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The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA), including a revised 
cumulative effects analysis, (DOI-BLM-OR-E060-2012-0005a-EA) for the Second Show project, which analyzed 
the effects of the modified proposed action and alternatives. On the basis of the information contained in the Final 
EA (FEA) and revised cumulative effects analysis (RCE) , and all other information available to me, it is my 
determination that the implementation of the modified proposed action would not have a significant effect on the 
quality of the human environment considering the context and intensity of impacts (40 CFR 1508.27). Therefore, 
an environmental impact statement is not necessary and will not be prepared. This finding is based on my 
consideration of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) criteria for significance (40 CFR 1508.27), both 
with regard to the context and to the intensity of the impacts, as described below: 

CONTEXT 
BLM adopted its Eugene District Resource Management Plan in 1995, incorporating the 1994 Northwest Forest 
Plan (NWFP) and its EIS. BLM has thus prepared two EISs that consider the significant and potentially significant 
effects of conducting timber harvest in the Eugene District within stands of the age class found in this project. The 
EISs for the NWFP and 1995 Eugene RMP projected effects over the lifetime of the RMP to date for 10,260 acres 
of regeneration harvest. In actuality, the Eugene District has offered 3,571 acres of regeneration harvest, only 
35% of the projected amount of regeneration harvest. The 259 acres in the Second Show Project would equate to 
an additional 2.5% of this projection (FEA, p. 7). Given the very large discrepancy between the acreage of 
regeneration harvest assumed within the collective effects analysis of the NWFP and RMP EISs and what the 
Eugene District has actually offered for sale, it is abundantly clear that the incremental effect of the harvest 
proposed in the Second Show Project is well within the effects of the total regeneration harvest projected within 
the Eugene District’s RMP EIS. Even though the incremental harvest within the Second Show project falls within 
the RMP EIS’s effects analysis, the BLM analyzed the specific effects of the proposed action to determine if there 
is unique site-specific information, new information, or changed circumstances that would invalidate the analyses 
and conclusions from the NWFP EIS or RMP EIS such that this timber sale presents significant effects beyond 
those analyzed in those EISs. The answer is no, for the reasons detailed below in our evaluation of the NEPA 
regulatory significance factors. 

In the case of site-specific actions, significance usually depends on the effects in the locale rather than in the 
world as a whole. This project is a site-specific action that by itself does not have international, national, region-
wide, or statewide importance. The discussion of the significance criteria that follows applies to the intended 
action and is within the context of local importance in the area associated with the Second Show Project. The 
actions described in the modified proposed action would be limited in scope and geographic application (40 CFR 
1508.27(a)). The location of the action is described in the FEA (p. 1) and displayed on maps (FEA, pp. 49, 52, 55; 
Appendix C). The physical and biological effects are limited. The affected environment sections of Chapter 3 in 
the FEA describe the locations and current conditions of the various resources. The resource effects sections in 
Chapter 3 reveal that most of the direct and indirect environmental effects are confined to the project area with 
some effects extending beyond the project area. The direct and indirect effects of the modified proposed action 
along with cumulative effects (incremental effects of the proposed action in light of past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions) for each resource are described in Chapter 3 of the Second Show FEA (pp. 17-39) 
and in the revised cumulative effects analysis (pp. 1-16). These analyses were reviewed in consideration of the 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance on cumulative effects analysis, and results were disclosed in 
the FEA and RCE. 

The modified proposed action would occur in the Matrix (General Forest Management Area (GFMA) and 
Connectivity) and Riparian Reserve Land Use Allocations (LUA) as designated by the 1995 Eugene District 
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Resource Management Plan (RMP). The RMP anticipated that forest management activities would occur in these 
LUAs as follows: 

Matrix (p. 34): 
 to produce a sustainable supply of timber and other forest commodities to provide jobs and to contribute 

to community stability;  
 to provide connectivity (along with other allocations such as Riparian Reserves) between Late 

Successional Reserves; 
 to provide habitat for a variety of organisms associated with both late-successional and younger forests; 
 to provide important ecological functions, such as dispersal of organisms, carryover of some species from 

one stand to the next, and maintenance of ecologically valuable structural components, such as down 
logs, snags, and large trees; 

 to provide early-successional habitat. 

