UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
SALEM DISTRICT OFFICE
MARY S PEAK RESOURCE AREA

RUNNING BEAR LSR ENHANCEMENT PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

EA NUMBER: OR-080-99-09

PREPARED BY': Interdisciplinary Team; Scott Hopkins, Team Lead

AREA ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR:  BeleVerbics

FISCAL YEAR: 1999 DATE: __June 28, 1999

SUMMARY: This document is an environmental assessment and finding of no significant impact
for the proposed Running Bear L SR Enhancement Project, tract number 99-308. The project area
islocated in Sections 32 and 33, Township 12 South, Range 7 West, and Sections 3 and 5,
Township 13 South, Range 7 West, Willamette Meridian, Benton County. The land use alocation
is Late-Successional Reserve.

Alternative A (the proposed action) would remove approximately, 4.6 million board feet (MMBF)
of merchantable timber from about 335 acres of land in accordance with the Salem District
Resource Management Plan and the Northwest Forest Plan. The sale would involve density
management (thinning harvest) in young conifer dominated stands 34 to 54 years old, along with
coarse woody debris (CWD) enhancement, and road building/renovation followed by
decommissioning and/or closure. About 110 acres of the treatment area would be yarded by
helicopter, while the remaining harvest area would be yarded with cable and ground- based
systems.

Alternative B would be the same as Alternative 1 except that fewer acres would be treated (about
325 acres), al yarding would be accomplished by cable and ground based systems (helicopter
would not be used), and additional road building would be needed.

The attached environmental analysis focuses on the following issues identified through Scoping
and by an interdisciplinary team of BLM resource speciaidts.

1) Forest Productivity: What effect would silvicultural trestments have on maintaining
long-term forest health and stand biodiversity?

2) Soilst How would the alternatives affect long-term site productivity?

3) Water/Riparian: What effect would the proposed projects have on water quantity
and quality asit affects beneficial uses? How would timber harvest and associated
activities affect attainment of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives?




4) Botany/Fish/Wildlife: What would be the effect of the proposed project and
associated activities on habitat and populations?

5) FuddAir Quality: What would be the effect of the proposed project on fuel loading
and fire risk? How would air quality be effected by the potential prescribed burning

for fuel hazard reduction ?

For further information contact Scott Hopkins at (503) 315-5956 or Diane Morris at (503) 315-
5960, 1717 Fabry Rd. S.E. Sdlem, Oregon, 97306. Comments on the environmental assessment

are due by 4 PM, Wednesday, July 28, 1999.



FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
| ntr oduction

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has analyzed the potential effects of a density
management (thinning harvest), coarse woody debris enhancement, and road management project
in the Upper Alsea Watershed, Marys Peak Resource Area, Benton County, Oregon. The actions
described in this Environmental Assessment (EA) including the Running Bear Density
Management Timber Sale (T.S. 99-308) are proposed for the purposes of implementing standards
and guidelines for enhancement of forest habitats and to meet the need for forest products as
identified in the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (the
ROD/RMP; see pages 1 and 2). The EA is attached to and incorporated by reference in this
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) determination.

The FONSI and the EA are being made available for public review prior to making adecision on
the action. The public notice of availability for review will be published in local hewspapers of
general circulation, on the Salem District Internet website and through notification of interested
individuals, organizations, and state and federal agencies.

Finding Rationale

For the alternatives analyzed, significant impacts on the quality of the human environment would
not occur based on the following criteria:

1) The dternatives fall within the range of those analyzed in the Salem District Proposed
RMP/Final Environmental Impact Statement (Sept. 1995; the PRMP/FEIS). The environmental
consequences of the proposed action and aternatives do not exceed those described in the
PRMP/FEIS.

2) The proposed action and alternatives are in conformance with the ROD/RMP, which describes
the genera management objectives, land use allocations, and management actions/direction for
BLM-administered lands in the Marys Peak Resource Area.

3) Asdisplayed on the following table, the alternatives are in conformance with components of
the Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) as described in the ROD/RMP (pp. 5-7).

4) The aternatives are consistent with management guidelines established for Late-Successiona
Reserve lands as described in Late Successional Reserve Assessment, Oregon Coast Province -
Southern Portion (RO267, RO268), version 1.3 June 1997 (LSRA; USDA FS and USDI BLM
1997).

5) The dlternatives are consistent with other federal agency and State of Oregon land use plans
and with the Benton County land use plan and zoning ordinances. Any permits associated with the
implementation of this project would be obtained, and all requirements would be met.

6) No flood plains, wild and scenic rivers, prime or unique farmlands occur within the proposed



harvest areas.

The following Table shows how this action relates to required components of the Aquatic
Conservation Srategy (RMP, p. 5 - 7):

Component

Relationship of This Action

Riparian Reserves

Density management would occur inside of Interim Riparian
Reserves (under both alternatives) as a means to accelerate the
development of late-successional forest characteristics and
provide for recruitment of coarse woody debris into riparian
habitats that currently lack such components.

Key Watersheds

The proposed project areais not in a Key Watershed.

Watershed Anaysis

The North Fork Alsea Watershed (part of Upper Alsea) was
completed in July 1996. This proposed action was specifically
designed to respond to several resource issues identified in the
Watershed Analysis. Many of the recommendations identified
in the analysis have been incorporated into this proposed action
including: density management within LSR and Riparian
Reserve allocations, road decommissioning, and coarse woody
debris enhancement for wildlife habitat and future recruitment
into stream channels.

Watershed Restoration

Recommendations from the Watershed Analysis that promote
watershed restoration provide part of the purpose and need for
this proposed action. These include: density management
within riparian habitats and road decommissioning to improve
long term hydrologic recovery. Effects to resources described
in the Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives (stream
physical integrity, water quality, sediment regime, in-stream
flows, species composition, etc.) are addressed in the
Environmental Consequences section of this EA.

7) The proposed action is within the coastal zone as defined by the Oregon Coastal Management
Program. This proposal is consistent with the objectives of the program and the state planning
goals which form the foundation for compliance with the requirements of the Coastal Zone Act.
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Program. This proposal is consistent with the objectives of the program and the state planning
goals which form the foundation for compliance with the requirements of the Coastal Zone Act.
Management actiong/direction found in the ROD/RMP were determined to be consistent with the
Oregon Coastal Management Program.

8) Cultural and paleontological resources were not found in the project area.

9) No hazardous materials or solid waste were observed in the project area nor would they be
created by the proposed action. Any chemicals or fuel used on the site would be handled using
best management practices.

10) The sale area does not qualify for potential wilderness nor has it been nominated as an area of
critical environmental concern.

11) Project design features would assure that potential impacts to water quality from this project
would be in compliance with the State of Oregon In-stream Water Quality Standards and thus the
Clean Water Act.

12) The proposed action and alternatives described for this project are in conformance with
Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
Planning Documents within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (ROD); and Standards and
Guidelines for Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related
Soecies Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (S& G). These two documents are
collectively referred to herein as the Northwest Forest Plan (NFP). In aBiological Opinion (BO)
issued in February 10, 1994 the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) determined
that the adoption of Alternative 9, as amended into the Northwest Forest Plan, was not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of any designated critical habitat for those listed species. The opinion did not
guantify on-the-ground impact of specific management actions and did not provide an incidental
take statement. Incidental take is quantified and appropriate “take” permits are issued through
biological opinions for specific actions.

13) In order to comply with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Running Bear

L SR Enhancement Project was submitted for specific consultation with the USFWS as part of the
Programmatic Biological Assessment (BA) of Fiscal Year 1999 Projects in the Oregon Coast
Range Province Which Would Modify the Habitats of Bald Eagles, Northern Spotted Owls, or
Marbled Murrelets. This consultation was concluded with the USFWS issuing the BO dated
October 23, 1998. The BO determined that the level of any anticipated incidental take is not
likely to result in jeopardy to the northern spotted owl, the marbled murrelet, or the bald eagle
since this proposal is in conformance with the Northwest Forest Plan.

14) Consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) isin progress. The BA,
which assessed potential impacts to listed fish in the Oregon Coast Evolutionarily Significant Unit
(ESV), was submitted to NMFS on April 8, 1999. The BO, responding to that BA, is



expected in July 1999. Any decision on the proposed Running Bear LSR Enhancement Project
would be in compliance with the pending BO.

15) The project decision would be in compliance with the EA To Change The Implementation
Schedule For Survey and Manage and Protection Buffer Species (October 1998) and the
associated Finding of No Significant Impact dated February 26, 1999.

This proposed action is local in nature, and potential adverse impacts would be short-term.
Impacts were determined based on observation, professional training, data collection and
experience of the interdisciplinary team of BLM natural resource specialists. Determining such
environmental effects reduces the uncertainties to a level which does not involve unique risks.
The design features identified in the EA would assure that no significant site-specific or
cumulative impacts would occur to the human environment other than those aready addressed ii
the PRMP/FEIS.

Finding of No Significant Impact Deter mination

Based on the analysis of information in the attached EA, my determination is that a new EIS or
supplement to the existing EIS are unnecessary and will not be prepared. The proposed action
would not result in significant environmental impacts affecting the quality of the human
environment greater than those addressed in the existing PRMP/FEIS.

I " W\/ '
Marys Peak Field Manager U\J L DJG@M‘&FQ?

Comments regarding this environmental assessment should be received by the Bureau of Land
Management, Marys Peak Resource Area by 4pm, Wednesday, July 28, 1999.
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I. PURPOSE AND NEED
A. Background.

InJuly of 1996, the Marys Peak Resource Areaof the Salem District BLM completed theNorth Fork
Alsea Watershed Analysis (USDI-BLM 1996). Thisdocument, referred to asthe NFAWA, outlined
many management opportunities for restoring and enhancing ecosystem conditions. Among these
opportunities were density management treatment (in managed stands|essthan 80 yearsold), coarse
woody debris enhancement, and road restoration. The NFAWA also identified a corridor of federa
lands that could provide a significant opportunity to promote terrestrial connectivity of older forest
habitats across the watershed.

In June of 1997, an interagency team of specialists from the Forest Service, BLM and USFWS
completed the Late Successional Reserve Assessment, Oregon Coast Province - Southern Portion
(RO267, RO268) (USDA-FS and USDI-BLM 1997). This document, referred to as the LSRA, set
priorities for treatment of federal lands designated as L ate-Successional Reserves (LSR) across the

landscape.

As afollow-up to the findings of the LSRA and NFAWA, the silviculture and wildlife staff began
prioritizing areas within the LSR (unit RO268) that would benefit from density management and
which would contribute to the provincial strategies for recovering LSR conditions across the
landscape. Stand exam contractswere completed that focused on managed standswithin theNFAWA
corridor. Over 2,000 acres of forest stand data have been accumul ated to date, with more stand exam
areas identified. Road maintenance efforts have treated many acute trouble spots identified within
the NFAWA, but only a few road closure/decommissioning projects have been accomplished. The
proposed project described herein, is intended to implement a subset of specific management
opportunitiesthat wereidentified withintheNFAWA and LSRA inamanner consi stent with standards
and guidelines outlined in existing planning documents described below.

B. Tiering

Thisenvironmental assessment (EA) istiered to the SalemDistrict Record of Decision and Resource
Management Plan (RMP, May, 1995) and the Salem District Proposed Resource Management
Plan/Final Environmental | mpact Satement (PRMP/FEIS, Sept., 1994). ThePRMP/FEISanalyzed
broad scopeissuesand impactswithin the President's direction to meet the need for forest habitat and
forest products (page 1-1). TheRMP provides acomprehensive ecosystem management strategy for
BLM managed lands in the Salem District in strict conformance with the Northwest Forest Plan
(NFP) which consists of the Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of
Land Management Planning Documents Withinthe Range of the Norther n Spotted Owl (April 1994),
and Sandards and Guidelines for Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth
Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (April 1994). All alternatives
presented within this Environmental Assessment (EA) describe various forest management, road
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construction, and road decommissioning activitiesthat are in compliance with the RMP and NFP.

ThisEA isalsotiered to theWestern 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 VMFEIS analyzed
broad scope issues and impacts for an integrated vegetation management strategy consisting of
various treatments. The Record of Decision identifies treatments and provides processes to meet
vegetation management objectives (page 3) and resource management goals (page 33). This
document is also tiered to the Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control Program Final EIS (USDI,
Dec. 1985) and the ROD (USDI, April 7, 1986), and the Supplement to the Northwest Area Noxious
Weed Control Program (USDI, March 1987) and the ROD (May 5, 1987). This EA will anayze
vegetation management treatments such as site preparation and reforestation for harvest units.

ThisEA isasdte-specific anaysis. The RMP provides general management guidance.

The above documents are available for review in the Salem District Office. Additional information
about the proposed Running Bear L SR Enhancement Project isavailableinthe EA file, dso available
for review in the Sdem District Office.

C. Management Objectives
The following general objectives guided the development of alternatives for this proposed project:

1. Comply with existing state and federal laws and legally binding management guidance,
the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan, (RMP; USDI -
BLM 1995) and Salem District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental Impact Statement (USDI-BLM 1994).

2. Implement recommendationsand apply any applicable exemption criteria outlined within
the Late Successional Reserve Assessment, Oregon Coast Province - Southern Portion
(RO267, RO268) (USDA-FS and USDI-BLM 1997).

3. Implement recommendations for young stand treatments and road restoration as
outlined in North Fork Alsea Watershed Analysis (USDI-BLM 1996).

4. Ensure attainment of Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives (RMP, page 5-7).

5. Do not contribute to the need to list any plant or animal species.

6. Prescribed fireswould be accomplished that meet management objectives, comply with
the Oregon Smoke Management Plan, do not cause adverse resource damage and/or
jeopardize the viability of Survey and Manage Species.
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D. Late-Successional Forest Enhancement.

Late-Successional Reserves (LSR) are to be managed to protect and enhance conditions of late-
successional and old-growth forest ecosystems. These lands are to serve as habitat for late-
successional and old-growth related species including the northern spotted owl (NFP, page C-11).
Most of the federal lands designated as L SR within the northern Oregon Coast Range consist of
forest stands less than 80 years of age, and thus are not considered late-successional forest.
Silvicultural treatments in managed stands less than 80 years of age offer the opportunity to reduce
overstocked density, ater tree speciesdiversity, improveforest structural characteristics, and amend
coarse woody debris conditions. Such treatments are believed to result in forest stands that more
closely approximate the structure and function of alate-successional forest. Asthese treated stands
age beyond 80 years, secondary structural characteristics(e.g. understory canopy development, large
dominant trees) arelikely to devel op sooner than if no treatmentswere performed. Analysisof forest
stands in the proposed treatment area using the stand growth and yield model Organon (Hann et al.,
1997) shows that large tree diameters (> 24 inches) can be attained sooner, by as much as 50 years
if treatments are performed. Thus, for amajority of forest stands within LSRs of the Oregon Coast
Range, silvicultural treatments such as density management and coarse woody debris enhancement
are viewed as a means to enhance late-successional forest conditions and accel erate attainment of
these conditions across the landscape.

The LSRA provides guidance for determining which forest stand conditions would warrant
slvicultural treatment and what types of treatments would be appropriate to achieve desired forest
stand conditions. The proposed action and all alternatives described in this EA have been designed
to be consistent with the guidance outlined in the LSRA.

E. Aquatic Conservation Strategy.

The Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) as described in the NFP (pages B-9 to B-32), outlines
several objectivesfor maintaining and restoring the function of aquatic ecosystemsincluding, riparian
areas, wetlands, and flood plains. Establishment of Riparian Reserves (NFP, page C-30) and
compl etion of Watershed Analysisare key components of the ACS, designed to maintain and restore
these unique ecosystems. The LSRA addresses the restoration and enhancement of forest stand
conditions in LSRsincluding stands within Riparian Reserves. The NFAWA identified roads within
this watershed that could be could be closed and/or decommissioned to recover hydrologic
functioning and reduce sediment delivery to the aquatic ecosystem. The proposed action and all
alternatives described in this EA have been designed to be consistent with the guidance outlined in
both the LSRA and the NFAWA and are intended to contribute to watershed restoration objectives
of the ACS.
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F.  Location of the Proposed Project

The proposed project would be located in Sections32 and 33 of T.12 S, R. 7 W, and Sections 3
and50f T. 13 S, R. 7W., Willamette Meridian, Benton County, within the North Fork Alsea River
watershed (a portion of Upper Alsea River 5" Field Watershed). The actions would occur on lands
classified as Late-Successiona Reserves (LSR) and Riparian Reserves within the Yew Creek and
Parker Creek subwatersheds (tributaries of North Fork Alsea River). This areais located north of
Highway 34, about 7 miles northeast of the town of Alsea, on the southwest slopes of Marys Peak.

