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Chapter 1
Purpose of and Need for Action and Proposed Action

A. Introduction and Need for the Proposal
1. Introduction

The purpose of this environmental assessment (EA) isto assist in the decision-making process by
assessing the environmental and human dfects resulting from implementing the proposed project
and/or dternatives. The EA will dso assst in determining if an environmental impact statement
(EIS) needsto be prepared or if afinding of no significart impact (FONSI) is gopropriate.

This EA tiersto the following documerts:
(2) the Final EI'S and Record of Decision dated June 1995 for the Medford District
Resource Management Plan (RMP) dated October 1994;
(2) the Final Supplemertal EIS on Managemert of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-
Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl dated
February 1994;
(3) the Record of Decison for Amendmentsto Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management Hanning Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl andits
Attachment A entitled the Standards and Guidelines for Management of Habitat for Late-
Successonal and Old-Growth Fored Related Species Withinthe Range of the Northern
Spotted Owl (NFP) dated April 13, 1994; ad
(4) the Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey
and Manager, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Messures Standards and Guiddines
dated January 2001.

2. Purpose and Need for the Proposal

The Grants Pass Resource Area (GPRA) annually conducts a large young stand management
program within egablished plantations. Thisincludesbrushing and pre-commercial thinning with
associated maintenance brushing. These actions creae slash with a consequent increase of the fire
hazard. Wildland fire risk and hazard assessment surveys are conduced after silvicultural
treatments are completed and are the basis for determining where treatments are needed and most
appropriate to reduce thefuel hazard and potertial impacts of awildland fire.

The purpose of the proposed treat ment is to reduce the fire and fuel hazard created by these
various silvicultural practicesby hand piling and pile burning either throughout an entire unit or at
strategic locationsina unit (e.g., road sides ridgetops and dong property boundaries adjacent to
private land).

B. Project Location and Land Use Allocations
Project locations are scattered throughout the Grants Pass Resource Area. Table 1 (Appendix A)

lists the individual units proposed for fuel and hazard reduction treatment and features of each unit.
Unit maps are located in Appendix B. Treatment areas are located inthe AM A, Matrix, LSR, and
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Riparian Reserve land allocations.
C. Scoping Issues Relevant to the Proposal

Several issues of potential concern were raised during the scoping phese of project plaming. They
are:

1. Air quality concernsand the requirements of the Oregon Smoke Management Plan
(OSMP).

2. The proximity of the portions of the GPRA to the OSMP designated non-at tainment
areas of Grants Pass and Medford/Ashland.

3. Potential for escaped fires as aresult of pile burning.
4. Potential impacts to Special Status, Survey and Manage, and T& E species.
5. Potentid impactsto Riparian Reserves and water qudity.
D. Proposed Action and Alternatives
1. Alternative Action 1: The No Action Alternative

In this EA document the "no-action” aternative is defined as not implementing any aspect of the
proposad action alternative. Defined this way, the no action alternaive also servesas a baseline or
reference point for evauating the environmentd effects of the action dternative. Incluson of this
alternative isdone without regard whether or not it is consistent with the Medford District RMP.

The no action alternative is not a "static" alternative. Implicit in it is a continuation of the annual
young stand managemert program throughout the Grants Pass Resource Area without the removal
or reduction of the fuelsand hazard created.

2. Alternative Action 2: Proposed Action

All pre-commercial thimning and brushing units listed in Table 1 (Appendix A) will receive post
treatment hazard and risk determination surveys/ assessments after the slvicultural trestment is
completed. Theentire unit or portions of each unit which are determined to need hazard reduction
treatment will have the slash hand piled and the piles burned. Prioritization for treatment is based
on hazard and risk priorities and available funding. Factorsthat influence priority include srategic
hazard reduction, digribution and location to private lands and other land management projects.

When only portions of a unit or gand are to betreated, the areas selected for hazard reduction
treatment are critical points on the sites such as where the highest potential losswould be
experienced if awildfire occurred, or aong areas where a high risk of an ignition source would be
present (e.g., aong heavily used roads).
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The actual extent of slash treatment will be dependent on available funding. It isanticipaed that
only 10-20% of the total acreage liged in Table 1 will actually rece ve treament.

Slash 2' long and lessthan 6" diameter will be hand piled. Chainsaws may be utilized to reduce the
size of the slash to sizes appropriate for hand piling. Maximum pile size would be approximately 5'
in diameter by 6'in height. All pileswill be covered with a5' x 5' sheet of 4-mil polyethylene
plastic. At least 3/4 of the pile’s surface would be covered and the plastic anchored to preserve a
dry ignition point. Slash piles will not beplaced onlogs stunmps, talus slopes, in roadways or
drainage ditches. Pileswill not be closer than 10' to trees or 25'to a unit boundary.

The dersity of resultant piles (#/acre) will vary depending on the nature of the individual unit.
Typically, the number of piles in pre-commercially thinned and brushed unitsisapproximately 35 to
60 piles/acre with average spacing between each pile ranging from 20" to 30". Units with brushing
alone (no PCT) typicaly result in gpproximately 25 to 35 piles per acre with an average spacing
between each pile ranging from 30" to 40'.

