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A Message from the District Manager

This is the eighth Annual Program Summary prepared by the Coos Bay District. As in past
years, we are reporting the progress made in implementing the decisions and commitments in the
Coos Bay District Resource Management Plan Record of Decision. Included are fiscal year
2003 (October 2002 through September 2003) accomplishments, as well as summaries of
accomplishments in previous years. Table S-1 summarize many of the resource management
actions, direction, and accomplishments for fiscal year 2003 and cumulative accomplishments
for fiscal years 1995 or 1996 through 2003.

I am proud of the District accomplishments, and want to acknowledge the efforts by District
personnel to implement the Resource Management Plan in a professional manner. | am
especially proud of the efforts being made on the Coos Bay District to reach out to many partners
to accomplish goals that could not be accomplished with single-agency or individual efforts.

The restoration work accomplished on public and private lands through watershed associations is
an excellent example of local team work. Congratulations to the staff on a job continuing to be
well done!

One of the new partnership challenges the District met in fiscal year 2003 was implementation of
Public Law 106-393, “Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act of 2000.”
This Act restores stability and predictability to states and counties for the benefit of public
schools, roads, and other purposes associated with restoration, maintenance, and stewardship of
Federal lands. The duly established citizens Resource Advisory Committee provided oversight
for the expenditure of almost $1 million in fiscal year 2003 in the District under Title Il of the
Act.

Many of the projects implemented under this Act, as well as projects implemented under the
Jobs-in-the-Woods program, have been designed for the long-term improvement of watershed
conditions and fish habitat, as well as providing economic assistance to local communities.

I am also pleased that the District continues to offer density management sales designed to
improve habitat conditions for late-successional and old-growth dependant species within Late-
Successional Reserves. The volume offered as a byproduct of habitat improvement will also
assist in providing employment opportunities in local communities.

We hope that you find the information contained in this report to be informative, and welcome
suggestions for improvement. If you have access, you can follow our activities through the year
on our Internet web site at http://www.or.blm.gov/coosbay.

Sue E. Richardson
District Manager



Table S-1 Coos Bay RMP Planning Area, Summary of Resource Management Actions,
Directions, and Accomplishments

RMP Resource Allocation or
Management Practice or
Activity

Forest and Timber Resources

Regeneration harvest from
the Harvest Land Base
(HLB)

Commercial thinning/
density management/
uneven-age harvests (HLB)

Commercial thinning/
density management/
uneven-age harvests
(Reserves)

Timber Volume Sold (HLB)

Timber Volume Sold
(Reserves)

Pre-commercial thinning

Brush field/hardwood
conversion

Site preparation prescribed
fire

Site preparation other

Fuels Treatment Acres
(prescribed fire)

Fuels Treatment Acres
(mechanical and other
methods)

Planting/ regular stock
Planting/ genetically selected

Stand
Maintenance/Protection

Vegetation control
Animal damage control
Fertilization

Pruning

Activity Units

Acres sold

Acres sold

Acres sold

MMBF
MMCF

MMBF
MMCF

Acres

Acres

Acres

Acres

Acres

Acres

Acres
Acres

Total acres

Acres
Acres
Acres

Acres

Fiscal Year 2003
Accomplishments
or Program Status

147

1,563

1.018
0.188

22.841
4.193

1,573
42

30

23
40

1,685

19
222

1,669
241

1,129

Cumulative
Practices, since
RMP approval

2,316

3,947

3,538

157.538
25.353

47.583
8.726

17,515
226

2,020

1,470
79

1,964

2,942
3,257

29,321
4,959
22,740
4,817

Projected
Decadal
Practices

5,800

6,100

No Target

236
39.2

No Target

34,800
1,200

7,600

1,000
No Target

No Target

2,200
5,400
64,000

56,100
7,900
12,000
8,700



Noxious Weeds

Noxious weeds chemical
control

Noxious weeds, by other
control methods

Rangeland Resources

Livestock grazing permits or
leases

Animal Unit Months (actual)

Livestock fences constructed

Realty Actions, Rights-of-Ways, Transportation Systems

Realty, land sales
Realty, land purchases

Realty, land exchanges

Realty, Jurisdictional
Transfer (Coquille Forest,
USFWS Oregon Islands
Wilderness)

Realty, CBWR Title
Clarification

Realty, R&PP leases/patents

Realty, road rights-of-way
acquired for public/agency
use

Realty, other rights-of-way,
permits or leases granted

Realty, utility rights-of-way
granted (linear/aerial)

Realty, withdrawals
completed

Realty, withdrawals
revoked(COE on the North
Spit)

