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Changes to the EA

The following edits were made to the EA. Rewritten text appears in blue in the Revised EA.

Chapter 3: Forest Condition
Section 3.2.3: Environmental Effects

Page 74

Page 74

Pages 74 & 75

The sentence “Alternatives 2 &3 will support a non-declining sustained
yield of timber over time” was removed.

The number 3 was removed from the sentence “In the development of
Alternatives 2 & 3, the Grants Pass field office used some of the
assumptions in the FEIS vegetation modeling to assist in the development
of the silvicultural approach for this project.”

The number 3 was removed from the sentence “This silvicultural
approach, applied in Alternatives 2 &3, is very similar to the assumptions
used to calculate the Medford District’s ASQ in the FEIS, and have
therefore been shown to create conditions supporting a non-declining
sustained yield of timber through time.”
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Chapter 1 — Purpose and Need

1.1 Introduction
The Grants Pass Field Office is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) to document the

analysis of potential site-specific effects on the human environment that may result from the
implementation of the Clean Slate Forest Management Project. The EA will provide the BLM’s
Authorized Officer, the Grants Pass Field Manager, with current information to aid in the
decision-making process. It will also determine if there are significant impacts not already
analyzed in the 2015 Proposed Resource Management Plan (PRMP)/Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) for Western Oregon and determine whether a supplement to that EIS is needed
or if a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is appropriate. The EA will comply with the
Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural
Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 1500-1508) and the Department
of the Interior’s regulations on Implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (43 CFR 46).

1.2 What is the BLM Proposing?
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Grants Pass Field Office is proposing forest

management activities on approximately 461 acres of BLM-administered lands in the Clean Slate
Project Area. Forest management treatments consist of both commercial and non-commercial
treatments in the upland and riparian areas and include the use of integrated vegetation
management to achieve project objectives. Integrated vegetation management includes a
combination of silvicultural or other vegetation treatments. Activities may include vegetation
control, planting, snag creation, prescribed fire, biomass removal, thinning, single-tree selection
harvest, and group selection harvest. The prescriptions are tailored to the various site conditions
(elevation, aspect, soil condition, and stand health) found throughout the Project Area. Fuel loads
resulting from silvicultural treatments would be reduced through lop-and-scatter, pile and burn,
broadcast burning, or biomass removal. Forest management would be accomplished through a
combination of commercial timber sale contracts, service contracts, and/or stewardship contracts.

The BLM may also propose associated management actions which include temporary routes,
road reconstruction, road renovation, timber haul, and road decommissioning. During the
planning for this project, the BLM may identify roads for wet season haul depending on current
road conditions and surface type. A more detailed description of BLM’s Proposed Action is
included in Chapter 2.
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1.3 Where is the Project Located?
The Clean Slate Project is located east of the town of Kerby, and northeast of Cave Junction,

within Josephine County. The 9,211-acre Clean Slate Project Area is located within the
following watershed:
e Deer Creek watershed - 12.6% of this watershed is within the Project Area (9,211 of
72,605 acres)

The Public Land Survey System description of the Clean Slate Project Area is as follows:

Table 1-1: Project Area Location*

Township Range Sections

38 South 7 West 17, 20, 21, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33
38 South 8 West 13, 23, 24, 25

39 South 7 West 3,4,5,8,9

*All locations are based on the Willamette Meridian

Lands in the Project Area are a mix of BLM-administered, private or individual company, and
Josephine County lands (Figure 1-1). The Clean Slate Project proposal only applies to BLM-
administered lands within the Project Area. Within the Clean Slate Project Area, Revested
Oregon and California Railroad lands comprise 92% (4855 acres) of the BLM-administered
lands, and Public Domain lands comprise 8% (444 acres). BLM-administered lands within the
Project Area are intermixed with private and state lands, creating a mosaic of ownership patterns
often referred to as a “checkerboard”. There are no parklands or prime farmlands that would be
affected by the Clean Slate proposal.

Table 1-2: Land Ownership in the Clean Slate Project Area

Ownership Acres Percent
BLM 5,299 58%
Private or Individual Company 3416 37%
Local Government (Josephine 496 5%
County)
Total 9,211
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Figure 1-1: Clean Slate Map
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The BLM-administered lands in the Project Area include the Harvest Land Base (HLB), Riparian
Reserve (RR), District Defined Reserve (DDR), and Late Successional Reserve (LSR) land use
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allocations. Treatments are proposed within the HLB and RR; no treatments are proposed within
the DDR or LSR.

Table 1-3: Clean Slate Project Area Land Use Allocations

Land Use Allocation Acres Percent
Harvest Land Base (Uneven-Aged Timber Area) 3,710 70.0
Riparian Reserve (Dry Forest and Moist Forest) 1,096 20.7
District Defined Reserve 289 5.5%
Late Successional Reserve (Dry Forest) 203 3.8%
Total 5,299

1.4 Why is the BLM Proposing this Project?

1.4.1 Purpose and Need
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) requires the BLM to create Resource

Management Plans (RMPs) which direct the management of BLM-administered lands. The 2016
Southwestern Oregon ROD/RMP provides the objectives, land use allocations, and management
direction for managing BLM-administered lands in the Medford District, Grants Pass Field
Office. Land use allocations and management directions are designed to accomplish RMP
objectives. Management direction guides the site-specific measures intended to achieve the
overall management objectives. Management objectives describe the desired future conditions
for each land use allocation and resource program.

The need identified in the 2016 ROD/RMP for active forest management in the Harvest Land
Base land use allocations is threefold: the BLM is 1) to manage forest stands to achieve continual
timber production that can be sustained through a balance of growth and harvest; 2) to contribute
to the Medford District’s Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ); and 3) to increase diversity of
stocking levels and size classes in the Uneven-Aged Timber Area. (2016 ROD/RMP, pp. 62 &
67). The Clean Slate proposal would ensure the Grants Pass Field Office is able to contribute to
the Medford District’s Fiscal Year 2018 ASQ. This would be accomplished by considering units
for treatment within the Harvest Land Base land use allocation which currently have the
necessary clearances and surveys (botanical, archeological, stream/soil surveys, and northern
spotted owl site visits and habitat evaluations). The units within the Clean Slate Project Area
were recently considered during the Pickett West environmental analysis. Because these units
will not be implemented under the Pickett West silvicultural prescriptions or analysis, they are
available to be reconsidered under the 2016 ROD/RMP.

Clean Slate Forest Management Project 11 Revised Environmental Assessment



The 2016 ROD/RMP also identified a need for some types of active forest management in
portions of the Riparian Reserve land use allocation to “maintain and restore...the proper
functioning condition of riparian areas, stream channels, and wetlands” (2016 ROD/RMP, p.75),
such as thinning and fuels treatments (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 82).

The Clean Slate Project would address the problems and opportunities (“need” for action)
identified below by implementing forest, transportation, and fuels reduction actions for the
following purposes listed below (in bold).

Forest Management - Harvest Land Base

Conduct silvicultural treatments to contribute volume to the Medford District’s (Fiscal Year
2018) Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ), enhance timber values, and reduce fire risks and insect

and disease outbreaks (RMP, p. 62).

Harvest Land Base — UTA

Utilize integrated vegetation management to promote the development and retention of large?,
open-grown trees and multi-cohort stands, develop diverse understory plant communities,
increase or maintain vegetative species diversity, promote and enhance the development of
structural complexity and heterogeneity, and adjust stand composition or dominance (RMP,
p. 68).

The BLM has a need to harvest timber to provide a sustainable supply of timber and to

contribute to Medford District’s Fiscal Year 2018 declared ASQ. This would be accomplished by
treating stands in the Harvest Land Base (HLB) land use allocation which has all necessary
clearances and surveys.

The HLB is comprised of Oregon & California Railroad Revested and Coos Bay Wagon Road
(O&C) lands. The management of the O&C lands in the Project Area is governed by a variety of
statutes, including the O&C Lands Act. The O&C Lands Act requires the Secretary to manage
O&C lands for permanent forest production; however, such management must also be in accord
with sustained-yield principles (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 5). Deferring harvest in stands which have
needed clearances would forego the opportunity to contribute volume toward the Medford
District’s Fiscal Year 2018 declared ASQ (2016 ROD/RMP, pp. 5, 62, 64, & 68) and would fail
to generate a successive stand of timber for future harvest in accordance with sustained yield
timber management as directed by the ROD/RMP.

! large, old trees are defined as dominant Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) and pine (Pinus spp.) trees that are
both > 36” DBH and that the BLM identifies were established prior to 1850 and madrone (Arbutus menziesii),
bigleaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), and oak (Quercus spp.) trees > 24” DBH.
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The BLM used the Forest Operations Inventory (FOI) dataset to identify stands appropriate for
management in the Clean Slate Project Area. Stand examinations, LiDar, and field review
provided current data on stocking levels, stand health, and species composition in the units
proposed for management.

The stands identified for treatment in the HLB land use allocation are experiencing decreasing
levels of diversity. The decreasing levels of diversity are a result of overstocked stands which are
dominated by shade-tolerant species. These overstocked stands are experiencing declining vigor
and growth rates due to high levels of density-related competition that has primarily occurred
from lack of disturbance (i.e., fire). As trees compete for limited water, nutrients, and growing
space, they become stressed and more susceptible to mortality from insects, forest pathogens,
drought, windstorms, and wildfire.

In addition, the species composition in these stands has shifted to favor shade-tolerant trees such
as tanoak, incense cedar, and Douglas-fir. There has been a decrease in shade-intolerant species
such as oaks and pine. Shade-tolerant species are growing in larger quantities than they did
historically and are more prevalent in the mid-story of stands. Fire exclusion had made these
species considerably more abundant, especially in mixed-conifer stands, as fire functioned as a
removal agent when these species were in the seedling and sapling phase when they are thin-
barked and generally killed by moderate heat. To increase shade-intolerant species persistence,
diversity, and to promote regeneration of shade-intolerant species; silvicultural prescriptions will
be designed to create growing space for hardwood and pine species.

The majority of stands selected for treatment lack structural complexity and heterogeneity.
Forest management actions are needed to achieve continual timber production, increase the
diversity of species, size classes, structural complexity, heterogeneity, and reduce fire risks and
insect and disease outbreaks.

The Grants Pass Field Office manages 5,299 acres (58%) of lands in the Project Area. Harvest
Land Base accounts for about 70% of the BLM ownership, with the remainder allocated as
Riparian Reserve and Late-Successional Reserve (Tables 1-2 & 1-3). Stands and trees considered
for selection harvest exhibit conditions such as high tree densities and trees with low crown
ratios. These stands and trees have stalled in growth and would not likely respond to thinning.
There is a need to harvest these stands and trees in order to promote growth and increase the
diversity of stocking levels and size classes within the stands. There is a need for thinning in
portions of stands where the remaining trees would continue to improve in growth and vigor
from such treatments.
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What will the proposed treatments look like?

In forested stands greater than 10 acres, integrated vegetation management will consist of at least
10% untreated “skips”, 30% of the stand may consist of openings of up to 4 acres each, and the
average relative density will vary between 20-45%. See below in Figure 1-2 for an example of
this treatment (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 68).

Figure 1-2: Example of Proposed Treatments

Before After

Figure 1-2: A composite of Stand Visualization System (SVS) overhead images, provides an
example of a stand treated with Integrated VVegetation Management described by the 2016
ROD/RMP. Prior to treatment, the stand on the left is experiencing imminent competition
mortality as growth slows and trees die, resulting in fuel accumulation on the forest floor. The
same stand on the right has been managed with a total of 10% being left in untreated “skips”,
approximately 30% has been treated with group selection openings, and the remainder has been
thinned to variable densities. No trees over 36” DBH have been removed, and the overall
diversity of size class distributions have been maintained and increased as new cohorts of shade-
intolerant trees are free to establish in open growing conditions. The Relative Density Index (a
measure describing the level of competition among trees) has been reduced to 20- 45% with a
highly variable spatial distribution while still allowing stand-level growth to occur and multiple
degrees of inter-tree competition to persist.
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Forest Management — Riparian Reserve - Dry (Class 1 watershed)

Thin stands in the outer riparian zone as needed to ensure that stands are able to provide trees
that would function as stable wood in the stream (RMP, p. 82).

Apply fuels reduction treatments in the outer riparian zone, including prescribed fire, as
needed to reduce the risk of stand-replacing crown fires (RMP, p. 83).

Similar to forest stands in the adjacent upland areas, there are stands within Riparian Reserves on
tributaries to McMullin, Quedo, and Thompson Creeks that are overstocked and are experiencing
declining growth rates and high fuel loads due to high levels of density-related competition. This
condition can increase the risk of stand-replacing crown fires in these stands. For the portions of
stands experiencing these conditions within the Riparian Reserve, there is a need for silvicultural
and fuels treatments to improve forest health and resiliency to fire or insect disturbance including
timber harvest, to reduce stand densities, and related competition to increase individual tree
growth.

1.5  Decision Framework
The Clean Slate Environmental Assessment (EA) will provide the information needed for the

Authorized Officer, the Grants Pass Field Manager, to select a course of action to be
implemented for the Clean Slate Project. The Field Manager must decide whether to implement
the Action Alternative, select the No Action Alternative, or choose a combination of components
found within the alternatives analyzed.

The Field Manager will consider the extent to which each alternative responds to the decision
factors listed below. The forthcoming Decision Record will document the Field Manager’s
rationale for selecting a course of action based on the effects documented in the EA, and the
extent to which each alternative responds to the following factors:

e The amount of timber volume produced to contribute to the Medford District’s Fiscal
Year 2018 Allowable Sale Quantity.

e How well the alternative would achieve the purposes of the project.

e How well the alternative produces an economically viable and operationally feasible
timber sale contributing to community and industry stability.

e The nature and intensity of environmental effects that would result from implementation
of the proposed projects and how well the alternative resolves the issues identified in
Chapter 1.
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The decision will also include a determination of whether or not the impacts of the actions are
significant to the human environment. If the impacts are determined to be within the range
analyzed in the Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement for
Western Oregon (FEIS) (USDI/BLM, 2015a), or otherwise determined to be insignificant, a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) can be issued and the decision implemented. If the
analysis within the EA determines that the significance of impacts are unknown or greater than
those previously analyzed and disclosed in the RMP/FEIS, then a project-specific EIS must be
prepared.

1.6 Land Use Conformance and Legal Requirements

1.6.1 Conformance with Land Use Plans
The BLM signed a Record of Decision approving the Southwestern Oregon Resource

Management Plan (2016 SWO ROD/RMP) on August 5, 2016. The Medford District initiated
and will design the Clean Slate Project to conform to the 2016 SWO ROD/RMP.

This project is also consistent with:

e Revised Environmental Assessment for Integrated Invasive Plant Management of the
Medford District (February 2018) and the Decision Record for Integrated Invasive Plant
Management for the Medford District (February 2018); and

e The Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement: Management of Port-Orford
Cedar in Southwest Oregon (FSEIS, 2004 and ROD, 2004)

1.6.2 Special Status Species Policy
The Clean Slate Forest Management Project will be planned to be consistent with BLM Manual

6840 (USDI/BLM, 2008a). The BLM Manual 6840 provides policy and guidance for the
conservation of BLM Special Status Species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. BLM
Special Status Species include those species listed or proposed for listing under the ESA, as well
as those designated as Bureau Sensitive by the Oregon/Washington State Director. The
objectives of the BLM Special Status policy are:

e To conserve and/or recover ESA-listed species and the ecosystems on which they depend
so that ESA protections are no longer needed for these species; and

e To initiate proactive conservation measures that reduce, or eliminate threats to Bureau
Sensitive species to minimize the likelihood of and need for listing of these species under
ESA (USDI/BLM, 2008a, Section .02).
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1.6.3 Medford District RMA Frameworks (Lake Selmac Trails SRMA)
As a part of the RMP, the BLM designated portions of the landscape as either Special Recreation

Management Areas (SRMAS) or Extensive Recreation Management Areas (ERMAS). Within
each of these designated areas, the BLM established recreation and visitor service objectives and
identified supporting management actions and allowable uses in the Recreation Management
Area (RMA) Frameworks (USDI/BLM, 20164, p.259 & USDI/BLM, 2016b pp. 100-101).

Each RMA framework includes a description of the recreation values, type of visitor targeted,
the outcome objectives, the Recreation Setting Characteristics, the applicable management
actions and allowable use restrictions. The BLM manages each SRMA and ERMA according to
these descriptions, consistent with the management direction in the 2016 SWO ROD/RMP.

Within the Clean Slate Project Area is the Lake Selmac Trails SRMA, which is 443 acres and co-
managed with Josephine County Parks in support of Lake Selmac Recreation Area and
recreation opportunities available around the lake. Current use includes hiking, biking, and
equestrian trails that have been identified on maps but not officially designated. The RMA
framework for the Lake Selmac Trails SRMA identified the opportunity to develop additional
recreation facilities or features.

1.6.4 Statutes and Regulations
The Proposed Action is designed to be in conformance with the direction given for the

management of public lands on the Medford District and the following:

e Oregon and California Lands Act of 1937 (O&C Act). Requires the BLM to manage
O&C lands for permanent forest production. Timber shall be sold, cut, and removed in
accordance with sustained-yield principles for the purpose of providing for a permanent
source of timber supply, protecting watersheds, regulating stream flow, contributing to
the economic stability of local communities and industries, and providing recreational
facilities.

e Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). Defines BLM’s
organization and provides the basic policy guidance for BLM’s management of public
lands.

e National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Requires the preparation of
environmental impact statements for major federal actions that may have a significant
effect on the environment.
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e Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA). Directs federal agencies to ensure their actions
do not jeopardize species listed as “threatened and endangered” or adversely modify
designated critical habitat for these listed species.

e Clean Air Act of 1990 (CAA). Provides the principal framework for national, state, and
local efforts to protect air quality.

e National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended (NHPA). Requires federal
agencies to consider the effect of their federal or federally licensed undertakings on
historic properties, whether those properties are federally owned or not.

e Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (ARPA). Protects archaeological
resources and sites on federally administered lands. Imposes criminal and civil penalties
for removing archaeological items from federal lands without a permit.

e Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) of 1974 (as amended in 1986 and 1996). Protects
public health by regulating the nation’s public drinking water supply

e Clean Water Act of 1987 (CWA). Establishes objectives to restore and maintain the
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s water.

1.7 Scoping and Issues
Scoping is the process the BLM uses to identify issues related to the proposal (40 CFR 8 1501.7)

and determine the extent of environmental analysis necessary for an informed decision. It is used
early in the NEPA process to identify 1) the issues to be addressed, 2) the depth of the analysis,
3) alternatives or refinements to the Proposed Action, and 4) potential environmental impacts of
the Proposed Action.

Scoping is not performed to build consensus or achieve agreement on a project proposal, but
rather to solicit relevant site-specific comments that could aid in the analysis and final design of
the proposal.

The BLM has conducted public outreach for the Clean Slate Forest Management Project. A
scoping letter briefly describing the Proposed Action and inviting comments was mailed to
adjacent landowners, interested individuals, organizations, and other agencies.

The BLM solicited and received comments during a 44-day period from November 8, 2017, to
December 8, 2017. During this time, the BLM received approximately 651 letters. Forty-seven
of the letters were unique, and 603 letters were multiple copies of three form letters. BLM
received one petition with 98 signatures. Each form letter or identical email was documented and
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accounted for separately, but the content of the duplicate letters and emails was compiled into
single topics or issues. The remaining letters were received from neighbors or organizations and
contained individually unique topics. Below is an explanation of how the content of all scoping
comment letters was considered or why the comments were not considered in the proposal
development.

Substantive versus Non-Substantive Comments

The National Environmental Policy Act Handbook (Section 6.9.2.1, p. 66) describes substantive
comments as doing one or more of the following: 1) question, with reasonable basis, the
accuracy of the information contained within the EA, 2) question the adequacy of the
methodology for, or assumptions used in the analysis, 3) present new information relevant to the
analysis, 4) present reasonable alternatives other than those described in the EA, or 5) cause
changes or revisions in one or more of the alternatives.

Comments are considered non-substantive if they 1) express favor for or against the Action
Alternative without reasoning, 2) agree or disagree with BLM policy or resource decisions
without justification or supporting data, 3) don’t pertain to the planning area or the Action
Alternatives, or 4) take the form of vague, open-ended questions.

All comments received during the scoping process were read in their entirety and carefully
considered. Substantive comments were parsed from the letters and are organized in a comment
spreadsheet contained within the Administrative Record. If comments were found to be non-
substantive, they might not appear in the comment spreadsheet. The BLM is not required to
consider to non-substantive comments as those comments merely express approval or
disapproval with the Action Alternatives without reason. The description below explains how
substantive comments were considered in the development of the Clean Slate proposal.

Substantive comments were organized in one of the following five ways: 1) incorporated into the
Issues Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail, 2) incorporated into the Issues Analyzed in Detail,
3) addressed in Appendix B of this EA, 4) incorporated in Alternatives Analyzed in Detail, and
5) incorporated in the Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail.

There was a subset of comments received which supported the Natural Selection Alternative,
which is supported by members of the Deer Creek Association. The Natural Selection
Alternative was considered but not analyzed in detail.

Below is a discussion of how these alternatives and the other comments were considered in the
development of the project.
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Incorporated Comments

Comments were incorporated into the analysis for the Clean Slate project if they provided broad
direction for the overall planning of resources contained within the PA, as opposed to site-
specific comments, which may have been mitigated as described below. The BLM received
scoping comments from organizations and individuals which contained discussions of trade-offs
for unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of resources. Elements of comment letters
were considered within a second Action Alternative, to the degree that those elements met the
purpose and need for the project. For further details see Section 1.4 Decision Framework and
Section 2.3 Action Alternative 3.

Mitigated Issues

There was a subset of comments that were site-specific and did not contain broad direction for
overall resource management within the PA. These comments were analyzed by the IDT through
the design of Project Design Features (PDFs). The PDFs are measures incorporated into the site-
specific design of the project to eliminate or minimize adverse impacts to the human
environment. Specific PDFs include the following and are reiterated in Section 2.4:

. Controlling the establishment and spread of noxious weeds by vehicle washing, the use of
weed-free straw, and monitoring.
. Implementing actions such as fully decommissioning all temporary routes which include

blocking and placing material at the entrance of skid trails and temporary routes to
discourage the development of OHV routes.

Appendix Responses

Comments that were not incorporated into the analysis or mitigated during planning may have
been responded to in Appendix B of this document. These elements from the comment letters did
not warrant incorporation into the analysis because they didn’t meet the purpose and need for the
project, were technically or economically infeasible, were inconsistent with policy or objectives,
or had already been decided upon, making them beyond the scope of this analysis.

Issues and Alternatives Not Analyzed in Detail

Similar to the situation described above, comments that were responded to as Issues and
Alternatives Not Analyzed in Detail are technically or economically infeasible, are inconsistent
with policy or objectives, or have already been decided upon, making them beyond the scope of
this analysis.
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As described above, the BLM has encouraged and facilitated public involvement during the
NEPA process for this project. The BLM solicited comments through the external scoping
process, hosted multiple meetings with the public, and employed a public information specialist
to ensure the public was timely engaged. BLM cataloged, parsed, and considered public
comment letters and supporting literature in the development of this project.