Ignition of pileswill be with drip torches or other hand held devices. Burning would be done in the
fall/winter season after significant rainfal has occurred. “Significant rainfall” meansoneinchina
48 hour period, or acumulative amount that wets the litter and duff layer and penetr ates the
mineral soil layer to 1/4 inch or more. These conditions would typicdly prevent the spread of fire
outside the burning pile and minimize the risk of an escape. A prescribed burn plan would be
prepared to address burning objectives and operational concerns. Prescribed burn plarns include
weather parameters and design features to diminish any potential of fire escape.

All piles would be ignited except those within a designated no treatment zone of ariparian reserve.
The numbe of piles typicdly consumed is 85 to 95 % of the total piled.

E. Project Design Features

Project design features (PDFs) are included for the purpose of reducing anticipated adverse
environmental impacts identified in the scoping process and which might stem from the
implementation of the proposed action. This section outlines these PDFs.

1. Air Quality / Smoke Management

To conform with air quality standards and guidelines, al prescribed burning would be managed in a
manner consistent with the requirements of the Oregon Smoke Management Plan and the
Department of Environrmental Qudity'sAir Quality and Visibility Protection Program. When burn
units are adjacent to rural residertial areas, burning woud be timed to minimizethe amourt of
residual snoke. This can be accomplished by burning when conditions for smoke dispersal are
optimd such as during rainy days and periods when amosphericinstahlity ispresent.

Patrol and mop-up of burred pileswould occur when needed to prevent burned areas from
reburning or becoming an escaped fire.
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2. Special Status Species and Cultural Resources

Cultural resource surveys surveys for spedal statusplant and animal goecies and/or species of
concern have been conducted prior to the initiation of the silvicultural treatment. Measures
appropriae to protec cultural sites and/or species will be teken. These coud include: timing of
treatmert, buffering of areas to preclude treatment, or no treatment of thearea.

To the extent possible, piles would not be located in areas of talus. Pilesplaced in these areas
would not be burned. Piles would not be placed on exiding large woody material.

During periods of high temperatures and low ground moigure conditions, mollusc may seek out
covered piles asrefugia. To reduce potential impacts to mollusc, pile burning would be done when
temperatures and ground moisture conditions are conducive to mollusc digersal avay from
covered piles. These are conditions similar to those required for safe and efficient pile burning.

Files would not be burned within 50 feet of the drip line of trees with confirmed active red tree vole
nests.

3. Remnant Habitat for Fungi and Bryophytes

As part of this prescription special treatment guidelines for protecting current non-vascular
populations of fungi and bryophytes ontree bolesand inthe canopy will be gpplied. Hahitat for
fungi and bryophytes may occur where 16" DBH or greater conifer and hardwood trees exist within
aunit. Therefore, in order to protect potentia lichen and bryophyte habitat, no hand piling or hand
pile burning will be implemented closer than 10 from the boles of any treeswitha 16"+ DBH (dl
land allocations).

4. Riparian Reserve Treatment

The presence of class 1-4 streams in the proposed treatment units are indicated on Table 1
(Appendix A) and on unit maps in Appendix B. Riparian reserve widths are those of the Northwest
Forest Plan:

Fish-bearing streams (stream classes 1 & 2) - 300 feet or 2 dte potential tree heights from
the edge of the stream (slope distance).

Permanently flowing non-fish-bearing streams (stream class 3) - 150 feet or 1 site potential
tree slope distance from the edge of the stream.

Seasonally flowing or intermittent streams (stream class 4) - 100 feet dope or 1 dte
potential tree distance from the edge of the stream channel.

Lakes and natural ponds - 300 feet or 2 site potentia trees slope distance fromthe outer
edge of the body of water.

Constructed ponds and reservoirs and wetlands greater than one acre - 150 feet slope
distance from the outer edge of the body of water or wetland.

Slash piling and burning would be done within the riparian reserves except as follows:
- For stream classes 1 and 2, a 50' no trest ment buffer would be retained adjacent to the
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stream.

- A 25' no treatment buffer would be retained along Class 3 and 4 streams and other
riparian aress.

- These buffers would extend from the edge of the riparian vegetation or, if no riparian
vegetation exigts, from the edge of the stream channel and would be delineated during
project implemertation.

Due to differencesin vegetation and slvicultural trestment, pile density in riparian reservesis
typically 5 to 10% lower than the upland areas. The amount of slash generated may necesstate
placing ahand pile within ano treatment zone area in order to remove the fuel up to the no
treatment zone line. Hand pileswithin riparian reserves would be ignited, except those within the
no treatment zones.

S. Seasonal Operation Constraints

Seasonal operating condraints would be per the Medford District RMP and USFWS Biologicd
Opinion #1-7-96-F-392 for BLM silviculture projects 1996 through 2005:

Spotted Owls - No work involving chainsaws will be permitted within 0.25-mile of an known active
gpotted owl nest or activity center between March 1 and June 15. Unitswith this characteristic
(seven units) are indicated on Table 1. (Note: The spotted owl related operating season is less
restrictive than that required in the RMP, however, the fact that it is specificaly approved by the
USFWS supports it being treated as apermissible exception.)

