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1.0 Introduction

The Upper Willamette (UW) Field Office, Eugene District, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is
proposing a mix of regeneration and commercial thinning harvests primarily within the Lost Creek sub-
basin of the Lookout Point Reservoir-Middle Fork Willamette River Fifth Field Watershed. The units are
within Matrix and Riparian Reserve land use allocations (LUA) under the 1995 Eugene District Resource
Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/FEIS) and Record of Decision (ROD).
Harvests are proposed in both General Forest Management Area (GFMA) and Diversity/Connectivity
blocks within the Matrix LUA.

Table 1: Project Summary

Total
Acres®
(Harvest & Harvest
Sale Name Location Harvest Type Stand Ages Reserve) Acres
T19S RO1W Sec 31; Regeneration & | 86 — Regeneration
Anthony Access T19S RO2W Sec 1 & 25 Thinning 56-66 — Thinning 213 73-161
. T20S RO1W Sec 7 & 17; Regeneration & | 76 — Regeneration
(Gosage Incline T20S RO2W Sec 13 Thinning 30-74 — Thinning 411 129-223
Guileless T20S RO1W Sec 15 & 21 Thinning 53 - 69 171 86 - 108
John's Last Stand T20S RO1E Sec 29 Regeneration or 116 90 0 or 49
Thinning
. . T20S RO1E Sec 19; T20S I
Missing Links ROIW Sec 13 & 23 Thinning 56 325 237 - 279

The project area is located approximately 5 to 8 miles south of Lowell, Oregon. Approximately 45 acres
of the project area is within the Dorena Lake-Row River sub-basin of the Row River 5" Field Watershed.
Approximately 120 acres of the project area are located within the Dexter Reservoir-Middle Fork
Willamette River sub-basin of the Lookout Point Reservoir-Middle Fork Willamette River 5" Field
Watershed. The rest of the project area (approximately 1,050 acres) is within the Lost Creek sub-basin of
the Lookout Point Reservoir-Middle Fork Willamette River Watershed. The Lost Creek sub-basin is
approximately 34,500 acres. The Lookout Point Reservoir-Middle Fork Willamette River 5" Field
Watershed is over 102,000 acres.

The Oregon and California Railroads (O&C) Act requires the lands in the project area to be managed for
permanent forest production and the timber to be sold, cut, and removed in accordance with the principle
of sustained yield. The project was designed to meet BLM's obligation to implement the 1995 Eugene
Resource Management Plan and to address the primary objectives of the land use allocation. The 1995
Eugene Resource Management Plan established an allowable sale quantity (ASQ) to manage timber
production at sustainable levels. Since the institution of the 1995 Eugene Resource Management Plan,
changes to environmental regulations and increased controversy has resulted in timber management
focusing almost exclusively on thinning in recent years to achieve ASQ.

Some comments received from the public expressed an opinion that the effects of regeneration harvest
warranted the completion of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). These scoping comments
regarding the preparation of an Environmental Assessment cited a perception of regeneration harvesting
resulting in significant effects and the actions being controversial.

There will always be some disagreement about the nature of the effects for land management actions.
However, when determining if these disagreements indicate a need for elevation of analysis to an EIS,

! Acres and mileages throughout document are approximate and provided for comparison purposes only.



CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502) clearly outline the need for context and intensity to be measured in
determining significance.

The significance of an action must be analyzed in the appropriate context. Both short-term and long-term
effects are relevant. Intensity refers to the severity of the effect, which is done by looking at direct,
indirect, and cumulative effects of an action (40 CFR 1508.27(b)). Controversy means disagreement
about the nature of the effects, not expressions of opposition to the proposed action. Substantial dispute
within the scientific community about the effects of the proposed action would indicate that the effects are
likely to be highly controversial. There is currently no scientific dispute about the effects of regeneration
timber harvesting.

EAs can also be used as a tool in the process to determine if the action would have significant effects. If
so, an EIS is then prepared. If not, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is prepared.

Ultimately, this EA serves to explore the CEQ requirements to determine context and intensity of effects
to identify whether an EIS or FONSI should be prepared.
1.1 Purpose and Need

Need for Action

The Eugene District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (ROD/RMP, USDI 1995;
hereafter the 1995 RMP) provides management direction for forest habitat and for forest products (FEIS,
p. 1-4). The RMP addressed these dual needs through designations of land use allocations (LUAS) in
conformance with applicable laws including the O&C Act, the Clean Water Act, and the Endangered
Species Act, as well as applicable rules, regulations, and policies. In addition to this, the 1995 Eugene
RMP established an allowable sale quantity (ASQ) to address the need for timber production at
sustainable levels, which is to be derived entirely from the Matrix LUA.

Uplands (Matrix)

Within the Lost Creek project area, stands are dense, overstocked, and uniform in structure, which has
resulted in reduced tree growth and stand vigor in some Matrix LUA stands. Thinning is needed to
promote increased tree growth, canopy growth, stand vigor, and species diversity. Thinning these stands
would contribute to long-term timber production and the current established ASQ for the Eugene District
along with more desirable wildlife habitat. In addition the over-dense stands with closed canopies result
in little light penetration for understory growth or the growth of minor tree species. Current stand
conditions interfere with the development of large, well-developed crowns desirable for many wildlife
species including northern spotted owls. Overall, the current stand conditions proposed for thinning in the
project area provide less desirable habitat for wildlife in both the short and long-term than more complex
stands.

The Culmination of Mean Annual Increment (CMAI) refers to the tree age range that produces maximum
average annual growth over the lifetime of a timber stand within a specific area. Within the Eugene
District planning area culmination usually occurs between 70 and 90 years of age but varies due to stand
conditions and previous treatments. Stands within the planning area being considered for regeneration
harvest have reached CMAI. To maximize growth and yield on lands within the matrix land use allocation
the Eugene District RMP directs us to schedule regeneration harvests to assure that, over time, harvest
will occur in stands at or above the age of volume growth culmination (i.e., Culmination of Mean Annual
Increment). (RMP p 85, 200).

Riparian Reserves

Riparian Reserves in the project area are predominantly densely-stocked, even-aged stands that show



very little of the stand diversity or complexity goals identified by the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
Objectives. These younger managed stands are in the stem exclusion stage and are competing for
sunlight, water, and nutrients, causing reduced tree growth and vigor as well as limiting understory
vegetation. Increased tree growth and vigor, canopy growth, and species diversity are needed for both
wildlife habitat and to manage the stand for sustained timber harvest.

Purpose of Actions

The Eugene District ROD/RMP (USDI 1995) specifies management objectives and direction to be
accomplished in managing lands in the project area. These purposes may be given different weight,
depending on the objectives for the particular LUA. For example, timber production would be given
greater emphasis in Matrix LUA stands and forest habitat purposes would be emphasized in Riparian
Reserve lands. A reasonable action alternative must respond to the needs described above, and meet
the objectives outlined below to be considered and analyzed in detail for this project. The following are
the purposes for the Lost Creek project, in conformance with the 1995 RMP:

Uplands (Matrix)

e produce a sustainable supply of timber

e maintenance of valuable structural components, such as down logs and snags

e produce, over time, forests that have desired species composition, structural characteristics, and
distribution of seral or age classes.

e schedule regeneration harvests to assure that, over time, harvest will occur in stands at or above
the age of volume growth culmination (i.e., Culmination of Mean Annual Increment)

Specifically, for thinning in General Forest Management Areas (GFMA):
e increase the proportion of merchantable volume

e promote development of desired understory vegetation
e maintain good diameter growth rates

Specifically, for density management in Diversity/Connectivity Blocks:
e accelerate growth of trees to provide large-diameter snags and down logs
e promote development of understory vegetation and multiple canopy layers
e produce larger, more valuable logs
e harvest mortality of small trees as the stand develops
e maintain good crown ratios and stable, windfirm trees
e manage species composition

Specifically, for regeneration harvests in GFMA:
e provide for maintenance of long-term site productivity and forest health

Riparian Reserves

The purpose of treatment in riparian reserves is to provide accelerated development of the following in
Riparian Reserves as per the Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives: 1) structural complexity
representative of those that would result from natural disturbance patterns, 2) vegetation diversity, 3)
understory development, and 4) increased growth rates of residual live green trees.

e Provide for the conservation of and habitat for Special Status Species as well as other terrestrial
species.

e Apply silvicultural practices for Riparian Reserves to control stocking, reestablish and manage
stands, and acquire desired vegetation characteristics needed to attain Aquatic Conservation
Strategy objectives.



1.2 Conformance

This proposed forest management project is in conformance with, and tiers to, the objectives, land use
allocations, and management direction in the 1995 ROD/RMP.

The project also conforms to the following:

e Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
Planning Documents within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (Northwest Forest Plan
1994)

e Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey and
Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines (2001
Survey and Manage).

The Lost Creek Environmental Assessment (EA) is a site-specific analysis that tiers to the broader
analyses found in the Eugene District RMP/FEIS. The RMP/FEIS includes the analysis from the
Northwest Forest Plan Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on Management of Habitat
for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species within the Range of the Northern Spotted
Oowl (NWFP).

All actions considered in this EA are consistent with applicable laws, regulations, and policies including,
but not limited to, the following: O&C Act, Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA),
Endangered Species Act (ESA), National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Archaeological Resources
Protection Act (ARPA), Clean Air Act (CAA), and Clean Water Act (CWA).

1.2.1 Survey and Manage

The project is consistent with the 2001 ROD and Standards and Guidelines for Amendments to the
Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines, as
incorporated into the Eugene District Resource Management Plan.

This project utilizes the December 2003 species list. This list incorporates species changes and removals
made as a result of the 2001, 2002, and 2003 Annual Species Reviews (ASR) with the exception of the
red tree vole. For the red tree vole, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in KSWC et al. v. Boody et al., 468
F3d 549 (9th Cir. 2006) vacated the category change and removal of the red tree vole in the mesic zone,
and returned the red tree vole to its status as existed in the 2001 ROD Standards and Guidelines, which
makes the species Category C throughout its range.

Previously, in 2006, the District Court for the Western District of Washington (Judge Pechman) had
invalidated the agencies’ 2004 RODs eliminating Survey and Manage due to NEPA violations. Following
the District Court’s 2006 ruling, parties to the litigation had entered into a stipulation exempting certain
categories of activities from the Survey and Manage standard (the “Pechman Exemptions”).

Judge Pechman's Order from October 11, 2006 directs:

“Defendants shall not authorize, allow, or permit to continue any logging or other ground-
disturbing activities on projects to which the 2004 ROD applied unless such activities are in
compliance with the 2001 ROD (as the 2001 ROD was amended or modified as of March 21,
2004), except that this order will not apply to:

A. Thinning projects in stands younger than 80 years old;

B. Replacing culverts on roads that are in use and part of the road system, and removing culverts
if the road is temporary or to be decommissioned,;

C. Riparian and stream improvement projects where the riparian work is riparian planting,
obtaining material for placing in-stream, and road or trail decommissioning; and where the stream



improvement work is the placement large wood, channel and floodplain reconstruction, or
removal of channel diversions; and

D. The portions of projects involving hazardous fuel treatments where prescribed fire is applied.
Any portion of a hazardous fuel treatment project involving commercial logging will remain subject
to the survey and management requirements except for thinning of stands younger than 80 years
old under subparagraph a. of this paragraph.”

Areas under 80 years of age only being considered for thinning under all action alternatives met
Exemption A of the Pechman Exemptions. These areas were: T19S R02W Sec 25, T19S RO1W Sec 31,
T20S RO2W Sec 1 (north), T20S RO1W Sec 7 (south), T20S RO1W Sec 17, T20S R0O02W Sec 13, T20S
RO1W Sec 15, T20S RO1W Sec 21, T20S RO1W Sec 13, T20S RO1W Sec 23, and T20S RO1E Sec 19.

13 Scoping and Public Involvement

A public scoping letter was mailed to landowners near the project area as well as individuals and
organizations who had previously requested to be informed of District activities on December 11, 2014. It
was also posted in the Eugene District's Planning Website on the same day. Scoping comments were
received from the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), four organizations, and five
individuals. Comments primarily expressed general opposition to regeneration harvests or timber harvest
on federal lands. Most commenters expressed opposition to any harvest activities in John’s Last Stand.
Some commenters expressed support for all harvest activities on federal lands. As a result of internal
and external scoping comments, a broad range of alternatives was developed that included analysis of no
regeneration harvests (Alternatives 3 and 4), no harvest in the John'’s Last Stand sale unit (Alternative 4),
reduced road construction (Alternative 4), and additional coarse woody debris/snag creation in Riparian
Reserves (Alternative 3). In part, Alternative 3 serves to consider the trade-offs between adverse impacts
from operations with the beneficial impacts from treatment.

1.4 Acres Removed from the Project

During the development of the project, nearly 700 acres were dropped from current consideration for a
variety of site-specific reasons including the presence of northern spotted owls (including nest patches,
RA32 habitat, and/or RA10 habitat. See Issue 1 for discussion of RA32 and RA10.), Survey and Manage
Species including red tree voles and Megomphix hemphilli, cultural resources, lack of need for treatment
in Riparian Reserves, and logging systems feasibility.

