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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
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ABSTRACT:  The following Environmental Assessment addresses the environmental effects 
associated with a variety of proposed treatments in the Wildgal-Dixie analysis area, located in the 
southwest corner of the BLM Klamath Falls Resource Area (KFRA).  Proposed treatments 
include; commercial and non-commercial thinning, road improvements, riparian habitat 
restoration, and fuels treatments. 
 
 
 
 
 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
 
 
Klamath Falls Resource Area, BLM 
2795 Anderson Avenue, Bldg. 25 
Klamath Falls, OR 97603 
541-883-6916 
 
 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT AND RESPONDENT’S PERSONAL PRIVACY 
INTERESTS:   
 
The Bureau of Land Management is soliciting comments on this Environmental Assessment.  
Comments, including names and street addresses of respondents, will be available for public 
review at the above address during regular business hours.  Individual respondents may request 
confidentiality. If you wish to withhold your name or street address from public review or from 
disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act, you must state this prominently at the beginning 
of your written comment. Such requests will be honored to the extent allowed by law. All 
submissions from organizations or businesses, and from individuals identifying themselves as 
representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will be made available for public 
inspection in their entirety. 
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 
This Wildgal-Dixie Environmental Assessment analyzes the effects of the proposed action and 
alternatives in the project area, located in the southwestern portion of the Klamath Falls Resource 
Area. The alternatives include an array of actions meant to meet the purpose and need indicated 
herein. These actions are described in this document with various locations and treatments visually 
shown with maps and figures. This analysis and information will provide the decision maker, the 
Klamath Falls Resource Area Manager, with current information to aid in the decision making 
process. It will also determine if an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) needs to be prepared or 
if a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is appropriate.  

Purpose and Need for Action 

Purpose  
• Implement actions to meet the objectives of the 1995 Klamath Falls ROD/RMP.  
• Improve the resiliency of forest stands from drought, insect, and disease.  
• Produce a sustainable supply of timber and other forest commodities to support local 

and regional timber-related businesses. 
• Decrease the likelihood of stand replacing fires by reducing hazardous fuel loads and 

tree overstocking. 
• Restore fire dependent processes and historic stand composition and structure. 
• Improve riparian conditions and associated aquatic species’ habitat. 
• Reduce road density in the area while improving the condition of the remaining 

transportation system. 
• Enhance the oak woodland habitat to benefit associated wildlife species. 
• Provide habitat for a variety of organisms associated with both late-successional and 

younger forests. 

Need  
The BLM has a statutory obligation under Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), 
which directs that “[t]he Secretary shall manage the public lands in accordance with the land use 
plans developed by him under section 202 of this Act when they are available . . .” The Klamath 
Falls Resource Area Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (ROD/RMP June 1995) 
guides and directs management on BLM lands.  
Under the RMP, this analysis includes lands allocated as Matrix, District Designated Reserve 
(DDR), and Riparian Reserves (RR). Matrix lands have RMP objectives to produce a sustainable 
supply of timber and other forest commodities as stated in the KFRA RMP and the Oregon and 
California (O&C) Lands Act of 1937, which is generally achieved through the implementation of 
timber sales or other contract mechanisms. Objectives for managing District Designated Reserves 
and Riparian Reserves include the need to protect and enhance conditions of late-successional 
ecosystems and meet Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives. In all land use allocations, there is 
a need to maintain Northern Spotted Owl nesting, roosting and foraging habitat in the home range 
of known spotted owls in the project area to meet the recovery actions of the 2010 Northern 
Spotted Owl Draft Recovery Plan.  
 
Field observations and timber stand data show that many of the existing stands in the proposed 
project area are presently overstocked, with declining forest health and reduced annual growth.   
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“Forest health” in this EA is defined as the resiliency of the forest ecosystems to sustain 
themselves in the process of natural disturbances such as insect outbreaks and wildfires. Trees 
within overstocked stands are generally more susceptible to stress and vulnerable to attack by 
insects and diseases.  There is a need to reduce the density to improve growing conditions (reduce 
competition for water, nutrients and light) and increase the vigor of the remaining trees on 
approximately 675 acres of overstocked forested stands in the proposed project area through 
commercial and non-commercial thinning treatments. Tables in Chapter 3 vegetation section 
include further in-depth analysis of project area stands and refer to pine stands, such as those in 
Section 8 of the project area, and mixed conifer stands such as those found in Section 5 excluding 
the plantation, and depict approximate retention and thinning levels of these stands based on 
density management prescriptions (see Figure 7 and the Vegetation section).  