Marbled Murrelet - Work involving chainsawswill be permitted within 0.25-mile of known
occupied marbled murrelet sites, or unsurveyed suitable marbled murrel et habitat, no earlier than
two hours after sunrise and no later than two hours before sunset from April 1 - September 15.

Bald Eagle - Work activities within 174 mile non line-of-sght or %2 mile line-of-sght of active bald
eagle nests would be restricted to between January 1 - August 1.

Peregrine falcons - Avoid digurbance to pairsbetween February 1 - August 1 (RMP).

Other raptors - Between March 1 and July 15 and within 1/4 mile of nest sites or activity centers,
no digurbances that may disturb or interfere with nesting (RMP).

Seasonad operating restrictions will aso be employed to minimize the potential to erosion and
damage to natural surface roads. Table 1 idertifies those units accessad by naural surfaced roads
where thiswill apply. Operations on these units will not be permitted when conditions are such that
damage to natural surface roads would occur.

6. Port-Orford Cedar Root Disease Restrictions
Port-Orford cedar aswell asthe pathogen Phytophthora lateralis (PL) are present in some of the

proposed treatment units (See Table 1). T herefore measuresto prevent the spread of PL will
employed: Unitswith Port-Orford Cedar present and which are un-infested and free of the
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pathogen Phytophthora lateralis (PL) will be hand piled and burned first. Infested units will be
hand piled and hand piled burned last.

Units have been surveyed prior to silvicultural treatment to determine presence or absence of POC
and/or PI. Operationsin units with POC infected with P/ (21 units) will beconfined to the dry
season or periodswhen roads and soils are dry. The dry period is typically Jure 15 to Oct. 15.
Within the dry season, no work would be permitted during rain events (when water puddies on the
road).
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Chapter 2
Environmental Consequences

A. Introduction

Only substantive site-specific environmental changes that would result from implementing the
proposad action or alternaives are discussed in this chapter. If an ecological componert isnot
discussed, it should be assumed that the resource specialists have considered affects to that
component and found the proposed action or alterratives would have minimal or no affects.
Similarly, unless addr essed specifically, the following were found not to be affected by the
proposed action or alterratives. air quality; areasof critical environmental concern (ACEC);
cultural or historical resources; Native Americanreligious sites; prime or unique farmlands;
floodplains endangered, threatened or sendtive plant, animd or fish species, water qudity;
wetlands/riparian zones wild and scenic rivers; and wildernessaress. 1naddition, hazardous waste
or materials are not directly involved in the proposed action or aternatives.

B. Effects of the Proposed Action
1. Soils and Water
a Affected Environment

Units proposed to be treated are located in most fifth field watersheds in the Grants Pass Resource
Area Removal of fuels, hand piling, and burning will, for the mog part, be done outside of
designated no treatment zones (NTZ) within theriparian reserves. Occasondly ahand pile would
occur within the NTZ but none of these piles would be burned. Riparian reserve stresmswithin the
project units are predominately class 3 and 4 with a few fish-bearing streams. Thesestreams are
predominately Rosgen A or AA+ streams in sloping draws.

b. Environmental Consequences
1) Alternaive 1: No Action

The heightened wildland fire hazard dueto the recent addition of thinning / brushing dash resultsin
an inaeased likelihood of damaged soils from hot fire occurrences in the future. Hot fires can
cause highly reduced organic matter content in the upper minerd soil and on the soil surface. This
could have two consequences on soil and water qudity:

a) Increased erosion and sedimentation. Sediment would reach class 3 and 4 streams and
would reach fish streamsin pulses depending upon precipitation ratesfollowing fire Revegetation
and new plant growth would slowly take place (see 2 below) and sediment quantities to the stream
system would diminish through the short term. Inan estimated 10 years sediment rates would
return to current levels.

b) Duetolossof duff/litter layer and loss of the organic matter in the upper mineral soil
which is an important source of nutrients, soil productivity could substantially decline within these
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units,
2) Alternative 2: Proposed Action

Assuming a high average of 60 piles per acre with each pile covering 28 ft?, burned spots after piles
are burned would cover less than 6% of the ground surface. Assuming that most of the burned
piles will result in aspot on which the soil has a substantial reduction of organic metter, this would
result in reduction of soil productivity for the individual gots. Since the burned spots will occupy
lessthan 6% of the treated units the overall reduction of soil productivity rate will be minimal.
Eroson/sedimentation should not be afactor as the spotswould be islands surrounded by a matrix
of vegetativeand litter cover.

After the treatment fire hazard will be reduced, so if wild fire should burn on one of the treated
units the fire intensity would be less than without the treatment (No action). Any resultant increase
in erosion/sedimentation would thus likely be far less than without the treatment. Also the resulting
decrease in soil productivity would likely befar less than without the treatment.

At the 5" and 6" fild watershed level, cumulative effects of the proposed treatment on additiona
stream sediment over the no action or background levds would not likely be measuralde.