1.5 Issues

In the context of an environmental analysis, an issue is a point of disagreement, debate, or dispute with a
proposed action based on some anticipated environmental effect. An issue:

e has a cause and effect relationship with the proposed action or alternatives;
e is within the scope of the analysis;

e has not been decided by law, regulation, or previous decision; and

e is amenable to scientific analysis rather than conjecture.

Issues presented in detail in this analysis are:

o What are the effects of timber harvest and associated activities on northern spotted owl habitat
guantity and quality, and the suitability of affected home ranges?

e What are the effects of proposed timber harvest and associated activities on red tree voles
(RTV)?



¢ What are the effects of timber harvest and associated activities on stand structure and terrestrial
habitat, soil compaction and sensitive soils, and stream temperature in the Riparian Reserves?

e What are the effects on sustained yield management from proposed activities?

e What are the effects on recreation opportunities on federal lands, including hiking opportunities
and visitor experience, on federal lands in area?

e What are the effects on carbon storage and greenhouse gas emissions?

1.6 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis

1.6.1 Only conduct regeneration harvest in young (<30 years) stands.

Some commenters suggested that while high-quality early-successional habitat is valuable, regeneration
harvests should only be conducted in young stands (<30 years). However, regeneration harvests on
stands less than 30 years of age would not be consistent with the Eugene District RMP. The RMP states,
on, p. 203, that “Regeneration harvests will not be planned for stands less than 56 years of age.” The
Eugene RMP, p. 85, further directs regeneration harvests to occur at or above the age of volume growth
culmination (typically 70 to 90 years of age in the planning area).

1.6.2 Do not construct any new roads.

Internal and external comments received during scoping suggested that the BLM should consider an
alternative to include no new road construction. A minimal roads alternative (Alternative 4) is being
considered.

Guiding principles for new road construction include the following:

e Provide access to current and future forest management projects and maintain transportations
systems for the management of BLM lands to produce timber and special forest products and
other commodities. (Transportation Management Plan, p. 5)

e Select logging systems based on the suitability and economic efficiency of each system for the
successful implementation of the silvicultural prescription, for protection of soil and water quality,
and for meeting other land use objectives (RMP, p. 85).

To harvest units most efficiently, some level of road construction would need to occur. Without
construction of new roads, many harvest units would either be left untreated or helicopter only operations
would be prescribed. Helicopter-only harvest method limits the purchasers able to bid and depending on
the timber prices at the time of sale, may result in no-bid sales and foregone forest treatments.

New roads under all alternatives would be located primarily on ridge tops. Log landing locations would be
placed to promote adequate deflection (suspension of logs) for yarding and protection of soil and water
quality. In most places within the project area, primary road access to the units already exists. Proposed
new road construction would be principally located within unit boundaries allowing landings to be moved
off of through-roads and/or placed in areas that provide adequate reach and deflection to minimize
yarding impacts.

Stand exam data indicates that approximately 820 forested acres are in need of treatment in the project
area. Without new road construction, approximately 23% of the acres would not be treated or would need
to be helicopter yarded. Using representative appraisal criteria, helicopter yarding would be three to four
times more expensive than traditional cable yarding or ground-based harvest methods. This along with
the small unit size, small log diameters, and market fluctuations would make harvest economically
inefficient or not implementable.



In addition, some roads were evaluated for temporary construction as part of a no roads alternative were
found to not lend themselves to being decommissioned due to factors such as full-bench construction and
would need to be permanent if constructed. These roads and others are part of Alternative 4, which has
low permanent road construction.

1.6.3 Commercially thin stands planned for regeneration harvest.

The BLM evaluated the units analyzed in Alternative 2 for regeneration harvest in Anthony Access T20S
RO2W Sec 1 and Gosage Incline T20S RO1W Sec 7 for suitability for commercial thinning. These stands
were previously commercially thinned in 2001 and 1991 (respectively). Current stand exams indicated
they are not currently suitable for another commercial thinning because if a 40% canopy cover were to be
maintained, the volume removed would be so low it would not meet the purpose and need of the project.

2.0 Alternatives

Project Design Features (PDFs) for all action alternatives (Alternatives 2 — 4) are located in Appendix A.
Project Design Features are operating procedures developed by the interdisciplinary team used to avoid
or reduce adverse environmental impacts and ensure conformance with regulations, laws, and polices
including Best Management Practices from the Eugene District RMP, BLM handbooks and manuals, and
Instruction Memorandums.

See Appendix F: Maps for logging systems and roadwork associated with each action alternative.

2.1 No Action

The No Action Alternative is the only alternative that may be analyzed which does not conform to the
purpose and need for action. This alternative provides a baseline for comparison of the environmental
effects. Under this alternative, no harvest of these stands would occur at this time. This would not,
however, constitute a decision to reallocate the lands to non-commodity uses. No road construction
would occur as part of this project. Road renovations and improvements to improve drainage and reduce
sedimentation would not be undertaken at this time.

2.2 Alternative 2: Preferred Alternative

See Appendix F: Maps for logging systems and roadwork associated with this Alternative.

Table 2: Proposed Harvest Summary for Alternative 2

Total Anthony Gosage . John'’s Last L .
Acres Access Incline Guileless Stand Missing Links
Upland (Matrix)
Acres Harvested 378 50 77 48 0 203
Thinning
Riparian Reserve
Acres Harvested 299 58 106 59 0 75
Thinning
Upland (Matrix)
Acres Harvested 141 52 40 0 49 0
Regeneration
Cable or Cable- | 55, 89 223 76 0 174
Preferred Logging
Ground-based or
Ground-based 187 72 0 32 0 83
Preferred Logging
Helicopter Logging 70 0 0 0 49 22




2.2.1 Thinning Treatments in Uplands (Matrix)

The thinning prescription would reduce stand density by thinning from below (removing small, supressed,
less-vigorously growing trees) to a Curtis Relative Density between 30 and 37 (or 130-170 sq.ft of Basal
Area). Relative Density is a means of describing the relative degree of inter-tree competition in stands of
differing average tree size and stand density of conifers over 8” DBH (Curtis 1982). Relative Density is
calculated by dividing the Basal Area by the square root of the Quadratic Mean Diameter. Basal Area is
the cross sectional area of a single stem, including the bark measured at breast height (4.5 ft.) above the
ground. Basal Area is described in square feet and of all conifers = 8" DBH. The thinning would
generally retain the largest and most vigorous trees, which would decrease tree to tree competition.
Trees selected for harvest would generally be the suppressed, intermediate, co-dominant conifer trees,
releasing the larger trees. All hardwoods and Pacific yew would be retained, except where necessary to
accommodate logging systems and for safety. In all units except for the Guileless units, minor species
(hemlock and cedar) would be favored for retention. In the Guileless units, western hemlock and western
redcedar would not be favored due to the existing higher presence of those species in the stand coupled
with the existing mistletoe. In all units, the prescription would result in a stand with uneven spacing
between remaining conifers and hardwoods.

2.2.2 Thinning Treatments in Riparian Reserves

Harvest treatments would be the same prescription as the uplands (Matrix). Areas of no harvest, in close
proximity to streams and wetlands, would generally be 75’ from intermittent and perennial streams. Two
stretches of fish-bearing streams (one in Anthony Access and one in Gosage Incline) would be treated to
within 25’ of the stream channels to study light penetration on fish productivity. Where appropriate due to
terrain, slope stablity, erosion potential, or other factors, the no cut buffer would be extended to 100’ or
the slope break (PDF 83).

Dr. Warren of Oregon State University is working with the BLM and the U.S. Forest Service to document
the effects of light penetration on fish productivity. Light availability is arguably the fundamental constraint
on aquatic primary production — as well as on terrestrial primary production. Drastic changes in the
amount of light in a stream can influence primary and secondary production (Murphy et al. 1981; Hawkins
et al. 1982; Noel et al. 1986; Bilby and Bisson 1992; Wootton 2012) and temperature in streams (Johnson
2004; Moore et al. 2005). However, our understanding of how moderate and/or patchy changes in
riparian forest cover influence stream ecosystems remains surprisingly limited. The few studies that have
explored this have found that increases in primary and indeed secondary production can occur with fairly
small changes in riparian forest cover. The two study reaches in the stream would be monitored closely
by Dr. Warren on a suite of factors including canopy cover, periphyton (a food source for fish and
invertebrates), invertebrate abundance, fish abundance, and stream temperatures both upstream and
downstream.

2.2.3 Regeneration Harvest

The regeneration harvest would remove merchantable trees (greater than 8 inches in diameter at breast
height (DBH)). The dispersed retention would generally focus on retention of the larger and more
vigorous dominant and co-dominant trees, some of which would be expected to provide for snags and
large down wood within the harvested area. Hardwoods would be retained where possible and would not
count towards green tree retention or retention for CWD/snags.

Tree retention accounts for total retention of the project area including grouped and dispersed retention.
Tree retention at harvest would provide for green tree retention and for snag and coarse woody debris
(CWD) recruitment. In both Connectivity and GFMA LUAs, 3.4 snags per acre and 240 linear feet (If) of
CWD per acre would be reserved at harvest and would be created within 5 years post-harvest. After
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shags and CWD are created, the final green tree retention would be 12-18 green conifer trees per acre in
the connectivity land use allocation and 6-8 green conifer trees per acre in the GFMA land use allocation.
The final green tree retention prescription would be targeted toward the middle of these retention levels
but would be expected to vary slightly during implementation due to inherent variability in the stands.

2.2.4 Road Construction, Renovation, and Maintenance

Under Alternative 2, 0.13 miles of temporary native surface road, 0.38 miles of optional permanent rock or
temporary native surface road, and 2.58 miles of permanent rocked roads would be constructed. Spur
13A in Gosage Incline (0.05 miles) would be improved to a rocked road. Renovations would occur on
38.17 miles of existing roads. Between 20 and 42 culverts® would be replaced. There would be one
temporary new stream crossing installed on Spur 15C (Guileless, T20S RO1W Sec 15). See Appendix C
for Roads Tables.

2.2.5 Reforestation and Fuels Management

Thinning Units

At the completion of harvest operations, fuels surveys would be conducted and project locations identified
as containing hazardous fuel loads may be targeted for hand or machine slash piling and burning. Hand
or machine piles may be constructed along roads or property lines and at landings. Slash pullback may
be incorporated as the desired fuels treatment based on evaluation of post-harvest conditions. See
Appendix A Project Design Features, PDF 63 through 75.

Regeneration Units

Post-harvest site-preparation would be done as necessary to reduce residual harvest slash levels to allow
planting to occur within the harvest units identified for regeneration harvest. Such activities may include a
combination of mechanical and or hand piling of slash, jackpot, pile burning, or broadcast burning. See
Appendix A Project Design Features, PDF 63 through 75. Whole-tree yarding may be authorized on all
regeneration harvest units to minimize slash within the units. Post-harvest exams would be conducted in
each unit to determine the appropriate mix of site preparation and planting needs.

Regeneration harvested stands would be replanted at a density of approximately 400 TPA (approximately
11 ft. spacing). Reforestation density and species composition would be favored towards Douglas fir with
some western hemlock and western redcedar. The composition of the natural regeneration component
would depend on tree species adjacent to harvested areas, seedbed conditions, timing and abundance of
seed crops, seed predation, weather conditions, and tree seedling species availability.

2.3 Alternative 3

See Appendix F: Maps for logging systems and roadwork associated with this Alternative.

% The actual number of culverts replaced as part of the project would be determined based on costs of
replacement and other operational costs relative to the value of the timber sale. At a minimum, all (20)
culverts with a high or very high need for replacement as determined by hydrology and engineering staff
would be replaced. If funding allows, even culverts that are a comparatively low priority for replacement
would be completed (an additional 22).



Table 3: Proposed Harvest Summary for Alternative 3

Total Anthony Gosage . John’s Last - .
Acres Access Incline Guileless Stand Missing Links
Upland (Matrix)
Acres Harvested 419 48 71 48 49 203
Thinning
Riparian Reserve
Acres Harvested 265 52 83 55 0 75
Thinning
Upland (Matrix)
Acres Harvested 92 52 40 0 0 0
Regeneration
Cable or Cable- | 5,5 87 194 71 0 174
Preferred Logging
Ground-based or
Ground-based 181 66 0 32 0 83
Preferred Logging
Helicopter Logging 70 0 0 0 49 22

2.3.1 Thinning Treatments in Uplands (Matrix)

Treatments would be the same as described in Alternative 2 except John’s Last Stand (T20S RO1E Sec
29) would be thinned rather than regeneration harvested. See Appendix F: Maps for logging systems.

2.3.2 Thinning Treatments in Riparian Reserves
Treatments would be the same as described in Alternative 2 except for the following differences.

