UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
SALEM DISTRICT OFFICE

DECISION RATIONALE FOR THE
KLICKITAT TIE LATE SUCCESSIONAL RESERVE ENHANCEMENT
PROJECT

| have reviewed the proposal and alternatives for the accomplishment of the Klickitat Tie Late
Successional Reserve (LSR) Enhancement project. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
Marys Peak Resource Area, completed an environmental analysis (Environmental Assessment
number OR-080-00-12) for a proposal to manage stand density on approximately 290 acres of 47
to 60 year old conifer stands in the Crooked Creek drainage of the North Fork Alsea River.
Activities to enhance |late-successional forest habitat include upland and Riparian Reserve
thinning, coarse woody debris creation, road decommissioning, instream log placement and
conifer release. Activitieswill occurinT. 13 S, R. 7W., sections 9, 15 and 21, W. M. The
affected environment, proposed action and potential environmental consequences of the proposed
project and associated activities are described in the Klickitat Tie LSR Enhancement
Environmental Assessment (EA). The EA and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) were
made available for public review from December 20, 2001 to January 22, 2002.

Programmatic documents covering this proposal are the:

Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for Amendment to the Survey & Manage,
Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Sandards and Guidelines (S&M ROD,
January 2001)

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement For Amendment to the Survey & Manage,
Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines (S&M FSEIS
November 2000).

Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (RMP, May 1995)

Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning
Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (ROD, April 1994)

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on Management of Habitat for Late-
Successional Forest Rel ated Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (SEIS, February
1994)

Western Oregon Program-Management of Competing Vegetation Final Environmental Impact
Satement (VMFEIS, February 1989) and the Western Oregon Program-Management of Competing
Vegetation Record of Decision (August 1992).



The EA is tiered with the aforementioned environmental documents. All of these documents may
bereviewed at the Salem District BLM office, MarysPeak Resource Area, 1717 Fabry Rd. S., Salem
Oregon. Office hours are Monday through Friday, 7:30 AM to 4:00 PM, closed on holidays.

Decision Record

Considering public comment, the content of the EA and supporting project record, the management
recommendations contained in the North Fork Alsea Watershed Analysis (July 1996), the Late
Successional Reserve Assessment, Oregon Coast Province - Southern Portion (RO267, RO 268)
(LSRA, June 1997)and the management direction contained inthe RMP, | have decided toimplement
the selected action as described in the EA proposed action and project design features with the
following clarifications and modifications:

Clarifications

. As stated in the FONSI, the project was determined to be “likely to affect, not likely to
adversely affect” coho salmon by the Level 1 Team, but subsequent to the Level 1 finding,
coho salmon were delisted by order of Judge Michael Hogan asaresult of alawsuit brought
against National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). After the FONSI was signed, the 9"
Circuit Court of Appeals stayed the delisting pending the outcome of an Appeal. Therefore,
aLetter of Concurrence was signed by NMFS and received in our office on April 9, 2002.

. Coho salmon are present in Y ew Creek only to the east property line of section 9, whichis
not as far upstream as shown on the original Map 1. (See revised Map 1, which is attached)

. The EA states on page 13 that improvements to existing roads would occur prior to hauling
and would include adding sediment traps to ditches above culverts. Approximately 30
sediment traps will be installed by the purchaser according to specifications and drawings
supplied by the BLM. BLM will flag the spots where the sediment traps are required and
they will be installed before the beginning of the haul season.

. Page 12 of the EA statesthat all newly constructed roadswould be decommissioned after the
sale. Decommissioning will include ripping the roads to a minimum 18 inch depth to
accomplish total de-compaction, installing waterbars, pulling sidecast material back on fill
slopes over 3 feet in depth, and seeding with native grasses.

Modifications

. Page 15 of the EA statesthat 16 to 20 logs would be placed by helicopter in Cabin Creek and
that the logs would be aslong as practicable and with diameters of stand average. Thelogs
will beaminimum of 17 feet long and 16 inchesin diameter and will comefrom theright-of-
way in Unit 2. Some logs over 20 inches DBH reserved from yarding may be included.

. As suggested by Oregon Natural Resources Council in their comments, all roads to be
decommissioned will be blocked. Blocking will be accomplished by placing root wads at
road entrances.