2. Fire and Fuels
a Affected Environment

Hazard is defined as the exigence of a fuel complex that corstitutes athreat of wild land fire
ignitions, unacceptable fire behavior and severity, or suppression difficulty. Fuelsinclude dead and
down woody debris, and live vegetaion. There is a highfire hazard in the units proposed for
treatment due to slash fromrecently thinned/ brushed stands.

These stands which have been recently treated for young stand maintenance and are distributed
throughout the Grants Pass Resource Area and most fifth field watersheds in the resource area.
See Table 1. Thinning / brushing wasdone to enaure survivd, optimal growth and structure
enhancement of preferred conifer species and selected hardwoods. Thiming of these stands
changed the fuels from acondition of high dengty live ganding fuelsto a condition of primarily
dead and down surfacefud. Driead fine flashy fud ssuch asexist in the unitsare very receptive to
fire, contribute to increased fire behavior and typically create a hazardous condition for at least a
year.

b. Environmental Consequences
1) Alternaive 1: No Action
The wildland fire hazard and hazardous fud conditions have increased within each unit immediately
following the young gand mairtenance. Increased fire behavior intenstties, flame lengths and rates

of spread will result fromthe added fud levds Theimmedateincrease in fire behavior ratesof
spread continue to exist until the fines (less than 1" in diameter) havefallen off.
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Theremaining larger fuels (1"- 6" in diameter) will continue to contribute to increased fire
intensities and longer flame lengths. Continuation of the young stand management program
annudly may increase the overdl fuel hazard within some of the fifth field watersheds. This
increase in hazard will eventualy decrease over time depending on the rates of decay and
compadction of the fuels.

Over timein agtand therewill be asuccesson of young stand management practices which will
contribute to increasing the fuel hazard. This hazard will continue over several years until such
time as the dlash created compacts or decomposes.

2) Alterndive 2: Proposed Action

Wildland fire hazard will be reduced on sites where slash has recertly been created. A further
reduction in thefire hazard will occur when ignition of the hand piles iscompleted. Reductionin
fuel load will decrease fire intensity, flame length, and rate of spread if a wildfire occurs on the ste.
These changesin fire behavior reduce the resistance to fire control efforts. Fire suppresson forces
will have more time to detect and respond to adower moving fire. The potentia for effective
direct atack onthefire isgreater asthefire isless intense, dower moving, and has lower flame

lengths.

3. Wildlife

A range of speciesultilize the areas proposed for dashtreatment. However, there are nore that are
consdered exclusvely dependent on the age cdlass of the stands being treated. T his discusson will
focus on potential impacts on T& E and survey and manage species.

a Affected Environment

The areas proposed for fuel reduction treatments include stands that are generally lessthan 30 years
old. Stands lessthan 30 years old do not provide nesting hahitat for spotted owls, marbled
murrelets, and bald eagles. Bald eagles and spotted owls may occadonally use young gandsfor
foraging. Thisforaging is most likely associated with edges where adjacent large trees provide
perching opportunities and cover.

There are no currently known bald eagle nests currently within 0.5 mile of the proposed treatment
units. There are no known peregrine falcon nests within 0.5 mile of the proposed treatment units.
There are no known marbled murrelet sites within 0.25 miles of the proposed treatment units.

Survey and manage molluscs with potentially suitable habitat in the project area indude Monadenia
chaceana and Helminthoglypta hertlieni. These molluscs are strongly associated with talus and
rock outcrops. Coarse woody debris is also an important habitat component for these species. Red
tree voles are associated with mature Douglas fir stands with high canopy closure (>50%). Stands
within the project area are not representative of suitablered tree vole hahitat.
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b. Environmental Consequences
1) Alternative 1: No Action

For some species, particularly smal mammals, large quantities of dash may provide excellent hiding
cover. However, large quantities of dash may also create obstacles to the movement of some
terrestrid speciesand impedimerts to the foraging efficiency of some raptors.

Thegredest potentid adverse impact is theincreased rik of stand dedroying fires assodaed with
high fuel loading. Aslong asfuel levels remain high, the risk of standsbeing st back to earlier
seral stages remains elevated and the ability to effectively manage for mature forests and associated
wildlife species isgreatly compromised

For spotted owls, no impacts to suitable foraging habitat are anticipated as a result of the No
Action alternative. Thisisbased primarily on thefact that foraging by spotted owlsistypically
confined to theedges of young gands Addtionally, their primary prey base includes gpecies not
strongly associat ed with the microhabitats created by dash. The greatest risk is associated with
increased fire hazard.

For mar bled murrelets, young stands do not provide suitable nesting habitat. Additionadly, the
areas proposed for fuel reduction treatments are within the marbled nurrelet zone 2 (35 - 50 miles)
but are within a basin where there have been no murrelet detections and the probability of them
occurring is congdered very low. Based on this, there are no anticipated impacts to the marbled
murrelet.

For bald eagles, there are no known nests within %2 mile of the proposed activities Additiondly,
these young stands do not provide preferred foraging habitat. Based on this, thereare no
antidpated impacts to the bald eagle The greatest risk is associaed withinaeased fire hazard.

