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April 16, 2015 

Dear Citizen: 

Thank you for your interest and past participation in the 2014 Project- Second Show on the Eugene District BLM. 
The 2014 Project has undergone extensive public involvement. In response to feedback from the public, and to 
better present the issues directed towards actions proposed for the Second Show project, the analysis for the 
sales exclusively considering thinning management were separated and presented to the public under a separate 
Environmental Assessment (EA), which was released in December 2013. The Second Show EA released in 
March 2014, and Final EA released in July 2014, specifically discussed the issues, proposals, and effects of 
management proposed for the Second Show project. A Decision Record for the Second Show timber sale was 
issued August 20, 2014, selecting the Modified Proposed Action. 

After further review and consideration of the analyses presented in the Second Show EAs, I have decided to 
expand the discussion of the analysis conducted for cumulative effects to better correlate the thinning timber 
sales' impacts on the issues considered for Second Show presented in these public documents. During the 
preparation of this revised analysis, I have not allowed any timber harvest or new road construction or road 
improvements authorized by the August 20, 2014, Decision Record to be implemented. I have, however, allowed 
the road renovation work outlined in Table B-2 of Appendix B to the EA to be carried out because that work is 
already under contract and because it will enhance the condition of pre-existing roads while not giving rise to any 
meaningful adverse environmental effects or effects that will fall within the scope of the revised analysis enclosed. 

I am inviting comments on the Second Show revised analysis to consider your input before determining my 
decision with this revised information. The purpose and need of this project, the alternatives considered, the 
direct and indirect effects disclosure, and other information in the July 2014 Final EA remains the same. I request 
that you focus any comments you may have on the content of the revised analysis. I will accept comments 
through May 1, 2015. 

This revised analysis, and original analyses, is available for public review during business hours (8:00 a.m. to 
4:30p.m.) at the BLM office, 3106 Pierce Parkway, Suite E, Springfield, Oregon, or on our public website at: 
http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/eugene/plans/nepa-details.php?id=2725. 

Please note that all comments, including names and street addresses of respondents, will be available for public 
review at the Eugene District Office, 3106 Pierce Parkway, Suite E, Springfield, Oregon, during regular business 
hours (8:00a.m. to 4:30p.m.), Monday through Friday, except holidays, and may be published in public 
documents. Individual respondents may request confidentiality. If you wish to withhold your name or street 
address from public review or from disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act, you must state this 
prominently at the beginning of your written comment. Such requests will be honored to the extent allowed by 
law. All submissions from organizations or businesses and from individuals identifying themselves as 
representatives or officials of organizations or businesses will be made available for public inspection in their 
entirety. 

Thank you for your interest and participation in timber management on the Eugene District BLM. If you have any 
questions, you may contact me at (541) 683-6287. 

Sincerely, 

William O'Sullivan 
Field Manager 
Upper Willamette Resource Area 

http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/eugene/plans/nepa-details.php?id=2725
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INTRODUCTION 
The Upper Willamette Resource Area, Eugene District, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), is issuing the 
following expanded discussion of cumulative effects for the environmental analysis it is carrying out for the 
Second Show project. The major purpose for bolstering the discussion of these impacts is to more explicitly 
correlate and consider the potential interrelationship between the 2014 Thinning timber sales in the same 
watershed and the Second Show project. This further analysis is in addition to, and not in replacement of, the 
Final Second Show Environmental Assessment (EA). 

The Second Show project was originally part of the larger 2014 Project presented for scoping in July 2012. Based 
on public comments received during this scoping period, however, the BLM divided its NEPA analysis for the 
project into the 2014 Thinnings EA and the Second Show EA. The Second Show EA was released for public 
comment in March 2014 and the Final Second Show EA was released in July 2014 with an unsigned Finding of 
No Significant Impact (FONSI). The BLM issued a Decision Record and FONSI for the Second Show project on 
August 20, 2014, selecting the Modified Proposed Action analyzed in the EA. The original EA, FONSI, and 
Decision Record can be found at: http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/eugene/plans/nepa-details.php?id=2725. After 
further review and consideration of its analysis in the Final Second Show EA and public input, the BLM has 
decided to expand the cumulative effects analysis in that EA. 

The Final EA, incorporated herein by reference, considers in detail four alternatives, the No Action Alternative 
(Alternative 1), an Ecological Forestry alternative incorporating regeneration harvest levels and design under the 
principles of Drs. Norm Johnson and Jerry Franklin (Alternative 2), a Modified Proposed Action (Alternative 3), 
and a Dispersed Retention alternative (Alternative 4). Excepting the No Action Alternative, BLM determined that 
all alternatives meet the purpose and need to provide for a sustainable supply of timber, to increase the 
proportion of merchantable volume, and to manage the spread of laminated root rot pathogens (RMP, pp. 200-1). 

The EA describes the affected environment, direct and indirect effects, and cumulative effects for the following 
Issues presented in detail for each alternative: 

ISSUE 1: What are the effects of silvicultural prescriptions (retention methods, regeneration harvest levels, and 
planting) on management of root rot? 

ISSUE 2: What are the effects of the retention methods within the regeneration harvest on listed and special 
status wildlife species habitat and connectivity? 

ISSUE 3: What are the effects of regeneration harvest on carbon sequestration and climate change? 
ISSUE 4: What are the effects of proposed actions (timber harvest, roads management, and site preparation for 

planting) on soil productivity and compaction? 
ISSUE 5: What are the effects of proposed harvest, reforestation, and retention on early-seral habitat? 

 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 

3.6 Cumulative Effects 
The cumulative effects analysis considers past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would 
affect the issue of concern within the geographic scopes and the timeframes of the analysis by Issue.  

In order to understand the contribution of past actions to the cumulative effects of the proposed action and 
alternatives, this analysis relies on current environmental conditions as a proxy for the impacts of past actions. 
Current conditions, or the affected environments, reflect the aggregate impact of all prior human actions and 
natural events that have affected the environment and might contribute to cumulative effects. The Affected 
Environment sections for each Issue summarize past actions to describe the present conditions (EA, Sections 
3.1.1, 3.2.1, 3.3.1, .3.4.1, and 3.5.1). As such, this discussion of cumulative effects utilizes present conditions to 
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identify the aggregate impact of past actions, and specific past actions are only identified where their aggregate 
impact is still applying direct impacts to the project environment relevant to each Issue. 

The cumulative effects analysis does not attempt to quantify the effects of past human actions by adding up all 
prior actions on an action-by-action basis. There are several reasons for not taking this approach. First, a 
catalog and separate analysis of each and every past action would be impractical to compile and unduly costly 
to obtain. Current conditions have been impacted by innumerable actions over the last century (and earlier), 
and trying to isolate the individual actions the effects of which are still manifest or reflected in current conditions 
would be nearly impossible. Second, providing the details of past actions on an individual basis would not be 
useful to predict the cumulative effects of the proposed action or alternatives. In fact, focusing on individual 
actions would be less accurate than looking at existing conditions, because there is limited information on the 
environmental impacts of individual past actions, and one cannot reasonably identify each and every action 
over the last century that has contributed to current conditions. Additionally, focusing on the impacts of past 
human actions risks ignoring the important residual effects of past natural events, which may contribute to 
cumulative effects just as much as human actions. By looking at current conditions, we capture all the residual 
effects of past human actions and natural events, regardless of which particular action or event contributed to 
those effects. Third, public scoping for this project did not identify any public interest or need for detailed 
information on individual past actions. Finally, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) issued an 
interpretive memorandum on June 24, 2005, regarding analysis of past actions, which states, “agencies can 
conduct an adequate cumulative effects analysis by focusing on the current aggregate effects of past actions 
without delving into the historical details of individual past actions”. 

In some circumstances, however, past actions may need to be described in greater detail when they bear some 
relation to the proposed action. For example, past actions that are similar to the proposed action might have 
some bearing on what effects might be anticipated from the proposed action or alternatives. Known past 
projects of particular importance to analysis conducted for the 2014 Project – Second Show have been listed 
below (Table D-1), along with all known present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, and have been 
considered as appropriate in conducting cumulative affects analysis for the 2014 Project – Second Show. 

