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A Message from the District Manager 

This is the seventh 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 2002 (October 2001 
through September 2002) 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 2002 and cumulative accomplishments for fiscal years 1995 or 1996 
through 2002. 

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. I 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 2002 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 over $1 
million in fiscal year 2002 in the District under Title II 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 started 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 
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Table S-1 Coos Bay RMP Planning Area, Summary of Resource Management Actions, 
Directions, and Accomplishments 

RMP Resource Allocation or 
Management Practice or 
Activity 

Activity Units Fiscal Year 2002 
Accomplishments 
or Program Status 

Cumulative 
Practices, since 
RMP approval 

Projected 
Decadal 
Practices 

Forest and Timber Resources 

Regeneration harvest from 
the Harvest Land Base 
(HLB) 

Acres sold 17 2,308 5,800 

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

Acres sold 325 3,800 6,100 

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

Acres sold 368 1,975 No Target 

Timber Volume Sold (HLB) MMBF 
MMCF 

4.676 
0.901 

156.520 
25.165 

236 
39.2 

Timber Volume Sold 
(Reserves) 

MMBF 
MMCF 

4.848 
0.918 

24.742 
4.533 

No Target 

Pre-commercial thinning Acres 1,638 15,942 34,800 

Brush field/hardwood 
conversion 

Acres 0 184 1,200 

Site preparation prescribed 
fire 

Acres 190 1,990 7,600 

Site preparation other Acres 50 1,447 1,000 

Fuels Treatment Acres 
(prescribed fire) 

Acres 4 39 No Target 

Fuels Treatment Acres 
(mechanical and other 
methods) 

Acres 272 279 No Target 

Planting/ regular stock Acres 155 2,923 2,200 

Planting/ genetically selected Acres 179 3,035 5,400 

Stand 
Maintenance/Protection 

Total acres 64,000

 Vegetation control Acres 1,543 27,652 56,100

 Animal damage control Acres 334 4,718 7,900 

Fertilization Acres 0 22,740 12,000 

Pruning Acres 1,024 3,688 8,700 
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Noxious Weeds 

Noxious weeds chemical 
control 

Acres 878 1278 No Target 

Noxious weeds, by other 
control methods 

Acres 15 1625 No Target 

Rangeland Resources 

Livestock grazing permits or 
leases 

Total/renewed units 6 6 No Target 

Animal Unit Months (actual) AUMs 496 496 No Target 

Livestock fences 
constructed 

Miles 0 0 N/A 

Realty Actions, Rights-of-Ways, Transportation Systems 

Realty, land sales Actions/acres 0 3/5 No Target 

Realty, land purchases Actions/acres 1/2 3/117 No Target 

Realty, land exchanges Actions/acres 
acquired/disposed 

0 1/75/320 No Target 

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

Actions/acres 
disposed 

0 2/5,420 No Target 

Realty, CBWR Title 
Clarification 

Actions/acres 
disposed 

0 1/192 No Target 

Realty, R&PP leases/patents Actions/acres 0 1/129 No Target 

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

Actions/miles 0 5/1 No Target 

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

Actions/miles 2/9.0 12/17.9 No Target 

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

Actions/miles/acres 3/1/15 15/64/165 No Target 

Realty, withdrawals 
completed 

Actions/acres 0 5/2,810 No Target 

Realty, withdrawals 
revoked(COE on the North 
Spit) 

Actions/acres 1/313 1/313 No Target 

Realty, withdrawals 
completed 

Actions/acres 0 5/2,810 No Target 

New permanent road 
construction 1 

Miles/acres 0/0 15.0/80.1 18.6/100 
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Roads fully 
decommissioned/ 
obliterated 1 

Miles/acres 5.33/22.6 18.82/74.8 No Target 

Roads decommissioned 1 Miles/acres 2.33/9.9 71.71/335.2 No Target 

Roads closed/gated 2 Miles 0/0 13.9 No Target 

Energy and Minerals Actions 

Mineral/energy, total oil and 
gas leases 

Actions/acres 0 0 No Target 

Mineral/energy, total other 
leases 

Actions/acres 0 0 No Target 

Mining plans approved Actions/acres 0 1/300 No Target 

Mining claims patented Actions/acres 0 0 No Target 

Mineral material sites opened Actions/acres 0 0 No Target 

Mineral material sites, closed Actions/acres 0 0 No Target 

Recreation and Off-highway Vehicles 

Recreation, maintained off 
highway vehicle trails 

Units/miles 0 1/6 No Target 

Recreation, maintained 
hiking trails 

Units/miles 2/22 8/48 No Target 

Recreation, sites managed Units/miles 15/4,556 15/4,556 No Target 

Cultural Resources 

Cultural resource inventories Sites/acres 0 109/252 No Target 

Cultural/historic sites 
nominated 

Sites/acres 0 0 No Target 

Hazardous Materials 

Hazardous material sites 3/3 19/19 No Target 

Hazardous material sites, 
identified 

Sites 3 19 No Target 

Hazardous material sites, 
remediated 

Sites 3 19 No Target 

1 Bureau managed lands only 
2 Roads closed to the general public, but retained for administrative or legal access 
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Appendix C 
Implementation Monitoring for FY 2002 

The following two lists of questions have been used to record the Coos Bay District Implementation 
Monitoring results for FY 2002. The first list, 2002 Project Specific RMP Implementation 
Monitoring Questions, have been used for each of the 22 projects monitored. The summary for the 
22 projects monitored in FY 2002 has been included in the previous section on Coos Bay 
implementation monitoring. The completed forms for individual projects are available for review at the 
District office. 

The second list, APS Related RMP Implementation Monitoring Questions, include answers to each 
of the questions. 

In addition to the monitoring reported in this APS, other projects and/or programs are conducting 
monitoring activities as a part of project implementation. 

144 



Coos Bay District
 
2002 Project Specific RMP Implementation Monitoring Questions
 

Abbreviation legend: 
NFP = Northwest Forest Plan RMP = Resource Management Plan 
RR = Riparian Reserve LSR = Late Successional Reserve 
KW = Key Watershed AL = All land use allocations 
MTX = matrix (including connectivity) SM = Survey and Manage SEIS 

NOTE: Each question begins with a parenthesis which identifies the areas where the question applies and 
ends with NFP, SM, or RMP page references. 

Questions 73-113 are not project related, but appropriate for the Annual Program Summary. They are 
described in the Question.aps document. 

Questions relating directly to S&Gs in either the NFP, SM, or RMP are rated against a set of answers as 
follows: 

Meets S&G �  Doesn’t Meet S&G �  Not Capable of Meeting S&G �  N/A �

Each question has four potential responses as to whether the project meets the standards and guidelines 
(note: some questions can only be answered met or not met). 

Met the procedural or biological requirements of the S&G (e.g., the S&G calls for a minimum of 
120 linear feet of logs per acre greater than 16 inches in diameter and 20 feet long and the project 
retained 320 linear feet of such logs, the project “met” the S&G). 

Not Met the S&G (if, in the above example, 75 feet of such logs were retained - but it was possible 
to have retained 120 feet). 

Not Capable of meeting the S&G (if, in the above example, 75 feet of such logs were retained - but 
the site did not have enough 16 inch logs to meet the S&G. Thus, the S&G was not met, but there 
was no way to meet it). 

Not Applicable (for example, the S&G calls for 120 linear feet of logs per acre, but the project is 
located in a province or land allocation where the S&G does not apply). 

Questions better answered by Yes / No, or relating to Documentation and Issues not directly related to 
specific S&Gs, but important to monitor are rated against the following: 

Yes � No � N/A �

This Set of questions applies to the following project: 

Project 
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Q# Question Rating Narrative Response 

1. (RR, KW) Was a 
watershed analysis 
completed before 
initiating actions in a 
Riparian Reserve or 
Key Watershed? (NFP 
B20) (RMP 7, 13) 

Yes �
No �
N/A �

2. (AL) Were the 
concerns identified in 
the watershed 
analysis addressed in 
the project EA? (NFP 
B20) (RMP 7, 13) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

3. (AL) Were all streams 
& water bodies 
identified? (NFP C30­
31) (RMP 12) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

4. (AL) Were the stream 
boundaries 
established correctly? 
(NFP C30-31) (RMP 
12) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

5. (AL) Has the project 
reduced or maintained, 
the net amount of 
roads within the Key 
Watersheds? (NFP 
C7) (RMP 7, 70) 

Yes �
No �
N/A �

6. (RR) Were proposed 
activities within the 
RR clearly defined and 
stipulated in the 
project 
documentation? 

Yes �
No �
N/A �
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7. (RR) Did 
documentation clearly 
show how the 
proposed activities 
meets or does not 
prevent attainment of 
the aquatic 
conservation strategy 
(ACS) objectives? 
(NFP B-10, C-31-38) 
(RMP 6, 13-17) 

Yes �
No �
N/A �

8. (AL) Was project 
implementation 
consistent with the 
EA and decision? 