For red treevoles and survey and manage molluscs, there are no anticipated direct impacts
associated with the No Action dternaive. The greatest risk isassociated with increased fire
hazard.

2) Alterndive 2: Proposed Action

Overall, the greatest benefit associated with the proposed fuel reductionis the ability to more
effectively manage stands to achieve mature forest conditions and adecrease in the probability of a
catastrophic burn of the sites.

In generd, reducing fud levelswould remove habitat for smaller wildlife species srongly
associated with this type of ground cover. However, because not all slash piles are entirely burned
and not dl dash isremoved, some of the ground cover benefits provided by dash would remain
intad. Estimates are that 5-15% of the targeted fuelswill not be consumed.

For spotted owls, fuel reduction will not have broad implications for the suitability of foraging
habitat. Thisis based primarily on the fact that spotted owls typically confine foraging to the edge
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of young stands. Additionally, their primary prey base includes species not strongly assodaed with
the microhahitatscreaed by slash. Redricting the operation of power equipment within 1/4 mile of
nest stesor activity centers of all known pairs and resdent singles between March 1 - June 15 will
minimize potential disturbance. Reducing fuel levels will enhance the long term ability to manage
these areas for mature forest conditions.

For marbled murrelets, young stands do not provide suitable nesting habitat. Based on this, fuel
reductionsare not antid pated to reult inimpacts to the marbled murrd €.

For bald eagles, there are no known nestswithin %2 mile of the proposed activities. Additiondly,
these young stands do not provide preferred foraging habitat. Based on this, thereare no
anticipated direct impactsto thebald eage Reducing fuel levels will enhance thelong term ability
to manage these areas for mature forest conditions.

For red tree voles and survey and manage molluscs, there are no articipated direct impacts. To
minimize the potential for smoke and hest to penetrate the crowns of active red tree vole nest trees,
no piles will be burned below these trees. By ensuring that piles are not placed on talus or coarse
woody debris, potential impads to survey and manage molluscs are also mnimized. Reducing fuel
levels will enhance the long term ability to manage these areas for mature forest conditions.

4. Fisheries
a Affected Environment

Most of the units proposed for treatment do not contain Riparian Reserves. Most of the Riparian
Resavesthat are in the proposed treatment unitsare intermittent streams (Class 4) which are not
used by fish. Severa streams are perennia (Class 3) but are not used by fish. A few fish-bearing
perennial streams (Class 1 and 2) are present within the proposed treament units and support
resident cutthroat and rainbow trout.

Many of the intermittent streams in the project area are ephemeral and flow for only ashort time
each year. Asaresult, plants adapted to moist soil conditions may be present only withina few fegt
of the stream or not at all. Other intermittent streams and some perennid streams are in deep V-
shaped chamels with no floodp ain, allowing riparian vegetaionto grow only withina few feet of
the stream. Outside of these narrow zones of riparian plants, the vegetation in the Riparian Reserve
isgmilar to that which is found inthe drier upland areas outside of thereserves.

The natural stand condition in the areasoutside the immedi&e riparian zone would be an open
overstory and sparse understory dominated by fire-adapted species Due to past logging practices
and the exclusion of fire, forest stands inthe project area are typically more dense and brushy than
under natural conditions and havea higher fuel loading.

b. Environmental Consequences

1) Alternaive 1: No Action
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Fuel loading in the Riparian Reserves will continue to be high, posing a high wildfire hazard. The
risk of a stand-destroying fire would remain highin much of the Riparian Reserve acreage,
including milesof streams which would be vulnerable to the effects of wildfire outside the normal
range of intersity (see Soil and Water effects).

2) Alternaive 2: Proposed Action

No adverse effects to fish or aquatic resources are anticipated from the proposed action. No
burning of handpiles will take place within 25 feet of riparian vegetation on non-fish bearing
streams and within 50 feet of riparian vegetation on fish-bearing streams. T hese no treat ment
buffers close to streams will be sufficient to protect streams from even the small erosion risk
associated with removal of the organic soil layer under burned handpiles. The spacing of handpiles
to be burned outside the no treatment buffers but within the Riparian Reserveissufficient to
minmize the risk of sediment transport. The resultant fuel loading and fire hazard will be lower
than under the no action alternative.

The short and long term effects of the proposed action are beneficid at the site and watershed
levels, aswildfire hazard will be reduced in and around Riparian Reserves. No cumulative efects
are anticipated from the proposed action as burning will be widely dispersed spatidly at the site and
watershed levels. In addition, itisunlikey that al of the proposed burning would take place within
the same season, but will instead take place over a 2 to 3 year period.

5. Botany
a Affected Environment

The precommercial thinunits have very little native habitat remaining due to past timber
management practices. Theislands of habitat with larger trees and asociated mature understory
are small and contain the following special status or survey and manage vascular plant species:
Cypripedium fasciculatum, C. Montanum and Frasera umpquaensis. Smal buffers (averaging 50)
have been established around these populationsto protect the immediate micro-site conditions.