. A crossdrain pipe will beinstalled on road 13-7-10, above the unnamed 1% order tributary
to Crooked Creek, which intersects the road in section 10. (See revised Map 1, attached)

. TheEA indicatesin Table 2 (page 13) and states on page 12 that Road T-8 (in Unit 9) would
be surfaced. However, it will remain natural surface unlessthe purchaser choosesto rock it.
The purchaser will also have the option to add rock to Willamette Industriesroad 3-7-22.1,
leading to T-8, and the spur road leading to the helicopter landing in section 10.

. The EA states on page 9 that understory conifers less than 7.0 inches would be retained
where possible. Understory conifersless than 6.0 inches will be retained where possible.

. The EA failed to designate a seasonal restriction for in-stream work in Cabin Creek. The
seasonal restriction is June 15 to October 1.

Placing logs over 20 inchesDBH in Cabin Creek: The LSRA requiresleaving al trees 20 inches
DBH and larger in LSR projects. Where they must be cut for safety or operability they must be | eft
onsite. Wethink that placing some of these logs in Cabin Creek for in-stream structure meets the
intent of the LSRA and LSR Standards and Guides in the RMP. Ecologicaly, in-stream structures
will benefit coho salmon and other aquatic and aquatic dependent species in Cabin Creek. We
expect that most logs over 20 incheswill be left in the right-of-way, especially those few logs over
24 inches, because of helicopter load (weight) restrictions.

Blocking Roads: Blocking the decommissioned roadswill restrict accessfrom four wheel driveand
all terrain vehicles. Thiswill alow the roadbed to fully recover more quickly.

Installinga CrossDrain Pipeon Road 13-7-10: Water drainsdown theditch lineon road 13-7-10
and directly into the unnamed intermittent tributary to Crooked Creek in section 10. A crossdrain
pipe will be installed to route the water and sediment away from the stream and into vegetation
below the road where it will re-infiltrate into stable soils.

Allowing the Purchaser to Rock Road T-8: No winter hauling will be alowed from the landing
on Road T-8. Therefore it will not be rocked unless the purchaser decides to. This will make
decommissioning this road more cost effective and efficient and is not likely to cause any
sedimentation since no hauling will take place in wet weather.

Retaining 6.0 inch DBH trees. All trees with a 16 foot log and a 5 inch top are considered
merchantable, and many trees 7.0 inches DBH in the project areameet these criteria. Therefore we
chose to retain 6.0 inch DBH trees.

Seasonal Restriction on In-stream Work in Cabin Creek: Thepermit obtained fromtheDivision
of State Landsfor in-stream work in Cabin Creek restricts|og placement to the period between June
15 and October 1.



Decision Rationale
My rationale for this decision follows:

1. Theselected action addressestheidentified purpose and need for actionin that it will meet the
need for forest habitat as described in the RMP on pages 1 and 2.

Monitoring activities related to this sale will be done as described in Appendix J of the RMP
(page 64) and Appendix G of the EA.

2. Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 were not selected for the following reasons:

Alternative 2 - Environmental effects between Alternative 1 and 2 are essentially equal,
therefore project goals would be achieved on fewer acresif Alternative 2 is
selected.

Alternative 3- Alternative 3 would create a high risk of bark beetle infestation in healthy
remaining green trees, and an increased risk of catastrophic fire within the
project area and adjacent stands due to the large increase in fuels. The
interdisciplinary team determined that the environmental risk of yarding and
road building primarily on ridges and stable soilswasless over thelong term
than the environmental risk of bark beetle infestation and catastrophic fire.

Alternative4- The“no action” alternative was not sel ected because it would not meet RMP
objectives for LSRs and Riparian Reserves; nor would it meet the project
goals of increased stand structural complexity, increased species diversity,
accelerated development of desired tree characteristics, and creation of
terrestrial and aquatic woody debris.

A FONSI wasissued with the original EA. The clarifications and modifications do not change the
scope of the project analyzed in EA number OR-080-00-12, and do not affect the adequacy of the
analysis described in the EA. My conclusionsin the FONSI have not changed.

Public I nvolvement/Coor dination/Consultation

Scoping

Efforts to involve the public in planning for the proposed action were as follows:

1 Thegenera areawas allocated Late-Successional Reservesin the RMP and the ROD. These

documentswerewidely circul ated in the state of Oregon and €l sewhere, and public review and
comment were requested at each step of the planning process.