G. Issues Concerning the Proposed Project.

The following issues concerning the proposed action were identified through Scoping and by an
interdisciplinary team of natural resource specialists. Scoping is the process in which environmental
issues and concerns related to the alternatives are identified early in the planning schedule. The
process is open to the public, local governments, state governments, and affected federal agencies.
The interdisciplinary team is composed of natural resource specialists representing various fields of
science (see Section 1V, List of Interdisciplinary Team Members).

1. Forest Productivity: What effect would silvicultural treatments have on maintaining
long-term forest health, and stand biodiversity?

2. Soils: How would the alternatives affect long-term site productivity?

3. Water/Riparian: What effect would the proposed projects have on water quantity and
quality as it affects beneficia uses? How would density management and associated
activities affect attainment of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives?

4. Botany/Fish/Wildlife: What effect would the proposed project and associated activity
have on habitat and the species dependent upon it?

5. FuddAir Qudlity: What effect would the proposed project have on hazardous fuel
build-up as aresult of the harvest? How would air quality be effected by the potential
prescribed burning for fuel hazard reduction?

Public involvement efforts during the Scoping process included the following:

A description of the proposal first appeared in the Salem Bureau of Land Management Project
Update in June 1998 (then named Bear Cub Project). Three subsequent issues of the Project
Update have a so contained a description of the project. TheProject Updateis mailed to more
than 900 individuals and organizations on the Salem District mailing list.

A letter asking for Scoping input and offering a public tour of the action area was mailed on
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October 21, 1998 to 14 adjacent landowners and individuals or organizations who have
expressed an interest in management activities in the resource area. A press release for the
public tour was also sent to five local newspapers. The public tour of the project area was
conducted on November 2, 1998, with only two participants attending. Comments expressed
at the public tour are addressed in the list of issues stated above.

H. Authority for the Proposed Action.
The authority for this proposed timber sale is based upon the following legidlation:

The Oregon and California Sustained Yield Act of 1937 (43 USC 11814).
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC 4321).
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 USC 1701).

l. Decisionsto M ake on the Proposed Project.

1. Do the project design features and mitigation measures create impacts greater than
those analyzed in the Salem District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental Impact Statement or Western Oregon Program-Management of
Competing Vegetation Final Environmental Impact Statement ?

2. Should a new or supplemental environmental impact statement be prepared for the
action aternatives?

3. Which, if any, additional mitigation measures should be incorporated into the proposed
alternatives?

4. Which alternative best meets the intent of enhancing late-successional forest
characteristics while protecting long-term health of ecosystems?
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[I. ALTERNATIVESINCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION
A. | ntroduction.

This section describes the proposed action and reasonable alternatives identified by the
interdisciplinary team that developed the Running Bear LSR Enhancement Project. Forest
management treatments incorporated in the proposed action and alternatives conform with standard
practices and general design featuresintended to reduce the environmental effects of timber harvest
and related activities. These aternatives comply with the management direction outlined within the
Salem District RMP and the Standards and Guidelines specified in the Northwest Forest Plan.
Copies of these documents can be obtained in the Salem District Office.

B. Description of Alternative A: Proposed Action

The proposed action would employ a density management treatment and a combination of cable,
ground-based, and helicopter yarding to harvest approximately 4.6 million board feet of timber in 14
units, totaling about 335 acres. Units are located in Sections32 and 33 0of T. 12 S., R. 7 W. and
Sections3and 50f T. 13 S., R. 7 W., in the North Fork Alseawatershed. The intent isto enhance
late successional forest characteristics in relatively uniform dense conifer stands by density
management and coarse woody debris creation. Road restoration, construction, decommissioning,
and blocking would result in a net reduction of road miles as described below initem 3. Three or
four moderate size (about 75'x100") helicopter landings would be constructed adjacent to roads or
within existing open areas to facilitate helicopter yarding and servicing. Unit 4, aportion of Unit 3,
and all of Unit 13 (about 110 acres total) would be yarded by helicopter. All other units would be
yarded by either skyline (210 acres) or ground based systems (15 acres). Most of the operations
associated with harvest would be seasonally restricted to the period of May 1 to October 31. Further
details on seasonal restrictions are addressed in Design Featuresfor Soils. Refer to Appendix A, for
amap of Alternative A.

1. Density Management.

Approximately 335 acres of young dense conifer forest stands would be treated in 14 separate units.
Density management would be accomplished by sdlectively cutting all Douglas-fir and western
hemlock (target conifers) with diameters (measured at breast height, dbh) that fall within limits
described for each unitin Table 1. Thismethod would ensure highly variable spacing of residual trees
at densities ranging from 38 to 99 trees per acre (tpa). This variability of residual tree density is
expected to produce small gaps, clumps, openings or patches of low density (<50 tpa and <%z acre)
that would amount to no more than 10 percent of the total treatment area (about 35 acres). Some
target conifers with a dbh above the treatment limit would need to be cut for roads, landings, and
yarding corridors (15 foot width). However, trees cut for these purposes that have a dbh above 20
incheswould beretained on siteto meet coarse woody debris (CWD) objectivesfor theseunits. Some
target conifers within the diameter limit would be specially marked and reserved from harvest to
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retain their unique structure and/or benefit wildlife or botanical species (about 1 tpa). Also, some
target conifers having a dbh above the diameter limit but less than 20 inches would be specially
marked for harvest to achieve desired stand density and to provide release of adjacent dominant
individual conifers (about 1tpa). Treesspecially marked for reserve are expected to balance out with
trees specialy marked for harvest, such that the desired residual stand density (from Table 1) is
achieved on a per treatment unit basis. All minor conifer species (e.g.; western red cedar, pacific
yew) and all hardwood species would be reserved from harvest, unless felling these trees is needed
for operability, safety considerations or for consideration of openings or CWD.

Treatments would occur within both L SR and Riparian Reserves and are intended to accelerate the
structural development of these stands and to approximate the structure and function of a late-
successiona forest. All perennia and intermittent streams identified within the project area would
be buffered with * no-cut” boundariesranging from about 25to 100 feet. These*no-cut” areaswould
be marked on the ground by resource specialists and are intended to function as stream protection
buffers to significantly reduce or avoid impacts to aquatic resources from harvest activities. Cable
yarding systems may require afew yarding cables to be located in stream protection buffers, but no
yarding would occur across these buffers.

The unitsidentified for density management treatment represent about 43 percent of the total stands
within the project area having similar age and structura conditions which were evaluated for
treatment. Thus, this proposed action has incorporated “ no-treatment” areas totaling well above 10
percent, whereeither: (1) stand density and composition appear to be adequate, or (2) where sensitive
slopes or site conditions precluded treatment.
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Tablel. Summary of Density Management Treatments for Alternative A.

Stand Age Existing Conifers Remaining Diameter Limit>
Units | Acres? Conifers? Removed Conifer (inches)
12,34 80.9 42 274 189 85 7.0-14.0
5 8.4 42 144 97 47 7.0-17.0
6 19 34 155 117 38 7.0-13.0
7 204 39 256 166 90 5.0-13.0
8 11.0 36 452 399 53 5.0-13.0
9 4.2 40 465 366 99 5.0-11.0
10 86.9 438 171 94 77 7.0-16.0
11 11.6 42 238 178 60 7.0-13.0
12 31.0 54 169 114 55 7.0-19.0
13 72.0 37 255 184 71 7.0-13.0
14 7.0 37 400 352 438 5.0-11.0
Totals 335.0 - - - - -
1. The size of each treatment unit and total treatment area has been estimated, and may vary by less than +5%.
2. Conifers considered for treatment are Douglas-fir and Western Hemlock, presented as trees per acre.
3. All designated conifers with having a dbh (diameter at breast height) within the Diameter Limit would be cut.

2. Coarse Woody Debris Enhancement

Coarse woody debris (CWD) enhancement would be achieved by acombination of strategies#2 and
#3 as described in the LSRA. These strategies serve as guidelines used in consideration with site
specific factors (e.g. stand age, adjacent landscape conditions, subsequent treatment possibilities) for
development of CWD prescriptive treatments outlined in Table 2. Moderate accumulations of large
down logs in advanced stages of decay can be found in most units, while few large snags (dbh > 20
inches) can be found in any units. New inputs of CWD would be achieved by:

I indirect harvest activities (e.g. breakage, l[imbs and tops, treesfelled but not harvested),
post-harvest wind throw (3 winters of exposure, post harvest),
bark beetle kill in response to new accumulations of slash and wind throw, and
post-harvest CWD creation (4 years after harvest)

Post-harvest monitoring of the size and condition of fresh CWD contributed by harvest activities,
wind throw, and beetle kill would be required to precede efforts to create CWD. All units would
receive fresh input of CWD equivalent to 1.5 to 3 trees/acre of average residual tree size. Trees

8



Environmental Assessment Running Bear LSR Enhancement Project

larger than the average stand dbh (approaching 20" dbh) would be targeted for CWD selection. For
most units, at least half of the trees selected for CWD creation would be left as snags (i.e. girdled at
dbh, girdled within 1/3 of tree top), while the remainder would be felled immediately to create down
logs. Trees selected for CWD creation would be both clumped and scattered across the units. Up
to 20 percent of the CWD creation might occur outside of harvest unit boundaries, but within the
same stand where forest conditions warranted treatment. This allows CWD creation to occur in
portions of stands where harvest or yarding was not feasible but where stand conditions were

appropriate for treatment.

Table2. Summary of Coarse Woody Enhancement Prescription.

Desired Input
Units | Existing Conditions Objective snag down
adequate legacy of large old CWD, afew input of hard snags/logs away from
1,2,3,4 | remnant old growth trees and snags, some | rot pockets, future input desirable 1 0.5
5,7,11 | root rot pockets developing. when dbh increases
relatively young stand with small input hard snags/logs away from rot 0.5 0.5
6,8,9 | diameters, but adequate legacy of largeold | pockets, future input desirable as dbh
CWD, few root rot pockets, adjacent old- increases
growth
legacy of old CWD islower than expected few rot pockets favors snag input, 2 1
10 and widely scattered, few root rot pockets, future input unlikely in portion of
adjacent older stand at west edge of unit unit below road 12-7-32.1
legacy of old CWD islower than expected, | larger dbh and low legacy CWD 1 2
12 but higher in adjacent older forest stands, a | favors down log input, future input
few root rot pockets devel oping not expected due to adjacent stands
young stand with small diameters, but very | high levels of legacy CWD favors 1 0.5
13,24 | high amounts of legacy CWD, few rot snag input, small dbh favors minimal
pockets. input now, future input desirable
Note: Desired Input is expressed as trees per acre created in the stand. Post-harvest processes (wind throw,
beetle kill, etc.) would be considered prior to input.
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3. Road Work.

Approximately 950 feet of road would be newly constructed, 290 feet would be reconstructed or
renovated, and 49,900 feet of existing open road would require spot improvements for hauling as
presented in Table 3. New and reconstructed roads would receive minimal surface preparation. The
new road construction in Unit 12 (road P-1) would be rocked to extend the season of haul. New
roads (except for P-1) and the mgjority of renovated/reconstructed roads would be ripped or water-
barred and seeded after use. Following harvest operations, these decommissioned roads may aso be
blocked with obstacles (e.g.; dirt berm, tank-trap, stumps, rocks) to minimize resource damage and
wildlife harassment by discouraging unauthorized off-road vehicle use. Improvements to existing
roads would include: (1) constructing drain dips and adding rock at creek crossings to reduce the
flow of sediment into streams, and (2) adding rock at locations that currently have insufficient rock
depthfor haul. Improvementswould occur prior to hauling and would be ongoing as needed during
hauling. Following the harvest activities, 9,410 feet of road (including new, reconstructed, and some
existing road) would be decommissioned, while 16,925 feet of road would be blocked or gated
representing a net reduction of 25,100 feet (4.75 miles) of currently open road . One gate would be
installed on 12-7-32.0 prior to harvest operations, and one existing gate on Oregon Department of
Transportation land would continue to provide closure of 13-7-10.1 and the proposed spur P-1.

Table3. Summary of Road Construction and Use for Alternative A and B.

Road Altern | Length Road | Road Final

Number . (feet) Action | Type Status Note

P-1 A/B 435 N SP blocked | Unit 12, behind gate, rocked

P-2 A/B 515 N SP | decomm | Unit 10, no rock

P-3 A/B 290 R SP | decomm | Unit 10, no rock

P-5 B 1,800 R SP | decomm | Unit 13, no rock

P-6 B 1,100 N SP | decomm | Unit 13, no rock

P-7 B 950 N SP | decomm | Unit 4, behind gate, no rock

12-7-33.2 A/B 500 I SP blocked | Unit 3, no rock

13-7-4.0 A/B 15,000 I Perm open main haul route (Yew Creek Road),

12-7-33.0 existing agreements preclude closure

12-7-28.0 A/B 900 I Perm gated Unit 5, behind gate, near power line.

12-7-32.0 A/B 5,490 I Perm gated gated to allow for ROW power line
access.

12-7-32.1 A/B 8,600 I Perm | decomm | Unit 10, behind gate, decomm on most

12-7-32.3 A/B 1,550 I Perm gated Unit 4, behind gate from -32.0
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12-7-33.1 A/B 2,500 I Perm gated Unit 4, behind gate from -32.0, blocked
and @13-7-28.0

blocked
13-7-10.1 A/B 5,570 I Perm gated Unit 12, existing gate on ODOT
13-7-18.0 A/B 9,400 I Perm open Unit 13
13-7-5.2 A/B 400 I Perm open Unit 13
Altern.: A= roads needed for Alternative A, B= Alternative B roads, A/B= roads common to both alternatives,
Road Action: N= new construction, R= restoration/reconstruction, |= spot improvements, Road Type: S-P=
semi-permanent surface, Perm= existing permanent surface; Final Status: decomm= decommissioned.

4. Prescribed Burning

A post-harvest assessment of logging slash would be accomplished on all units, particularly thosethat
lie adjacent to open roads. Burning of selected slash piles, primarily those near roads and landings,
may be deemed appropriate to reduce hazardous fuels, reduce competing understory vegetation,
create a seed bed for conifer re-establishment, and stimulate understory species development. The
burning would be done with manua ignition in amanner that minimizes the consumption of duff and
litter layer and damage to residual trees. It is expected that lessthan 1/10th of the total harvest unit
area would be subject to prescribed burning.

5. Special Forest Products.

Special forest product permitsfor floral greenery, such as Oregon grape, sword-fern, and salal, and
transplants such as vine maple, would be available by permit before and after harvest operations as
appropriate for LSR and Riparian Reserve designated lands in this portion of the Marys Peak
Resource Area. If firewood is present on the landings after completion of the logging contract,
permits may be made available to the public. Prescribed burning would be delayed one or more
seasons in order to accommodate fire wood cutting.

6. Monitoring Plan.

Two different types of monitoring are likely to occur following implementation of this proposed
action. As a requirement of the Salem District RMP , yearly efforts are made to monitor the
implementation of the various projects by selecting a representative sample of each project type
conducted in conformance with the RMP. Data gathered by timber sale contract administration and
by monitoring implementation of terms and conditions related to the pertinent Biological Opinion
would serve asthe basis for such monitoring. This proposed project may or may not be selected for
plan conformance monitoring.

Additionally, there are several elements of this project that have a specifically designed monitoring
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component. Four monitoring items have been designed as part of the adaptive management process
to gather supplemental information that will assist in future project development within LSR and
Riparian Reserve land-use alocations. The first two of the following four items would be required
for full implementation of the proposed action, whilethe other two would be implemented dependent
onavailabletimeand funding. Monitoring itemsdesigned for this project are described in more detail
within Appendix D and include:

I Post-harvest assessment of coarse woody debris (CWD) accumulations from harvest
activities, Winthrop, and prescriptive treatments.

Post-harvest assessment of logging slash and hazardous fuels build-up.

Pre- and Post-harvest sample plots of stand conditions in both LSR and Riparian
Reserve alocations (follow-up of stand exam data and photo plots).

Pre- and Post-harvest photo plotsof selected Survey and Manage plant and animal sites
within or adjacent to harvest units.

C. Alternative B: No helicopter yarding, reduced acrestreated.
Thefollowing project designisdescribed for Alternative B, only whereit differsfrom Alternative A.

This aternative would perform a density management treatment on about 325 acres (Unit 4 reduced
by about 6 acres from Alternative A) with about a 100 mbf reduction in volume. All unitswould be
yarded with skyline (est. 304 acres) or ground based systems (est. 21 acres). This would require
building 2,050 feet of new construction and 1,800 feet of reconstruction in addition to the road
construction outlined for Alternative A (see Table 3). The additional road construction for
Alternative B would provide landings and haul routes within Unit 4 and 13 for skyline and ground
based yarding systemsinstead of helicopter. No helicopter landings would be constructed. Refer to
Appendix A, for amap of Alternative B.