The mycorrhizal connections within the units have been disrupted to the point where fungi hebitat
may be nortexistent, but substrate for lichens and bryophytes may still occur onthe legacy trees.
Fuel loadings from the PCT treat ments will be heavy, creating artificia shade and moist conditions
at the ground surface adjacent to plant buffers and legacy trees.

b. Environmental Consequences
1) Alternaive 1: No Action
Under the No Action alternative, the fuel loadingswill increase the wildfire risk for the special
status or survey and manage plant species found in these units. Although, moist micro-sites may be

provided intially, in the long run the drying of fuels at these sites could |ead to catastrophic fire that
would diminate populationsand any islands of native habitat that may occur.
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2) Alterndive 2: Proposed Action

The handpiling and burning of handpiles will greatly reduce the threat of catastrophic fire to the
special status or survey and manage plants found in these units. It will also help to protect legacy
treedhabitat islands from being diminated by wildfire. Buffers will provide immediate protectionto
plant popu ations which are sensitive to fire and ground disturbance as fuel treatmentswill allow for
reduction in fuel loading adjacent to these buffers.

Since piling and the burning of piles will be kept at least ten (10) fest or more from the boles of 16"
DBH or greater trees, (all land allocations) any habitat which may exist for lichens and bryophytes
will be protected and the potentia for non-vascular plantsto re-establish in the future will be
maintained.
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Chapter 3
Agencies and Persons Consulted

A. Public Involvement

No forma public scoping or involvement was held on this proposed project. Extensive discussions
about the Resource area’s prescribed burning program have been held with Oregon State
Depatment of Forestry.

B. Availability of Document and Comment Procedures

The EA will be availalde for a 15 day public review periodinthe BLM Medford District Office, on
the Medford District’ sweb site or by requed.
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Appendix A: Proposed Hazard Reduction Units

TABLE 1: PROPOSED HAZARD REDUCTION UNITS

Sill)\fii‘lllll(::::al Key # Legal Land Allocation UnitName Unit I:Jlll:;: Special Status, P]:e(:ecnt PO,C Disease Wildlife'Se.asonal Na/:::::ss::?ace ffetlhd
Treatment Acres (I-1V) S&M Plants in Area in Area Restrictions roads Watershed
Brush 114512 34S-05W-33-007 Matrix Robert’s Mt. 5 2 R no no no yes Jumpoff Joe
Brush 112842 34S-08W-15-024 LSR & RR W.Rum 15-3 16 v | yes no no no Far Out
Brush 112764 34S-08W-28-008 LSR & RR Peggler Butte 16 v | yes no no no Rogue - Rec.
Brush 112892 34S-08W-29-005 LSR & RR Galice Compl ex 29-3 65 nH&iv | e yes no no yes Rogue - Rec.
Brush Eg;g; iissgivv\\llzéggls LSR & RR Dead Peg/Fire Fly 76 v | yes no no yes Rogue - Rec.
Brush 112894 34S-08W-32-005 LSR & RR Mill Cr. 44 nH&iv | - yes no no yes Rogue - Rec.
Brush 113096 35S-08W-07-006 LSR Galice Fire X I e yes no no yes Rogue - Rec.
Brush 111350 35S-09W-01014 LSR Silver Spur2A 22 | e | e yes yes no no N. Fk. Silver Cr.
Brush 113791 35S-09W-02-017 LSR & RR Sourgrass 2-3 15 v | - yes yes no no N. Fk. Silver Cr.
Brush 113888 35S-09W-03-012 LSR & RR Sourgrass 3-7B 50 v | - yes yes no yes N. Fk. Silver Cr.
Yes

Frazera (buffer
Brush 113796 35S-09W-03-014 LSR & RR Sourgrass 34B 34 1\ required) & yes yes no yes N. Fk. Silver Cr.

LEDA, (buffer

not required)
Brush 113802 35S-09W-13-006 LSR Galice Fire/ Silver Spur 17 | - e yes no no yes Rogue - Rec.
Brush ﬂggg? gggggwiggig LSR & RR Silver Spur18 44 (V2 I — yes yes no yes N. Fk. Silver Cr.
Brush 113139 35S-09W-15-008 LSR Silver Cat Scarif N e yes yes no yes N. Fk. Silver Cr.
Brush 114926 35S-09W-16-003 LSR & RR Silver Cr. 32 v [ - yes yes no yes N. Fk. Silver Cr.
Brush 113168 36S-07W-27013 Matrix Blue Gulch 1-1A 8 | - | @ - yes no no yes Rogue - Rec.
Brush 113169 36S-07W-27-014 Matrix Blue Draper 27-3 9 | - | - yes no no yes Rogue - Rec.
Brush 113170 36S-07W-27-015 Matrix Blue Gulc 1-6B 0 | - | - yes no no yes Rogue - Rec.
Brush 116276 37S-07W-01-004 Matrix Slate Knight 1-1 6 | - | - no no no yes Chaney -Slate
Brush 113181 37S-07wW-07-008 Matrix & RR Slate Knight 7-3 8 v | - no no no yes Chaney -Slate
Brush 116261 37S-07W-07013 Matrix & RR SlateKnight 7-5B 49 & | - no no no yes Chaney -Slate
Brush 116260 37S-07W-07014 Matrix & RR Slate Knight 7-6 46 & | - no no no yes Chaney -Slate
Brush E:;;; ggzggw;ggég LSR & RR TwoT s25-5 36 (L2 — no no no yes Williams
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TABLE 1: PROPOSED HAZARD REDUCTION UNITS