The minimum no-harvest buffer on all perennial and intermittent streams would be 75’ (e.g. the study
stretches would be harvested to within 75’, not the 25’ proposed under Alternative 2). Streams with larger
buffers such as those in PDF 83 would remain the same. An additional 5 TPA on average would be
retained at time of harvest within treated Riparian Reserves. Based on post-harvest stand conditions, the
5 TPA would be used for snag and CWD creation activities within 5 years post-harvest. No travel off of
designated skid trails (e.g. no feller-bunchers) would be authorized in ground-based Riparian Reserves to
reduce potential soil compaction. Riparian Reserve units accessible only by a single skid trail would not
be harvested (see Appendix F: Maps Alternative 3) to eliminate the impacts from concentrated travel.
The area within Gosage Incline (T20S R0O1 W Sec 7) requiring a large common landing within Riparian
Reserves on Spur 7B would not be harvested (common landing would not occur) and larger no-harvest
buffers would be left on some streams within the same unit to provide undisturbed connectivity areas for
spotted owls and other species. (See Appendix F: Maps) Areas requiring corridors over perennial and
intermittent streams would generally not be treated.

2.3.3 Regeneration Harvest

Treatments would be the same as described in Alternative 2 except John’s Last Stand (T20S RO1E Sec
29) would be thinned rather than regeneration harvested. See Appendix F: Maps for logging systems.
2.3.4 Road Construction, Renovation, and Maintenance

Road construction, improvement, and renovation would be the same as under Alternative 2. See
Appendix C for Roads Tables.
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2.3.5 Reforestation and Fuels Management

Treatments would be the same as described in Alternative 2 except John’s Last Stand (T20S RO1E Sec
29) would be thinned rather than regeneration harvested and would therefore not receive any
reforestation treatment.

2.4  Alternative 4

See Appendix F: Maps for logging systems and roadwork associated with this Alternative.

Table 4: Proposed Harvest Summary for Alternative 4

Total Anthony Gosage . John’s Last - .
Acres Access Incline Guileless Stand Missing Links
Upland (Matrix)
Acres Harvested 345 40 66 48 0 192
Thinning
Riparian Reserve
Acres Harvested 182 33 63 39 0 45
Thinning
Upland (Matrix)
Acres Harvested 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regeneration
Cable or Cable- |, 61 129 60 0 156
Preferred Logging
Ground-based or
Ground-based 119 12 0 26 0 81
Preferred Logging
Helicopter Logging 0 0 0 0 0 0

2.4.1 Thinning Treatments in Uplands (Matrix)
Thinning treatments would be the same as described in Alternative 2 except for the following differences.

The areas proposed for helicopter harvest under Alternative 2 in Missing Links (T20S RO1W Sec 23)
would not be harvested. Areas accessible only by construction of a full-bench road (Spur 32A) in
Anthony Access (T19S RO1W Sec 31) would not be treated as Spur 32A would not be constructed.
Areas in Gosage Incline (T20S R0O1W Sec 7) accessed from Spur 7A would not be treated as that Spur
would not be constructed. Gosage Incline (T20S R02W Sec 13) Spur 13B would not be constructed and
that unit would be harvested as downhill cable. John's Last Stand (T20S RO1E Sec 29) would not be
harvested.

2.4.2 Thinning Treatments in Riparian Reserves

Thinning treatments would be the same as described in Alternative 2 except for the following differences.
The minimum no-cut buffer on all perennial and intermittent streams would be 120’. The areas proposed
for helicopter harvest under Alternative 2 in Missing Links (T20S RO1W Sec 23) would not be harvested.
Areas accessible only by construction of a full-bench road (Spur 32A) in Anthony Access (T19S RO1W
Sec 31) would not be treated as Spur 32A would not be constructed. No-harvest buffers and the removal
of the large common landing on Spur 7B would be the same as Alternative 3 in Gosage Incline (T20S
RO1W Sec 7) except that locations with a 75’ no-harvest buffer under Alternative 3 would have a 120’ no-
harvest buffer. Areas in Gosage Incline (T20S RO1W Sec 7) accessed from Spur 7A would not be
treated as Spur 7A would not be constructed. Gosage Incline (T20S R0O2W Sec 13) Spur 13B would not
be constructed and that unit would be harvested as downhill cable.
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2.4.3 Regeneration Harvest

No regeneration harvest would occur under this alternative. Units in Anthony Access (T20S R02W Sec
1), Gosage Incline (T20S RO1W Sec 7), and John’s Last Stand (T20S RO1E Sec 29) would not receive
any harvest treatment under this alternative.

2.4.4 Road Construction, Renovation, and Maintenance

Under Alternative 4, 1.01 miles of temporary native surface roads and 0.36 miles of permanent rocked
roads would be constructed. Spur 13A in Gosage Incline (0.05 miles) would be improved to a rocked
road. Renovation would occur on 31.79 miles of existing roads. Between 16 and 33 culverts would be
replaced. There would be one temporary new stream crossing installed on Spur 15C (Guileless, T20S
RO1W Sec 15). The following roads would not be constructed: Spurs 7A and 13B (Gosage Incline T20S
RO1W Sec 7 and T20S R0O2W Sec 13), Spurs 1A and 32A (Anthony Access T20S R02W Sec 1 and T20S
RO1W Sec 31). See Appendix C for Roads Tables.

2.4.5 Reforestation and Fuels Management

Same as Alternative 2 except no activities would occur in areas proposed for regeneration harvest under
Alternative 2 as they would not be harvested.
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2.5

Comparison of Action Alternatives

Table 5: Comparison of Action Alternatives

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Total Acres Lost Creek
6" Field Watershed

34,500 acres

Total Acres

(includes harvested,
grouped retention,
treated and untreated
riparian areas)

1,200

1,193

884

Upland (Matrix) Acres
Harvested Thinning

378

419

345

Riparian Reserve
Acres Harvested
Thinning

299

265

182

Upland (Matrix) Acres
Harvested
Regeneration

141

92

Thinning in GFMA
Blocks

611

637

496

Thinning in
Connectivity Blocks

72

53

35

Cable or Cable-
Preferred Logging

562

525

407

Ground-based or
Ground-based
Preferred Logging

187

181

119

Helicopter Logging

70

70

Riparian Treatment

Same prescription as

Same prescription as
Uplands with an additional 5
TPA retained for creation of

Same prescription as

Uplands CWD & Snags within 5 yrs Uplands
post-harvest
Projected Number of
Corridors over 27 4 14

Perennial and
Intermittent Streams

Seasonal Restrictions
for Wildlife Protection

T20S RO1W Sec 23 and
T20S RO1E Sec 19
seasonally restricted from
March 1 to July 15

Same as Alt 2

Same as Alt 2

Roads

35.60 miles Renovation
0.05 miles Improvement
1.59 miles Construction
(Permanent)

0.51 miles Construction
(Temporary)

e 26-68 Culverts Replaced
e 20-42 Stream Crossings
Replaced

35.60 miles Renovation
0.05 miles Improvement
1.59 miles Construction
(Permanent)

0.51 miles Construction
(Temporary)

e 26-68Culverts Replaced
e 20-42 Stream Crossings
Replaced

31.79 miles Renovation
0.05 miles Improvement
0.36 miles Construction
(Permanent)

1.01 miles Construction
(Temporary)

e 19-51 Culverts Replaced
¢ 16-33 Stream Crossings
Replaced

Total Estimated

Volume (mbf) 17,755 14,019 9,927
Total Approximate

Gross Value $9,165,834 $7,183,971 $4,846,912
Total Approximate Net $4.937.976 43,873,982 $2.772.475

Value
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3.0 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

The direct and indirect effects analysis considers the impacts, both beneficial and adverse, which are
caused by the action(s).

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. Appendix D includes a detailed explanation of what a cumulative effects analysis is and a list of
the actions BLM considered while developing the cumulative effects analysis. Not all actions listed in
Appendix D are applicable to all Issues.

3.1 Issues Not Presented in Detail

3.1.1 What are the effects of proposed timber harvest and associated activities on suitability for
Lands with Wilderness Characteristics of John’s Last Stand (T20S RO1E Sec 29)?

As required under FLPMA and current BLM policy, the Bureau recently updated Lands with Wilderness
Characteristics inventories for western Oregon. The impetus for this update was the need for accurate
information for the ongoing revision of the BLM’'s RMPs for western Oregon. In conducting these
inventories, all western Oregon Districts followed the guidance provided in BLM Manual 6310—
Conducting Wilderness Characteristics Inventory on BLM Lands. This manual provides a process for
identifying BLM lands that meet the following criteria: a) encompass at least 5,000 acres of roadless,
contiguous BLM lands?; b) appear to be in a natural condition; c) provide outstanding opportunities for
solitude or primitive and unconfined recreation.

To launch this inventory update, the BLM held a two-day workshop in Roseburg, OR, during August 2012.
The workshop focused on an initial screening of the planning area to identify all areas that could
potentially meet the minimum size criteria. Geographic Information System (GIS) data was used to (1)
identify BLM-administered lands that met the size criteria and (2) screen areas that met the size criteria
for the absence of roads as identified as part of the BLM’s Ground Transportation Network. Based on the
outcomes of this screening, western Oregon districts began inventories during the summer of 2012. No
areas were found to meet the minimum criteria for having wilderness characteristics on the Eugene
District.

Upon receiving scoping comments on the Lost Creek EA regarding the potential for wilderness
characteristics in John’s Last Stand, area staff conducted a simple review of the area utilizing GIS and
confirmed that the contiguous acreage not bisected by permanent roads does not approach 5,000 acres
even when considered with adjacent National Forest System lands.

As the area does not currently meet the minimum criteria for Lands with Wilderness Characteristics, the
proposed action will not change that fact, and therefore the impacts to wilderness characteristics were not
further analyzed.

® Areas of less than 5,000 acres may meet the size criterion under the following circumstances: a) the
area is contiguous with lands that have been formally determined to have wilderness or potential
wilderness values or are managed for the protection of wilderness characteristics; b) it is demonstrated
that the area is of sufficient size to make practicable its preservation and use in an unimpaired condition;
c) the area is a roadless island (i.e. an area of BLM land surrounded by water).
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3.1.2 What are the effects on game species such as deer and elk and Special Status Species
other than Red Tree Voles (RTVs) and northern spotted owls (NSOs)??

The potential for the Lost Creek Project to affect deer and elk arose as a potential issue with two
elements during external scoping. Black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus columbianus, “deer”) and
Roosevelt elk (Cervus canadensis roosevelti, “elk”) are the two cervid species endemic to the project
area. Both are forest-dwelling species that use early-successional stands for foraging and mid-
successional and older stands for hiding and thermal cover. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
(ODFW) is responsible for deer and elk management, and sets demographic targets for the Wildlife
Management Units (WMUS) it has established. The Lost Creek project area falls within the Indigo WMU,
where deer and elk metrics are below ODFW's targets. For this reason, ODFW commented in favor of
regeneration harvest in the Lost Creek Project because it believes that the amounts and distribution of
early-successional habitat in the Indigo WMU is limiting deer and elk populations. However, analyzing
any effects to deer and elk at this scale would not be relevant to making a reasoned choice among the
alternatives because even the greatest amount of change in early-successional habitat that could be
achieved in the Lost Creek Project (141 acres) could not be detected at the WMU scale (50,294,258
acres).

Deer and elk are important game species and a member of the public commented that the BLM should
not regeneration harvest the John’s Last Stand unit because they hunt deer and elk in it. However,
analyzing any effects to deer and elk hunting opportunities at this scale would not be relevant to making a
reasoned choice among the alternatives because thousands of acres providing similar hunting
opportunities are also accessed from the same road system, and therefore any change due to the Lost
Creek Project would be negligible at this scale. Additionally, any of the Lost Creek Project alternatives
would provide habitat in which deer and elk could be hunted, and therefore would not preclude this use in
any specific area regardless of the alternative chosen.

For Special Status Species other than northern spotted owl and red tree vole, and relevant migratory
birds (see Appendix E), all of the Lost Creek Project alternatives would meet the requirements of the
Endangered Species Act, the Survey and Manage Program, BLM Sensitive Species policy, and/or BLM
migratory bird policy, as applicable. Therefore, analyzing any effects to these species would not be
relevant to making a reasoned choice among the alternatives.

3.1.3 What are the effects to soil productivity in the Uplands (Matrix), erosion, and potential
mass wasting (landslide)?

This issue was determined not require detailed analysis because harvest systems and harvest unit
boundaries were designed to: avoid high risk areas, apply standard practices that prevent long-term soil
damage, and apply unit specific project designs to keep detrimental soil impacts within Eugene District
Resource Management Plan thresholds.

Field inspections during sale planning verified the Lane County Soil Survey and Linn County Soil Survey.
Proposed harvest areas were surveyed to update and verify the District’s existing Timber Production
Capability Class (TPCC) TPCC is a soil based classification system designed to identify sites that are
incapable of sustained intensive timber production without loss of long-term productivity potential. New
data and TPPC adjustments were incorporated in the proposal and withdrawn from the project if
determined to be too fragile to tolerate timber management. Shallow skeletal (rocky) soils with low
inherent productivity and resiliency, saturated soils (hydric/wetlands), and landslide prone sites are the
primary categories withdrawn under the TPCC system. Soil series maps with TPCC information are
provided in the soil analysis file.
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None of the action alternatives would increase the risk of mass wasting beyond existing levels for the
project units and associated haul road system. Haul road system renovation and drainage systems
would be improved resulting in a lowering of risk for mass wasting events because fewer road failures
would occur with improved drainage (additional culverts and failing culverts replaced). The potential for
localized slope failure would continue at existing low levels in areas that exhibit past mass movement,
especially during large storm events. Soils with high sensitivity incudes shallow rocky soils and wet and
slow to dry soils either were excluded from harvest areas or had site-specific design criteria established to
minimize risk of erosion, protect site stability, and protect long-term productivity. Where long-term
production would be lost permanently (e.g. permanent road construction), impacts were quantified for all
alternatives the area permanently converted to road is within the range analyzed under the Eugene
District RMP/EIS.