Realty, withdrawals
completed

New permanent road
construction *

Roads fully decommissioned/
obliterated *

Acres

Acres

Total/renewed units

AUMs
Miles

Actions/acres
Actions/acres

Actions/acres

acquired/disposed

Actions/acres
disposed

Actions/acres
disposed

Actions/acres

Actions/miles

Actions/miles

Actions/miles/acres

Actions/acres

Actions/acres

Actions/acres

Miles/acres

Miles/acres

840

680

23

2/.2

3/3.7/23

1/43

0/0

0/0

2118

1625

519

3/5
3/117
1/75/320

2/5,420

1/192

1/129

5/1

14/18.1

18/67.7/188

5/2,810

2/356

5/2,810

15.0/80.1

18.82/74.8

No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target
N/A

No Target
No Target
No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target

18.6/100

No Target



Roads decommissioned * Miles/acres
Roads closed/gated Miles
Energy and Minerals Actions

Mineral/energy, total oil and = Actions/acres
gas leases

Mineral/energy, total other Actions/acres
leases

Mining plans approved Actions/acres
Mining claims patented Actions/acres
Mineral material sites Actions/acres
opened

Mineral material sites, closed = Actions/acres
Recreation and Off-highway Vehicles

Recreation, maintained — Units/miles
multiple use trails
(hike/horse/bike/OHV)

Recreation, maintained Units/miles
hiking trails (non-motorized)

Recreation, sites managed Units/acres
Cultural Resources
Cultural resource inventories  Sites/acres

Cultural/historic sites Sites/acres
nominated

Hazardous Materials

Hazardous material sites

Hazardous material sites, Sites
identified

Hazardous material sites, Sites
remediated

Bureau managed lands only
2

7.19/30.5
0/0

2/22

3/4

17/4,556

2/2

Roads closed to the general public, but retained for administrative or legal access

78.90/365.7
13.9

1/300

6/66

8/14

17/4,556

109/252
0

19/19
19

19

No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target
No Target
No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target
No Target

No Target
No Target

No Target
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Introduction

This Annual Program Summary (APS) is a requirement of the Coos Bay District Record of
Decision and Resource Management Plan (RMP/ROD). It is a progress report on the various
programs and activities that have occurred on the District during Fiscal Year (FY) 2003, and
provides an indication of some upcoming activities for FY 2004. It also reports on the results of
the District implementation monitoring accomplishments in accord with Appendix L of the
RMP/ROD and the District Monitoring Plan. Cumulative information covering the periods of
1995-2003 for several programs is discussed in the APS. Additional detailed information is
available in background files and data bases from the Coos Bay District Office.

In April 1994 the Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management Planning Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl was signed by
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior. (In this document this plan will be
referred to as the Northwest Forest Plan [NFP]). The RMP/ROD was approved in May 1995,
and adopted and incorporated the Standards and Guidelines from the NFP in the form of
Management Actions/Direction.

Both the NFP and RMP/ROD embrace the concepts of ecosystem management at a much
broader perspective than had been traditional in the past. Land Use Allocations were established
in the NFP covering all federal lands within the range of the spotted owl. Analysis such as
watershed analysis and Late-Successional Reserve Assessments are conducted at a broader scale
and involve other land owners in addition to BLM. These analyses look at resource values from
a landscape level, with an ecosystem perspective.

The Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey and
Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines was
signed in January 2001. This document revised and replaces the management direction for the
survey and manage and protection buffer species that was contained in the NFP and RMP/ROD.
Three other Supplemental Environmental Impact Statements are scheduled to be completed and
their Record of Decisions signed early in 2004. They are Management of Port-Orford-Cedar in
Southwest Oregon, Clarification of Language in the 1994 Record of Decision for the Northwest
Forest Plan, and To Remove or Modify the Survey and Manage Mitigation Measure Standards
and Guidelines.

The District has been involved with the Southwestern Oregon Provincial Advisory Council and
Provincial Interagency Executive Committee involving federal agencies, local governmental
bodies, Native American tribes, and interest groups, as well as watershed councils which have
been formed to address concerns at the local watershed level. The Council has addressed issues
spanning all resources and ownerships within the southwestern Oregon province.

The Coos Bay District administers approximately 324,800 acres located in Coos, Curry,
Douglas, and Lane counties. Under the NFP and the RMP/ROD management of these lands are
included in three primary Land Use Allocations: the Matrix, where the majority of commodity
production will occur; Late-Successional Reserves, where providing habitat for late-successional
and old-growth forest related species is emphasized and; Riparian Reserves, where maintaining












County Payments

The Coos Bay District is one of five Western Oregon BLM Districts working with local counties
and communities to implement the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination
Act of 2000. The purpose of the act is “to restore stability and predictability to the annual
payments made to States and counties containing National Forest System Lands and public
domain lands managed by the BLM for use by the counties for the benefit of public schools,
roads, and other purposes.”