Previous . Ripar. . POC . R Access via S5th
Silvicultural Key # Legal Land Allocation UnitName Unit Class Special Status, Present PO,C Disease Wlldllfe.Se.asonal Natural surface field
Acres S&M Plants . in Area Restrictions
Treatment (I-1V) in Area roads Watershed
Brush 115786 38S-05W-31009 [LSR, AMA& RR Two T s31-5 22 v | - no no no yes Williams
Brush 113322 38S-07W-23-020 Matrix Dryden Overlook I no no no yes Deer Cr.
. . FEEL
Brush 115773 38S-07W-23-025 Matrix Dry White23-1 38 \% 2 buffers no no no yes Deer Cr.
Brush 113339 38S-07W-31-011 Matrix Scottlsgl\/_;:zbascum L T no no no no Deer Cr.
Brush 116519 39S-05W-07-013 LSR -
117003 395-06W-12-022 AMA So. Williams 7-2 i yes yes no yes Deer Cr.
Brush 116186 | 39S-06W-03-022 ) .
116185 395-06W-04015 LSR & RR Wild eer Ridge 3-1 33 He&iIv | - yes no no no Deer Cr.
Brush 112071 39S-07W-27-001 Matrix & RR Robinson Hill Rev. 15 v | e no no no no Althouse Cr.
Brush 116255 39S-07W-35-025 Matrix Robman 35-12 10 v | - no no no no Althouse Cr.
Brush 112576 40S-07W-01-001 Matrix & RR Golden Sucker 1-1 28 v yes yes no yes Sucker Cr.
yes
Brush 112159 | 40S-07W-01.006 | Matrix & RR Golden Sucker 1-2 37 (L2 I— yes yes Tiger Spring STOC - yes Sucker Cr.
seasonal restricions
on chai nsaw u se.
yes
Brush 113576 | 40S-07W-01014 Matrix Mary's Load 1 g8 | e | yes yes Tiger Spring STOC - yes Sucker Cr.
seasonal restridions
on chai nsaw u se.
yes
Brush 116663 40S-07W-01022 Matrix & RR Golden Sucker 1-3 21 & | - yes yes Tiger Spring S.TQC ) yes Sucker Cr.
Seasonal restrictions
on chai nsaw u se.
Brush 116664 40S-07W-12-016 Matrix & RR Golden Sucker 12-1 15 v | yes no no yes Sucker Cr.
Brush 113892 40S-07W-13-006 Matrix Mary’sLoad 10 5 | - | - yes yes no yes Sucker Cr.
Brush 116667 40S-07W-13-008 Matrix & RR Golden Sucker 13-3 13 v | - yes yes no yes Sucker Cr.
Brush 115726 40S-08W-09-004 Matrix & RR LoganLo-Ca 9-1 29 v | - yes no no yes W. Illinois
Units for PCT
PCT 114513 34S-05W-33-008 Matrix Winona 59 | - | - No No no yes Jumpoff Joe
PCT 114760 34S-08W-03-014 LSR Rum Cr.B/O 3-1 18 | - | - Yes No no yes Wild Rogue
PCT 115739 34S-08W-10-022 LSR & RR Rum Cr.B/O10-4 35 v | Yes No no no Wild Rogue
PCT 112847 34S-08W-16-004 LSR & RR W.RumCr. 16-2 31 v |1 - Yes No No no Wild Rogue
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TABLE 1: PROPOSED HAZARD REDUCTION UNITS