1.7.1 Issues Identified for Detailed Analysis
All substantive scoping comments, which are received from the public and the BLM

interdisciplinary team (IDT), were considered during the development of key issues to be
considered for detailed analysis. Key issues are points of dispute or contention and areas of
concern or uncertainty. The key issues represent those issues that the decision maker or
interdisciplinary team needs to consider in developing, analyzing, and selecting an alternative.
Guided by the appropriate management plans, the IDT selected appropriate BMPs from the 2016
ROD/RMP, developed Project Design Features, and alternatives to address the key issues
identified during scoping. These key issues will provide the focus of the EA during the Chapter 3
analysis process.

Forest Condition

Issue 1: How would proposed forest management actions (thinning, regeneration of conifer
stands, and activity fuels treatments) affect species composition, long-term productivity of
stands, and structural characteristics within the HLB-UTA and RR land use allocations?

Terrestrial Wildlife and Special Status Species

Issue 2: How would timber harvest, activity fuels treatments, and new road and landing
construction affect habitat used by northern spotted owls and barred owl for nesting, roosting,
and foraging?

Issue 3: How would proposed timber harvest and associated tree removal areas affect denning,
resting, and foraging within stands used by fisher?

Sedimentation

Issue 4: Would logging activates, maintenance and hauling on existing roads, or temporary road
construction and reclamation increase sedimentation downstream and negatively impact aquatic
quality?

Fisheries & Aquatic Habitat
Issue 5: How would vegetation management, timber hauling, and road renovation affect
federally-listed, native fish species, and their habitat?
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Economics
Issue 6: How would the removal of forest products contribute towards the local and regional
economy?

1.7.2 Issues Considered but not Analyzed in Further Detail
Issues raised by the public or BLM during scoping for this project that is addressed by the

project’s design (Chapter 2) or is beyond the scope of this project will be considered but may not
be analyzed in further detail in Chapter 3. Requests for information that would not further
contribute to making a reasoned and fully informed decision for the project will not be included
in the EA. The EA documents how these conclusions were reached in Appendix A.

1.7.3 Scientific Literature Submitted During Scoping
Numerous articles were submitted to the BLM for review during the scoping process. The BLM

reviewed these documents and considered the information in developing the final Proposed
Action and alternatives. Articles submitted in support of substantive comment were provided to
the Interdisciplinary Team for consideration in developing the alternatives and during the
analysis. A list of the literature submitted can be found in Chapter 6-References.

The BLM strives to apply the most current, geographically relevant science to its analysis and
management considerations that represent actions similar in scale and scope to the BLM project.
The BLM considered all relevant, appropriate, and available information for the project
development and potential effects. Section 2.6 of the EA (Alternatives and Actions Considered
but Not Analyzed in Further Detail) also responds to articles submitted to request actions outside
of Alternatives 2 and 3.
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Chapter 2 — Alternatives

2.1 Introduction
This chapter describes how the project was developed, describes what is being proposed in

detail, and presents the Alternatives. A No Action Alternative is presented and will form the
baseline for analysis. Alternative 2 was developed by the BLM to achieve the objectives
identified in the Purpose and Need statements in Chapter 1. Alternative 3 was submitted to the
BLM during the public scoping period. Project Design Features (PDFs) and Best Management
Practices (BMPs) as described in Appendix C of the 2016 ROD/RMP, will be incorporated into
the analysis of anticipated environmental impacts described in Chapter 3.

2.2  Development of the Project

2.2.1 Treatment Area Selection
The following describes the rationale for the selection of the Clean Slate Forest Management

Project Area and units.

The Clean Slate Forest Management Project Area (9,211 acres) falls entirely inside of the Pickett
West Forest Management Project Planning Area (203,458 acres) boundary. There are 13 Clean
Slate units (a total of 461 acres) which match the footprints of the 13 Pickett West units within
the Clean Slate Project Area. These 13 units from the Pickett West EA are the same units that are
now being analyzed in the Clean Slate EA. While those units were analyzed in the Pickett West
EA, they were never decided upon and will not be decided upon as analyzed in the Pickett West
EA due to the transition from the 1995 ROD/RMP to the 2016 ROD/RMP. The BLM is not
precluded from reanalyzing those same units and acres within the Clean Slate Forest
Management Project EA.

The Medford District BLM signed a Record of Decision approving the Southwestern Oregon
Resource Management Plan (2016 ROD/RMP) on August 5, 2016. Revision of an RMP
necessarily involves a transition from the application of the old RMP to the application of the
new RMP. The Pickett West Forest Management Project met the criteria for a transition project
and was initiated under the direction of the 1995 ROD/RMP. Any decisions issued from
transitions projects must be decided upon within two years of the effective date of the 2016
ROD/RMP. The BLM was unable to meet the transition timeline for subsequent decisions from
the Pickett West EA.

Preparing for a forest management project generally requires multiple years of surveys and
economic investment in those acres. In preparation for the Pickett West environmental analysis,
the BLM conducted all necessary clearance surveys which included: stream surveys, soils
surveys, northern spotted owl protocol surveys, one or two years of botanical surveys, cadastral
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surveys, habitat evaluations, and cultural surveys. To ensure that the investment was not forgone,
the BLM chose to reanalyze the former Pickett West units under the direction of the 2016
ROD/RMP within the Clean Slate Forest Management Project EA.

Because the two-year deadline for decisions from transitions projects was not able to be
achieved, and the BLM made an investment those acres to aid in the contribution to Medford
District’s ASQ; BLM management decided not to continue with the Pickett West project.
Reanalyzing acres, which had all necessary clearance surveys, ensured that Grants Pass BLM
was able to contribute volume to Medford District’s 2018 ASQ target.

2.2.2 Policies that Influenced the Development of the Project — 2016 ROD/RMP
After the treatment area was selected, the interdisciplinary team evaluated the selected units with

specific direction from the 2016 ROD/RMP.

Timber Production Capability Classification (TPCC) Withdrawn Lands: TPCC is the process for
partitioning forestland into major classes indicating relative suitability to produce timber on a
sustained yield basis. TPCC withdrawn lands are lands identified as unavailable for planned
forest management based on site-specific information. The 2016 ROD/RMP captures TPCC
withdrawn lands in the DDR-TPCC land use allocation. The RMP acknowledged that over time,
the BLM would add or remove areas from this land use allocation as examinations indicate
whether the criteria for reservation are met or not through plan maintenance (2016 ROD/RMP, p.
135). As part of this planning effort, field examinations found one area that would need to be
removed from the DDR-TPCC land use allocation. The Clean Slate Forest Management Project
does not include timber harvest on any lands within the DDR-TPCC consistent with 2016
ROD/RMP management direction (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 55).

Riparian Reserves (RRs): Riparian Reserves incorporated by the 2016 ROD/RMP are located on
BLM-administered lands throughout the Project Area, distances are determined by water feature
type. Streams and water features were identified in and adjacent to units using Light Detection
and Ranging (LIDAR) and site-specific field review to ensure that all areas needing Riparian
Reserve protection were identified. Stream maps were updated with the current information.
Where Riparian Reserves are excluded from commercial treatment, the boundaries would clearly
be marked on the ground. The hydrologist, fisheries biologist, and silviculturist worked together
to identify which riparian areas within or adjacent to proposed treatment units are in need of
treatment to meet the purposes identified in Section 1.4.1.

Special Habitat Management: The 2016 ROD/RMP provides management direction to manage
special habitats for plants and animals, such as meadows, cliffs, caves, and talus slopes to
maintain their ecological function (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 115). The Clean Slate Forest
Management Project has incorporated this special habitat management direction and would apply
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no-harvest buffers as needed where site-specific circumstances warrant their application to
maintain ecological function.

Medford District Recreation Management Area (RMA) Framework: The 2016 ROD/RMP
identified areas with established recreation and visitor objectives and identified supporting
management actions and allowable uses. Commercial treatments are proposed in areas identified
by the RMA Framework they have been designed to be consistent with the management
direction for these areas.

Northern Spotted Owl RMP Mitigation: The 2016 ROD/RMP incorporated a mitigation measure
that the BLM will not authorize timber sales that would cause the incidental take of northern
spotted owls (determined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)) until implementation
of a barred owl management program is in place (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 30). At the time of the
planning of the Clean Slate Forest Management Project, no barred owl management program is
in place; therefore, this project was designed to comply with this RMP mitigation measure. The
wildlife biologist and silviculturist worked together to design treatments that would not result in
the incidental take of northern spotted owls as determined by USFWS through the ESA Section 7
consultation process.

2.2.3 Treatment of Selected Stands
The timber sale planner and silviculturist assessed the timber harvest potential of the selected

stands using the Forest Operations Inventory (FOI) layer and other GIS layers. Identified
treatment needs were based on the 2016 ROD/RMP silvicultural management systems for lands
in the HLB-UTA and RR land use allocations. The timber planner and silviculturist considered
the following criteria when evaluating how to treat a selected stand:

Timber Planner:
e Portions of stands which were grasslands, shrublands, and functioning
hardwood/woodlands were not considered for treatment.
e Portions of stands which were too young or did not support commercial entry were
dropped from consideration for treatment.

Silviculturist:

e Stands at or below desired relative density threshold (20% to 25%) were not identified for
treatment under this project.

e Group Selection Openings as described in the 2016 ROD/RMP (p. 68) were not
considered in the following locations: TPCC restricted areas, Visual Resource
Management Restricted areas, portions of units where the average tree size is > 36” DBH,
areas with large snags/down woody material, the Outer and Middle Riparian
Zones/seeps/springs/headwalls, and within cultural sites and botany buffers.
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2.2.3 Consideration of Economic and Logistical Feasibility
After the treatments units were selected, they were screened for compliance with the 2016

ROD/RMP. Those potential treatment units were then evaluated by the IDT silviculturist,
engineer, and logging systems specialist for economic and logistical feasibility. For example,
portions of a unit may have been deferred from treatment because increased logging cost would
have made the entire unit economically infeasible to harvest. Other resource specialists, such as
the soil scientist, botanist, and archaeologist, reviewed stands for potential issues related to their
resources and where needed to protect resources some portions of the unit may have been
deferred from treatment.

2.2.4 Project Area Road Inventory and Assessment
The IDT reviewed the transportation system in the Clean Slate Project Area and determine which

roads were candidates for some type of management action.

An inventory and review of the existing transportation network were conducted to aid in the
assessment of the current condition and to evaluate the transportation system for an appropriate
level of management. Roads within the Clean Slate Project Area vary from primitive four-wheel
drive roads (non-system roads) to engineer-designed roads with culverts, drainage features, and
crushed rock surfacing or bituminous surfacing that receive maintenance by BLM (system
roads). The inventory process specifically identified:

¢ Roads that need maintenance to restore, repair, or improve road surfaces, culverts, and
roadside drainage ditches in order to reduce road-related erosion and sedimentation to
stream courses;

e Roads under existing agreements for private land access and reciprocal rights-of-way;

Opportunities to improve conditions of the road system were incorporated into the Action
Alternatives described in the next section. Road maintenance and other improvement
opportunities have been identified to address the needs acknowledged during the assessment
process (Appendix E: Road Work and Use Table).

P2.3 Proposed Activities
The Clean Slate Project includes forest management activities on approximately 461 acres of

BLM-administered lands. Forest management treatments consist of both commercial and non-
commercial treatments in the upland and the Outer and Middle Riparian Zones. To support the
proposed treatments, road construction and maintenance activities are also being proposed.

2.3.1 Forest Management Activities
The Clean Slate Forest Management Project will utilize integrated vegetation management to

accomplish the management directions from the 2016 ROD/RMP for the land use allocations
proposed for treatment within the Project Area.
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Volume related objective in the uplands (i.e., Harvest Land Base) includes the management of
forest stands to achieve continual timber production that can be sustained through a balance of
growth and harvest (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 62). These treatments will contribute to the Medford
District’s 2018 Allowable Sale Quantity.

Ecological related objectives in the uplands include an increase to the diversity, stocking levels,
and size classes within and among stands (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 67) and the promotion,
enhancement, and development of structural complexity and heterogeneity (2016 ROD/RMP, p.
68). The use of integrated vegetation management is expected to create growing space for
hardwoods and pine and ensure their persistence and regeneration (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 68).
Stands are expected to have a reduction in susceptibility to disturbance such as fire, windstorm,
disease or insect infestation, (2016 ROD/RMP p. 68) and an increase or maintenance of
vegetative species diversity.

Ecological related objectives in the Riparian Reserve land use allocation include to “maintain
and restore...the proper functioning condition of riparian areas, stream channels, and wetlands
by providing forest shade, sediment filtering, wood recruitment...vegetation diversity” (2016
ROD/RMP, p.75).

Description of Forest Management Treatments

Management activities are proposed within the Harvest Land Base Uneven-Aged Timber Area
and the Outer and Middle Zones within the Riparian Reserve. These areas would be treated with
integrated vegetation management.

Integrated vegetation management includes the use of a combination of silvicultural or other
vegetation treatments, fire and fuels management activities, harvest methods, and restoration
activities. Activities include, but are not limited to, vegetation control, planting, snag creation,
prescribed fire, biomass removal, thinning, single tree selection harvest, and group selection
harvest (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 68).

Uneven-Aged Timber Land Use Allocation

In forested stands greater than 10 acres, commercial treatments may consist of the following (An
image of a stand treated with integrated vegetation management which adheres to the
prescriptions parameters below can be seen in Figure 1-2):

e The retention of all dominant Douglas-fir and pine trees that are both greater than or
equal to 36 inches diameter at breast height and were established prior to 1850, and
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e The retention of all madrone, big leaf maple, and oak trees greater than or equal to 24
inches diameter at breast height, and

o At least 10% of the treatment unit would be retained in untreated “skips” to provide
structural complexity and refugia, and

e A total of 30% of the stand may consist of openings up to 4 acres each, openings greater
than 4 acres would not be created, and

e The average relative density of the stand may vary between 20-45%, and

e Prescribed fire may be used following mechanical treatments to stimulate vegetation,
reduce fuel loading, and prepare the site for planting.

Riparian Reserve (RR) Land Use Allocations

Field surveys revealed that RRs within the proposed units are in need of treatment in order to
meet the management direction in the 2016 ROD/RMP for Dry Riparian Reserves within Class 1
subwatersheds (2016 ROD/RMP, pp. 82-84). The Clean Slate project is considering 94 acres of
Outer Riparian Zone thinning. Canopy cover in the RR would remain above 30 percent with 60
trees per acre (TPA) on average (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 83). Activities in the RR would be
designed to improve habitat conditions in the long-term for the fish habitat, habitat for other
aquatic species, wildlife and plant species that use this zone.

The proposed treatments in the RRs are based on field surveys and silvicultural review. Each
proposed treatment unit has been visited by a field crew looking specifically at the soil and water
resources. Field surveys occurred primarily in the period from June 2016 to March 2017. Typical
field crews consist of three people with extensive field experience directed and supervised by a
BLM hydrologist and soils specialist. Field crew work has been verified by the IDT hydrologist
and soils specialist.

Proposed treatments are designed to help accelerate the development of multiple canopy layers,
increased species diversity, and increased conifer and hardwood vigor. No treatments are
proposed in riparian stands that have multiple canopy layers and high levels of species diversity
or in wetlands, unstable soil areas, springs, or seeps. Stands that exhibit conditions such as
overstocking, minimal canopy layering, low species diversity, or low conifer and hardwood
vigor was selected for potential treatment. Within these stands, riparian thinning is expected to
benefit perennial and intermittent streams, fish habitat, and habitat for other aquatic species by
promoting species diversity and resiliency to disturbance in the riparian forest stands. Treatment
may help riparian stands better recover from or withstand disturbances by promoting species
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diversity and forest health. Below is a visual representation of the expected outcomes of Outer
and Middle Zone Riparian thinning.

Figure 2-1: Example of Outer Zone Riparian Reserve Thinning Treatments near a Perennial Stream
Channel. Shows Inner Zone buffer (no treatment), Outer Zone thinning retaining 60 TPA, and upland
treatments, the view is from the northwest corner to the southeast corner of the figure.

No Treatment Inner Riparian Zones

This portion of the EA describes the no commercial treatment area nearest streams known as the
Inner Riparian Zone. For perennial fish-bearing and non-fish bearing streams, there are no
commercial thinning treatments proposed to occur within a 120-foot no commercial entry buffer.
For intermittent streams, there are no commercial thinning treatments proposed to occur within a
50-foot no-entry buffer.
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The 120-foot no commercial treatment buffer for perennial streams is set for the protection of the
primary shade zone, as described in the Temperature Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
Implementation Strategies (USDA/USFS, USDI/BLM 2012; Table 4). Empirical and modeling
studies suggest that stream wood input rates decline with distance from the stream and the
majority of in-channel wood recruitment comes from within 120 feet of the stream channel (ICS,
2013, Appendix 3: Item ).

Below is an illustration of stream buffer distances per stream type.

Figure 2-2: Commercial Treatments: Riparian Reserves and No Treatment Buffer Distances
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All distances are measured on slope distance not horizontal distance.

Activity Fuel Treatments
Activity fuel treatments refer to the treatment of slash following silvicultural activities. Fuel
treatments will not occur within 60 feet of fish-bearing or perennial streams.
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Trees to be removed for commercial harvest would be whole-tree yarded or yarded with tops
attached to minimize activity slash remaining within the harvest units. It is anticipated that the
majority of the activity slash would be extracted from each unit by this process and piled at the
landing sites. In areas utilizing ground-based harvest equipment, processing of tops within
machine trails may occur and the resulting slash would either be driven over by the ground-based
equipment or machine piled along machine trails. Merchantable saw logs would be removed
from yarded material, and any remaining debris at the landing sites would be machine and/or
hand piled and burned at approved locations, chipped, or removed for biomass utilization.
Machine piling may occur on landings and within units that are adjacent to roads.

Activity slash within ground-based units may be machine or hand pile/burned, chipped, lopped
and scattered, retained as coarse woody debris (CWD) or underburned. Activity slash within
cable and helicopter units may be hand pile/burned, chipped, lopped and scattered, retained as
CWD, or underburned. On cable and helicopter units with slopes less than 50%, activity slash
may be machine piled. All post-implementation activity slash treatments are based upon a post-
harvest assessment of fuel loading.

The purpose of a lop-and-scatter treatment is to break up concentrations of material so that the
slash does not increase the fire hazard. The lop portion of “lop-and-scatter” would cut slash so it
would not exceed 18 inches in height from the ground and material less than 6 inches in diameter
would be cut into pieces, so it would not exceed 8 feet in length. Scattering would arrange slash
in a discontinuous pattern across the forest floor, thus reducing postharvest fire hazard.

If the amount of slash remaining in units results in excessive quantities of fuel loading which
would appear as a lack of open space to scatter the slash, treatment by chipping or machine/hand
pile and burn may be recommended.

Underburning (UB)

BLM fire and fuels management personnel would conduct pre- and post-treatment evaluations to
determine the need for maintenance underburning. Underburning provides a low-cost method to
prepare a site for planting and reduce activity slash. Maintenance underburning may occur within
15 years from the initial fuels reduction treatments.

Description of the Yarding Systems

Harvest operation systems are comprised of pairing different harvesting mechanisms with
various yarding mechanisms. Harvesting mechanisms are comprised of mechanical and manual
harvesting methods. Mechanical methods include the use of harvesters or feller-bunchers which
cut, fall and/or process logs prior to removal from the treatment unit. Manual harvesting methods
include the use of chainsaws in which trees are felled, limbed and bucked within the treatment
unit. Mechanical harvesting is generally limited to slopes of 50%. Manual harvesting is utilized

Clean Slate Forest Management Project 31 Revised Environmental Assessment



on slopes over 50% and generally paired with skyline yarding (see below). Most resource
concerns stem from the yarding system due to the possible effects of removing cut timber from
treatment units.

The descriptions below detail the yarding systems proposed for this project. Harvest operation
systems are assigned to commercial treatment units based upon methodologies and assumptions
defined in BLM manual H-5420-1 Timber Sale Handbook and management direction from the
2016 ROD/RMP. The handbook directs the BLM to explore the lowest cost methods to
accomplish the yarding of commercial products while providing for, but not exceeding, the
necessary or required level of environmental protection. The average cost of the different types
of yarding systems may influence the final decision for this project.

Most often, slope determines whether ground-based or skyline yarding systems would be
utilized. However, resource buffers, temporary route feasibility, and harvesting feasibility would
determine the final yarding systems. Yarding systems may include the use of skyline cable
yarding, conventional ground-based yarding, and helicopter yarding or a combination.

The yarding systems listed below may utilize whole-tree yarding or yarding with tops attached to
minimize impacts to retained trees and soils. This means that the trees may be yarded to the
landings with tops and limbs attached or with the limbs removed but with the tops attached. The
remaining processing of the logs would occur at the landing. Tops and limbs would be removed,
and logs would be cut into desired lengths.

Skyline Yarding

Skyline cable yarding systems are in a fixed position, usually attached to a yarder or a tower
from which cables, carriages, and winches originate. The yarder, tower, and cables utilized in
this system may require the use of tail hold and/or guylines to remain erect. The carriage is a
load-carrying device from which logs are suspended and rides into the interior of the unit and
returns to the landing along the skyline cable. The tail end of the cable-yarding corridors may be
150 feet apart or closer; cable-yarding corridors may converge near the landing. Landings are
generally ¥4 acre in size when multiple yarding corridors converge but can be smaller in size if
servicing only one yarding corridor. Often no additional disturbance is created if the landing is
located on an existing road and services one or two corridors. Landings would generally be
located outside of the Inner Riparian Zone.

Some areas will require full suspension yarding across streams, depending on the alternative
selected. Under these circumstances, cable yarding corridors would be previously approved to
ensure limited impacts to Inner Riparian Zones including shade requirements. Full suspension
yarding would require the entire tree to be lifted in complete suspension across the Inner
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Riparian Zone. All trees within the Inner Riparian Zone required to be cut for yarding operations
would be left on site as course woody debris and not yarded to the landing.

The cost of utilizing skyline cable yarding systems averages approximately $150 to $250 per
acre. Costs are dependent upon the external and average yarding distance, the volume of timber
being removed per acre, the size of the material being yarded from the unit, and the
operator/equipment utilized.

Conventional Ground Based Yarding

Ground-based yarding systems utilize tracked or wheeled tractors to transport logs from the
interior of units to landing areas. Trees are either manually or mechanically felled and processed,
depending on resource protection concerns. Landing areas are generally ¥4 acre in size and are
located outside of the Inner Riparian Zone. The equipment utilized with this system operates on
designated skid trails or existing skid trails when possible. Skidding operations would generally
occur on the ground that is less than 35% slope. Ground-based yarding equipment is required to
utilize an integral arch which is able to suspend logs on one end. This minimizes soil disturbance
and compaction. Mechanized harvesting operations would occur on slopes up to 50%, only with
the use of specialized ground-based equipment (harvesters or feller-bunchers) with self-leveling
cabs.

Tractor swing routes enable yarders to “walk” up designated skid trails in which the yarder is set
up along the skid trail where corridors are needed to facilitate cable yarding operations. From the
location of the yarder along the tractor swing route, a skidder as described in the above
paragraph, would skid logs using one end suspension to a landing on an existing road in which
logs are loaded onto a log truck and hauled to the mill. Tractor swing routes provide for access to
cable-yarding areas where building a temporary road would be infeasible, or full bench
construction would be needed. Tractor swing routes are generally located on ridgetops with
slopes less than 50% or midslope through units on slopes less than 50% to access steeper slopes
for cable yarding operations. Tractor swing routes would be decommissioned similar to skid
trails. Dry condition operations limit the impacts of these tractor swing routes, and proper
decommissioning measures ensure mitigation of long-term impacts.