D. AlternativeC: No Silvicultural Treatments (No Action).

This alternative would not perform density management, coarse woody debris creation, or road
decommission and closure. Current forest stand conditions would be left to develop without
intervention. Current road problems areas would be | eft untreated or conditions would be treated to
the extent possible within current maintenance program.

E. Alternatives Considered but Rejected.

Additional forest standsin Section 3, 32, and 33 were considered for treatments but eliminated from
further consideration after field review and discussion by the Interdisciplinary Team. Treatmentsto
standsin the north and east half of Section 3 were eliminated due to the very steep slopes, excessive
road building needs, and safety issuesrelated to Marys Peak Road. Several younger aged stands (20-
35 years of age) in Section 33 were eliminated due to margina timber value and additiona road
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building needs. Some of these younger stands may becomethetarget of afuture treatment proposal.
Whereas, the older stands (35-60 years of age) that have been dropped from consideration in this
action will not likely receive any treatment within the next 20 years due to one or more of the
following reasons:

F.

some stands lie on sensitive resource sites (e.g. steep sopes, riparian habitats, high
water tables) where treatment with conventional harvest/yarding systems would risk
resource impacts beyond those anticipated by current plans and guidance.

some stands already exhibit structural development such that treatments would not
appreciably enhance their development toward late-successional forest conditions.
some stands that would benefit from a treatment lie too far away from existing roads
such that the cost/benefit of building roads to accomplish the treatment was considered
unacceptable by the interdisciplinary team.

Project Design Features.

Project design featuresare specific constraints placed on the design and implementation of thisproject
for the purposes of mitigating potential impacts to natural resources. The design features are
organized by the resourceissuesfor which they are designed to provide mitigation. Unless otherwise
noted, these design features would apply to both Alternative A and B.

1. Forest Productivity

a). Reserve a least 10 percent of available treatment age stands from harvest.

b). Include up to 10 percent of treatment areain heavy thinning patches or openings
that are 0.25to 1.0 acresin size.

¢). Retain dl existing down logs and snags, unless they pose safety hazard or affect
operability and access.

d). Do not fell any trees 20 inches in diameter or larger, unless they pose a safety
hazard, lie within approved roads, skid trails, or yarding corridors where they
affect operability or for creation of CWD or openings. All treesthissize that are
felled for these purposes would be retained on site to meet coarse woody debris
needs.

e). Accomplishdensity management treatment by thinning accordingto diameter limit
marking guidelines; no harvest of orange painted trees and harvest only blue
painted trees within units.

f). Retaintree speciesdiversity including minor conifersand hardwoods. Such trees
would be reserved except where they pose a safety hazard, are within right-of-
ways, removal is necessary to facilitate logging or for creation of CWD or
openings.

g). Retain understory conifers less than 5.0 inches dbh where possible.

h). Treeslessthan 7.0 inchesthat are felled to facilitate logging would not be yarded
out.
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i). Apply density management treatments inside of Interim Riparian Reserve widths
as appropriate for enhancing late-successional forest structure, while avoiding
ground disturbance that could impact adjacent water courses.

]). A seasonal restrictionfor bark slippageisincorporatedintotimeline of operations
described in design features for Soils.

2. Soils

a). Alternative A will accomplish yarding by use of helicopter (110 acres), cable (210
acres), approximately 20 acres of cable yarding would require multi-span yarding
to achieve one-end suspension and ground based systems (15 acres). Ground
based yarding can be accomplished using either: harvester/forwarder equipment
or small crawler tractor type equipment.

b). Timber felling and cable-based yarding systems would generally be allowed year
around, however, temporary shut downsinthe Spring (April 15 to July 15) would
likely be imposed to avoid excessive bark dippage.

¢). Timber hauling would be seasonally restricted to the period of May 1 to October
31 on al units, except for Unit 12 (Section 3) where no seasonal restriction is
intended. During the period of November 1 to April 30 no hauling would be
allowed on Units 1-11, 13, and 14, unless soil and water resource impacts were
determined to be minimal by BLM specialists (Soil Scientist or Hydrologist). At
any time of the year, yarding and hauling may be shutdown, to avoid excessive
soil and water resource impacts.

d). Constrain ground-based harvest systemsto minimize impactsto soils. If the plan
is to use ground based yarding, it is strongly suggested that the timber be left
standing as close to the time of yarding as possible. Maintain slash and logging
debris on skid roads during and after yarding to reduce soil disturbance and
compaction. Consider requiring use of harvester/forwarder system to meet this
criteria.

€). Inground-based yarding areas, if using harvester / forwarder system:

- Require that logs be transported free of the ground. The equipment shall
be either rubber tired or track mounted, al wheel drive, capable of self
loading or unloading, and haverear tires or tracks greater than 18" in width.
Forwarder yarding corridors shall be spaced a minimum 125 feet apart and
lessthan 15 feet in width. Unmerchantable materia shall be placed upon the
forwarder yarding corridors and machines would walk on the slash.

- Harvester corridors shall be spaced 60 feet apart and less than 15 feet in
width. Harvester corridors shall be used to fall trees perpendicular to the
yarding corridors. Harvester corridorswould belocated between forwarder
yarding roads.

- Yarding would only be allowed during periods of low soil moisture
between July 15 and October 15 of a given calendar year. Operations may
occur beyond this period if the following conditions are met:
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Machines are kept on areas with heavy slash accumulations in order
to distribute the weight over a large area and minimize top soil
disturbance. Placement of additional sash on harvester/forwarder
trails would probably be necessary in most cases.

The area is narrow enough to be harvested with one pass of the

loaded forwarder.

I The operation is frequently monitored (at least every other day) to
ensure that significant soil compaction does not occur.

I Operations would be shut down at the first indication of significant
soil compaction.

f). Intheground based areaif crawler tractor equipment isused: Equipment should
be required to operate on top of slash as much as practical and utilize pre-
designated “skid roads’ spaced at least 150 feet apart. Ground based yarding
shall only be allowed during periods of low soil moisture, generaly between
August 1 and October 15 of a given calendar year. Ground based yarding
equipment should be limited to small crawler tractors less than 8 feet in width
equipped with an integral arch.

g). Road construction would be restricted to periods of dry weather and low ground
moisture, within May 1 to October 31 operationd time line.

h). Newly constructed and renovated roads would be kept narrow to minimize
disturbance to soils and vegetation.

i). Selected road segments (including most new construction and reconstructed
roads) would be decommissioned/blocked, consistent with recommendations for
decommissioning and road closure as presented within NFAWA (USDI-BLM
1996) (see Table 2).

]). Decommissioning selected roads could include: pulling culverts and restoring
stream beds, water-barring, ripping road surface, blocking access, piling slash, and
grass seeding exposed surfaces. Grass seeding efforts would make use of red
fescue (certified as noxious weed-free) at the rate of 40 |bg/acre.

k). Divert road runoff away from existing water courses, headwalls, or fill areas on
slopes over 60 percent.

[). Construct and rock three helicopter landings and one service landing each
approximately 0.25 acres in size (Alternative A only). To the extent possible,
locate these landings in existing disturbed sites or open areas.
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3. Water/Riparian

a). Implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) for protection of water quality
and beneficial uses.

b). Identify and mark all stream courses within or immediately adjacent to proposed
treatment units.

¢). Designatea®no-cut” buffer around perennia and intermittent streamsto function
as Stream Protection Areas. Criteria for marking “no-cut” areas should consider
potential impacts to riparian ecosystem functions and aguatic resources. These
criteriamay include:

aminimum width of 25 feet from active channels.

above significant slope breaks (above point of actively eroding slopes that

are contributing sediment to streams).

above active flood plain or high water tables (flat mushy soils, standing

water, skunk cabbage).

above flood prone areas (2 times maximum depth at bank full level).

50 feet from perennia streamsthat are at risk for temperature increases due

to theharvest action (i.e. northern aspect, low topographicrelief, vegetation

providing significant shading).

sensitive stream segments, or sand bed channels, or channels with high

residua impacts (e.g. bank erosion, incision, heavy fine sediment |oad)

should receive extra protection.

riparian areas that currently provide good quality habitat (or known sites)

for Survey and Manage plants and animal swould be excluded from harvest

units.

d). Directiondly fall away from streams all trees within one tree height of stream
protection areas (“no-cut buffers’). Where a cut tree does fall within a no-cut
buffer, the portion within the buffer will remain.

€). See Soilsabove for Design Features that would minimize impacts resulting from
soil disturbance and hauling from affecting water quality and stream habitat.

4. Botany/Fish/Wildlife

a). SeeWater/Riparian design featuresfor “no-cut” buffer considerationsthat would
protect the aguatic habitats and species.

b). Determineextent of fish presencein streamsadjacent to treatment units and assess
if adjustments are needed to “no-cut” stream protection aress.

¢). Incorporate design features to benefit fish species that may be provided through
a Biologica Opinion from NMFS or from technical assistance from other fish
speciaists (ODFW, NMFS).

d). Conduct harvest operations and associated activities in conformance with
applicable Biological Opinion (#98F361) concerning listed wildlife species.
Pertinent Terms and Conditions for this BO include:

I A daly use restriction on the operation of power equipment would be
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required from April 1 through September 15, where equipment use would

be restricted to thetime period beginning two hours after sunriseand ending

two hours before sunset,

No blasting shall occur during the time period January 1 through September

30, unless authorized upon completion of areinitiated consultation,

Helicopter yarding would not be allowed during the period of April 1 to

August 5 (Alternative A only).

If harvest units contain treesthat average ¥z site potential tall (110 feet) and

afford adjacent canopy protectionto treeswith nesting structurefor marbled

murrelets, then no portion of the harvest units shall be within 300 feet of
trees with such nesting structure.
I Notify theResource AreaBiologistif any federally listed wildlife species are
found occupying stands identified for treatment.

e). Retainexisting remnant old-growth, downlogs, and snagsexcept where they pose
asafety risk, or affect access and operability. Any treesfelled or moved for these
purposes would remain on site within treatment units.

f). Manage known active red tree vole nests by retaining nest trees and trees directly
adjacent to the nest tree.

g). Protect sitesfor Survey and Manage (S&M) mollusk species by:

I protecting al Prophysaon dubium and Hemphillia sp. sites with 50 to 100

foot “no cut” buffers or exclude sites from treatment units.

I protecting al Prophysaon coeruleum sites by retaining at least 60 percent
canopy closure within 50 feet of the site, or by excluding sites from
treatment unit boundaries.
allowing post-harvest prescriptive treatments for coarse woody debris
creation (felling, girdling) within protected sites only if 60 percent canopy
closure can be maintained within 50 feet of site.

h). Supplement diameter limit prescription by reserving additional trees (dbh within
diameter limit) for S&M plants and wildlife species and coarse woody debris
(significant defects) retention (about 1 to 5 tpa).

1). Supplement diameter limit prescription by painting blue on trees (dbh above
diameter limit but less than 20") to be harvested to promote localized openings
designed to enhance habitat variation and biodiversity (about 1-5 tpa)

}). Manage Survey and Manage fungi species (Phaeocollybia sipei, P. piceae,
Ramaria ariospora, and Helvella compressa) and Protection Buffer species
(Otidea leporina and Sarcosoma mexicana) by locating additional leave trees
around these sites, or by excluding these sites from treatment unit boundaries.

k). If additional special attention species or special status species are discovered on
site, implement appropriate mitigation as described within the RMP on pages 28-
33.

[). Construct a heavy duty gate on 12-7-32.0 near it’s junction with -33.0 prior to
harvest operations. This gate would allow for restricted access during harvest
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operations, authorized access to the powerline right-or-way, reduce risk of fire
danger, and reduce disturbance to wildlife resources following harvest. Non-
motorized access would be allowed following harvest operations which should
benefit recreational opportunitiesin this area.

m). Grass seed all exposed soil areas from road construction, road renovation or
ground skidding operationswith 100% Oregon certified red fescue at arate of 40
pounds per acres.

n). Reservefrom cutting all minor tree speciesincluding Noblefir, western red cedar,
Pacific yew trees and all hardwoods species.

5. FueldAir quality

a). Debriscleared during road construction/renovation would be scattered along the
length of the rights-of-way. Avoid creating large accumulations and piles of
debris that may later pose higher than necessary fire hazards. Do not alow any
debristo be piled against trees or snags.

b). Block selected roads to reduce fire risk as well as minimizing disturbance,
erosion, and sediment-laden runoff from the road surfaces.

¢). Restrict motor vehicle access near harvest areas during the fire season in the first
year following harvest activities while fuels are in the “red needle’ stage.

d). As an dternative to burning piles and accumulations of dash in some areas,
consider scattering slash on surfaces of roads planned for closure. This would
serve to reduce sediment runoff and discourage OHV use.

6. Summary of Seasonal Restrictions.

Many of the activities associated with this proposed action have been designed to occur
during specific periods during the year. The intent of these seasonal restrictions is to
minimize potential impactsto soils, streams, theresidual forest stand, and listed wildlife
species. Table 4 provides a summary of the operational time lines for those project
activities that have the greatest potential to cause impacts these resources.
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Table4. Summary of Seasonal Restrictions for Proposed Project Activities.

Operational Timelines®

Activity Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec
Feling Available 1415---------- 1516 Available

Road Building|-------------- 301 Available 311----

Hauling (1-11,13,14) (- - - - - - - ----- - - 301 Available 31 1----

Hauling (unit 12 only) Available

Helicopter Yarding Available31 1 Not Allowed 30 1 Available
Cable Yarding Available 1415---------- 1516 Available

Ground Yarding|------------------------- 15 Avalable 15-------

Power Equipment 2

CWD Creation

Prescribed Burning

daily use restricted to period beginning two hours after sunrise and
ending two hours before sunset, from 1 April to 15 September; State fire
danger rules apply during fire season; no seasonal restriction intended.

Available31 1 56
Available31 1 56

Not Allowed Available

Not Allowed Available

1. Operational Timelines __Available =time period an activity is alowed; Not Allowed = time period that
----- = time period that conditional operation is allowed (see Design features for
Soils, Wildlife, Fuel/Air Quality).

2. Power Equipment is intended to mean all motor driven equipment (e.g., chainsaws, yarder, track vehicles,
helicopter) that produces noise above normal forest ambient levels

an activity is NOT allowed;

DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT and ENVIRONMENTAL

CONSEQUENCES.

A.

I ntroduction

This section describes the environmental features affected by the proposed action and the
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environmental consequences which would result from implementing this action or the alternatives.
This information is summarized in Appendix B. Resource values are not described in this section
if there are no anticipated site-specificimpacts, site-specificimpactsare considered negligible, or the
cumulative impacts described in the PRMP/FEIS are considered adequate.

In accordance with statues, regulations, and executive policies, some resource values and uses must
bereviewed in all environmental assessments. A list of these resources and the results of the review
for the project area are presented in Appendix B.

B. General Information

The proposed project would be located in Sections 32 and 33of T.12S., R. 7 W, and Sections 3
and 50of T. 13 S, R. 7 W., within the North Fork Alsea River 6" field watershed (north half of
Upper AlseaRiver 5" Field Watershed). The actionswould occur withinthe Y ew Creek and Parker
Creek subwatersheds (tributaries of North Fork Alsea). Thisareaislocated north of Highway 34,
about 7 miles northeast of the town of Alsea, on the southwest slopes of Marys Peak.

The elevation range within the project areais from 1,300 to 2,500 feet, with al but unit 12 above
1800 feet. The project area has numerous small streams and ridge lines with multiple aspects. Some
of the dopesin the project area very steep, however, slopes within the harvest units range from 0
to 80 percent.

The Project Area was partially burned over during fires in the 1850s and in 1934. The Alsea
Mountain Fire of 1934 affected more of the project area than the earlier fires, and it also set in
progress an extensive salvage logging effort that moved through the project area starting in the late
1940s (see Watershed Analysis - North Fork Alsea River). All of the proposed treatment units are
stands that were previously salvaged logged or clearcut at least 40 years ago. The timber harvested
in those actions was primarily old-growth Douglas-fir. A review of old aerial photos indicates that
those logging activities resulted in extensive disturbance to soils and stream channels. The photos
reveded that the logged areas had a high density of skid roads and cable corridors with prominent
patches of exposed soils. The beaver pondsin Section 33 aong Yew Creek were formed by mass
wasting eventsthat occurred after the adjacent hillsideswerelogged. The old photos a so show well
distributed accumulations of large CWD, some remnant old trees from the previous stand, and few
widedly scattered large snags. Portions of these regenerating forest stands were pre-commercially
thinned in the mid 1970s.

A power line runsthrough portions of the proposed density management project in Sections 32 and
33 andjust outside of unit 12 in Section 3. Most of the area underneath the power lineis maintained
to be clear of vegetation throughout its length toward Marys Peak mountain.

C. Forest Productivity (Issue l).
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1. Forest Productivity | ssue:

What effect would silvicultural treatments have on forest structure, long-term forest health, and
stand biodiversity?