Yes �
No �
N/A �

9. Summary Question for 
3 thru 8 
(AL) Were the 
Riparian Reserves in 
the project area 
designed and 
implemented in 
accordance with the 
NFP S&Gs? (NFP C30) 
(RMP 13) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

10. (RR) Were activities 
designed to minimize 
new road and landing 
construction, or where 
necessary, were they 
designed to minimize 
impacts to Riparian 
Reserves? (NFP C32) 
(RMP 13) 

Yes �
No �
N/A �

11. (RR) Are new 
structures and 
improvements 
(culverts, roads, 
bridges etc) in 
Riparian Reserves 
constructed to 
minimize the diversion 
of natural hydrologic 
flow paths? (NFP C32) 
(RMP 13-14, 69) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �
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12. (RR) Are new 
structures and 
improvements 
(culverts, roads, 
bridges etc) in 
Riparian Reserves 
constructed to reduce 
the amount of 
sediment delivery into 
the stream? (NFP C32) 
(RMP 14, 69) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

13. (RR) Are new 
structures and 
improvements 
(culverts, roads, 
bridges etc) in 
Riparian Reserves 
constructed to protect 
fish and wildlife 
populations? (NFP 
C32) (RMP 14, 69) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

14. (RR) Are new 
structures and 
improvements 
(culverts, roads, 
bridges etc) in 
Riparian Reserves 
constructed to 
accommodate the 
100-year flood? (NFP 
C32) (RMP 14, 69) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

15. (RR) Is the project 
consistent with a road 
management or 
transportation 
management plan 
(includes; operations 
and maintenance, 
traffic regulations 
during wet periods, 
road management 
objectives, and 
inspection/ 
maintenance for storm 
events)? (NFP C32) 
(RMP 14, 70) 

Yes �
No �
N/A �
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16. (RR) Are new 
recreation facilities 
within the Riparian 
Reserves designed so 
as not to prevent 
meeting aquatic 
conservation strategy 
objectives? (NFP C34) 
(RMP 14, 46) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

17. (RR) Are all mining 
related structures 
support facilities, and 
roads located outside 
the Riparian 
Reserves? (NFP C34) 
(RMP 15, 57 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

18. (RR) Are mining 
related activities 
within the RR meeting 
the objectives of the 
aquatic conservation 
strategy? (NFP C34) 
(RMP 15) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

19. (RR) Are all solid and 
sanitary waste 
facilities related to 
mining excluded from 
Riparian Reserves or 
located, monitored 
and reclaimed in 
accordance with SEIS 
record of decision 
S&G and resource 
management plan 
management 
direction? (NFP C34) 
(RMP 15, 57) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

20. (AL) Were activities 
designed to Protect all 
suitable marbled 
murrelet habitat within 
0.5 mile of activity 
center? (RMP 36) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �
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21. (AL) Were activities 
designed to Protect or 
enhance unsuitable 
marbled murrelet 
habitat within 0.5 mile 
of activity center? 
(RMP 36) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

22. (LSR) Was REO 
review completed 
where required (i.e. 
salvage, silviculture...) 
and recommendations 
implemented? (RMP 
19) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

23. (LSR) Were activities 
designed to avoid 
timber harvest in 
stands over 80? (NFP 
C12) (RMP 19) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

24. (LSR) Were activities 
designed to limit 
salvage to areas 
greater than 10 acres 
and less than 40 
percent canopy 
closure? (NFP C14) 
(RMP 19) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

25. (LSR) Were salvage 
activities designed to 
retain standing live 
trees and snags? (NFP 
C14) (RMP 19) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

26. (LSR) Were activities 
designed to avoid or 
minimize new road 
construction, or where 
necessary, were roads 
designed to minimize 
impacts to late-
successional stands? 
(NFP C16) (RMP 20) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �
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27. (LSR) Have habitat 
improvement projects 
been designed to 
improve conditions for 
fish, wildlife, or 
watersheds and to 
provide benefits to 
late-successional 
habitat? (NFP C17) 
(RMP 20) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

28. (LSR) Has the project 
avoided the 
introduction of 
nonnative plants and 
animals into LSRs (if 
an introduction is 
undertaken, has an 
assessment shown 
that the action will not 
retard or prevent the 
attainment of LSR 
objectives)? (NFP 
C19) (RMP 21) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

29. (MTX) Were 
“unmapped” LSRs in 
the vicinity of the 
project identified in 
the EA? (NFP C3, C39) 

Yes �
No �
N/A �

30. (MTX)Were activities 
designed to protect or 
enhance the 
“unmapped” LSR? 
(NFP C3,C39) (RMP 
34, 36) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

31. (MTX) Was suitable 
habitat around all 
occupied marbled 
murrelet sites 
protected during 
project planning? 
(NFP C3, C10) (RMP 
36) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �
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32. (MTX) Was 
recruitment habitat 
around all occupied 
marbled murrelet sites 
protected or enhanced 
during project 
planning? (NFP C3, 
C10) (RMP 36) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

33. (MTX) Was suitable 
habitat within 100 acre 
core areas around all 
known (Before Jan 1, 
1994) spotted owl 
activity centers 
protected during 
project planning? 
(NFP C3, C10) (RMP 
23) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

34. (MTX) Was non-
suitable habitat within 
100 acre core areas 
around all known 
(Before Jan 1, 1994) 
spotted owl activity 
centers protected or 
enhanced during 
project planning? 
(NFP C3, C10) (RMP 
23) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

35. (MTX) Do 
management activities 
within the range of 
Port-Orford cedar 
conform to the 
guidelines contained 
in the BLM Port-
Orford cedar 
Management 
Guidelines? (RMP 23) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

36. (MTX) Are suitable 
(40% of potential) 
snags being left in 
timber harvest units? 
(NFP C41) (RMP 22, 
27) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �
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37. (MTX) Is Coarse 
Woody Debris (CWD) 
already on the ground 
retained and protected 
during and after 
regeneration harvest? 
(NFP C40) (RMP 22) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

38. (MTX) Are 120 linear 
feet of decay class 1 
and 2 logs per acre, at 
least 16"in diameter 
and 16' in length 
retained and protected 
during and after 
regeneration harvest ? 
(NFP C40) (RMP 22, 
53) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

39. (MTX) Are 6-8 (12-18 
in connectivity) green 
conifer trees per acre 
retained in 
regeneration harvest 
units? (NFP C41-42) 
(RMP 23, 28, 54) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

40. (MTX) Was harvest 
consistent with 
retention of the 15% 
late successional 
stands analysis 
identified in the 5th 
field watershed? 
(NFP C44) (RMP 23, 
28, 53) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

41. (AL) If dust abatement 
measures were 
required during 
construction and 
log/rock hauling, was 
it implemented ? 
(RMP 24) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �
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42. (AL) Concerning 
water and soil “Best 
Management 
Practices” (BMPs), 
were all potentially 
impacted beneficial 
uses identified in the 
EA? (NFP B32) (RMP 
25, App D BMPs) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

43. (AL) Were the 
appropriate BMPs 
designed to avoid or 
mitigate potential 
impacts to beneficial 
uses? (NFP B32) 
(RMP 25, App D) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

44. (AL) Were the 
designed BMPs 
implemented? (NFP 
B32) (RMP 25, App D) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

45. (LSR, RR) Are suitable 
snags being left in 
timber harvest units? 
What standard was 
used for each project 
and why? (NFP C40­
41, C14-15) (RMP 19) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

46. (LSR, RR) Is CWD 
already on the ground 
retained and protected 
during density 
management harvest? 
What standard was 
used for each project 
and why? (NFP C40­
41, C14-15) (RMP 13, 
19) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

47. (LSR, RR) Is sufficient 
CWD retained 
following harvest 
activities? (NFP C40­
41, C14-15) (RMP13, 
19) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �
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48. (AL) Are special 
habitats (i.e. talus, 
cliffs, caves) being 
identified and 
protected? (RMP 28) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

49. (AL) Has protection 
been provided for 
abandoned caves, 
abandoned mines, 
abandoned wooden 
bridges and 
abandoned buildings 
that are used as roost 
sites for bats? (SM38) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

50. (AL) Have surveys for 
bats been conducted 
according to a 
standardized regional 
protocol? (SM38) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

51. (AL) Have site 
management measures 
been developed for 
sites containing bats? 
(SM38) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

52. (AL) If Townsend's 
big-eared bats were 
found, have the 
appropriate state 
wildlife agencies been 
notified? (SM38) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

53. (AL) Has timber 
harvest been 
prohibited within 250 
feet of abandoned 
caves, abandoned 
mines, abandoned 
wooden bridges and 
abandoned buildings 
containing bats? 
(SM38) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

54. (RR) Were potential 
adverse impacts to 
fish habitat and fish 
stocks identified in 
the EA? (RMP 30) 

Yes �
No �
N/A �

155 



 

55. (AL) Were design 
features and 
mitigating measures 
for fish species 
identified in EA and 
contract? (RMP 30) 

Yes �
No �
N/A �

56. (AL) Were design 
features and 
mitigating measures 
for fish species 
implemented? (RMP 
30) 

Yes �
No �
N/A �

57. (AL) Have 
predisturbance 
surveys been 
conducted to protocol 
for category A and C 
species or category B 
species requiring 
equivalent-effort 
surveys? (SM7,8, 
9,10,11, SMROD5) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

58. (AL) For category A, 
B, C, D and E species 
have known sites or 
high priority sites 
been managed 
according to the 
management 
recommendations? (if 
no management 
recommendations, 
then appendix J2 and 
professional 
judgement) Identify 
how this was 
accomplished. (SM7) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �

59. (AL) Have known site 
records (available to 
date) for the project 
area been verified and 
entered into ISMS? 
(SM15) 

Meets S&G �
Doesn’t Meet S&G �
Not Capable of Meeting 
S&G �
N/A  �
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60. (AL) If any species 
were found, what 
species were they and 
what management 
actions were 
implemented? (NFP 
C5) 

Narrative Response 
required 

61. (AL) Are special 
status species being 
considered in deciding 
whether or not to go 
forward with forest 
management and other 
actions? 