Riparian Reserve: 
 to meet the objectives of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy (p. 18) 
 to provide habitat for Special Status Species, SEIS special attention, and other terrestrial species (p. 23). 

The action alternatives are in compliance with the RMP, as amended. 

Under the action alternatives, treatments were designed to meet the purposes and needs. Purposes of the 
actions include: (1) Produce a sustainable supply of timber (RMP, p. 34); (2) to manage the spread of pathogens 
into adjacent stands (RMP, p. 201); (3) increase the economic productivity of the stand through improvement of 
stand health1 (RMP, p. 84); (4) provide connectivity (RMP, p. 34); (5) provide habitat for a variety of organisms 
associated with both late-successional and younger forests (RMP, p. 34); maintenance of valuable structural 
components, such as down logs and snags (RMP, p. 34); reduce the risk of stand loss from fire, animals, insects 
and disease (RMP, p. 84); provide early-successional habitat (RMP, p. 84); and produce a sustainable supply of 
timber to increase the proportion of merchantable volume, and promote development of desired understory 
vegetation (RMP, p. 200). Additional direction for road management directs BLM to provide and manage the road 
system to serve resource management needs (RMP, p. 98). 

The purposes of the actions in Riparian Reserves are to provide habitat for Special Status Species and other 
terrestrial species, and to maintain and restore water quality (RMP, p. 23). 

The RMP also has management objectives to manage habitat for federally listed species to achieve species 
recovery in compliance with the Endangered Species Act (pp. 52, 58). 

INTENSITY 
I have considered the potential intensity of the impacts that would result from the modified proposed action 
relative to each of the ten areas suggested for consideration by the CEQ, as detailed below:  

1. Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse. 
I considered both beneficial and adverse impacts associated with the modified proposed action as 
presented in Chapter 3 of the Second Show FEA and RCE. These impacts are within a range of effects 
identified in the Eugene District Final Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS; 1994) for timber resources (Chapter IV, pp. 4-106 to 4-119) and other resources as they 
relate to timber management (Soils, pp. 4-15 to 4-20; Water, pp. 4-21 to 4-25; Fish, pp. 4-66 to 4-67; 
Wildlife, pp. 4-51 to 4-65; Recreation, pp. 4-103 to 4-105; Cultural Resources, pp 4-97; and Climate 
Change, p. 4-9).  

The environmental analysis for the Second Show project identified impacts, both beneficial and adverse, for 
five issues presented in detail.  These beneficial and adverse impacts are described in the FEA (Issue 1, 
pp. 17-20; Issue 2, pp. 20-29; Issue 3, pp. 29-32; Issue 4, pp. 32-35; and Issue 5, pp. 35-39) and in the 
revised cumulative effects analysis (Issue 1, pp. 3-5; Issue 2, pp. 5-13; Issue 3, pp. 13-14; Issue 4, p. 14; 

                                                      
1 For this project, the use of the term “stand health” is meant to refer to the health of the forested stand for 
productivity, including the resilience of trees to disturbance, as well as tree growth and vigor. 
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and Issue 5, pp. 14-16). Overall impacts of Alternative 3 would have a beneficial impact in either the short 
and/or long-term for resources in the project area. These benefits include improvement of forest stand 
health through reforestation of root rot resistant tree species, the production of sustained yield timber, and 
the retention and recruitment of wildlife habitat for identified species in leave areas and though thinning 
management. However, I recognize that some beneficial actions can have, at the same time, adverse 
effects to different resources, species, species’ needs, and habitats’ availability. Some resources and/or 
species would expereience adverse impacts that were identified to be short-term in nature and/or were not 
identified as significant adverse impacts because impacts were able to be minimized either through timing, 
design, or protection measures. Impacts to resources were minimized by designing the project to be 
consistent with RMP standards and guidelines and additional mitigations implemented with the modified 
proposed action. The potential for adverse impacts from the modified proposed action are similar to other 
projects previous to this one and are not unique to this project. These impacts are minimized and/or 
avoided using the design criteria found in the FEA. Previous projects, with similar activities using these or 
similar design criteria, have been found to be effective in avoiding or minimizing adverse effects. The 
analysis indicates that the disclosed adverse impacts do not threaten resources and I have not overridden 
these potential adverse impacts by the beneficial outcomes of the action. 