Under Title 11 of the Act, counties can elect to designate a portion of the funds they receive under
the Secure Rural Schools and Communities Self-Determination Act to be used for special
projects on Federal Lands. These project funds may be used by the Secretary of the Interior for
the purpose of entering into and implementing cooperative agreements with willing Federal
Agencies, State and local governments, private and non-profit entities, and landowners for
protection, restoration and enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat, and other resource
objectives consistent with the purpose of this title on Federal lands and on non-Federal lands
where projects would benefit these resources on Federal lands.

Contractor for the South Coast Watershed Council transporting large wood
to be placed in the New River estuary in order to enhance habitat for coho salmon.

Funds made available in FY 2003 under Title 11 by the three counties within the BLM Coos Bay
District were as follows: Coos County - $221,120; Curry County - $201,813; and Douglas
County - $629,109.
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Projects eligible for Title Il funding were reviewed and recommended for funding by the BLM
Coos Bay District Resource Advisory Council (RAC). The RAC reviewed a total of thirty-one
projects submitted by the BLM, Coos County, the Coquille Indian Tribe, local watershed groups,
and others. Table 7 displays the types of projects recommended and subsequently approved for
funding at these meetings and the money distribution in each of the project categories.

Table 7. Title 11 projects approved for funding in FY 2003

Type of Project Number of Coos Number of Curry Number of Douglas ~ Total Funding for
County Projects County Projects County Projects projects in FY 2002

Instream large 0 0 2 $59,000

wood placement

Instream culvert 0 0 4 $246,500

replacement

Riparian 0 0 0 $0

Restoration

Road related 1 1 1 $404,000

restoration

Noxious Weed 1 0 2 $53,000

Control

Monitoring 0 0 1 $55,250

Trail Maintenance 0 0 0 $0

Other 2 2 2 $231,100

Total * 4 3 12 $993,600

* All available funds were not allocated to projects

Contractors hired by Coos Watershed
Association replacing a culvert in a tributary
to Catching Slough though Title 11 funding
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Late-Successional Reserve Assessments

The NFP requires the completion of Late-Successional Reserve (LSR) Assessments. All habitat
manipulation activities in LSRs prior to FY 97 were covered by initial LSR assessments
completed in accordance with the RMP and NFP.

In FY 98 the Coos Bay, Roseburg, and Medford BLM Districts, and the Mapleton Ranger
District of the Siuslaw National Forest jointly completed the South Coast - Northern Klamath
Late-Successional Reserve Assessment. This Assessment included 10 individual LSRs involving
approximately 258,000 acres of federal lands located in southwestern Oregon between the
California border and the Umpgqua river and extends east to the Interstate 5 corridor. Completion
of this assessment essentially completes assessments for all LSRs within the Coos Bay District
and also in southwestern Oregon. The District also completed a “mini LSR assessment” to
permit completion of a Jobs-in-the-Woods watershed restoration project in the Slide Creek
drainage.

As specified in the ROD, LSR Assessments include eight components:

A history and inventory of overall vegetative conditions;

A list of identified late-successional associated species known to exist within the LSR;
A history and description of current land uses in the LSR;

A fire management plan;

Criteria for developing appropriate treatments;

Identification of specific areas that could be treated under these criteria;

A proposed implementation schedule tiered to higher order plans, and;

Proposed monitoring and evaluation components to help evaluate if future activities are
carried out as intended and achieve intended results.

NN E

In FY 2003, West Tioga DM was offered and sold. Hatcher Creek Dm was reoffered (a FY
2002 no-bid sale) and sold. Camas Central DMT timber sale was planned, but was postponed
due to the Port-Orford-cedar lawsuit. Shotgun DM was offered for sale, but did not sell, and will
be reoffered along with additional sales in FY 2004. Each of these sales is being developed in
accord with the management recommendations contained in the LSR assessment. In addition to
activity in these commercial sized stands, pre-commercial density management projects have
also been conducted in younger stands to begin the development of late-successional stand
characteristics in these stands.

Matrix
15 Percent Analysis

The NFP/ROD (page C-44) and Coos Bay District RMP ROD (page 53) require that the BLM
and USFS provide for the retention of late-successional/old-growth fragments in the matrix
where little remains. The standards and guidelines are to be applied to any fifth field watershed
in which federal forest lands are currently comprised of 15 percent or less late-successional
forest, considering all land allocations. In preparing watershed analysis documents the District
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completed an initial screening of watersheds including lands managed by the Siuslaw and
Siskiyou National Forests for compliance with the 15 percent retention standards and guidelines.
Results of this analysis were reported in the watershed analysis documents. All Coos Bay
District FY 95 to 2003 sales sold under the NFP have complied with the 15 percent rule using the
initial analysis.