2. Affected Environment for Forest Productivity

The project area is comprised of severa plant associations all of which belong to the western
hemlock plant association group as those similarly described for the Siusaw National Forest by
Hemstrom and Logan (1986). A description of al the plant associations within the western
hemlock series that were found within the project area is included within the Botany report (see
Anaysis File). The proposed treatment units appear transitional between the western hemlock
series moist and dry environments as described in the LSRA.

The proposed treatment area (335 acres) lieswithin an 800 acre patch of young, dense, homogenous
Douglasfir forestswith few areas of significant western hemlock density (Unit 13). For acomplete
description of vegetation history in the North Fork Alsea River Watershed refer to pages 32-39 in
the North Fork Alsea River watershed analysis. The forest stands range in ages from 36 -54 years
withapast history of fires up to the1930s and logging activities since the 1940sto the present . The
burning associated with fires and logging efforts eliminated nearly all snags and much of the down
wood in these units, creating acoarse woody debris (CWD) “ deficit” situation. Itislikely that many
of the stands regenerated naturally following fire, or were planted or aerially seeded in high densities
following logging activities since the 1960s.

Portions of the proposed density management treatment units have been pre-commercially thinned
(PCT) between the ages of 12 to 24 in Sections 32 and 33. The PCT further eliminated competing
speciesincluding naturally regenerated hemlock and western red cedar asthe primary objective was
for timber production. Many of the stands were PCT’d down to 212-300 trees per acre in 1974.
Thiscreated relatively homogenous Douglas-fir stands supporting high relative densities (in excess
of 50%), where growth is reduced due to competition. Increasing inter-tree competition is evident
in decreasing crown ratios and decreasing diameter growth.

Current stand conditions within the treatment units is based on data from formal stand exams and
walk-through examinations. Some pertinent stand conditions derived from these surveys are:

I average diameter at breast height (DBH) of the trees within the units ranges from
approximately 9.0" to 16.0";
average number of trees per acres ranges from 132 to0 546 ;
average amount of basal area/acre ranges from 123 to 237 square fest;
Curtis Relative Density (an index to the level of competition among the trees in the
stand ) ranges from 43 to 81.
average canopy closure estimated to be 80%.
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The current stand densities are approaching or are above the upper limit (Relative Density 55-60)
of where individua tree vigor and stand growth are reduced due to competition. Thinning dense
uniform stands such asthese to awider or variable spacing would provide the remaining trees more
of an opportunity to differentiate without stagnating.

Species diversity within these stands, although minimal, is currently beginning to increase at arate
that is much slower than what occurred in the early sera stage. Other diverse species such as Red
alder, Bitter cherry, Ponderosa pine, Noble fir, Pacific yew, Bigleaf maple, Western red cedar,
Pacific dogwood and Chinguapin are found in trace amounts particularly in Sections 32 and 3.
Occasional larger-sized (>30 inchesDBH) and larger crowned Douglas-fir trees (mostly old-growth
remnants) do exist throughout the proposed treatment area and are reserved from harvest.

The understory component of these stands varies from thickets of vine maple to scattered or no
understory in areas with complete canopy closure. When the canopy closes or fills in, most
understory plants receive barely enough light to sustain themselves and are eliminated from the
stand. A couple of areas within the proposed treatment area are dominated by shade-tolerant
coniferous species (Western red cedar and Western hemlock) regeneration. Most of the understory
Douglas-fir has already developed flat shade needles for survival and are not expected to respond
well to thinning. The ground cover is mostly dominated by sword fern, Oregon grape and salal.

Total coarse woody debris (CWD) levels (includes both down wood and snags) are in the low end
of the range for managed plantations (see LSRA, page 65, Table 14). Target quantities for downed
logs in unmanaged stands range from 525 to 1979 ft%acre with an average of 1102  ft¥acre
(LSRA, page 61, Table 12). The down log data collected from transects from during stand exams
show arange from 244 to 4,957 ft¥/acre. Theselogswere predominantly made up of decay classes
3, 4 and 5 (advanced decay stages). The average volume of down wood in the proposed treatment
area is approximately 2,620 ft¥/acre which falls within the current range of existing down log
volumesin plantations. Target quantities for standing snags in natural stands <80 years old range
from 3 to 31 snags/acrewith alow average of 7 (LSRA, page 59, Table 11). The genera conditions
of snags in these stands appears to be low quantities in small size classes. Sixty-eight percent of
survey plots (120 out of 177 plots) had no snags present. The snags that were encountered usually
had small diameters and included some hardwoods.

Threats to forest health noted within the proposed action area include:

I Laminatedroot rot, caused by the fungusPhellinusweirii, a native root pathogen that
is a natura part of many forest ecosystems, affecting less than 5 percent of the
treatment area;

Armillaria root rot disease, often affecting trees that are suppressed and are under
stress from tree-to-tree competition.
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I Hemlock Dwarf Mistletoe, which has been found in scattered amounts within the
project area on western hemlocks mostly in Sections 32 and Section 5;

1 Swissneedlecast, which is a native foliage disease caused by the needle fungus, that

was not observed within project units but was noted in some adjacent young Douglas

fir plantations;

Douglas-ir beetle, which is endemic to Douglas-fir forests in the Pacific Northwest,

and showed minor evidence of presence in and adjacent to project aress,

Wind throw, which can be locally severe following harsh winter storms, however

appeared to be minimally present in localized areas within the project areg;

Annosus root and butt rot, found especially to affect W. hemlock, occurs through

wounds on live trees and infected stumps through the roots;

Bear damage has been found several miles west of the project area in thinned stands

and old bear scarringsin unit 10. Thinning these stands could make these trees more

palatable to bears.

Root rot fungi are disturbance agents that generally increase ecosystem diversity by creating small
openings for secondary species. Mistletoe shoots appear on infected branches of western hemlock,
creating stem swellings, witches -broom, dead tops, flagging branchesand branch mortality. Infected
trees may eventually die. The unique branch structure creates good hiding cover and potential
nesting structure for avariety of wildlife species. Swiss needle cast disease rarely causes mortdlity,
but it does reduce tree growth significantly. Root rot pockets and windstormswhich create patches
of down trees can provide excellent sites for infestations of Douglas-fir bark beetles. At low or
endemic levels, bark beetles usualy infest scattered dead or dying trees, including blow down, fire-
scorched trees, and defoliated trees. When the number of susceptible Douglas-fir trees greater than
12 inchesin DBH exceedsthree per acre, the numbers of bark beetles produced is sufficient to cause
infestation and mortality of standing live Douglas-fir trees (Hostetler and Ross 1996). Trees under
12 inches DBH are considered too small since they dry out and become unsuitable for beetle larvae
beforethe beetles can completetheir lifecycle. Treesfelled to provide coarse woody debris, if large
enough, may attract beetles, resulting in additional mortality in subsequent years. Long term
management of Douglas-fir forests by periodically thinning young stands, including modest inputs
of CWD, and other preventive practices offer the best method of minimizing bark beetle damage.

3. Environmental Consequencesfor Forest Productivity: Proposed Action

The proposed action would modify existing stand structure and composition of the proposed
treatment units. The treatment units represent only 43.8% of the contiguous treatabl e patch (about
800 acres) within this seral stage of stand development (56.2% of available stands would be
untreated). The proposed treatment is considered a moderate to light density management removal
whichwould include about 10% of the treatment area (about 35 acres) in heavier overstory removal
resulting in small gaps and areas of reduced stand density (below 50 tpa). Overadl tree species
diversity would be maintained or enhanced by treating only the Douglas-fir and Western hemlock
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and leaving al other species as leave trees. The variable spacing achieved by the silvicultural
prescription would promote structural complexity, horizontal and vertical diversity, wind-firmness,
release of existing regeneration, and creation of numerous small openings. The resulting increase
in available light to the stand would stimulate understory initiation, increase DBH, and build larger
crowns and limb diameters on residual trees compared to the no treatment option. Inputs of CWD
that would result through prescription or indirectly by harvest damage, wind throw, and bark beetle
kill would improve the quantity and quality of snags and down logs within the stand. All of these
resulting structural changes in the treated stands would collectively produce stand conditions that
moreclosely approximate |ate-seral forest characteristics. Thetreatment unitswould also grow and
develop structural characteristics at a faster rate than if no treatment were applied. Modeling of
current stand conditionsin al unitsfor 45 years post-treatment shows that average DBH would be
sx to eightincheslarger (range: 4 - 10 inches), and average snag size would be four to seven inches
larger (range: 1 - 10 inches) over the non-treatment stands. Treated stands would also maintain
relative densities in the optimal range for alonger time period, and make modest improvementsin
crown ratio over non-treated stands. A more detailed comparison of treatment/no treatment stand
conditions can be found in the Silvicultural Prescription within the Analysis File.

Cable and ground-based yarding systems would likely result in some minor damage (<1%) to the
residual treeswithin thetreatment units. Helicopter yarding would havelessimpact onresidual trees
than cable and ground-based systems. Prescribed burning of dash piles along roads and near
landings, if it occurs, could result in damage to the crowns of residual treesin these areas. To the
extent that either yarding systems or prescribed burning resultsin tree death, such minor impactsto
the residua stand would be consistent with inputs of CWD proposed for the treatment units.

Swiss needle cast currently is light in the non-treated area, so the affect is expected to be minimal
within the proposed treatment area since other tree species are being favored. Other forest health
issues discussed in the Affected Environment section are expected to have minor and site specific
impacts in the proposal area. If sustained over time, Swiss needle cast may affect the ability of
thinning prescriptions to achieve desired structures and compositions in young stands. Following
a thinning, the potential for wind throw is expected to be dlighter higher for the first few years.
However, it is not expected to be significant and would generally add vertical and horizontal
diversity to the stand and contribute CWD to the forest floor. Dwarf mistletoe hasadight increase
in risk by creating multi-storied stands, especially in Section 5. Douglas fir beetle also has an
increased chance of risk dueto increased levels of CWD post-harvest. In addition, athinned stand
has potential to increase the risk of bear damage.

4. Environmental Consequencesfor Forest Productivity: Alternative B.

Alternative B would have essentially the same effects on forest structure as that described for the
proposed action (Alternative A). Fewer acres would be treated in this alternative and a dight
increase in residual tree damage may occur since no helicopter yarding would occur. Impacts to
residual trees are still expected to be consistent with inputs of CWD proposed for the treatment

24



Environmental Assessment Running Bear LSR Enhancement Project

units.

5. Environmental Consequencesfor Forest Productivity: No Action

Under this option, no activity would occur and the growth rates of treeswould continue to decline
with increasing competition for light. Understory regeneration and ground cover would not likely
survive due to the inability of light penetration through the canopy. Natural disturbance would be
the agent for creation of stand structural diversity. In a natural stand, this diversity would take
consderably longer to develop than if the proposed treatment were implemented. Without
intervention at thistime, the development of many late-successional forest structural featureswould
occur at amuch slower rate because the overstory isbecoming increasingly denseand uniform. The
crown ratios of the overstory trees would decrease at a faster rate compared to the preferred
aternative. In addition, previous pre-commercial thinning of forest stands for timber production
purposes have contributed toward stand uniformity in some areas of the proposed density
management project. There would be no elevated risk for bark beetle infestation in the immediate
short term but the risk of Douglas-fir Swiss needle cast would remain the same asin the preferred
aternative. The risk of dwarf mistletoe to western hemlock would remain the same as in the
preferred aternative. The risk for bear damage would be lower because the stands would not be
thinned.

D. Soils(Issue 2).
1. Sail Issue:

What effects would road construction, timber harvest, logging and site preparation have on long-
term soil productivity?

2. Affected Environment for Soils

The predominant soil series on and around these sites are Blachly clay loam and Klickitat gravelly
clay loam. The sites vary from generally flat on the ridge tops to very steep slopes up to approx.
80%. There are some rock outcrops and extremely steep dopesin excess of 85% adjacent to unit
11 and elsewhere in section 33. Effortsto exclude operations on slopes over 80% have resulted in
all of these areas being posted outside of the units.

The dopes and soils on this proposed project area are generally stable with moderately high
productively (siteindex I11). Where slopes exceed approx. 70%, the soilstend to be shallower and
surface stability becomesless stablewithincreasing risk of dry ravel and shallow landdideswhenthe
surfaceisdisturbed. Vegetation re-establishesfairly rapidly following disturbance on the less steep
sites but re-establishment of vegetation can be prolonged on disturbed slopes in excess of approx.
70%slope.
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There are two major management concerns with these soils:

a). The senditivity to compaction when wet and the subsequent reduction in
infiltration rate and site productivity when compacted. On compacted steeper
sites (>35%) run off rates on bare soil would be rapid and hazard of erosion
moderate. Much of the site has slopes between 40% and 60%. Minimizing
compaction of soils and maintaining some vegetation and litter on the surface
of the steeper areas should be a high priority.

b). The potential for shallow landdlides and dry ravel isincreased on the very steep
sloped areas (>70%) when morethan half of the vegetation and surfacelitter and
debris is removed. Maintenance of vegetation and surface debris should be a
high priority, especially on the steeper slopes.

3. Environmental Consequencesfor Soils: Proposed Action

The amount of area permanently removed from the growing base by landing construction and new
road construction would be <1%. Soil impacted by light to moderate compaction from skyline
yarding roads would be about 2% of the unit area. The amount of unit area affected by moderate
to heavy compaction from ground based yarding would be 1-2%. Severa studies have reported
reductionsin productivity up to 40-50% on severely compacted sites. These severereductionswere
also associated with significant loss and displacement of topsoil. If the suggested design measures
are followed only light to moderate soil compaction and very little top soil loss should occur.
Expected productivity losses would be less than 20-30% for the compacted acres. At the
compl etion of operations, ripping of someroads, would mitigate at | east 50% of the negative effects
from soil compaction. No soil impacts are expected from helicopter yarding. Decommissioning of
severa roads would result in partial restoration of the roadbed to a condition suitable for tree
growth. Because these roads are mostly over topped by existing trees, light would be limiting and
growth of new trees would be retarded.

Commencement of ground based yarding may be significantly delayed if trees are cut too early in
the season. Transpiration by growing trees will remove soil moisture rapidly during the spring and
early summer months. Once the trees are cut however, they will no longer remove soil moisture
through transpiration. Furthermore, the felled timber will function as a mulch, greatly retarding
evaporative soil moistureloss. Thiswill increase the likely hood of compacting the soil and thereby
delay the start up date for ground based yarding.

4. Environmental Consequencesfor Soils: Alternative B.

The environmental consequences of thisalternative would be the same asfor Alternative A with the
following differences:
I The amount of area permanently removed from the growing base by landing
construction and new road construction would be <2%.
1 Soil impacted by light to moderate compaction from skyline yarding roads would
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be about 2-3% of the unit area.

I Theamount of unit area affected by moderate to heavy compaction from ground
based yarding would be 2-3%.

I Decommissioning of all the additional roads would result in partial restoration
of the roadbed to a condition suitable for tree growth.

Either the preferred aternative A or alternative B would not exceed the BLM standard of 10% or
less, residual compaction. In the disturbed areas, (excluding roads), revegetation of the site, the
normal effects from micro/macro fauna activities as well as the mechanical effects of weathering,
wetting, drying, etc. would restore soil structure, bulk density and surface condition back toward
pre-harvest levels over a period of several decades. In disturbed areas where surface soils are
mechanically ripped this process would be accelerated significantly.

5. Environmental Consequencesfor Soils: No Action

No action would result in the continuation of current conditions at this site (i.e. vegetation would
continue growing and soil processes would not be affected). There would be little or no recovery
of soil processes on the existing roads that have been identified for decommissioning.

E. Water/Riparian (Issue 3).

1. Water/Riparian Issue.

What effect would the proposed projects have on water quantity and quality as it affects beneficia
uses? How would density management and associated activities affect attainment of the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy objectives?

2. Affected Environment for Water/Riparian

Precipitation and geology of the project area. The project areaislocated on the southern slopes of
Mary’s Peak at elevations up to 2,500 feet. Aswinter storm systems move across the coast range
from the south west they gain elevation over Mary’s Peak which results in a concentration of
precipitation on the southern slopes. This orographic effect is reflected in a mean 2-year
precipitation event of 5 to 5.5 inchesin a 24 hour period, one of the highest in the mid coast. This
elevation range is also subject to rain on snow events, unusual for the cost range, which have the
potential to increase peak flows during winter or spring storms.

The project areais bisected aong a northeast trending ridge line between Old Blue Mountain and
Mary’ sPeak and two streamsdrain the slopesalong thisridge: Parker Creek to thewest, Y ew Creek
to theeast. Theridge line that bisects upper Parker Creek in section 32 approximates the location
of anortheast trending fault: bedrock to the east of this fault has been uplifted and tilted westward
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relative to bedrock to thewest (Baldwin, 1955). Bedrock iscomposed primarily of the Siletz River
volcanics series: athick sequence of basalt flows, pillow lavas, flow breccias, and pyroclastic rocks
formed in amarine environment. Peaksand ridge linesin the areaare generally capped by resistant
intrusive rocks; primarily gabbro and diorite (so called “ mafic intrusives’). Bedrock to the west of
the project areais primarily Tyee Formation: thick bedded sandstone and interbedded siltstone.