The cost of utilizing ground-based yarding systems averages approximately $130 per acre. As
discussed above, costs are dependent upon the external and average yarding distance, the volume
of timber being removed per acre, the size of the material being yarded from the unit, and the
operator/ equipment utilized.

Helicopter Yarding
Helicopter yarding uses a helicopter to transport logs from the interior of a unit to a landing.
Trees are cut and usually limbed within the interior of the unit. A mechanized harvester may be
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used on slopes less than 50% to process and pre-bunch logs prior to yarding. A person within the
unit attaches a cable to a group of trees which are then lifted and transported to a nearby landing
location.

The cost of utilizing helicopter-yarding systems are generally the most expensive, averaging
approximately $350 to $500 per acre. Because the BLM is directed to explore the lowest cost
methods to accomplish yarding, the helicopter method is often not economically feasible.

Landings
All the yarding systems described above require some form of landing. The landing is the area

where trees are processed into logs and loaded onto log trucks. For skyline systems and
conventional ground-based systems, landings would generally be a ¥ acre in size and placed
within or adjacent to the boundary of proposed treatment units. In situations where multiple
yarding corridors or skid trails converge at one landing, landing size may be expanded to %2 acre.
In skyline units, often no additional disturbance is created if the landing is located on an existing
road and services one or two corridors

Helicopter log landings are generally 1 acre in size. Existing disturbance areas would be utilized
as the first choice for landings and may need enlargement, but new landings may be needed in
some locations. Selected helicopter landings would generally be within % mile of treatment
units, located where the vegetation is mainly in shrub form or where vegetation is lacking, on or
near ridge tops, and at large road junctions. Helicopter landings are typically located near ridges
with sparse vegetation and not in Riparian Reserve. These areas would be stormproofed if they
are needed for multiple operating seasons and decommissioned (unless within an existing road
prism) once operations, including the burning of landing piles, are conducted.

Description of Road Work Activities

Roads throughout the Clean Slate Forest Management Project Area are in need of renovation and
maintenance to restore, repair or improve road surfaces, culverts, and roadside drainage ditches
to reduce road-related erosion and sedimentation to streams and to support timber haul. Road
work activities and road maintenance activities would be designed to improve access and support
the management direction for BLM-administered lands in need of resource management.

Some previously decommissioned roads are proposed to be re-opened for the project and would
be closed either seasonally or for long-term closure after the project work is complete. These
roads may not be needed soon but maybe re-opened when needed for forest management
purposes. Temporary route construction would be proposed where there is a need for short-term
access. Table 2-2 provides a summary of roadwork proposed for this project.
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Temporary Road Construction

The access routes described below would be constructed to minimum low volume road standards
that would facilitate safe and efficient timber operations. Construction would include clearing,
grubbing, removing, and disposing of vegetation and debris from within established clearing
limits. Work would also include the construction of a minimum width subgrade by excavating,
leveling, and grading. After treatments are complete, routes would either be closed
temporarily/closed seasonally/closed with limited access or decommissioned which could
include decompacting, water barring, mulching, blocking, and seeding with native grass (where
needed).

Temporary Route Construction

Temporary routes are proposed to allow operators temporary access to harvest or treatment units
where no previous routes or access exists. Temporary routes would generally be located on
stable areas such as ridges or gentle side slopes.

Temporary Route Reconstruction

Temporary route reconstruction would occur on an existing footprint that had been previously
decommissioned under former projects. The location of the existing route footprint is considered
by the IDT and routes that do not meet current standards and management direction in the 2016
ROD/RMP may not be reconstructed.

Existing Road Reconstruction

Existing road reconstruction would occur on road prisms that are overgrown and have received
no periodic road maintenance. The roads would be made suitable for timber haul by removing
encroaching vegetation including trees with greater than 6-inch DBH, repairing and/or widening
narrow sections, correcting drainage patterns, and blading the road surface. It may also include
the installation of new cross-drain culverts or the replacement of damaged culverts or culverts
that have exceeded their lifespan. Reconstruction uses clearing, grubbing, excavation, and
grading operations.

Road Maintenance and Timber Hauling

Road maintenance would occur on existing road prisms that have received periodic road
maintenance but might have minor inadequacies needing attention. Before roads are used for
forest management activities, ditches would be cleared of debris and obstructions where needed;
catch basins would be cleaned or enlarged where needed; brush growing within a 4-foot radius of
culvert inlets or outlets would be removed where needed; undersized culverts or culverts that
have met or exceeded their lifespan would be replaced; vegetation would be removed along
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roadways to improve driver sight distance and allow for proper road maintenance; and roads
could be surfaced or spot rocked if needed.

Road surfacing involves the placement of crushed rock material over the full width of the
running surface and to the desired length of the road identified. Surfacing is accomplished
through the preparation of the road running surface via grading and reshaping, proper placement
of crushed rock material, and compaction of the new surfacing material on the prepared road.

Spot rocking involves the placement of crushed rock material on the road in smaller areas
identified as having inadequate surface material, as well as a need to help control erosion and
maintain the roads running surface course. This would restore the road surface and road
condition making it suitable for haul and access.

Road Closures

Temporary/Seasonal/Limited access closures are typically resource roads or temporary routes
that are closed with a gate or a barricade. The road or route would be closed to public vehicular
traffic but may be open for BLM/Permittee commercial activities. The road or route may or may
not be closed to BLM administrative uses on a seasonal basis depending upon anticipated
impacts to the resources. Drainage structures would be left in place.

Decommissioning

Long-term closures or decommissioning are typically conducted on roads or temporary routes
that are not needed at this time but may be used in the future. Prior to closure, the road or route
would be left in an erosion-resistant condition by establishing cross drains, eliminating diversion
potential at stream channels, and stabilizing or removing fills on unstable areas. Exposed soils
will be treated to reduce sediment delivery to streams. Decommissioning may include water
barring, removing culverts, seeding with native grasses, and mulching with weed-free muich.
These roads or routes will be closed with an earthen berm/barrier or its equivalent and would not
be maintained in the future.

2.4  Alternatives Analyzed in Detail

2.4.1 Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative serves as a baseline to compare the effects of the actions between the

Alternatives and describes the existing conditions and continuing trends within the PA. Under
the No Action Alternative, silvicultural treatments would not be applied within the PA. No forest
management or fuels reduction activities would be implemented to accomplish project goals in
the foreseeable future. The No Action Alternative would not meet the purpose and need of the
project.

Clean Slate Forest Management Project 36 Revised Environmental Assessment



2.4.2 Alternative 2 — Proposed Action, Uneven Aged Timber Area/Integrated Vegetation
Management Alternative
The interdisciplinary team for the Clean Slate Forest Management Project developed the

Proposed Action to meet the purpose and need of the project described in Section 1.4.1.
Alternative 2 applies forest management and the associated actions described above (2.3
Proposed Activities), to provide a contribution to the Medford District’s Fiscal Year 2018 ASQ
target and increase the diversity of treated stands. The Proposed Action is designed to balance
the requirements of sustain yield timber production on O&C lands while minimizing impacts to
Special Status Species and other resources within the Project Area by following the management
direction within the 2016 ROD/RMP.

2.4.3 Alternative 3 — Two-step Thin Alternative
During the public scoping period the BLM received an alternative which proposed a two-step

thinning strategy which was described as, “more consistent with the Uneven-Aged Timber Area
land use allocation because there is no option for regeneration type harvest in the future.”

The two-step thinning alternative would retain a much greater proportion of large trees and
canopy cover than the maximum logging intensity allowed for the UTA land use allocation. The
commenter believes that this method of forest management would ensure that a second viable
harvest could be conducted in the near future while achieving the silvicultural objectives, NSO
objectives, and 2016 RMP direction for the UTA land use allocation.

The commenter asserts, “It is highly unlikely that maximizing timber harvest in Clean Slate units
would generate a successive stand of timber for future harvest in accordance with sustained yield
timber management as directed by the ROD/RMP. We assert that maximizing volume under
UTA guidelines (e.g., 30% openings, 4-acre regen, 20% relative density) in the Clean Slate units
would eliminate the potential for economic thinning harvest for 50 years”.

The two-step thinning alternative consists of the following:
e 20% untreated skips, and
e 5% openings (1/8-1/2 acre), and
e Relative Density of 45% with canopy maintained at 40-60%, and
e Skips and gaps accomplished with techniques described in Churchill et al., 2013a and
Churchill et al., 2013b Individuals, Clumps, and Openings.

The Proposed Action and Alternative 3 propose to treat the same quantity of acres. They differ in
the type of silvicultural system that may be implemented. The analysis which details the
difference between the Alternatives is located within the Forest Condition analysis in Chapter 3.
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Table 2-1: Summary of the Proposed Action and Alternative 3 for the Clean Slate Forest Management

Project
Land Use Allocation Acres
Forest Management Alt 2 Alt 3
Outer and Middle Riparian Zone
Thinning 94 94
Inner Riparian Zone (no
proposed treatments within this 53 53
area)
Total 461 461
Activity Fuels Treatments 314 314
Yarding Systems
Ground-based yarding 66 66
Skyline Cable yarding 245 245
Helicopter yarding 0 0
Total 311 311
Table 2-2: Clean Slate Road Work Summary
Transportation Management Estimated Miles
Temporary Route Construction 15
Temporary Route Reconstruction 0.4
Existing Road Reconstruction 1.6
Road Renovation, Maintenance, and Timber Haul 314
Tractor Swing Route Construction 0.3

2.5  Project Design Features

Project Design Features (PDFs) are an integral part of the Action Alternative and are considered
in the analysis of project impacts. They are developed to avoid or reduce the potential for
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adverse impacts to resources. PDF implementation, in addition to management of Riparian
Reserves, would exceed Oregon State Forest Practices Rules. PDFs include seasonal restrictions
on many activities that help minimize erosion and reduce disturbance to wildlife. PDFs also
outline protective buffers for sensitive species, mandate the retention of snags, and delineate
many measures for protecting streams and wetland features. They are standard operating
procedures that reflect the Management Objectives and Directions in the 2016 ROD/RMP. The
PDFs listed below would be carried forward as required specifications into timber harvest
contracts. The BLM contract administrators and inspectors monitor operations to ensure that
contract specifications are implemented as designed.

Where applicable, PDFs reflect Best Management Practices (BMPs) and are often modified to be
site- or project-specific. The applicable BMPs are cited in parentheses; the numbers (e.g., SP- 05,
TH-08, etc.) and these citations correspond to the BMP numbers listed in the tables in Appendix
C of the 2016 ROD/RMP. The BMPs are designed to prevent and reduce nonpoint source
pollution and maintain water quality at the highest practicable level to meet water quality
standards and not to exceed Total Maximum Daily Level (TMDL) loads as set by Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality (2016 ROD/RMP, pp. 163 & 164). The PDFs would be
monitored and, where necessary, modified to ensure compliance with Oregon Water Quality
Standards (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 165). A recent comprehensive evaluation of scientific literature
found that BMPs based on physical principles continue to be effective in reducing non-point
source pollution with the passage of time (Cristan et al., 2016).

2.5.1 Common to All Proposed Projects

Objective 1: Prevent and contain hazardous material spills.

e The Purchaser would be required to be in compliance with OAR 629-605-0130 of the
Forest Practices Act. Notification, removal, transport, and disposal of oil, hazardous
substances, and hazardous wastes would be accomplished in accordance with OAR
340-142 (OARD, 2018), and the operator will have a Spill Prevention, Control and
Countermeasure Plan (SPCC) in place. (SP-01, SP-02, SP-04, SP-05)

e The Purchaser shall not refuel equipment, store, or cause to have stored, any fuel or
other petroleum products within 150 feet of streams, springs or wetlands. All
petroleum products shall be stored in durable containers and located so that any
accidental releases will be contained and not drain into any stream system. Hydraulic
fluid and fuel lines on heavy mechanized equipment would be in the proper working
condition in order to minimize the potential for leakage into streams. Absorbent
materials shall be onsite to allow for immediate containment of any accidental spills.
Spilled fuel or oil and any contaminated soil shall be cleaned up and disposed of at an
approved disposal site, according to the SPCC. (SP-03, SP-06, SP-07)
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Table 2-3: Summary of Seasonal Restrictions and Operational Periods

Resource ..
Concern Restriction § E g = §* = E E" g).)_ g é g
Activities that
produce loud
NSO critical noises above
nesting time ambient levels
March 1st through | 195 feet or up to
June 30th 0.25 miles of a
NSO site for
timber harvest.
Activities that
produce loud
Bald eagles noises within ¥4
mile, or %2 mile
line-of-site
Water quality and | Road building,
sedimentation maintenance, or
— dry condition renovation
only including culverts

Water quality and
sedimentation

— dry condition
only

Landing
construction &
rehabilitation

Water quality and
sedimentation

Ground-based

— dry condition yarding

only

Water quality and

sedimentation .

— dry condition Hauling

only

Fire season, ODF | Harvest

regulated use operations
Operations 2%22:23“5 restricted, Operations generally Extended restriction
generally . Restricted may be applied for

Key or allowed depending on . .
allowed. ., rearing/fledging
conditions.




Objective 2: Implement measures to contribute towards preventing the introduction and
spread of non-native invasive plants

e All projects involving heavy equipment use near plant sites require pre-disturbance
surveys for non-native invasive plants. Project botanists will prescribe appropriate
invasive plant treatments. The Clean Slate PA is proposed for treatment under the
Invasive Weed Annual Treatment Plan.

e To prevent the further spread of noxious weeds and reduce soil erosion, native seed,
and certified weed-free straw would be used for post-treatment restoration where
project activities such as temporary route decommissioning, decommissioning, and
other such activities in bare soil. Ensure hay, straw, and mulch are certified as free of
prohibited noxious vegetative parts or seeds, per 75 FR 159:51102. Straw or hay must
be obtained from the BLM or purchased from growers certified by the Oregon
Department of Agriculture’s Weed Free Forage and Mulch Program.

e To prevent the potential spread of noxious weeds into the Medford District BLM, prior
to initial move-in of any equipment, and all subsequent move-ins, the operator would
be required to clean all harvesting, construction, chipping, grinding, shredding, rock
crushing, and transportation equipment prior to entry on BLM-administered lands.
Cleaning shall be defined as removal of dirt, grease, plant parts, and material that may
carry noxious weed seeds into BLM-administered lands. Require washing of
equipment traveling off system roads or temporary routes prior to entry onto federally
administered lands. (R-53)

e To prevent the establishment of new noxious weed populations within the planning
area, all material, including rock and gravel, utilized in the building, reconstruction, or
maintenance of roads (temp, permanent, etc.) must be free of noxious weed seeds and
originate from a quarry approved by the project botanist.

e Pre-treat priority non-native invasive plant infestations, conduct two years of post-
project monitoring, and re-treat if infestations have reached or exceeded action
thresholds.

Objective 3: Protect Threatened and Endangered, Bureau Special Status plants, and fungi
species

e Road # 38-8-27.0 is an existing road and traverses through LOCO critical habitat
within section 27 of T38S-R8W. Any equipment should remain on the road surface at
all times to avoid impacts to LOCO critical habitat.
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Objective 4: Protect Newly Identified Cultural Resources.

If cultural resources are discovered during project implementation, the project would
be redesigned to protect the cultural resource values present, or evaluation or
mitigation procedures would be implemented based on recommendations from the
Resource Area Archaeologist with input from federally recognized Tribes, approval
from the Field Manager, and concurrence from the State Historic Preservation Office.

Objective 5: Protect Bureau Special Status Terrestrial Wildlife Species.

Implement conservation measures to minimize specific threats to known Bureau
Special Status terrestrial wildlife species in the Project Area. Conservation measures
would be determined based on species, proposed treatment, site-specific
environmental conditions, and available management recommendations (Tables 2-3,
2-4). No yarding would be allowed through spotted owl nest patches. Follow USFWS
recommended noise disturbance distances for activities to avoid disturbance to
northern spotted owls and bald eagles (Table 2-5).

Table 2-4: Conservation Measures for Known Bureau Special Status Terrestrial Wildlife Species in the
Project Area.

\Wildlife Status Protection Measures Known-Site Seasonal Disturbance
Species Restrictions
Bald BS/EPA[330-foot No-Harvest Nest Tree Buffer, no(0.5-Mile, February 1 — August 15
Eagles disturbance within ¥ mile of nest tree
during restriction period and within ¥2
mile line-of-site
Bats BS |Retain Snags*; None
Cavity BS |Retain Snags*. Snags will be created in |None
Nesting Riparian Reserve
Birds
Northern FT | No proposed treatment in 300-Meter 195 feet up to 0.25-Mile, March 1 — June
Spotted (70- acre) Nest Patches. 30, extendable up to August 31; ¥ mile for
Owl prescribed burning.
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Wildlife Status Protection Measures Known-Site Seasonal Disturbance

Species Restrictions
Retain Large Down Wood and Snags* 50-feet of Known Den Sites (No known
Fisher BS [and live trees with cavities >24", and den sites), March 1-June 15; Seasonal
hardwoods, within Stands Used for restriction for suitable denning units

resting and denning. Within 5t field-
watersheds (HUC 10) where fishers are
documented by the BLM to occur, favor
retaining trees that have structures (e.g.,
cavities, mistletoe, and rust brooms) that
are typically used as denning or resting
sites by fisher. If, for safety concerns, it is
necessary to fall such snags or live trees
with cavities, retain those cut trees or
snags in the stand as additional down
woody material.

Other BS |Retain nest trees with visible raptor nests|0.25-Mile, March 1 — July 15

Raptor

Species

* Snags felled for safety reasons or for logging systems (skyline corridors, etc.) would be left on
site.

Status:

FE — Federally Endangered (ESA) BS — Bureau Sensitive

FT — Federally Threatened (ESA) EPA - Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act BOCC-

Birds of Conservation Concern

Table 2-5: Mandatory USFWS Restriction Distances to Avoid Disturbance to Spotted Owl Sites

Activity Buffer Distance
Around Owl Site

Heavy Equipment (including non-blasting quarry operations) 105 feet
Chainsaws 195 feet
Commercial Timber Harvest 0.25 miles
Prescribed fire/Activity fuels burning 0.25 miles
Impact pile driver, jackhammer, rock drill 195 feet
Small helicopter or plane 360 feet*
Type 1 or Type 2 helicopter 0.25 mile*
Blasting; 2 Ibs. of explosive or less 360 feet
Blasting; more than 2 Ibs. of explosives 1 mile

*If below 1,500 feet above ground level

All Project Actions
e All existing snags which are > 20 inches DBH would be retained from cutting unless
they pose a safety hazard, in which case they would be left on the ground as coarse
woody debris (CWD) in the unit.
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e CWD > 20 inches DBH within decay classes I11, 1V, and V would be retained and
protected from disturbance to the greatest extent possible during harvest operations,
burning and other project activities.

Raptors
e Protect any raptor nests or centers of activity as necessary to maintain the integrity of
the site. Activities that produce noise above ambient levels that may disturb or
interfere with nesting would be prohibited within one-quarter mile of active nesting
areas between approximately March 1 and July 15.

Northern Spotted Owl

e Any of the following measures may be waived in a particular year if nesting or
reproductive success surveys conducted according to the USFWS survey guidelines
reveal that NSOs are non-nesting or that no young are present that year. Waivers are
valid only until March 1 of the following year. Previously known well-established
sites/activity centers are assumed occupied unless protocol surveys indicate otherwise.

¢ No treatments would occur within any northern spotted owl nest patch.

e Activities (such as tree felling, yarding, temporary route construction and re-
construction, hauling on roads not generally used by the public, prescribed fire, and
muffled blasting) that produce loud noises above ambient levels would not occur
within specified distances (Table 2-5) of any documented owl site between March 1
and June 30 (or until two weeks after the fledging period, typically up to August 31) —
unless protocol surveys have determined the activity center to be not occupied, non-
nesting, or failed in their nesting attempt. The distances may be shortened if
significant topographical breaks or blast blankets (or other devices) muffle sound
traveling between the work location and nest sites.

e The action agency has the option to extend the restricted season until September 30
during the year of harvest, based on site-specific knowledge (such as a late or recycle
nesting attempt) if the project would cause a nesting NSO to flush (See Table 2-5) for
disturbance distance.

e The buffer distance to the prescribed area may be modified by the action agency
biologist using topographic features or other site-specific information. Buffer distance
for prescribed fire may be reduced if substantial smoke from prescribed fire would not
enter the nest stand March 1 - June 30. The restricted area is calculated as a radius
from the assumed nest site (tree).

Bald Eagle
e Work activities that cause disturbance above ambient noise levels (hauling, chainsaws,
and helicopters) would not take place within ¥ mile (Y2 mile line-of-site) from an
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active bald eagle nest between February 1 and August 31. This applies to commercial
harvest units: 13-3, 13-4, and 17-2.

e The following measures could be waived in a particular year if surveys indicate the
site is unoccupied or nesting attempts failed or until 2 weeks after the young have
fledged. Waivers would only be valid until January 1 of the following year.

2.5.2 Commercial Harvest in the Harvest Land Base and Riparian Reserve

Objective 1: Protect Bureau Special Status plants and fungi species

e Bureau Special Status plants and fungi sites are buffered appropriately, the buffer
sizes are variable and based on the type of species which is being protected. No
activities such as tree falling, yarding, anchoring, slash burning, landing construction,
route construction, route realignment, truck turnarounds, and staging areas would be
located within buffered sites within units 13-4, 31-11, 22-5, and 13-3.

Objective 2: Minimize impacts to wildlife species using snags and down wood.

e Maintain existing snags (> 20” DBH; snags 6-20” DBH in decay classes IlI, 1V,V)
except those that need to be felled for safety reasons or fuels reduction reasons or for
logging systems (e.g., skyline corridors) to minimize impacts to cavity-dependent
species. Snags felled for safety reasons would be left on site unless they would also
pose a safety hazard as down woody material.

e Create two snags per acre (1 snag >20 inches DBH and 1 snag >10 inches DBH) in
LSR and Riparian Reserve treatment areas (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 73).

e Retain existing large coarse woody debris in the stands. (>20” diameter at the large
end and >20’ length, and 6-20” diameter at the large end and >20’ length in decay
classes 11, IV, V).

e Locate skid trails to minimize disturbance to coarse woody debris. Where skid trails
encounter large coarse woody debris, a section would be bucked out for equipment
access. The remainder would be left in place and would not be disturbed. Snags and
down wood in landings would be moved adjacent to the landing.

Objective 3: Minimize impacts to water quality and soil productivity from timber yarding
operations, hauling, and road and landing construction.

