 7 also includes publication of the draft Resource
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement.
Public involvement has occurred at several steps in
the process.

Publication of this document constitutes completion of
step 8. Public involvement has occurred at several
steps in the process.

The planning process is designed to help the BLM
identify and consider those uses on BLM-administered
land that the public is interested in, to the extent
consistent with the laws established by the Congress
and the policies of the executive branch of the federal
government regarding management of these lands.

The Resource
Management Plan

The purpose of this section is to describe the Klamath
Falls Resource Area Resource Management Plan.
The Resource Management Plan was developed
partially in response to public comments related to
the Bureau of Land Management's August 1992 draft
Resource Management Plans for western Oregon. In
addition the plan incorporates the land use allocations
and management direction from the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement Record of Decision.
Finally, the plan was slightly modified in response to
public comments and protest on the September 1994
proposed resource management plans for western
Oregon. The following modifications were made in
the Klamath Falls Resource Area Resource Manage-
ment Plan:

The approved Resource Management Plan (RMP) in-
corporates the following nonsubstantive changes from
the Proposed RMP:

4 Language revisions intended to clarify some man-
agement direction.

¢ Language revisions intended to tighten the link be-
tween the approved RMP and the 1994 Record of
Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and
Bureau of Land Management Planning Documents

Vision

Within the Range of the northern spotted owl and
Standards and Guidelines for Management of
Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth
Forest Related Species Within the Range of the
northern spotted owl.

¢ Revisions that incorporate guidelines issued by the
Regional Ecosystem Office since the issuance of
the 1994 Record of Decision named above. Such
guidelines may clarify or interpret the 1994 Record
of Decision.

A map showing the land allocations of the Resource
Management Plan are contained in Map 3.

In the Klamath Falls Resource Area, all references to
Late-Successional/District Designated Reserves are

for reserves that were unmapped in the Supplemental

Environmental Impact Statement.

Also, the Matrix in the Klamath Falls Resource Area is
designed to provide connectivity and biological diversity
across the landscape rather than in connectivity/
diversity blocks.

Much of the BLM-administered land in the Klamath
Falls Resource Area was not covered by the Supple-
mental Environmental Impact Statement because it is
outside the range of the northern spotted owl. How-
ever, an effort similar to the western Oregon Supple-
mental Environmental Impact Statement process is
currently in progress for eastern Oregon (called the
Eastside Ecosystem Management Project). An
environmental impact statement is being developed,
but a draft environmental impact statement has not
been released yet. In the Klamath Falls Resource
Area, any requirements, goals, and objectives devised
as a result of the Eastside Ecosystem Management
Project's future environmental impact statement
record of decision will be incorporated into the
resource area's management programs as appropriate.

Vision

The Bureau of Land Management will manage the
land and natural resources under its jurisdiction in
western Oregon to help enhance and maintain the
ecological health of the environment and the social well
being of human populations.

There are several basic principles supporting this
vision:

4 natural resources can be managed to provide for
human use and a healthy environment;
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¢ resource management must be focused on
ecological principles to reduce the need for
single resource or single species management;

¢ stewardship, the involvement of people working
with natural processes, is essential for success-
ful implementation;

¢ the Bureau of Land Management cannot achieve
this vision alone, but can, by its management
processes and through cooperation with others,
be a significant contributor to its achievement;
and

¢ a carefully designed program of monitoring,
research, and adaptation will be the change
mechanism for achieving this vision.

Strategy

Lands administered by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment will be managed to maintain healthy, functioning
ecosystems from which a sustainable production of
natural resources can be provided. This man