Ongoing management and other present actions are considered where any such management or actions have 
relevance for a particular Issue. Not all ongoing management, public uses, or projects-in-progress have 
relevance to each Issue; some ongoing actions (e.g., collection of special forest products, dispersed pedestrian 
recreation) do not contribute to cumulative impacts for any Issue, but are simply listed to recognize the 
occurrence of the use or action presently. Where current actions have relevance to and influence on the 
potential cumulative impacts for an Issue, the actions and uses are discussed in the analysis. 

Reasonably foreseeable future actions are those for which there are existing decisions, funding, formal 
proposals, or which are highly probable, based on known opportunities or trends. 

The following tables display relevant activities that have already occurred, and activities that are occurring or 
are reasonably foreseeable within the meaning of the CEQ regulations to occur in the area of potential 
cumulative effect. The information in the tables is supported with relevant cumulative effects discussions by 
Issue. 

The tables cover an area of the largest cumulative effects analysis area identified, excepting Issue 3 (carbon 
sequestration and climate change). Not all actions are considered under each Issue or resource, as BLM 
identified for each Issue appropriate temporal and spatial boundaries. The BLM NEPA Handbook identifies that 
“[t]he geographic scope will often be different for each cumulative effects issue. The geographic scope of 
cumulative effects will often extend beyond the scope of the direct effects, but not beyond the scope of the 
direct and indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives,” (p. 58). Similarly, the BLM NEPA Handbook 
states that “[t]imeframes, like geographic scope, can vary by resource,” and directs that the agency “[b]ase 
these timeframes on the duration of the direct and indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives, rather 
than the duration of the action itself,” (p. 58). This guidance, paired with professional judgment, subject-matter 
expertise, and knowledge of the area helped define which actions to include in consideration of cumulative 
impacts. 

In addition to the actions listed below, BLM land management in the Eugene District would continue to occur for 
timber production, habitat management, or riparian management. In March 2012, the BLM published a Notice of 
Intent to revise the Resource Management Plans for western Oregon. The types of future management on the 
landscape considered for cumulative effects under this project cannot be predicted beyond these 
generalizations because the ongoing land use plan revision could identify land use allocations of differing 
management direction. 
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Finally, it is important to note that no actions would occur from the proposed Second Show project under the No 
Action alternative. Cumulative effects are the consideration of incremental impacts of the proposed action when 
considered with other present and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Since no project action is proposed 
under this alternative, there are no actions upon which to consider the incremental impacts, and thus, BLM does 
not address cumulative impacts for the No Action alternative under any of the Issues addressed below. 

 

Table 3.6-1. NEPA projects within the considered cumulative effects analysis area. 
Project Name Project Description Decision Date 

Showalter Timber Sale Commercial timber management; regeneration harvest in 
Matrix land use allocation on 211 acres 1996 

Parsons Resale Timber Sale Commercial timber management; thinning in Matrix and 
Riparian Reserve land use allocations on 370 acres 2012 

North Parsons Timber Sale Commercial timber management; thinning in Matrix and 
Riparian Reserve land use allocations on 394 acres March 2015 

Drury Combo Timber Sale Commercial timber management; thinning in Matrix and 
Riparian Reserve land use allocations on 237 acres March 2015 

McGowan Too Timber Sale Commercial timber management; thinning in Matrix and 
Riparian Reserve land use allocations on 285 acres March 2015 

Middle Ridge Timber Sale Commercial timber management; thinning in Matrix and 
Riparian Reserve land use allocations on 184 acres March 2015 

Crooked Line Timber Sale Commercial timber management; thinning in Matrix and 
Riparian Reserve land use allocations on 440 acres March 2015 

* Italicized projects are past projects. 
 
 

Table 3.6-2. Ongoing BLM management within the considered cumulative effects analysis area. 
Ongoing BLM Management 

Routine road maintenance 
Routine trail maintenance 
Routine manual/mechanical weed/invasive plant management 
Hazard tree management 

 
 

Table 3.6-3. Ongoing public uses within the considered cumulative effects analysis area. 
Ongoing Public Uses 

Special Forest Products collection 
Hunting 
Developed recreation (Shotgun Park Complex) 
OHV recreation 
Dispersed pedestrian recreation 

 
 

Table 3.6-4. Predominant non-BLM landowners and primary uses within the considered cumulative effects 
analysis area. 
Private Landowner Primary Use Notes 

Weyerhaeuser Company Industrial timber management 
Timber management on Weyerhaeuser 
Company lands historically has occurred on 40-
60 year rotations. 

Private homeowners Residential  
 
 

3.6.1 ISSUE 1: What are the effects of silvicultural prescriptions (retention methods, regeneration 
harvest levels, and planting) on management of root rot? 

In consideration of cumulative effects for this issue, the BLM has determined that the spatial bounds for its 
consideration of cumulative impacts should be the 405-acre project area because the direct and indirect effects 
of the harvest and planting prescribed by the Second Show Project on the rate of spread of root rot are not 
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expected to extend beyond that area and  because there are no other actions that are expected to affect the 
current rate at which the fungus is likely to spread within the area. Root rot is spread via the roots of infected 
trees and has been well-established outside of the harvest units. Thus, the fungus would be expected to 
continue to spread at current rates, regardless of other management actions. The effects of the alternatives are 
limited to the 405-acre project area because this is the area in which the project will be altering the species 
composition from susceptible hosts to disease-resistant species. Thies and Sturrock (1995) describe how the 
effects of managing root rot are limited to the managed site: “[m]ost strategies for managing laminated root rot 
are best conducted at the time of stand regeneration…when tree species that are immune or of low 
susceptibility to the fungus can be planted”. 

BLM analyzed the cumulative effects for root rot management on a temporal scale of 40 years after harvest and 
planting activities from the Second Show project. This was identified as the temporal bound for cumulative 
effects analysis because generally at 40 years following treatment, the site would have become fully occupied 
with the regenerated, disease-resistant tree species proposed for planting. In addition, these stands were 
commercially thinned before in the late 1990’s and there was no effect of the thinning on the spread of root rot 
as evidenced by the current condition of the stand. 

The EA (p. 19) discusses the direct and indirect effects to root rot persistence in the stands proposed for 
regeneration harvest through the removal of host-species (i.e., Douglas fir) trees and planting of disease-
resistant species (i.e., western redcedar, ponderosa pine, and alder) (Thies and Sturrock, 1995). The analysis 
identifies that laminated root rot can survive on established roots and stumps for decades after the trees have 
died, and that the removal of host trees would not remove the disease from the stand. The increased resistance 
to the root rot fungus of species proposed to be planted is intended and reasonably expected to reduce the total 
mass of the disease within the regenerated stands. As a result of the regeneration harvest and planting of 
disease-resistant species, BLM finds that there likely would be a reduction in the future mortality of the stands 
due to root rot. This is because the species composition would change from predominantly disease-prone 
species to disease-resistant species. 

Currently these stands are dominated by Douglas fir, with smaller components of western hemlock, western 
redcedar, and grand fir. Due to the high presence of Douglas fir (~80%) and some Grand fir, the stand is 
occupied with a higher amount of highly susceptible species to laminated root rot. Western hemlock is 
intermediately susceptible to laminated root rot and Western red cedar is resistant to laminated root rot (Thies 
and Sturrock 1995). Due to this presence, the root rot fungus is likely to persist in the roots of the stand. Thies 
and Sturrock (1995) clarify some of the effects of allowing laminated root rot to persist in a Douglas fir stand: “a 
Douglas fir stand heavily impacted by laminated root may be viewed in one setting as undesirable…because of 
significant reduction in anticipated timber volume.” In 40 years, the species composition in the harvest unit 
openings would be changed and different resistant species would occupy most of the sites. Douglas fir would 
have less of a presence. In the aggregates and other buffered areas1 there would continue to be a higher 
presence of Douglas fir which would perpetuate the root rot. Douglas fir is also expected to regenerate naturally 
in the harvested area and would contribute to continued persistence of laminated root rot in the stand but at less 
presence due to the planting composition. 

