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1.3 Conformancewith Land Use Plans, Policies, and Programs

The Cold Springs L SR Enhancement projects have been designed to conform to the following
documents, which direct and provide the legal framework for management of BLM lands within the
Salem District:

Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan, May 1995 (RMP): The
RMP has been reviewed and it has been determined that the Cold Springs L SR Enhancement
projects conform to the land use plan terms and conditions (e.g. complies with management
goals, objectives, direction, standards and guidelines) as required by 43 CFR 1610.5 (BLM
Handbook H1790-1);

Record of Decision for Amendmentsto Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
Planning Documents within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl and Standards and
Guidelines for Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest
Related Species within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl, April 1994 (the Northwest
Forest Plan, or NWFP);

2007 Record of Decision To Remove the Survey and Manage Mitigation Measure Standards
and Guidelines from Bureau of Land Management Resource Management Plans Within the
Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (July 2007). The decision is consistent with the
Northwest Forest Plan, including al plan anendmentsin effect on the date of the decision.
The EA analysis heretiersto that of the Northwest Forest Plan and supporting environmental
impact statementsin effect on the date of the decision.

The analysisin the Cold Springs L SR Enhancement EA is site-specific and supplements analyses
found in the Salem District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental |mpact
Satement, September 1994 (RMP/FEIS) and the 2007 Final Supplement to the 2004 Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement to Remove or Modify The Survey and Manage
Mitigation Measure Standards and Guidelines (June 2007). The RMP/FEIS includes the analysis from
the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on Management of Habitat for Late-
Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl,
February 1994 (NWFP/FSEIS).

The proposed action is located within the coastal zone as defined by the Oregon Coastal Management
Program. This proposal is consistent with the objectives of the program, and the State planning goals
which form the foundation for compliance with the requirements of the Coastal Zone Act.
Management actions/directions found in the RMP were determined to be consistent with the Oregon
Coastal Management Program.

The following documents provided additional direction in the development of the Cold Springs LSR
Enhancement projects:

Late Successional Reserve Assessment for Oregon’s Northern Coast Range Adaptive
Management Area [LSRA (Late-Successional Reserve RO269, RO270 and RO807)], 1998;
Rowell, Mill and Rickreall Creek, and Luckiamute River Watershed Analysis(MEGAWA),
1998;

Luckiamute/Ash Creek/American Bottom Water shed Assessment (LAAWA), 2004;
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Delineation and Management of Reserve Pair Areas within Oregon’s Northern Coast Range
Adaptive Management Area, 2000.

All of the above documents, along with the Cold Springs L SR Enhancement interdisciplinary team
(IDT) reports (EA section 7.1), are hereby incorporated by reference in the Cold SpringsLSR
Enhancement EA and available for review in the Salem District Office. Additional information about
the proposed projects are available in the Cold Springs L SR Enhancement Project EA AnalysisFile
(NEPA file), also available at the Salem District Office.

Survey and M anage Review

The Marys Peak Resource Area (RA) is aware of the August 1, 2005, U.S. District Court order in
Northwest Ecosystem Alliance et al. v. Rey et a. which found portions of the Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement to Remove or Modify the Survey and Manage Mitigation Measure
Sandards and Guidelines (January, 2004) (EIS) inadequate. The RA is aso aware of the recent
January 9, 2006, Court order which:
set aside the 2004 Record of Decision To Remove or Modify the Survey and Manage Mitigation
Measure Standards and Guidelines in Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning
Documents Within the Range of the Northern spotted Owl (March, 2004) (2004 ROD) and
reinstated the 2001 Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for Amendments to the
Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measure Sandards and Guidelines
(January, 2001) (2001 ROD), including any amendments or modificationsin effect as of March
21, 2004.

The order further directs "Defendants shall not authorize, allow, or permit to continue any logging or
other ground-disturbing activities....unless such activities are in compliance with the provisions of the
2001 ROD (as amended or modified as of March 21, 2004)".

The BLM isaso aware of the November 6, 2006, Ninth Circuit Court opinion in Klamath-Siskiyou
Wildlands Center et a. v. Boody et a., No. 06-35214 (CV 03-3124, District of Oregon). The court
held that the 2001 and 2003 Annual Species Reviews (ASRS) regarding the red tree vole are invalid
under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) and National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and concluded that the BLM’s Cow Catcher and Cotton Snake timber sales violate federal
law.

This court opinion is specifically directed toward the two sales challenged in this lawsuit. The BLM
anticipates the case to be remanded to the U.S. District Court for an order granting relief in regard to
those two sales. At thistime, the ASR processitself has not been invalidated, nor have all the changes
made by the 2001-2003 A SR processes been vacated or withdrawn, nor have species been reinstated to
the Survey and Manage program, except for the red tree vole. The court has not yet specified what
relief, such as an injunction, will be ordered in regard to the Ninth Circuit Court opinion. Injunctions
for NEPA violations are common but not automatic.