A letter was mailed to interested parties on June 8, 2000 outlining the proposed action and
requesting initial public input.

A description of the proposal wasincluded in the Salem Bureau of Land Management Project
Update and mailed in July and September 2001 to more than 1200 individuals and
organizations on the mailing list.

A legal noticeannouncing availability of the EA for public review and comment was submitted
to the Corvallis Gazette-Times and published on December 20, 2002.

On December 18, 2001, copies of the EA were mailed to individuals, interest groups and
agencies who responded to our letter of June 8, 2000 with initial publicinput. Lettersto other
interested individuals, interest groups and agencies were sent informing them that the EA was
available for review on the internet and at the Salem District office. The public comment
period for the FONSI/EA was December 20, 2001 to January 22, 2002.

The EA and FONSI have been available for review on theinternet at Salem BLM’ s website,
http://www.or.blm/salem (under Planning) since December 19, 2001.

Comments

Two letterswerereceived from organi zations, and onefrom anindividual. Appendix A summarizes
the substantive comments and includes our responses.

Consultation

The proposed project will not affect suitable habitat for the northern spotted owl or marbled
murrelet. However, it was determined that this proposed action “may affect” both of these listed
species. To address this concern, consultation was completed with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, under the Programmatic Biological Assessment of Fiscal Year 2001 Projectsin the North
Coast Provincewhichwould modify the habitats of Bald Eagles, Northern Spotted Owls, or Marbled
Murrelets (August 11, 1999). A final Biological Opinion was received on October 4, 2000, which



concluded that the entirety of the planned actions for the fiscal year were not likely to result in
jeopardy to these listed species. This Biological Opinion will remain in effect for fiscal year 2002
timber sales. All applicable terms and conditions from the Biological Opinion have been
incorporated into the project design features for this proposed action.

The project area is in the North Fork Alsea River drainage. This watershed has anadromous fish
adjacent to the project area. The Biological Assessment (BA), which assessed potential impacts to

listed fish in the Oregon Coast Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) was submitted to NMFS in
August 2001. A Letter of Concurrence dated April 9,2002 concluded that the proposed project is

"not likely to adversely affect" Oregon Coast coho salmon, Oregon Coast steelhead trout and sea-
run cutthroat.

Conclusion

As Field Manager of the Marys Peak Resource Area, | reviewed the record for this proposed project
and have decided to implement Alternative 1, the proposed action as described in the EA, aong with
the modifications described in the Decision Record.

A Finding of No Significant Impact was signed on December 17, 2001. The conclusions reached
in that document have not changed.

Protests

In accordance with forest management regulations at 43 CFR 5003.2, the decision for this timber
sale will not become effective or be open to formal protest until the Notice of Sale is published “in
a newspaper of general circulation in the area where the lands affected by the decision are located.”
Protests of the sale must be filed within 15 days of the first publication of the notice.  For this
project, the Notice of Sale will be first published in the Convalis Gazette-Times on or before May
31,2002 The planned sae date is June 26,2002

Protests must be addressed to the Field Manager, Bureau of Land Management, 1717 Fabry Road
SE, Sdem, Oregon, 97306. Upon receiving a timely protest, | will reconsider my decision in light of
the statement of reasons for the protest and other pertinent information. | will prepare a written
response to the protest(s) and send my response(s) to the protesting party or parties. My response(s)
to the protest(s) may be appealed to the Interior Board of Land Appedls.

Londry il Many (, 2002

Cindy Enstrony Date
Marys Peak Field Manager
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APPENDIX A
PUBLIC COMMENTSAND BLM RESPONSES

Silviculture Prescription

Oregon Natural Resources Council (ONRC): Openings should be closer in sizeto %2 acrethan 1
acre due to the large number of early seral stands already in the water shed.