There are not expected to be any direct or indirect effects related to root rot from the 35 acres proposed for 
thinning under the Second Show project. The EA (p. 19) identifies that, while thinning stands would improve 
growth and vigor of the residual stand, individual tree health and vigor has not been found to be a factor in 
determining likelihood of infection from laminated root rot pathogens (Hagle 2009), especially for Douglas fir. 
Thinning stands would not improve or decrease the chances of future infestation since the disease is already 
present in the project area.  

BLM has determined that the approximately 8 acres of thinning prescribed by the North Parsons Timber Sale 
from the 2014 Thinnings Project (which adjoins the Second Show Project) would not be likely to combine with 
the effects of the action alternatives to produce any synergistic or cumulative effect on the spread of root rot  
because: 

                                                           
1 Aggregates and buffered areas include untreated Riparian Reserves, 28 acres of red tree vole species 
reserve areas, and 5 acres of Oregon megomphix species reserve area. 
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• These 8 acres were surveyed for root rot and prescribed for thinning because root rot had not 
encompassed a majority of the stand (less than 20%). BLM surveys determined root rot infestation was 
not pervasive enough to warrant the types of forest management (regeneration harvest) otherwise 
necessary or advisable to reduce the presence of host species of root rot in the watershed. 

• Thinning these 8 acres of the North Parsons Timber Sale would have no direct and indirect effects on root 
rot management, for the same reasons as those described above for the 35 acres proposed for thinning 
in Second Show. As such, thinning management in the 8 acres of the North Parsons Timber Sale is not 
likely to directly or indirectly affect the spread of root rot. 

• Thinning these North Parsons stands is not likely to improve or decrease the chances of future infestation 
in the 405-acre Second Show project area since the disease is already present there, and would remain 
as described above. 

• Since the Second Show Project’s direct and indirect effects on the spread of root rot are likely to be 
contained within the 405-acre project area, they would not affect or be aaffected by the stands in the 
North Parsons Timber Sale. 

Action Alternatives 
In considering the above analysis, BLM has determined that there are no present or reasonably foreseeable 
future actions that would have effects that would be likely to combine with effects of the action alternatives in a 
way that would give rise to cumulative impacts beyond those reflected in the discussion of current conditions 
within the context of the management of root rot. 

 

3.6.2 ISSUE 2: What are the effects of the retention methods within the regeneration harvest on listed 
and special status wildlife species habitat and connectivity? 

3.6.2.1 NORTHERN SPOTTED OWLS 
Based on previous survey data, the spatial boundary for cumulative effects considerations to northern spotted 
owl is the 405-acre project area and the single northern spotted owl Provincial Home Range (PHR) affected by 
the project (Parsons Creek). No other spotted owl PHRs would be affected by the project. PHRs in the western 
Oregon Cascades are 2,895 acres, or a 1.2-mile radius around the site center. The stands in the project area 
are currently northern spotted owl foraging habitat, and BLM lands within the Parsons Creek PHR that overlap 
with the North Parsons Timber Sale units are dispersal habitat. No acres considered in this analysis have stand 
characteristics meeting Recovery Action 32 of the 2011 Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl (USFWS 
2011). 

Project effects would last approximately 80 years, which is the time required for the regeneration harvested 
stands to develop into habitat of similar quality to current conditions. 

Action Alternatives 
Northern spotted owl foraging and dispersal habitat occurs within the Second Show project area. The action 
alternatives would thin approximately 5 acres in the Parsons Creek PHR, and would remove approximately 3 
(Alternative 2) or 4 (Alternatives 3 and 4) acres of foraging habitat through regeneration harvest. After 
regeneration harvest it would take approximately 80 years for habitat of similar quality to develop. 

Thinning would result in direct impacts to dispersal habitat from vertical and horizontal cover reduction in 
thinned areas through overstory tree removal. Thinning would also damage existing shrub and herb layers, and 
may also damage or destroy some coarse woody debris and snags. Post-thinning canopy closure and 
horizontal cover would continue to allow northern spotted owls to effectively use the treated area for dispersal. 
Canopy closure after treatment would be 40% or greater, meeting or exceeding the threshold for dispersal 
habitat function (Thomas et al. 1990, USFWS 2011, p. G-1). Despite meeting or exceeding canopy closure 
levels, northern spotted owls would likely utilize these thinned stands in the Second Show project area less than 
unthinned stands for approximately 15-20 years while other elements of habitat quality (e.g., shrub/understory, 
prey base) recover, because thinning has been shown to have negative consequences for northern spotted 
owls (Forsman et al. 1984, Meiman et al. 2003) and their prey (Maser et al. 1981, Waters et al. 1994, Luoma et 
al. 2003, Wilson 2010, Wilson and Forsman 2013). The thinning would leave untreated riparian buffers that 
would provide a narrow network of denser canopy cover that could also facilitate northern spotted owl 
movement through the treated areas. The Second Show thinning would accelerate the development of habitat 
features used by both northern spotted owls and their prey, like large (≥30’ DBH) trees and snags, deep crowns 
with large branches, multiple canopy layers, and herbaceous and shrub vegetation (Bailey and Tappeiner 1998, 
Harrington et al. 2005, Kuehne and Puettmann 2008, Ares et al. 2009, Davis and Puettmann 2009). These 
features would develop in varying time frames; for example response from understory vegetation would take 
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only years, while development of suitable nesting structure could take hundreds of years. Implementation of 
Project Design Features would protect existing late-successional features in the thinned area (e.g. large 
snags/CWD, large hardwoods, and conifer species diversity). Therefore, the Second Show thinnings would 
result in direct negative effects (short-term reduction in habitat quality) and indirect positive effects (long-term 
improvement of habitat quality) to northern spotted owls within the Parsons Creek PHR. These effects from 
thinning would be the same as those that would occur on the 162 acres of thinning in dispersal habitat in the 
Parsons Creek PHR from the North Parsons Timber Sale. 

As a result, habitat quality within the project area and PHR would likely be reduced marginally from current 
conditions, but in thinned areas would remain above 40% canopy closure ecological thresholds for dispersal 
habitat function. 

• The incremental impacts from the Second Show regeneration harvest would be to remove between 3 -4 
acres of foraging habitat. No acres of foraging habitat would be removed under the North Parsons 
timber sale. The 3-4 acres of foraging habitat removed by the Second Show regeneration harvest 
represents 0.39% of the currently available acres of foraging habitat (1,037 acres) in the PHR. 

• The incremental impacts from the Second Show thinning acres would be to degrade foraging habitat on 
an additional 5 acres in the PHR, which represents 0.48% of the currently available foraging habitat 
(1,037 acres). 

The Parsons Resale Timber Sale thinned approximately 313 acres within the Parsons Creek PHR in 2012. The 
proximity of those thinning units to the nest site degraded the PHR’s role in supporting foraging and successful 
reproduction which, when combined with the current low amount of nesting PHR habitat, will likely continue to 
impact occupation or successful reproduction at least until habitat begins to recover in 10-20 years. Those 
effects, along with continuing harvest on private lands, have led to a low probability of pair occupation or 
reproduction at the site that has been confirmed by the most recent survey data. 

Surveys at the Parsons Creek site showed the last nesting attempt in 2004 last occupation by a pair of spotted 
owls in 2006, and the last occupation by a single spotted owl in 2007. Since 2007 no spotted owls have been 
detected in this PHR during yearly surveys. Based on the existing habitat conditions in this PHR and the results 
of survey data, there is a low probability that northern spotted owls would occupy or reproduce at the Parsons 
Creek site. 
Private lands within the Parsons Creek PHR comprise approximately 1,675 acres (58%) of the 2,895 acre PHR 
and currently offer little northern spotted owl habitat of any type. Private lands include the nest site and majority 
of the core area, and these lands will likely be industrially managed on 40 to 60 year rotations. As a result, 
private lands would be not expected to ever contribute meaningful amounts of habitat in the Parsons Creek 
home range and the cumulative effect of timber harvest on them would be continued lack of northern spotted 
owl habitat. 