We do not expect that the litigation over the Annual Species Review process in Klamath-Siskiyou
Wildlands Center et al. v. Boody et al will affect Projects 1 and 2 because the devel opment and design
of these projects exempt them from the Survey and Manage program. InNorthwest Ecosystem
Alliance et al. v. Rey et al the U.S. District Court modified its order on October 11, 2006, amending
paragraph three of the January 9, 2006 injunction. This most recent order directs:
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Response: During project planning, the Cold Springs LSR Enhancement IDT strived to minimize
new road construction/reconstruction on this project. Harvest reconnai ssance indicates some new
road construction/reconstruction would be necessary for operability due to topography constraints
present in the project area. Two alternatives that would have required additional road construction
than the proposed action were considered but dropped from further analysis (See EA Section 2.4,
pg. 15).

Best Management Practices would be followed during road construction/reconstruction to reduce
the risk of adverse effects to vegetative, hydrologic, aguatic and soil resources.

2. Comment: The BLM needs to complete a cost/benefit analysis for each new road to help
inform the decision maker in balancing the costs and benefits of thinning and roading. The
potential benefits of thinning must be weighed against the certain immediate costs of road
construction. Even temporary roads degrade the ecosystem for yearsto come” .

Response: Some new road construction is necessary for operability due to topography present in
the project area. All new road construction would be blocked to vehicular traffic following
harvest and would be located outside RR (generally on ridgetop locations). Best Management
Practices would be followed during road construction to reduce the risk of adverse effectsto
aguatic resources. The project design feature of revegetating exposed soil areas by sowing with
Oregon Certified (blue tagged) red fescue (Festuca rubra), or sowing with awildlife vegetation
mix and applied at arate equal to 40 pounds per acre or sowing/planting with other native species
as approved by the resource area botanists are expected to abate the establishment of noxious
weeds.

The following table includes the length of each new road to be constructed and the number of
acres accessed by each road and then computed the cost:benefit ratio of the number of acres
treated per mile of road construction.

Road # Primary Miles Associated Acres of
Road Work Unit Acres Unit/Mile of
Road
P1 New 0.33 37 112
P2 New 0.36 38 106
P3 New 0.12 8 67
P4 New 0.07 9 129

3. Comment: Ground based logging equipment may cause significant soil disturbance that will
not be offset by the intended benefits to the vegetation.

Response: Asnoted in EA (pp. 36 - 37) “If yarding is done using crawler tractors for all the
proposed ground based units (50 acres), the percentage of total tractor unit areaimpacted by
surface disturbance and soil compaction as aresult of skid trails would be approximately 6 percent
to 8 percent (approximately 3to 4 ac.), or: approximately 2.3 percent of all the proposed unit
areas’.

Some of the potentially impacted acreage listed above, includes already existing skid roads from
previous logging in the late 1950s. Where practical, portions of these existing roads would be
used for harvest roads for this project. Asaresult, the amount (acreage) of new or additional
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harvest impacts would be less than the totals listed above. For the project, the total (new and
existing) area of impacted ground isnot expected to exceed the 10 percent district guideline for
aerial extent of soil impactslisted in the Salem District ROD.

4. Comment: The standsin the Cold Sorings Late Successional Reserve Enhancement project
are older than we would prefer to see the BLM working in.

Response: Approximately 85 percent of the project area includes stands that are less than 50
years of age and consist of Douglas-fir and western hemlock dominated forest where density
management type projects typically occur.

5. Comment: ONRC supports variable density thinning where areas of light, moderate and
dense patches are created along with ¥4 to ¥z acre gaps and dense patches. Please use variable
density thinning and protect all remnant older trees and snags.

Response: We always try to achieve variable density in our LSR treatments and believe that our
prescription would accomplish that. We plan to create canopy gaps over the project areawhich
would equal approximately five percent of the treatment area, and also to leave small un-thinned
areas (clumps). The clumps and gaps would range from approximately 0.5 to 1 acre, as
recommended by Andrew Carey and Jerry Franklin in the reference you gave us
(http//www.reo.gov/amal/franklin2001.htm). We believe the smaller gaps would promote
increased growth of shrub species (rhododendron and vine maple), and the larger gaps would
promote conifer understory species such as western red cedar and western hemlock, which we
plan to plant. Within the larger gaps we would leave large trees or trees with other wildlife values,
releasing them completely so as to promote epicormic branching and deep crowns. Between the
gaps, we plan to mark the project in arange of basal areas, probably by assigning each marker a
different basal area, with the goal of achieving spacing variability at the scale of approximately %2
acre. Wewould also reserve all hardwoods to give us additional spacing variability.

No remnant older trees exist within the proposed density management area.

Werealize that large diameter snags are important legacy features that should be retained in
treatment units, and we understand your concern that safety/operational issues should not diminish
these structures. We would purposely design most of our un-thinned clumps to protect one or
more snags. Historically it has been our fairly extensive experience that the loss of large diameter
snags for operational/safety reasons rarely happens in our thinning units, but is occasionally
necessary in close proximity to roads and landings, and within skyline yarding corridors/ground
based skid trails.