2. The degree to which the proposed action affects public health and safety. 
No aspect of the modified proposed action is likely to have more than a non-negligible effect on public 
health and safety (40 CFR 1508.27 (b)(2)). Smoke management from prescribed burning and pile burning 
would adhere to the Oregon Smoke Management Plan (FEA, p. 35). Adherence to the Oregon Smoke 
Management Plan would greatly limit smoke dispersal. Due to the combination of burning only on days with 
stable atmospheric conditions and limited smoke dispersal, there would be no significant impacts on air 
quality associated with burning, and hence no significant impacts on public health or safety from burning. 

The proposed action would have no impact on geologic conditions or increase risk of catastrophic 
landslides. The highest risk for shallow, rapid slope failures was found on slopes of over 70%, depending 
on landform and geology. Through the use of LiDAR imaging in the project area, it was determined that 
slopes of this scale are incidental off of short benches or humps, and occur on less than 2% of the harvest 
area. Additionally, no soils or specific areas within the project area were identified as having a high 
sensitivity or probability for mass movement (landslide) within the project area (FEA, p. 35). None of the 
areas with slopes above 70% are above populated areas or any residence. Riparian buffers have been 
established on all streams. These buffers capture the more steeply incised and seasonally saturated 
slopes, which are therefore likely to be protected from soil disturbance. As a consequence of these factors 
and measures, the risk for slope failure and landslides is considered low (FEA, p. 35). No drinking water 
sources are present in the project area and, therefore, would not be affected by the proposed action. 

No herbicides would be used in conjunction with this project. The Eugene District does not have clearances 
to use herbicides within the project area, and no herbicide application is included in the proposed action. 
Thus, there would be no public health or safety issue presented by the use of herbicides associated with 
this project. 

No helicopter yarding is associated with this project, and thus, there would be no noise or fly-over issues to 
present public health of safety issues with this project. No increased public health or safety issues would be 
anticipated by log truck traffic, since log trucks would be using reciprocal rights-of-way designated and 
frequently used for timber haul. Timber haul from the Second Show timber sale would use roads where log 
haul is a commonplace expectation for travelers. 

3. Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity of historic or cultural resources, 
park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas. 
There will be no significant effects on unique characteristics of the area (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)) such as 
parklands, prime farmlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas (including areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern) as there are no such areas in the project vicinity. Cultural surveys completed for 
the project area did not identify any cultural or historical resources for protection. 
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4. The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly 
controversial. 
The effects on the quality of the human environment are not likely to be highly controversial ((40 CFR 
1508.27(b)(4)). CEQ guidelines relating to controversy refer not to the amount of public opposition or 
support for a project, but to a substantial dispute as to the size, nature, or effect of the action. The effects of 
actions planned under the modified proposed action (pp. 12-14) are similar to many other forest 
management projects implemented within the scope of the 1995 Eugene RMP (FEIS, pp. 4-106 to 4-119). 
Controversy over regeneration harvest on matrix lands was addressed in the NWFP and a policy balance 
struck through the signing of the Record of Decision for the Eugene District RMP, and thus, the 
implementation of those decisions through project-specific regeneration harvest does not require the BLM 
to revisit the question of alleged significance associated with any remnants of that controversy every time 
the agency proposes a timber sale.  The EISs for the NWFP and 1995 Eugene RMP projected effects over 
the lifetime of that plan to date for 10,260 acres of regeneration harvest. In actuality, the Eugene District 
offered 3,571 acres of regeneration harvest, only 35% of the projected amount of regeneration harvest. The 
259 acres in the Second Show Project would equate to an additional 2.5% of this projection (FEA, p. 7). 
Given the very large discrepancy between the acreage of regeneration harvest assumed within the 
collective effects analysis of the NWFP and RMP EISs and what the Eugene District has actually offered for 
sale, it is abundantly clear that the incremental effect of the harvest proposed in the Second Show Project is 
well within the effects of the total regeneration harvest projected within the Eugene District by the NWFP 
and RMP EISs.  The Eugene District BLM acknowledges that there may be some in the local community 
who are opposed to or have serious differences of opinion regarding the proposed action, however, no 
unique or appreciable scientific controversy has been identified regarding the effects of the modified 
proposed action, and, therefore, no known scientific controversy exists over the impacts of the project. 