The analytical threshold for site viability is 50% suitable habitat in the Core Area (0.5 mile radius around site 
center) and 40% suitable habitat in the PHR (USFWS 2013). The Parsons Creek owl site is already far below 
these thresholds: 0 acres in the Core (0%) and 17 acres in the PHR (1%). Therefore the site is not expected to 
provide for spotted owl occupation or reproduction. The BLM manages less than 50% of the lands within the 
Core Area (BLM ownership is 42%) and neither the Second Show timber sale or the North Parsons thinning 
sale would harvest within the Core Area. The cumulative effects from both sales to the PHR (0.39% short-term 
removal of suitable habitat within the PHR and long-term improvement in PHR habitat) would be insignificantly 
small compared against the total BLM ownership within this PHR (42%), and result in no positive or negative 
changes to current function of the PHR since it is already far below the functioning level of 40% suitable habitat. 
These actions are not likely to adversely affect northern spotted owls (USFWS 2013). 

In consideration of the above analysis, the cumulative effects of the Action Alternatives when considered in 
conjunction with the effects of other relevant actions would be to further reduce the quality and amount of 
spotted owl habitat in the Parsons Creek PHR and further reduce the probability of occupation and reproduction 
at the site. However, the thinning and regeneration harvest would affect a small fraction of the habitat available 
in the PHR (0.48% and 0.39%, respectively), and would occur at the extreme periphery of the PHR where 
habitat value is relatively lower (Rosenberg and McKelvey 1999). Therefore, these cumulative effects would not 
cause a noticeable change in the already low probability of spotted owl occupation and reproduction at the 
Parsons Creek owl site and would be extremely unlikely to affect any individual spotted owls. 
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3.6.2.2 RED TREE VOLES 

The spatial scope that BLM determined would be appropriate to use in evaluating cumulative for effects to red 
tree voles would be the 405-acre project area plus a 200-foot distance outside. According to the red tree vole 
Management Recommendations (USDA/USDI 2000), this buffer represents the distance required to protect red 
tree vole nests (EA, p. 26). 

Project effects would last approximately 60 years, which is the time required for the regeneration harvested 
stands to develop habitat features such as canopy volume, branch size, and suitable nesting structures with 
similar quality to current conditions for red tree voles. 

Action Alternatives 
The direct and indirect effects to red tree voles from the 35 acres of thinning in the Second Show project would 
be a short term (10-15 years) reduction in habitat quality due to overstory tree removal resulting in increased 
exposure to predation (Forsman et al. 2004), increased energy expenditure during foraging (Swingle and 
Forsman 2009), reduction of suitable nesting structure (Wilson and Forsman 2013), and reduction in dispersal 
ability (Maser et al. 1981). The 35 acres of thinning in Second Show is exempt from Survey and Manage 
requirements (Pechman Exemption A) because it is thinning in stands under 80 years of age. It would have a 
long-term (20+ years) increase in habitat quality due to the acceleration of suitable habitat features such as 
large crowns, large branches, and multiple canopy layers. The 231-303 acres of regeneration harvest in the 
project would remove red tree vole habitat but retains Habitat Areas that would protect the known extent of 
active sites in the project area (see EA page 26 for Habitat Area description) and connect to the Riparian 
Reserve network. In regeneration harvested areas, minimally suitable red tree vole habitat would develop in 
approximately 40-60 years. Retention aggregates in Alternatives 2 and 3 would continue to provide patches of 
red tree vole habitat that would provide dispersal opportunities for the species throughout the project area. 
These benefits would not be present with the completely dispersed retention under Alternative 4. 

The spatial boundary described above includes approximately 12 acres of the North Parsons Timber Sale along 
the west edge of the project area. These 12 acres encompass potential habitat within a 200-foot buffer 
surrounding any nests that could potentially be along the project area’s edge. The North Parsons Timber Sale is 
exempt from Survey and Manage requirements (Pechman Exemption A) because it is a thinning in stands 
under 80 years of age, so pre-disturbance surveys were not required and the BLM therefore does not know if 
red tree voles inhabit these 12 acres. However, because the Quadratic Mean Diameter of the stand to be 
harvested within these 12 acres is less than 16”, it would not contribute to a reasonable assurance of red tree 
vole persistence based on the habitat description found in the Survey Protocol for the Red Tree Vole Version 
3.0 (Huff et al. 2012, pp 5-10). Should any red tree voles within the Second Show project area be utilizing 
adjacent stands within the 12 acres of the North Parsons timber sale, effects would be expected to be the same 
as those described above for thinning actions under Second Show. 

The incremental effects of the action alternatives, when considered with the effects of the North Parsons 
Thinning, would be a short term (10-15 year) reduction in RTV habitat quality on 47 thinned acres, and reduced 
habitat availability for 40-60 years on the 231-303 regeneration harvested acres. However, the known extent of 
active red tree vole sites would be protected, and would be connected to a reserved land use allocation where 
red tree vole habitat is present and into which the species could expand. Additionally, the 12 acres of the North 
Parsons thinning that occur within the analysis area is not habitat that provides for red tree vole persistence. 
Therefore, although habitat conditions for the red tree vole would be negatively impacted by both projects, the 
cumulative effects would not be likely to decrease red tree vole persistence in the analysis area, or contribute to 
a need to list the species under the Endangered Species Act. 

3.6.2.3 OREGON MEGOMPHIX 

BLM has determined that the appropriate spatial scope for consideration of cumulative effects to Oregon 
megomphix is the 405-acre project area because that is the area within which effects to the species could occur 
due to overstory tree removal that would influence microclimatic conditions for the species as well as the 
availability of suitable substrates like leaf litter and CWD. 

Project effects would last approximately 60 years, which is the time required for the regenerated stand to 
develop suitable habitat features such as moderately-decayed CWD, cool and moist microsites, and abundant 
leaf litter. Habitat conditions in the 20 acre reserve where an Oregon megomphix site was found, and in all 
other reserve areas within the project area, would not be affected. 
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Action Alternatives 
There are no present or reasonably foreseeable actions that would have effects likely to overlap or combine 
with any of the potential effects described above of the Action Alternatives to give rise to cumulative effects on 
this species. As such, BLM has determined that there are no impacts of the Action Alternatives that could 
combine with the effects of any other action to contribute to the cumulative effects to the habitat for Oregon 
megomphix, and therefore, the cumulative impacts are limited to those arising from the Action Alternatives on 
top of current conditions in the Project Area. 

3.6.2.4 HABITAT USED BY OTHER SPECIAL STATUS WILDLIFE SPECIES 

The following habitat associations are discussed due to BLM’s requirements for Sensitive Species and 
migratory bird management, and for two species (deer and elk) that were identified as of concern to the public. 
Actual use of the project area by these species is unknown. 

As an initial matter, BLM notes that there would be no cumulative effects to harlequin ducks because no activity 
authorized by any of the Action Alternatives would occur in suitable riparian habitat. 

Cascade’s Axetail Slug 
Effects to habitat for the Cascade’s axetail slug could occur from both regeneration harvest and thinning by 
disturbing leaf/needle litter and by creating warmer and drier microclimate conditions; however, the effects of 
microclimate changes to habitat suitability is unknown. 

Because this species has very low mobility, the Second Show project’s effects would be localized to the 405-
acre project area, plus a 1,575 ft. buffer that represents the furthest distance at which project actions could 
affect microclimate conditions (Chen et al. 1995). Because the habitat requirements are not well understood, 
forest stands older than 25 years are considered potential habitat for this species (Jordan 2013). The analysis 
area contains 1,943 acres (1,581 BLM and 368 private); 1,467 acres of BLM land is potential habitat and 98 of 
those acres are part of the North Parsons thinning. The 98 acres of the North Parsons thinning in the analysis 
area could affect Cascade’s axetail slug habitat similarly to thinning in Second Show: ground disturbance of 
leaf/needle litter and by creating warmer and drier microclimate conditions. Private lands are not expected to 
contribute to the persistence of this species due to typical short rotations in industrial forest management.   

The cumulative effect of these actions in the analysis area would be potential negative impacts to the species 
habitat through ground disturbance on the 364-436 treated acres, and through microclimate changes on an 
additional 1,031-1,103 acres.  