Previous . Ripar. . POC . R Access via S5th
Unit S 1 Status, POCD Wildlife S 1
Silvicultural Key # Legal Land Allocation UnitName n Class LOCEE TR Present . 1sease net e. e.asona Natural surface field
Acres S&M Plants . in Area Restrictions
Treatment (I-1V) in Area roads Watershed
PCT 112865 34S-08W-22-009 LSR & RR Rum Cr. Spur 2 15 v | - No No No yes Rogue - Rec.
PCT 113864 34S-08W-28-015 LSR & RR Peggler Fir 66 v | - Yes No No Rogue - Rec.
PCT 112891 34S-08W-29-004 LSR & RR Galice Compl ex 29-5 25 Mm&iv [ - No No No yes Rogue - Rec.
113108 35S-09W-02-016 Yes
PCT 113109 355-09W-03001 LSR & RR Sour grass 1 21 \% LEDA (buffer Yes No no yes N. Fk. Silver
not needed)
PCT 116423 35S-09W-03-021 LSR & RR Sourgrass Salvage 11 | - | - Yes No No yes N. Fk. Silver
PCT 113167 36S-07W-27012 Matrix Blue Guld 1-2/3B i e Yes No No yes Rogue - Rec.
Yes
PCT 157884 37S-04W-05-008 Matrix BirdseyeWest 5-2 31 | - cY FA'CYM_O’ No No No no Grants Pass
& ISST extensive
buffering needed.
PCT 115268 | 37S-07W-07-002 AMA;";; LSR Slate Creek 10 VAR (R No No No yes Cheney Slate
PCT 114695 37S-07W-15-004 | AMA notinLSR Hot L oft 15-3 A B No No No yes Cheney Slate
PCT 113211 38S-05W-05-012 [ LSR/AMA & RR Chrome D ome 5-2 30 [ Y B No No No yes Murphy
PCT 113212 38S-05W-05-013 LSR/AMA ChromeDome 5-1A 28 | e | e No No No yes Murphy
PCT 113214 38S-05W-06-001 | LSR/AMA &RR Chrome Dome 6-1 35 v | - No No No yes Murphy
PCT 113768 38S-05W-07013 | LSR/AMA &RR Honey Wallow 12 v | - No No No yes Murphy
PCT 113234 38S-05W-19-007 LSR/AMA Powell Creek Salvage 6 | - | - No No No no Williams
111444 38S-06W-13-017 ,
PCT 116044 385-06W-14-030 LSR Murphy’ s Wallow 8-B 54 No No No no Murphy
PCT 111455 38S-06W-15-002 LSR/AMA Spencer’'sHole15-1 15 | - | - No No No yes Murphy
PCT 113266 38S-06W-19-012 LSR Spring W hite 100 | - | - Yes No No yes Williams
) . 1V off N
PCT 116191 38S-06W-27-012 LSR & RR Wildeer Ridge 27-6 22 line | T No No No no Deer
Yes
ksD T
PCT 111579 | 38S-07W-01.010 LSR CrooksCreek Cleanup | 30 | —oe [ coeee No No CrooksDeer STOC yes Deer
Seasonal restrictions
on chai nsaw u se.
Yes
PCT 113775 | 38S-07W-03010 | Matrix & RR | Crooked Cedar3-38 30 V2R I — No No BigCedar STOC no Deer
Seasonal restrictions
on chal nsaw u se.
PCT 113304 38S-07W-13-007 LSR Godfather Salvage 7 | - | - Yes No No no Deer
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TABLE 1: PROPOSED HAZARD REDUCTION UNITS

Previous . Ripar. . POC . R Access via S5th
Unit S 1 Status, POCD Wildlife S 1
Silvicultural Key # Legal Land Allocation UnitName n Class LOCEE TR Present . 1sease net e. e.asona Natural surface field
Acres S&M Plants . in Area Restrictions
Treatment (I-1V) in Area roads Watershed
PCT 113313 | 38S-07W-22-002 Matrix Dry White 22-1 29 | e | e No No No no Deer Creek
PCT 113337 38S-07W-31-009 Matrix Scottish Verbas 31-2C 45 Mm&Iv [ - No No No no Deer Creek
PCT 113346 38S-07W-35-007 Matrix N. Frk Thompson Cr. 1 37 me&iv [ - No No No yes Deer Creek
Access thru
POC infected Yes
PCT 111775 | 39S-05W-17003 | AMA notinLSR | So. Williams 171A/B | 28 | e [ oo Yes area Literly STOC yes Williams
Infected area | Seasonal restrictions
to SW off 39- on chai nsaw u se.
5-7rd
Access thru
POC infected
PCT 116241 | 395-05w-23017 | AMAMOLINLSR | ooy Eag Fork 12 | 10 m | e Yes aea No yes Williams
& RR Infected area
to SE off 39-
5-23.2rd
Access thru
PCT 113405 39S-05W-29-009 LSR/AMA Rocky East Fork 29-2 12 | - | - Yes POC infected No yes Williams
area
Access thru
POC infected
PCT 113423 39S-06W-01-008 LSR Swamp Flat 2 11 | - | e Yes area No yes Williams
Infected area
off 39-5-6 rd
PCT 113537 39S-07W-21-007 Matrix Bear Grapes 21-3B 37 | - | - No No No no Sucker Creek
PCT 113538 39S-07W-21-008 Matrix Bear Grapes 3A/3C < e No No No no Sucker Creek
Yes
PCT 113559 | 39S-07W-35.018 Matrix Robman 35-18 32 VAR IR No No Claim Ridge STOC no Althouse Creek
Seasonal restrictions
on chal nsaw use.
PCT 114034 40S-07W-01-019 Matrix Sucker Creek 2 13 | - e Yes Yes No yes Althouse
I -W.
PCT 113404 39S-05W-28-005 | LSR/AMA & RR Rocky East Fork 24 sideof | ------- Yes Yes No no Williams
unit
113403 39S-05W-28-004 I11-E. side .-
LSR/AMA & RR Rocky Eag Fork #2 24 R Y Y N Will
PCT 113406 | 39s-05W-29010 | “SF/ & ocky Ead Fo of unit e e ° yes tHiams
TOTAL 1913
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