Hill slopesin the project area are generaly steep, and mantled with thin, landdide and ravel prone
soils. Thisisparticularly true of dopesaong theridge that dividesthe project area: as much as 20%
of the landscape here has greater than 80% gradient. Water storage islow and infiltration and run
off quick. Channels here aretypically ephemeral or intermittent, “stair step” in form and subject to
debristorrentswhich strip them to bedrock. Many of thetributary channelshere are buried in heavy
loads of gravel and cobble due to raveling hillsdes. Channel substrates are typically cobble and
gravel ontop of basalt bedrock. Low gradient channelsform at junctions of headwater intermittent
channels where debris and sediment deposits to form flats and beavers build dams to further low
the movement of water and sediment.

Project area streams. There are numerous first order tributary channelsto Y ew and Parker Creeks
draining the ridge which forms the backbone of the project areain Section 32,33 and 5. Channel
types (Rosgen, 1996) ontributariesinthearearangefrom“Aat” (extremely steep, landdlide prone,
headwater channels) to “A” channels (narrow, deeply entrenched mountain streams with gradients
from 4-10%). Debristorrents are part of the natural processesin Aa+ channels and provide most
of the sediment and large woody debris (LWD) to lower channels in mountain regions.

The Parker Creek main channel is primarily a Rosgen A type (>4% gradient), perennia, and in
functional condition. These are primarily step pool channels which transition to cascades at valley
constrictions. Largewood has created numerous damswith back water depositional areasand small
flood plains behind them. Other than portions of section 32, 36 and the ridge line near Old Blue
mountain (Section 5), much of theriparian immediately adjacent to the Parker Creek channel, from
the confluence with North Fork Alseato its headwaters on Mary’ s Peak, has been unmanaged and
represents a natural condition for this landscape. Many of these riparian stands, at the bottom of
deep, cool canyons, escaped the fires earlier in the century. They are characterized by a multiple
storied canopy of scattered mature Douglasfir, red cedar, hemlock, big leaf maple, red ader and a
thick under story of vinemaple, salal, fernsand salmon berry. These portionsof theriparian/channel
system are functioning properly and are excellent “reference’ sites for natural headwater aquatic
systems. However, the upper reaches of Parker Creek in Section 32 and 5 (inthe project area) were
harvested in the 1950s and 60s. A large debris torrent which originated on alogging road above
Parker Creek scoured the upper reaches of section 32 in the 1964 flood event. Materia from this
landdide is till stored throughout the channel. 1n addition, the colluvia Hill slopes along this
channel are subject to heavy ravel and surface erosion and thismaterial ultimately endsupin channel
at the bottom of the slope.

Like the Parker Creek main channel, Yew Creek is primarily a Rosgen A type (>4% gradient),
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perennial, and in functional condition. The A channel type is interspersed with a Rosgen G type
(gqully, <4% gradient) at several locations where steep Hill slopes narrow the valley to a bedrock
gorge. Yew Creek in Section 33 hastwo sections of |ow gradient flats approximately aquarter mile
in length with large, abandoned beaver dam pools. Most of the riparian immediately adjacent to
Y ew Creek, from the confluence with Crooked Creek to its headwaters on Mary’s Peak, has been
managed and represents a disturbed condition for this landscape. These riparian stands are
characterized by a single storied canopy of deciduous trees, mostly red ader and willow, and
scattered Douglas fir plantation trees. Canopy openings are numerous and help support a thick
under story of vine maple, sala, ferns and salmon berry. The channel has large deposits of small
cobble-gravel with intermixed sand and silts backed up behind numerous debrisjams. Much of this
material appearsto have been deposited in the 1950's and by the 1964 flood event following severe
disturbance of the hill dopes during harvesting operations of the late 50s and early 60s. The hill-
slopesbelow Old Blue mountain (sec 4 and 33) in particular are proneto severeraveling and surface
erosion. Much of this material has filled the small tributary channels draining the ridge line and is
periodically scoured and moved downstream during large storms. This material was scoured and
redistributed in the 1996 flood, but compared to 1964, little additional material appears to have
entered the system.

Project arearoads. Thevast mgjority of sediment delivery to streams from roads occurred during
the 1950's (when the roads were constructed) and in the 1964 flood event, with a smaller
contribution in the 1996 storm. The road surfaces and fills have, with some exceptions, stabilized
intheintervening decadesand ol der tractor logging roads haverevegetated. Treeshavefalenacross
many of the roadsin the areawhich has blocked vehicle access. Most of the secondary roadslikely
have very little influence over hill dope hydrology and erosional processes at thistime. However,
asurvey of Road 13-7-4, the Yew Creek mainline, showed that approximately 1.5 mile of the 4.4
mile long road (34%) drains directly to stream crossing culverts. This represents a significant
opportunity for road surface fines to enter the stream system during storm events, especiadly in
combination with heavy vehicular use during winter months,

Project area water quality and beneficial uses. No water quality data was located for streams
in the project area so water quality conditions are based on observation and inference. Heavy hill
slope disturbance following the Old Blue fire and salvage operations, followed by flood initiated
debristorrents and landdlides, have increased sediment levels in the main channels and tributaries
of the project area. Chronic contributions of fine sediments from road surfaces may be occurring.
Without further investigation, it is not possible to say if road surface fines are a significant or
inggnificant feature. Stream temperatures have not been measured. However, current stream side
vegetation on the BLM in this area is generally adequate to shade surface waters during summer
base flow and stream temperature trends are probably toward general cooling asriparian vegetation
matures. Sincelarge numbersof cutthroat trout were observed throughout perennial streamsin the
project area, it isreasonable to conclude that water quality conditions are currently adequate for the
maintenance of a healthy aquatic system.
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Oregon Department of Environmental Quality’s 1998 303d List of Water Quality Limited
Streamsisacompilation of streamswhich do not meet the state’ s water quality standards. Parker
and Yew Creek arenot listed inthereport. However, the North Fork Alseaislisted as not meeting
water quality standards for summer temperatures, from the mouth to headwaters. Stream
temperature data from BLM confirmed this assessment during the summer of 1998, at least as far
upstream as section 19 (T.13 S., R. 8 W.) on the NF Alsea main-stem. However, the U.S.F.S.
Siudaw hasindicated that stream temperaturesin Parker Creek, at its confluence withthe NF Alsea
main-stem, remain below the state temperature threshold throughout the summer (Jack Sleeper,
Siudaw FisheriesBiologist, personal communication). No stream temperature datahasbeen|ocated
for Yew Creek.

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) has published an assessment dealing
withnon-point water pollutionin Oregon streamstitled; 1988 Oregon Statewi de Assessment of Non-
point Sources of Water Pollution. The publication lists the Alsea River, from its mouth to
headwaters, ashaving sedimentation problems. However, thisassessment wasbased on observation
and there is no supporting data or additional information at this time.

There are no known municipal or domestic water users in the project area however, downstream
withdrawals of surfacewater for irrigation and livestock watering occur inthe NF Alseavalley north
of thetown of Alsea. Inaddition, water iswithdrawn to supply the NF Alseafish hatchery in section
20 (T.13S ,R. 8W.). Additional beneficial uses of the NF Alsea stream-flow include both
resident and anadromous fish, recreation, and esthetic values.

Riparian Reserves. Approximately 185 acres(52.8%) of the proposed treatment unitsareclassified
asRiparian Reserves. The Riparian Reserveland-use alocation isabasi c component of the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS), as described in the NFP and Salem District RMP. This special land-
use dlocation is intended to help maintain hydrologic, geomorphic, and ecological processes that
directly affect streams, stream processes, and aquatic habitats. They are a'so designed to provide
travel corridors and resources for both riparian dependant and late-successional associated plants
and animals. The NFAWA recommends vegetation manipulation, including density management,
within appropriate reaches of streams for the recruitment of future large woody debris (pages
125,137). In addition, the LSRA recognizes the need for density treatments to meet long-term
objectives for forest stand structure and composition both outside and inside Riparian Reserves
(page 40). Actud riparian zone habitat along streams has been excluded from proposed treatment
units, and only the up slope portions of the Riparian Reserves have been proposed for density
management. The prominence of riparian zone habitatsis most often directly related to stream size.
The smaller tributaries and intermittent streams of the project area show relatively little or no
development of unigue riparian zone forest stand conditions. The current stand conditions within
the Riparian Reserve portion of the treatment units are essentially the same as that lying outside of
Riparian Reserves (see Affected environment for Forest Productivity, or refer to Silvicultural
Prescription in Analysis File).
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3. Environmental Conseguencesfor Water/Riparian: Proposed Action

Direct and Indirect Effects. Measurable effects to stream flow, channel conditions, and water
quality due to the proposed action are unlikely. In the short term, this action isunlikely to ater the
current condition of the aquatic system either by affecting it's physical integrity, water quality,
sediment regime or in-stream flows. Some short term, variable increases in stream turbidity may
result (discussed below). Alterations in the capture, infiltration and routing (both surface and
subsurface) of precipitation may occur as aconsequence of the mechanica removal of treesand
reductions in stand density. This effect would be difficult to measure and unlikely to substantially
alter stream flow or water quality. Any changesin the capture and routing of precipitation would
likely returnto pre-treatment conditions asthe remaining forest fillsout. Increasesin masswasting
and alterations in sediment regime as a result of this action are of low probability.

For the protection of stream channels and aguatic resources, stream protection area buffers or “no
treatment zones’ were applied to all stream channels in the project area. These zones were
determined in the field by BLM specidists following a protocol devel oped by the area hydrologist,
biologists and riparian ecologist. The protocol required a minimum twenty-five foot no treatment
zone. This zone could be extended up slope, during field surveys, asfar as deemed necessary to
protect aquatic resources. Additionally, no treatmentsin riparian areas were proposed unless stand
densities and composition clearly indicate the need.

Since most of the stream channelsin the project areado not flow in the summer, increasesin stream
temperature as aresult of thisaction are unlikely. The main channel on Y ew Creek isalready fairly
open to direct heating by the sun and buffers were applied to ensure that this proposal would not
substantialy alter stream side shading. Shading along Parker Creek is currently adequate and this
proposal would aso not substantially alter stream side shading here.

Road construction effectswould be limited by restricting work to periods of low rainfall and runoff.
New road construction islimited to locations on or very near the ridge line which would eliminate
interception/disruption of subsurface water flow. Construction would employ techniquesto reduce
concentration of runoff and sedimentation to a minimum and, since no additional stream crossings
would be constructed, there would be little opportunity for sediment from these surfaces to enter
streams. In addition, 2.1 miles of roads would be decommissioned under this proposal leading to
anet decrease in road mileage in these sub-watersheds.

The main haul route would be along the 13-7-4 road, the Y ew Creek road, which entersthe Mary’s
Peak Road in section 4, T.13 S, R. 7 W.. The Yew Creek road has a rocked surface and as
indicated earlier, has a significant potential for increasing turbidity in Yew Creek. Timber hauling
during periods when water is flowing on roads and into ditches could substantially increase stream
turbidity if flows from ditches are large enough to enter streams. To assess the potential surface
erosion contributions from this haul route, annual surface erosion and delivery to streams from the
13-7-4 road surface were calculated using the surface erosion module of Washington State
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(Washington Forest Practice Board, 1992).

Calculated values ranged from alow of 0.15 m¥halyr to 1.7 m*halyr for the 640 acre section the
road traverses. For comparison, this would be equivalent to the average surface erosion rate
expected during the first decade if the entire section were clear cut (the low estimate) to the
expected surface erosion rate if the entire section were clear cut and burned (the high estimate)
(Swanson and Grant, 1982). The high range in the sediment yield predicted by this modd is
primarily due to the heavy influence of the road use parameter. Road useis currently quite low
except during hunting seasons. However, under this proposal, approximately 1,500 truckloads of
logs would pass over thisroad. Thiswould likely push the surface erosion rate towards the high
estimate. Measureswhich should betaken to mitigate against these effects are described later inthis
report.

Yarding corridors, if sufficiently compacted, may route surface water and sediment into streams;
riparian reserves function as areas for sediment to settle out before reaching streams. During
yarding, residual slash on the compacted areas would contribute to reducing the accumulation of
runoff by deflecting and redistributing overland flow laterally to areaswhereit may infiltratethe soil.
During periods of high rainfall, runoff from these surfaces should be observed to determineiif it is
sgnificantly impacting stream turbidity. 1f a problem develops, corrective measures would be
implemented during contract administration.

Tree remova would not occur on steep, unstable slopes where the potential for mass wasting
adjacent to stream reachesis high. Therefore, increasesin sediment delivery to streams due to mass
wasting are unlikely to result from this action.

This proposa is unlikely to impede and/or prevent attainment of the stream flow and basin
hydrology, channel function, or water quality objectivesof the Aquatic Conservation Strategy. Over
the long term this proposal should aid in meeting ACS objectives by speeding the devel opment of
older forest characteristicsinthe Riparian Reserves(refer to Environmental Consequencesfor Forest
Productivity).

Cumulative Effects- Water Resources. Sincethisproposal would effect asignificant proportion
of the forest canopy in the Parker and Y ew Creek sub-watersheds and because much of thisareais
at dtitudes where rain on snow potentia ishigh, athorough cumulative effects anaysis (CEA) was
compl eted utilizing protocol s suggested by the Salem District of theBLM (USDI-BLM, 1994). The
results of this analysis are summarized below. Thefull CE analysis aswell as the assumptions and
methods utilized for this analysis are documented in the hydrology field report for this project.

Table 1isasummary of the potential cumulative effects (CE) to watershed and aquatic resources
that are expected under this proposal in combination with past actions and likely future actions on
private lands in the Parker and Yew Creek sub-watersheds. As indicated in Table 5, the 2010
scenario assumes implementation of this proposal together with the harvest of al 40-yr age class
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stands on private lands during the next ten years. The current CE scores in both Parker and Y ew
Creeksindicateamoderate level of effectsasforest cover hasrecovered from harvest inthe 50'sand
60's. Thetrendistoward recovery to afully mature canopy and areduction of total CE levelsunder
the proposal analyzed in thisdocument. However, harvest on private lands in both sub-watersheds
is likely to significantly increase CE levels (areas of high CE are confined primarily to private
sections while surrounding federal lands are mostly in the low to moderate range).

Other likely CE in these sub-watersheds include a significant increase in sediment supply (primarily
dueto construction and use of roads and ravel off steep hill-dopes), adecreasein LWD recruitment
potential (exclusively on private lands), increasesin peak flows (seethe WAR analysis), and ashort
term reduction in water quality (primarily a result of increases in the supply of fine sediment).
However, these effects are amost exclusively aresult of harvest activities on private lands that are
expected to occur during the next decade (in fact, several large harvest operations on private lands
in the watershed occurred in the summer of 1998). In conclusion, implementation of this proposal
would have very littleinfluence over watershed CE which would be primarily driven by activitieson
private lands and inactivity on most public lands during the next ten years. To the extent that this
proposal would influence overall watershed condition, it islikely to lead to short term increasesin
stream turbidity over haul routes and long term increasesin LWD recruitment potential to streams.
Sincelong term LWD supply to streamsislikely the most critical factor for maintenance of aguatic
habitat in these sub-watersheds, this proposal is expected to maintain or improve aguatic habitat in
these sub-watersheds.
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Table5. Yew Creek and Parker Creek: Current condition and Cumulative Effects trends for
watershed and aguatic resources.

ATTRIBUTE | Parker: Yew: Parker: Parker: Yew: Yew:
Current Current Public with private 2010- | Public with private 2010-
Condition Condition LSR project scenario L SR project scenario
CEA! 54 6.2 3.7 84 4.5 7.1
WAR? 9% - 13% 14% - 19% 10%- 11% 15% - 19% 16% - 21% 22% - 29%
Sediment High High No change Significant Small short Significant
supply?® increase term increase increase
Riparian Good, trend is | Fair, trend is No change No change No change No change
shading/ stable improving
stream temp
Riparian LWD | Good Far Increase Decrease Increase Decrease
recruit
potential 4
Road Density 3.9 m/sg-m 4.8 m/sg-m Decrease Increase Decrease Increase
Channel Good Fair No change No change No change No change
condition (mostly (aggraded,
unimpacted) fine
sediments,
high w/d)
Aquatic Fair Fair (high Maintain or Slight Maintain or Slight
Habitat (mod - high LWD & pool increase pool reduction in increase pool reduction in
pool and complexity) quality and pool quality and pool
LWD, cover) depth depth/quality depth depth/quality
Water Quality | Good Good Maintain Increase Increase Increase
sedimentation | turbidity sedimentation
5-yr <=aio; assumes harvest of al 40-yr age-class and older stands on private held lands (age classification from on 1988
satellite data, see North Fork Alsea WSA)
CEA! & WAR?: preliminary analysis based on Washington State DNR watershed assessment methods, from hydrologic
conditions module. CEA (cumulative effects analysis) is an average score for the watershed (sixth field). A scoreof 1is
equivalent to a fully mature canopy in arain dominated system, 12 is equivalent to a clearcut in a rain-on-snow dominated
system. WAR (water available for runoff) estimates the percentage increase in WAR during a large rain-on-snow event
(i.e., 1996 event) relative to afully mature canopy.
Sediment supply®: From NF Alsea WSA, aerial photo review, and field review. Includes mass wasting, fine sediments from
roads and surface ravel erosion (likely the largest source in these watersheds).
Riparian shading/stream temperature*. From NF Alsea WSA, field data (BLM and ODFW).