A joint BLM/FS Instruction Memorandum was issued on September 14, 1998. This provided the
final guidance for implementing the 15 percent standards and guidelines throughout the area
covered by the NFP. Implementation of this guidance is required for all actions with decisions
beginning October 1, 1999. A final 15 percent analysis was completed in 1999.

Only the Lower Coquille River and the Middle Main Coquille River fifth field watersheds have
less than 15 percent late-successional forest (see Table 8). Regeneration harvest in these two
watersheds will be deferred until the 15 percent standard is met.

Regeneration harvest will also be deferred at least one decade in the Whaleshead Creek and

Lower Coos River/Coos River watersheds listed in Table 8 in order to be sure that harvesting
will not reduce the late-successional forest component below 15 percent.

Table 8. Fifth Field Watersheds With Deferred Regeneration Harvest

Percentage of Federal Forest 80+ Harvestable Acres Deferred
Years Old
Lower Coquille River 44 160
Middle Main Coquille River 0.0 767
Lower Coos River/Coos River 17.7 935
Whaleshead Creek 27.1 66
Total Deferred Regeneration 1,928

Harvest Acres

The total 1,928 deferred acres represents about 4 percent of the District’s Matrix acres.
Deferring these acres from harvesting has no significant impact on the District’s sustainable
ASQ.
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Program Accomplishments

The remainder of the APS will report progress in implementing the RMP by program area.
Air Quality

All prescribed fire activities conformed to the Oregon Smoke Management and Visibility
Protection Plans. No intrusions occurred into designated areas as a result of prescribed burning
and fuels treatment activities on the District. There are no Class | airsheds within the District.
Air quality standards for the District’s prescribed fire and fuels program are monitored and

controlled by the Oregon Department of Forestry through their “Operation Guidance for the
Oregon Smoke Management Program.”

Broadcast burn on Slide Show - unit # 1
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Water and Soils

Middle Creek Falls, North Fork Coquille

Water

The District continues to complete Water Quality Restoration Plan for 303d listed streams as
required by Oregon State Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). Water Quality
Restoration Plans for the Lower South Fork Coquille and for seven listed stream segments within
the Umpqua Basin have been completed. Additionally, in the South Coast Basin, , 70% of
stream segments have been finished, three listed stream segments are in progress, and three
stream segments are planned to be completed. Overall, 78% of stream segments (21 of 28) have
been finished, representing mostly DEQ summer temperature exceedances in District watersheds
(See Table 9).

Streamflow and temperature were measured at eight small forested gaging stations for long-term
trends. These stations are distributed throughout the Oregon Coast and Siskiyou Mountains
physiographic provinces. They have been operated under a cooperative agreement with Douglas
and Coos Counties and the Oregon Water Resources Department. Data from streamflow stations
in the region, including these stations, has been collected and is being used to construct useful
hydrology and geomorphological relationships. Hydrologists from BLM’s National Applied
Resource Science Center are assisting with this effort. These relationships will be used to aid in-
stream restoration project designs.
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Table 9. Coos Bay District Water Quality Management Plans Status

Basin  Umpgqua

Name & Description

Buck Creek
Mouth to West Fork

Herb Creek
Mouth to Headwaters

Paradise Creek
Mouth to East/ West Forks

Russel Creek (Smith River)
Mouth to Headwaters

Smith River, West Fork
Mouth to Headwaters

Soup Creek
Mouth to North Fork

South Sisters Creek (Smith River)
Mouth to headwaters

Basin  South Coast
Name & Description

Alder Creek
Mouth to headwaters

Belieu Creek
Mouth to headwaters

Big Creek
Mouth to Headwaters

Bravo Creek
Mouth to Headwaters

Burnt Creek
Mouth to Headwaters

Cherry Creek
Mouth to Little Cherry

Chetco River, North Fork
Mouth to Bravo Creek

Coquille River, East Fork
Mouth to Lost Creek

Parameter

Temperature

Temperature

Temperature

Temperature

Temperature

Temperature

Temperature

Parameter

Temperature

Temperature

Temperature

Temperature

Temperature

Temperature

Temperature

Temperature

Criteria/Season

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Criteria/Season

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Rearing 64 F/ Summer

Field Office/Status
Umpqua/

BLM/DEQ/Completed
Umpqua/ Completed
Umpqua/

BLM/DEQ/Completed
Umpqua / Completed
Umpqua / Completed
Umpqua/

BLM/DEQ/Completed
Umpqua / Completed

Field Office/Status
Umpqua / Completed

Myrtlewood / Planned

Myrtlewood/Completed

Myrtlewood/Completed

Umpqua / In Progress

Umpqua / Completed

Myrtlewood/Completed

Myrtlewood/Completed
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