
                                    BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
                                        MEDFORD DISTRICT OFFICE 
                                                   3040 BIDDLE ROAD 
                                            MEDFORD, OREGON 97504                                        
 

 
DECISION RECORD/RATIONALE/FONSI 

Marble Drive Fuel Hazard Reduction 
(EA # OR110-03-19) 

 
I. DECISION   
 
The decision is to implement the proposed action for the Marble Drive Fuel Hazard Reduction as described in 
its environmental assessment (EA).  Implementation of this decision will include all project design features as 
described in the EA.   
 
II. RATIONALE    
 
This project will reduce fire hazard within close proximity to several residences in a rural interface area.  Fuels 
will be reduced and altered so that if wildfire does occur, its rate of spread and extent will be reduced.  
Furthermore, fire suppression will be safer and access easier.  Finally, habitat diversity and condition will be 
improved for many species. 
 
This action incorporates project design features that minimize potential short and long term adverse effects of 
the actions to be implemented.  No adverse cumulative effects have been identified.  
 
The No Action alternative was rejected because it does not meet the RMP’s objective for reducing wildfire 
hazard in rural interface areas (RMP pp. 88-89).  
 
In addition to discussions between adjacent landowners and BLM personnel that expressed support for the 
project, two scoping letters and two comment letters were received, all of which expressed overall support for 
the project.  One comment letter recommended designing vegetation variability (e.g., variable leave tree and 
vegetation island spacing); ending treatment activities in February versus March to accommodate the early 
spring flowering and nesting season; and treating the scotch broom sites.  The other comment letter 
recommended limited use of the slashbuster without more monitoring data.  Both letters recommended using 
local workers to treat the fuels manually instead of using the slashbuster.  This decision includes all of the 
above recommendations except the February treatment end date.  While manual treatment will not supplant 
use of the slashbuster, it will be used in areas where the slashbuster is not appropriate, as outlined in the EA. 
 
This decision is consistent with the Medford District Resource Management Plan, the Record of Decision 
and Standards and Guidelines on Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth 
Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl and the Record of Decision and 
Standards and Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other 
Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines. This decision is also consistent with the Endangered 
Species Act; the Native American Religious Freedom Act; other cultural resource management laws and 
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regulations; Executive Order 12898 regarding Environmental Justice; and Executive Order 13212 regarding 
potential adverse impacts to energy development, production, supply and/or distribution. 
 
This project is also consistent with and promotes the goals of the National Fire Plan by reducing fire hazard on 
public lands and within the rural interface area.  The project also advances the Bureau of Land Management’s 
Strategic Plan for FY2000-2005, specifically mission goals 1.4 (reduce threats to public health, safety and 
property) and 2.2 (restore at-risk resources and maintain functioning systems).     
III.   FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT    
 
Based on information contained in the EA, the project’s record, and on comments received to date from the 
public regarding the project, it is my determination that the proposed action will not result in significant impacts 
to the quality of the human environment.  During scoping and the public comment period, those who 
commented shared their preferences on how to implement the project or proposed additional objectives, but 
no new impacts were brought to light that would indicate a need for further analysis.  This project does not 
constitute a major federal action having a significant effect on the human environment.  An environmental 
impact statement (EIS) is not necessary and will not be prepared. 
 
This conclusion is also based on a consideration of both the context and intensity of the impacts of the selected 
action(s) (40 CFR 1508.27). Context refers to analysis of environmental consequences at various social or 
geographic scales.  For this project, impacts were assessed at both the site-specific and 5th field watershed 
scales.  Intensity refers to the severity of impacts.  Conclusions regarding intensity are supported by the 
following findings: 
 
1)  Impacts can be both beneficial and adverse and a significant effect may exist regardless of the 
perceived balance of effects.  Both adverse and beneficial impacts will result from the project.  Both have 
been considered in concluding that there will be no impacts at the 5th field watershed scale and inconsequential 
impacts at the site-specific scale for the following issues (resources not mentioned are expected to have no 
impacts at any scale): soil compaction, erosion, sedimentation, noxious weed dispersal, air quality, historic site 
disturbance and wildlife disturbance. 
 
2)  The degree of the impact on public health or safety.  No adverse effects to public health or safety have 
been identified.  Reduced fuel hazard, especially near residences, greatly benefits public safety.    
 
3)  Unique characteristics of the geographic area.  A unique characteristic of the 80 acre project area is 
that it is entirely surrounded by private residences, making this site especially suitable for fuel hazard reduction. 
  
 
4)  The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly 
controversial.  There is no indication of any highly controversial effects on the quality of the human 
environment.   
 
5)  The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are likely to be highly uncertain 
or involve unique or unknown risks.  There is no indication that the effects on the human environment are 
highly uncertain and/or involve unique or unknown risks. 
 