Although there are alarge number of early seral stands in the watershed, the goal of the proposed
project is to create structura complexity which includes creating small early seral openings
combined with other areas of denser stocking within the context of arelatively large thinning area.
This patchiness creates habitat for a larger variety and number of species than any one of the
treatments would alone. In addition, creating an opening aslarge as an acre allows enough light for
understory conifersto grow. These openings within a thinning matrix, combined with areas of
denser than average or untreated stocking, arewell supportedinthelatest research (Carey, A.B.,D.R
Thysell and A.W. Brodie. 1999c The Forest Ecosystem Study: Background, Rationale,
Implementation, Baseline Conditions, and Slvicultural Assessment. U.S.D.A. Forest Service Gen.
Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-457, Portland, OR. http://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/gtr_457.pdf). Our method
for creating horizontal complexity on this large project was to use a diameter limit thinning
prescription, generally without regard for spacing. Because of the stocking and diameters in this
particular project, there are no openings as large as an acre.

Snags and Coar se Woody Debris

ONRC: This project may result in a loss of soft snags and coar se woody debris. Replacing large
soft snags (destroyed by logging) with small size snags removes a decay cohort critical to wildlife.

We believe the silvicultural prescription retains a sufficient density of green treesin proximity to
existing standing snagsto provide adequate protection for thisresource. Along with design features
described on page 8 of the EA, standing snags will be afforded enough protection to ensure a high
level of retention. Inaddition, the EA states(page 10): “If monitoring determinestherearelessthan
thetarget level of hard snags/logs per acre, then additional treeshaving a greater than average stand
diameter (post-treatment) would be girdled, topped, or felled to achieve the target.”

Wefed itisimportant to retain the option to create coarse woody debris (CWD) by various methods.
Our experienceinthisvicinity isthat we arelikely to get most of the CWD recruitment as blowdown
from winter storms following treatment (such trees are likely to be root sprung or have full
rootwads). If thisisthe case, then additional CWD treatment islikely to favor snag creation which
does not involve felling.
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Roads and Yarding

ONRC: BLM should devel op alternatives that do not include new road construction. BLM should
develop an alternative that incor porates some helicopter logging.

Aeria yarding the entire sale was an aternative considered by the ID team but eliminated. As
explained on page 17 of the EA, the cost of aeria yarding could not be justified in areas of the
proposed project where roads could be constructed in stable locations. The preferred aternative
aeria (helicopter) yards 60 % of the sale area.

As required by the LSRA, new road construction was kept to a minimum. Roads will be built
following Best Management Practices in the RMP (p. C- 4, 5) and were located on ridge tops and
stablelocations. Inaddition, all new roads will be decommissioned. The most recently published,
long-term study supports our practice of road decommissioning as an effective tool to minimize
undesirable effects of logging roads. (M.A. Madgj. 2001. Erosion and Sediment Delivery
Following Removal of Forest Roads. Earth Surface Processes and Landforms. Vol. 26, 175-190.)

ONRC: Where BLM uses ground based yarding, we should require cable yarding up slopes to
existing roads (in other words, avoid ground based yarding).

American Lands Alliance (ALA): The use of ground based yarding systems will inhibit the
attainment of ACS objectives, particularly ACSO 5.

Ground based yarding is planned for three areas on approximately 6 acresin this 290 acre sale.
Theseareasarenot in Riparian Reserves, and are on slopesranging from 10 to 20%, which isground
flatter than required by the RMP Best Management Practices (p. C-2). Ground based yarding will
only be allowed for 2 and ¥ months during the driest part of the year (August 1% to October 15™),
with the requirement that it will be stopped if necessary to avoid excessive soil and water resource
impacts. In addition skid trails will be approved by the Administrative Officer and will be spaced
150 feet apart to minimize the number; the operator will be required to maintain slash on them to
minimize compaction ( EA p. 11).

The EA states on page 41 that the total area of soil disturbance from all proposed activities is
estimated tobe2.1 percent. Thisincludesall road building, cableyarding and ground based yarding.
The RMP alows 10% as the maximum acceptable level for soil disturbance/compaction (p. C-2).
Therefore, we arein compliance with the RMP Best Management Practices and do not think road
building or ground based yarding will retard or prevent attainment of ACS objectives.

Asstated in Appendix A of the EA, stream protection zones were applied to all stream channelsin
the project area, and hence large areas of riparian vegetation were excluded from treatment under
thisproposal. Inaddition, any sediment from ground based yarding would haveto travel at |east 300
feet over vegetation and slash covered slopes (high surface roughness which functions to trap any
overland flow and sediment) before reaching any streams. For these two reasons, we conclude that
our project will not inhibit attainment of ACS objective 5.
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ONRC: Where cable yarding is not appropriate, use rubber tired equipment rather than tracked
skidders for ground based yarding.