All Harvest Operations
e When soil disturbance occurs during forest management operations (e.g., culvert
replacements, along haul routes, and within treatment units) place slash or weed-free
straw on more than half of the exposed surface area to maintain the minimum percent
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of effective ground cover needed to control surface erosion. Slash or weed-free straw
would be placed after the completion of operations and prior to the next wet season.
(R-06, R-13, R-62, R-63, R-66, R-80, R-82, R-84, TH-06, TH-16, TH-21, TH-22, F-
12, F-18)

¢ In general, the average size for landings shall be cable landings % acre, ground-based
landings Y2 acre, and helicopter landings 1 acre. All landings shall be located along
existing roads, temporary routes, and/or cable-tractor swing routes where possible.
Landing locations would be approved by the Authorized Officer. (R-04)

e Limit road and landing construction, reconstruction, or renovation activities to the dry
conditions (October 15th to May 15", generally). Suspend ground-disturbing activity
if projected forecasted rain will saturate soils to the extent that there is potential for
movement of sediment to wetlands, floodplains, and waters of the State. (R-62)

e Cover or temporarily stabilize exposed soils during work suspension. Upon
completion of ground-disturbing activities, immediately stabilize cut-and-fill slopes,
soil storage piles, and new fill material. Measures to stabilize these areas could include
but are not limited to erosion control blankets and mats, soil binders, applying seed,
soil tackifiers, and/or placement of slash. (R-66)

e Apply erosion control measures to constructed landings with potential for erosion and
subsequent sediment delivery to waterbodies, floodplains, or wetlands or
hydrologically connected to perennial streams (Units 3-9, 9-5, 17-2, and 23-4).
Temporary sediment control measures include check dams, silt fencing, bark bags,
filter strips, or mulch to slow runoff and contain sediment and should drain into
vegetated stable areas. (R-38)

Skyline-Cable Yarding Operations

e Space corridors as far apart as is practicable, corridors would be 12—-15-foot maximum
widths. Cable yarding corridors would be located approximately 150 feet apart at the
tail end. Design the logging system to prevent converging yarding trails from
intersecting the stream network. (TH-01, TH-04)

e Directionally fall trees to lead for skidding and skyline yarding to minimize ground
disturbance when moving logs to skid trails and skyline corridors. (TH-02)

e The Authorized Officer may direct large cull material that is yarded to the landing be
redistributed back into the unit.

e Prior to October 15 of the same operating season, hydrologically-connected cable
yarding corridors within Riparian Reserves by water-barring and placing slash to
protect water quality and minimize soil erosion. This requirement is specific to Units
3-9, 9-5, 17-2, and 23-4 or as directed by the Authorized Officer. (TH 06)
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Ground-based Harvest Operations

e Incorporate existing skid trails and landings as a priority over creating new trails and
landings. When designing a skid trail network for ground-based harvesting equipment,
consider proper spacing, skid trail direction, and location relative to terrain and water
resources such as wetlands, stream channels, springs, and other water features. New
skid trails shall be placed at least 150 feet apart where topography will allow. New
skid trails will be located on ground generally less than 35 percent slope. (TH-12)

e Use erosion-control techniques on skid trails (e.g., equipment with low tire pressures,
water bars, apply native, site-specific grass seed, weed-free straw mulch, scatter
chipped material, or scatter limbs and other fine material), forwarder trails, and
landings to minimize sediment movement off site. Allow mechanized equipment
capable of creating or walking on slash (such as a harvester or feller-buncher) to work
off designated skid trails for one or two passes on at least eight inches of slash or
under dry soil conditions (less than 25% soil moisture content).

e Restrict ground-based yarding and soil ripping operations from October 15th to May
15th, or when soil moisture exceeds 25%. Restrict non-road, in unit, ground-based
equipment used for harvesting operations in areas with hydric soils. High soil moisture
varies by texture and is based on site-specific considerations. Waivers to this
restriction would not be approved when soil moisture at a depth of 4-6 inches is wet
enough to maintain form when compressed (typically 15-25 percent soil moisture), or
when soil at the surface would readily displace, causing ribbons and ruts along
equipment tracks. (TH-07, TH-11)

e Limit non-specialized skidders or tracked equipment to slopes less than 35 percent,
except when using previously constructed trails or accessing isolated ground-based
harvest areas requiring short trails over steeper pitches. Harvest equipment used off of
designated skid trails would walk on a mat of existing or created slash, operate on
ground less than 35 percent slope, have an arm capable of reaching at least 20 feet, and
minimize turning. If these criteria are exceeded, the Authorized Officer can
immediately suspend operations until another approach or route can be determined.
(TH-13)

e Limit the use of specialized ground-based mechanized equipment (those machines
specifically designed to operate on slopes greater than 35 percent) to slopes less than
50 percent, except when using previously constructed trails or accessing isolated
ground-based harvesting areas requiring short trails over steeper pitches. Also, limit
the use of this equipment when surface displacement creates trenches, depressions,
excessive removal of organic horizons, or when disturbance would channel water and
sediment as overland flow. If these criteria are exceeded, the Authorized Officer can
immediately suspend operations until another approach or route can be determined.
(TH-14)
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e When using conventional ground-based yarding systems, whole tree yarding with tops
attached is the preferred harvest method as long as the contractor can operate without
causing bark slippage, girdling, broken tops, or damage to live crowns. If it is
determined by the Authorized Officer that an unacceptable amount of damage is
occurring, tree bucking and limbing would be required as directed by the Authorized
Officer. Delivered log length would not exceed 41 feet. Equipment use may be
restricted depending on soil type, soil moisture, ground pressure of the equipment, and
presences of slash to operate on.

e Ensure leading-end of logs is suspended when skidding. Tractors would be equipped
with an integral arch to minimize soils disturbance and compaction. (TH-10)

e Upon completion of harvest, block, rehabilitate and apply erosion control measures to
skid trails and landings within RRs hydrologically connected to perennial streams
(Units 3-9, 9-5, 17-2, and 23-4) before October 15th unless a waiver is in place for
ground-based yarding to extend the dry season. Rehabilitated skid trails and landings
would be subsoiled, scarified, seeded, water-barred, and mulched using guidelines
from the road decommissioning section. Where the Authorized Officer determines that
subsoiling skid trails would cause unacceptable damage to the root systems of trees,
where soils are shallower than 12 inches or are too rocky to effectively subsoil, the
skid trails would be decompacted with an excavator, backhoe, or other approved
machinery (i.e., pitted). (TH-16, TH-17, TH-18, TH-19)

e Inupland units, allow harvesting operations (cutting and transporting logs) when the
ground is frozen or adequate snow cover exists to prevent soil compaction and
displacement. The Authorized Officer would consult with a watershed specialist
(hydrologist, soils scientist, or fisheries biologist) to determine appropriate conditions.
If conditions change during operations where detrimental soil compaction and
displacement is occurring, operations would be stopped immediately. (TH-20)

Objective 3: Prohibit unauthorized OHV use

e Place woody debris or other appropriate barriers (e.g., rocks, logs, and slash) on the
first 100 feet of skid trails leading off system roads in all ground-based yarding units
upon completion of yarding to block and discourage unauthorized vehicle use. (TH-
19)

Objective 4: Reserve non-commercial hardwood and conifer tree species.

e Reserve Pacific yew and preferred hardwoods, where operationally feasible, to
contribute to monitoring desired stand conditions.
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Objective 5: Protect Riparian Reserves

¢ Riparian Reserves distances are one site-potential tree (190 feet in the Deer Creek
Watershed) of fish-bearing streams, perennial, and intermittent streams. Extend the
Riparian Reserves to include stable areas between such an unstable area where there is
potential for the failure to reach the stream (2016 ROD/RMP, pp. 75-77). The project
area is in the dry zone west of highway 97, and therefore, stands thinned in the middle
or outer riparian zones may be made available for sale (2016 ROD/RMP, pp. 82-84).

e On all units, commercial extraction would not occur within the inner riparian zone
buffer which is a minimum of 50 feet from bankfull width on all intermittent streams
and 120 feet from bankfull width on all fish-bearing and perennial streams (2016
ROD/RMP, pp. 82-83).

¢ Inthe inner riparian zone, where trees are cut for yarding corridors, skid trails, road
construction, maintenance, and improvement, retain cut trees in adjacent stands as
down woody material or move cut trees for placement in streams for fish habitat
restoration, at the discretion of the BLM (2016 ROD/RMP, pp. 75-76).

e Slumps, intermittent seeps, irrigation ditches, wetlands, ponds and other features
would be buffered (no treatment) by leaving one row of overstory trees or a 25-foot
diameter buffer (whichever is greatest), from the outer edge of instability, around these
areas for soil stabilization (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 77).

o Create two snags per acre, via girdling with a chainsaw or other practice, (1 >20
inches DBH and 1 >10 inches DBH) in Riparian Reserve treatment areas (2016
ROD/RMP, p. 73).

e During silvicultural treatment of stands, retain existing snags and down woody
material > 6” and > than 20 feet in length (Measured as DBH for snags and at the large
end), except for safety, operational, or fuel reduction reasons (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 76).

e Locate waste disposal areas outside wetlands, Riparian Reserve, floodplains, and
unstable areas to minimize the risk of sediment delivery to waters of the State. Apply
surface erosion control prior to the wet season. Prevent overloading areas, which may
become unstable. (R-11)

Objective 6: Limit residual stand damage from yarding activities
Ground-based yarding

e The Authorized Officer may require logs to be bucked to a specified length to
minimize or avoid stand damage.
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2.5.3 Road Maintenance, Temporary Route and Landing Construction, and
Decommissioning

Objective 1: Prevent off-site soil erosion and soil productivity loss.

Road Maintenance and Landing Construction

e Restrict timber hauling on native surface or rocked roads with insufficient rock depth
when soil moisture conditions or rain events could result in road damage or the
transport of sediment to nearby stream channels, generally October 15th to May 15th.
The Authorized Officer, in consultation with resource area hydrologist and engineers,
determines that use would not result in road damage or the transport of sediment to
nearby stream channels. A conditional waiver for hauling may be granted for
operations from October 15th to May 15" and can be suspended or revoked if
conditions become unacceptable as determined by the Authorized Officer. (R-93)

e Hauling on natural surface or rocked roads with insufficient rock depth, that received a
Y inch or more precipitation within a 24-hour period, would not resume for a
minimum of 48 hours following any storm event, or until road surface is sufficiently
dry, and as approved by the Authorized Officer.

e In preparation for winter hauling activities, during the dry season (generally between
May 15 and Oct 15), blade and shape the road surface of haul routes, clean culverts,
and ditches, apply aggregate, and other non-emergency road maintenance to protect
road surfaces from rutting and erosion under active haul. Ensure culvert openings are
free from debris and that culvert outlets daylight into vegetated, stable areas and not to
wetlands or streams. (R-94, R-97)

e Sediment control measures would be evaluated and implemented where ditchline
maintenance is required within 200 feet of perennial streams. Construct permanent
sediment basins or install temporary protective features such as certified weed-free
straw bales, silt fences, geo-fabric rolls, and water bars where there is potential for
haul-related road sediment to enter the aquatic system on hydrologically connected
natural or aggregate surfaced roads (38-7-21.2, 38-7-31, 38-8-13, 39-7-3.4, and 39-8-
3.0). Maintain protective features by removing accumulated sediment and placing
sediment in a stable location where it cannot enter the aquatic system. Cover or
temporarily stabilize exposed soils during work suspension. (R-64, R 69, R 71, R 76,
and R-94)

¢ Haul would not occur on hydrologically connected aggregate or natural surface roads
(38-7-21.2, 38-7-31, 38-8-13, 39-7-3.4, and 39-8-3.0) when water is flowing in the
ditchlines due to precipitation or during any conditions that would result in any of the
following: surface displacement such as rutting or ribbons, continuous mud splash or
tire slide, fines being pumped through road surfacing from the subgrade, resulting in a
layer of surface sludge.
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¢ No ditch maintenance would occur during the wet season unless for safety or resource
protection. Certain other activities (blading of aggregate roads, rocking, cross drain
installation) may be permitted during the wet season (from Oct 15 - May 15) when
conditions are dry. If these activities occur within 200 feet of perennial streams,
sediment control devices would be placed and maintained as necessary. Work would
be suspended during precipitation events or when observations indicate that saturated
soils exist that includes visible runoff or might cause elevated stream turbidity and
sedimentation. (R-69, R-71, and R 94)

e Retain ground cover in ditch lines, except where sediment deposition or obstructions
require maintenance. In Riparian Reserves, do not sidecast loose ditch or surface
material, do not undercut the fill slope, and seed and mulch cleaned ditch lines after
maintenance. (R-70, R-72, R-73, R 74)

e Remove snow on surfaced roads in a manner that will protect the road and adjacent
resources. Retain a minimum layer (4”) of compacted snow on the road surface.
Provide drainage through the snow bank at periodic intervals to allow snowmelt to
drain off the road surface. Avoid removing snow from unsurfaced roads where runoff
drains to water of the State. (R 95 and R 96)

e Where necessary, apply road surface stabilizers/dust control additives to reduce
surfacing material loss and buildup of fine sediment that can enter into wetlands,
floodplains, and waters of the State. Prevent entry of road surface stabilizers/dust
control additives into waters of the State. (R-68)

Temporary Route Construction and Re-Construction

e Prior to October 15 of the same operating season, stormproof temporary routes, and
landings which are not already reclaimed or decommissioned, as directed by the
Authorized Officer. Stormproofing would be done by properly installing water bars
and/or applying slash or mulch. Stormproofing reduces sediment runoff and diverts
runoff water away from stream channels, headwalls, slide areas, high landslide hazard
locations or steep erodible fill slopes. After all treatment activities are complete (e.qg.,
harvest and activity fuels treatments) more than 50% of the surface area of all
temporary routes and landings would be covered by slash or mulch. (R-80, R-81)

e All temporary routes constructed or reconstructed on BLM-administered lands would
be decommissioned immediately after use or before October 15™. If hauling on a
temporary route is not complete in the same year the route is constructed, the route
would be stormproofed and blocked by October 15th or when soil moisture exceeds
25%. (R-81, R-83, R-91)

e The temporary route into unit 13-3 would be partially decommissioned. This may
include pitting one side of the temporary route, covering with mulch or slash, and
seeding, and planting. Planting would occur between September 1 to October 31, or
from February 1 to March 31. (REC 22)
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e Decommission all of temporary routes and associated landings by physically blocking
them, tilled (ripping or pitting to an effective depth), water barred, seeded, mulched,
pulling back unstable road fill, ditches and cross drain culverts removed and converted
to long-term maintenance-free drainage configuration such as an outsloped road
surface and waterbars, reestablish stream crossings to the natural stream gradient, seed
and/or plant to reestablish vegetation in the same season of use, when possible. Seeds
and plants must be native species, site-specific, and approved by the resource area
botanist. (R-63, R-83, R-84, R-85, R-88, and R-91)

Culvert Maintenance and Installation

e Cleaning culvert inlets and replacing culverts which have flowing water would occur
during the low flow period (generally July 1 to September 15) in accordance with
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) in-stream work period guidelines.
(R-17)

e When present, flowing water would be diverted around each culvert installation site.
Diverted water would be returned to the channel immediately downstream of the work
site. At all times during installation, effective erosion control measures would be in
place and would be removed from the channel prior to October 15th of the same
calendar year. Seepage water from the de-watered work area would be pumped to a
temporary storage and treatment site or into upland areas and allowed to filter through
vegetation prior to reentering the stream channel. (R 23)

¢ Install downspout structures and/or energy dissipaters (e.g., rock material) at newly
installed cross drain outlets or drain dips where water is discharged on unprotected
fill-slopes to reduce the potential for soil erosion. (R-18)

e During roadside brushing, remove vegetation by cutting rather than uprooting. If
uprooting is necessary within 200 feet of a perennial stream crossing, sediment control
devices will be installed, properly maintained, and removed when the site stabilizes.
(R-61)

e Sediment reduction techniques would be implemented to reduce sedimentation into
streams containing Bureau Sensitive Species. Sediment reduction techniques include
settling basins, brush filters, sediment fences and/or check dams to prevent or
minimize sediment conveyance to streams. Specifically, these sediment barriers would
be installed at perennial stream crossings on BLM roads 38-7-31.0 (three locations on
McMullin Creek), 38-7-21.2 (Ryan Creek), and 38-8-13.0 (Quedo Creek).
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Objective 3: Implement measures to contribute towards preventing the introduction and
spread of non-native invasive plants

e Aggregate, including riprap, from a commercial source, would be from an accredited,
weed-free quarry. Aggregate stockpiled between June 16th and October 31st of the
previous year would not be accepted.

e As needed, revegetate disturbed soils with site-specific, locally adapted native seeds
prescribed by the resource area botanist. The need would be determined by the resource
area botanist, based on the level of disturbance and the presence of priority non-native
invasive plants. Seeding would occur between September 1 to October 31, or from
February 1 to March 31.

2.5.4 Treatment of Activity Slash and Prescribed Fire

Objective 1: Conduct fuels reduction to minimize impacts to other resources.

e Avoid creating piles greater than 16 feet in height or diameter. Pile smaller materials
and leave pieces < 12” diameter within the unit. Reduce burn time and smoldering of
piles by extinguishment with water and tool use. (F-8)

e Landing piles located adjacent haul routes, temporary routes, skid trails, forwarder
trails, or landings would be burned, chipped, or otherwise removed from these sites
within 24 months of unit harvest completion.

e Hand piles would not be allowed on roadways, turnouts, shoulders, or on the cut bank
unless authorized by the Authorized Officer.

e Merchantable sawlogs (including pole decks) would be removed from yarded material
and may be hauled off site for processing. Debris at the landing sites would be piled
and burned on the immediate downhill side of existing roads, or chipped.

e The Authorized Officer will determine the location of pole/hardwood decks.

e Activity slash remaining in units could be lopped-and-scattered, chipped, or hand piled
and burned to prevent an increase in fire hazard.

e For prescribed burning operations, firelines would be constructed by hand.

¢ Inunits that aren’t broadcast burned, activity slash within twenty (20) feet of each
finished landing pile will be added to the pile. Construct a fireline approximately
eighteen (18) inches wide and down to mineral soil within twenty (20) feet of each
finished landing pile to prevent escaped fire. Each landing pile would be covered with
a large enough piece of four-millimeter-thick black plastic to ensure a dry ignition spot
(generally 10 feet x 10 feet or large enough to cover 80 percent of the pile).

e Landing piles would not be placed adjacent to or within 15 feet of leave trees to
minimize scorch and mortality. Landing piles would be as free of dirt as reasonably
possible to facilitate desired consumption.
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e Landing and hand piles would be burned in the fall to spring season after 1 or more
inches of precipitation has occurred. Patrol and mop-up of burning piles would occur
when needed to prevent treated areas from re-burning or becoming an escaped fire.

e Prescribed fire burn plans would be completed before ignition, as would smoke
clearance to minimize impacts on air quality.

e Each hand pile would be covered with a large enough piece of 4-millimeter-thick
black plastic to ensure a dry ignition spot (generally 5 feet x 5 feet or large enough to
cover 80 percent of the pile). Hand piles would not be placed adjacent to or within 10
feet of leave trees or large woody debris to minimize scorch and mortality.

e Local residents would be advised of prescribed burning through news releases.

e Prescribed burning would occur under atmospheric conditions that allow for the
mixing of air to lessen the impact on air quality. All prescribed burning would be
administered in a manner consistent with the requirements of the Oregon Smoke
Management Plan administered by the Oregon Department of Forestry and the
regulations established by the Air Quality Division of the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality.

e Burning of slash piles would occur after a sufficient period of curing (generally over a
year) and adequate seasonal moisture to ensure desired consumption of material and to
minimize the risk of fire escape. Smoke clearance(s) would be obtained prior to
ignition to minimize impacts on air quality.

Objective 3: Protect Bureau Special Status plants and fungi species

e Bureau Special Status species would be protected by the no treatment buffers to
minimize adverse impacts from project activities. The minimum buffer size is
determined by habitat requirements and existing habitat conditions on a case-by-case
basis.

e Trees would be directionally felled away from all no disturbance buffers.

e Do not create or burn landing piles within 100 feet of plant sites

e For units which contain Special Status Species prescribed burning (including
underburning and handpile burning) would occur as determined by the project
botanist and ideally during the dormant season in the fall and winter.

Objective 4: Minimize effects to riparian areas

e Apply low or moderate-severity prescribed burns where needed to invigorate native
deciduous tree species. Moderate severity prescribed burns will be limited to no more
than 20 percent of the area of Riparian Reserve subwatershed (HUC 12) each year.
(2016 ROD/RMP, p. 82)
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e Do not conduct fuels treatments within 60 feet of fish-bearing or perennial streams.
(2016 ROD/RMP, p. 82)

e When conducting fuels or prescribed fire treatments, retain at least 50 percent canopy
cover per acre in the inner zone, do not cut trees > 12” DBH in the inner riparian
zone, retain down woody material at greater than 2 percent of pieces > 4 inches in the
treatment area, and maintain 30 percent canopy and 60 trees per acre in the middle
and outer riparian zones. (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 82)

e Avoid delivery of chemical retardant foam or additives to waterbodies and wetlands.
Store and dispose of ignition devices/materials (e.g., flares and plastic spheres)
outside Riparian Reserve or a minimum of 150 feet from water bodies, floodplains,
and wetlands. Maintain and refuel equipment (e.g., drip torches and chainsaws) a
minimum of 100 feet from water bodies, floodplains, and wetlands. Portable pumps
can be refueled on-site within a spill containment system. (F-04)

e Limit fire lines inside Riparian Reserve. Construct fire lines by hand on all slopes
greater than 35 percent and inside the Riparian Reserve inner zone. Use erosion
control techniques such as tilling, waterbarring, or debris placement on fire lines
when there is potential for soil erosion and delivery to waterbodies, floodplains, and
wetlands. Space the waterbars as shown in Table C-6. Avoid placement of fire lines
where water would be directed into waterbodies, floodplains, wetlands, headwalls, or
areas of instability. (F-05)

Objective 5: Prevent off-site soil erosion and soil productivity loss.

e On all units with fuel maintenance and where underburning may occur, do not have
ignition points within a minimum 25 feet from bank full width of intermittent streams
and 60 feet for perennial streams to protect streambank stability and riparian
vegetation. (2016 ROD/RMP, pp. 82-83)

Objective 6: Non-Motorized Trail Construction and Implementation

e Trail construction and maintenance of existing systems would occur after the harvest
to minimize the potential for impacts to recreationists from timber harvest.

e Trail construction and maintenance would be suspended when erosion and runoff
would deliver sediment to water bodies.

e Seeps, springs, and wet areas would be avoided or rerouted where current trail exists.

e Drydraw and channel crossings would be rocked, or stepping stones would be placed
at strategic locations to reduce the amount of fine sediment entering channels.
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e Trail grade would be less than 8% and rolling, if possible, and tread would be out-
sloped 3 to 5% to promote drainage, minimize erosion, and to reduce trail
maintenance needs.

e Switchback placement would be designed to prevent erosion down and across trails
where needed.

e No trees > 12” DBH would be cut during trail construction or maintenance.

e Roads used for access to the trail would not be widened beyond the current road
prism.

e In areas that are determined to have unstable soils, retaining walls would be utilized
in order to prevent small-scale soil movement.

e As needed, revegetate disturbed soils with site-specific, locally adapted native seeds
and plant materials prescribed by the resource area botanist. The need would be
determined by the resource area botanist, based on the level of disturbance and the
presence of priority non-native invasive plants.

2.6 Alternatives and Actions Considered but not Analyzed in Further Detail
During the development of the Proposed Action, the BLM considered numerous ways to meet

the Purpose and Need. The Proposed Action reflects what the interdisciplinary team determined
to be the best balance and integration of resource conditions, resource potential, completing
management objectives, and expressed interests of the various communities that have a stake in
the project. Public requests integrated into the design of the Proposed Action are not discussed
further in this section. Requests, that would not fully meet the purpose and need would be
outside the scope for the project or were not analyzed in further detail, are discussed below.