Concerns were raised internally regarding site reforestation (John’s Last Stand) and legacy compaction
(Anthony Access Sec 01) in regeneration harvest areas. If Anthony Access unit 1E is harvested with
ground-based systems, measures would be implemented to use existing skid trails to the greatest extent
possible (PDF 7) and all skid trails with severe compaction would be decompacted (PDF 46). Other
measures to minimize severe compaction (PDFs 43-45) and site preparation restrictions on fuels
treatment and slash placement on erodible exposed soils would alleviate concerns for soil productivity
and seedling plantability (PDFs 63-71). Although soils in the John’s Last Stand regeneration harvest area
have moderate sensitivity to harvest activities, project design features were developed to maintain soil
stability and productivity. These include special cautionary measures for site preparation (PDF 66 -
burning restrictions to protect duff and organic litter cover, limit burning effects to 5% aerial extent),
helicopter logging (minimizes soil displacement and compaction), and buffering on sensitive soil
classifications and withdrawn areas (provides an undisturbed forested wind break for shallow rocky soil
areas).

Other potential areas of concern for soils impacts include streams with steep side slopes, soils prone to
raveling and gullying, and erosion and compaction on slow to dry soils. Where stream sides or stream
initiation points had headwalls >60% slope, no-harvest buffers were extended from 75’ to the slope break
or 100" where that distance would remove the risks of sedimentation and slumping directly to
streams(PDFs 82 and 83). Logging systems were designed to minimize impacts on the slow to dry soils
and steep slopes (e.g. cable versus ground-based systems).

There is the potential for whole tree yarding systems using ground-based equipment (i.e. feller-bunchers)
to result in compaction and displacement, leading to erosion and loss of productivity. Measures designed
to utilize legacy skid trails followed by decompaction (tillage of skid trails and temporary roads) would
reduce the potential for long-term productivity losses (longer than 60 years). However, 5% to 15% of the
area could have short-term productivity losses due to compacted and disturbance on non-designated skid
trails (expected area traveled off of designated trails when a feller-buncher is used).

3.1.4 What are the effects on historic/cultural resources?

In compliance with Section 106 of the National Historical Preservation Act, inventories were conducted on
all harvest units for historic and cultural resources. Cultural surveys completed for the project identified
historic railroad trestles and grades in the initial project area. As a result of these findings, some project
boundaries, roads, and logging systems were modified to exclude historic and cultural resources
identified during surveys. As these features will remain intact and undamaged by project activities, there
will be no effect to historic or cultural resources. PDF 1 would avoid risk of damage any historic/cultural
resources which were not discovered during surveys, if they exist in the project area.

23



3.1.5 What are the effects from road construction, improvement, maintenance, and use (haul) on
sediment input on fish-bearing streams and hydrological function?

This issue was not presented in detail because it would not lead to a more informed decision. There are
only minor differences in the amount of sediment per alternative (road renovation/stream culvert
replacements) that would occur and the amount of new material added to the local stream networks is
insignificant compared to background levels.

Under the No Action Alternative, some roads or road segments within the project area would continue to
be chronic sediment sources until they are properly repaired, maintained, or removed as part of another
(unplanned) project. Lack of maintenance on area roads (cleaning ditch lines, culvert replacements and
maintenance, rocking, grading, etc.) would continue to produce sediment off poorly drained roads.

Under the Action Alternatives, the installation, renovation, and maintenance of stream crossings culverts
would be the primary sediment impact and would occur as brief, short-term pulses during construction
activity. These small, short-term increases of sediment from culvert replacements are all above fish
habitat and are not expected to cause effects to fish. Conversely, adding cross drains and rendering
existing cross drain culverts functional would improve road drainage and limit the amount of material from
the forest entering area streams over the long term. New cross drains would improve road drainage and
disconnect ditchlines from area streams, alleviating chronic sediment sources. Ditchlines that flow to
streams currently allow sediment from the road to be transported directly to the streams. Placing new
cross drains would allow the ditchlines to transport water and material washed off the road system onto
forested areas away from streams. New culverts for small streams and seeps would be added to prevent
ditchlines from re-routing streams.

Increased road use from timber hauling and related activities would result in minor short-term increases in
sedimentation. This project allows for year-round timber haul, with the greatest potential for
sedimentation occurring during winter haul. However, proposed haul routes are predominately gravel
surfaced roads leading to paved roads which have lower potential for sedimentation than native surface
roads would. Roads would be renovated (add rock, blading, etc.) before winter haul would be authorized
(PDF 29). Therefore, the potential for increases in sedimentation in fish-bearing streams is expected to
be insignificant and likely undetectable compared to existing background levels.

Across all action alternatives, road related activities would have some short term increases in sediment
delivery to area streams due to disturbance of the road bed, ditch lines and stream crossings; however,
long term sediment inputs should be reduced due to improved road drainage from the addition of
aggregate, crowning of roads, and ditch lines being disconnected to streams (new cross drains).

3.2 Issue 1: What are the effects of timber harvest and associated activities on
northern spotted owl habitat quantity and quality, and the suitability of affected home
ranges?

Multiple scales are appropriate for analyzing the effects to spotted owls: site effects at the unit and
spotted owl site (see below) scale that may affect individual spotted owl sites, general habitat effects at
the watershed scale, and cumulative effects at the Provincial Scale that may affect the spotted owl

population as a whole. Project effects would last approximately 80 years, which is the time required for
regeneration harvested stands to develop into habitat of similar quality to current conditions.
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3.2.1 Affected Environment

General Stand Conditions

Thinning

Proposed units have regenerated following clear-cut harvest or fire (see Introduction for stand ages);
overstory trees are generally densely stocked. The stands are dominated by Douglas fir, with varying
amounts of western redcedar and Western hemlock; Pacific yew and grand fir are present but
uncommon. Hardwoods are represented by bigleaf maple, red alder, and scattered chinkapin and
madrone. These stands are in stem exclusion stage, in which the dense overstory trees prevent the
establishment of new trees. The understories are of varying densities that are dominated by typical
shrubs like hazel, oceanspray, and vine maple. Advanced regeneration of conifer species is not
prevalent in these stands, and is comprised primarily of western hemlock and western redcedar. Twenty-
six remnant trees that survived the previous harvest are present in Gosage Incline Sec. 17.

Regeneration Harvest

The proposed regeneration harvest units have vegetation similar to the proposed thinning units. Two of
the units, Anthony Access Sec. 01 and Gosage Incline Sec. 07, were commercially thinned in the late
1990s. This thinning treatment, along with their slightly greater age, has resulted in larger diameter
overstory trees with deeper crowns and larger branches, better-developed understory vegetation, and
additional conifer reproduction compared to the proposed thinning units. The proposed John’s Last Stand
unit was naturally regenerated and has not been previously managed, yielding a dense overstory and
overall stand conditions that are similar to the proposed thinning units, with pockets of larger, less dense
trees. Additionally, scattered large remnant trees and snags are present in and adjacent to Gosage
Incline Sec. 07 and John’s Last Stand.

Coarse Woody Debris and Snags

Coarse Woody Debris (CWD) is an important habitat feature for many wildlife species. CWD provides
refugia, foraging sites, and travel corridors for species with low mobility and small home ranges (e.g.
invertebrates, small mammals, and amphibians). Additionally, CWD provides important basic ecological
functions such as moisture retention, nutrient cycling, and microclimate buffering. These characteristics
vary with the size and Decay Class of snag and CWD pieces (Maser et al. 1979.) Amounts of CWD and
shags are generally low (see Tables 6 and 7) compared to typical unmanaged stands of similar age
(average of 8.8 snags/acre greater than 18" DBH in Decay Class 1 and 2; 383 linear feet/acre of CWD
greater than 19” diameter in Decay Class 1 or 2; reviewed in Middle McKenzie Landscape Design 2002).
Due to previous harvest, site preparation, previous thinning, and low subsequent tree mortality, the CWD
present is generally either large-diameter/high decay class residue from the initial harvest or small
diameter/low decay class from suppression mortality. Small-diameter snags occur in the project primarily
due to suppression mortality, and large-diameter snags are uncommon. Field review of the proposed
units indicates that CWD is more regularly distributed in Riparian Reserves and irregularly distributed in
upland (Matrix) areas; with the greatest amounts present in Riparian Reserves. Three proposed units,
Gosage Incline 07 Regeneration, Gosage Incline 17, and John’s Last Stand, have higher large snag and
CWD levels due to their origins and past management history.

In the late 1990s and early 2000s, snags were created in riparian areas around Anthony Access Sec. 31,
Gosage Incline Sec. 07 and 17, and Guileless Sec. 15 and 21. Some of these snags occur within the
proposed units in Riparian Reserves.
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Table 6: Average CWD and Snag Levels in Proposed Thinning Units

Decay CWD (linear ft/acre) Snags (number/acre)
Class 4-15" 16-19" 20"+ Total 4-15" 16-19" 20"+ Total
1 18.6 15.9 0.1 34.6 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.5
2 74.5 38.3 5.3 118.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.3
3 261.6 143.0 13.3 417.8 0.2 0.7 0.0 0.9
4 38.8 104.1 32.8 175.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1
5 13.2 48.6 5.7 67.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 406.7 349.9 57.2 813.8 0.7 11 0.1 1.8
Table 7: Average CWD and Snag Levels in Proposed Regeneration Harvest Units
Decay CWD (linear ft/acre) Snags (number/acre)
Class 4-15" 16-19" 20"+ Total 4-15" 16-19" 20"+ Total
1 5.1 15.2 3.1 23.4 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.4
2 71.9 59.3 3.3 134.6 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.5
3 249.8 163.3 314 444.5 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.7
4 66.0 60.3 12.8 139.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1
5 19.9 56.2 6.5 82.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 412.7 354.3 57.2 824.2 0.9 04 04 17

Northern Spotted Owls

The northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina; spotted owl) is a long-lived owl species that ranges
from northern California to British Columbia. Spotted owls prey on a variety of small mammals and
typically nest and forage in older forest stands (USFWS 2011).

The northern spotted owl is the only federally threatened or endangered wildlife species which occurs
within the project area.

Species Status and Recovery Guidance

The species was listed as ‘Threatened’ by the Fish and Wildlife Service in 1990 because of its decreasing
numbers, with habitat loss from timber harvest considered the greatest risk at that time. Since 1990,
removal of habitat has slowed, but spotted owl populations have continued to decline and it is now
believed that competition from barred owls (S. varia) is an equally pressing concern (USFWS 2011). The
USFWS has initiated experimental removal of barred owls to explore the possibility of controlling barred
owl numbers and reducing competition with spotted owls (USFWS 2013a), and revised their Recovery
Plan (USFWS 2011) to provide additional direction for habitat management to Federal land managers
such as the BLM.

The spotted owl Recovery Plan identified Recovery Actions intended to help conserve the species and of
these, Recovery Actions 10 and 32 apply to the Lost Creek Project. Recovery Action 10 (RA10) calls for
the conservation of spotted owl sites and high-value habitat in the quantity and spatial configuration
necessary for the species’ recovery. The Willamette Province Level 1 Team used the interim guidance
for RA10 implementation found in the Recovery Plan to develop a site prioritization method (USDA/USDI
2015, Appendix H). This method is being used for Section 7 consultation for the Lost Creek Project to
ensure consistency with RA10 by avoiding adverse effects to spotted owl sites with recent occupation
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and/or high levels of suitable habitat. Recovery Action 32 (RA32) calls for reserving high-quality spotted
owl habitat to serve as a refuge from negative interactions with barred owls. The Eugene District
developed a method for identifying RA32 habitat based on office and field evaluation (Eugene BLM
2012). Units within the Lost Creek project area that were identified as RA32 habitat or would have
caused adverse effects to high-ranked RA10 spotted owl sites were eliminated from the project (Data on
file).

Northern Spotted Owl Critical Habitat

Critical Habitat for a species is defined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as the areas containing the
physical or biological features (Primary Constituent Elements or PCESs) essential to the conservation of
the species. PCEs of Critical Habitat for the spotted owl generally correspond with those described
above for suitable, foraging, and dispersal habitat. Critical Habitat for the spotted owl was revised in
2012, and was delineated to meet the most current assessment of the species’ conservation needs as
described in the 2011 Recovery Plan (USFWS 2011). Similar to Threatened and Endangered species,
effects to Critical Habitat are regulated under the Endangered Species Act. Approximately 70 total acres
of northern spotted owl Critical Habitat occur in the Lost Creek Watershed, but the Lost Creek project
area does not occur within any Critical Habitat. The nearest Critical Habitat located approximately 0.25
miles from the project area. As there is no Critical Habitat within or adjacent to the project area, there is
no potential for effects to Critical Habitat and it will not be considered further.