This species is suspected to occur on Eugene District BLM although to date, surveys on Eugene District BLM 
land have not detected it (Young et al. 2010, Young & Doerr 2011). According to Young & Doerr (2011), the 
abundance of this species is not well understood; most known observations have been of just one specimen, 
although up to 9 specimens have been detected at a site (NRIS database 2012). Cascade’s axetail slugs have 
been located at over 50 sites on the Mt. Hood and Willamette National Forests, and the Salem District BLM. 
Young (in Jordan 2013) feels the species is likely common within its known range, although less abundant on 
the periphery. The Eugene District BLM lands fall into this latter category of lands in the periphery of the known 
range, and it is unlikely that their presence on these lands is common or abundant. Therefore, due to the low 
probability of the species’ presence in the analysis area, the abundance of the species’ presence on lands 
outside of the Eugene District BLM, and the project effects on habitat conditions, it is unlikely that the 
cumulative effects would cause meaningful impacts to the species as a whole such that BLM’s projects would 
contribute to the need to list this species under the Endangered Species Act, which is the management 
touchstone for management of sensitive species. 

Deer and Elk 
The effects of the Second Show project on black-tailed deer and Roosevelt elk would be to remove hiding and 
thermal cover through regeneration harvest; Alternatives 2 and 3 would continue to provide cover in retention 
aggregates while Alternative 4 would not. Untreated Riparian Reserves would be present under all action 
alternatives and continue to provide thermal and hiding cover. The foraging habitat provided in harvested areas 
for deer and elk would be of higher quality and persist longer under Alternatives 2 and 3 due to less dense 
conifer planting. Additionally, 35 acres of thinning would occur under all action alternatives with effects similar to 
those described above. These effects would be detectable from the Second Show project for up to 80 years. 

Forest management projects in western Oregon affect the seasonal home ranges of black-tailed deer (up to 640 
acres or 0.6 miles radius) and Roosevelt elk (up to 6,000 acres or 1.7 mile radius) (Witmer et al. 1985). Creating 
a buffer around the project area using these distances yields analysis areas (3,511 and 12,246 acres, 
respectively) encompassing the seasonal home ranges of deer and elk that could use the project area. Within 
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this deer seasonal home range there are approximately 205 acres proposed for thinning under the North 
Parsons project and within this generalized elk seasonal home range there are approximately 435 acres 
proposed for thinning under the Crooked Line and North Parsons projects. The effect of these thinnings would 
be to maintain hiding and thermal cover for deer and elk while temporarily improving forage availability due to 
increased understory development. These projects would also accelerate the development of optimal cover 
conditions found in late-successional stands: an overstory providing thermal/hiding cover with a well-developed 
understory providing sufficient forage during severe thermal stress.  

The BLM does not know the specific details regarding the current management of private lands in these 
generalized seasonal home ranges, but management of these lands has historically occurred for industrial 
timber production on approximately 40 to 60 year rotations. After harvest, private lands are densely planted with 
conifers and often managed to eliminate competing vegetation that serves as forage for deer and elk. For 
purposes of this cumulative impact analysis, the BLM expects that future management of these lands would 
continue to occur generally in accordance with these practices. Therefore, private lands would provide varying 
levels of forage and thermal cover during harvest rotation and stand growth. Early stages of stand growth 
(estimated 0-20 years) would typically be expected to provide some levels of foraging habitat, while mid-stages 
of growth (estimated 20 years to harvest) would provide some levels of thermal cover. 

The incremental cumulative effect from the Second Show project when compared to the North Parsons and 
Crooked Line projects is as follows (Table 3.6-5): 

Table 3.6-5. Comparison of cumulative effects for deer and elk. 

Species Effect Second Show North 
Parsons 

Crooked 
Line 

Total Acres  and % of 
Seasonal Home Range 

Deer 

Increase in 
forage 

35 Thinning acres 
231-303 
Regeneration acres 

205 
Thinning 
acres 

0 acres 
240 Thinning acres, 7% 
231-303 Regeneration acres, 
7-9% 

Decrease in 
thermal/ hiding 

cover 
231-303 
Regeneration acres 0 acres 0 acres 231-303 acres, 36-47% 

Elk 

Increase in 
forage  

35 Thinning acres 
231-303 
Regeneration acres 

389 
Thinning 
acres 

46 
Thinning 
acres 

470 Thinning acres, 4% 
231-303 Regeneration acres, 
1.9-2.5% 

Decrease in 
thermal/ hiding 

cover 
231-303 
Regeneration acres 0 acres 0 acres 231-303 Regeneration acres, 

1.9-2.5% 

 

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) regulates hunting of deer and elk and has particular 
interest in their populations and management. ODFW’s management plans for both species state that a lack of 
high-quality early seral forage is a growing concern due to decreased regeneration harvest on federal lands 
(ODFW 2003, 2008). Additionally, the loss of thermal cover would not be great enough to cause negative 
effects for either species because: 1. The relatively mild climate in the project area, 2. The greater importance 
of nutrition on body condition, and 3. The continued presence of thermal/hiding cover in untreated retention 
aggregates and/or Riparian Reserves (Witmer et al. 1985, Cook et al. 1998, Long et al. 2008, OFRI 2013).  
Based on ODFW’s general habitat goals for these species, the cumulative effects within these analysis areas 
would be an improvement of habitat conditions due to increased forage and would result in increased 
productivity of deer and elk. 

Northern Goshawk 
The territories of northern goshawks are typically spaced from 1.8 to 2.4 miles apart (Woodbridge and Hargis 
2006). Therefore, using a generalized territory of a radius of 1.2 miles (approximately 8,030 acres) around the 
project area is an appropriate scale for evaluating cumulative effects. Availability of suitable nesting habitat is 
the primary concern in this generalized territory; approximately 2,334 acres is currently available or 29% of the 
territory. 

The effects of the Second Show project alternatives would be to remove 231-303 acres of low-quality goshawk 
nesting habitat through regeneration harvest depending on alternative, which would take approximately 60-80 
years to re-develop. Additionally, 35 acres of thinning would occur. These thinned stands provide foraging 
opportunities for goshawks with very limited potential for nesting due to small tree sizes and closed, single-layer 
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canopy conditions. Thinning would improve habitat conditions for goshawks by accelerating the development of 
suitable nesting structure and by improving conditions for their prey. 

Approximately 360 acres of the North Parsons thinning would occur within this generalized territory. The effects 
to the northern goshawk from these acres of thinning would be the same as those described above for the 
thinnings in Second Show.  

Private ownership in the generalized territory totals approximately 3,314 acres (41%) of industrial forest. These 
lands would be expected to contribute little towards goshawk habitat because they are typically managed on 40-
60 year rotations and clearcut harvested before goshawk habitat develops. 

The incremental impact of the Second Show project, when considered with the potential effects to goshawks in 
the area from the North Parsons thinning and private land management, would be to decrease suitable habitat 
availability by 231-303 acres (2.9-3.8%) in the generalized goshawk territory. Research across the goshawk’s 
range in North America suggests that 40% or greater mature or late-successional forest in a home range is 
desirable (reviewed in Greenwald et al. 2005). Available suitable nesting habitat is already below that threshold. 
The cumulative effects within the analysis area would be to decrease suitable nesting habitat from 29% to 
approximately 26% of the 1.2 mile generalized territory. Given that nearly half of the generalized territory is 
privately owned and being managed as industrial forestland, and this relatively small reduction in an area that is 
already not functioning at the desirable level for nesting habitat, as well as the species’ global distribution, these 
impacts would have no detectable effect on goshawks in the area or the species’ population as a whole. 

Purple Finch 
Information on home range size for purple finches is lacking, but based on observations that similar finch 
species use areas 0.6 miles or greater from nests and are described as travelling considerable distances to 
forage (evening grosbeak: Scott and Bekoff 1991; American goldfinch: McGraw and Middleton 2009), doubling 
this figure to a generalized home range with a 1.2 mile radius (approximately 8,030 acres) is a conservative 
approach for assessing cumulative effects to this species. Within this area there are approximately 4,214 acres 
of BLM land that is 40 years or older and would offer nesting opportunities for purple finches. 