There is a need to reduce the overall hazardous fuel loading in the area.  Throughout the 20th 
century, fire suppression effectively eliminated fire from the landscape.  Due to this suppression, 
duff layers have increased on the forest floor and conditions have become favorable for numerous 
small trees, shrubs, and other vegetation to become established (Hessburg et al. 1995; Lehmkuhl et 
al. 1994 in USDI BLM 2003, 100).  This additional vegetation has caused an increase in surface, 
ladder, and crown fuels which contribute to the risk of a stand replacing fire (Huff as stated in 
USDI BLM 2003, 100).   
 
Oak stands have transitioned into overstocked stands of stunted oak trees while the conifer stands 
have transitioned into stands with an extremely dense understory and an accumulation of down 
logs, other woody debris, and dead material.  There is a need to enhance the oak woodland habitat 
in the area and benefit those wildlife species associated with that habitat.   
 
There is a need to implement road treatments in the project area to help attain Aquatic 
Conservation Strategy objectives while ensuring that the aquatic resources are not diminished as a 
result of poor road management (USDI BLM 2003, 130).  Field observations indicate that the 
location and conditions of some of the roads within the area are degrading water quality and fish 
habitat.  The proposed actions to close some minor connector roads and improve others are 
designed to help meet RMP objectives to reduce road densities in areas where water quality 
degradation or other road related resource problems have been identified (KFRMP 1995, 72). 
 

Location  
 
The Wildgal-Dixie Analysis Area is located in the southwest corner of the Klamath Falls Resource 
Area, near the intersection of the Klamath, Jackson, and Siskiyou county lines (see Table 1 and 
Figure 1-General Location Map, below). This area is located approximately three miles east of the 
Cascade Siskiyou National Monument located in Jackson County. All BLM-administered lands 
within the project area are O&C Lands. All treatments proposed in this EA would occur 
exclusively on BLM-administered lands within the KFRA with the exception of one segment of 
road construction from section 08 to section 17 on JWTR lands (see Figure 3).  The analysis area 
includes approximately 1,920 acres of Matrix, approximately 100 acres of District Designated 
Reserves (DDRs), and approximately 140 acres of Riparian Reserves (RR). 
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Table 1.  LLo nistered Laands within the Analysn sis Area 

Proposedd T tion 
Area Towwnship Rangee Section 
Wildgal-Dixie Forestt 40S 5E 31 
Health Trreatment Area 41S 5E 5,6,7,8,17,18 

 
 
 
Figure 1. General Loocation Mapp of the Projject Area 

 
 

Managemment Direcction and Conformaance with EExisting PlPlans  
This Envirronmental AAssessment (EEA) is tieredd to the Klammath Falls RResource Areea Resource 
Managemeent Plan andd Final Envirronmental Immpact Statemment (RMP/FFEIS, Septemmber 1994) aand 
Record of Decision (RROD, June 2,, 1995).  Maanagement diirection and recommenddations for prroject 
design andd implementation is conttained in the RMP and a a number of ssupporting ddocuments liisted 
below: 

• Klaamath Falls Resource Arrea Integrateed Weed Conntrol Plan EAA (July 21, 1993). 
• Raange Reformm FEIS (Auguust 1995). 
• Finnal Environmmental Impacct Statementt, Vegetationn Treatment on BLM Laands in Thirtteen 

Weestern Statess (1991). 
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• 2001 Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey and 
Manage Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines. 
(USDA/USDI 2001) 

• 2008 Northern Spotted Owl Recovery Plan (USDI FWS 2008) 
• Topsy Pokegama Landscape Analysis (BLM TPLA 1996) 
• 2004 Record of Decision Amending Resource Management Plans for Seven Bureau of 

Land Management Districts and Land and Resource Management Plans for Nineteen 
National Forests Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl – Decision to Clarify 
Provisions Relating to the Aquatic Conservation Strategy.   

 

Public Input Summary and Issue Development 
A variety of issues and concerns were raised during project scoping by interested individuals, 
groups, and BLM’s interdisciplinary team. In this EA, an issue is something unique to the project 
area that may need particular consideration and may contribute to defining a particular action 
alternative. Issues and concerns raised were considered in the formulation of alternatives, project 
design features, or environmental effects. In some cases, an issue was initially considered by the 
planning team and then eliminated from further analysis because it was not within the scope of the 
project or did not meet the purpose and need. Scoping input and issues are summarized in 
Appendix C. 
 



CHAPTER 2 - PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
The Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative are described below.  

Proposed Action  
The Proposed Action is designed to meet the purpose and need of the EA, including improving the 
health of forested stands, reducing fuel hazard conditions, restoring fire dependent processes and 
stand composition, providing a sustainable supply of timber, improving the quality of the road 
network and riparian conditions, and maintaining NRF habitat, among other needs. The proposed 
action treatments are designed to be implemented within a timeframe of approximately five to 
seven years.  
 