Yes �
No �
N/A �

62. (AL) During forest 
management and other 
actions that may 
impact special status 
species, are steps 
taken to adequately 
mitigate disturbances? 
(RMP 32) 

Yes �
No �
N/A �

63. (AL) Was analysis 
conducted and 
appropriate 
consultation with 
USFWS and NMFS 
completed on special 
status species to 
ensure consistency 
under existing laws? 
(NFP 53-54, A2-3, C1) 
(RMP 32) 

Yes �
No �
N/A �

64. (AL) Are BLM 
actions and 
BLM-authorized 
actions/uses adjacent 
to or within special 
areas consistent with 
resource management 
plan objectives and 
management direction 
for special areas? If 
not, what is being 
done to correct the 
situation? (RMP L 15) 

Yes �
No �
N/A �
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65. (AL) Are actions 
needed to maintain or 
restore the important 
values of the special 
areas being 
implemented? (RMP 
38) 

Yes 
No 
N/A 

�
�
�

66. (AL) Are cultural 
resources being 
addressed in deciding 
whether or not to go 
forward with forest 
management and other 
actions? (RMP 40) 

Yes 
No 
N/A 

�
�
�

67. (AL) During forest 
management and other 
actions that may 
disturb cultural 
resources, are steps 
taken to adequately 
manage and protect 
disturbances? (RMP 
40) 

Yes 
No 
N/A 

�
�
�

68. (AL) In Visual 
Resource 
Management Class II 
and III areas, were 
visual resource design 
features and 
mitigating measures 
identified in the EA 
and contract (RMP 41) 

Yes 
No 
N/A 

�
�
�

69. (AL) For projects or 
research within 
designated segments 
(eligible or suitable) of 
a Wild and Scenic 
River, were potential 
impacts to 
outstandingly 
remarkable values 
identified? (RMP 42) 

Yes 
No 
N/A 

�
�
�
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70. (AL) For actions 
within the identified 
Rural Interface Areas, 

Yes 
No 
N/A 

�
�
�

Are design features 
and mitigation 
measures developed 
and implemented to 
minimize the 
possibility of conflicts 
between private and 
federal land 
management? (RMP 
44) 

71. (AL) Was creation of Yes �
a “fire hazard” 
considered during 
project planning? 
(RMP 74) 

No 
N/A 

�
�

72. (AL) Did the IDT plan Yes �
for fire hazard No �
reduction? (RMP 75) N/A �
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Coos Bay District
 
2002 APS Related RMP Implementation Monitoring Questions
 

Abbreviation legend: 
NFP = Northwest Forest Plan RMP=Resource Management Plan 
RR = Riparian Reserve LSR= Late Successional Reserve 
KW = Key Watershed AL = All land use allocations 
MTX = matrix (including connectivity) SA = Special Area (ACEC, RNA, EEA) 
WSR = Wild & Scenic River SM = Survey and Manage SEIS 
REQ = Requirement reference from RMP appendix L 

NOTE: Each question begins with a parenthesis which identifies the areas where the question applies 
and ends with NFP page references, RMP page references and RMP requirement number that applies 
to question. 

Questions 1-72 were project related questions and are found in the question document. 

73.	 (RR) What types of projects are being implemented within riparian reserves to achieve 
the Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives? (NFP C32) (RMP 7, 13) 

In FY 2002 the following types (and numbers) of restoration projects were undertaken in riparian 
reserves using Jobs-in-the Woods funds: 

Instream Habitat / Large Wood Placement - 8 
Culvert Replacement Projects - 9 
Road Related Restoration - 4 
Riparian / Wetland Restoration - 3 
Bat Box Construction and Placement - 1 
Wildlife Tree / Snag Creation - 1 
Noxious Weed Control - 3 
Snowy Plover Habitat restoration - 1 

In FY 2002 the following types (and numbers) of restoration projects were undertaken in riparian 
reserves using Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act of 2000 - Title II funds: 

Culvert Replacement Project - 3 

Several other projects beneficial to riparian reserves were funded, but were not completed in FY 2002 
due to issues with contracting timing. 
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74. 	 (RR) Do watershed analyses identify mitigation measures where existing recreation 
facilities are not meeting Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives? Have they been 
implemented? (NFP C34) (RMP 14) 

The Coos Bay District does not manage any developed recreation sites on BLM lands covered by 
either of the watershed analysis documents completed in FY 2002. The 2001 North Fork Coquille 
Watershed Analysis included an assessment of the BLM recreation sites with respect to attaining ACS 
objectives. The BLM recreation site facilities did not prevent attainment of ACS objectives. However, 
the assessment did identify opportunities to do stream side stand restoration inside the recreation site 
boundaries. These recommendations will be considered in a proposed restoration project currently 
under consideration. 

75.	 (LSR) Have Late-Successional Reserves assessments been prepared prior to habitat 
manipulation activities? (NFP A7, C11, C26) (RMP 18) 

The Oregon Coast Province - Southern Portion LSR Assessments completed in 1997 and the South 
Coast - Northern Klamath LSR Assessment completed in 1998 address habitat manipulation 
activities. Prior to completion of these LSR Assessment documents, individual project assessments 
were prepared and submitted to REO for review. 

76. 	 (LSR) What is the status of development and implementation of plans to eliminate or 
control nonnative species which adversely impact late-successional objectives? (NFP 
C19) (RMP 21) 

Control of nonnative species occurring within LSRs is discussed in both the Oregon Coast Province ­
Southern Portion and the South Coast - Northern Klamath LSR Assessments. Specific plans have 
not been developed or implemented at this time. 

77.	 (AL, LSR) What land acquisitions occurred, or are underway, to improve the area, 
distribution, and quality of Late-Successional Reserves? (NFP C17) (RMP 20) 

No land acquisitions specifically for improvement of LSRs occurred, or are underway at this time. 

78.	 (AL) Are late-successional retention stands being identified in fifth-field watersheds in 
which federal forest lands have 15 percent or less late-successional forest? (RMP 23) 

As watershed analysis documents were prepared, an initial screening of 5th field watersheds was 
completed with the Siuslaw and Siskiyou National Forests. Results of this initial analysis were reported 
in the watershed analysis documents. The initial analysis applied to all actions with decisions prior to 
October 1, 1999. All FY 95-2002 sales sold under the RMP ROD have complied with the 15 percent 
rule per the initial analysis. 
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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. The final 15 percent analysis has been included in the Coos Bay third year RMP evaluation. 

79.	 (AL) What is the age and type of the harvested stands? (RMP 53, 54) 

This information is shown in Appendix B. 

80.	 (AL) What efforts were made to minimize the amounts of particulate emissions from 
prescribed burns? (RMP 24) 

All prescribed fire activities were conducted in accordance with the Oregon Smoke Management Plan 
and Visibility Protection Plan. For FY 2002 prescribed fire activity refer to Table 31 (Silvicultural 
Practices Section). Proposed management activities are analyzed during the IDT review process and 
alternative fuels management methods are utilized where appropriate. Fuel consumption varies due to 
factors such as time of year, aspect, fuel type, ignition method, fuel continuity and treatment method. 
No intrusions occurred into designated areas as a result of prescribed burning activities on the District. 
Prescribed burning prescriptions target spring-like burning conditions when large fuel, duff and litter 
consumption, and smoldering is reduced by wetter conditions and rapid mop-up. Prescribe burning 
activities are implemented to improve seedling plantability, and survival as well as hazardous fuels 
reduction both in natural and activity fuels. 

81. 	 (AL) What in-stream flow needs have been identified for the maintenance of channel 
conditions, aquatic habitat and riparian resources (Watershed Analysis)? (RMP25) 

No in-stream flow needs were identified in FY 2002. 

82.	 (AL, KW) How many, and what types of watershed restoration projects are being 
developed and implemented in Key Watersheds? In other watersheds? (NFP C7) 
(RMP 8) 

(See APS 2002 Fish section; Habitat Restoration) 

Key watersheds: Umpqua Field Office: 
1 fish passage culvert modification, 
46 conifer logs and 23 rootwads placed in Blue Creek, 
and maintenance of 7 boulder weirs in the North Fork of the Coquille River. 

Other watersheds: Umpqua Field Office: 
1 fish passage culvert modification, 
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1 fish passage culvert replacement,
 
206 conifer logs and 109 boulders placed in Big Creek, 176 conifer logs were placed in Halfway
 
Creek, and 50 logs were placed in Clabber Creek ( a Wyden project with Roseburg Forest
 
Products). All these creeks are tributaries of the Smith River.
 
12 miles of road were decommissioned.
 

Other watersheds: Myrtlewood Field Office: 
3 miles of road were decommissioned. 

83.	 (RR, AL) What fuel treatment and fire suppression strategies have been developed to 
meet Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives? (NFP C35) (RMP15) 

Fuel treatment strategies are developed as a part of the IDT process. No chemical retardant, foam or 
other additives are to be used on or near surface waters. In accordance with BLM Prescribed Fire 
Manual 9214, Coos Bay District RMP, the District Fire Management Plan, and the ODF/BLM 
Protection Agreement, immediate and appropriate suppression action is to be applied on all wildfires. 