The effects of the project Alternatives would be to remove 231-303 acres of purple finch nesting habitat 
depending on Alternative, which would take approximately 40 years to re-develop. Additionally, 35 acres of 
thinning would occur. These thinned stands provide nesting opportunities for purple finches as well as foraging 
opportunities, especially in riparian areas and along edges. Thinning would improve habitat conditions for this 
species by accelerating the development of suitable nesting sites (deep crowns, large branches) and by 
improving foraging conditions by releasing hardwoods and understory vegetation.  

Approximately 360 acres of the North Parsons thinning would occur within this generalized home range. The 
effects to the purple finch from these acres of thinning would be the same as those described above for the 
thinnings in Second Show.   

Private ownership in the generalized territory totals approximately 3,314 acres (41%) of industrial forest. These 
lands would be expected to contribute low quality purple finch habitat because they are typically managed as 
dense stands with little competing vegetation and clearcut on 40-60 year rotations. 

The incremental impact of the Second Show project, when considered with the North Parsons thinning and 
private land management, would be to decrease nesting habitat availability for purple finches by 231-303 acres 
(2.9-3.8% of the analysis area and 5.5-7% of available habitat). Although a habitat decrease could negatively 
impact purple finches by reducing nesting opportunities and lowering local population size, there would be no 
meaningful effect to the species as whole due to the relatively small amount of habitat removal and the 
continued availability of suitable habitat throughout the species’ wide range. 

Townsend’s Big-eared Bat, Fringed Myotis, Olive-sided flycatcher, Mourning Dove, Band-tailed Pigeon 
Bat species with low wing loading and low aspect ratio, like the Bureau sensitive species Townsend’s big-eared 
bat and the fringed myotis, have been reported to make nightly foraging trips from 1.9-8.1 miles from roost sites 
(Clark et al. 1993, Adam et al. 1994, Brown et al. 1994, Pierson 1998, Pierson et al. 1999, Fellers and Pierson 
2002). Because these figures are for various species and were collected in various habitat types, using the 
average (5 miles) as buffer around the project area was chosen as an analysis area in order to minimize the 
potential for over- or underestimating cumulative effects. This scale is also appropriate for these migratory bird 
species based on reported values for their movements from nest areas or breeding territory sizes (Sayre et al. 
1980, Howe and Flake 1988, Leonard 1998). This analysis area encompasses approximately 22,367 acres of 
BLM-managed land and 44,473 acres of private lands (66,840 acres total). 
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Regeneration harvest and thinning under the Second Show project would have both positive and negative 
effects for these species. Approximately 35 acres of thinning would occur. The effects of forest management to 
the two bat species would be primarily based on the current and future availability of snags and large decadent 
live trees that are suitable roost sites. The olive-sided flycatcher would be affected by the availability of tall 
snags and trees used as singing/foraging perches, and by availability of edge habitat between early-seral and 
older forest. Effects to the mourning dove and band-tailed pigeon would be based on availability of suitable 
early-seral foraging habitat and nesting opportunities in closed-canopy forest or edge. 

Due to their small size and location in closed-canopy stands, existing roost/perch snags currently provide 
limited use for the bats and flycatcher. The 231-303 acres of proposed regeneration harvest would remove 
some of these features for safety or operational reasons; however there would be little effect due to their 
minimal existing value. Habitat conditions for these three species would be improved through harvest by: the 
creation of additional snags from larger retention trees, increased warming of bat roosts due to increased solar 
exposure, and increased growth of retention trees creating higher-quality future roosts and perches. Direct 
mortality of individual bats that may occupy the stands is a possibility, and displacement of bats could indirectly 
result in mortality due to increased competition for roost sites and foraging areas. Regeneration harvest would 
remove nesting habitat for mourning doves and band-tailed pigeons; post-project nesting opportunities would be 
continue to be available in retention aggregates under Alternatives 2 and 3. Regeneration harvest would benefit 
all of the above species by creating edge and high-quality early-seral habitats that provide foraging 
opportunities due to diverse early-seral plant and insect populations (EA, p. 26). 

Suitable roost/perch snags and trees are rare in the thinning stands, and are reserved from harvest, although 
some could be cut for safety or operational reasons. Note, the number of snags or trees that could be cut for 
safety or operations reasons is unknown at this time because the determination to cut such trees is made based 
on operational conditions and considerations existing at the time of harvest and are too speculative to predict at 
this point in time. A precise accounting of such trees that could be cut for safety or operational reasons is not 
possible, nor necessary to qualitatively evaluate the cumulative effects for this and other actions on habitat 
within the analysis area. The 35 acres of proposed thinning would accelerate the development of suitable 
roost/perch snags and trees, and therefore would improve habitat conditions for these bat species and the olive-
sided flycatcher over the course of several decades. Thinning would maintain current habitat conditions for 
mourning doves and band-tailed pigeons. 

Approximately 1,314 acres of the 2014 Thinnings would occur within these species’ analysis area. The effects 
to these species from these acres of thinning would be the same as those described above for the thinnings in 
Second Show. 

Private forest lands in this area are primarily managed for industrial timber production on 40-60 year rotations. 
The size and number of post-harvest snag/wildlife trees required by the Oregon Forest Practices Act (2 per 
acre, minimum 11” DBH and 30’ tall; OFRI 2011) are well below those found in typical unmanaged stands. 
Therefore private forest lands are expected to contribute very few suitable roost/perch snags for the bats and 
flycatcher. Private forest management would provide suitable edge and low-quality early-seral habitat for the 
olive-sided flycatcher, band-tailed pigeon, and mourning dove, but because private lands are densely planted 
with conifers and often managed to eliminate competing vegetation, habitat quality and temporal availability 
would be limited. Habitat conditions on non-forested private lands in the analysis area (residential, agricultural) 
would be expected to remain static through time and not contribute habitat for these species, except for open 
foraging habitat for mourning doves on agricultural land. 

The incremental effect of the Second Show project, including the varying acreage of regeneration and thinning 
harvest between alternatives, when considered with the effects of the 2014 thinnings and private land 
management, would be a net increase in the spatial and temporal availability of suitable habitat for these 
species on 1,580-1,652 acres or 2.4%-2.5% of the 66,840 acre analysis area. This could support increased 
survival and reproduction of these species in the analysis area and overall population increases. Therefore, 
these cumulative actions would not contribute to a need to list these bat species under the Endangered Species 
Act. 

Western Bumblebee and Rufous Hummingbird 
Information regarding the distribution, abundance, and habitat requirements of the western bumblebee is 
limited. The species was considered widespread and common, but populations have dropped dramatically in 
the past 15 years (USDA/USDI 2014); the last detection of western bumblebee on the Eugene District was in 
2008 (GeoBOB database). Widespread surveys for western bumblebees have never been conducted on the 
Eugene District so its use of early-seral forest habitat or level of local population decline are unknown. Studies 
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of a similar European bumblebee (Bombus terrestris) show that a foraging distance of 1.2 miles from nest sites 
is typical (reviewed in Goulson 2009). Information on the breeding home range of the rufous hummingbird is 
also lacking, however such information is available for a sympatric species, Anna’s hummingbird. Studies have 
shown that it will also forage up to 1.2 miles from nest sites (Stiles 1973, Calder 1975, Clark et al. 2012). Using 
a generalized territory of 1.2 miles radius (approximately 8,030 acres) around the project area is therefore an 
appropriate scale for evaluating cumulative effects to these species. Within this analysis area there are 
approximately 374 acres of low-quality early-seral habitat on BLM lands that is less than 20 years old and would 
provide western bumblebee and rufous hummingbird habitat.  

The Second Show project would include 35 acres of thinning. These stands are closed-canopy forest that would 
not provide suitable habitat for western bumblebees or rufous hummingbirds and thinning treatment would not 
affect their suitability and therefore there would be no direct or indirect effects from thinning. The regeneration 
harvest of 231-303 acres under the action alternatives improve habitat conditions for the species by creating 
early seral habitat with nectar and pollen producing plant species such as ceanothus, elderberry, currant, and 
Rubus spp. These habitat conditions would persist for approximately 20 years under Alternative 4 and up to 30 
years under Alternatives 2 and 3 which feature wider post-project planting.   

