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Summary

The Umatilla National Forest proposes to restore dry upland forest conditions throughout the Alder Creek,
Lower Kahler Creek, Upper Kahler Creek, Haystack Creek, and Bologna Canyon sub-watersheds through
a combination of commercial thinning, non-commercial thinning, and prescribed burning within
approximately 31,000 acres. The area affected by the proposal includes a dry forest ecosystem that has
been converted from historic (pre-European settlement) characteristics.

Upland forests in the Kahler area need to be restored. Relatively recent damage from defoliating insects
(spruce budworm and tussock moth), uncharacteristic wildfire effects associated with the 1996 Wheeler
Point fire, and dense forests containing low vigor trees are symptoms of impaired forest health and
deteriorating ecosystem integrity. The causes of these symptoms are related to historical changes in
species composition, forest structure, and stand density. If composition, structure, and density are not
moved back within their historical ranges of variation, then insect and fire problems will continue into the
future. In turn, this shift has altered the availability and distribution of habitat for terrestrial wildlife
species, including Forest Plan Management Indicator Species and Region 6 Sensitive Wildlife Species.

These issues led the agency to develop alternatives to the proposed action including:

= Alternative 1 - No Action
Major conclusions include:

e No vegetation would be treated, no roads closed, and no near-term impacts to wildlife.

= Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative
Major conclusions include:

e Timber harvest affecting approximately 12,000 acres of vegetation to restore the forest to a more
natural condition, reduce wildfire intensity, and provide income to the local economy.

= Alternative 3
Major conclusions include:

e Timber harvest affecting approximately 11,000 acres of vegetation to restore the forest to a more
natural condition, and reduce wildfire intensity. This alternative was developed to respond to
issues related to wildlife, management of the transportation system, and silvicultural treatment
within Class 4 RHCA's.
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