In addition, machines (excavators) were used to pile slash on site preparation units. Operators were 
instructed to leave large woody pieces or sort pieces and distribute across the landscape thus 
preventing them from burning. 

84.	 (AL) Has a road or transportation management plan been developed and does it meet 
Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives? (NFPC33) (RMP 14, 70) 

The District is operating under the 1996 Western Oregon Transportation Management Plan updated as 
of 2002 and the District Implementation Plan developed in late 1998. Both plans have, as one of their 
two main goals, maintenance programs and operation plans designed to meet ACS objectives. 

The district has re-issued its Maintenance Operation Plan outlining the prescribed maintenance levels 
for the transportation network. It is anticipated that these levels will not meet ACS objectives due to 
budgetary and manpower reductions. 

85.	 (AL) What is the status of the reconstruction of roads and associated drainage features 
identified in watershed analysis as posing a substantial risk? (NFP C7) (RMP 69) 

Through the IDT process culverts identified as barriers to fish passage continue to be replaced as 
funding becomes available. Roads determined to be potential sources of sediment delivery, disruptive 
to a natural hydrologic process or barriers to natural delivery of LWD are either decommissioned or 
upgraded to correct the condition. 

86.	  (KW) What is the status of closure or elimination of roads to further Aquatic 

163 



 

Conservation Strategy objectives and to reduce the overall road mileage within Key 
Watersheds? (NFP C7) (RMP 7, 70) 

Continuing in FY 2002, emphasis remains on more critical areas in non-key watersheds. Overall road 
milage reduction remains an issue in all watersheds with the current emphasis targeting those roads in 
flood-plain areas where the greatest benefit to the resources can be realized. Closures will to continue 
to take place based on available funding and will continue to be prioritized through the IDT process. 

87.	  (KW) If funding is insufficient to implement road mileage reductions, are construction 
and authorizations through discretionary permits, denied to prevent a net increase in 
road mileage in Key Watersheds? (NFP C7) (RMP 62-63) 

It is not the policy of the agency to deny access to lands  of private parties. The agency will review any 
request and fulfill its obligations under the appropriate laws and regulations governing issuance of such 
permits. 

88.	 (AL) What watershed-based Coordinated Resource Management Plans and other 
cooperative agreements have been developed with other agencies to meet Aquatic 
Conservation Strategy objectives? (RMP 17, 25) 

During FY 2002, Field Office fish biologists were actively involved with the Coos and Coquille 
Watershed Associations, the Umpqua, Lower Rogue Council, and South Coast Coordinating 
Watershed Councils. Fish biologists provided technical support in the form of project 
recommendations, design and evaluation, basin action planning, monitoring plan development and 
implementation, database management, and special resources (such as aerial photography). MOUs 
have been developed between the District and each of the Associations/Councils. Road 
decommissioning and/or upgrades have also been proposed to the newly formed RAC councils of 
Coos and Douglas counties. 

89.	 (AL) Are presence of at-risk fish species and stocks, habitat conditions, and restoration 
needs being identified during watershed analysis? (RMP 30) 

On the Coos Bay District there are two listed ESUs of anadromous salmonids. The Oregon Coast 
coho and Southern Oregon/Northern California coho are listed as threatened. Listed fish along with 
candidate species are addressed in the watershed analysis process along with a description of the 
habitat conditions. Watershed restoration opportunities are identified to benefit the habitat needs of 
these fish. 

90.	 (AL) Do any known sites for category A, B, and E Survey and Manage species exist on 
the District? (Yes, No) (SM 7,8,9,12,13) 
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Yes, known sites have been entered in the ISMS database. 

a) What efforts have been made to determine if there are known sites for these species? 

Pre-disturbance surveys, purposive surveys are being conducted for proposed projects. 

b) Are you managing these sites according to the Management Recommendations 
(MR’s) for these species? (Yes, No) 

Yes, the sites are being managed in accord with the management recommendations. 

c) If MRs were not available, how did you determine appropriate site management? 

In 2002, a Coos Bay interdisciplinary team prepared a document titled “Applications of Known Site 
Management Recommendations for Survey and Manage Nonvascular Plant Species on the Coos Bay 
District”. This document outlines recommendations for commercial thinning and density management 
projects in conifer stands to manage all known sites for Category A, B, and E species and high-priority 
sites for Category C and D species. The soil environment, including the litter layer and woody debris 
beneath the host tress should be protected from disturbance, soil compaction, and soil mixing. The 
recommendations seek to protect occupied substrates from disturbance, maintain shade for the 
occupied substrate, avoid desiccation, and avoid raising the temperatures on the substrate surface to 
lethal levels. It also retains the most likely host tree(s) based on species and proximity, especially for a 
S&M mycorrhizal fungal fruiting body. Briefly summarized, the protocol recommends a distance of the 
occupied substrate, an added area where shade is provided, and an additional area should there be 
other unique site factors, such as species rarity, life history, and habitat requirements, or other 
conditions, such as the availability of live trees on which to post the site boundary. The protocol has 
been adopted for both the Myrtlewood and Umpqua Field Offices for a one year trial period. 

d) If predisturbance surveys were required, were they completed to protocol? (If not, 
explain.) 

Yes, where protocol has been established. 

e) Are Strategic Surveys being conducted for S&M species to acquire additional 
information? 

Yes. 

91.	 (AL) What are we doing to implement approved recovery plans on a timely basis? 
(RMP 32) 
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The Section 7 consultation streamlining process developed in FY 96 was used again this year. Coos 
Bay biologists participate on Level 1 Teams with both US Fish and Wildlife Service and National 
Marine Fisheries Service. The District Manager represents the District on the Level 2 Team. 
Approved protocol for Marbled Murrelets, disturbance buffers for Bald Eagles, and current guidelines 
for northern spotted owls were used in preparation of all biological assessments for the consultation 
process with the USFWS. Yearly monitoring ensures that Terms and Conditions are followed in all 
project activities. In addition, we are participating on the team implementing the Western Snowy 
Plover Draft Recovery Plan in Recovery Unit 1. Coos Bay BLM continues to place a high priority on 
implementing as many of the measures recommended for recovery of Western Snowy Plovers as 
possible. Challenge Cost Share funds were successfully obtained for much of this work and also for 
monitoring of a Western lily population found on district. 

92.	 (AL) What land acquisitions occurred or are under way, to facilitate the management 
and recovery of special status species? (RMP 33) 

The District is continuing to work on acquisition of parcels adjacent to New River. Several of the 
potential acquisitions would enhance habitat for the recently delisted Aleutian Canada Goose and 
Western Snowy Plover populations. 

93.	 (AL) What site specific plans for the recovery of special status species were or are being 
developed? 

Coos Bay BLM helped develop a predator control action plan for Western Snowy Plovers in 2002. 

94.	 (SA) What environmental education and research initiatives and programs are occurring 
in the research natural areas and environmental education areas? (RMP 38) 

Two projects with Cooperative Forest Ecosystem Research (CFER) to determine the relative 
importance of processes inputting large woody debris to the stream channel environment and the 
potential production of the surrounding forest; and a study determining the diversity and abundance of 
forest floor arthropods were conducted within the Cherry Creek RNA. The field work on these 
projects were completed in FY 99, with manuscripts expected to be completed in FY 2002. 

95.	 (AL) What mechanisms have been developed to describe past landscapes and the role of 
humans in shaping those landscapes? (RMP 40) 

Watershed analysis is the primary mechanism used to describe past landscapes and the role of humans 
in shaping those landscapes, utilizing old photos, maps, literature, verbal discussion with many people, 
county records, agency records and tribal input. 
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96.	 (AL) What efforts are being made to work with American Indian groups to accomplish 
cultural resource objectives and achieve goals outlined in existing memoranda of 
understanding and develop additional memoranda as needs arise? (RMP 40) 

The District continued to maintain the District Native American Coordinator position, as well as staff 
and management-level contacts with federally-recognized tribes whose current interests extend to Coos 
Bay BLM lands. 

S	 The District continued another year of a cost-sharing partnership with the Coquille Indian Tribe to 
continue field and analytic investigations into an archeological site on BLM lands. 

S	 The District continued a temporary road closure to motorized vehicles which was providing 
unauthorized access to culturally (and environmentally) sensitive meadows on Coquille Indian 
Tribe forest land. This road is part of the previously designated mountain bike trail, and the 
closure does not restrict pedestrian, equestrian or non-motorized access. The Coquille Indian 
Tribe contributed to this project by constructing the road closure gate. 

97.	 (AL) What public education and interpretive programs were developed to promote the 
appreciation of cultural resources? (RMP 40) 

Research into the mining history of Sixes River recreation site was begun with an evaluation of an 
historic masonry feature at the campground. This report contributes to planned future educational and 
interpretive displays promoting cultural resource appreciation at this campground. 

98.	 (AL) What strategies and programs have been developed, through coordination with 
state and local governments, to support local economies and enhance local communities? 
(NFP App D) (RMP 45) 

The District has made good use of new procurement authorities to support local businesses. These 
include: 

S	 Using “Best Value Procurement” processes aware contracts and purchases to local business 
when it can be demonstrated the local capabilities result in a better product or outcome. 