1. Maximizing Treatments within the Uneven-Aged Timber Area.

During the public scoping period the BLM received an alternative which proposed the creation
of the minimum amount of “skips” (10%) and the maximum amount of group selects “gaps”
(30%) in the Uneven-Aged Timber Area (UTA) treatment units. This alternative also requested
treatments in the UTA to retain the lowest Relative Density allowed by the 2016 ROD/RMP
(20%).

The rationale for this alternative was developed with the following supporting information: The
development of prescriptions in the UTA should be based on the entire BLM-administered land
base in proper proportion parameters. The commenter suggests that because the BLM has 77%
(822,235 acres) of the west side lands of the 2016 ROD/RMP in some type of reserve land use
allocation where sustainable timber production is not permitted; the 822,235 acres should be
considered “skips.” The remaining 23% is in lands designated for either even-aged or uneven-
aged timber management. The commenter states “In light of these disproportionate numbers, we
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urge the Grants Pass Resource Area to develop an alternative that maximizes treatments in the
harvest land base.”

Rationale for Elimination from Detailed Analysis: The Purpose and Need to contribute volume
to the FY 2018 ASQ described above was a driving consideration to the prescriptions found in
the Proposed Action. This proposed alternative is substantially similar to the Proposed Action
because it allows for the full range of group selection/site prep options within the 2016
ROD/RMP. The Proposed Action would allow for the establishment of new cohorts of trees, and
it would not propose a “thin from below approach” by retaining a greater proportion of larger
trees.

2. Natural Selection Alternative

The Deer Creek Association submitted the Natural Selection Alternative (NSA) for consideration
during the scoping period for the Clean Slate Project. The NSA was supported by public
comments through the submission of unique letters, form letters, and a petition. The Natural
Selection Alternative has been previously submitted for consideration under the South Deer
Landscape Management Project (EA# OR 110-05-10), the Deer North Vegetation Management
Project (DOI-BLM-OR-M070-2009-0010-EA), the Pickett West Forest Management Project
(DOI-BLM-ORWA-M070-2016-0006-EA), and the 2015 Proposed Resource Management
Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement (PRMP/FEIS).

The South Deer Landscape Management Project considered the Natural Selection Alternative as
Alternative 4. The South Deer Landscape Management Project EA analyzed the NSA and
determined that the level of commercial timber removal for Alternative 4 was minute, and the
cumulative impacts to vegetation would be the same as those described for the No Action
Alternative.

The NSA was subsequently submitted for consideration within the Deer North Landscape
Management Project. The NSA is not compatible with projects when the primary purpose and
need are to produce a sustainable supply of timber from lands allocated for timber production.
All of the treatments proposed within Clean Slate occur on the Harvest Land Base land use
allocation which is intended to achieve continual timber production (2016 ROD/RMP, p. 62).
The Deer North Landscape Management Project did not select the NSA, and the decision was
appealed to the Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA). The BLM prevailed with the IBLA,
arguing that the extent of timber harvest under the NSA was inconsequential and that the
alternative was virtually the equivalent of the No Action Alternative. (Deer Creek Valley Natural
Resources Conservation Association, et al., IBLA 2012-131, 2012-164, & 2012-173). Another
lawsuit was filed, and again, the BLM prevailed in court (Deer Creek Valley Natural Resources
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Conservation Association v. BLM, 1:12-cv-1596-CL). That decision was appealed to the 9™
Circuit Court, but the appeal was voluntarily dismissed.

The NSA was then submitted for consideration during the planning efforts for the 2015 Proposed
Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement. In that EIS, the NSA was an
Alternative Considered but not Analyzed in Detail. The EIS concluded that the NSA does not
meet the purpose and need, and basic policy objectives described for developing the Alternatives
because it would not make a substantial and meaningful contribution to providing a sustained
yield of timber. Limiting harvest to dead and dying trees would not reflect the annual productive
capacity for O&C Lands. Additionally, volume from dead and dying trees from year to year is
inherently unpredictable, thus would not support sustained-yield timber production due to the
fluctuation and unpredictability of supply which would vary based on annual conditions.
Limiting the harvest of timber to dead and dying trees would not be consistent with the
requirements of the O&C Act and would not respond to the purpose for the action (USDI/BLM,
2015b, p. 103).

In summary, the NSA was considered but not analyzed in detail for the Clean Slate project
because 1) it is substantially like the No Action Alternative, and 2) it does not meet the purpose
and need to produce a sustainable supply of timber from O&C Lands.

2.7 Monitoring
Much of implementation monitoring is accomplished in the day-to-day work by BLM

employees. Project supervisors, contract inspectors, and timber sale administrators review the
work being done and assure compliance with the regulations and stipulations in the applicable
administrative documents. The majority of actions described under the alternatives are
implemented through a timber sale, service, or stewardship contract. In the case of contracts,
implementation monitoring is accomplished through BLM’s contract administration process.
PDFs included in the project description are carried forward into contracts as required contract
specifications. BLM contract administrators and inspectors monitor the daily operations of
contractors to ensure that contract specifications are implemented as designed. The inspection
reports would be shared with the Field Manager, and Project lead and the ID team would be
notified when inspection reports are available. If work is not being implemented according to
contract specifications, contractors are ordered to correct any deficiencies. If unacceptable work
continues, suspension of contracts and/or monetary penalties can be applied. Coordination with
resource specialists to develop workable solutions would occur when site-specific difficulties
arise.

The BLM would monitor the extent of spotted owl habitat affected by the proposed Clean Slate
Project to ensure that the effects are consistent with the analysis in the EA and in the relevant
consultation documents. The Medford District has developed a Guide for Planning and
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Implementing Vegetation Management Projects (2015) to establish six steps and five
checkpoints to ensure that projects are consistent with National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) documents and with Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 consultation
requirements. Included in these steps are habitat evaluations and northern spotted owl surveys.
Silviculturists work with wildlife biologists to develop forest treatment prescriptions. The
Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion are reviewed by the planning team, and the
interdisciplinary team and the Marking Crew Lead are informed of the consultation requirements
prior to the on-the-ground delineation of treatment units and tree marking. The silviculturist, in
consultation with the wildlife biologist and other specialists, monitors the mark as it is completed
to ensure it meets the consultation requirements and stand management objectives. Modifications
to the mark would be applied as needed. The Contract Administrator monitors harvesting
activities and ensures contract stipulations are met. Lastly, the wildlife biologist monitors a
subset of units, post-treatment, to evaluate consistency between implementation, NEPA analysis,
and ESA consultation requirements; this includes evaluating canopy cover and stand elements
such as layering and heterogeneity. The BLM would report the results to the Service through
annual monitoring reporting requirements. Implementation of Project Design Criteria (PDC) is
monitored through the BLM sale-contracting program in coordination with the Resource Area
wildlife biologist.

Clean Slate Forest Management Project 59 Revised Environmental Assessment



Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

3.1 Introduction
This chapter describes the present conditions of each affected resource, followed by a

comparison of the estimated environmental effects of implementing the No Action Alternative,
Alternative 2, and an Alternative 3. The Affected Environment portion of each resource
describes the current conditions in the Clean Slate project PA of the relevant resource. The
Environmental Effects portion of each resource provides the analytical basis for the comparisons
of the alternatives (40 CFR § 1502.16) and the reasonably foreseeable environmental
consequences to the human environment of each alternative on the relevant resources. Impacts
can be beneficial, neutral, or detrimental. The affected environment is described to the level of
detail needed to determine the significance of impacts to the environment of implementing the
Proposed Action. The analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects is organized by
Issue, and the Analysis Areas for actions proposed under this EA vary by resource. Analyses for
all resources include the Treatment Area, which encompasses the areas where actions are
proposed for the Clean Slate Forest Management Project.

Chapter 3 describes the environmental effects of resources from implementation of the
Alternatives. Methodologies, assumptions, and the scale of analysis of resources are disclosed. A
description of existing conditions is provided. Effects of the Alternatives are described based on
the proposal contained within the No Action Alternative, Alternative 2, and Alternative 3.

3.1.1 Cumulative Effects
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance issued on June 24, 2005, points out that the

“Environmental Analysis required under NEPA is forward-looking.” Review of past actions is
required only “to the extent that this review informs agency decision-making regarding the
Proposed Action.” A description of current conditions includes the effects of past actions and
serves as a more accurate and useful starting point for a Cumulative Effects analysis than by
*adding up” the effects of individual past actions. “Generally, agencies can conduct an adequate
Cumulative Effects analysis by focusing on the current aggregate effects of past actions without
delving into the historical details of individual past actions” (CEQ Memorandum “Guidance on
the Consideration of Past Actions in Cumulative Effects Analysis,” June 24, 2005). The use of
information regarding the effects of past actions may be useful in two ways according to CEQ
guidance: 1) consideration of the Action Alternatives’ Cumulative Effects and 2) as the basis for
identifying the Action Alternatives’ direct and indirect effects.

When encountering a gap in information, the question implicit in the CEQ regulations on
incomplete and unavailable information was posed: is this information “essential to a reasoned
choice among the Alternatives?” (40 CFR § 1502.22(a)). While additional information would
often add precision to estimates or better specify a relationship, the basic data and central
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relationships are sufficiently well-established that any new information would not likely reverse
or nullify understood relationships. Although new information would be welcome, no missing
information was determined as essential for the decision maker to make a reasoned choice
among Alternatives.

The IDT weighed the scientific evidence offered through public comments, as well as that
gathered individually. Scoping for this project did not identify any need to exhaustively list
individual past actions or analyze, compare, or describe their environmental effects in order to
complete a useful analysis for illuminating or predicting the effects of the Action Alternatives.
Projects considered for the Cumulative Effects analysis for each resource can be found in
Appendix C: Projects for Cumulative Effects Consideration.

3.2 Forest Condition

Issue: How would proposed forest management actions (thinning, regeneration of conifer
stands, and activity fuels treatments) affect species composition, long-term productivity of
stands, and structural characteristics within the HLB-UTA and RR land use allocations?

3.2.1 Methodology and Assumptions
Methods for this analysis included project area reconnaissance, stand exams, and multiple

Geographic Information System (GI1S) datasets including: US Forest Service Region 6 insect and
disease aerial surveys, aerial photos, Medford District Forest Operations Inventory (FOI) and
BLM MicroStorms (activity tracking databases), Gradient Nearest Neighbor (GNN) data from
the Southern Oregon Forest Restoration Collaborative (SOFRC), Rogue Basin 2012 Light
Detection and Ranging (LIiDAR) data products, as well as the analyses, direction and conclusions
found in the Southwest Oregon ROD/RMP (2016) and the supporting Proposed Resource
Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement. Stand trajectories were modeled using
the Forest Vegetation Simulator (FVS), the Southwest Oregon “Organon” FVS variant was used
over a 50-year time horizon starting in 2018 to model anticipated treatment outcomes. Stand
exams were performed on all units in the Clean Slate project, and Rogue Valley Lidar 2012 was
also used to support the analysis.

Refer to the following for information on the ORGANON growth model (accessed 2-27-2018):

http://www.cof.orst.edu/cof/fr/research/organon/orginf.htm which states that:
ORGANON has had more refereed publications written about its equations and
architecture than any growth and yield model (public or private) available in the western
United States. The refereed publication process is a critical element in the scientific
process, which involves review by anonymous experts in the topic that examine and, if
accepted for publication, approve of the data collection procedures, the statistical
modeling procedures, and the equation forms used by the modeler/author. The resulting
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certification/verification of the model(s) is a substantial benefit that one gains by using
ideas/models that have survived the crucible of that process.

Direct/Indirect Effects and Cumulative Effects Boundaries

The spatial extent for the silviculture direct and indirect effects analysis to forested vegetation is
the treated area proposed in this project. The cumulative effects are described by the past actions
in the proposed treatment units which have resulted in the current condition of these stands, as
well as the reasonably foreseeable actions in these stands. The timeframe considered for short-
term direct and indirect impacts to stand structure, composition, forest health risk, and
appearance is the time needed to complete the proposed silvicultural treatments, approximately
three to ten years. The timeframe for long-term direct and indirect impacts to forested vegetation
is 50 years in order to better model long-term growth and change in species composition.

3.2.2 Affected Environment
The Clean Slate planning area is within the Deer Creek watersheds, totaling about 9,211 acres, of

which approximately half is managed by the BLM. As shown in Figure 3-1 and the associated
table, these forests are made up primarily of the Douglas fir-Dry Potential VVegetation Types
(PVT), that support diverse stand compositions of conifers such as Douglas Fir, Ponderosa Pine,
Sugar Pine, and Incense Cedar, as well as hardwoods such as Black Oak and Pacific Madrone.
These PVTs exhibit a wide variety of conditions, differing by slope, aspect, elevation, and soil
transitions. South and west aspects exhibit more cover in Sugar pine, Ponderosa pine, California
black oak, and seldom white oak, while northern and eastern slopes, as well as more productive
soil types, display more tanoak, white fir, and golden chinquapin. While watershed analyses that
were required under the Northwest Forest Plan are no longer required under the 2016
ROD/RMP, the vegetation, fire regimes, and historical conditions are described in detail in the
Deer Creek watershed analysis (USDI/BLM, 1997). Before the fire suppression and intensive
management practices of the twentieth century, this area was characterized by high-frequency,
low-severity fires that would have reduced fuel loadings and maintained a mosaic of open stand
conditions different from what is seen today (LANDFIRE, 2012; USDI/BLM, 1997, p. 6). Under
the active disturbance regime described, stands would have been dominated by drought-tolerant
pines and oaks, as well as Douglas-fir that develop fire resistant, complex forms in open growing
conditions following these frequent low to mixed-severity fires. After missing several fire return
cycles, the likelihood of uncharacteristic fire behavior and high-severity fire increases due to the
buildup of fuels (USDI/BLM, 1997; Brown et al., 2004; Hessberg et al., 2005; Kauffman, 2004;
Reinhardt et al., 2008; Ryan et al., 2013). While there has been some debate about the efficacy
and need for mechanical forest management in forests such as those proposed for treatment in
Clean Slate, many scientists who study ecological processes in the inland Pacific Northwest
support the need for active management (Hessberg et al. 2016, pp. 227-228).
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Douglas-fir-Canyon Live Yes 6610 (71.8%) 3525 (66.5%) 375 (81.3%)
Oak/Poison Oak
PSME-QUCH2/RHDI6
Tanoak-Douglas-fir-Live Yes 2429 (26.4%) 1637 (30.9%) 35 (7.5%)
Oak/Oregongrape
LIDE3-PSME-QUCH2/BENE2
White Fir-Douglas-fir/Creeping Yes 132 (1.4%) 97 (1.8%) 30 (6.5%)
Snowberry-Baldhip
Rose/Western Starflower
ABCO-PSME/SYMO-
ROGY/TRLAG6
Other 40 (<1%) 40 (<1%) 22 (4.7%)
TOTAL 9211 acres 5299 acres 461

g GIAR iy
Figure 3-1: This large diameter stump in u

et

hit 21-12 of the Clan Slate Project reslted fro

selection harvest practices in the early half of the 20" century, as shown by the “springboard”
cuts on the right-hand side. The large fire scar on the uphill side of the tree confirms that it had
survived frequent low severity fires for several centuries prior to being harvested. The
combination of past harvest practices and fire exclusion has drastically altered the current
condition of the forested landscape.
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Figure 2-2: Map of Plant Association Groups (PAGSs), also known as Potential Vegetation Types (PVTSs)
in the Clean Slate area
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As shown below in Table 3-1, nearly all of the BLM-administered lands contained in the Clean
Slate planning area have had some form of commercial timber management in the last eight
decades. About half has undergone some form of clear-cut or regeneration harvest. These
practices were most prominent in the 1960s, and again in the 1980s. Selection harvest has been
the most prominent management approach observed in the planning area, accounting for about
80% of the BLM-administered lands, and while this approach can take on a variety of forms,
generally it refers to the overstory removal of some of the dominant trees in a stand to release the
understory trees. It is important to note that the same acre may have been treated in different
years with different techniques, so the total percentage may exceed 100%. In Clean Slate, these
practices, along with fire suppression, effectively shifted the tree species diversity towards more
dominance of shade tolerant Douglas-fir over pine and oak species. This change converted late
seral open and closed canopy forests into mid-seral closed canopy forest as average tree
diameters decreased and the lack of regular disturbance allowed dense regeneration to persist in
light-limited settings.
[ | e SR

Figure 3-3: Compared to the large diameter, open-grown tree pictured above in Figure 3-1, many stands
in the Clean Slate area are growing in the absence of regular disturbance as shown here. These high
density, mid-seral Douglas fir stands exhibit reduced tree species diversity over time, provide little to no
understory brush or forage, develop high height to diameter ratios and small live crown ratios.
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Table 3-1: History of commercial silvicultural practices in the Clean Slate planning area

Silvicultural Management
. Selective | Thinning® | Total by
2 3

Decade Clearcut Regeneration Cut? Decade
1940-1949 0 0 79 0 79
1950-1959 0 134 337 0 471
1960-1969 529 34 644 0 1207
1970-1979 8 145 3065 0 3218
1980-1989 424 876 149 19 1468
1990-1999 492 241 0 398 1131
2000-2009 0 0 0 0 0
2010- 0 0 0 0 0
Present
Total by 1453 1430 4195 417
Type
% of Area 15.8% 15.5% 455 4.5%
% BLM 27.4% 27.0% 79.2% 7.9%
Lands

2 Clearcut refers to the removal of all trees on a site, and is followed up by planting a new cohort, leading to an
even aged stand

3 Regeneration refers to a timber harvest resulting in a new cohort of trees, often overstory trees are left on site to
act as a seed source and provide shade as the new stand develops. These overstory trees may or may not be
removed once a new cohort is established leading to an even aged or two aged stand.

4 Selective cut refers to the removal of only some trees, generally the largest in a stand or the dead and dying to
redistribute resources and stimulate growth in the remaining trees

5> Thinning refers to the partial harvest of a stand, intending to redistribute resources to residual trees.
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Figure 3-4: Map of Past Commercial Timber Harvest in the Clean Slate planning area, 1940-present
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Table 3-2: Current seral condition and departure from historical condition

Seral Condition

Historical Range
of Variation (HRV)
for Douglas Fir-

Approximate BLM
and Private Acres
(Percent of Total

Approximate BLM
Only Acres
(Percent of Total

Approximate
Acres in
Proposed Units
(Percent of

Dry: SW Oregon ® | Area) BLM) Commercial
Units)

Early Seral 7-11% 579 (6.3%) 603 (6.5%) 5 (0.1%)
Mid Seral Closed 5-8% 6,649 (72.2%) 3,946 (74.5%) 317 (68.9%)
Canopy

Mid Seral Open 18-22% 537 (5.8%) 222 (4.2%) 21 (4.5%)
Canopy

Late Seral Open 40-45% 75 (0.8%) 27 (0.5%) 5 (0.1%)
Canopy

Late Seral Closed 20-25% 1371 (14.9%) 756 (14.3) 96 (20.8%)
Canopy

TOTAL 9,211 acres 5,299 acres 461 acres

As shown in Table 3-2, the forest seral stage conditions in the Clean Slate project track with the
same patterns seen in the FEIS supporting the 2016 ROD/RMP (USDI/RLM 2015a, Vol. 3, p.
1314); there is a dramatic excess of mid-seral, closed canopy forest, and a deficiency of late seral
open canopy forest. Actions consistent with the 2016 ROD/RMP, such as those proposed here in
the Clean Slate project, like uneven-aged timber management, protection of riparian reserve
areas etc. will, over time, move the BLM-administered lands towards the suite of desired
conditions for the Harvest Land Base and Riparian Reserves (2016 ROD/RMP, pp. 3 & 47).

While Douglas-fir trees experienced a noticeable spike in mortality from 2015-2016 in parts of
the Rogue Basin due to Flathead Fir Borer activity, this was not a prominent mortality agent in
the Clean Slate area of the Deer Creek watershed, though one large occurrence in section 6 did
impact an estimated 5 trees per acre (see below, Figure 3-5). Of the other mortality observations,
about 40% were Douglas-fir mortality, and 20% were attributed to bear damage on any tree
species, 30% were incidence of pine mortality. Considering that pine trees are a minority
component of the stand species diversity, these figures show that a disproportionate amount of
tree mortality has been occurring in pine trees in the Clean Slate area (USDA/USFS,
WDNR/RPD, ODF/FHM; 2007-2017). Densely stocked stands develop in the absence of
disturbance, which has also increased the overall cover of Douglas-fir in all stand layers (top,
middle, and bottom). Douglas-fir tends to produce conditions that favor fire because it is self-

pruning, often sheds its needles, and tends to increase the rate of fuel buildup and drying (Atzet
and Wheeler 1984, pp. 8-9). Subsequently, this substantial shift in species composition has

6 Historical Range of Variation (HRV) is derived for the Douglas Fir-Dry vegetation type, the dominant classification
in the Planning Area, from Haugo et al. (2015) Appendix A. The dataset used to calculate current seral classification
was provided by The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and was used in the planning of the Rogue Basin Cohesive Forest
Restoration Strategy (2015) from Gradient Nearest Neighbor (GNN) data.
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heightened the competitive advantage of shade-tolerant trees, increasing its absolute cover and
relative density (USDI/BLM 1996, p. 36), thereby increasing the overall fire hazard. The now
minor conifer species, such as Ponderosa and Sugar pine appear most frequently in the top layer,
making up a very small legacy component of stands. This conversion and simplification of
stands into closed canopy, shade grown, mid-seral conditions is an undesirable shift in terms of
stand-level tree species diversity.
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Figure 3-5: Map indicating a decade of insect and disease occurrence from 2007-2017 and average
annual precipitation. The insect and disease data should be used only as an indicator of insect and
disease activity. Polygons indicate areas of tree mortality and/or defoliation; the intensity of damage is
variable, and not all trees indicated by polygons are dead or defoliated. Source: USDA Forest Service,
Forest Health Protection; Washington Department of Natural Resources, Resource Protection Division,
Forest Health; and Oregon Department of Forestry, Forest Health Management
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3.2.3 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative (Alternative 1)

Direct/Indirect and Cumulative Effects

The cumulative effect of past management practices including timber harvest and fire
suppression at the project boundary, BLM-administered, and proposed treatment unit scales is an
over representation of closed canopy, mid-seral stand conditions as discussed below in Table 3-
3. Because trees growing in dense conditions grow in height, but very little in diameter (Oliver
and Larson 1996, p. 75). Overall stand growth would remain stagnant as stands would be left in
overly dense conditions (Tappeiner et al. 2007, p. 124). Alternative 1 would ensure declining
individual tree and stand vigor because if a stand is allowed to grow for many years within the
zone of imminent competition mortality, mortality will occur (Drew and Flewelling, 1979). In
dense stands, non-vigorous large trees will likely not persist, and a non-vigorous stand would
likely not develop large woody structure. The No Action Alternative would prevent stands from
attaining vigorous conifer growth because all stands proposed for management are already within
the zone of competition mortality. As a result of the limited resources for tree growth in the
stand, diameter growth will lag behind height growth (O’Hara, 2014, p. 100), and the risk for
windthrow will increase over time as height to diameter ratios continue to increase, and crown
ratios decrease. Forest floors would continue accumulating fuel from branches and limbs as trees
continue to self-prune. Current densities threaten the persistence of minor species composition
both directly by fire risk and indirectly by the effects of competition mortality from Douglas-fir
as shade intolerant pine and oak species continue to decline.