6. Comment: The project would commercially thin standsin critical habitat for the northern
spotted owl. No further degradation of habitat should occur.

Response: The EA included an analysis of impacts to al federally listed wildlife species,
including northern spotted owls. The proposed action would be considered no effect to spotted
owls since no suitable habitat would be modified and this speciesis not known to occur in the
project area. The proposed action would occur within the small CHU OR-45 that consists of just
6,965 acres of BLM lands. The proposed project would affect about 2.6 percent of the BLM lands
in this CHU, while over 68 percent of this CHU is currently functioning as dispersal habitat. The
short-term reduction in canopy closure may slightly diminish the quality of dispersal habitat for
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owls, but since the entire project area would average more than 40 percent canopy closure, the
treated stands are anticipated to retain their function as dispersal habitat for spotted owlsin the
short-term and would likely achieve suitable habitat quality for spotted owlsin the long-term at a
faster rate than if left untreated.

Any negative effects to federally listed wildlife species or their designated critical habitat would
be subject to consultation with the USFWS. BLM must provide a credible assessment of potential
effects to spotted owls and their critical habitat before the USFWS can render their opinion on this
project. The BLM would then be bound by the Terms and Conditions set forth in the Service's
Biological Opinion which should ensure that the proposed action would indeed contribute to long-
term recovery for the spotted owl.

7. Comment: Impacts on old-growth species should be discussed in detail inthe EA. This
should include a functionality analysis of dispersal for the northern spotted owl and analysis of
effects on other special status species listed in management plans. Special attention to snag
habitat is needed.

Response: Impactsto listed speciesin the RA would be included in Appendix A, within the
Biological Evaluation of the Cold Springs L SR Enhancement project NEPA file.

The proposed action is anticipated to enhance local forest habitat conditions and thereby benefit
numerous wildlife species, especially those species that are associated with late seral forest
structure and CWD. The proposed project area has moderate to high levels of large CWD in
advanced stages of decay and would benefit from augmentation of CWD which would provide
larger pieces of hard material sooner than if left untreated, and which would initiate desired
decadence processes (topping, girdling) in the larger-sized residual trees.

8.1.1.2 American Forest Resources Council

1. Comment: “ The AFRC would like to see all timber sales be economically viable.”

Response: Economic feasibility is one of the many factors taken into account when offering a
timber sale. Road work costs, yarding costs and other incidental costs versus the acreage and
volume taken are calculated and an Interdisciplinary Team of specialistsincluding thosein EA
Section 5.0, Table 11, come to a consensus on what alternative to pursue for analysis.

2. Comment: Seasonal restrictions have a cost to the Purchaser and result in a lower bid cost.
AFRC would encourage the BLM to allow winter hauling since this would provide wood for the
mills and work for the loggers during the winter months.

Response: Asstated in the EA (Section 2.2.2 on pp. 10 and 11) winter hauling would be allowed
on the Cold Springs L SR Enhancement timber sale except during periods of rainfall when water is
flowing off of road surfaces.

3. Comment: The AFRC would like to see flexibility for fuels treatments. Rather than specifying
a method of accomplishing resour ce objectives, BLM should identify objectives and any
limitations to resource disturbance. The purchaser could then identify the method they could
implement given their particular employee skills and equipment mix.
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Response: The purpose of the fuels treatment recommended in the EA isto reduce or mitigate
slash hazard and risk along roads and landings or to meet silvicultural objectives (planting) in the
patch cut areas. Besides the option of hand or machine piling of slash concentrations, the EA (p.
13) specifies: “When ever possible aternative waste recycling of slash material should be
encouraged. Thismay be: providing firewood to the public, chipping for co-gen power
production, chipping for soil amendments, soil protection, etc.” Thisisan attempt to provide
some flexibility that will still meet the objective of reducing fire hazard and risk or meeting
silviculture objectives. However, leaving slash concentrations along roads and landings would not
be an option.

4. Comment: The AFRC would like to see thinning treatments with smaller (25-60 feet) no cut
buffers to achieve management objectives of moving the RR into Late-Successional forest faster.
We encourage the BLM to maximize opportunitiesin the RR LUA

Response: Thewidth of the no cut buffers for this project is 50 feet which fallsinto the desired
range that you indicated you would like to see thinning occur. The primary shade zone (USDI
2005b) width is determined by the existing height of the riparian trees and the slope of the ground
in the unit. Thisdistance rangesfrom 50 to 60 feet slope distance. As mentioned above the
minimum no cut width for thisproject is 50 feet which falls into your desired widths.
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Appendix 2— North and Central Coast Range Physiographic Map

Cold Springs LSR Enhancement EA
Appendix 2 - North and Central Coast Range Physiographic Province Map
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