We have not specified rubber tired skidders as allowabl e equipment due to our past experience with
this equipment, which often results in much more tree damage, wider skid roads, and greater
disturbance. Thisisdueto the higher speed that rubber tired skidders operateat. Thereisalso more
ground pressure with some machines due to the lower total area of the equipment "foot print” in
relation to equipment weight. More deep rutting occurs with skidders due to the higher psi and
increased dlippage of the tires on the ground.

ONRC: BLM should place barriers at decommissioned roads.
At ONRC’ s suggestion, all roads constructed for the sale will be barricaded after decommisioning.

ALA: Construction of new logging roadswill inhibit the attainment of ACSobjectives, particularly
ACSO 5.

As stated in the EA (p. 48), al the proposed road construction and reconstruction locations have
been reviewed in the field for potential effects to water quality and watershed hydrology. As
indicated in the EA, the risk of measurable impacts posed by this proposal is extremely low. The
timing, volume, rate, and character of sediment input, storage, and transport isunlikely to be altered
in a measurable way, either in the short term or long term, by this proposal. Therefore, it was
determined that the proposal will likely maintain the current sediment regime in this watershed.

Alterationsto stream channel morphology asaresult of road construction areal so of low probability.

New road locations are unlikely to alter peak flow response in the project area by intercepting and
delivering surface and ground water more quickly to the stream system because they will not be
physically connected to the stream system. There would be no additional ditches or relief culverts
routing water to stream channels. Water from these surfaces will be routed to stable soils where it
will re-infiltrate. Therefore, it was determined that the new road construction will likely maintain
the current flow regime in this watershed.

Jan Wilson: Roading and yarding associated with removal of the wood will disturb the top layer
of the forest floor and will compact the soil along the yarding trails which impacts the hydrologic
function of the forest.

For reasons cited in the EA on pages48 and 49, ( high levelsof residual slash on yarding corridors,
no-treatment zones in riparian areas, the relatively small size of trees being yarded, and helicopter
yarding over approximately 60% of the area) the proposal would cause only minimal surface
disturbance within treatment units. This disturbance would not be of a significant nature and will
not likely result in any measurable alteration of watershed hydrology.
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Newly constructed roads are limited to positions along ridges and low gradient slopesthat will have
littleinfluence over watershed hydrology. Theseroadswill not enter into riparian zonesand will not
cross stream channels and therefore are of very low risk for altering watershed hydrology.
Construction techniquesrequired by the RMP Best M anagement Practices (p. C-3) will beemployed
to minimize road surface capture of water and will route this water to stable soilswhereit islikely
to re-infiltrate.

ALA: Implement Alternative 3 to avoid road construction.
Jan Wilson: Alternative 3, which would avoid any roading and yarding, is much more likely to
achieve the objectives of the project.

Asexplained el sewhere, new roadswill be constructed in stablelocationswhere our analysis shows
we will have little impact on watershed hydrology or increased sedimentation.

The number of trees planned for felling was chosen to meet the goals of restoring structural
complexity tothe standsand accel erating devel opment of desired tree characteristics (EA, page21).
Felling fewer treesor increasing mortality of healthy green treeswould not meet thosegoals. Felling
trees in September may mitigate some loss from bark beetles, but the fuel loading would be large
enough to pose risk of catastrophic fire aswell aslong term fire hazard within the project area and
adjacent stands. If we implemented a multi-year felling program following Siuslaw guidelines, as
suggested by ALA, it would take us approximately 30 years to fell al the trees, which would not
meet the goals of the project. Wewould rather not establish abase-line for determining the risks of
Douglas-fir bark beetle on such alarge scale. We do, however, plan to create down wood in some
surrounding areas on asmaller scale. These areas are shown on Map 1 and the project isexplained
in the EA on page 10.

Impactsto Marbled Murrelets

ALA: Allowing logging between April 1 and August 5 has a significant chance of disturbing
murrelet nesting.