Environmental effects of the project are within the scope of those considered in the NWFP EIS and RMP 
EISs, which addressed the issues and differences of opinion surrounding social and scientific controversy 
over matrix harvest, including regeneration harvest in matrix. The 1994 FEIS projected that the Eugene 
District would harvest 570 acres (p. xix) annually through regeneration harvest methods. As of May 2014, 
the District has harvested 3,571 acres (or 35% of the total 10,260 acres projected) of this projection under 
the 1995 RMP. Harvesting 259 acres would constitute another 2.5% of this projection (FEA, p. 7). To the 
extent there is any remnant of that controversy, these figures show that Eugene’s performance is far, far 
below the expected level of harvest, and therefore well within the effects analysis related to any any social 
or scientific controversy that those EISs addressed. 

Effects are also expected to be consistent with those of the published literature cited in the FEA and RCE, 
and are not controversial in a scientific sense. The public has had the opportunity to comment on this 
project at public meetings, through formal scoping, and during a formal comment period on the FEA (p. 4). 
While comments were received expressing disagreement with the BLM timber management program, none 
established a scientific dispute of the size, nature, or effects of the modified proposed action. 

The BLM is aware that the Revised Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl (USFWS 2011) uses the 
word ‘controversy’ in its discussion of spotted owls and ecological forestry (RP, p. III-11). A thorough 
reading of the full discussion in the Recovery Plan, however, reveals that the controversy in question is 
largely the social controversy overimplementing active forest restoration activities where the spotted owl 
and its habitat would benefit over the long term. The Recovery Plan does not assert that the effects of 
ecological forestry themselves are controversial in any kind of meaningful scientific or biological sense, but 
rather that ecological forestry, as one part of “active forest management,” will help address the uncertainty 
of the extent to which land managers can influence the changes occurring on forests across the Pacific 
Northwest. The controversy, thus, is not evidence of a substantial dispute over the size, nature, or effect of 
ecological forestry, but instead to the ongoing societal controversy over management of the Pacific 
Northwest forests. 

The BLM is aware that the Revised Recovery Plan identified that  
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[t]he majority of published studies support this general approach for Pacific Northwest forests, 
although there is some disagreement regarding how best to achieve it. We received widely 
varying recommendations for meeting this goal from knowledgeable scientists. Most of this 
variance in opinion is due to the scientific uncertainty in: (1) accurately describing the ecological 
“reference condition” or the “natural range of variability” in historical ecological processes, such 
as fire and insect outbreaks across the varied forest landscape within the range of the spotted 
owl (e.g., see Hessburg et al. 2005, and Keane et al. 2002, 2009); and (2) confidently 
predicting future ecological outcomes on this landscape due to rapid, climate-driven changes in 
these natural processes, with little precedent in the historical (or prehistoric) record (Drever et 
al. 2006, Millar et al. 2007, Long 2009, Littell et al. 2010). These are very real problems that 
should be addressed with more research (Strittholt et al. 2006, Kennedy and Wimberly 2009). 
In the meantime, addressing this uncertainty in a careful but active manner is the challenge of 
this Revised Recovery Plan and of forest management in general. 

Therefore, while the FWS in the RP identified differences of scientific opinion regarding the informational 
needs for active forest management to achieve the goals of forest restoration, including owl recovery, this 
difference in scientific opinion does not rise to the level of a highly controversial scientific debate that 
requires an EIS for this single site-specific project. Nor does the scientific difference of opinion on 
informational needs at the broader scale of owl recovery demonstrate a scientific controversy over using 
active forest management to restore ecological processes. As the RP stated: “There is a scientific and 
social consensus emerging that land managers must restore more sustainable (resistant and resilient) 
ecological processes to forests at various landscape scales (Hessburg et al. 2004, Millar et al. 2007, Long 
2009, Moritz et al. 2011) (See RP at III-12).” The FWS RP identification of the emerging “consensus” on this 
issue demonstrates that  any scientific controversy that may have existed over the use of active forest 
management through projects like the proposed action to achieve long-term spotted owl recovery is largely 
being laid to rest. Indeed, the RP goes on to state that: 