S Awarding contracts between $2500 and $25,000 to “small businesses.” 
S Using check-writing capabilities to provide prompt payment to business with a minimum of 

paperwork. 
S	 During FY 2002, the Coos Bay District prepared projects for potential funding under the Secure 

Rural Schools and Community Self-determination Act of 2001. Through the local Resource 
Advisory Committee, approximately $2.6 million in funding was made available for funding of 
restoration contracts in FY 2002. 

99.	 (AL) Are resource management plan implementation strategies being identified that 

167 



 

support local economies? (NFP App D) (RMP 45) 

Yes, see response to question 98. 

As court decisions allow, the District is taking every step to assure a continuous offering of timber sale 
contracts for public bidding. In addition, the District small-sales program takes extra steps to assure 
that local business have the opportunity to acquire forest products in compliance with forest plan and 
consultation requirements. 

100. (AL) What is the status of planning and developing amenities that enhance local 
communities, such as recreation and wildlife viewing facilities? (NFP App D) (RMP 45) 

Much progress was made this year in addressing some serious management concerns with the Dean 
Creek Elk Viewing Area. Maintenance problems with the tide gates and lack of maintenance of 
drainage ditches was causing some serious pasture management problems. The tide gates have been 
repaired and plans are underway for maintenance of the drainage ditches. These actions will assure that 
the Dean Creek Elk Viewing area remains as a major tourist attraction in western Douglas County. 

A new campground reservation system for the Loon Lake Recreation Area was developed as a 
decision in a new Loon Lake Management Plan. Historically securing a campsite has been on a first­
come-first-served basis, generating a situation where visitors will wait in line overnight for a space the 
next day. Providing the opportunity for potential visitors to reserve a campsite will facilitate more 
recreation visits to the area. 

101. (AL) By land-use allocation, how do timber sale volumes, harvested acres, and the age 
and type of regeneration harvest stands compare to the projections in the SEIS record of 
decision Standards and Guidelines and resource management plan management 
objectives? (RMP 53, A-9) 

This information is displayed in Appendix B. 

102. (MTX) Were the silvicultural (e.g., planting with genetically-selected stock, fertilization, 
release, and thinning) and forest health practices anticipated in the calculation of the 
expected sale quantity, implemented? (RMP A-2) 

This information has been displayed in Table 31 in this APS. 

103. (AL) Have 	specific guidelines, consistent with the NFP and RMP, for the management 
of individual special forest products been developed and implemented? (RMP 55) 

The District continues to use the guidelines contained in the Oregon/Washington Special Forest 
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Products Procedure Handbook. 

104. (AL) Are noxious weed control methods compatible with LSR and Aquatic Conservation 
Strategy objectives? (RMP 72) 

Noxious weed control methods have been discussed in both the Oregon Coast Province - Southern 
Portion and the South Coast - Northern Klamath LSR Assessments, as well as in Watershed 
Analyses. Further, each environmental document is reviewed for noxious weed impact and is 
supplemented by BMP (Best Management Practices) identified in Partners Against Weeds - A 
National Action Plan for the BLM (1/96). 

105. (RR) What cooperative efforts have been made with other agencies to identify and 
eliminate impacts which threaten continued existence and distribution of native fish 
stocks on federal land? (RMP 30) 

The BLM continues to work within the 1997 MOU with ODFW, regarding cooperative and 
comprehensive aquatic habitat inventory, to identify physical conditions threatening the continued 
existence and distribution of native fish stocks on federally-managed lands. Myrtlewood fisheries 
biologists prepared formal consultation packages for actions in the OR Coast coho ESU (for 
Threatened coho salmon) and the Southern OR/Northern CA coho ESU (for Threatened coho 
salmon). Umpqua fisheries biologists prepared formal consultation packages for actions in the OR 
Coast coho ESU (for Threatened coho salmon). Consultation workloads have increased this year due 
to ongoing litigation which requires additional documentation in the preparation of Biological 
Assessments. 

106. (SA) Have management plans been prepared, revised and implemented for areas of 
critical environmental concern? (RMP 38) 

The New River ACEC management plan was completed in FY 95, with implementation of the plan 
beginning in FY 95. The learning center at New River ACEC was dedicated to Ellen Warring, a 
person who was instrumental in the creation of the site and an advocate for the environment. A visitor 
use monitoring plan was implemented at New River, with trail counters installed at four trailheads and 
the entrance to Storm Ranch area. This information is being used to assess potential recreational 
impacts through a Limits of Acceptable Change process. Visitor Use will be compared with annual 
bird monitoring in the area. 

The North Fork Hunter Creek and Hunter Creek Bog ACEC Management Plan was completed in FY 
96 with implementation beginning in FY 97. Management Plans have also been prepared for the Tioga 
Creek and Wassen Creek Areas. 

107. (AL) What is the status of the development and implementation of recreation plans for 
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proposed sites, trails, SRMAs, etc.? (RMP 49) 

Status of Recreation Area Management Plans: 

Umpqua Field Office 
S Loon Lake SRMA Management Plan - completed 2002. 

S Dean Creek Elk Viewing Area SRMA- completed 1993, amended 1998.
 
S Loon Lake SRMA Operations Plan - completed 1997.
 
S Coos Bay Shorelands SRMA - completed 1995, to be updated in 2003.
 
S Park Creek Campground Site Plan - completed 1998.
 
S Smith River Falls & Vincent Creek Campgrounds Site Plans - completed 1999.
 
S Vincent Creek House historical assessment completed 2001.
 
S Big Tree recreation site - recreation plan completed 1999.
 
S Blue Ridge Multi-use trail - completed 1998.
 
S Wassen Creek ACEC – EA for Trail completed – ROD signed 2002.


 Myrtlewood Field Office 
S	 New River ACEC/SRMA Management Plan - completed 1995. 
S	 New River ACEC Trail, Interpretive & Implementation Plans - completed 1999. 
S	 New River Visitor Use Monitoring Plan Initiated in 2001, Limits of Acceptable Change Plan ­

draft 2002. 
S	 Sixes River SRMA - Recreation Area Management Plan - completed 2000. 
S	 Cape Blanco Lighthouse National Historic Site - Interim Management Plan - completed 1996. 
S	 Hunter Creek Bog ACEC Management Plan - completed 1996. 
S	 Hunter Creek Bog ACEC Trail Plan - completed 1999. 
S	 Euphoria Ridge Trail planning - completed 1999. 
S	 Doerner Fir Trail plan & trail head construction - completed 1999. 
S	 Bear Creek & Palmer Butte recreation site assessments - pending. 

All plans listed above as completed are being implemented. 

108. (LSR) Was additional analysis and planning included in the LSR Assessment “fire 
management plan” to allow some natural fires to burn under specified conditions? (RMP 
75) 

Both the Oregon Coast Province - Southern Portion and the South Coast - Northern Klamath 
LSR Assessments considered and rejected allowing some natural fires to burn under specified 
conditions, based primarily on the fact that the ecosystems are not fire-dependent, and that permitting 
natural fires to burn would not be consistent with neighboring landowners management objectives. 

109. (LSR) Did the LSR Assessment “fire management plan” emphasize maintaining 
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late-successional habitat? (RMP 74) 

The fire management plan contained in both the Oregon Coast Province - Southern Portion and the 
South Coast - Northern Klamath LSR Assessments call for full and aggressive suppression of all 
wildfires as well the use of prescribed fire to reduce activity and natural fuels buildup and to achieve a 
desired species mix. 

110. (AL) Are Escaped Fire Situation Analyses being prepared for fires that escape initial 
attack? (RMP 75) 

Yes, when fires escape initial attack. In FY 2002 the Coos Bay District had 1 wildfire, which did not 
escape extended attack. 

111. (AL) What wildlife habitat restoration projects were designed and implemented during 
the past year? (RMP 27) 

These items have been discussed in the Wildlife Habitat section of the APS. 

112. (AL) What wildlife interpretive facilities have been designed and implemented during the 
past year? (RMP 27, 45) 

Two interpretive panels were placed at 
Floras Lake to improve the 
understanding of special status species 
and other wildlife present in the area. 

113. (LSR) What is the status of the 
preparation and implementation of 
fire management plans for 
Late-Successional Reserves? (NFP 
C18) (RMP 21) 

A fire management plan for the South 
Coast - Northern Klamath LSR 
Assessment covering the remaining LSRs located on the Coos Bay District was prepared and reviewed 
by REO in FY 98 and incorporated into the Districts Fire Management Plan. 
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Appendix A 
Coos Bay District Watershed Analysis Summary 

Coos Bay District Watershed Analysis Summary 
(Reported acres are for Coos Bay District only. Some analyzes included additional acres on other BLM Districts. 1) 

Name Iteration BLM 
Acres 

Non-
BLM 
Acres 

Total 
Acres 

Square 
Miles 

Percent 
BLM 

BLM acres: 
Running total of 
first iteration 
accomplishment 

Percent of Coos 
Bay District 
covered by a first 
iteration WSA 
based the 
following total 
BLM acres: 

321,746 

FY 94 

Lower Umpqua Frontal 1st 13,826 26,088 39,914 62 35% 

Middle Fork Coquille 1st 42,773 101,145 143,918 225 30% 

Total FY 94 56,599 127,233 183,832 287 31% 56,599 18% 

FY 95 

Sandy Creek 2 2nd 5,943 6,785 12,728 20 47% 

Smith River 3 1st 2,826 1,853 4,679 7 60% 

Paradise Creek 1st 6,648 5,590 12,238 19 54% 

Middle Creek 1st 19,393 13,063 32,456 51 60% 

North Coquille 4 1st 7,544 20,275 27,819 43 27% 

Fairview 5 1st 6,725 12,533 19,258 30 35% 

Middle Umpqua Frontal 6 

(Waggoner Ck Drainage) 
1st 1,050 2,335 3,385 5 31% 

1 Some acre figures in this table are different from those reported in previous years. Large changes are the result of 

excluding those acres covered by our watershed documents that are outside the Coos Bay District boundary. Small changes are 
attributable to differences in sort criteria used to obtain these acres using GIS. 