Itistruethat design featuresfor thisaction do not totally exclude project activitiesduring thecritical
part of the marbled murrelet nesting period (April 1to August 5). However, restrictions on harvest
operations to avoid bark slippage during the Spring will ensure that only a portion of the overall
harvest might occur during the critical period of the marbled murrelet breeding season, and the
remaining activities will occur outside of this season. Furthermore, a design feature described on
page 9 of the EA provides for a seasonal restriction to be imposed if any listed wildlife speciesis
found occupying forest stands within 0.25 miles of the proposed units (current survey efforts have
found no listed species occupying this area).

We believe the existing design features strike a reasonabl e balance between operational flexibility
and species protection. Concerns for federally listed species were also addressed in a required
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. That consultation concluded that this action
was not likely to result in jeopardy to any listed wildlife species.
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I n-Stream Wor k

ONRC: Wood slated for placement in Cabin Creek istoo small. BLM should use larger wood
pulled fromroads and reservoirs. BLM should double check whether or not the culvert on the old
stream crossing has been removed.

Diameters of logs will range from 16 inches to over 20 inches, with log lengths a minimum of 17
feet. This size was chosen to maximize the size of logs, while considering the availability of logs
and the load a helicopter expected to be used on the project can reasonably lift.

We think that wood this size will be adequate to survive larger winter storm events and provide
structureinthe stream. The standard length for wood being added to channel sfor in-stream structure
is approximately 1.5 to 2 times the channel width. Thislength is standard for in-stream structures
and is used so logs do not move long distances and / or get washed up on the flood plain. Because
Cabin Creek hasabank full width of approximately five to seven feet, we expect that therisk of the
logs added to the creek moving downstream will be low.

The section of Cabin Creek these logs will be placed in aready has moderate to large amounts of
wood, however thiswood isin an old decay class. Theaddition of greenlogswill provide additional
channel complexity until the surrounding stand getslarger and hasthe potential to becomein-stream
structure in Cabin Creek.

BLM doesstock pilelargewood for in-stream use. However, using available logson sitewill cause
less disturbance than bringing in material from outside the project area. In addition, placinglogsin
the stream whilelogging equipment is avail able makesthe project more cost effective and efficient.

Theculvert and road on Cabin Creek near Highway 34 isowned and managed by Starker Forestsinc.
BLM employees visited this site incidentally in order to assess the risk to the public from a
hypothetical debris torrent initiated on public lands upstream. The risk islow (the risk assessment
is in the project file). Acting as a good neighbor, BLM notified Starker of the partial culvert
blockage at thislocation. We received aphone call in response in which arepresentative of Starker
thanked usfor the information and stated that the blockage had been removed. BLM does not have
the authority or responsibility to monitor activities on private land.

Fuel loading

ONRC: With as much as 35 tons of slash being generated, BLM should consider more slash piling
than just near roads and landings to minimize the risk of fire.

The EA states on page 43 that theincreasein fuel loading isexpected to be 5 to 15 tons, not 35 tons.
35 tonswould be an upper limit of total fuel loading which would include the pre-existing dead and
down material, snagsetc. plus slash generated from the proposed activity. Most of thetotal tonnage
isintheform of large material over 6 inchesin diameter. Slash lessthan 5inchesand limbswould

Page 5



rangeinthe2to 6 tonrange. Leaving thistype of thinning slash has not proven to beaproblemwith
past thinning units over several decades of operation. It isnot expected that slash in these unitswill
pose any greater risk than with past operations. Certainly there areno indicationsthat would justify
the need to cause additional disturbance or incur additional risk by piling and burning the scattered
dlash in the units.

Noxious Weeds
ONRC: BLM should collaboratewith other landowner sto eradicate popul ations of invasi ve weeds.

As stated in the EA (p. 27), the noxious weeds found in the project area are well established and
widespread throughout the Marys Peak Resource Area and the Salem District. Eradication is not
practical using any proposed treatment methods. In this project, decrease in the establishment of
noxious weeds will be accomplished by seeding with native grass seed all exposed soilswithin new
road construction, ground-based yarding roads and landing locations (EA p. 14).

Collaboration with other landownersto eradicate invasive weed popul ationsis outside the scope of
this project and decision. The Salem District is involved in integrated weed management and is
forming partnerships with other landowners for that purpose.
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