Federal land managers should apply ecological forestry principles where long-term spotted owl 
recovery will benefit, even if short-term impacts to spotted owls may occur (Franklin et al. 2006) 
to improve the resiliency of the landscape in light of threats to spotted owl habitat from climate 
change and other disturbances…This includes early-successional ecosystems on some forest 
sites (Swanson et al. 2010, Perry et al. 2011). 

*** 

management designed under an ecological forestry framework should avoid existing high value 
habitat, if possible, while meeting long-term restoration goals. Within provincial home ranges 
but outside core-use areas, opportunities exist to conduct vegetation management to enhance 
development of late-successional characteristics or meet other restoration goals in a manner 
compatible with retaining resident spotted owls. Restoration activities conducted near spotted 
owl sites should first focus on areas of younger forest less likely to be used by spotted owls and 
less likely to develop late-successional forest characteristics without vegetation management. 
Vegetation management should be designed to include a mix of disturbed and undisturbed 
areas, retention of woody debris and development of understory structural diversity to maintain 
small mammal populations across the landscape. (See RP at III-17) 

This is precisely what the Second Show project does. Again, the controversy referenced in the Revised 
Recovery Plan reveals references to “controversy” are principally referring to the social controversy of 
implementing active forest management to achieve restoration goals. The RP also identifies differences in 
scientific opinion over the information needs that exist in regard to implementing such actions, but not over 
whether such actions should be undertaken. 

The BLM is also aware that the fundamental nature of science requires disagreement and vigorous debate, 
and that as a result some disagreement will always be present in any scientific discussion. The topic of 
ecological forestry is no exception. The BLM is aware of articles in peer-reviewed scientific literature, such 
as DellaSalla, et al (2013), which express some reservations and disagreements with ecological forestry 
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applications. The BLM also notes that much of DellaSalla (2013) relates to the ongoing social controversy 
over management practices and refinement of land management goals and practices. Where the article 
discusses the size, nature, and effects of ecological forestry, and discusses perceived shortcomings in the 
framework principles, it also acknowledges the positive aspects of the framework, and notes that the details 
of its management are “yet to be described.” (DellaSalla et al (2013), pp. 420-421). As noted previously, 
unanimity in science is rarely, if ever, present. That some discussion and debate in peer-reviewed scientific 
forums continues to occur is a sign, not of controversy as NEPA uses the term, but of a healthy discussion 
and questioning of hypotheses and projections that are essential to the scientific process. In the end, 
however, while the BLM acknowledges this debate, NEPA and the principles which underlie it do not require 
unanimity, nor that an EIS be prepared for every project for which it does not exist. Articles such as 
DellaSalla (2013) are limited in direct application, and are more focused on advocacy and social policy. 
Rather than present scientific debate on the effects of implementing ecological forestry on matrix lands 
available for regeneration harvest, the articles question or propose a different tack on whether ecological 
forestry is the appropriate tool to address the current and changing conditions of forests in the Pacific 
Northwest. These broadly stated positions do not generate and are not evidence of a substantial dispute 
over the size, nature, and effects of the proposed action at issue here, however, and thus do not give rise to 
a “controversy” under NEPA that necessitates preparation of an EIS. 

The BLM is, as noted, aware that social controversy is ongoing over the existence and practices of the 
BLM’s timber harvest program across western Oregon. This societal debate, reflected in the comments 
received by the BLM and addressed as applicable in the EA (pp. 5-7), is precisely the public opposition or 
support that the CEQ guidelines have identified as not relevant to the term ‘controversy’ as applied to 
NEPA. The BLM has considered and responded to the comments received, and found that none of them 
give rise to any meaningful dispute over the size, nature, or effects of the action. Because the comments 
received from the public do not establish such a dispute, the proposed action is not controversial for  NEPA 
“significance” purposes in this regard, either. 