4. Environmental Consequences for Water/Riparian: Alter native B.

Direct and Indirect Effects. Thisaternative differs from the proposed alternative in that it would
utilize ground based and cable logging techniques over a larger portion of the treatment area.
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Reduced logging costs would be the tradeoff against increased levels of disturbance to hill slopes
and aquatic resources. Disturbancesinclude 3,800 feet of new and reconstructed roads (including
reconstruction acrossastream channel), 21 acresof ground based yarding (including two temporary
stream channel crossings), 304 acresof cableyarding. Thisalternativewould also eliminatethe need
for clearing approximately .7 acre, currently young plantation stock, to be utilized for helicopter
landings.

New road construction (and reconstruction of existing road surfaces) under this alternative would
involverelatively small additional risksand disturbance since constructionwould beon stableground
which requireslittle excavation or fill. Road surfaceswould be minimized and following treatment,
the road would be ripped and blocked. A portion of the reconstruction crosses atributary stream
channel on a hill slope with poor stability. The instability is characterized by deep seated, slow
moving, rotational sumping of the surface, likely in response to high water tables and year round
wet conditions. The road surface would be unlikely to influence the landdliding process unless it
captured and routed additional water to the area.

Ground based yarding would occur in areas of <30% gradient outside of flood plains and would be
limited to periods of low soil moisture. However, ground based equipment always presents some
increased risk for compaction and soil disturbance relative to cable or helicopter methods. In
addition, access to the area to be treated is blocked by two headwater, intermittent streams. Both
of these channels would have to be crossed repeatedly with the equipment and inevitably some
damage to the channel and its banks would occur. Thiswould likely be short term and recovery to
pre-disturbance conditions would take place within ayear or two.

Cable yarding under this alternative would result in small levels of increased soil disturbance,
primarily along yarding corridors, relative to helicopter yarding. Cable yarding methodsinevitably
present some level of increased risk for soil compaction and reductions in water quality, however
amall, relativeto helicopter yarding. However, sincethematerial being yarded isrelatively small and
light weight, this disturbance would be short term and unlikely to result in measurable effects to
water quality or aquatic resources.

Cumulative Effects - Water Resources. The scale of the additional disturbances under this
aternative would be too small to be quantified in a watershed level CE analysis. There is no
meaningful difference between this alternative and the preferred alternative relative to cumulative
effects.

5. Environmental Consequencesfor Water/Riparian: No Action

No action would result in the continuation of current conditions and trends at this site.
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F.  Botany/Fish/Wildlife (Issue 4).

1. Botany/Fish/Wildlife | ssues:

What effect would the proposed project and associated activity have on habitat and the species
dependent upon it? Specific concerns for each resource include:

a). BOTANY: What effect would the proposed action have on native plant species?
Would the proposed action have any impacts on Specia Status Plant Species or
SEIS Specia Attention Plant Species? Would the proposed action lead to a
significant increase in noxious weed species? Would the occurrence of noxious
weed species have adverse effects on existing plant communities within the
project area?

b). FISH: What effect would the proposed project have on aguatic habitats and
species, including resident and anadromous fish?

c). WILDLIFE: How would the proposed action affect terrestrial wildlife habitats
within the project area and across the watershed ? How would the proposed
action affect wildlife species which BLM, by law and policy, is required to
protect, maintain, or recover?

2. Affected Environment for Botany/Fish/Wildlife

Botany. The maor plant association group present within the project area, as listed in the Salem
District PRMP/FEIS (Volumel, chapter 3, pages29-32), isthe Douglas-fir/Red Alder/Salmonberry
group. This group occurs east of the Sitka Spruce plant grouping and extends west to the crest of
the Oregon Coastal Mountains. More specifically the project area is comprised of severa plant
associations all of which belong to the western hemlock plant association (refer to Botany Report
within Analysis File).

The majority of this sale is dominated by a Douglas-fir canopy layer with the exception of Unit 13.
This unit has a mixed canopy of western hemlock and Douglas-fir. However, mixed canopies of
Douglas-fir, western hemlock, and lesser amounts of western red cedar occur throughout the project
area. Red adersand bigleaf maples occur aong and adjacent to most of the larger tributarieswithin
the project area. Themajority of thered alder dominated areas arelocated outside of the project area
and within the Riparian Reserves. There arerelatively few big leaf maples or true firs (noble and/or
grand fir) within the proposed treatment units.

The understory varies from thickets of vine maple (common on southern aspects), to scattered to
few or no understory in areas with compl ete canopy closures. The understory, aswell asthe ground
cover, has died in areas due to low light levels from the heavy canopy cover. Some areas are

36



Environmental Assessment Running Bear LSR Enhancement Project

dominated by shade tolerant conifer reproduction. Salmonberry and Devil’ sclub are common in the
area but are mostly located outside of the project areain the riparian areas. The ground cover is
mostly dominated by sala, sword-fern, Oregon grape and open slash covered areas. The open slash
areas mostly occur in areas that have a canopy layer of 80% and greater and on north and west
dopes. These areas are mostly dominated by Oregon beaked moss (Eur hynchium oreganum).

Special Statusand Special Attention Plant Species. There are no known sitesfor Special Status
plants, nor were any new sites found within the project area. The following Special Attention
Species were found in and adjacent to the proposed project areas.

[Lichens: Survey and Manage, Category 4]
Nephroma resupinatum, Pseudocyphellaria anthraspis, Pseudocyphellaria crocata,
Sticta fulginosa and Lobaria oregana.
[Fungi: Protection buffer species]
Sarcosoma mexicana and Otidea onotica.
[Fungi: Survey and Manage, Categories 1 and 3]
Phaeocollybia sipei, Phaeocollybia piceae, Ramaria ariospora, Cantharellus
formosus, Sarcosoma latahense (=Plectania latahense) and Helvella compressa.
[Fungi: Survey and Manage, Category 3]
Phaeocollybia fallax, Hydnum umbilicatum and Plectania melostoma,
[Fungi: Survey and Manage, Category 3 and 4]
Gyromitra esculenta, Omphalina ericetorum.

Thereare no known sites of bryophytes or vascular plants within the project area. Nor were any of
these species found during surveys.

The following Category I11 Noxious Weeds were located in or adjacent to the project area: Scotch
broom (Cytisus scoparius), St. John’s wort (Hypericum perforatum), Tansy ragwort (Senecio
jacobaea), bull thistle (Cirisium vulgare) and Canadian thistles (Cirisium arvense).

Fish. Habitat inventory information was obtained from Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
(ODFW). Surveyswere conducted in 1993 and 1997 on portionsof Parker, Yew, and Alder Creek.
The upper reaches of Parker and Y ew Creeks exhibited confined channels on moderate gradients.
Dominant habitat types on these creeksincluded step fals, pools, and riffles. The upper reaches of
Alder Creek have higher gradients that have been scoured by road and hill slope failures near the
project area. Asaresult, Alder Creek isdominated by cascades, riffles and bedrock steps. A more
detailed presentation of fish habitat conditionsiscontained in the Fish Biologist Report (see Analysis
File).

BLM Surveysfor fish presencein the Spring of 1999 confirmed presence of resident cutthroat trout
in most of the larger tributaries of all three Creeks. ODFW data indicates that anadromous fish in
Parker Creek (primarily steelhead) cannot access the upper reaches of this creek due to a series of
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fdlsthat block upstream passage (about 1 mile west of Unit 10). On 'Y ew Creek anadromous fish
use ends approximately one mile downstream of the project area. Anadromous fish cannot access
Alder Creek dueto the culvert on Hwy 34, approximately ¥2 mile below the project area, where it
flows into Crooked Creek.

A summary of forest habitat conditions presented in the NFAWA shows that 22,859 acres (54.5%)
of the watershed is composed of early to mid-seral habitats. Locally, the 335 acres of proposed
treatment unitsliescollectively within about 800 acres of contiguousearly to mid-seral habitat which
wasevaluated for treatment. A widevariety of other habitatslay adjacent to the proposed treatment
units, including: small old-growth patches, larger |ate-seral forest patches, hardwood riparian strips,
shrub/sapling stands, and rocky outcrops. The federal lands in and adjacent to the project areahave
been alocated as Late-Successional Reserve (LSR), and have also been designated as Critical
Habitat for both the northern spotted owl and marbled murrelet.

The NFAWA found that the structural components of forest standsthat were of most concernwithin
this watershed were: large hard snags, coarse woody debris (CWD), development of sub-canopy
layers, and tree species diversity. These structural components are generally not well represented
in the young stands that are the target of this project. The treatment units are composed primarily
of moderate to high density Douglas-fir dominated stands with some localized pockets of species
diversity. Thelegacy of previous harvestsin these areas has resulted in moderate accumul ations of
large down logsin advanced stages of decay, with few large snags (dbh > 20 inches). A few of the
treatment unitsdo have someliveold-growth treesremaining. Root rot pocketshaverecently begun
to show up, widely distributed across some of these stands and stem exclusion processes are
contributing modest amounts of small diameter snagsand down logs. The proposed treatment units
do not contain any significant special habitat features. However, somespecia habitats(e.g. wetlands,
seeps, rocky outcrops, etc.) do exist adjacent to the proposed units.

A great variety of wildlife species may use these early to mid-seral forest habitats. Most of these
species can utilize a broader range of habitat conditions than those species associated with old-
growth or early-sera habitats. The NFAWA found that the primary concern for wildlife species
within thiswatershed wasthe greatly reduced and fragmented condition of theremaining old-growth
habitat, only 1,796 acres (4.3% of watershed). Whereas, the early and mid-seral habitats are quite
abundant, making up morethan half of the current forest habitat (54.5%) of thewatershed. Over half
of the treatment units fall within Riparian Reserves (52.8%) boundaries. However, the habitat
conditions of the uplands (outside of Riparian Reserve) are essentially identical to habitat conditions
within the Riparian Reserve Boundaries for these treatment units. Actual riparian zone habitat was
excluded from treatment boundaries.

A review of al pertinent Specia Status Wildlife Species possibly affected by the proposed action is
presented in the Biological Evaluation (see Anaysis File). Many of these species are found in
different habitat types or are wide spread generalists and are unlikely to be affected by this action.
The current status and condition of severa of these species was described within the watershed
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analysis. Only thefollowing species groups are discussed concerning their affected environment and
environmenta consequences related to this proposed action:

Federally listed wildlife species (species covered by Endangered Species Act);
Survey and Manage wildlife species (mollusks, red-tree voles);

Riparian Reserve species (amphibians, bats, mollusks, animals mentioned above);
pertinent bird species (forest raptors, neotropical birds, woodpeckers);

pertinent mammals (Pecific fisher, big game animals)

The only federally listed wildlife speciesthat are likely to occur in the project area are the northern
spotted owl and marbled murrelet. In the early 1990's both of these species were listed as
Threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), due primarily to theloss of |ate-seral habitat
occurring regionally within their range. No spotted owl or marbled murrel et surveyswere required
for this project evaluation. However, information gathered from surveys associated with a
demographic study of spotted owls indicates that this species has been detected in mid-seral forest
stands within 0.5 miles of Unit 12. The nearest known spotted owl site lies in alate-seral habitat
patch 0.8 miles southwest from Unit 13. The mid-seral stands of the project area are likely to
provide dispersa habitat that may be used by spotted owls as they move across the landscape
between older more suitable forest stands. The nearest occupied marbled murrelet siteis 0.5 miles
southwest of Unit 13. Murrelets have also been detected 0.5 miles northwest of unit 5. Suitable
nesting habitat for owlsand murreletsislacking within the proposed treatment units. A few remnant
old growth trees do exist in some units, but these trees either lack nesting structure or stand well
above the surrounding forest canopy and are not considered suitable habitat for either species.
However, suitable habitat for both speciesis present within 0.25 miles of Units 3,4,5,6,8,10,12,13.
The entire project arealies on federal 1ands which have been designated as Critical Habitat for both
Species.

The Survey and Manage (S&M) wildlife specieslikely to occur within the project areainclude eight
mollusk species (snailsand slugs) and thered-tree vole. Over 400 acreswithin the project areawere
surveyed for S&M mollusk species (per IM OR-98-097: Survey and Manage Survey Protocols -
Mollusks). Four slug species were found. The early to mid-sera stands had twenty-five sites
collectively for these slugs. One papillose tail-dropper site was found in an adjacent old-growth
patch. The blue-grey tail-dropper (13 sites) and papillose tail-dropper (9 sites) were the most
abundant in the early to mid-seral stands, while Malone' sjumping slug (2 sites) and warty jumping
dug (1 site) were relatively rare. Most of the sites where these slugs were found had the following
characteristics in common:

1 gmpleforest structureindicative of early to mid-seral forest habitat (high stem density,
few standing snags);

moderate to high canopy closure (> 60%);

alegacy of large down logs in an advanced state of decay;

prominent hardwood shrub understory (vine maple, pin cherry); and
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1 variable ground cover (duff, moss, sword-fern, Oregon grape).

These relatively young sera stands where the slugs were found have all experienced wildfire and
salvage or clearcut logging in the past 35 to 55 years. A review of aerial photographs from 1950
and 1970 revedled that the logged areas had a high density of skid roads and cable corridors with
prominent patches of exposed soils and large amounts of big cull logs. The mollusks found on our
recent surveys of these previoudly logged sites, most likely represent populations that survived the
past disturbance by utilizing the refugiaprovided by the accumulations of large down logsin theless
disturbed clear-cut areas. The only treatment units without mollusks detected were Units 6, 7, 9,
and 12.

Red-tree voles are likely to occupy the adjacent older forest patches and may make limited use of
the mid-seral stands within the treatment area. No surveys for this species are required since 72
percent of the forest stands within the Upper Alsea Watershed (5" Field HUC# 1710020501) may
provide suitable habitat for this species (per IM-OR-97-009: Interim Guidance for Survey and
Manage Component 2 Species: Red Tree Vole). However, a few stick nests were found in and
adjacent to Unit 4 which may indicate use by red-tree voles and/or other small mammals. All trees
with stick nests found in units up in the green portion of the canopy have been marked to reserve
from harvest.

Riparian Reserve Speciesarethosewildlife speciesidentified in the NFP, that areintended to benefit
from the habitat conditions and connectivity afforded by forest stands inside the Riparian Reserve
land-use allocation. These speciesinclude all amphibians, red-tree voles, American marten, al bats,
northern spotted owls, and marbled murrelets. The affected environment for red-tree voles, spotted
owls, and murrelets has been discussed above. Several amphibians including both terrestrial and
aquatic species are known to occur within the watershed and likely occur within the project area.
Incidental observations have detected rough-skinned newts, red-backed salamanders, Dunn’'s
sdlamanders, and clouded salamanders in or adjacent to the treatment units. The terrestria
amphibians require adequate forest cover, CWD, and dispersal corridors connecting to similar or
better quality habitats. The American marten isacarnivore in the weasel family that isvery rarein
the Oregon Coastal Ranges. Itisbelieved to prefer large patches of late-seral and old-growth forest
where it preys mainly on smaller mammals and utilizes large CWD for dens. The older forest
adjacent to the treatment units may provide suitable habitat for this species. However, there are no
known sitesfor this species within thiswatershed. Several bat species are known or likely to occur
in the watershed. Some of these species require caves or man-made structures (mines, bridges,
buildings) for roost sites and maternal colonies. Some species roost in the forest on foliage, under
bark, or in cavities created in large snags or down logs. Riparian zone habitat with adjacent late-
seral forest patches may be particularly important to these bats, since insect swarms associated with
a nearby water source can provide an abundant high quality food source in close proximity to
roosting sites and maternal colonies. Populations of all of these riparian reserve species are
suspected to be very localized or declining across the region due to loss of riparian zone habitats,
fragmentation of late-seral forests, and loss of high quality CWD.
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Pertinent bird species likely to occur within the project area include forest raptors, neotropical
migratory birds, and several woodpecker species. No surveys are required for these species. The
forest raptors such as the goshawk, Cooper’s hawk, and sharp-shinned hawk are known to utilize
forest stands similar in age and structure to the treatment units. These species may nest in these
stands and forage for birds and small mammalswithin the forest or adjacent open habitats. Changes
in forest structure by harvesting or through natural succession can cause these species to abandon
historic nest sites.  No known nest sites for these species are known of within or adjacent to the
treatment units; nor were any nests found during project planning visitsto the area. Severa species
of neotropical migratory songbirdsare known to occur and likely nest in thevicinity of thetreatment
units. Some of these species are believed to be declining regionally due to loss of habitat on their
breeding grounds and wintering grounds (Central and South America). Most of these species are
insectivorous and make use of a variety of forest habitats. Hardwood stands may be especialy
important to some speciesfor nest sitesand foraging habitat. Several woodpecker specieshave been
observed within and adjacent to the treatment units. These specieswhich excavate cavitiesin snags
and down logs, may be limited by the distribution and quality of coarse woody materia across the

landscape.