2 Sandy Creek Subwatershed is in the Middle Fork Coquille Watershed and is a more specific analysis at the subwatershed 

scale. 

3 Roseburg District BLM prepared the Smith River (covers Coos Bay’s Lower Upper Smith Subwatershed) watershed 

analysis document. Only those acres on Coos Bay District are reported in this table. 

4  The hydrologic unit used in this document was based on the superceded analytical watershed GIS theme. Hudson Drainage 
was moved from the North Coquille Subwatershed to the Fairview Subwatershed when we corrected the subwatershed boundaries. 

5  See footnote 4
 

6
 Roseburg District BLM prepared this document 
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Name Iteration BLM 
Acres 

Non-
BLM 
Acres 

Total 
Acres 

Square 
Miles 

Percent 
BLM 

BLM acres: 
Running total of 
first iteration 
accomplishment 

Percent of Coos 
Bay District 
covered by a first 
iteration WSA 
based the 
following total 
BLM acres: 

321,746 

Total FY 95 (includes 1st,  2nd iteration 
acres) 

49,079 60,099 109,178 171 45% 

FY 1st iteration only 44,186 55,649 99,835 156 44% 100,785 31% 

FY 96 

Sandy Remote 7 2nd/ 3rd 10,374 13,620 23,994 37 43% 

Middle Smith River 1st 22,400 29,909 52,309 82 43% 

Mill Creek 1st 24,506 60,653 85,159 133 29% 

Oxbow 1st 23,463 17,956 41,419 65 57% 

Lower South Fork Coquille 1st 7,353 48,716 56,069 88 13% 

West Fork Smith River 1st 11,121 5,200 16,321 26 68% 

Tioga Creek8 1st 15,788 8,866 24,654 39 64% 

Total FY 96 (includes 1st, 2nd / 3rd 

iteration acres) 
115,005 184,920 299,925 469 38% 

FY 1st iteration only 104,631 171,300 275,931 431 38% 205,416 64% 

The Sandy Remote Watershed Analysis covers the Sandy Creek and Remote Subwatersheds. They are both parts of the 

Middle Fork Coquille Watershed, which was analyzed at the watershed scale in a FY 1994 document. The Sandy Remote Watershed 
Analysis is a more specific analysis at the subwatershed scale. 

8  Superceded by the FY 2000 version of the South Fork Coos Watershed Analysis. 

7 
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Name Iteration BLM 
Acres 

Non-
BLM 
Acres 

Total 
Acres 

Square 
Miles 

Percent 
BLM 

BLM acres: 
Running total of 
first iteration 
accomplishment 

Percent of Coos 
Bay District 
covered by a first 
iteration WSA 
based the 
following total 
BLM acres: 

321,746 

FY 97 

Big Creek 9 2nd 10,083 6,586 16,669 26 60% 

Smith River 10 

(North Smith) 
2nd it. ac. 33,519 35,875 69,394 108 48% 

1st it. ac. 3,694 68,210 71,904 112 5% 

Upper Middle Umpqua 1st 7,235 22,206 29,441 46 25% 

Middle Main Coquille/ No. 
Fk. Mouth/ Catching Ck. 

1st 5,728 83,858 89,586 140 6% 

North Fork Chetco 1st 9,263 16,299 25,562 40 36% 

Total FY 97 
(1st plus subsequent iteration acres) 

69,522 233,034 302,556 473 23% 

FY 97 1st iteration acres only 25,920 190,573 216,493 338 12% 231,336 72% 

FY 98 

Middle Umpqua Frontal 11 2nd 22,634 40,505 63,139 99 36% 

Lower Umpqua 12 1st 1,548 58,688 60,236 94 3% 

Hunter Creek 13 1st 3,564 24,609 28,173 44 13% 

Total FY 98 
(1st plus subsequent iteration acres) 

27,746 123,802 151,548 237 18% 

FY 98 1st iteration only acres 5,112 83,297 88,409 138 6% 236,448 73% 

9  Big Creek Subwatershed is in the Middle Fork Coquille Watershed and is a more specific analysis at the subwatershed scale. 

10 The Siuslaw National Forest prepared the North Smith Watershed Analysis document. The document was prepared at 

the watershed scale and encompasses some areas previously covered by the Coos Bay District at the subwatershed scale. Only acres 
within the Coos Bay District boundaries are shown in the table. 

11 This 2nd iteration document addresses management activities and the attainment of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy 

objectives in the Middle Umpqua Frontal Watershed. The 1st iteration documents covering this assessment are the 1994 Lower 
Umpqua Frontal, the 1995 Paradise Creek, and the western part of the 1997 Upper Middle Umpqua watershed analyses. 

12 The Siuslaw National Forest prepared the Lower Umpqua Watershed Analysis (Lower Umpqua Frontal) with in put from 

the Coos Bay BLM office. 

13 The Siskiyou National Forest contracted with Engineering Science and Technology to prepare the Hunter Creek 

Watershed Analysis. Coos Bay BLM Office input and information used to prepare the document. 
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Name Iteration BLM 
Acres 

Non-
BLM 
Acres 

Total 
Acres 

Square 
Miles 

Percent 
BLM 

BLM acres: 
Running total of 
first iteration 
accomplishment 

Percent of Coos 
Bay District 
covered by a first 
iteration WSA 
based the 
following total 
BLM acres: 

321,746 

FY 99 

South Fork Coos River 2nd it. ac. 15,788 8,866 24,654 39 64% 

1st it. ac. 16,047 117,371 133,418 208 12% 

East Fork Coquille 1st 45,636 38,369 84,005 131 54% 

Lobster Creek 14 1st 1,402 42,723 44,125 69 3% 

Total FY 99 
(1st plus subsequent iteration acres) 

78,873 207,329 286,202 447 28% 

FY 99 1st iteration only acres 63,085 198,463 261,548 409 24% 299,533 93% 

FY 2000 

South Fork Coos River 15 3rd 31,835 126,237 158,072 247 20% 

Total FY 2000 
(1st plus subsequent iteration acres) 

31,835 126,237 158,072 247 20% 

FY 2000 1st iteration only acres 0 0 0 0 0% 299,533 93% 

FY 2001 

North Fork Coquille16 2nd 36,861 61,606 98,467 154 37% 

South Fork Coos River 17 3rd 31,835 126,237 158,072 247 20% 

Total planned for FY 2001 
(1st plus subsequent iteration acres) 

68,696 187,843 256,539 401 27% 

1st iteration only acres planned for FY 
2001 

0 0 0 0 0% 299,533 93% 

14  The Siskiyou National Forest will do this analysis with BLM in put.
 

15
 Listed as version 1.2. Replaces the FY 1996 Tioga Creek and the FY 99 South Fork Coos River documents 


16
 Replaces the FY 1994 Middle Creek, North Coquille, and Fairview documents. Also replaces the North Fork Mouth 
Subwatershed portion of the FY 1997 Middle Main Coquille/ North Fork Mouth/ Catching Creek document 

17  Replaces the FY 1996 Tioga Creek, and the FY 99 and FY 00 South Fork Coos River documents 

133 



Name Iteration BLM 
Acres 

Non-
BLM 
Acres 

Total 
Acres 

Square 
Miles 

Percent 
BLM 

BLM acres: 
Running total of 
first iteration 
accomplishment 

Percent of Coos 
Bay District 
covered by a first 
iteration WSA 
based the 
following total 
BLM acres: 

321,746 

FY 2002 

Oxbow18 2nd 23,463 17,956 41,419 65 57% 

Upper Umpqua 19 2nd 6,396 19,511 25,907 40 25% 

Total planned for FY 2002 
(1st plus subsequent iteration acres) 

29,859 37,467 67,326 105 44% 

1st iteration only acres planned for FY 
2002 

0 0 0 0 0% 299,533 93% 

Planned FY 2003 

Middle Umpqua River20 2nd 22,626 40,513 63,139 99 36% 

Total planned for FY 2003 
(1st plus subsequent iteration acres) 

22,626 40,513 63,139 99 36% 

1st iteration only acres planned for FY 
2003 

0 0 0 0 0% 299,533 93% 

18  Replaces the FY 1996 Oxbow document. 

19 The Roseburg District BLM will do this analysis with Coos Bay District input 

20  Replaces the FY 1994 Lower Umpqua Frontal (Middle Umpqua Frontal), FY 1995 Paradise Creek, and a portion of the 
FY 1997 Upper Middle Umpqua documents. 