5. The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or involve 
unique or unknown risks. 
The modified proposed action would not impose highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks (40 
CFR 1508.27(b)(5)). The analysis has not shown that there would be any unique or unknown risks to the 
human environment not previously considered and analyzed in 1994 FEIS, to which this decision is tiered. 
Timber harvest is a common practice on lands managed by the BLM in western Oregon, and the Eugene 
District has considerable experience with the actions to be implemented and the activities and associated 
design criteria incorporated with this decision are well-established land management practices. The risks 
are well known and understood. None of the public comments received indicated unique or unknown risks 
to the human environment. Based on this, and previous similar actions, the probable effects of this decision 
on the human environment, as described in the FEA and RCE, do not involve effects that are highly 
uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks. The use of variable retention harvest in the proposed action is 
not “experimental” and does not seek to “pilot” the use of ecological forestry in older stands. 

As discussed above, the Revised Recovery Plan discusses scientific uncertainty regarding the informational 
needs for active forest management to achieve the goals of forest restoration for achieving owl recovery, 
specifically (1) accurate ecological baseline information, and (2) confident predictions of outcomes of 
actions to restore conditions, given uncertainty in climate conditions. The Recovery Plan did not state that 
ecological forestry should be “tested” as a way of addressing these uncertainties, but rather that these 
uncertainties were part of the reason for its recommending the use of ecological forestry as an effective, 
research-based approach for addressing those uncertainties, and to help ensure that the best available 
science—which includes the recommended practice of ecological forestry--is used to benefit ecosystems 
and spotted owls over the long term.  As discussed in more detail below, this project presents no serious 
question as to uncertain effects regarding the use of ecological forestry within the stands included within the 
proposed action, which analysis and research show is expected to benefit spotted owls in the long term. 

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 proposed action 
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only accounts for 1% of BLM forested lands in the watershed and is in context with historically plausible 
patterns and occurrences of early seral forest in this area. There is no highly uncertain information about 
baseline conditions in the action area. 

Climate change and greenhouse gas emissions have been identified as an emerging resource concern by 
the Secretary of the Interior (Secretarial Order No. 3226; January 16, 2009), the OR/WA BLM State Director 
(IM-OR-2010-012, January 13, 2010), and by the general public through comments on recent project 
analyses. 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 (FEA p. 29). As an aid to 
decision-making , the EA analysis estimates carbon flux to the analysis area associated with the proposed 
action. Although the proposed action would be predicted to result in a mid-term (20 yr.) flux of additional 
carbon to the atmosphere, carbon stores in the reserved portions of the action area under the proposed 
action would be predicted to approach a steady state at or above 7,000 metric tons C, which is comparable 
to storage under the no action alternative (FEA, pp. 32). The difference in carbon storage in 20 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 global carbon storage. 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 (FEA, p. 30). For all the reasons stated above, the 
effects of the proposed action are not highly uncertain and do not present unique or unknown risks with 
regard to carbon flux. 

6. The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects 
or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration. 
This project neither establishes a precedent nor represents a decision in principle about future actions (40 
CFR 1508.27(b)(6)). The timber management program on BLM managed lands in western Oregon is well-
established and this project would not establish a new precedent of management for this program. The 
modified proposed action is consistent with actions appropriate for the Matrix and Riparian Reserve land 
use allocations, as designated by the RMP. 

This project will not bind any future BLM actions and will not shape or determine BLM forestry methods or 
strategies beyond this project. As discussed above, this project is not designated or designed to be 
“experimental” or a “pilot”, but as with any project, BLM will use information learned from implementing the 
project; this does not mean those lessons learned commit BLM to any course of action with any future 
project or overall forest management strategy beyond this individual project and, as such, this factor does 
not weigh in favor of an EIS or raise a serious question on this issue. 

7. Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively 
significant impacts. 
There are no individual or cumulatively significant impacts identified by the analysis conducted for the 
Second Show FEA or revised cumulative effects analysis. Cumulative effects analysis for the project area, 
by Issue, was presented in Chapter 3 of the FEA (pp. 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 24, 30, 32, 34, 36), and in the 
revised cumulative effects analysis (RCE, pp. 3-16). Other resource effects considered include impacts to 
botany/weeds (Botany/Weeds Input, p. 4), recreation (Recreation Input, p. 1), fisheries (Fisheries Input, pp. 
10-11), and hydrology (Hydrology Input, pp. 6-7). These environmental analyses did not reveal any 
cumulative effects beyond those already in the 1994 FEIS. No significant cumulative effects have been 
identified. 