Pertinent mammals of concern include the Pacific fisher, and big game species such as deer, €k,
cougar, and bear. Thefisher, isextremely rarein the Oregon Coastal Ranges, and like the American
marten, it is believed to prefer large patches of late-seral and old-growth forest where it preys on
small mammals and utilizes large CWD for dens. The older forest adjacent to the treatment units
may provide suitable habitat for this species. However, there are no known sites for this species
within thiswatershed. Deer and elk use of the project areahas been observed during project planning
vigitstothearea. Deer use of all thetreatment units appearsto be moderate, while very little elk use
was noted at all (just in two units). Cougars may be resident or transient through the project area,
asthey hunt for deer and elk. Black bears use of the treatment units appears low in most units, but
moderatein Unit 10 where denswere noted in two separate years and several trees show scarsfrom
previous bear damage. Within thisunit bears appear to utilize thelarge clusters of down logsasden
sitesand, upon emerging in the Spring, cause some damage to younger Douglas-fir treesasthey tear
into the bark to feed on the cambium layer.

3. Environmental Consequencesfor Botany/Fish/Wildlife: Proposed Action

Direct and Indirect | mpacts.

Harvest of trees from the proposed treatment units would alow for an increase in sunlight below
the canopy, resulting in the development of a layered understory and thicker ground cover. The
composition of existing plant associations within the treatment units would remain essentially the
same as no-treatment. Thisdensity management is anticipated to create amore heterogenous stand
out of the current homogenous stand conditions which would enhance the diversity of native plant
species. Removal of thefelled treeswould result inloss of some of the future nutrients available for
the site. However, the tops, limbs and branches, and inputs of CWD would add some nutrients to
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the area that would not have been available for several years.

New road construction and landing construction would disturb soils and remove any existing
vegetation from the construction sites. Road renovation areas would disturb previously impacted
logging access roads. The majority of the roads to be renovated are non-vegetated and have a
rocked surface. However, the vegetated roads to be renovated would have approximately the same
impacts on vegetation as the new roads to be constructed. The units designated for helicopter
yarding would minimize ground disturbance as compared to cable yarding the same areas (as
proposed in Alternative B). Cable yarding units would minimize ground disturbance as compared
to the ground based yarding systems. In addition helicopter logging would allow for less road to
be constructed to facilitate harvest.

Thereare currently no known sites of Special Status Plant Specieswithin the proposed project area.
Thisthinning project may enhance the areafor special status speciesthrough creating openings and
providing additional light to the ground.

Survey and Manage species such as Otidea onotica, Phaeocollybia sipei, Phaeocollybia piceae,
Ramaria ariospora, Sarcosoma latahense (=Plectania latahense) and Helvella compressa sites
would be protected asfungi special interest areas. These areas would be reserved from harvest and
the microclimate maintained. Otidea onotica and Helvella compressa sites were also found within
theriparianreservesoutside of the project area. Cantharellusformosus, aS& M Category 1 species,
would not receive any specia protection. DNA analysishasindicated thisisthe common chanterelle
of western Oregon and not C. cibarius as once thought. This species is common and harvested
commercially throughout western Oregon and western Washington. Management Recommendations
for Survey and Manage Fungi (Sept. 1997) states, “It isacandidate for removal fromthelist of taxa
of specia concern because it is commonly found in disturbed, second growth habitat across its
range.”

Sarcosoma mexicana, a protection buffer species, has been found within the project areaaswell as
within the riparian reserves outside of the project area. Several sites of this species, located within
the project area have been reserved as “fungi special interest areas’. Additiona sites have been
withdrawn from the proposed unit boundaries. Several other sites located in unit 13 (Section 5)
would not be protected by reserve areas. However, the proposed harvest methods in these known
sitesin unit 13 would minimize ground disturbance (helicopter). It is not known whether or not this
speciesis mycorrhizal. It is known to be saprophytic on rotten limbs and wood, often buried. This
proposed treatment is intended to accelerate development of older forest conditions. Sarcosoma
mexicana, which was added on the Protection Buffer specieslist to indicate older forest conditions,
isfound herein 40to 50 year old stands. Density management would result in large amounts of tops,
limbs and branches creating suitable habitat for this species in the future. With the known sites for
this specieslying within Riparian Reserves, withdrawn areas, and fungi special interest areas(reserve
islands), this species should persist after the proposed action. The Marys Peak Resource area has
14 known sites of S. mexicana outside of this project area, and many of these sites are in younger
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aged stands. This speciesisacandidate for removal from the S& M species|ist for western Oregon,
due to its apparent prominence in these younger aged stands.

Omphalina ericetorumis common on rotting logs and should be protected by restricting harvest on
down woody materials. It is also common in young stands with down woody material.

The other fungi survey and manage category 3 species (Phaeocollybia fallax, Hydnum umbilicatum
and Plectania melostoma) are fairly common throughout western Oregon and since this proposed
action would have relatively modest impacts on total forest habitat conditions these species are
expected to persist in the project area after harvest.

The lichen species, Nephroma resupinatum, Pseudocyphellaria anthraspis, Pseudocyphellaria
crocata, Sticta fulginosa and Lobaria oregana would not receive any special management or
protection. Lichen habitat shouldincreasewith implementation of the project by providing additional
sunlight to the understory.

All areas of disturbed soil have the chance for establishment of noxious weeds. Often non-native
species would become established on exposed mineral soil but would diminish within four to five
years of disturbance, being replaced by native species. However, the common noxious weeds (see
those listed bel ow) often persist along roadways. Grass seeding exposed soil areastendsto decrease
the establishment of non-native and/or noxious weeds. The following species found in the project
areaareclassified asPriority 11 noxiousweeds and are well established and widespread throughout
the Mary's Peak Resource Area and the Salem District: Scotch broom, St. John’s wort, Tansy
ragwort, bull thistle, and Canadian thistle. Eradication of these speciesisdeemed not to be practical
using any proposed treatment methods. Any adverse effectsfrom noxiousweedsare not antici pated.
Therisk rating for thelong-term establishment of noxiousweed speciesand consequencesof adverse
effects on this project areais low.

This proposed action would have a short term negative affect on sediment delivery to the streams
within the project area as noted above (see Water/Riparian discussion). The proposed design
features are anticipated to keep sediment delivery to a minimal level and should not significantly
affect the current quality of aquatic habitats. Most of the road decommissioning affectswould come
from Rd. 12-7-32.1 (Parker Creek), which would remove approximately 12 culverts and restore
stream channels. Any increase in sediment delivery from this road would be short-term, but may
affect thetributaries and downstream reaches of Parker Creek. Other road decommissioning affects
would most likely be minor due to road location (ridge top).

Thinning of stands within Riparian Reserves on the west and south side of prominent tributaries
would not substantially affect shading of the streams or the current stream temperature regime.
Thinning in Riparian Reserves would not have direct adverse effects on resident fish and other
aguatic species. Such young age-class forest stands in riparian areas do not provide good quality
(larger diameter and length) large woody debris (LWD) for streams. Enhanced forest stand
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conditions should provide higher recruitment levels of LWD in the future.

As noted above, the collective actions (density management, CWD creation, and road work)
proposed on about 335 acres would change the existing forest structure and ater the devel opment
of future forest stand conditions. Such changes are expected to enhance wildlife habitat conditions
both spatially and temporally. This proposed action represents about 1.5 percent of the total early
to mid-seral forest stands within the North Fork Alsea River watershed. Locally, this 335 acres of
proposed treatment units lies within 800 acres of contiguous early to mid-seral stands which were
evauated for treatment within the project area. Thedirect and indirect changes anticipated to occur
to forest habitat characteristics from this proposed action are:
[short-term (1-5 years)]

I light to moderate reduction of canopy closure (resulting canopy >40%) on 39 percent
(315 acres) of the contiguous 800 acres of early to mid-seral conifer forests in the
project area;
creation of openings and patches of low stand density (less than 1 acrein size)
resulting in high reduction of canopy closure (resulting canopy 0-40%) on 4% (35
acres) of the contiguous 800 acres of forest stands in this age-class;
I minor disturbance to existing CWD material (snags and down logs) resulting from
felling yarding and road construction;
creation of hard CWD of optimal size and quality for available stand conditions,
1 retention and enhancement of hardwood tree and shrub diversity;
[long-term (5-20 years)]

1 transitionin structural development of standsto more rapidly achieve late-successional
forest habitat characteristics (large diameter trees, sub-canopy development, greater
species diversity, greater volume and size of hard CWD));
extended persistence of hardwood tree and shrub cover diversity;
lower density of open roads to provide higher quality habitat patches with reduced
human disturbance.

No effects are anticipated to occur to the following habitat components:. riparian zone habitats,
existing remnant old-growth trees, specia habitat characteristics.

Suitable habitat for the federaly listed wildlife species (spotted owls and marbled murrelets) would
not be affected by thisaction. Nor would any of the constituent elementsof Critical Habitat for these
species be affected by thisaction. The overall quality of the treatment units as dispersal habitat for
spotted owls would not be affected since the average stand density of the entire treatment area
would remain above 40 percent. But the noise created by power equipment that would be used to
facilitate this proposed action could disturb spotted owls and marbled murrelets that may be
occupying the adjacent unsurveyed suitable habitat (Iate-seral and old-growth). For thisreason the
proposed action is considered to “may affect, likely adverse affect” spotted owls and marbled
murrelets. To address this concern, consultation was completed for this action under the
Programmatic Biological Assessment of Fiscal Year 1999 Projects in the North Coast Province
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which might modify the habitats of Bald Eagles, Northern Spotted Owls, or Marbled
Murrelets.(July 24, 1998). A fina Biological Opinion (BO # 98F361) on this consultation was
received October 23, 1998. All applicable terms and conditions from this BO have been
incorporated into the design features of this proposed action.

Specific management guidelinesfor Survey and Manage mollusk species found within the proposed
action area are currently being developed, but have not been finalized and approved. Therefore,
design features for management of these mollusk sites have been based on existing management
guidelinesthat call for protecting and managing known sites so as to maintain the viability of these
species in these locations. Proposed design features would result in the following management
regime by species:

I Blue-grey tail-dropper (13 sites): 6 sitesoccur outside of treatment units, 1 site occurs
inareserveisiand (50-100 foot radius “ no-touch”) within atreatment unit, and 6 sites
occur within treatment unitswhere at | east 60% canopy retention would be maintained
within a 50-100 foot radius of the site;

Papillose tail-dropper (9 sites): 4 sites occur outside of treatment units as part of the
stream protection buffers, and 5 sites occur in reserve islands within treatment units;
Malone' s and warty jJumping slugs (3 sites): 1 site occurs outside of atreatment unit
as part of the stream protection buffer, and 2 sites occur in reserve islands within
treatment units.

Thisproposed action and the design featuresfor these S& M mollusk speciesisanticipated to protect
and maintain the viability of mollusks within the project area for the following reasons:

I dl known sitesfor the jJumping slugs and papillose tail-dropper, and seven of 13 sites
for the blue-grey tail-dropper would be protected from ground disturbance and canopy
ateration by reserve islands or no treatment;
the remaining 6 blue-grey tail-dropper sites would receive only minimal ateration of
canopy closure, with 3 of these sites occurring in helicopter yarding units where no
ground disturbance is anticipated;
the prominent habitat features found in common at most of these mollusk sites (e.g.,
large CWD, hardwood tree and shrub understory, moderate to high canopy closure)
would not be significantly affected within or adjacent to the mollusk sites;
the hardwood tree and shrub componentswithin thetreatment areas would be retained
and enhanced relative to non-treatment aress,
fresh input of hard CWD and enhancement of stand structure should benefit key
component of mollusk habitat over the long-term (5-20 years and beyond);
the more suitable mollusk habitat (e.g., late-seral forests, old-growth patches, and
riparian hardwoods) adjacent to these treatment units, which is known to have one of
these speciesand very likely containsall of these species, would not be affected by this
action.

All the remaining wildlife species discussed in the affected environment are not likely to be
substantially affected by this proposed action, so as to contribute to their decline or elevate their
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status for concern for the following reasons:
1 only asmall percentage (1.5%) of thishabitat typewithin the 6™ field watershed (North
Fork Alsea River) would be affected by this action;

I asignificant amount (56.3%) of the contiguous patch (800 acres) of early to mid-serd
habitat inclusive of the proposed unitswould not receive any treatment and isunlikely
to receive any future treatment (next 2 decades);
existing forest habitat conditions would not be lost, but rather would be retained and
structurally enhanced,;
existing corridors for movement through Riparian Reserves would not be appreciably
diminished, and would improve in quality over the long-term (5-20 years);
many of the species discussed above are more closely associated with late-seral forest
habitat which would not be affected by this proposed action;
the speciesthat may occur within the treatment units either do not make significant use
of this habitat type or their use of this habitat is dependent on structural components
(canopy closure, hardwoods, snags and down logs, existing stick nests) that would not
be substantially diminished within the contiguous patch of habitat that is locally
avalable;
road construction and reconstruction represents avery minor change in overall habitat
conditions, and would not significantly hinder the movement of the small wildlife
species which have limited dispersal capabilities;
and lastly, the resulting CWD creation and road decommissioning/blocking would
result in improved habitat conditions for some species in the long-term (5-20 years).

Cumulativel mpacts- WildlifeHabitat and Species. Considering current harvest technology and
market valuefor thistype of timber, perhaps 25% of these early to mid-seral forest standson federal
lands within the 6™ field watershed may receive a similar type of density management treatment
within the next 20 years. The collective amount of this seral stage of habitat within the watershed
is not stagnant, but constantly in transition (ecological succession) from early open habitats toward
mature forest stands. Ecological succession would move about 25 % of this habitat into late-seral
forest conditions over the next 20 years, improving both the quantity and quality of late-seral forest
habitat within the watershed. Clear-cut harvests on private lands could remove as much as 45% of
this mid-seral habitat typein the next 20 years. While density management (thinning harvests) does
alter forest structure, such treatments do not result in aloss of habitat for most of the species of
concern that are known or suspected to use these forests. The cumulative impact to species and
habitats resulting from density management treatments that may occur within the next 20 yearsis
considered minor.

4. Environmental Consequences for Botany/Fish/Wildlife: Alternative B.

The likely consequences to Botany/Fish/Wildlife resources from this alternative are very similar to
Alternative A. However, more ground disturbance is expected to occur due to the greater amount
of road construction and lack of helicopter yarding. This would increase the amount of sediment
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delivery to streamswithin unit 13 and 4. Ground based yarding closer to riparian zoneswould have
moreimpactsto streams adjacent to unit 13 due to compaction and stream crossings by large tractor
equipment. In unit 4, additional yarding corridors (up to 5, 15-20 feet wide) would have to cross
asmall first-order stream. Thiscould eliminate up to 100 feet of shade over thisstream. About 10
fewer acres of existing forest habitat would be treated by this alternative. The impacts to wildlife
habitats and specieswould be essentially the same as stated for Alternative A, but with amarginally
greater impact on small dispersal limited species due to increased ground disturbance.

5. Environmental Consequences for Botany/Fish/Wildlife: No Action

The No Action alternative would not disturb the current plant communities and their rate of
development. No additional roads would be constructed or renovated. New soil/duff disturbance
would remain low. Suppressed shade intolerant conifer trees would die and decay on site. The
devel opment of the understory and ground cover would be delayed until theseforest standsreceived
additional sunlight from dead and/or dying canopy trees. The development of older forest
characteristics would occur naturally through time but at a lower rate than would likely occur
following the proposed action. Sincethere are no known sites of special status plant specieswithin
the proposed project area, none would be affected. All of the known sites of S& M and Protection
Buffer species would be protected from any ground disturbing activity and the microclimate would
be maintained. The existing level of noxious weeds in the area would remain approximately at or
below the current level.