Northern Spotted Owl Area of Concern

The Lost Creek project area is within the South Willamette-North Umpqgua Area of Concern (AOC), a
corridor of federal land in the Eugene and Roseburg BLM districts that facilitates movement of spotted
owls between the Coast Range and Cascade Mountains. The AOC was informally identified by the
Interagency Scientific Committee in 1990 (Thomas et al. 1990) because of concerns that habitat losses
within it could disrupt genetic exchange within the spotted owl population. Beginning in 1997, the BLM
Eugene District in association with the interagency Level 1 Team for the Willamette Province formally
delineated and has evaluated its portion of the AOC in Section 7 consultation with the USFWS to
determine if proposed management actions would affect habitat conditions and owl movement through
the corridor.

The AOC has continued to be considered during larger-scale planning efforts such as the 2008 and 2012
revisions to spotted owl Critical Habitat (USFWS 2008b and 2012), and the 2008 and ongoing 2015
Western Oregon BLM Resource Management Plan revisions (USDI 2008 and 2015).

Northern Spotted Owl Habitat

Suitable habitat for spotted owls provides for all the species’ life history requirements, and is also called
Nesting/Roosting/Foraging (NRF) habitat. In the Upper Willamette Resource Area, this habitat is
generally described as conifer forest greater than 80 years old with mature or late-successional
characteristics such as large-diameter trees with nesting structure (broken tops, cavities, or platforms),
multiple canopy layers, large down logs and snags, and a somewhat open understory. Stands that show
most of these characteristics except nesting structure, and that provide roosting and hunting
opportunities, are called foraging habitat. Stands without nesting, roosting, and foraging components but
with sufficient canopy cover and sub-canopy space for spotted owl movement are referred to as dispersal
habitat. These stands are used to facilitate owl movement at both the site and landscape scale, and may
also provide foraging opportunities if the habitat supports prey species. Dispersal habitat is generally
found in stands 40 to 80 years old. Forested areas that currently provide no function for spotted owls due
to small, dense trees are called unsuitable habitat, and areas that will never provide for spotted owl life
history needs (e.g. rock outcrops or water bodies) are called non-habitat. The stands proposed for
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management in the Lost Creek project area (Table 8) are both dispersal habitat (maximum of 730 acres
or 89% of proposed units) and suitable habitat (maximum of 89 acres or 11% of proposed units). Figure
1 shows the relationship of spotted owl habitat and potential Lost Creek Project harvest areas in the Lost

Creek watershed.
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Figure 1: Harvest Areas and Spotted Owl Habitat Types on BLM-Managed Land in the Lost Creek Watershed.
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Table 8: Acres of Spotted Owl Habitat in Lost Creek Project Area by Alternative

Project Area
Spotted Owl Sites Spotted Owl | Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4
Sale Name Intersecting Project Area | Habitat Type | Acres | Acres Acres
Anthony Access: Regeneration Anthony Creek Dispersal 52 52 0
Harvest
Anthony Access: Thinning Anthony Creek Dispersal 108 101 73
Gosage Incline: Regeneration Harvest None Suitable 40 40 0
Gosage Incline: Thinning 60NEWITS Dispersal 183 153 129
Guileless: Thinning 66NEWITS Dispersal 108 103 86
John's Last Stand: Regeneration Lost Creek, East Buckhorn Suitable 49 49 0
Harvest
o S Lost Creek, Lost Guiley, .
Missing Links: Thinning East Buckhorn Dispersal 279 279 237
Total Dispersal Habitat 730 688 526
Total Suitable Habitat 89 89 0

Northern Spotted Owl Sites

Known spotted owl sites include areas where spotted owls are or have been known to occupy;
information on the location and status of known spotted owl sites in the Lost Creek project area is
available from surveys conducted beginning in the 1990s (data on file), but staffing constraints have
prevented surveying every site during every year. The effects of habitat modification to spotted owl sites
in the Lost Creek project area are assessed by assigning generalized Nest Patches, Core Areas, and
Provincial Home Ranges (PHRs) with radii of 300 meters, 0.5 miles, and 1.2 miles respectively (reviewed
in USFWS 2013, USDA/USDI 2015). The quality, amount, and spatial distribution of habitat within the
three areas described above are analyzed in combination with survey data to determine the pre-harvest
habitat conditions and analyze treatment effects to site occupation and reproductive capability.

As recommended in the Recovery Plan, areas without definitive survey information that could support
resident spotted owls have also been identified and any effects to them evaluated in this document.
These are known as potential sites and were delineated by the Willamette Planning Province Level 1
Team using the method detailed in Appendix F of the BA (USDA/USDI 2015). Effects to the two potential
sites that could be affected by the Lost Creek project are evaluated in this document. These potential
sites share names with those generated in a similar previous effort (Methodology for Estimating the
Number of Northern Spotted Owls Affected by Proposed Federal Actions) in order to facilitate effects
tracking with the USFWS through time. However, the potential sites evaluated in this document arose
from a completely distinct process based on recent survey history and the best available science
regarding habitat conditions and spotted owl habitat use and behavior.

The PHRs of five known sites (Anthony Creek, East Buckhorn, East Gosage Creek, Lost Creek, and Lost
Guiley) and two potential sites (BONEWITS and 66NEWITS) overlap the Lost Creek project area, as do
the Core Areas of two known sites (Lost Creek, Lost Guiley) and two potential sites (6ONEWITS,
66NEWITS). The nest patches of the affected PHRs do not overlap the project area. Existing habitat
conditions for these sites are detailed in Table 9. These overlapping sites currently have low amounts of
suitable habitat due to previous harvest on BLM and adjacent private lands. None of these PHRs, and
only one Core Area (Anthony Creek), meet the Level 1 Team thresholds for site viability (40% suitable
habitat in PHR and 50% in Core Areas (USFWS 2013; Table 9). Additionally, the sites were ranked as
suitable for treatment during RA10 evaluation and no spotted owls were detected at any of the sites
during surveys in 2013, 2014, or 2015.
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Table 9: Current Habitat Availability in Spotted Owl Sites that Intersect the Lost Creek Project Area.

Habitat Type
Dispersal Suitable
(40-79 yrs) (80+ yrs) All Habitat
Site Name Scale Acres | Percent | Acres | Percent | Acres | Percent
Nest Patch 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
60NEWITS Core Area 48 10% 0 0% 48 10%
PHR 525 18% 56 2% 581 20%
Nest Patch 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
66NEWITS Core Area 171 34% 0 0% 171 34%
PHR 1047 36% 67 2% 1114 38%
Nest Patch 0 0% 34 49% 34 49%
Anthony Creek Core Area 35 7% 265 53% 300 60%
PHR 403 14% 334 12% 737 25%
Nest Patch 31 44% 32 46% 63 90%
East Buckhorn Core Area 238 47% 108 22% 346 69%
PHR 1261 44% 557 19% 1818 63%
Nest Patch 36 51% 0 0% 36 51%
East Gosage Creek Core Area 127 25% 5 1% 132 26%
PHR 682 24% 20 1% 701 24%
Nest Patch 10 14% 60 86% 70 100%
Lost Creek Core Area 268 53% 158 31% 426 85%
PHR 1367 A47% 605 21% 1972 68%
Nest Patch 4 6% 57 81% 61 87%
Lost Guiley Core Area 267 53% 97 19% 364 73%
PHR 888 31% 186 6% 1074 37%
Only habitat on federal lands is reported. Private lands are not included due to the lack of
information on habitat conditions and typical land management practices. Therefore private lands
are assumed to not contribute towards spotted owl conservation.

3.2.2 Alternative 1: No Action

3.2.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

No direct effects to spotted owls or their habitat would occur under this Alternative. Stands would not be
modified through timber harvest and no potential for noise disturbance from timber harvest or associated
actions would occur. In the near-term, the project area would continue to provide for spotted owl use at
current levels.

Habitat would continue to develop along current trajectories. Portions of the project area that are already
suitable habitat would continue to provide for all spotted owl life history needs while individual habitat
components such as large-diameter trees with nesting structure (broken tops, cavities, or platforms),
multiple canopy layers including hardwoods and shade-tolerant conifers, and large down logs and snags
would increase in quantity and quality. Dispersal habitat in the project area would continue to develop
these suitable habitat components as growing space is created through suppression mortality and small-
scale disturbances like wind-throw or disease. These disturbance processes would occur more slowly
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compared to the Action Alternatives; for example overstory tree growth modeling (Forest Vegetation
Simulator, data on file) predicts that in 40 years thinning would result in approximately 50% more trees
greater than 28” DBH, a size threshold that the USFWS uses in the Recovery Plan (2011) to identify high-
quality habitat. Therefore, untreated dispersal habitat would still develop into suitable habitat at
approximately age 80, but would be of lesser quality than that which would develop after thinning. Tables
10-12 detail current habitat availability and project future habitat availability in 40 and 80 years under
Alternative 1 at affected sites

Table 10: Current Habitat Availability in Affected Spotted Owl Sites

Alternative 1
Non-Forest Unsuitable Dispersal Suitable

Site Name Scale | Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %

Core 0 0% 0 0% 48 10% 0 0%
60NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 525 18% 56 2%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 171 34% 0 0%
66NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 1047 | 36% 67 2%

Core 15 3% 89 18% 35 7% 265 53%
Anthony Creek

PHR 15 1% 273 9% 403 14% 334 12%

Core 0 0% 78 16% 238 47% 108 22%
East Buckhorn

PHR 0 0% 402 14% | 1261 | 44% 557 19%

Core 0 0% 46 9% 127 25% 5 1%
East Gosage Creek

PHR 0 0% 161 6% 682 24% 20 1%

Core 0 0% 34 7% 268 53% 158 31%
Lost Creek

PHR 8 0% 470 16% | 1367 | 47% 605 21%

. Core 0 0% 76 15% 267 53% 97 19%

Lost Guiley

PHR 0 0% 162 6% 888 31% 186 6%
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Table 11: Habitat Availability in 40 years in Affected Spotted Owl Sites

Alternative 1
Non-Forest Unsuitable Dispersal Suitable

Site Name Scale | Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 48 10%
60NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 581 20%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 171 34%
66NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1114 38%

Core 15 3% 0 0% 89 18% 301 60%
Anthony Creek

PHR 15 1% 0 0% 273 9% 737 25%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 104 21% 321 64%
East Buckhorn

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 446 15% 1774 61%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 46 9% 132 26%
East Gosage Creek

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 161 6% 701 24%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 61 12% 399 80%
Lost Creek

PHR 8 0% 0 0% 539 19% 1903 66%

) Core 0 0% 0 0% 76 15% 364 73%

Lost Guiley

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 162 6% 1074 37%

Table 12: Habitat Availability in 80 years in Affected Spotted Owl Sites

Alternative 1

Non-Forest Unsuitable Dispersal Suitable

Site Name Scale | Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 48 10%
60NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 581 20%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 171 34%
66NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1114 38%

Core 15 3% 0 0% 0 0% 390 78%
Anthony Creek

PHR 15 1% 0 0% 0 0% 1010 35%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 425 85%
East Buckhorn

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2220 7%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 178 35%
East Gosage Creek

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 863 30%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 460 92%
Lost Creek

PHR 8 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2442 84%

) Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 441 88%

Lost Guiley

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1236 43%

3.2.2.2 Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects are the consideration of incremental impacts of the proposed actions when considered
with other present and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Since no project actions are proposed
under this Alternative, there are no actions upon which to consider any incremental impacts.
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3.2.3 Alternative 2: Preferred Alternative

3.2.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

General Spotted Owl Habitat

Alternative 2 would thin approximately 677 acres of dispersal habitat, and would remove approximately
52 acres of dispersal habitat and 89 acres of suitable habitat through regeneration harvest. Tables 14-16
detail the immediate habitat availability and project future habitat availability in 40 and 80 years under
Alternative 2 at affected sites.

Thinning would result in direct impacts to dispersal habitat from vertical and horizontal cover reduction in
thinned areas through tree removal. Thinning would also damage existing shrub and herb layers, and
may also damage or destroy some coarse woody debris and snags. The shrub and herb component
would be expected to recover within 10 years (see section 3.3.3.1 for detailed discussion of stand
dynamics). Because no snags or CWD would be created in uplands (Matrix) or Riparian Reserves, this
Alternative would also contribute to the continued lack of these habitat features in the project area. Post-
thinning canopy closure and horizontal cover would continue to allow spotted owls to effectively use the
treated area for dispersal. Canopy cover after treatment would be 50% 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, spotted owls would likely utilize these thinned stands in the 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
conseqguences for spotted owls in the short-term by reducing or precluding use of thinned stands
(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 (approximately 40 acres or 6% of the
proposed units) that could also facilitate spotted owl movement through the treated areas.

Thinning would accelerate the development of habitat features used by both spotted owls and their prey,
such as 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 only a few years, while
development of suitable nesting structure could take hundreds of years. Implementation of Project
Design Features 2, 5, and 6 would protect existing late-successional features in the thinned area (e.g.
large snags/CWD, large hardwoods, remnant conifer trees, and conifer species diversity). Therefore, the
proposed thinnings would result in direct short-term (approximately 15-20 years) reduction in spotted owl
habitat quality and indirect long-term (approximately 20-50 years) improvement in spotted owl habitat
quality.