Young stand management in the planning area, such as tree planting, brush cutting, pre-
commercial thinning, plantation maintenance, and protection treatments would continue.
Reduced biological and structural diversity is expected in private industrial forestland which can
continue long-term if planted with single crop tree species. Forest operations on private land
were anticipated in the development of the 2016ROD/RMP. Fire suppression activities would
continue on Federal and non-Federally administered lands in accordance with the fire protection
contract the BLM holds with the Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF).

In summary, the No Action Alternative would not promote the development of uneven-aged,
multi-cohort stands and open-grown trees, would not produce timber to contribute to the declared
Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ), would not increase or maintain vegetative species diversity or
create growing space for hardwood or pine persistence and regeneration. There would be a
cumulative adverse effect of reduced conifer growth/vigor, and the economic value in timber
stands would not be enhanced as directed by the 2016 ROD/RMP.
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Alternative 2 and 3

Direct and Indirect Effects

Management Direction for the Harvest Land Base instructs the BLM to conduct silvicultural
treatments to contribute timber volume to the Allowable Sale Quantity, enhance timber values
and to reduce fire risks and insect and disease outbreaks. Additionally in the UTA, the Direction
includes many potential treatment goals such as: development and retention of large, open-grown
trees and multi-cohort stands, diverse understory plant communities, structural complexity and
heterogeneity, reduction of stand susceptibility to disturbances, and the creation of growing
space for hardwood and pine persistence and regeneration (2016 ROD/RMP, pp. 62 & 68). In the
outer and middle zones of dry Riparian Reserves, the direction is to thin stands as needed to
provide trees that would function as stable wood in the stream and reduce the risk of stand-
replacing, crown fires (2016 ROD/RMP, pp. 82-83). The units proposed for treatment under both
Alternative 2 and 3 are situated on the Harvest Land Base, and outer/middle zone Dry Riparian
Reserves, and no lands proposed for management are within NSO Critical Habitat.

The effects of active management, as opposed to the No Action Alternative, are:

e A reduction in stand densities that promote growth and vigor; living vegetation must
expand in size, and a tree cannot grow larger unless its growing space is increased,;
residual trees are expected to increase in diameter growth, including the diameter of the
largest trees (Oliver and Larson, 1996, p. 36; Tappeiner et al., 2007, p.127).

e Tree species diversity would be increased, ensuring that RMP species diversity goals
could be met (2016 RMP/ROD, p. 68). This diversity in tree species and sizes is
important for ecosystem function (Franklin et al., 2002).

e A short-term increase of fine fuels deposited on the forest floor could result in an
immediate increase in fire hazard until activity fuels are treated. Activity fuels treatments
are proposed that would reduce this immediate deposition of fuels as described in Section
2.5: Project Design Features.

e Risk of windthrow could be increased in the short term when opening up a stand.
However, windthrow occurs in both managed and unmanaged stands, and low levels of
windthrow may be desirable for wildlife habitat and stand complexity. Silvicultural
prescriptions proposed are designed to remove trees that are most susceptible, such as
those with low vigor, poor crown ratios and those with high height to diameter ratios.
Often 80:1 is used as a threshold, for example a 12” DBH tree at 85’ tall is more likely to
fall over than a 12” DBH tree at 55’ tall (Worthington and Staebler, 1961, p. 21; Moore et
al., 2003; Wonn and O’Hara, p. 92; Tappeiner et al. 2007, p. 129-130; O’Hara, 2014).
This is important because trees allocate resources to height growth before diameter
growth, so in the absence of disturbance (harvest, fire, etc.) resources become limited in a
stand and the risk for windthrow increases as stability decreases (O’Hara 2014, p. 100).
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Direct/Indirect and Cumulative Effects differences between Alternative 2 and Alternative 3
The Role of Relative Density

The 2016 ROD/RMP (p. 311) defines Relative Density as “A means of describing the level of
competition among trees or site occupancy in a stand, relative to some theoretical maximum
based on tree density, size, and species composition. Relative density percent is calculated by
expressing Stand Density Index (SDI) (Reineke 1933) as a percentage of the theoretical
maximum SDI, which varies by tree species and range. Curtis’s relative density (Curtis 1982) is
determined mathematically by dividing the stand basal area by the square root of the quadratic
mean diameter.”” The onset of competition is at 25%, 35% is the lower limit of full site
occupancy, and 60% is associated with the lower limit of self-thinning, which is tree mortality
(Long and Daniel, 1990). For the purposes of this analysis, 20-45% Relative Density Index
(ROD/RMP 2016, p. 68) is considered desirable in that trees would occupy the site, and self-
thinning would not yet have occurred at the stand level.

“Low Thinning” versus “Selection/Free Thinning” Methods

Classical thinning regimes are intermediate operations that are usually associated with even-aged
systems and applicable to uneven-aged management. Two classical thinning methods and their
effects on stand development are of interest in this analysis: low thinning/thinning from below
which cuts mostly smaller trees to reduce densities while retaining a higher proportion of large
trees, and selection harvest/free thinning which allows for tree removal of various sizes to reduce
densities. The former removes entire cohorts of trees and simplifies stand structure, while the
latter allows for greater structural diversity, and adjustments of species composition over time. In
addition to the stand tending operations such as thinning, uneven-aged management systems
must consider regeneration or else the system cannot be sustained over time (O’Hara, 2014, pp.
84-97). Gap dynamics account for this.

Gap Dynamics and Regeneration in Uneven Aged Systems

York et al. (2004) and York and Battles (2008) studied the effect of various created gap sizes on
the residual stand growth and the new cohorts of trees that were established post-harvest. The
results indicated that group selection needed to be larger than 0.6 hectares (about 1.5 acres) to
avoid severe height suppression in the newly established seedlings and that 1 hectare (about 2.5
acres) and larger maximized growth potential of seedlings. They also suggest that to maximize
the availability of resources to the residual trees, thinning should also occur throughout the stand,
rather than implementing group selection only. Group selections smaller than ¥z an acre (0.2 ha)
are associated with extremely stunted growth, particularly in pine species; such a management
approach would inhibit tree regeneration and is unlikely to promote the development of multi-
cohort stands, open-grown trees or allow for pine persistence.
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Vegetation Modeling Assumptions from the PRMP Final EIS

Appendix C of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (USDI/BLM, 2015a, pp. 1163-1227)
describes the methodology and assumptions used for vegetation modelling in the 2016
ROD/RMP. The vegetation modeling was used in the analysis to simulate the application of the
land use allocations, management actions, and forest development 100+ years into the future.
The model was also used to determine sustainable harvest levels (ASQ) from the Harvest Land
Base, and to provide a relative basis for comparing and evaluating each action alternative,
including the PRMP. Unequivocally, the modeling assumptions used for analytical purposes in
the FEIS NEPA analysis and setting ASQ in the RMP are not management direction that BLM is
required to follow and do not constitute “terms, conditions, and decisions” of the RMP (43 CFR
1601.0-5(b)) or other rules or restrictions the BLM is required to follow. As such, the modeling
assumptions or modeling results, in and of themselves, have no weight in evaluating the
conformance of an action with the RMP. The models created a ‘strategic’ rather than ‘site
specific’ sustained-yield calculation. This strategic nature and the broad scale of the modeling
eliminates the possibility of any project-specific adherence to the vegetation modeling for the
RMP. However, the model and resulting harvest schedule is one approach that has been shown
to result in non-declining sustain yield of timber over time, and therefore contains information
that can be helpful in project planning and design.

In the development of Alternative 2, the Grants Pass field office used some of the assumptions in
the FEIS vegetation modeling to assist in the development of the silvicultural approach for this
project. For example, page 1196 describes the modeled treatment return interval for the Uneven-
aged Timber Area (UTA) as 40-50 years. While this is not a required interval, and the
management direction for the UTA allows for considerable variation depending on site specific
considerations and a project’s Purpose and Need, there is no assumption that subsequent
commercial re-treatment occur within 20 years or less in a given stand. Another assumption
applied in the model was that if a stand’s initial relative density was too low to allow for
economically viable commercial thinning, or if the stand was older than 80-90 years, 30% of the
stand would be harvested through group selections and commercial thinning would occur
elsewhere (USDI/BLM, 20153, p. 1196).

As described above, uneven aged management systems must consider regeneration or else the
system cannot sustain a non-declining flow of timber harvest through time (O’Hara, 2014, pp.
84-97). The application of group selection openings is an efficient way to provide for the
regeneration of less shade tolerant species like Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine (York et al.,
2004; York and Battles, 2008). The creation of group selection openings would allow for a
vigorous, young cohort of trees to establish, while thinning other portions of the stand would
allow for enhanced growth of residual trees that could also be available for harvest in the
future. This silvicultural approach, applied in Alternative 2, is very similar to the assumptions
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used to calculate the Medford District’s ASQ in the FEIS, and have therefore been shown to
create conditions supporting a non-declining sustained yield of timber through time.

Methods for Comparison of Alternatives and Results:

Stand exams were conducted in late 2017 on every proposed treatment stand for this analysis.
These exams were used to model treatment outcomes in the Forest Vegetation Simulator (FVS),
Southwest ORGANON variant. Maximum stand density indexes (SDI) and target SDI values
were sourced from the ORGANON model, 530.2 for Douglas fir and 501.2 for Ponderosa Pine.
A multi-stand report was generated to show a composite of existing conditions in all 13 proposed
stands, and the variation in stand conditions that would result from the implementation of the
2016 ROD/RMP Uneven-Aged Timber Area prescriptions. The vegetation modeling included a
site preparation burn and tree planting in Alternative 2 following harvest to generate a new
cohort of trees. No site prep burning or planting was modeled for Alternative 3 because the stand
retained high stocking and there were no group selections able to successfully and effectively
generate a new cohort of trees, however activity fuels were piled and burned. As shown below,
Alternative 2 generates about 20% more volume in the initial harvest than Alternative 3.
Alternative 2 also maintains conifer dominance over time, while the lighter thinning from below
without planting allowed for hardwoods, particularly madrone, to become more dominant in the
understory. While there is about 20% more standing volume post-harvest in Alternative 3 than
Alternative 2, this proportion decreases over time to only 12% more standing volume in 50
years. This indicates that Alternative 2 is more effective at producing timber volume in the
current proposed entry, and over time additional volume is growing more rapidly. The Canopy
Bulk Density and Canopy Base Height are reduced to comparable levels in both Alternative 2
and 3. Compared to the no Action, wind speeds needed to cause crown fire are three times higher
in Alternative 2, and four times higher in Alternative 3. Compared to the No Action alternative,
the Torching Index (the 20-ft wind speed required to cause torching of some trees under severe
conditions) is four times greater in Alternative 2, and two times greater in Alternative 3.

Table 3-3: Summary comparison of alternatives, changes in forested conditions post-treatment and in 50
years

Alt 1: No Action Alt 2: UTA: IVM Alt 3: 2 Step Thinning
RDI
Current / Post 99% (Maximum) 32.5% (+/- 12.5%) 45%
Treatment
50 years Post 92% (Maximum) 40% (+/- 15%) 46% (+/- 15%)
Treatment
Basal Area
Current / Post Approx. 280 ft?/ac Approx. 90ft?/ac Approx. 135 ft?/ac
Treatment
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Alt 1: No Action

Alt 2: UTA: IVM

Alt 3: 2 Step Thinning

50 years Post
Treatment

Approx. 320 ft?/ac

Approx. 120 ft?/ac

Approx. 145 ft?/ac

Species
Diversity:

Current / Post
Treatment

Ponderosa 1%
Pine

Ponderosa 1%
Pine

Ponderosa 1%
Pine

Douglas Fir 75%

Douglas Fir 83%

Douglas Fir 46%

Sugar Pine 10%

Sugar Pine 12%

Sugar Pine 21%

Oak Spp. 2% Oak Spp. 2% Oak Spp. 6%

Tanoak 4% Tanoak 1% Tanoak 5%

Madrone 7% Madrone 3% Madrone 17%
50 Years Post Ponderosa 0% Ponderosa 4% Ponderosa 2%
Treatment Pine Pine Pine

Douglas Fir 85%

Douglas Fir 84%

Douglas Fir 55%

Sugar Pine 2%

Sugar Pine 5%

Sugar Pine 8%

Oak Spp. 1%

Oak Spp. 1%

Oak Spp. 6%

Tanoak 3%

Tanoak 1%

Tanoak 4%

Madrone 7%

Madrone 5%

Madrone 22%

Harvest Volume
(mbf/ac):”

Available 2018

44

35

Standing
Volume (mbf/ac)

Current / Post
Treatment

80

36

45

50 Years Post
Treatment:

105

46

52

Canopy Cover?8

Alt 1: No Action

Alt 2: IVM

Alt 3: 2 Step Thinning

Current / Post
Treatment

Approx. 80-90%

Approx. 25-35%

Approx. 40-50%

50 Years Post
Treatment:

Approx. 80-90%

Approx. 35-45%

Approx. 45-55%

7Volumes presented in this analysis are from the forest vegetation simulator, they are intended to be used as a
relative comparison between alternatives only, not as an actual predictor of generated volume. The actual volume
would be established through timber cruising, not modelling efforts in this analysis.

8 This is a very general estimate based on Forest Vegetation Simulator outputs, substantial variation within and
between stands would exist under both action alternatives. Canopy cover is not a metric for compliance under the

2016 ROD/RMP.
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Alt 1: No Action

Alt 2: UTA: IVM

Alt 3: 2 Step Thinning

Canopy Bulk
Density (kg/m?)°

Current / Post
Treatment

0.1

0.03

0.02

50 Years Post
Treatment:

0.12

0.03

0.02

Canopy Base
Height (feet)©

Current / Post
Treatment

20

65

48

50 Years Post
Treatment:

34

57

57

Crowning Index
(mph)*

Current / Post
Treatment

21

59

84

50 Years Post
Treatment:

17

46

97

Torching Index
(mph)*

Current / Post
Treatment

104

448

195

50 Years Post
Treatment:

115

366

237

% This is a measure of the mass of available canopy fuel volume. It is a bulk property of a stand, not a tree. The Fire
and Fuels Extension does not include measurements of hardwoods, which has caused a lower bulk density
estimate in Alternative 3 than Alternative 2 due to the higher proportion of hardwoods in the understory.

10 The height (ft) of the base of the canopy calculated by The Fire and Fuels Extension

11 The 20-ft wind speed (miles/hour) required to cause an active crown fire under severe conditions. Calculated by

The Fire and Fuels Extension

12 The 20-ft wind speed (miles/hour) required to cause torching of some trees under severe conditions. Calculated
by The Fire and Fuels Extension
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Current Condition/No Treatment No Treatment 2068

Alternative 2: IVM Post Treatment Alternative 2: IVM 2068

ki IT i) @ﬁ lh

Alternative 3: 2 Step Thin Post Treatment Alternative 3: 2 Step Thin 2068
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3.3 Terrestrial Wildlife and Special Status Species

Issue 2: How would timber harvest, activity fuels treatments, and new road and landing
construction affect habitat used by northern spotted owls and barred owl for nesting,
roosting, and foraging, and by fisher for foraging, resting and denning?

This Section analyzes the potential impacts of the proposed forest management activities on
northern spotted owl (NSO), fishers, and their habitat.

3.3.1 Methodology and Assumptions

Methodology

e The NSO Habitat Analysis Area includes all areas of suitable NSO habitat on federal
lands (BLM) within the home range circles (1.3 miles) for the 6 historically known owl
sites affected by the proposed project and 2 owls within the project area not affected. It
includes all areas of suitable NSO habitat on federal lands within the provincial home
range radius (1.3 miles) of proposed treatment units. Figure 3-6 below illustrates the
Analysis Area in relation to the Project Area.

e The process for conducting biological evaluations and assessments includes a review of
existing records, field reconnaissance, field surveys, and analysis of potential impacts.
The project wildlife biologist conducted a review of potential wildlife habitat using field
assessments, maps, aerial photographs, Lidar, GIS software, wildlife survey data, and
stand exam records for the Analysis Area.

e The BLM wildlife biologist classified NSO habitat in the Analysis Area by habitat type
(Table 3- 4) using, FOI Geographical Information System data, (Forest Operations
Inventory), TPCC GIS (Timber Production Capability Classification), LIDAR, aerial
photo imagery, and on-site habitat analysis. The FOI gives a more detailed description
of age classes on BLM-administered lands because it is based on field data as well as
aerial photo inventories. The combined data allows the vegetation to be grouped into the
early, mid-, and late seral age classes for comparison purposes, although these data
sources have differing degrees of detail and resolution. The TPCC refers to the
suitability of the soil to produce timber.

e Approximately 203 acres of complex habitat within Late Successional Reserve (LSR)
land allocation occur in the project area and deferred based on the 2016 ROD/RMP LSR
LUA. Field units were reviewed by the wildlife biologist and silviculturist, and none of
the proposed units were identified as RA32 habitat.

e Using 2016 RMP Appendix A (Guidance for use of the Resource Management Plan-
known sites located inside and outside of harvest land base) and NSO occupancy results
from surveys, known NSO sites within the Analysis Area were identified and considered
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for habitat maintenance or implementation of Harvest Land Base objective and
management direction (see Chapter 2, Section 2.2, Development of the Project).

e The BLM is conducting strategic NSO surveys following the 2011 Protocol for
Surveying Proposed Management Activities that May Impact Northern Spotted Owls
(USDI/FWS, 2012).

e For the analysis of effects to NSO habitat, where proposed transportation management
actions and yarding/service landings overlap with unit forest management actions, the
acres of habitat removal are included in unit treatment effects to avoid duplication of
acres and may not be consistent with the values listed separately in Chapter 2.

Assumptions

Late-successional forest habitat is 80 years or older. Late-successional forest generally, but not
always, provides suitable dispersal, foraging, and/or nesting habitat for NSOs. Suitable NSO
nesting habitat is usually 80 years and older, but also contains other attributes, such as closed
canopy cover, multiple larger remnants with large platform area or cavities, multiple tree layers,
snags, and decaying logs. NSO habitat is specifically rated for its suitability for NSOs, while
late-successional forest (not always rated as suitable NSO habitat) may provide habitat for other
wildlife species.

Private land harvesting occurs on a 40-60-year rotation, and private land is subject to intensive
harvesting. Adjacent private lands have removed or could remove potential
Nesting/Roosting/Foraging habitat (NRF) and dispersal habitat on their lands within spotted owl
home ranges or core areas. Therefore, private lands are not likely contributing to any meaningful
extent to spotted owl recovery and provide short-term benefits until harvested.

Clean Slate Forest Management Project 80 Revised Environmental Assessment



Figure 3-6: The NSO Analysis Area and the Clean Slate Project Area Boundary
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3.3.2 Affected Environment

Northern Spotted Owl Habitat

The northern spotted owl (NSO), listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act, is
associated with the existing habitats found within the Analysis Area. NSOs prefer coniferous
forest with multiple vertical layers of vegetation; a variety of tree species and age classes; and
the presence of large logs and large diameter live and dead trees (snags) for NRF habitat. They
may also be found in younger stands with multilayered, closed canopies, large diameter trees,
and abundance of dead and down woody material. Based on studies of owl habitat selection,
including habitat structure and use and prey preference throughout the range of the owl, NSO
habitat consists of four components: nesting, roosting, foraging, and dispersal (Thomas et al.,
1990) (Table 3-4).

Clean Slate Forest Management 81 Environmental Assessment



Table 3-4. Medford District Northern Spotted Owl Habitat Types

Habitat Type

Description

High-quality habitat (RA 32)
Subset of NRF habitat

Older, multilayered, structurally complex forests characterized as having
average diameter of large trees greater than 17 to 21 inches in diameter
(depending on annual precipitation), high canopy cover (greater than 60%),
and quantifiable decadence components such as broken-topped live trees,
mistletoe, cavities, large shags, and large >21" diameter fallen trees/coarse
wood. RA 32 habitat may vary due to climatic gradients across the range.

Suitable nesting/roosting/
foraging (NRF)

These forests have a high canopy cover (greater than 60%), a multilayered
structure, and large overstory trees greater than 21 inches in diameter.
Deformed, diseased, and broken-top trees, as well as large snags and
down logs, are also present. NRF habitat meets all NSO life requirements.

Roosting/Foraging (RF)

Canopy cover greater than or equal to 60% and canopy structure generally
single layered or two stories layered but lacking abundant larger >21DBH
trees with suitable nesting structure of cavities and platforms. Overstory
trees are generally greater than 16 inches in diameter. Snags and down
wood not considered a requirement.

Dispersal

This habitat is not suitable for nesting but provides requirements believed
important for NSO dispersal. Canopy cover is generally between 40 and
60%. In stands with greater than 60% canopy cover, overstory tree
diameters are generally between 11 and 16 inches DBH, and lack
consistent differentiation of heights and diameters, and are typical of
managed plantations. The area has the capability of becoming foraging or
nesting habitat. Deformed large trees, snags, and down wood are absent or
less prevalent than in RA32, NRF, or RF habitat. Dispersal habitat may
contain spotted owl prey but is not expected to provide foraging at levels to
support consistent foraging to support resident owls.

Capable

Does not presently meet NSO needs but has the potential to grow into
habitat Types listed above

Non-habitat

Does not have the potential to develop into late-successional forest or
supporting old-growth dependent species.

Suitable NRF habitat in southwest Oregon is typified by mixed-conifer habitats with recurrent
fire history, patchy habitat components, and higher incidences of woodrats. A review of current
habitat ratings of 11,704 acres of federal lands (BLM) within the NSO Analysis Area indicates
that 36% (4,242 acres) of federal lands provide NRF/RF habitat; 20% (2,382 acres) provide
dispersal-only functional habitat, and when added with NRF/RF, 6,624 acres (57%) provide
dispersal function; 42% (4,860 acres) provide capable habitat; and 2% (220 acres) is hon-habitat

(Table 3-5).
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Table 3-5: Percentage of Habitat Types in the Analysis Area

Habitat Type NRF/RF Dispersal-only Capable Non-Habitat
(NRF/RF+Dispersal)
Analysis Area 36% 20% (57%) 42% 2%

Critical Habitat

No action is proposed in designated critical habitat and therefore no effects to critical habitat. In
December 2012, the USFWS released the Designation of Revised Critical Habitat for the
Northern Spotted Owl, Final Rule, which designated NSO critical habitat on federal lands. A
critical habitat unit (CHU) identifies geographic areas that contain features essential for the
conservation of the NSO and may require special management considerations. For the NSO,
these features include particular forest types of sufficient area, quality, and configuration
distributed across the range of the species that will support the needs of territorial owl pairs
throughout the year, including NRF and dispersal habitat.

Northern Spotted Owl Recovery Plan

The 2011 Revised Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl recommends retaining or
enhancing all known NSO sites as well as retaining high-quality habitat (Section 3.3.1). The
Recovery Plan is not a regulatory document; it provides guidance to bring about recovery
through prescribed management actions and supplies criteria to determine when recovery has
been achieved. The BLM works with the USFWS to incorporate the Recovery Goals and Actions
in the Recovery Plan consistent with BLM laws and regulations.