This aternative would avoid short-term increases of sediment. However, the long-term benefit of
stand enhancement and road obliteration would not occur. Current and on-going sediment delivery
from problem roads would continue.

Thisalternative would result in no change to the affected environment for wildlife resources. Short-
term impactsto species as described in Alternative A would be avoided. However, long-term gains
in forest structure and reduced open road miles would not be achieved.

G. FuedAir Quality (Issueb).

1. FuddAir Quality Issues:

What effect would the proposed project have on fuel loading and fire risk? How would air quality
be effected by the potentia prescribed burning for fuel hazard reduction?

2. Affected Environment for Fuels/Air Quality

The project area is presently occupied by fairly continuous stands of second growth Douglas fir
timber with varying minor components of western hemlock, Western red cedar, bigleaf maple, ader,
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and scattered large remnant Douglas-fir trees. Stand ages range from 37 to 54 years in age.
Undergrowth is moderate to heavy salal, Oregon grape, vine maple and huckleberry. Thereisa
moderate accumulation of dead woody material on the ground. Small snags are numerous asis
typical for this age stand. Large snags (> 20" diameter) are less than 2 per acre. Based on visua
estimates, using GTR-PNW-105, series4-DFHD-4, 5-DFHD-4, thetotal dead fuel loading for these
stands ranges between 12 to 33 tons per acre Fuel model for these sites would be model 8 - closed
timber litter.

The proposed action lies toward the eastern edge of the Oregon Coast Range and just to the west
of the designated smoke management areainclusive of the Willamette Valley. The City of Corvallis
and Philomath are the largest population centers within 20 air miles of the proposed action.

3. Environmental Consequencesfor Fuels/Air Quality: Proposed Action

Fuel loading and fire risk would increase at this site asaresult of the proposed action. Theincrease
in slash created by the proposed thinning would result in a higher risk of fire on the thinned sites
following logging. The increase in fuel loading is expected to be 5 to 15 tons per acre with a
discontinuous arrangement. Total dead fuel oadingswould range from approximately 20 to 45 tons
per acre. Thehighest fuel loadingswould be scattered through the site depending on the distribution
of trees cut with the various prescriptions. The fuel model would shift from Model 8 to model 10
or 11. Overal therisk of fire following this action would be moderate.

Risk of fire would be greatest during the period when attached needles dry out the first season
following cutting. These “red needles’ generaly fall off within one year and fire risk greatly
diminishes. Fire risk would continue to diminish as the area greens up and the fine twigs and
branches begin to break down. Any gates or bermsthat areinstalled to restrict traffic would reduce
vehicle access to the site and reduce risk of afire start. In order to further mitigate fire risk, this
site should be posted closed to all off road motor vehicle use during the closed fire season the first
year following harvest activities while fuels are in the “red needle” stage. The area should be
monitored for the need of additional closures during subsequent years during periods of high fire
danger. Burning of landing piles and slash concentrations along roads would reduce risk of afire
start from human ignition sources.

Since all burning would be done in the Fall under good atmospheric mixing conditions, threat of
impacting air quality in designated areas would be very low.
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4. Environmental Consequencesfor FueldAir Quality: Alternative B.

The environmental consequences of Alternative B would be essentially the same as those described
above for Alternative A.

5. Environmental Consequencesfor Fuds/Air Quality: No Action

No action would result in the continuation of current conditions at this site (i.e. timber stand and
brush would continue growing. None of the existing roads would be decommissioned.
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V. LIST OF PREPARERS/INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAM MEMBERS.

NAME TITLE DATE/INITIAL
Gary Humbard Lead Forester/ Logging System Specialist 6/ 24 6LH
Scott Hopkins ID Team Lead/ Wildlife Biologist Y/ SH-
Diane Morris Silviculturist fisl95 DM
Ron Exeter Botanist Tone 24,1949 { RF
Patrick Hawe Hydrologist O S PCALE
Amy Haynes Riparian Ecologist Qb ofladfa
Steve Liebhardt Fisheries Biologist slefor K
Tom Tomezyk Soil Scientist/Fuels Specialist I biztler
Steve Cyrus Civil Engineer Technician dB.€. ¢/
Mark Y eiter Cruiser/Appraiser P £
Tom Vanderhoof | Cultural Resources Specialist 1L BA Ao Tl
Belle Verbics Nepa Coordinator A/ &/ 7

V. CONSULTATION.

In addition to the interdisciplinary team that reviewed this proposed action, the following
agencies or individuals provided input or assistance to the ID Team:

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Regional Office, Portland
National Marine Fisheries Service, Regiona Office, Portland
Allen Mitchell, Oregon Department of Transportation
Consumers Power

Tom Holman, Swanson-Superior Forest Products

Evan Evanson, Contract Administrator, Siuslaw National Forest
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APPENDIX B. Environmental Elements Review Summary

Running Bear L SR Enhancement Project, FY 99
The following tables summarizes environmental features which the Bureau of Land Management
isrequired by law or policy to consider in all Environmental Documentation (BLM Handbook H-
1790-1, Appendix 5; Critical Elements of the Human Environment). Information in the tables
applies only to the proposed action.

ESU. Not Affected/ Bull
Trout, Oregon Chub,
Willamette Steelhead

Environmental Feature Affected/May Be Affected/Not | Remarks
Affected
Air Quality Affected See Air Quality
Areas of Critica Not Affected
Environmental Concern
Cultural, Historic, Not Affected Survey completed 1998. No
Paleontological resources located.
Prime or Unique Farm Lands | Not Affected
Flood Plains Not Affected
Native American Religious Not Affected
Concerns
Threatened, Endangered, or | Affected Surveys completed fall 1998
Special Status Plant Species and Spring 1999.
or Habitat
Threatened, Endangered, or | Affected/Wildlife: Completed consultation with
Specia Status Animal Species Biological Opinion received
or Habitat from USFWS 10/23/98.
Affected/Oregon Coast Coho | Consultation on-going with

National Marine Fisheries
Service. Biological Opinion
duein July 1999.

Hazardous or Solid Wastes

Not Affected

Drinking or Ground Water
Quality

Not Affected

Wetlands or Riparian Reserves

Not Affected: wetlands
Affected: Riparian Reserves

ACS Objectives met; see
Appendix C.

Wild and Scenic Rivers

Not Affected

Wilderness

Not Affected




Common Issues Review Summary

Appendix B.

Resources Affected/May Be Remarks
Affected/Not Affected

Specia Attention Animal Affected See Wildlife, Chapter 111
Species and Habitat
Special Attention Plant Species | Affected See Botany, Chapter 111
and Habitat
Fish Stocks at Risk Affected See Fish, Chapter 111
Minerds Not Affected
Land Uses Not Affected
Soils Sedimentation Affected See Sails, Chapter I11.
Water Affected See Water/Riparian, Chapter 111

DEQ 303d listed streams

Water Temperature

Water Quantity
Rural Interface Areas Not Affected

Beneficia Use Review Summary

Downstream Beneficial Uses Applicable / Not Remarks/ References
(Salem FEIS 3-9) Applicable

Public water supply Applicable None known.

Private domestic water supply | Applicable None known.

irrigation Applicable Numerous users on Hammer
Creek. Nearest user on South Fork
Alsea approximately 10 miles from
project area.

fisheries Applicable resident cutthroat trout present
adjacent to all units. Potential
habitat for Coho and Stealhead lies
downstream within 1 mile.

wildlife Applicable Habitat, water supply

recreation Applicable Fishing, svimming

aesthetic quality Applicable Meet clean water standards




APPENDIX C. Agquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives Review Summary.

Running Bear LSR Enhancement Project
(EA# OR080-99-09).

distribution, diversity, and

ACS Objective Does the project meet this Remarks/ References
ACS Objective? If “Yes’, How?
If “No”, Why Not?
Maintain and restore Yes _X Silvicultural treatment in managed stands less than 80 years of age offers the

opportunity to reduce overstocked density, moderate tree species diversity,

complexity of watershed No _ alter forest structural characteristics, and amend coarse woody debris

and landscape features to conditions. Such treatments are believed to result in forest stands that more

ensure protection of aquatic closely approximate the structure and function of alate -successional forest.

systems. As these treated stands age beyond 80 years, secondary structural
characteristics (e.g., understory canopy development, large dominant trees) are
likely to develop sooner than if no treatments were performed. The proposed
density management project within the Riparian Reserves would be ameansto
enhance late-successional forest conditions and accel erate attainment of these
conditions across the landscape. The increased structural and plant diversity
would ensure protection of aguatic systems.

Maintain and restore spatial | Yes _x The North Fork Alsea Watershed Analysis identified a corridor of federal lands

connectivity within and No that could provide a significant opportunity to promote terrestrial connectivity

between watersheds. of older forest habitats across the watershed. The Late Successional Reserve

Assessment, Oregon Coast Province-Southern Portion (LSRA) set priorities for
treatment of federal lands designated as L SRs across the landscape. The
proposed project areais within a“cell” identified in the LSRA asacritica
linkage between large patches of late-successional habitat. Treatment goals for
this“cell” were identified as management activities which will attain late-
successional characteristics. The proposed project would maintain and restore
critical connectivity in this portion of the watershed for terrestrial and riparian
dependent species. In addition, new road construction would not occur in
riparian areas and no culverts would be used that would potentially hinder
movement of aquatic species. Decommissioning/blocking of roads would
enhance the effective patch size of undisturbed habitat within the existing
corridor of connectivity.




APPENDIX D. Supplementa Monitoring Plan:

Running Bear L SR Enhancement Project

In addition to the mandatory requirement for monitoring of forest management projects (see
Salem District RMP, Appendix J), the Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) for this proposed project
recognized the need to evaluate the results of implementation as part of the overall adaptive
management process for treatments intended to enhance forest habitat conditions within LSR and
Riparian Reserves. Two of the four monitoring items are a requirement of full implementation of
the proposed action, while the remaining items are contingent on available time and funding. All
of these monitoring items area designed to provide useful information for evaluating effectiveness
of the proposed action and for incorporating successes into future treatments.

Supplemental Monitoring Itemsfor: Running Bear L SR Enhancement Pr oj ect

ITEM 1 - COARSE WOODY DEBRIS MONITORING

Description | Post-harvest assessment of coarse woody debris (CWD) accumulations
from harvest activities, windthrow, and prescriptive treatments.

Requirements | Monitoring required in EA, within 4 years post-harvest date

Methods | Utilize efficient field method (either: walk through estimates, fuel loading
photo comparison, line intercept transects) to assess post-harvest
accumulation of quantity and quality of CWD for al units.

Documentation | A summary of CWD conditions with recommended new inputs will be
placed in anaysis file following completion of this monitoring item.

Intended Use | 1). Units that are significantly below the prescribed CWD inputs of EA
will be scheduled to receive CWD creation. 2). Estimates of CWD
recruitment from harvest, windthrow, and insects will be considered in
future LSR treatments

ITEM 2-POST HARVEST FUELS ASSESSMENT

Description | Post-harvest assessment of fuel loading and fire risk

Requirements | Monitoring required by EA and by fuels management policy

Methods | Standard methods for fuels management inventory

Documentation | All data and any summaries retained by fuels management specialist

Intended Use | 1). Employ management actions that effectively mitigate fire danger.
2). Consider results in development of future LSR treatments.




ITEM 3 - FOREST STAND CONDITION ASSESSMENT

Description

Pre- and Post-harvest monitoring of forest stand conditionsin both LSR
and Riparian Reserve allocations.

Requirements

Implement as time and funding allows. All pre-harvest data has been
collected and severa photo-plots have been established.

Methods

Pre-harvest stand data includes standard stand-exam plots and several
treatment verification plots. Additional data may include fish-eye photos of
canopy closure and lateral photo arrays taken at plot centers. Post-harvest
data may include standard stand exam or verification plots in selected units
along with photo plots.

Documentation

All datawill be retained by silviculturists or forest ecologists.

Intended Use

1). Consider results implementation relative to desired future condition of
stands. 2) Incorporate information into the development of future LSR
and Riparian Reserve treatments.

ITEM 4-SURVEY AND MANAGE SITE CONDITION MONITORING

Description

Pre- and Post-harvest monitoring of stand conditions at selected Survey
and Manage (S&M) fungi and mollusk sites within or adjacent to harvest
units.

Requirements

Implement as time and funding allows. Some pre-harvest vegetation data
collected as part of S& M survey protocols and afew photo-plots have
been established.

M ethods

Pre- and post-harvest data to should include vegetation sample and lateral
photo arrays taken at S& M fungi and mollusk sites. Vegetation data
should include estimates of CWD, canopy closure, and shrub/ground cover
condition. Post harvest stand conditions should be assessed after |eaf-out
in the Spring within one year of harvest date. Additional surveys for
pertinent S& M species within 4 years post-harvest are optional.

Documentation

All data and any summaries developed will be retained by botanist or
wildlife biologist.

Intended Use

1). Communicate results to recognized experts for applicable S& M
species. 2). Consider information in development of S&M species
management for future thinning harvests.




ACS Objective Does the project meet this Remarks/ References
ACS Objective? If “Yes’, How?
If “No”, Why Not?
Maintain and restore Yes _X A “no activity” stream protection buffer would maintain the integrity of

physical integrity of the No _ shorelines, banks and bottom configurations. Criteria used to designate
agquatic system, including N/A _ buffers were riparian vegetation, significant slope breaks, active floodplain or
shorelines, banks, and high water tables, and areas contributing to stream shading. All buffersare a
bottom configurations. minimum of 25 feet. Treeswould be directionally felled within one tree height
of the buffers and if any fall within the buffers they would not be removed.
Management activity throughout the project areais not likely to cause any
ateration in water flows that could affect channel morphology. New road
construction would not occur in riparian areas and no culverts would be used
that would potentialy hinder movement of aquatic species. Decommissioning
roads would remove culverts and restore natural hydrologic function, restoring
dispersal potential for aquatic species.
Maintain and restorewater | Yes _x Increases in stream temperature as aresult of this action are unlikely. Stream
quality necessary to support | No protection buffers were designed to provide adequate shading. Numerous
healthy riparian, aquatic, design features for the proposed action would mitigate impacts from road
and wetland ecosystems. construction, felling, yarding, hauling, and prescribed burning to the extent that
effects to soils and water resources were determined to be minimal. Road
construction, and subsequent decommissioning or blocking would employ
design features to reduce any concentrations of runoff and sedimentation.
Maintain and restore the Yes X Increases in mass wasting and alterations in sediment regime as aresult of this
sediment regime under No _ action are of low probability. Existing roads would be improved, and all new
which system evolved. and reconstructed roads, including road 12-7-32.1 would be decommissioned
after the sale. Thiswould result in a short term increase in potential
sedimentation, but along term decrease. The net decrease in roads in the
proposed project area would be 2.1 miles.
Maintain and restore Yes X Alteration in the capture, infiltration and routing (both surface and subsurface)
instream flows. No of precipitation may occur as a consequence of the mechanica removal of trees

and reductionsin stand density. This effect would be difficult to measure and
unlikely to substantially alter streamflow or water quality.




ACS Objective Does the project meet this Remarks/ References
ACS Objective? If “Yes’, How?
If “No”, Why Not?
Maintain and restore the Yes _ X The proposed project would have negligible or no effects on existing flow

populations of native plant,
invertebrate, and vertebrate
riparian-dependent species

timing, variability and No patterns and stream channel conditions, and therefore would not alter existing
duration of floodplain patterns of floodplain inundation or water table elevation,

inundation and water table

elevation in meadows and

wetlands.

Maintain and restore the Yes X Actual riparian zones (stream protection areas) along streams would be
Species composition and No excluded from treatment, and only the upslope portions of the Riparian
structural diversity of plant Reserves would be included in the density management treatment. All trees
communitiesin riparian would be directionally felled away from streams within one tree height of
zones and wetlands to stream protection buffers. If acut tree does fall within a stream protection
provide thermal regulation, buffer, it would not be yarded. Stream buffers and residual trees would
nutrient filtering, and continue shading streams. Crowns would eventually close again as the trees
appropriate rates of bank grow. Density management in the Riparian reserves would help restore
erosion, channel migration structura diversity, complex understory components and increase tree size
and CWD accumulations. more quickly than if stands were left untreated.

Maintain and restore habitat | Yes _x Habitat to support well distributed riparian-dependent and riparian associated
to support well distributed No species would be restored by reducing overstocked stands, moderating tree

species diversity, altering forest structural characteristics and amending coarse
woody debris conditions. Such treatments are believed to result in forest stands
that exhibit such older forest characteristics as large diameter trees with deep,
wide crowns and large limbs, complex understory with vegetation developing

at mid canopy and ground levels, and large diameter snags and CWD. Such a
habitat would support diverse populations of plants, invertebrates, and
vertebrates.

(Note: See RMP pg 5-6 for more detailed explanations of the ACS objectives).