134 



 

Appendix B 
Comparisons Between ROD Commitments and Actual Harvest 

Table B-1 displays the anticipated acres and volume to be harvested from the Matrix LUA by age 
class, either by regeneration harvest and/or commercial thinning and selective cut/salvage, as well as the 
accomplishments for FY 95 to FY 2002. Management of the C/DB area was based on an area control 
method, which did not break the harvested areas into age classes. Only conifer volume harvested from 
the Matrix counts toward the ASQ volume commitment. It was recognized that density management 
treatments within the Riparian Reserves (RR) or Late-Successional Reserves (LSR) would occur to 
provide habitat conditions for late-successional species, or to develop desired structural components 
meeting the Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives. It was estimated that approximately 5 MMBF 
could be harvested from these LUAs annually. Volume harvested from the RR or LSR LUAs does not 
contribute to the ASQ. 

It should be noted that in most FYs, road construction occurred in areas of 30 to 50 year age classes. 
Harvest associated with road construction is shown as a regeneration harvest. In FY 02 hardwood 
stand conversion occurred in the 30-39 year age class in both the Matrix and RRs, and is included as a 
regeneration harvest. This results in displaying harvest acres, with little coniferous volume associated 
with the harvested acres. Several small sales occurred in LSRs involving the salvage of trees blown 
down across roads. These sales are shown as selective cuts in the table. In FYs 97 and 2000 
commercial thinning of progeny test sites occurred in stands in the 20-29 age class. This activity is in a 
younger age class than we anticipated in preparing the decadal commitment. 

Figure B-1 compares the ROD modeled age class distribution for the first decade with the actual 
harvested age class for the FY 95 to FY 2002 period. Figures B-2 and B-3 display the regeneration 
harvest and partial harvest acres by 10 year age class and Land Use Allocation for FY 95 to 2002. As 
mentioned above, some road construction and stand conversion occurred in the 30, 40, and 50 year 
age classes, and are shown as regeneration harvest in Figure B-2. Also, some salvage or selective 
harvest along roads occurred in older age classes, including 1 acre in both the 190 and 200+ age 
classes within LSRs, and are shown as salvage/selective cut in Figure B-3. 
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Table B-1. ROD Harvest Commitments and Annual Accomplishments (Acres and MMBF by Age Class) 
ROD Decadal Commitment Accomplishment FY 2002 Accomplishments FY 95 to FY 2002 

Age 
Class 

Regeneration 
Harvest 

Thinning Regeneration 
Harvest 

Thinning/Selective 
Cut 

Regeneration 
Harvest 

Thinning/Selective 
Cut 

LUA Acres Volume 
1 

Acres Volume 
1 

LUA Acres Volume 
1 

Acres Volume 
1 

LUA Acres Volume 
1 

Acres Volume 
1 

20-29 Matrix 2 0 0 0 0 GFMA 0 0 0 0 GFMA 0 0 27 0.050 

C/DB 0 0 0 0 C/DB 1 2 36 0.115 

RR  3 0 0 0 0 RR  3 0 0 9 0.048 

LSR  3 0 0 0 0 LSR  3 0 0 114 0.457 

Sub 
Total 

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 186 0.670 

30-39 Matrix 2 0 0 1600 15.2 GFMA 27 0.024 142 1.843 GFMA 77 0.642 944 7.192 

C/DB 0 0 0 0 C/DB 0 0 0 0 

RR  3 20 0 88 0.725 RR  3 20 0 275 1.993 

LSR  3 0 0 53 .626 LSR  3 0 0 134 1.131 

Sub 
Total 

0 0 1600 15.2 47 0.024 283 3.194 97 0.642 1353 10.316 

40-49 Matrix 2 0 0 1900 17.6 GFMA 0 0 0 0 GFMA 63 0.745 1333 13.949 

C/DB 0 0 0 0 C/DB 0 0 0 0 

RR  3 0 0 60 0.762 RR  3 32 0.144 448 4.669 

LSR  3 0 0 154 1.923 LSR  3 0 0 0 0 

Sub 
Total 

0 0 1900 17.6 0 0 214 2.685 95 0.889 1.995 21.303 

50-59 Matrix 2 100 1 1600 13.8 GFMA 0 0 0 0 GFMA 36 0959 1301 17.894 

C/DB 0 0 0 0 C/DB 0 0 0 0 

RR  3 0 0 0 0 RR  3 11 0.146 478 6.171 

LSR  3 0 0 0 0 LSR  3 9 0.419 162 1.323 

Sub 
Total 

100 1 1600 13.8 0 0 0 0 56 1.524 1941 25.388 

60-79 Matrix 2 500 12.5 1000 10.4 GFMA 0 0 0 0 GFMA 232 11.202 104 1.216 

C/DB 0 0 0 0 C/DB 0 0 0 0 

RR  3 0 0 0 0 RR  3 0 0 102 1.191 

LSR  3 0 0 0 0 LSR  3 0 0 0 0 

Sub 
Total 

500 12.5 1000 10.4 0 0 0 0 232 11.202 206 2.407 
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Table B-1. ROD Harvest Commitments and Annual Accomplishments (continued) 

ROD Decadal Commitment Accomplishment FY 2002 Accomplishments FY 95 to FY 2002 

Age 
Class 

Regeneration 
Harvest 

Thinning Regeneration 
Harvest 

Thinning/Selective 
Cut 

Regeneration 
Harvest 

Thinning/Selective 
Cut 

LUA Acres Volume 
1 

Acres Volume 
1 

LUA Acres Volume 
1 

Acres Volume 
1 

LUA Acres Volume 
1 

Acres Volume 
1 

80-99 Matrix 2 400 13.4 0 0 GFMA 0 0 0 0 GFMA 174 11.498 5 0.082 

C/DB 0 0 0 0 C/DB 13 0 0 0 

RR  3 0 0 0 0 RR  3 0 0 0 0 

LSR  3 0 0 0 0 LSR  3 0 0 0 0 

Sub 
Total 

400 13.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 187 11.498 5 0.082 

100­
199 

Matrix 2 3700 178.6 0 0 GFMA 0 0 0 0 GFMA 983 57. 014 21 0.044 

C/DB 0 0 0 0 C/DB 33 1.702 0 0 

RR  3 0 0 0 0 RR  3 1 0.035 2 0.012 

LSR  3 0 0 0 0 LSR  3 0 0 1 0.040 

Sub 
Total 

3700 178.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 289 58.751 24 0.096 

200 + Matrix 2 1100 58.5 0 0 GFMA 0 0 0 0 GFMA 186 8.836 0 0 

C/DB 0 0 0 0 C/DB 0 0 0 0 

RR  3 0 0 0 0 RR  3 0 0 0 0 

LSR  3 0 0 0 0 LSR  3 0 0 1 0.049 

Sub 
Total 

1100 58.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 186 8.836 0 0.049 

Total Matrix 2 5800 264 6100 57 GFMA 47 0.024 142 1.843 GFMA 2047 95.098 3767 40.454 

C/DB 0 0 0 0 C/DB 47 1.704 36 0.115 

RR  3 0 0 148 1.487 RR  3 12 0.181 1374 14.846 

LSR  3 0 0 207 2.549 LSR  3 9 0.419 566 4.923 

Total 4 5800 264 6100 57 47 0.024 497 5.879 2068 97.402 5743 60.338 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Only coniferous volume from the Matrix contributes to the ASQ. 
ROD commitment is for the Matrix only; Matrix includes both the General Forest Management Area (GFMA) and Connectivity/Diversity Blocks (C/DB) 
No ROD commitment for the Riparian Reserves (RR) or Late-Successional Reserves (LSR) - Opportunity to treat areas where treatments meet the Objectives for these LUAs. 

Includes only advertised sales. Does not include hardwood or miscellaneous volume harvested. 
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Appendix B-1 
Allowable Sale Quantity Reconciliation 

RULES FOR FYs 1995-2001 RMP ASQ RECONCILIATION: 

The timber sale volume that “counts” (is chargeable) towards the ASQ comes from the Harvest Land 
Base (HLB), which are lands available for harvest under the six western Oregon Records of Decision 
(ROD) and RMP land use allocations (LUA) such as General Forest Management Area (GFMA ­
North and South GFMA for Medford District), Connectivity Diversity Blocks, Adaptive Management 
Areas (AMA), and Key Watersheds within these LUAs. The HLB comprises the net available acres 
of Suitable Commercial Forest Land on which the ASQ calculation, using the TRIM+ model, is based. 
Volume from the HLB is called chargeable volume as it is charged towards or against (a credit) the 
ASQ level declared in the six RMPs. Volume from LUAs not comprising the HLB, such as 
Congressional Reserves, Late-Successional Reserves (LSR), Riparian Reserves (RR), Adaptive 
Management Reserves, and administratively withdrawn areas, is referred to as non-chargeable. 

ASQ accounting will be displayed in MBF at the Sustained Yield Unit (SYU) level and Resource Area 
(RA) level within a district in the same manner as was done for the Third Year Evaluation. An 
additional volume component has been added to the attached format, i.e., “5810 (Timber Pipeline).” 
Both chargeable and non-chargeable volume will be aggregated and displayed for the entirety of FYs 
1995-2001. 

The aggregation and display of chargeable and non-chargeable volume is needed for Sixth Year 
Evaluation purposes; however, ASQ accounting and available cut calculations are based solely on 
chargeable volume. All districts will utilize the provided TSIS reports to aggregate and display both 
cubic foot and board foot data. All districts will create and maintain an ASQ reconciliation file 
containing base TSIS data, summary spreadsheets, clarifying documentation (including TSIS data error 
reconciliation) for chargeable and non-chargeable volume, and available cut calculations based only on 
chargeable volume. 