Approximately 360 acres of the North Parsons thinning would occur within this generalized territory. As 
described earlier, there are no effects from thinning. 

Private ownership in the generalized territory totals approximately 3,314 acres (41%) of industrial forestland. 
These lands are typically managed on 40-60 year rotations and clearcut harvested. Early-seral habitat on 
private lands is abundant in the generalized territory, but because it is densely planted with conifers and often 
managed to eliminate competing vegetation the habitat quality and temporal availability is limited. 

The cumulative effect of the project would therefore be to increase the availability of western bumblebee and 
rufous hummingbird habitat in the analysis area by 231-303 acres (2.9%-3.8%). This could support increased 
survival and reproduction of these species in the analysis area and overall population increases. 

Purple Martin 
Typical home range size for the purple martin is unknown, however published figures for similar swallow 
species (barn swallow: Samuel 1971, Moller 1987; cliff swallow: Brown et al. 1992; tree swallow: Winkler et al. 
2012) suggest that a generalized home range with 1.2 mile radius (approximately 8,030 acres) is an appropriate 
scale for evaluating cumulative effects to the species. Availability of snags with suitable nest cavities is the 
primary limiting factor for purple martin habitat in this area; data on the occurrence of snags is only available for 
the proposed Second Show and North Parsons thinning units. These data show approximately 0.3 snags of 
suitable size per acre, which is well below typical values for unmanaged stands of similar age. Snag density on 
other BLM land in the remainder of the generalized home range is unknown, but assumed to be similarly low 
due to past forest management practices. 

Very few snags suitable for purple martin nesting are present in the project area due to their relatively small size 
and location in closed-canopy stands. These existing snags are reserved from harvest in both the thinning and 
regeneration harvest areas, although some could be cut for safety or operational reasons. The 35 acres of 
proposed thinning would remove trees that would soon suffer suppression mortality and become snags, but 
would also accelerate the development of suitable snags and therefore would improve habitat conditions for the 
purple martin over the course of several decades. Habitat conditions for purple martins would be improved 
through regeneration harvest by the creation of 6 (Alternative 2) or 3-4 (Alternatives 3 and 4) additional snags 
per acre from larger retention trees, which meets the Eugene District RMP standard of 3.4 snags per acre. 
Additionally, purple martins will benefit from increased growth of retention trees creating higher-quality future 
snags. Among the Action Alternatives, Alternative 4 would provide the most benefit to purple martins due to 
dispersed retention, while Alternatives 2 and 3 would offer nesting opportunities only where snags occur along 
harvest edges and in the fewer dispersed retention trees/snags. These habitat conditions would persist for 
approximately 80 years post-project. 

Approximately 360 acres of the North Parsons thinning would occur within this generalized territory. The effects 
to the purple martin from these acres of thinning would be the same as those described above for the thinnings 
in Second Show.  

Private forest lands in this analysis area are primarily managed for industrial timber production on 40-60 year 
rotations. The size and number of post-harvest snag/wildlife trees required by the Oregon Forest Practices Act 
(2 per acre, minimum 11” DBH and 30’ tall; OFRI 2011) are well below those found in typical unmanaged 



2014 Project – Second Show 

Revised Cumulative Effects 13 of 19 

stands and generally too small to be suitable for purple martins. Therefore private forest lands are expected to 
contribute very few suitable snags for this species. 

The incremental impact of the Second Show project, when considered with the North Parsons thinning and 
private land management, would be to improve habitat conditions for the purple martin on 591-663 acres (7.4%-
8.3%) of the analysis area both immediately and over the course of several decades, while private lands would 
continue to not contribute to habitat for this species. This habitat improvement could support increased survival 
and reproduction in the analysis area and overall population increases of the species. 

3.6.3 ISSUE 3: What are the effects of regeneration harvest on carbon sequestration and climate 
change? 

Cumulative effects are considered at a scale of western Oregon for 50 years. Global climate change and carbon 
sequestration are difficult discussions at smaller scales, such as the project area, because the actions are too 
polarized in scale to give accurate context. Conversely, using larger scales, such as the world, continent, or 
even state, shrinks the impacts from the actions to be indistinguishable. The scale of western Oregon allows for 
a discussion of effects, without distorting or diluting the analysis. Effects were modeled for 50 years through 
analysis in the 1994 FEIS (3-9 and 4-9) and 2008 FEIS (4-537 to 4-543), which is hereby incorporated by 
reference as summarized below. 

Action Alternatives 
The action alternatives would result in a direct effect of a 50 year flux of greenhouse gasses (GHGs) to the 
affected environment on the average order of 5 thousand metric tons (megagrams (MG)) of CO2 by 2064: at 
the scale of western Oregon, carbon stores are predicted to increase by 169 million MG under the NWFP by 
2106 (USDI/BLM 2008). Action area carbon flux estimates are quantified and described fully below. However, it 
is not possible with current science to estimate the effects of these GHG fluxes on the local affected 
environment. The USGS summarized science regarding the effects of local actions on climate change and 
concluded “Difficulties remain in simulating and attributing observed temperature changes at smaller than 
continental scales… It is currently beyond the scope of existing science to identify a specific source of CO2 
emissions and designate it as the cause of specific climate impacts at an exact location” (USDI/BLM 2008). This 
memorandum (No. 2008435-DO) is incorporated by reference and available upon request. 

The total 50-year carbon flux of the Proposed Action compared to the no action would not produce measurable 
change in global climates considering current detection and modeling technologies. To place this carbon flux in 
context, the total 50-year carbon flux associated with the action alternatives would represent approximately: 

• <0.01% of carbon stored on BLM-managed lands in western Oregon (USDI/BLM 2008). BLM-managed 
lands in western Oregon support approximately 1% of the carbon stored in the western U.S., and 0.02% 
of global carbon stores in vegetation, soil, and detritus (USDI/BLM 2008). 

• Below the indicative threshold (25,000 metric tons) set by the EPA under a mandatory reporting rule for 
non-forestry regulated entities (74 FR 56373). 

This EA is tiered to the 1994 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Resource Management Plans of the 
Western Oregon Bureau of Land Management. (1994 PRMP FEIS) that considered carbon flux and climate 
change at the Plan scale. The 1994 PRMP FEIS considered effects speculative and did not consider the 
indirect effects of carbon flux associated with the Plan on aspects of the affected environment including wildlife, 
economies, human health, and other resources (pp. 4-9 to 4-10). The 1994 PRMP FEIS concluded that with 
implementation of any of the alternatives at the Plan level, “the overall impact on the global atmospheric carbon 
dioxide balance would be much less than 0.01 percent of the total” (p. 4-10). Based on the small estimated 
permanent flux of carbon that would be associated with the cumulative effects of the action alternatives 
following the 1994 PRMP FEIS, the high uncertainty in any such estimate of carbon flux (and other sources of 
GHGs), and the response of global climate to these GHG’s, conclusions in the 1994 PRMP FEIS remain valid 
and applicable to the cumulative effects of the action alternatives. 

At the scale of western Oregon, considering the cumulative effects of both forest succession (a carbon sink) 
and harvest (a carbon source) under the NWFP in the Plan Area, carbon stores would be predicted to increase 
by 2106, from 427 to 596 million MG. This sequestration is less than under a “No Harvest” scenario, but does 
represent a gain in carbon storage. U.S. annual CO2 emissions (circa 2008) were approximately 6 billion MG. 
The flux of 5 thousand metric tons of carbon associated with the action alternatives (over 50 years) would 
represent far less than 0.00002% of this yearly flux. The difference in carbon storage in 50 years between 
alternatives would be too small to lead to a detectable change in global carbon storage, and existing climate 
models do not have sufficient precision to reflect the effects on climate from such a small fractional change in 
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global carbon storage (USDI/BLM 2008, p. 543). Currently, federal thresholds for carbon flux related to 
individual actions have not been established. Uncertainty associated with all estimates of carbon flux in this 
analysis would be predicted to be quite high (circa 30%: USDI/BLM 2008, p. 538). However, estimates of the 
magnitude and direction in carbon response are probably accurate, and these results may be instructive for 
comparing the effects of the alternatives on local (watershed-scale) carbon stores. 