Management direction and land use allocations in the 2016 ROD/RMP are intended to constitute
the BLM contributions to the recovery of the NSO (2016/ROD/RMP). Using the 2016
ROD/RMP Appendix A (Guidance for the use of the Resource Management Plan- known sites
located inside and outside of harvest land base). The 2016 ROD/RMP provides a network of late-
successional reserves and connecting riparian corridors.

The BLM integrated Recovery Action 10 (RA 10) into project planning to minimize effects to
NSOs and their habitat within known, active home ranges. BLM incorporated RA 10 to the
extent it was compatible with the primary purpose and need of the project to provide for a
sustainable supply of timber, help meet the Medford BLM’s annual timber volume target, and
improve forest health. The BLM followed the Guidance in the 2016 ROD/RMP Appendix D to
reduce impacts to sites with known occupation within the last 10 years, within the Analysis Area.
Where adequate survey history did not occur within the last 10 years, the analysis is based on
best available information and recent protocol survey from 2016-2017 and continued protocol
surveys.
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The project’s wildlife biologist prioritized the NSO sites within the Analysis Area based on
occupancy data (2016 ROD/RMP Appendix D). Surveys detected one occupied site during
protocol surveys in the past two years (2016-17) which is also the only site known to have
occupation within the past five years. An additional two sites have had a detected resident single
or pair of NSOs six to ten years ago, but with no detections from protocol surveys in 2016-17.
Three sites have no detections within the last ten years, and no detections from protocol surveys
in 2016-17, or were not surveyed by BLM to protocol because the sites occur mostly on private
land.

The objective at the recently occupied sites within the last five years is to avoid adverse effects
by not removing or downgrading NRF habitat, and maintaining habitat, within the core and home
range. A core team consisting of the project’s wildlife biologist, silviculturist, and forester
worked together to identify areas to conserve NSO core and home range areas within recently
occupied sites, and within the core area of sites occupied six to ten years ago. The 0.5-mile core
area recently occupied owl sites are the area that provides the important habitat elements of nest
sites, roost sites, and access to prey that benefit NSO survival and reproduction (Bingham &
Noon, 1997). Avoiding harvest that removes NRF/RF habitat outside the core area but within the
homerange avoid adverse effects where habitat levels are already below levels to support spotted
owl fitness.

Provincial Home Range and Core Area

The home range is a circular area around a NSO center of activity. The size of the home range is
based on the geographic province in which it is located. The Clean Slate Project is located within
the Klamath Mountains and the West Cascades provinces. The provincial home range for the
Klamath Mountains province is a 1.3-mile radius from known spotted owl site centers. Proposed
projects are located within the provincial home ranges of six known NSO sites. A known NSO
site is defined as a location with evidence of historic or current use by NSOs. Evidence includes
breeding, the repeated location of a pair or single bird during a single season or over several
years, the presence of young before dispersal, or some other strong indication of occupation.
Each of the owl sites is a mixture of private and public lands.

Based on studies, suitable (NRF) habitat coverage of at least 40% or higher at the home range
scale (Bart and Forsman, 1992; Bart, 1995) and 50% or higher at the 0.5-mile radius core area
scale (Dugger, et al., 2005) is likely necessary for maintaining NSO life history functions. As the
amount of suitable habitat in an owl’s home range decreases, so does site occupancy,
reproduction, and survival. All six home ranges located within the Clean Slate Analysis Area
currently contain less than the 40% (ranging from 9% to 32%) NRF/RF habitat, which the best
available information indicates is the habitat amount important to support NSO fitness at the
home range scale. Five of the six affected sites have core areas with less than the 50% NRF/RF
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habitat on BLM land (ranging from 0% to 44%) that the best available information indicates is
the habitat amount important to support NSO fitness at the home range scale.

Late-Successional Reserves/ Other Reserves
No action is proposed in Late-Successional Reserve or District Defined Reserve (Table 1-3).

Riparian Reserves

Riparian Reserves provide for the conservation of Bureau Special Status riparian-associated
species. Approximately 21% (1,096 acres) of the project area is Riparian Reserve. Treatment of
approximately 94 acres of riparian reserves is proposed in the outer and middle zones in stands
that do not have late-successional characteristics (see section 3.6 Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat).
The thinning would treat approximately 10% of riparian reserves on BLM-administered land in
the project area to enhance long-term structural forest development benefitting and terrestrial
riparian related species. The treatment would remove NSO RF/Dispersal functioning habitat by
reducing canopy cover, and basal area is an area with simple stand structure, creating open
conditions avoided by spotted owls in large treatment areas. Within the RR system, treatment
areas, which exclude the inner zone, would not impede movement or dispersal of mammals or
birds listed as threatened or endangered or sensitive. The riparian thinning avoids core and nest
patch areas of known owl sites. The treatment areas do not include NSO nesting habitat or
complex forest stands.

Northern Spotted Owl Population Trends
NSO reproduction, or productivity, varies widely year-to-year, depending on how spring weather
conditions affect prey availability (Franklin et al., 2000). Eleven demographic study areas have
been established to represent owl status across the range of the NSO (Forsman et al., 2011). Owl
sites and productivity are monitored annually within these areas to:
e Assess changes in population trend and demographic performance of NSOs on federal
forest lands within the range of the owl; and
e Assess changes in the amount and distribution of NRF and dispersal habitat for NSOs on
federal forestlands.

The Grants Pass Resource Area shares the Klamath Demographic Study Area with Roseburg
BLM and the Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest. The Klamath Study Area is one of eight
long-term study areas that were established before the NSO was listed and before the NWFP was
developed. The Klamath Study Area is located approximately 26 miles north of the Clean Slate
Analysis Area.

Metadata analysis evaluates population statistics of the owls in the demographic study areas.
Recent metadata analyses (Forsman, 2011) which found that fecundity, the number of female
young produced per adult female, is declining. Forsman et al. (2011) concluded that fecundity,
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apparent survival, or populations were declining on most study areas and that increasing numbers
of barred owls and habitat loss were partly responsible for these declines.

The most recent metadata analysis, published in 2016 (Dugger et al., 2016), found that fecundity,
the number of female young produced per adult female, is declining. Dugger et al. (2016)
concluded that fecundity, apparent survival, and/or populations were declining in most study
areas and that increasing numbers of barred owls and loss of habitat were partly responsible for
these declines. The 2016 metadata analysis found these declines are occurring in more study
areas than indicated in the last 2011 metadata analysis (Forsman et al., 2011). The 2016 data
indicates that competition with barred owls may now be the primary cause of northern spotted
owl population declines across their range. These reports listed above did not find a direct
correlation between habitat conditions and changes in NSO populations, and they were
inconclusive as to the cause of the declines. Even though some risk factors had declined (such as
habitat loss due to harvesting), other factors had continued, such as habitat loss due to wildfire,
potential competition with the barred owl, West Nile virus, and sudden oak death
(USDI/USFWS, 2004; Lint, 2005). The barred owl is present throughout the range of the NSO,
so the likelihood of competitive interactions between the species raises concerns as to the future
of the NSO (Lint, 2005).

On June 30, 2011, the USFWS released the Revised Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl
(USDI/USFWS, 2011). This Revised Recovery Plan recommends achieving recovery of the
spotted owl through 1. The retention of more occupied and high-quality habitat, 2. Active
management using ecological forestry techniques, both inside and outside of reserves, 3.
Increased conservation of spotted owls on State and private lands, and 4. The removal of barred
owls in areas with spotted owls. The Revised Recovery Plan also included several “Recovery
Actions” that are near-term recommendations to guide the activities needed to accomplish the
recovery objectives and achieve the recovery criteria included in the Revised Recovery Plan. Of
the 33 Recovery Actions (RA) included in the Revised Recovery Plan, two were specifically
considered and applied to the Clean Slate project: RA10 and RA32. Approximately 203 acres of
structurally complex forest within the LSR allocation was identified within the project.
Management Direction in the 2016 ROD/RMP directs “protection” of structurally complex
forests specifically identified in the stand level mapped LSR land use allocation.

Northern Spotted Owl Prey Species

The composition of the spotted owl’s diet varies geographically and by forest type. In southwest
Oregon, dusky-footed woodrats along with flying squirrels are a primary prey species for spotted
owls (Forsman et al., 2004). Woodrats are typically found in high densities in early-seral or edge
habitat (Sakai & Noon, 1993; Bingham & Noon 1997), but are also abundant in old growth and
complex forests (Carey et al., 1999). In general, two forest conditions support high numbers of
flying squirrels, high-stem-density closed-canopy forest (old or young), and classic multi-layered

Clean Slate Forest Management 86 Environmental Assessment



old growth forest, with the latter generally providing the highest abundances (Wilson, 2010). In
general, small mammals such as red tree voles, deer mice, and red-backed voles along with birds
and insects comprise a small proportion of the overall diet (biomass and composition) for spotted
owls across southwest Oregon (Forsman et al., 2004). Although for some portions of the action
area, red tree voles may account for approximately 20 percent composition of the spotted owl
diet (Forsman et al., 2004). None of the prey items for spotted owls are on federal endangered,
threatened, or sensitive lists. The red tree vole was on the Survey and Manage list species under
the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan, but the 2016 ROD/RMP provides direction for this project, and
the red tree vole has no federal management status.

Barred Owls

Barred owls (Strix varia) are native to eastern North America but have moved west into NSO
habitat. The barred owl’s range now completely overlaps that of the NSO (Courtney et al., 2004).
Barred owls are considered generalists and make use of a variety of vegetation and forage
species (Wiens et al., 2014). Existing evidence suggests barred owls compete with NSOs for
habitat and prey with near total niche overlap. Interference competition (Dugger et al., 2011; Van
Lanen et al., 2011) is resulting in increased NSO site abandonment, reduced colonization rates,
and likely reduced reproduction (Dugger et al., 2011; Forsman et al., 2011; Wiens et al., 2014),
ultimately resulting in probable range-wide population reductions (Forsman et al., 2011). Barred
owl effects on NSO survival and colonization appear to be substantial and additive to effects of
reduction and fragmentation of habitat in NSO home ranges. The magnitude of the barred owl
effect may increase somewhat as habitat quantity decreases and fragmentation increases (Dugger
etal., 2011).

Activities that reduce the quantity of older forests adjacent to NSO site centers reduce the
probability of continued occupancy, survival, and reproduction (Franklin et al., 2000; Olson et
al., 2004; Dugger et al., 2005; Dugger et al., 2011; Schilling et al., 2013). When barred owls are
present, the effect of such activities on NSO pair survival (estimated as the probability of
extinction of a single territory and termed “extinction probability”’) may be exacerbated by 2 to 3
times (Dugger et al., 2011). Some NSOs appear able to successfully defend territories and
reproduce when barred owls are present, (Dugger et al., 2011; Wiens et al., 2014), but the
mechanism that allows them to persist is currently unknown.

Barred owls have been detected within 5 different NSO home ranges, and at 5 additional separate
locations outside of NSO home ranges, between 2010 and 2017 and are well distributed within
the Analysis Area. While the BLM did not specifically survey for barred owls, a study in the
Oregon Coast range suggests that over the course of a season, NSO surveys to protocol (> 3
visits) allow approximately 85% of the barred owls present in the area to be detected (Wiens et
al., 2011). Additionally, the USFWS’s Protocol for Surveying Proposed Management Activities
That May Impact Northern Spotted Owls (2011 NSO Survey Protocol) allows for a reasonable
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assurance that NSOs in an area will be detected, even where barred owls are present. The
USFWS and cooperators conducted analyses of historical NSO survey data, leading to estimates
of detection rates for NSOs that account for the effects of barred owl presence. These detection
rates, along with data on NSO site colonization and extinction probabilities, and empirical
analysis of NSO site occupancy, were employed in developing the survey protocol used by the
BLM in the Analysis Area.

Use of the 2011 Protocol serves two primary purposes: (1) provide a methodology that results in
adequate coverage and assessment of an area for the presence of NSOs, and (2) ensure a high
probability of locating resident NSOs and identifying owl territories that may be affected by a
proposed management activity, thereby minimizing the potential for unauthorized incidental
take (USDI/USFWS, 2011, p. 4).

The intent of Recovery Action 32 is to maintain the older and more structurally complex multi-
layered conifer forests on federal lands in order to not further exacerbate the competitive
interactions between spotted owls and barred owls (USDI/USFWS, 2011). The 2016
ROD/RMP identified approximately 203 acres of structurally complex forest within LSR land
use allocation stands within the project. Management Direction in the 2016 ROD/RMP directs
“protection” of structurally complex forests specifically identified in the stand level mapped
LSR land use allocation. The land use allocations, management direction, and the guidance in
the RMP provide contributions toward Recovery Action 32.

It is also not known if NRF habitat removal or thinning directly results in a range expansion of
barred owls (USDI/USFWS, 2013). However, they are already established throughout the
analysis area. While barred owls are habitat generalists, they do select for older, more
structurally complex forest stands, similar to spotted owls. The proposed action includes the
removal and downgrade of spotted owl NRF/RF habitat. However, none of the removal or
downgrade is proposed within mapped LSR LUA (i.e., Recovery Action 32 habitat).

3.3.3 Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1 - No Action

Under Alternative 1, no forest management activities would occur. Stands providing suitable
NSO habitat (RA32, NRF or RF) would remain owl habitat. Stands providing dispersal habitat
would continue to develop into RF habitat. Events such as fire, disease, drought and insect stress,
and blowdown may occur and alter or impede stand development. Without forest management
actions, simplified stands such as dispersal habitat or plantations would take longer to develop
heterogeneity and multiple tree layers, and stands would remain overstocked and at a higher risk
of stand-replacement fire and more susceptible to stress from disease, drought, and insects.
Simplified stands would remain as dispersal or roosting/foraging habitat longer than if they were
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opened up with light to moderate thinning, variable density tree spacing, and allowed to develop
lower tree layers or structural variability. Stand-replacing fires would remove habitat until it can
recover in approximately 80 years for foraging habitat.

Harvest activities on state and private lands can be expected to impact spotted owls located
within adjacent federal lands by removing and fragmenting habitat and through disturbance
activities adjacent to occupied sites during sensitive periods. Historically, non-federal
landowners practiced even-aged management (clear-cutting) of timber over extensive acreages.
Private industrial forestlands are managed for timber production and will typically be harvested
between 40 and 60 years of age, in accordance with State Forest Practices Act Standards. The
Oregon Forest Practices Act Rules (OAR 629-665-0210) protects spotted owl nest sites (70-acre
core areas) for at least three years after the last year of occupation.

Changes to NSO habitat may occur on the landscape in the PA regardless of the Clean Slate
Project. Recent and current large-scale private timber harvesting and road building is observable
within the PA. The BLM parcels in mixed O&C/private ownership will continue to become more
fragmented and isolated with hard edge vegetation boundaries. NSO sites within majority
privately managed parcels are at risk of no longer being able to support NSOs as private
harvesting removes NR/RF and dispersal habitat. It is expected that any remaining late-seral
forests on private timberlands will be converted to early-seral forests. For those species
dependent on early-seral habitat, private forest lands are not expected to provide quality early
successional habitat as competing vegetation that includes flowering plants, shrubs, and
hardwood trees are regularly treated with herbicides to reduce competition with future
harvestable trees.

The total number of barred owls in the area is unknown; however, barred owl range completely
overlaps that of the NSO. The population of barred owls is likely to continue to increase with
negative impacts on spotted owls.

Alternative 2 - Proposed Action

Direct and Indirect Effects

Northern Spotted Owl Habitat

Forest management actions are proposed on 461 acres in harvest land base and riparian reserves.
Additionally, road construction and, ground-based landings on the edge or outside of units would
remove approximately two acres of owl foraging habitat for multiple landings (approximately %
to %2 acre in size) and narrow road construction.
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A seasonal restriction would be implemented for projects that could cause a noise disturbance to
nesting NSOs (Table 2-3).

Before project implementation, owls would be surveyed as required by protocol where adverse
effects from NRF and RF maintain, downgrade or removal would occur, to avoid Incidental
Take. If NSOs shift to new areas or new owl sites are located, the project would be modified to
avoid negative affects owls, or the BLM would reinitiate consultation with the USFWS.

Logging activity disrupts ground-level shrub and coarse woody debris habitat for NSO prey
species; however, the shrub layer in some units are so dense that substantial cover would remain
unless burned, would fill back in within approximately 2 - 5 years and current, large coarse
woody debris would be left on-site. In habitat removal unit treatments (NRF/RF removal),
habitat suitability for NSO use and prey habitat development is not expected until reforestation
occurs and depends on the retained relative density and basal area stocking and size and amount
of patch removals (gaps) but is likely to be 50 years to regain moderate levels of canopy cover
(45%). At that time commercial harvest may occur again. Therefore closed canopy conditions
(>60%) within the harvest land base are not expected to be regained in the forseeable future. The
impacted prey species less dependent on overstory and mid-story canopy cover such as deer
mice, woodrats, rabbits and some voles would rebound within 1 to 2 years and may increase
rapidly in response to increased shrub and forb growth as result of increased sunlight. Other
favored prey species such as red tree voles or flying squirrels that favor closed canopy forest and
multilayer stands, would decrease, and may not regain former prey densities in the long term, as
canopy cover in approximately 50 years may still be well below 60% and not provide sufficient
structural cover or crown connectivity for suitability. In light to moderately thinned areas
(NRF/RF Maintain) where 60% or more canopy cover is retained (Table 3-8), and some mid-
story or understory layering is retained, prey levels may be slightly reduced, but canopy cover
and crowns are expected development to return higher levels (70-80%) within approximately 10-
20 years to near pre-treatment levels if no other management actions occur. However, only
approximately 2 acres in the proposed action occur in this category.

Ground-based yarding landings, helicopter landings and ROW construction outside of treatment
units are analyzed as habitat removal areas and are not expected to be reforested by planting but
may reseed naturally. Skyline cable yarding, and activity fuels treatments would work in
conjunction with the commercial prescriptions described below and would not increase the
effects to owl habitat described below.

Approximately 2 acres of IVM treatment proposed in the in UTA Harvest Land Base would
maintain NSO NRF habitat function by:
e Canopy cover would retain at least 60% and stand structure including tree species and
diameters, canopy layering, and coarse wood quantities within the area post-treatment
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would resemble pretreatment structure, with slight reductions in canopy, layering, and
basal area as result of thinning or removal from corridors or landings.

e Decadent woody material, such as large snags and coarse woody debris, would remain
post-treatment;

e Multiple canopy, uneven-aged tree structure if present prior to treatment would remain
post-treatment; and

e Heterogeneity in tree structure and species diversity and forest health would be retained

Approximately 275 acres of IVM treatment proposed in the in UTA Harvest Land Base and 3
acres from ROW and landing construction would remove NSO Dispersal habitat function by:

e Canopy cover within treated stands functioning as roosting/foraging habitat would be
below and 40% post-treatment and likely too open and exposed for safe foraging and
dispersing, however, some beneficial habitat elements would be retained:

e Decadent woody material, such as large snags and coarse woody debris, would remain
post-treatment;

e Multiple canopy, uneven-aged tree structure if present prior to treatment would remain
post-treatment; and

e Heterogeneity in tree structure and species diversity would be retained if present prior
to treatment

Approximately 6 acres of IVM treatment proposed in the in UTA Harvest Land Base would
maintain NSO Dispersal habitat function by:
e Canopy cover within treated stands functioning as roosting/foraging habitat would
remain at 40% post-treatment and beneficial habitat elements would be retained:
e Decadent woody material, such as large snags and coarse woody debris, would remain
post-treatment;
e Multiple canopy, uneven-aged tree structure if present prior to treatment would remain
post-treatment; and
e Heterogeneity in tree structure and species diversity if present prior to treatment would
be retained.

Approximately 175 acres (60 NRF acres and 115 RF acres) of IVM treatment proposed in the in
UTA Harvest Land Base would remove NRF habitat, and approximately 1 acre of RF habitat
would be removed for construction for ground-based landings construction:

e Canopy cover within treated stands functioning as nesting habitat or roosting/foraging
habitat would be reduced below 40% post-treatment and likely too open and exposed for
safe foraging and dispersing; however, some beneficial habitat elements would be
retained:
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e Decadent woody material, such as large snags and coarse woody debris, would remain
post-treatment;

e Multiple canopy, uneven-aged tree structure if present prior to treatment would remain
post-treatment; and

e Heterogeneity in tree structure and spacing and species diversity would be retained if
present prior to treatment.

Approximately 3 acres of IVM treatment proposed in the in UTA Harvest Land Base would
maintain NSO NRF _habitat function by skipping a patch of NRF habitat.

Table 3-6: Alternative 2: Proposed Projects and the Potential Impact to NSO Habitat

Treatments Within Proposed Project Units

Treatment Effect Acres Proposed Project Additional
Acres

NRF Removed 60 IVM UTA

RF Removed 115 IVM UTA

RF Removed Log Landings 0.5

NRF Maintained 2 IVM HLB UTA

Dispersal Removed 275 IVM HLB UTA

Dispersal Removed Log Landings 0.5

Dispersal Removed Temp Route Construction 0.5

Dispersal Maintained 6 IVM HLB UTA

No Effect Helicopter Landings 3

No Effect Temp Route Construction 0.25

No Effect 3 IVM NRF skip area

Total 461 4.75

Harvest Land Base - Uneven-Aged Timber Area (UTA)

(Integrated Vegetation Management) (314 acres) (See also Section 3.2 for detailed
prescriptions): Overall stand average canopy cover post-harvest would be retained based on
conservation measures identified for the stand and would be approximately 30% with a
combination of skips, gaps, and intensive adjacent thinning. In forest stands > 10 acres, at least
10% of the treatment unit would be retained in untreated “skips” to provide structural complexity
and refugia, a total of 30% of the stand may consist of openings up to 4 acres each, and the stand
average relative density would be between 20% and 45% after harvest, with prescriptions
intended for the lower end of the spectrum. However, unit variability is expected with higher
retention where a greater number of large conifers >36” DBH and hardwoods >24” DBH occur,
and lower retention where fewer large conifers and hardwoods occur. Prescriptions would result
in removing NSO habitat, except for 2 acres of NRF habitat in unit 3-11 where at least 60%
canopy cover and habitat function would be retained.
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Following proposed harvest, the amount current amount of 4,242 acres of NRF/RF habitat would
decrease by 175 acres (4% of the NRF/RF habitat in the analysis area) and reduce the proportion
of NRF/RF in the analysis area to 35%. Dispersal functioning habitat (6,624 acres of NRF/RF+
Dispersal-only habitat) would be reduced by 475 acres and reduce the proportion of dispersal
functioning habitat in the analysis area from 57 to 53%.), (Table 3-7). NSOs can still use the
remaining NRF, roosting/foraging, and dispersal habitat for dispersing through the landscape.
NSOs can disperse across a fragmented mosaic of non-forested areas and a variety of forest age
classes (Forsman et al., 2002).

Riparian Zone Thinning

Commercial thinning (approximately 94 acres) would occur within the middle and outer riparian
zone, and no treatment is proposed within the 48 acres occurring in the inner zone. Canopy cover
in the treated RR would remain above approximately 30 percent with 60 trees per acre on
average retained. Not all middle and outer zones will be thinned, as some riparian areas extend
beyond unit boundaries, leaving untreated areas on one side of the creek, and some areas have
sufficient forest structure and would be skipped. Proposed treatments are designed to help
accelerate the development of multiple canopy layers, increased species diversity, and increased
conifer and hardwood vigor. No treatments are proposed in riparian stands that have multiple
canopy layers and elevated levels of species diversity or in wetlands, unstable soil areas, springs,
or seeps. Treatment areas function as RF or Dispersal habitat and are considered as part of the
proposed unit treatments resulting in Removal or Downgrade of RF or Dispersal habitat within
the units. Stands that exhibit conditions such as overstocking, minimal canopy layers, low
species diversity, or low conifer and hardwood vigor were selected for potential treatment.