Regeneration harvest would remove dispersal and suitable habitat, leaving the affected forest stands in
an early-successional state and as unsuitable spotted owl habitat (Table 13). Harvest would remove
spotted owl habitat features such as overstory trees, canopy layers, canopy cover and horizontal and
vertical structural complexity. Harvested areas would remain unsuitable habitat for approximately 40
years until canopies of the replacement stands close to provide sufficient cover for spotted owl dispersal;
after approximately 80 years the stands would provide suitable habitat (Table 16). Dispersed retention of
6-8 green trees per acre in Anthony Access and John's Last Stand, and 12-18 green trees per acre in
Gosage Incline would slightly accelerate the development of the structural characteristics of suitable
habitat in the harvested areas as compared to clear-cuts or lower retention levels.
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Early-successional habitat may support increased populations of secondary spotted owl prey species
such as woodrats or brush rabbits. Additionally, studies in the California Klamath and Coast Range
provinces, such as Dugger et al. (2005), have found that spotted owl home ranges that were almost
exclusively suitable habitat did not support spotted owls as well as those with some early-successional
habitat. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Western Oregon BLM Resource
Management Plan revision (USDI 2015) considered this and concluded: “...other studies have not
supported that conclusion. Given the checkerboard land ownership pattern in much of the planning area,
the BLM did not consider excessive homogeneity of older forests to be a management issue.” Therefore,
conversion of spotted owl dispersal and suitable habitat in the Lost Creek project area to unsuitable,
early-successional habitat that would take decades to regain functionality would have entirely negative
direct and indirect effects on spotted owl habitat quality.

This alternative would alter habitat conditions for both barred and spotted owls. Although barred owls and
spotted owls use the same forest types and both appear to prefer older forests, barred owls appear to use
forest stand types in proportion to their availability, while spotted owls are reliant on older forest (Dugger
etal 2011, Weins et al. 2014). The relative effect on barred owls may be lesser because they do not
appear as dependent on older forests as spotted owls, but there is no evidence that the proposed action
would facilitate barred owl invasion into the project area as they do not appear to select disproportionately
for young or low density stands (Wiens et al. 2014).

Modeling of landscape-scale habitat development and simulated spotted owl dispersal completed for the
Western Oregon BLM Resource Management Plan revision (USDI 2015) showed that the project area
does contribute to east-west connectivity between the Coast Range and Western Cascades. When the
BLM applied the same modeling method to simulated harvest of the proposed Lost Creek project
regeneration harvest units, the area continued to provide east-west spotted owl movement.

A finer-scale analysis of habitat availability in the Area of Concern, which includes the Lost Creek project
area, was included in the most recent USFWS Biological Opinion for actions “Likely to Adversely Affect”
the spotted owl in the Willamette Planning Province. It concluded that approximately 2000 acres of
dispersal and/or suitable could be removed in this 5" Field watershed (Middle Fork Willamette/Lookout
Point) while maintaining east-west dispersal function in the AOC (USFWS 2013c). Because no other
removal of spotted owl habitat is proposed in the AOC, the maximum of 141 acres of habitat removal
proposed under the Lost Creek project would fall well within these anticipated effects and the AOC
function would be maintained.

Spotted Owl Sites

No direct effects to spotted owls from noise disruption would be expected because project activities within
the disruption distances (65 yards for chainsaw use and 265 yards for helicopter use) of high-use areas in
20S-01W-23 (Lost Guiley) and 20S-01E-19 (Lost Creek) would be seasonally restricted during the critical
breeding season (March 1 to July 15) (PDF 81).

Habitat alteration from thinning and regeneration harvest would affect spotted owl sites; while spotted
owls can survive or remain productive in areas with varying levels of suitable habitat, at some threshold
home ranges cease to be viable. Based on previous research, 50 percent suitable habitat within a Core
Area and 40 percent suitable habitat within a PHR is considered a conservative viability threshold for a
reproductive spotted owl pair and these thresholds are used by the USFWS in Section 7 consultation
(USDA/USDI 2015). Additionally, any commercial forest management within approximately 300 meters
(Nest Patch) of a spotted owl nest is likely to cause negative effects by altering the overstory canopy and
coarse woody debris dynamics of the stand (Glenn et al. 2004, Meiman et al. (2003). All of the affected
home ranges are below this standard and spotted owl reproduction at them would be unlikely due to
existing habitat conditions; however enough dispersal habitat is present that these sites could currently
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support non-reproductive resident owls or owl dispersal across the landscape. Types and amounts of
proposed harvest at each site are shown in Table 13 and the effects determinations presented to the
USFWS in a Biological Assessment for sites and the rationales are detailed below:

Anthony Creek: This site has contiguous suitable habitat above threshold value in the Core Area, and no
harvest would occur there. The Proposed Action would be Likely to Adversely Affect the site because the
PHR is below the threshold value and thinning would cause a further temporary reduction in habitat
quality. Alternative 2 would not cause “take”* because most of the proposed thinning is low-quality
Dispersal Habitat that does not provide foraging opportunities.

East Buckhorn: The Proposed Action would be Likely to Adversely Affect the site because both the Core
Area and PHR are below the threshold values and thinning would cause a further temporary reduction in
habitat quality and regeneration harvest would remove suitable habitat. The Proposed Action would not
cause “take” due to the removal of suitable habitat due to the relatively low amount and location at the
periphery of the PHR.

East Gosage Creek: There is a low probability of occupation or reproduction at this site due to high
private ownership and extensive recent harvest. The Proposed Action would be Not Likely to Adversely
Affect the site because of these habitat conditions, when considered with the low amount of proposed
thinning at the periphery of the PHR.

Lost Creek: The Proposed Action would be Likely to Adversely Affect the site because both the Core Area
and PHR are below the threshold values and thinning would cause a further temporary reduction in
habitat quality. “Take” would not occur because sufficient Suitable and Dispersal habitat would remain in
the Core Area and PHR to support spotted owl use and the orientation of the proposed thinning would not
preclude spotted owl movement through the Core Area or PHR. Additionally, regeneration harvest would
remove only 4 acres of suitable habitat at the extreme periphery of the PHR.

Lost Guiley: The Proposed Action would be Likely to Adversely Affect the site because both the Core
Area and PHR are below the threshold values and thinning would cause a further temporary reduction in
habitat quality. “Take” would not occur because the orientation of the proposed thinning would not
preclude NSO movement through the Core Area or PHR and because the proposed thinning in the Core
Area is low-quality Dispersal Habitat that does not provide foraging opportunities.

60NEWITS: Spotted owl presence in this area is considered probably based on the amount and
configuration of habitat and relevant nearest neighbor distance between owl activity centers (Cite your
BA) This site has no history of occupation and has/has not been surveyed. there is a low probability of
future occupation or reproduction due to high private ownership and extensive recent harvest. The
Proposed Action would be Not Likely to Adversely Affect the site because of these habitat conditions,
when considered with two consecutive years of survey producing no spotted owl detections.

66NEWITS: This site has no history of occupation and there is a low probability of future occupation or
reproduction due to little suitable habitat in PHR and none in the Core Area. The Proposed Action would
be Not Likely to Adversely Affect the site because of these habitat conditions, when considered with three
consecutive years of survey producing no spotted owl detections.

* From Section 3(18) of the Endangered Species Act: "The term 'take' means to harass, harm, pursue,
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct."
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Table 13: Proposed Harvest Shown by Harvest Type and Habitat Type in Affected Spotted Owl Sites

Proposed Harvest
Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4
Dispersal |[Suitable| Dispersal |Suitable| Dispersal |Suitable| Dispersal |Suitable
Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat
Site Scale | Thin | Regen | Regen |Thin |Regen| Regen | Thin | Regen | Regen | Thin | Regen | Regen
Core 0 0 0 11 0 0 10 0 0 9 0 0
60NEWITS
PHR 0 0 0 71 0 0 66 0 0 61 0 0
Core 0 0 0 18 0 0 14 0 0 15 0 0
66NEWITS
PHR 0 0 0 43 0 0 39 0 0 34 0 0
Anthony Core 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Creek PHR | O 0 0 |109| 1 0 01| 1 0 73 0 0
East Core 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buckhorn PHR | © 0 0 50 | 0 15 75 0 0 57 0 0
East Gosage | Core | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Creek PHR 0 0 0 17 0 0 14 0 0 13 0 0
Core 0 0 0 71 0 0 71 0 0 67 0 0
Lost Creek
PHR 0 0 0 172 0 4 176 0 0 159 0 0
. Core 0 0 0 49 0 0 49 0 0 27 0 0
Lost Guiley
PHR 0 0 0 160 0 0 160 0 0 119 0 0

Table 14: Immediate Post-Harvest Habitat Availability in Affected Spotted Owl Sites under Alternative 2

Alternative 2
Non-Forest Unsuitable Dispersal Suitable

Site Name Scale | Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %

Core 0 0% 0 0% 48 10% 0 0%
60NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 525 18% 56 2%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 171 34% 0 0%
66NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 1047 | 36% 67 2%

Core 15 3% 89 18% 35 7% 265 53%
Anthony Creek

PHR 15 1% 274 9% 402 14% 334 12%

Core 0 0% 78 16% 238 47% 108 22%
East Buckhorn

PHR 0 0% 417 14% | 1261 | 44% 542 19%

Core 0 0% 46 9% 127 25% 5 1%
East Gosage Creek

PHR 0 0% 161 6% 682 24% 20 1%

Core 0 0% 34 7% 268 53% 158 31%
Lost Creek

PHR 8 0% 474 16% | 1367 | 47% 601 21%

_ Core 0 0% 76 15% 267 53% 97 19%

Lost Guiley

PHR 0 0% 162 6% 888 31% 186 6%
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Table 15: Habitat Availability 40 years Post-Harvest in Affected Spotted Owl Sites

Alternative 2
Non-Forest Unsuitable Dispersal Suitable

Site Name Scale | Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 48 10%
60NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 581 20%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 171 34%
66NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1114 38%

Core 15 3% 0 0% 89 18% 301 60%
Anthony Creek

PHR 15 1% 0 0% 274 9% 736 25%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 104 21% 321 64%
East Buckhorn

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 461 16% 1759 61%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 46 9% 132 26%
East Gosage Creek

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 161 6% 701 24%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 61 12% 399 80%
Lost Creek

PHR 8 0% 0 0% 543 19% 1899 66%

) Core 0 0% 0 0% 76 15% 364 73%

Lost Guiley

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 162 6% 1074 37%

Table 16: Habitat Availability 80 years Post-Harvest in Affected Spotted Owl Sites

Alternative 2

Non-Forest Unsuitable Dispersal Suitable

Site Name Scale | Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 48 10%
60NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 581 20%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 171 34%
66NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1114 | 38%

Core 15 3% 0 0% 0 0% 390 78%
Anthony Creek

PHR 15 1% 0 0% 0 0% 1010 | 35%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 425 85%
East Buckhorn

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2220 | 7%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 178 35%
East Gosage Creek

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 863 30%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 460 92%
Lost Creek

PHR 8 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2442 | 84%

_ Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 441 88%

Lost Guiley

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1236 | 43%

3.2.3.2 Cumulative Effects
Spotted Owl Site Scale

No reasonably foreseeable future BLM timber management would occur in any affected spotted owl
PHRs. One PHR would be affected by a proposed USFS project, the Outlook Landscape Diversity
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Project. This project would thin approximately 403 acres of dispersal habitat in the Lost Creek PHR, with
effects similar to those described for thinning above (see Table 17).

Private lands comprise approximately 16-80% of the affected PHRs and currently offer little northern
spotted owl habitat of any type. It is reasonably foreseeable that private lands will be managed for
industrial timber production on 40 to 60 year rotations. As a result, these private lands would not be
expected to contribute meaningful amounts of habitat in the affected home ranges and the cumulative
effect of private land management would be a continued lack of spotted owl habitat in the affected PHRs.

The cumulative effects of the Alternative 2 on spotted owl sites, when considered with private timber
harvest and the Outlook Landscape Diversity Project, would be an ongoing lack of spotted owl suitable
habitat on private land, a decrease in the amount of suitable habitat available in proposed regeneration
harvest areas for approximately 80 years, and a short-term (15-20 year) decrease and long-term (20+
year) increase in habitat quality in proposed thinning areas on BLM and USFS land (see Table 17).
These cumulative effects will not be significant because the effectiveness of the conservation efforts
established under the spotted owl Recovery Plan, the Northwest Forest Plan, or the Critical Habitat Rule
would not be appreciably diminished.

Table 17: Acres/Percent of non-BLM Managed Lands, Proposed Harvest, and Foreseeable Actions in Affected
Spotted Owl Home Ranges and Core Areas.