The procedure for an available cut calculation including a sample calculation is found in the Oregon 
Timber Sale Handbook H-5410-1. This calculation is used to compute the planned level of timber sale 
offering in any given year during the life of an approved land use plan. It uses the declared ASQ level 
for the year in question and adjusts for past year differences between the planned timber sale offerings 
and actual timber sales sold. To calculate the total volume that “should” (assuming full implementation 
had been possible) have been offered in a district, each district’s ASQ should be multiplied by seven 
(years) with the exception that for the Eugene and Coos Bay districts the ASQ figures should be 
adjusted per the Third Year Evaluation for the period of FYs 1999-2001. 
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The following timber volume sold in FYs 1995-2001 will be chargeable towards ASQ accomplishment 
and available cut calculations: 

1.	 All sold RMP advertised and negotiated sales from the HLB. 
2.	 All positive and negative volume modifications to sold RMP advertised and negotiated sales from 

the HLB. Negative volume modifications will be a debit. 
3.	 All positive volume modifications to pre-RMP (including Rescissions Act Section 2001(k)(1) sales) 

advertised and negotiated sales from the HLB. Post-RMP approval date negative volume 
modifications to pre-RMP sales do not count as an ASQ debit. 

4.	 All short form (form 5450-5) thousand board foot (MBF) and hundred cubic foot (CCF) sales 
apportioned to the RAs/SYUs by area. 

5.	 Certain Rescissions Act Section 2001(k)(3) replacement volume as follows (meets the test of 
providing replacement volume results in a net depletion of HLB acres within an SYU): 

a.	 Chargeable (from the HLB) replacement volume (in the same SYU) for a Sec. 2001(k)(2) sale 
that was chargeable (under the management framework plan (MFP)) and was not depleted in 
the RMP inventory. 

b.	 Chargeable (from the HLB) replacement volume (in the same SYU) for a Sec. 2001(k)(2) sale 
that was chargeable under the MFP (and non-chargeable under the RMP, e.g., LSR, RR, etc.). 

c.	 Chargeable (from the HLB) replacement volume in a different SYU from the Sec. 2001(k)(2) 
unit. 

d.	 Chargeable (from the HLB) replacement volume (in the same SYU) for a Sec. 2001(k)(2) sale 
that was chargeable (under the MFP) and was depleted in the RMP inventory, and the return of 
the Sec. 2001(k)(2) unit does not increase HLB acres (e.g., nesting murrelets results in the Sec. 
2001(k)(2) unit becoming a reserved Occupied Marbled Murrelet Site). 

Clarifying Notes: 

1.	 Volume from reserved land use allocations not comprising the HLB does not count as an ASQ 
credit. LSR and RR volume in an AMA sale does not count as an ASQ credit. 

2.	 Replacement volume (in the same SYU) for a Sec. 2001(k)(2) sale that was chargeable (under the 
MFP) and was depleted in the RMP inventory, and the return of the Sec. 2001(k)(2) unit increases 
HLB acres, is not chargeable. 

3.	 The reconciliation will be in CCF with accompanying MBF data. Where CCF figures are not 
available, this will require conversion of MBF data to CCF based upon an RMP-level conversion 
factor (unless more accurate sale or site-specific conversion data is available). 

The data contained in the following table has been updated and has had minor errors displayed in the 
FY 2001 APS corrected. 

Appendix B-2 displays the same information as described above for timber sales included in FY 02. 
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Appendix B-1: ALLOWABLE SALE QUANTITY (ASQ) RECONCILIATION 

Evaluation Period: FY 1995 thru FY2001 Coos Bay District 
South Coast - Curry SYU 

FY 95 thru FY 98 

CCF MBF 

FY 99 thru FY 01 

CCF MBF 

FY 95 thru FY 01 

CCF MBF 

ASQ Volume **1 Advertised & Sold 

Negotiated 

Modification 

5450-5 (Short form) 

198,772 

3,617 

6,724 

774 

125,606 

2,241 

3,914 

464 

43,869 

860 

4,765 

1,153 

26,238 

482 

2,767 

692 

242,641 

4,477 

11,489 

1,927 

151,844 

2,723 

6,681 

1,156 

Totals: 209,887 132,225 50,647 30,179 260,534 162,404 

Autonomous 
Program Summaries 
**2 

Rescissions Act Replacement 

Key Watershed 

5900 (Salvage/Forest Health) 

5810 (Timber Pipeline) 

25,584 

14,390 

0 

0 

16,589 

9,602 

0 

0 

0 

14,822 

11 

1,115 

0 

8,577 

8 

582 

25,584 

29,212 

11 

1,115 

16,589 

18,179 

8 

582 

Planned Total ASQ for FY 1995 thru FY 2001 347,000 3 209,0004 

Planned ASQ for Key Watersheds for FY 1995 thru FY 2001 32,000 3 19,200 4 

Non - ASQ Advertised & Sold 26,249 14,619 9,897 5,275 36,146 19,894 

Negotiated 439 276 2,369 1,328 2,808 1,604 

Modification 10 6 1,201 714 1,211 

5450-5 (Short form) 0 0 1,154 692 1,154 692 

Totals: 26,698 14,901 14,621 8,009 41,319 22,910 

Autonomous 
Program Summaries 
**2 

Rescissions Act Replacement 

Key Watershed 

5900 (Salvage/Forest Health) 

5810 (Timber Pipeline) 

1,116 

141 

0 

0 

593 

88 

0 

0 

0 

4,101 

68 

1,488 

0 

2,153 

52 

789 

1,116 

4,242 

68 

1,488 

593 

2,241 

52 

789 

All Volume (ASQ Advertised & Sold 225,021 140,225 53,766 31,513 278,787 171,738 
+ Non-ASQ) 

Negotiated 4,056 2,517 3,229 1,810 7,285 4,327 

Modification 6,734 3,920 5,966 3,481 12,700 7,401 

5450-5 (Short form) 774 464 2,307 1,384 3,081 1,848 

Grand Totals: 236,585 147,126 65,268 38,188 301,853 185,314 

Autonomous 
Program Summaries 
**2 

Rescissions Act Replacement 

Key Watershed 

5900 (Salvage/Forest Health) 

5810 (Timber Pipeline) 

26,700 

14,531 

0 

0 

17,182 

9,690 

0 

0 

0 

18,923 

79 

2,603 

0 

10,730 

60 

1,371 

26,700 

33,454 

79 

2,603 

17,182 

20,420 

60 

1,371 

**1 Volume from the Harvest Land Base that “counts” (is chargeable) towards Allowable Sale Qauntity (ASQ) accomplishmets. 
**2 Autonomous Program Summaries figures are for information purposes and are included in the ASQ and/or Non-ASQ figures, respectively. Rescissions Act 

replacement volume did not count towards annual sale offering targets. 
3 CCF Volume for the period calculated as follows: Planned Total ASQ = (53,000 CCF X 4 yrs) + (45,000 CCF X 3 yrs) 

Key Watershed ASQ = (5,000 CCF X 4 yrs) + (4,000 CCF X 3yrs) 
4 MMF Volume for the period calculated as follows: Planned Total ASQ = (32,000 MBF X 4 yrs) + (27,000 MBF X 3 yrs) 

Key Watershed ASQ = (3,000 MBF X 4 yrs) + (2,400 MBF X 3yrs) 

Note: Corrected 8/14/02 & 10/31/02 
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Appendix B-2: FY 2002 Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) Reconciliation 

FY 2002 Coos Bay District 
South Coast - Curry SYU 

FY 2002 

CCF MBF 

ASQ Volume **1 Advertised & Sold 

Negotiated 

Modification 

5450-5 (Short form) 

9,014 

824 

555 

335 

4,676 

407 

308 

200 

Totals: 10,728 5,591 

Autonomous Program Rescissions Act 0 0 
Summaries 
**2 Key Watershed 5,701 2,966 

5900 (Salvage/Forest 0 0 

5810 (Timber Pipeline) 2,887 1,540 

Non - ASQ Advertised & Sold 9,176 4,848 

Negotiated 1,020 638 

Modification 98 49 

5450-5 (Short form) 335 200 

Totals: 10,629 5,735 

Autonomous Program 
Summaries 
**2 

Rescissions Act 

Key Watershed 

5900 (Salvage/Forest 

5810 (Timber Pipeline) 

0 

2,782 

48 

7,158 

0 

1,553 

32 

3,804 

All Volume (ASQ + 
Non-ASQ) 

Advertised & Sold 

Negotiated 

Modification 

5450-5 (Short form) 

18,190 

1,844 

653 

670 

9,524 

1,045 

357 

400 

Grand Totals: 21,357 11,326 

Autonomous Program 
Summaries 
**2 

Rescissions Act 

Key Watershed 

5900 (Salvage/Forest 

5810 (Timber Pipeline) 

0 

8,483 

48 

10,045 

0 

4,519 

32 

5,344 

**1 Volume from the Harvest Land Base that “counts” (is chargeable) towards Allowable Sale Qauntity (ASQ) accomplishmets. 
**2 Autonomous Program Summaries figures are for information purposes and are included in the ASQ and/or Non-ASQ figures, 

respectively. Rescissions Act replacement volume did not count towards annual sale offering targets. 
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