3.6.4 ISSUE 4: What are the effects of proposed actions (timber harvest, roads management, and site 
preparation for planting) on soil productivity and compaction? 

The BLM identified the 405-acre project area as the spatial scale for cumulative effects analysis regarding this 
Issue based on its determination that soil productivity and/or compaction at sites of disturbance within the 
Second Show project area are not likely to be exacerbated or improved based on other present or reasonably 
foreseeable anthropogenic activities affecting soil productivity and compaction at sites outside of this analysis 
area, and vice versa. At a temporal scale, the cumulative effects for this issue are analyzed for a 60 year time 
period. This was chosen as the temporal bounds for cumulative effects analysis because it encompasses the 
longest timeframe under which impacts to availability of soil nutrients and compaction from management 
actions proposed would be expected to occur. The lower elevation of the project area is in a climate that has 
limited freeze-thaw action, which prolongs the rate for natural amelioration. After 60 years, effects of residual 
compaction from skid trails would no longer be measurable. Within this same timeframe, the regenerated stand 
would be contributing fine nitrogen sources (e.g., leaves, twigs, and branches back into the soil nutrient cycle) 
to accumulate on the forest floor. Stands would likely begin to contribute around year 30, and provide levels 
comparable to those currently present around 50-60 years out. 

Action Alternatives 
The aggregate impacts of past actions are generally described in the Affected Environment section of the EA 
(pp. 32-33). One recent past action that has contributed to current conditions and is still having ongoing impacts 
on soil conditions today includes road construction associated with the Showalter Timber sale (0.26 miles of 
road within T. 15 S., R. 2 W., Section 35), which is described in the Affected Environment through the 
disclosure of the current extent of detrimental soil compaction present in the project area. There are no other 
present or reasonably foreseeable future actions within the 405-acre cumulative effects boundary within the 60 
years following management actions proposed under the Second Show project that would contribute 
incremental impacts to soil productivity and compaction. As such, the discussion of the direct and indirect 
effects of the action alternatives, as informed by the discussion of current conditions in the Affected 
Environment for this Issue, supply the analysis of cumulative effects for this Issue. 

 

3.6.5 ISSUE 5: What are the effects of proposed harvest, reforestation, and retention on early-seral 
habitat? 

BLM selected the Mohawk 5th field watershed, which covers 87,887 acres, as the spatial scale for analysis of 
cumulative impacts on early-seral habitat, principally because there is not more specific basis for delineating the 
area and in light of the fact that the Eugene District RMP directs the BLM to analyze landscape effects within 
Matrix lands at the 5th field watershed scale2. The direct and indirect effects to early-seral habitat from the 
Second Show project would result from regeneration harvest of forested stands. 

At a temporal scale, the direct and indirect effects of the Second Show project are expected to last for 
approximately 40 years. The BLM chose this as the temporal bound for cumulative effects analysis for this 
Issue because it encompasses the longest timeframe under the alternatives under which diverse early-seral 
conditions persist from the proposed regeneration harvest. After 40 years under all alternatives, the stands 
would be in varying stages of transitioning into mid-seral conditions. 

The characteristics of early-seral habitat on industrial private forestlands are not the same as the diverse early-
seral habitat conditions that would be created by the Second Show project. The project would create those 
conditions with the specific intent to emulate natural disturbances; for example, by placing emphasis on 

                                                           
2 “Develop plans for the locations and specific designs of timber harvests and other silvicultural treatments within 
the framework of watershed analyses,” (p. 85). And, “Project specific NEPA planning will use information 
developed from watershed analysis. By improving understanding of the ecological structures, functions, 
processes and interactions occurring within a watershed, watershed analysis will enhance the ability to predict 
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of specific proposals in that watershed,” (p. 114). 
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achieving higher structural retention and intentionally delaying the onset of closed canopies. The characteristics 
of diverse early-seral habitat to be created through regeneration harvest and post-harvest planting in the 
Second Show project would also include purposely encouraging the development of shrubs and herbs, and 
retaining structures such as individual trees, snags, down logs, and intact forest patches. Figure 3.6-1 is an 
example of diverse early seral habitat condition that would be developed through regeneration harvest and 
planting in the Second Show project. 

Franklin and Johnson (2012) state that 
many moist forests in western Oregon 
are deficient in diverse early-seral forest 
conditions, and instead are currently 
dominated by dense young plantations, 
which are low in biodiversity. This is the 
case in the Mohawk watershed. While 
industrial private timber lands in the 
Mohawk watershed contain large 
amounts of early seral habitat, the 
watershed is deficient in diverse early 
seral habitat. Aerial imagery shows the 
recent harvests on private industrial 
lands in the eastern area of the analysis 
area in the Mohawk watershed (Figure 
3.6-2). 

It is apparent from the photo that the 
Mohawk watershed is not deficient in 
early seral habitat but is indeed deficient 
in diverse early seral habitat. Within the Mohawk watershed, 52% of the ownership is industrial private timber 
lands (BLM, 1995; Ch. 2, p. 2). These are the light areas in the photo. Industrial private timber lands contain 
large amounts of early seral habitat that result from short harvest rotations (USDI/BLM, 1994; Volume 1, p. 4-
26). 

Franklin and Johnson (2013) describe how natural diverse early seral conditions occur after a severe 
disturbance and persist to the re-establishment of a closed forest canopy. They describe these habitat 
conditions as highly diverse, trophic-rich, and function-rich ecosystems. 

The EA identifies (Figure 3-1, p. 36) 
that within the Mohawk 5th field 
watershed there are 570 acres of BLM 
lands in the 0-10 year age class. 
These 570 acres represent 2% of the 
26,134 acres of BLM lands in the 
entire watershed. The direct and 
indirect effects to diverse early seral 
habitat from the Second Show project 
would result from regeneration harvest 
of forested stands. The EA (pp. 36-39) 
describes the direct and indirect effects 
of each of the alternatives in achieving 
and retaining diverse early seral 
habitat. All alternatives would create 
diverse early seral habitat, with 
Alternative 4 creating it on the most 
acres for the least length of time (as 
few as five years) and Alternative 2 
creating it on the fewest acres for an 
equal length of time as anticipated 
under Alternative 3 (as few as 15 
years). However, the amount of 

 
Figure 3.6-1. Example of diverse early seral habitat (Johnson and 
Franklin, 2012). 

 
Figure 3.6-2. GoogleEarth© aerial imagery of Mohawk watershed 
(red line) (July 2014). 
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diverse early seral habitat in the Mohawk 5th field watershed that would result from regeneration harvest under 
any of alternatives in the Second Show Project would be less than 0.003%. 

Since the percentage of BLM ownership within the Mohawk watershed is only 26%, there are limited effects that 
this project can have on the entire watershed age class breakdown. In 1995 when the Mohawk watershed was 
published it provided a breakdown of the seral stage classes of all lands and showed that the total acreage of 
land in early seral forest (0-15 years) in the watershed was 22,938 acres. Of this 22,938 acres, the land in BLM 
ownership of early seral forest (0-15 years) represented 2,343 acres. Thus, in 1995 the percentage of BLM 
early seral forest was 0.1% of the total early seral forest in the watershed. This watershed analysis did not 
distinguish between diverse early seral and early seral but showed that the BLM has a small amount of early 
seral habitat in the watershed. 

Action Alternatives 
There are no other projects on BLM land or in other ownerships within the Mohawk 5th field watershed that are 
ongoing or that are reasonably foreseeable that would intentionally create diverse early seral habitat conditions. 
As such, there are no actions that would have effects that would overlap or combine with those of the Action 
Alternatives to produce cumulative impacts under NEPA in regard to diverse early-seral habitat in the Mohawk 
5th field watershed. Therefore, the cumulative effects for this issue are effectively addressed by analysis of 
direct and indirect effects of the Action Alternatives, as informed by current conditions as discussed in the 
Affected Environment for this Issue. 
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