Timber Hauling

Timber hauling and road/route renovation, reconstruction, new construction would have no
effect on NSO NRF/RF habitat because those locations are not currently functioning as NRF/RF
habitat. Seasonal restrictions would be applied, where appropriate, to avoid disturbance to
nesting owls (Table 2-3). Approximately 0.5 acres of dispersal habitat would be removed for
temporary road construction. About 57% of the analysis area currently functions as dispersal
habitat, and narrow construction would not impede NSO dispersal.

Table 3-7: Percentage Northern Spotted Owl Habitat Types Pre-& Post Treatment in the Analysis Area

Habitat Type NRF/RF | Dispersal-only Dispersal Capable Non-Habitat
+NRF/RF

Analysis Area 36% 20% 57% 42% 2%

(Current)

Analysis Area 35% 18% 53% 46% 2%

(Post-Treatment)
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Timber harvest proposed in Alternative 2 would have short-term adverse impacts to NSO habitat
because NRF and roosting/foraging habitat would be removed, reducing habitat available within
the analysis area for NSO nesting, foraging, and dispersal. Although NSO surveys have
confirmed occupancy at only one site, re-occupancy at other sites could occur in the future, and
the reduced habitat levels at sites already below habitat thresholds, would likely negatively affect
the sustainability of the site and occupation or reproduction fitness of resident owls. In addition,
1 acre of roosting/foraging habitat, and 1 acre of dispersal habitat would be removed for landings
and temporary road construction outside of timber harvest units. The landings and temporary
routes would be decommissioned following harvest and allowed reforest naturally but are not
expected to become reforested and may be used in the future for forest management activities.

Northern Spotted Owl Prey Species

In Southwest Oregon, woodrats and flying squirrels are the primary sources of food for NSOs.
Sakai and Noon (1993) found the highest number of dusky-footed woodrats in sapling and
brushy pole timber (20 to 30 years old). Although these young stands are not typically used for
foraging by NSOs, these areas are a good source of woodrats dispersing into older stands that are
more frequented by and accessible to foraging NSOs that hunt along the edges where the old
forest meets young. Flying squirrels prefer multi-layered, structured stands, preferably with tree
crowns that extend down most of the bole of the trees. However, a consistent mid-layer can make
up for crowns that do not extend that far down.

Stands with such structure provide cover from predation. Flying squirrels nest predominantly in
cavities of live trees but will also nest in stick nests near the bole of a tree. Woodrats and flying
squirrels rely on a shrub layer near the forest floor for cover and foraging.

Proposed treatments on approximately 60 acres of NRF habitat are stands that currently have
well established middle and top layer structures. Some units have ground and understory cover.
These stands may have populations of flying squirrels, red tree voles, and woodrats because of
the increased structure such as cavities, platforms, and layered vegetation providing cover from
predators. These stands would be heavily thinned with canopy cover approximately 30% with a
clumped skips and gaps and thinned prescription, with open harvest areas ranging from 1- 4
acres on 30% of the stand, and untreated skip areas on 10% of the stand, but are not expected to
be suitable to maintain stable populations of flying squirrels or red tree voles, or may have
reduced density levels, and may not function as secure foraging habitat for spotted owls due to
lower canopy cover levels. Woodrats and other small mammal prey may continue to occupy
these stands and benefit from early successional plant growth and reforestation. However,
spotted owls forage on the edges of openings and may prey on small mammals benefitting from
the disturbance. Moderately closed canopy conditions (45%) on the unit average may take 50
years to regain NSO dispersal habitat suitability, and depends on other factors such as fire,

Clean Slate Forest Management 94 Environmental Assessment



drought stress, bug kill, blowdown and future forest management prescriptions that alter stand
development. Stand heterogeny would be increased, with more diversity in tree heights,
diameters, and species composition.

Proposed treatments on approximately 115 acres are within stands that currently lack a consistent
middle and understory tree layer and trees with old-growth characteristics, but provide some
ground cover from coarse wood, shrubs and other vegetative plant to provide habitat for small
rodents, and canopy cover and connectivity for some arboreal rodents such as red tree voles or
flying squirrels, but less than NRF habitat. These stands would also be heavily thinned with
canopy cover approximately 30%, with clumped skips and gaps and adjacent heavy thinning, and
with open harvest areas ranging from 1- 4 acres on 30% of the stand, and untreated skip areas on
10% of the stand. These stands are not expected to be suitable to maintain stable populations of
flying squirrels or red tree voles, or may have reduced density levels, and may not function as
secure foraging habitat for spotted owls due to lower canopy cover levels. Woodrats and other
small mammal prey may continue to occupy these stands and benefit from early successional
plant growth and reforestation. However, spotted owls forage on the edges of openings and may
prey on small mammals benefitting from the disturbance. Moderately closed canopy conditions
(45%) may take 50 years to regain NSO dispersal habitat suitability, and depends on other
factors such as fire, drought stress, bug kill, and future forest management prescriptions that alter
stand development. Stand heterogeny would be increased, with more diversity in tree heights,
diameters, and species composition.

In the southern portion of the NSO range, where woodrats are a major component of their diet,
northern spotted owls are more likely to use a variety of stands, including younger stands, brushy
openings in older stands, and edges between forest types in response to higher prey density in
some of these areas (Forsman et al., 1984, pp. 24-29). The harvested NRF/RF stands, therefore,
may still be a source of woodrat habitat and prey source for NSOs.

For prey species such as red tree voles, flying squirrels and woodrats that use late-successional
habitat, are also found in younger stands and other habitat types. Approximately 175 acres of
late-successional habitat (approximately 80 years old and older) that is not structurally complex
(RA32) habitat, would be removed within the analysis area and reduce habitat from about 36% to
35% of the analysis area. Reserves habitat (7,130 acres or 60%) within the NSO analysis area is
Reserves (RR, DDR, LSR) set aside in the 2016 ROD/RMP from intensive timber harvest, which
also provide or contribute to habitat and long-term persistence for these species.

Effects to NSO by Provincial Home Range

The 6 effected NSO home ranges within the Analysis Area overlap one another with core areas
being more distinct. Treatments that would downgrade or remove existing NRF and
roosting/foraging habitat occur within low priority unoccupied owl sites and occur almost
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exclusively outside of core areas. Habitat functioning as owl habitat would be removed and
reduce future landscape habitat availability for spotted owls.

Within provincial home ranges that have had occupied status in the last 5 years, no forest
treatments are proposed within the core area. No treatments are proposed within nest patches or
core areas of NSO sites with activity centers (core areas) on BLM. Approximately 37 acres of
dispersal habitat and four acres of foraging habitat would be harvested on the outer edge of the
home range of one occupied owl site for ecological restoration. (Table 3-17). The removal of
foraging habitat would adversely affect the owl site by reducing for foraging habitat levels in the
home range which are already below the 40% habitat level considered adequate for NSO fitness.
However, this site is analyzed as having 2 overlapping core areas and home ranges, providing
more habitat than a singular core and home range, lessening the negative effects by effectively
increasing available habitat within the extended territory. See Table 3-8 for a breakdown of
treatments and effects within owl home ranges.

Table 3-8: Alternative 2 Anticipated Impacts within 1.3-mile radius Owl Home Ranges

Current Treatment Unoccupied NSO Sites Only Occupied NSO Sites Only
Habitat Effect Treatments Est. Treatments Est.
IAcres* Acres*
NRF NRF Maintain UTA IVM Commercial UTA IVM Commercial 2
treatment treatment
NRF NRF Remove UTA IVM Commercial
treatment
RF RF Remove UTA IVM Commercial UTA IVM Commercial 4
treatment- 25 treatment
Landings- 1
Dispersal Dispersal UTA IVM Commercial UTA IVM Commercial 6
Maintain treatment treatment
Dispersal Dispersal UTA IVM Commercial UTA IVM Commercial 37
Remove treatment- 104 treatment
Landings - 1
Capable No Effect Helicopter Landings 3
Total 134 49
*Numbers do not duplicate acres where home-range overlap occurs, or acres outside of owl home

ranges
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Within the Analysis Area, late-successional forest, RA 32 habitat, and other northern spotted owl
habitat would remain post-harvest, allowing opportunities for future dispersal, foraging, and
nesting (see Figure 3-6).

Figure 3-6: Proposed Units and NRF/RF Habitat in the Action Area
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Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects are those effects on the environment that result from the incremental effect of
the action when added to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of
what agency or person(s) undertakes such other actions. Cumulative effects can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.
Technical issues that complicate the analysis of cumulative effects include the large spatial and
temporal scales involved, the wide variety of processes and interactions that influence
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cumulative effects, and the lengthy lag-times that often separate a land-use activity and the
landscape’s response to that activity.

Wildfires, fire suppression, road building, windstorms, and timber harvest throughout the
Analysis Area have resulted in habitat modification and fragmentation and have changed the
distribution and abundance of wildlife species surrounding the Analysis Area. The associated
habitat loss has negatively affected late-successional forest habitat dependent species by
reducing stand seral stage and changing habitat structure. Species associated with younger
forested conditions, however, have benefited from these changes due to the increased acres of
young stands. The change in habitat was included in the basin-wide update of the baseline
situation and was used to calculate the current habitat condition within the Analysis Area.

Private lands surrounding the Analysis Area are made up of early-, mid-, and late-seral forests,
agricultural, and shrub/oak lands. Most private forestlands are managed as tree farms for the
production of wood fiber on forest rotations. It is expected that any remaining late-seral forests
on private timberlands will be converted to early-seral forest over the next one or two decades.
For those species dependent on early-seral habitat, private forestlands do not always provide
quality habitat as competing vegetation that includes flowering plants, shrubs, and hardwood
trees are regularly sprayed to reduce competition with future harvestable trees.

Ongoing and foreseeable management actions that are occurring on NSO habitat in the Clean
Slate spotted owl Analysis Area include:

Pickett West Fuels: 994 acres of Fuels Maintenance Treatments in previously treated fuels units
will ensure investments into the landscape are beneficial over time. Fuels treatments would not
simplify stands or change NSO habitat function. No downgrade or removal of NSO habitat
would occur. Seasonal and distance restrictions avoid potential disturbance to nesting owls from
noise or activity fuels burning.

Young Stand Management Treatments — (2017-2022 Categorical Exclusion): 679 acres of pre-
commercial thinning and/or brushing and 38 acres of pruning sugar pine to reduce the risk of
blister rust, would maintain dispersal habitat in its current function. No adverse effect to
dispersal or RF habitat is expected, and increased health, stand growth and development into RF/
NRF is expected. Seasonal and distance restrictions avoid potential disturbance to nesting owls
from noise or activity fuels burning.

Young Stand Management Treatments and Hand Piling and Burning analyzed by the District
Integrated Vegetation Management EA: 232 acres Selective slashing (16x16 spacing) of
material less than 8 inches DBH followed by brushing and hand pilling and burning of the cut
material are expected to increase the vigor and growth of the retained trees in young stands, and
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would not downgrade or remove NSO habitat or change habitat function. Hand piling and
burning the activity slash is expected to decrease surface fuels.

Josephine County Forestry: Clear-cut of 73 acres removes most to all of the vegetation within an
area. It would remove dispersal and foraging habitat on county land.

The current baseline includes updates to habitat from all past activities. These actions have
determined the existing current habitat condition for the Affected Environment within the NSO
Analysis Area. Specific to NSOs, ongoing and foreseeable management actions coupled with
other past and present and future management activities ongoing within the Analysis Area would
not preclude the NSO from dispersing, foraging, or nesting within the Analysis Area. Nor would
these projects increase adverse effects to occupied owl sites and the overall amount of suitable
habitat found within the Analysis Area (Table 3-9).

Table 3-9: Northern Spotted Owl Habitat Pre- and Post-Treatment and Cumulative Effects

Habitat Type NRF/RF |Dispersal- |Dispersal+NRF/| Capable | Non-Habitat
only RF

Analysis Area (Current) 36% 20% 57% 42% 2%

IAnalysis Area (Post-Treatment) 35% 18% 53% 46% 2%

Analysis Area Post-Treatment with 35% 18% 53% 46% 2%

Cumulative Effects

Some private lands within the Analysis Area may be subject to intensive timber harvest, but the
timing and magnitude of such harvest are unknown. Even when considering potential treatments
on private lands, up to 4,067 acres of NRF/RF habitat (35% of analysis area) and 6,149 acres of
NRF/RF and dispersal habitat (53% of analysis area) within the Analysis Area would remain
functional and provide adequate habitat for NSOs to nest, roost and forage, disperse, and
reproduce within the Analysis Area.

Barred Owils

BO effects on NSO survival and colonization appear to be substantial and additive to effects of
reduction and fragmentation of habitat in NSO home ranges. The magnitude of the BO effect
may increase somewhat as habitat quantity decreases and fragmentation increases (Dugger et al.
2011). Available evidence suggests that the presence and distribution of barred owls may affect
habitat quality for spotted owls (Wiens, 2012; Yackulic et al., 2013). Additionally, many studies
suggest that the two species compete for resources and that maintaining older, high-quality forest
habitat may help NSOs persist, at least in the short-term. There are no known forest conditions
that give NSOs a competitive advantage over barred owls. While not common, Wiens (2012) did
find spotted owls and barred owls occupying the same territories concurrently.
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The intent of RA 32, included in the LSR within Clean Slate is to maintain the older and more
structurally complex multi-layered conifer forests on federal lands for spotted owls, and also in
order to not further exacerbate the competitive interactions between NSOs and barred owls.
Approximately 203 acres of RA32 habitat within the LSR was identified through 2016 RMP
planning. Riparian reserves also contribute to the development of late-successional habitat.
Within the NSO analysis area, 60%, or 7,130 acres, is Reserve land allocations contribute
development and retention of late-successional habitat. Approximately only 175 acres of
NRF/RF habitat on harvest land base would be removed or degraded, which does not occur in
any of the six analyzed NSO core areas. Spotted owl surveys have found NSO occupancy in only
one site which has no proposed treatment in or near the core area, and minimal ecological
restoration treatment (4 acres) at the edge of the home range of the occupied owl site. Activities
that reduce the number of older forests adjacent to NSO activity centers reduce the probability of
continued occupancy, survival, and reproduction (Franklin et al., 2000; Olson et al., 2004;
Dugger et al., 2005). Some NSOs appear able to successfully defend territories and reproduce
when BOs are present (Wiens et al., 2014), but the mechanism that allows them to persist is
currently unknown. No NRF habitat in or near the activity center (core) is proposed in this
project.

BLM surveyed the project using the current USFWS protocol which includes increased surveys
to locate spotted owls due to barred owl presence but does not conduct barred owl surveys. Some
competitive interactions are still anticipated to occur since barred owls have been already
observed in five owl sites in the Analysis Area and in areas outside of historical NSO sites.
Barred owl effects on NSO survival and colonization appear to be substantial and additive to
effects of reduction and fragmentation of habitat in NSO home ranges. The magnitude of the BO
effect may increase somewhat as habitat quantity decreases and fragmentation increases (Dugger
et al., 2011). Even though barred owls are rapidly expanding their range in North America and
within the range of the NSO and contributing to the decline of the NSO, disturbance from timber
harvest is often offered as an explanation for the cause. However, Courtney et al. (2004)
concluded that habitat loss to timber harvest is often postulated to be a major factor in spotted
owl decline, but habitat is still present in the study areas, and that some areas where spotted owls
are in the worst decline, such as Olympic National Park, have never been harvested. The
population of barred owls is likely to continue to increase with negative impacts on spotted owls.

At the local scale, the project is expected to adversely affect spotted owls within the action areas
due to combined effects of the removal of approximately 175 acres of NRF/RF habitat (4% of
NRF/RF) in the analysis area which provides landscape availability of NSO habitat and prey and
could support NSOs. These potential cumulative impacts to the spotted owls from completion for
prey and territorial behavior from the influence of barred owls which have already been detected
in 5 of the 6 analyzed owl sites and other areas outside of owl sites in the analysis area, is
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expected to adverse effects on spotted owl fitness or the ability of historical sites to support
spotted owls, and may reduce the potential for reoccupation of sites currently unoccupied. The
cumulative effects of habitat removal and barred owl presence and competition at owl sites,
which are below habitat thresholds at either core or home ranges (all owl sites) where habitat
removal is proposed, further reduces the likelihood of site reoccupancy.

Alternative 3

Direct and Indirect Effects

Northern Spotted Owl Habitat

Alternative 3 proposes to treat the same quantity of acres and distribution and function of NSO
habitat. The Alternative differs in the type of structural retention of tree sizes, spacing, and
vertical (height) layering. This alternative would retain a much greater proportion of large trees
and canopy cover compared to a more proportional removal across most tree diameters in
Alternative 2. In alternative 3, the two-step thinning alternative consists of the following:

e Retain larger trees, compared to all dominant Douglas-fir and pine trees that are both
greater than or equal to 36 inches in Alternative 2

¢ Retain all madrone, maple, and oak trees > 24 inches diameter (both Alternatives)

e 20% untreated skips compared to 10% untreated skips in Alternative 2

e 5% of each stand in created openings (1/8-1/2 acre), compared to up to 30% in openings
of up to 4 acres in Alternative 2

e Relative Density of 45% with canopy maintained at 40-60%, compared to Relative
Density of 25% and canopy cover approximately 30% in Alternative 2.

Retaining proportionally more large trees, less and smaller openings, and more untreated skip
areas, would on the unit average, retain higher canopy cover post-treatment than Alternative 2,
but overall would still result in simplifying stand structures and the removal of NRF/RF habitat,
but retain function as dispersal habitat with canopy cover closer to 40%. The increased untreated
skip areas may provide more small refuge areas for prey and benefit predators such as owls and
fisher but may not to be large enough to have sustainable prey populations with little interior
habitat away from edges. The canopy cover growth, mostly from the retained larger trees, would
be slow due to closer spacing and higher relative densities, and slower growth of older trees, and
canopy cover may reach 45-55% in 50 years. Cover in stands would vary, with the density of
large trees in each unit proportional to retained canopy. The treated stands would be more open
underneath with removal of understory, midstory, and subdominant trees from the first thinning
that comprise vertical layering, which would be removed in favor of retaining more large trees.
Small openings (1/8 to 1/2 acre) would no likely be replanted, and may not establish well, as
openings less than 1 acre may be well shaded from adjacent tall trees and not receive enough
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direct sunlight for maximum growth. These small openings would not likely be replanted and
brushed, and most likely would be left to reseed naturally, and compete with brush species.

Comparatively, Alternative 2 would have less relative density, basal area, and less canopy cover
post-treatment, but retain more proportional tree diameter classes, and layering and conifer
diversity with retention of smaller diameter trees. The low canopy cover retention results in the
removal of NRF/RF habitat, as well as dispersal function, with stand canopy averages near 30%.
Canopy cover growth and recovery rate are expected to exceed that of Alternative 3, with greater
growing space available (vertically and horizontally), and in 50 years, may obtain approximately
45% cover and dispersal habitat function. Larger openings (up to 4 acres) would be replanted
and brushed and maintained, and contribute to re-stocking the harvest land base, and in
approximately 40-50 years, these openings may function as dispersal habitat, and be able to be
thinned to increase future development of habitat. The larger openings in alternative 2 may
provide a source of prey growth. In Southwest Oregon, woodrats are one of the primary sources
of food for NSOs. Sakai and Noon (1993) found the highest number of dusky-footed woodrats in
sapling and brushy pole timber (20 to 30 years old). Although these young stands are seldom
used for nesting or foraging by NSOs, these areas are a good source of woodrats dispersing into
older stands that may be used by dispersing or foraging NSOs that hunt along the edges where
the old forest meets young.

In both Alternatives, the treatment is expected to result in the immediate removal, and long-term
loss of NRF/RF habitat, and recruitment of dispersal habitat in approximately 40 to 50 years.
NRF/RF habitat is a key factor in the occupation and survival of spotted owls, and in providing
landscape habitat to address competitive interactions with the barred owl. Alternative 3 would
retain more function as dispersal habitat. The current environmental conditions for dispersal
functioning habitat within the NSO analysis area are at 57% (Table 3-9). Alternative 3 would
retain higher levels of dispersal functioning habitat to approximately 57%, while Alternative 2
would reduce levels to 53%. No take is authorized by FWS for this project, and Alternative 3
would not reduce the amount of take, and adverse effects from NRF/RF habitat removal from
reducing relative densities to approximately 45% in the majority of unit treatment area is
functionally similar to alternative 2 in that it removes the long-term nesting, roosting, and
foraging function of the stands. Only one occupied owl site under Alternative 2 is negatively
affected by NRF/RF habitat removal at the home range, and Alternative 3 would also negatively
affect the site by downgrading NRF/RF habitat to dispersal habitat. NSOs can disperse across a
fragmented mosaic of non-forested areas and a variety of forest age classes (Forsman et al.,
2002), therefore NSO dispersal habitat in the project area is expected to adequately provide for
dispersal in both Alternatives.

If other factors, such as drought, bug kill, blowdown, or fire, do not alter future conditions, and
no further harvest occurs, Alternative 2 would retain a more structurally diverse stand elements
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and recruitment for all tree species, and Alternative 3 would retain more old-growth-like trees,
with a simpler stand structure and less recruitment of smaller and variable diameters for all
conifer species.

Cumulative Effects

The intent of RA 32, included in the LSR LUA within Clean Slate is to maintain the older and
more structurally complex multi-layered conifer forests on federal lands for spotted owls, and
also to not further exacerbate the competitive interactions between NSOs and barred owls.
Riparian reserves also contribute to the development of late-successional habitat. Within the
NSO analysis area, 7,130 acres (60%) is Reserve land allocation. The proposed action is not
treating LSR habitat and within the Analysis Area, and approximately only 100 acres of RR
treatment (10% of RRs) avoids structurally complex habitat. Approximately only 1% of NRF/RF
habitat would be downgraded to dispersal habitat at approximately 40% (compared to removal of
NRF/RF in Alternative 2) on the harvest land base throughout the analysis area. Spotted owl
surveys have found NSO occupancy in only one site which has no proposed treatment in or near
the core area. With canopy covers generally retaining 40% in Alternative 3, habitat structure is
simplified with most understory and mid-story conifers removed, and therefore, no expected to
function suitably for arboreal mammals such as flying squirrels and red tree voles. Habitat
removal from past harvesting activities and natural disturbances have reduced habitat levels
within the effected owl sites to below threshold levels which are expected to support spotted owl
occupation and reproduction fitness.

Cumulative effects to inter-species competition with the barred owl would be expected to occur
at the local scale from prey habitat removal and degradation but is not expected to have
substantial adverse effects on spotted owl fitness due low NSO occupation in the analysis area
(one out of six surveyed sites) and very limited NRF/RF habitat removal (1%) which occurs
outside of core areas. The BLM surveyed the project using the current USFWS protocol which
includes increased surveys to locate spotted owls due to barred owl presence. Some competitive