Private USFS Acres of Proposed Harvest USFS Outlook
Site Ownership | Management Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Project
Acres| % |Acres| % |Scale| Thin |Regen| Thin |Regen| Thin |Regen| Thin |Regen
Core | 11 0 10 0 9 0 0 0
60NEWITS 2312 | 80% 0 0%
PHR | 71 0 66 0 61 0 0 0
Core | 18 0 14 0 15 0 0 0
66NEWITS 1869 | 65% 0 0%
PHR | 43 0 39 0 34 0 0 0
Core | O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Anthony Creek | 2025 | 70% 0 0%
PHR | 109 1 101 1 73 0 0 0
Core | O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Buckhorn | 1656 | 57% 21 1%
PHR | 59 15 75 0 57 0 0 0
Core 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
EastGosage | 1769 | 6196 | 0 | 0%
Creek PHR | 17 0 14 0 13 0 0 0
Core | 71 0 71 0 67 0 0 0
Lost Creek 677 | 23% | 639 | 22%
PHR | 172 4 176 0 159 0 403 0
. Core | 49 0 49 0 27 0 0 0
Lost Guiley 452 | 16% 0 0%
PHR | 160 0 160 0 119 0 0 0

5"_Field Watershed Scale

No reasonably foreseeable future BLM forest or facility management activities are planned to occur in the
Lost Creek watershed that would affect spotted owls through either habitat modification or noise
disturbance. One reasonably foreseeable future action is planned to occur on USFS land in the
watershed, the Outlook Landscape Diversity Project. This project would thin approximately 403 acres of
dispersal habitat in the extreme upper reaches of the watershed, with effects similar to those described
for thinning above that would not affect the function of the AOC.

39



Private industrial forestlands comprise approximately 53% of the watershed and currently offer little
northern spotted owl habitat of any type. It is reasonably foreseeable that private industrial forestlands
will continue to be managed for industrial timber production on 40 to 60 year rotations and are not
currently expected to contribute meaningful amounts of habitat in the watershed. Small-owner private
forest lands are similarly not expected to provide spotted owl habitat because they are generally small
parcels in the lower reaches of the watershed that are subject to diverse uses and high levels of ongoing
noise disruption. Therefore, the cumulative effect of private forestland management in the watershed
would be a continued lack of spotted owl habitat.

The cumulative effects of Alternative 2 on spotted owl habitat in the watershed, when considered with
private land management and the Outlook Landscape Diversity Project, would be an ongoing lack of
spotted owl suitable habitat on private land, a decrease in the amount of suitable habitat available in
proposed regeneration harvest areas for approximately 80 years, and a short-term (15-20 year) decrease
and long-term (20+ year) increase in habitat quality in proposed thinning areas on BLM and USFS land.
These cumulative effects will not be significant because only 1.7% of the existing habitat in the watershed
would be removed, which would not appreciably diminish the effectiveness of the conservation efforts
established under the spotted owl Recovery Plan, the Northwest Forest Plan, or the Critical Habitat Rule.
Table 18 details ownership, habitat types, and proposed actions in the watershed.

Willamette Planning Province Scale

The effects to spotted owls are from the Lost Creek project were assessed in the 7.2-million acre
Willamette Planning Province by the BLM and USFWS in a Biological Assessment (BA) as a part of
Section 7 consultation under the Endangered Species Act (USDA/USDI 2015). The Willamette Planning
Province is one of twelve planning provinces managed under the Northwest Forest Plan (USDA & USDI
1994 pp. E17-19).

There are approximately 5,675,017 acres of privately owned land within the Willamette Planning
Province. These non-federal lands:

“...usually only support marginal habitats, and do not notably contribute to the viability of
the spotted owl. These lands, however, support some dispersal habitat for spotted owls
and may contribute to the reproduction, health, and condition of spotted owls on adjacent
Federal land. Habitat conditions on these lands are not expected to improve significantly
within the foreseeable future and, as a result, are not expected to contribute to the
survival and recovery of the spotted owl” (BA p. 90).

Along with the 141 acres of habitat removal proposed under Alternative 2, other known Federal land
management projects in the Willamette Planning Province would remove approximately 386 additional
acres of spotted ow! habitat. Altogether, these projects would remove approximately 527 acres or
0.00039 percent of the currently available suitable habitat at this scale. This habitat removal would not
have significant effects on spotted owls because it would not appreciably diminish the effectiveness of the
conservation efforts established under the spotted owl Recovery Plan, the Northwest Forest Plan, or the
Critical Habitat Rule.
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Table 18:

Watershed-Scale Ownership, Federal Forest Age Classes, and Action Alternatives.

USFES Outlook Alternatives
Age Prev. Thin Project Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4
Owner | Class Existing within 15 yrs.3 Thinning Thinning Regeneration Thinning Regeneration Thinning Regeneration
Percent of Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
Watershe of of of of Acre of of of of
Acres d Acres |Existing | Acres | Existing | Acres | Existing | Acres |Existing| s | Existing | Acres |Existing | Acres | Existing | Acres | Existing
Fl\(l)(r)gét 30 0.1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Federal' | 0-39 | 2267 6.5% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
40-79 | 8709 25.1% | 1680 | 19.3% | 403 4.6 677 | 7.8% 40 0.5% | 635 | 7.3% 40 0.5% | 526 | 6.0%
80+ | 2796 8.1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 101 | 1.2% | 49 0.6% 52 0.6% 0 0% 0 0%
Industry 9 k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k
Private Forest | 15429 | 44.5% Un Un Un Un Un Un Un Un Un Un Un Un Un Un Un Un
Forest | 2968 8.6% Unk Unk Unk Unk Unk | Unk Unk Unk | Unk Unk Unk Unk Unk Unk Unk Unk
Small
Private® | \on-
Forest 2471 7.1% Unk Unk Unk Unk Unk | Unk Unk Unk | Unk Unk Unk Unk Unk Unk Unk Unk
Total 34670 | 100% 1680 | 19.3% | 403 4.6 677 | 7.8% | 141 | 1.7% | 684 | 7.9% 92 1.1% | 526 6% 0 0%

1: Data taken from GIS, July 2015. 2. Data taken from Lost Creek Watershed Analysis. 3. These stands are degraded spotted owl habitat due to short-term effects
from thinning.
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3.2.4

Alternative 3

3.2.4.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

Effects to spotted owls would be similar to those described for Alternative 2, with the following exceptions:

General Spotted Owl Habitat

49 fewer acres of suitable spotted owl habitat would be removed; instead John’s Last Stand
would be thinned and the direct and indirect effects for this area would be as described above for
thinning under Alternative 2.

5 TPA of snags and CWD would be created in treated Riparian Reserves, which would improve
habitat conditions for spotted owl prey species and improve short and long-term habitat quality
compared to Alternatives 2 and 4.

Wider untreated riparian buffers and the elimination of a large common cable yarding landing in
the Gosage Incline 07 thinning unit would provide better habitat connectivity for spotted owl use
because this unit is surrounded by early-successional habitat on both BLM and adjacent private
lands, and an additional 40 acres of regeneration harvest is proposed in the same section in the
Lost Creek project. Therefore untreated riparian buffers would provide increased connectivity
through the thinning unit and into older habitat in the interior of the section.

These changes would result in substantially improved short- and long-term spotted owl habitat conditions
in the affected units and in the project area as a whole compared to Alternative 2.

In addition, approximately 43 fewer acres would be thinned in the project area by eliminating cable
yarding across streams, larger buffers on some streams and the deletion of the stream study areas. This
would reduce both the short-term decrease in spotted owl habitat quality from thinning and the long-term
increase in habitat quality in these areas. Tables 19-21 detail the immediate habitat availability and
project future habitat availability in 40 and 80 years under Alternative 3 at affected sites.

Table 19: Immediate Post-harvest Availability in Affected Spotted Owl Sites, Alternative 3.

Alternative 3
Non-Forest Unsuitable Dispersal Suitable

Site Name Scale | Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %

Core 0 0% 0 0% 48 10% 0 0%
60NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 525 18% 56 2%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 171 34% 0 0%
66NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 1047 36% 67 2%

Core 15 3% 89 18% 35 7% 265 53%
Anthony Creek

PHR 15 1% 274 9% 402 14% 334 12%

Core 0 0% 78 16% 238 47% 108 22%
East Buckhorn

PHR 0 0% 402 14% 1261 44% 557 19%

Core 0 0% 46 9% 127 25% 5 1%
East Gosage Creek

PHR 0 0% 161 6% 682 24% 20 1%

Core 0 0% 34 7% 268 53% 158 31%
Lost Creek

PHR 8 0% 470 16% 1367 47% 605 21%

) Core 0 0% 76 15% 267 53% 97 19%

Lost Guiley

PHR 0 0% 162 6% 888 31% 186 6%
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Table 20: Habitat Availability 40 years Post-harvest in Affected Spotted Owl Sites, Alternative 3.

Alternative 3
Non-Forest Unsuitable Dispersal Suitable

Site Name Scale | Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 48 10%
60NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 581 20%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 171 34%
66NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1114 38%

Core 15 3% 0 0% 89 18% 301 60%
Anthony Creek

PHR 15 1% 0 0% 274 9% 736 25%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 104 21% 321 64%
East Buckhorn

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 446 15% 1774 61%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 46 9% 132 26%
East Gosage Creek

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 161 6% 701 24%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 61 12% 399 80%
Lost Creek

PHR 8 0% 0 0% 539 19% 1903 66%

) Core 0 0% 0 0% 76 15% 364 73%

Lost Guiley

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 162 6% 1074 37%

Table 21: Habitat Availability 80 years Post-harvest in Affected Spotted Owl Sites, Alternative 3.

Alternative 3
Non-Forest Unsuitable Dispersal Suitable

Site Name Scale | Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 48 10%
60NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 581 20%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 171 34%
66NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1114 | 38%

Core 15 3% 0 0% 0 0% 390 78%
Anthony Creek

PHR 15 1% 0 0% 0 0% 1010 35%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 425 85%
East Buckhorn

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2220 7%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 178 35%
East Gosage Creek

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 863 30%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 460 92%
Lost Creek

PHR 8 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2442 84%

) Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 441 88%

Lost Guiley

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1236 | 43%

Spotted Owl Sites

Effects to the East Buckhorn and Lost Creek spotted owl sites from the removal of suitable habitat
through regeneration harvest would not occur. Instead, these areas would be thinned with effects similar
as described for other proposed thinning units above. However this Alternative would remain “Likely to

43



Adversely Affect” both sites due to the existing habitat conditions and amounts and orientation of other
harvest units.

3.2.4.2 Cumulative Effects
Spotted Owl Site Scale

No reasonably foreseeable future BLM timber management would occur in any affected spotted owl
PHRs. One PHR would be affected by a proposed USFS project, the Outlook Landscape Diversity
Project. This project would thin approximately 403 acres of dispersal habitat in the Lost Creek PHR, with
effects similar to those described for thinning above (see Table 17).

Private lands comprise approximately 16-80% of the affected PHRs and currently offer little northern
spotted owl habitat of any type. It is reasonably foreseeable that private lands will be managed for
industrial timber production on 40 to 60 year rotations. As a result, these private lands would not be
expected to contribute meaningful amounts of habitat in the affected home ranges and the cumulative
effect of private land management would be a continued lack of spotted owl habitat in the affected PHRs.

The cumulative effects of the Alternative 3 on spotted owl sites, when considered with private timber
harvest and the Outlook Landscape Diversity Project, would be an ongoing lack of spotted owl suitable
habitat on private land, a decrease in the amount of suitable habitat available in proposed regeneration
harvest areas for approximately 80 years, and a short-term (15-20 year) decrease and long-term (20+
year) increase in habitat quality in proposed thinning areas on BLM and USFS land (see Table 17).
These cumulative effects will not be significant because the effectiveness of the conservation efforts
established under the spotted owl Recovery Plan, the Northwest Forest Plan, or the Critical Habitat Rule
would not be appreciably diminished.

5"-Field Watershed Scale

No reasonably foreseeable future BLM forest or facility management activities are planned to occur in the
Lost Creek watershed that would affect spotted owls through either habitat modification or noise
disturbance. One reasonably foreseeable future action is planned to occur on USFS land in the
watershed, the Outlook Landscape Diversity Project. This project would thin approximately 403 acres of
dispersal habitat in the extreme upper reaches of the watershed, with effects similar to those described
for thinning above that would not affect the function of the AOC.

Private industrial forestlands comprise approximately 53% of the watershed and currently offer little
northern spotted owl habitat of any type. It is reasonably foreseeable that private industrial forestlands
will continue to be managed for industrial timber production on 40 to 60 year rotations and are not
currently expected to contribute meaningful amounts of habitat in the watershed. Small-owner private
forest lands are similarly not expected to provide spotted owl habitat because they are generally small
parcels in the lower reaches of the watershed that are subject to diverse uses and high levels of ongoing
noise disruption. Therefore, the cumulative effect of private forestland management in the watershed
would be a continued lack of spotted owl habitat.

The cumulative effects of Alternative 3 on spotted owl habitat in the watershed, when considered with
private land management and the Outlook Landscape Diversity Project, would be an ongoing lack of
spotted owl suitable habitat on private land, a decrease in the amount of suitable habitat available in
proposed regeneration harvest areas for approximately 80 years, and a short-term (15-20 year) decrease
and long-term (20+ year) increase in habitat quality in proposed thinning areas on BLM and USFS land.
These cumulative effects will not be significant because only 1.1% of the existing habitat in the watershed
would be removed, which would not appreciably diminish the effectiveness of the conservation efforts
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established under the spotted owl Recovery Plan, the Northwest Forest Plan, or the Critical Habitat Rule.
Table 18 details ownership, habitat types, and proposed actions in the watershed.