8. The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or objects 
listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause loss or 
destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historic resources. 
There are no features within the planning area that are listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places or are significant scientific, cultural, or historic resources. As such, the proposed activities 
would not affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or objects listed in or potentially eligible for listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places, nor would the activities cause a loss or destruction of significant 
scientific, cultural, or historical resources. 
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9. The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or its 
habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 
The action will not adversely affect any federally proposed, endangered or threatened wildlife or plant 
species or its habitat. Evaluation determined that the project is not likely to result in a trend toward federal 
listing or loss of viability for any federally-listed wildlife, fish, or plants. 

The Upper Willamette Resource Area initiated consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
for evaluation of effects to the Northern spotted owl. ESA consultation for the Northern spotted owl 
considered effects to general habitat due to habitat modification, and effects to site occupation and 
reproduction due to habitat modification, and nesting behavior due to noise disturbance/disruption.  
Collectively, these considerations result in the overall effects determination of project actions in the Second 
Show FEA and revised cumulative effects (FEA, pp. 20, 21, 23, 25, 29; RCE, pp. 5-6). Consultation was 
conducted under a batched Province BA: Biological Assessment of Not Likely to Adversely Affect (NLAA) 
Projects with the Potential to Modify the Habitat of Spotted Owls - Willamette Planning Province - FY2014. 
On October 28, 2013, we received a Letter of Concurrence stating that the FWS’s “conclusion for informal 
consultation is that we concur with your evaluation that implementation of these activities at the anticipated 
levels would not adversely affect spotted owls nor would it adversely affect their critical habitat.” Besides the 
spotted owl, there are no other Threatened or Endangered terrestrial species within the project area, and 
there is no causal mechanism for the project to affect any Threatened or Endangered terrestrial species 
outside of the project area. 

There are no Threatened or Endangered fish species or their critical habitat within the project area 
(Fisheries Input, p. 2), and there is no causal mechanism for the project to affect any Threatened or 
Endangered fish species outside of the project area. 

There are no Threatened or Endangered botany species within the project area (Botany/Weeds Input, p. 1), 
and there is no causal mechanism for the project to affect any Threatened or Endangered botany species 
outside of the project area. 

Analysis has also concluded that implementation of the proposed actions would not change the likelihood of 
and need for listing of any Special Status Species under the ESA as identified in BLM Manual 6840 and 
BLM OR/WA 6840 policy (RCE, pp. 7, 8, 11). 

10. Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements imposed for 
the protection of the environment. 
The modified proposed action will not and does not threaten to violate any Federal, State, or local laws 
imposed for the protection of the environment including, but not limited to, the Clean Water Act, Clean Air 
Act, and Endangered Species Act. The modified proposed action complies with the 1995 Eugene RMP, 
which provides direction for the protection of the environment on public lands. Project design criteria listed 
in the EA would assure compliance with these laws. The EA also meets National Environmental Policy Act 
disclosure requirements. 

Pursuant to Executive Order 13212, the BLM must consider the effects of this decision on the President’s 
National Energy Policy.  As there would be no impact to the exploration, development, or transportation of 
undeveloped energy sources from the proposed action, a Statement of Adverse Energy Impacts is not 
required. 
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CONCLUSION 
Based on the information contained in the FEA and revised cumulated effects analysis (DOI-BLM-OR-E060-2012-
0005a-EA), and all other information available to me, I have determined that the modified proposed action would 
not have a significant impact on the human environment within the meaning of section 102(2)(c) of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, and that an Environmental Impact Statement is not required. I have determined 
that the effects of the proposed activities would be in conformance with the 1995 Record of Decision/Resource 
Management Plan for the Eugene District. 
 
 

 Signature of the Responsible Official:    

/s/ William O’Sullivan  6/9/15 
William O’Sullivan 
Upper Willamette Field Manager 
Eugene District Office  

Date: 