Willamette Planning Province Scale

The effects to spotted owls are from the Lost Creek project were assessed in the 7.2-million acre
Willamette Planning Province by the BLM and USFWS in a Biological Assessment (BA) as a part of
Section 7 consultation under the Endangered Species Act (USDA/USDI 2015). The Willamette Planning
Province is one of twelve planning provinces managed under the Northwest Forest Plan (USDA & USDI
1994 p. E-19).

There are approximately 5,675,017 acres of privately owned land within the Willamette Planning
Province. These non-federal lands:

“...usually only support marginal habitats, and do not notably contribute to the viability of
the spotted owl. These lands, however, support some dispersal habitat for spotted owls
and may contribute to the reproduction, health, and condition of spotted owls on adjacent
Federal land. Habitat conditions on these lands are not expected to improve significantly
within the foreseeable future and, as a result, are not expected to contribute to the
survival and recovery of the spotted owl” (BA p. 90).

Along with the 92 acres of habitat removal proposed under Alternative 2, other known Federal land
management projects in the Willamette Planning Province would remove approximately 386 additional
acres of spotted ow! habitat. Altogether, these projects would remove approximately 478 acres or
0.00036 percent of the currently available suitable habitat at this scale. This habitat removal would not
have significant effects on spotted owls because it would not appreciably diminish the effectiveness of the
conservation efforts established under the spotted owl Recovery Plan, the Northwest Forest Plan, or the
Critical Habitat Rule.

3.2.5 Alternative 4

3.2.5.1 Direct and Indirect Effects
Effects to spotted owls would be similar to those described for Alternative 2, with the following exceptions:
General Spotted Owl Habitat

e No spotted owl suitable or dispersal habitat would be removed because regeneration harvest
would not occur and the direct and indirect effects for these areas would be as described above
for Alternative 1.

e Increased stream buffers would provide a wider network of denser canopy cover that would
facilitate spotted owl movement through the treated areas.

e The elimination of a large common cable-yarding landing in the Gosage Incline 07 thinning unit
would provide better habitat connectivity for spotted owl use in an area surrounded by unsuitable
habitat.

These changes would result in substantially improved short- and long-term spotted owl habitat conditions
in the affected units and in the project area as a whole compared to Alternative 2.

However, 152 fewer acres of upland (Matrix) and Riparian Reserves would be thinned in the project area
by eliminating several proposed roads, increased stream buffers, and elimination of some common
landings. This would reduce both the short-term decrease in spotted owl habitat quality from thinning and
the long-term increase in habitat quality in these areas. Tables 22-24 detail the immediate habitat
availability and project future habitat availability in 40 and 80 years under Alternative 2 at affected sites.
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Spotted Owl Sites

No effects to the Anthony Creek, East Buckhorn, and Lost Creek spotted owl sites from regeneration
harvest would occur. Instead, the regeneration harvest areas would not be treated and the effects in
these areas would be as described for Alternative 1. However, this Alternative would still be “Likely to
Adversely Affect” these sites due to the existing habitat conditions and amounts and orientation of the
thinning harvest units.

Table 22: Immediate Post-harvest Habitat Availability in Affected Spotted Owl Sites, Alternative 4

Alternative 4
Non-Forest Unsuitable Dispersal Suitable
Site Name Scale | Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %

Core 0 0% 0 0% 48 10% 0 0%
60NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 525 18% 56 2%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 171 34% 0 0%
66NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 1047 | 36% 67 2%

Core 15 3% 89 18% 35 7% 265 53%
Anthony Creek

PHR 15 1% 273 9% 403 14% 334 12%

Core 0 0% 78 16% 238 47% 108 22%
East Buckhorn

PHR 0 0% 402 14% | 1261 | 44% 557 19%

Core 0 0% 46 9% 127 25% 5 1%
East Gosage Creek

PHR 0 0% 161 6% 682 24% 20 1%

Core 0 0% 34 7% 268 53% 158 31%
Lost Creek

PHR 8 0% 470 16% | 1367 | 47% 605 21%

. Core 0 0% 76 15% 267 53% 97 19%

Lost Guiley

PHR 0 0% 162 6% 888 31% 186 6%
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Table 23: Habitat Availability 40 years Post-harvest in Affected Spotted Owl Sites, Alternative 4

Alternative 4
Non-Forest Unsuitable Dispersal Suitable

Site Name Scale | Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 48 10%
60NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 581 20%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 171 34%
66NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1114 38%

Core 15 3% 0 0% 89 18% 301 60%
Anthony Creek

PHR 15 1% 0 0% 273 9% 737 25%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 104 21% 321 64%
East Buckhorn

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 446 15% 1774 61%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 46 9% 132 26%
East Gosage Creek

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 161 6% 701 24%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 61 12% 399 80%
Lost Creek

PHR 8 0% 0 0% 539 19% 1903 66%

) Core 0 0% 0 0% 76 15% 364 73%

Lost Guiley

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 162 6% 1074 37%

Table 24: Habitat Availability 80 years Post-harvest in Affected Spotted Owl Sites, Alternative 4

Alternative 4

Non-Forest Unsuitable Dispersal Suitable

Site Name Scale | Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 48 10%
60NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 581 20%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 171 34%
66NEWITS

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1114 38%

Core 15 3% 0 0% 0 0% 390 78%
Anthony Creek

PHR 15 1% 0 0% 0 0% 1010 35%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 425 85%
East Buckhorn

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2220 77%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 178 35%
East Gosage Creek

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 863 30%

Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 460 92%
Lost Creek

PHR 8 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2442 84%

) Core 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 441 88%

Lost Guiley

PHR 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1236 43%

3.2.5.2 Cumulative Effects

Spotted Owl Site Scale

No reasonably foreseeable future BLM timber management would occur in any affected spotted owl
PHRs. One PHR would be affected by a proposed USFS project, the Outlook Landscape Diversity
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Project. This project would thin approximately 403 acres of dispersal habitat in the Lost Creek PHR, with
effects similar to those described for thinning above (see Table 17).

Private lands comprise approximately 16-80% of the affected PHRs and currently offer little northern
spotted owl habitat of any type. It is reasonably foreseeable that private lands will be managed for
industrial timber production on 40 to 60 year rotations. As a result, these private lands would not be
expected to contribute meaningful amounts of habitat in the affected home ranges and the cumulative
effect of private land management would be a continued lack of spotted owl habitat in the affected PHRs.

The cumulative effects of the Alternative 4 on spotted owl sites, when considered with private timber
harvest and the Outlook Landscape Diversity Project, would be an ongoing lack of spotted owl suitable
habitat on private land and a short-term (15-20 year) decrease and long-term (20+ year) increase in
habitat quality in proposed thinning areas on BLM and USFS land (see Table 17). These cumulative
effects will not be significant because the effectiveness of the conservation efforts established under the
spotted owl Recovery Plan, the Northwest Forest Plan, or the Critical Habitat Rule would not be
appreciably diminished.

5"_Field Watershed Scale

No reasonably foreseeable future BLM forest or facility management activities are planned to occur in the
Lost Creek watershed that would affect spotted owls through either habitat modification or noise
disturbance. One reasonably foreseeable future action is planned to occur on USFS land in the
watershed, the Outlook Landscape Diversity Project. This project would thin approximately 403 acres of
dispersal habitat in the extreme upper reaches of the watershed, with effects similar to those described
for thinning above that would not affect the function of the AOC.

Private industrial forestlands comprise approximately 53% of the watershed and currently offer little
northern spotted owl habitat of any type. It is reasonably foreseeable that private industrial forestlands
will continue to be managed for industrial timber production on 40 to 60 year rotations and are not
currently expected to contribute meaningful amounts of habitat in the watershed. Small-owner private
forest lands are similarly not expected to provide spotted owl habitat because they are generally small
parcels in the lower reaches of the watershed that are subject to diverse uses and high levels of ongoing
noise disruption. Therefore, the cumulative effect of private forestland management in the watershed
would be a continued lack of spotted owl habitat.

The cumulative effects of Alternative 4 on spotted owl habitat in the watershed, when considered with
private land management and the Outlook Landscape Diversity Project, would be an ongoing lack of
spotted owl suitable habitat on private land and a short-term (15-20 year) decrease and long-term (20+
year) increase in habitat quality in proposed thinning areas on BLM and USFS land. These cumulative
effects will not be significant because none of the existing habitat in the watershed would be removed,
and the effectiveness of the conservation efforts established under the spotted owl Recovery Plan, the
Northwest Forest Plan, or the Critical Habitat Rule would not be diminished. Table 18 details ownership,
habitat types, and proposed actions in the watershed.

Willamette Planning Province Scale

The effects to spotted owls are from the Lost Creek project were assessed in the 7.2-million acre
Willamette Planning Province by the BLM and USFWS in a Biological Assessment (BA) as a part of
Section 7 consultation under the Endangered Species Act (USDA/USDI 2015). The Willamette Planning
Province is one of twelve planning provinces managed under the Northwest Forest Plan (USDA & USDI
1994 p. E-19).

There are approximately 5,675,017 acres of privately owned land within the Willamette Planning
Province. These non-federal lands:

48



“...usually only support marginal habitats, and do not notably contribute to the viability of
the spotted owl. These lands, however, support some dispersal habitat for spotted owls
and may contribute to the reproduction, health, and condition of spotted owls on adjacent
Federal land. Habitat conditions on these lands are not expected to improve significantly
within the foreseeable future and, as a result, are not expected to contribute to the
survival and recovery of the spotted owl” (BA p. 90).

Although no spotted owl habitat removal is proposed under Alternative 4, other known Federal land
management projects in the Willamette Planning Province would remove approximately 386 acres of
spotted owl habitat. Altogether, these projects would remove approximately 0.00029 percent of the
currently available suitable habitat at this scale. This habitat removal would not have significant effects
on spotted owls because it would not appreciably diminish the effectiveness of the conservation efforts
established under the spotted owl Recovery Plan, the Northwest Forest Plan, or the Critical Habitat Rule.

3.3 Issue 2: What are the effects of proposed timber harvest and associated activities
on red tree voles?

The spatial boundary for effects to red tree voles would be the project area plus a 200-foot outside buffer.
According to the red tree vole Management Recommendations (USDA/USDI 2000), this buffer represents
the distance required to protect red tree vole nests from the effects of overstory removal. Project effects
would last approximately 60 years, which would be 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.

3.3.1 Affected Environment

The red tree vole is an arboreal microtine rodent generally found in mature and late-successional conifer
forest, and is a Survey and Manage Category C species, meaning that while uncommon, surveys for it
are practical (USDA/USDI 2001). They consume conifer needles and twig bark, and are a major
component of the northern spotted owl’s diet across much of its range. The proposed thinning units did
not require RTV surveys under “Pechman Exemption A”° to the Survey and Manage program. Habitat
conditions in all three of the potential regeneration harvest units triggered red tree vole surveys based on
the current protocol (Version 3.0, Huff et al. 2012). Line transect surveys were conducted by BLM staff in
the spring of 2014, after which BLM contractors climbed potential nest trees and performed 100-meter
searches as described in the survey protocol. No RTV nests were found in Anthony Access 01. In
Gosage Incline Sec 07, eight active and 26 inactive RTV nests were found, with the status of 12
additional trees undetermined but assumed to be active for management purposes. In John'’s Last Stand,
15 active and 17 inactive RTV nests were found, with the status of 32 additional trees undetermined but
assumed to be active for management purposes. Habitat Areas, which are reserved areas around known
RTV sites, were established in Gosage Incline 07 and John’s Last Stand according to the Management
Recommendations for the Red Tree Vole, v2.0 (USDA/USDI 2000); these areas are no longer considered
parts of the proposed units and no treatment or habitat disturbance would occur within them.

® “Pechman Exemption A” refers to the court’s order in Northwest Ecosystem Alliance et al. v. Rey et al.,
Case No. 04-cv-844-MJP (W.D. Wash. 2006), in which Judge Pechman identified four circumstances in
which habitat disturbing projects potentially affecting Survey and Manage species could occur. Exemption
A refers to thinning projects in stands younger than 80 years old.
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3.3.2 Alternative 1: No Action

3.3.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

No direct or indirect effects to RTV or their habitat would occur under this Alternative. Stands would not
be modified and the project area would continue to provide for RTV use at current levels and habitat
development would continue along current trajectories. RTVs would be able to expand their populations
into areas proposed for regeneration harvest under the Action Alternatives and therefore Alternative 1
would best meet the Survey and Manage goal of a reasonable likelihood of species persistence.

Habitat in the project area would continue to develop along current growth trajectories. Portions of the
project area that are already suitable RTV habitat would continue to provide for all of the species’ life
history needs while individual habitat components such as large-diameter trees with nesting structure
(forked tops, large branches, cavities), large crowns, and interlocking canopy layers would increase in
guantity and quality. Habitat in the project area that currently does not meet “persistence quality” as
defined by the RTV Survey Protocol (Huff et al. 2012) would continue to develop 