Commercial Timber Harvest 
• Up to 560 acres of commercial density management harvest of trees greater than 7” DBH 

(Diameter at Breast Height) would occur, including thinning of the interspersed 3-7" DBH 
material (see Figure 3 below). Stands would be thinned to a range from 40 to 140 square 
feet per acre of basal area (pure pine stands would be thinned to lower average BA and 
mixed conifer to higher average BA). This also includes approximately 42 acres of 
commercial riparian thinning within portions of both the plantation and mixed conifer 
stands. The ponderosa pine/oak dominated stands would be thinned in portions of the DDR 
and Riparian Reserves to maintain the large diameter pine within the stands.  

• Harvesting would be implemented with ground based mechanized equipment including 
mechanical harvesters and rubber tired or tracked skidders.  

• Six areas, each between three and five acres in size, within the plantation would be thinned 
to a low density (40 square feet of basal area). These areas would then be planted with 
other conifers after harvest to promote regeneration and uneven-aged stand development 
and diversity within the plantation.   

• Small non–harvest retention clumps (1-5 acres in size) would be included within the 
DDRB and surrounding density management area to assist in attaining variation in stand 
density, providing buffers for Survey and Manage species, and maintaining Northern 
Spotted Owl NRF habitat.  

• The DDR Buffer (DDRB) excluding the retention clumps mentioned above, would be 
thinned to a density of 120 square feet per acre of basal area to maintain and promote late 
successional characteristics (large trees, dead tops, snags, mistletoe brooms and multi-story 
structure); The DDRB is an approximately ¼ mile buffer around the DDR.  

• Slash Disposal after thinning operations would include yarding of thinned material 
followed by burning of the landing piles or utilizing the landing piles as firewood or 
biomass.    
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Figure 2. Density Maanagement UUnits 

 
 
 

Non- Commmercial Thhinning 
Approximmately 115 accres of non-ccommercial tthinning (priimarily 3”-12” DBH) woould occur inn 
portions of Section 31 (see Figure 2 above) thrrough stewaardship or serrvice contracts.  Thinnedd 
material wwould be mecchanically cuut and yardeed to a loadinng point.  Deepending upoon market 
conditionss and availabble funding, tthis biomasss could be chhipped and hhauled off sitte for utilizaation 
or burned on-site.  If thhe biomass iis utilized, anny residual mmaterial wouuld be burneed in accordaance 
with an appproved burnn plan.  
 

Roads 
• Coonstruct apprroximately 00.5 miles of nnew road.  
• Obbliterate (block and re-coontour) approoximately 0..8 miles of eexisting roadd segments thhat 

aree within Ripaarian Reservves and are nno longer neeeded for travvel managemment purposees.   
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• In Section 5 onn road 41-4EE-3, eliminatte the road crrossing overr Long Prairiie Creek by 
remmoving the cculvert and eexcess fill (seee Figure 3). In order to restore the cchannel bed at 
this crossing annd the streamm banks upsttream and doownstream, the crossingg   would neeed to 
be recontouredd and stabilizzed. The grazzing exclosuure would bee extended too protect thiss area 
so the stream sside vegetatioon would haave time to reecover (see Grazing Maanagement seection 
bellow).  

• Immplement surfacing and ddrainage impprovements iincluding bruushing, spot surfacing, 
ditching, installlation of waaterbars, and renovation of small existing road seegments wheere 
neeeded and feaasible to meeet ACS objecctives and too facilitate immplementation of the 
Prooposed Actioon.   

 

 

 
Figure 3. Road Consttruction andd Obliteratiion 
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Grazing MManagemennt 
The livvestock grazzing exclosurre along Lonng Prairie Crreek in Sectiion 5 would be expandedd to 
includee approximaately eight addditional acrres and 0.3 mmiles of streaam to improvve riparian aand 
streammbank condittions along thhe creek (seee Figure 4).  The resultinng exclosuree would be 
permannent.   

 
Figure 4

 

. Long Prairie Creek Prroposed Excclosure Expaansion Mapp 

 

Hazardouus Fuels Maanagement 
Prescriibed underbuurning and/oor pile burninng of approxximately 8700 acres (see FFigure 5 below. 
Note: BBurning of landing piless in Section 55 and 31 aree not included in this acreeage). The 
desiredd fire behaviior would coonsist of 1-2 foot flame lengths in thee timber litteer. Greater flflame 
lengthss would be ddesired in thee patches of wedgeleaf cceanothus.  TThis activityy includes thee 
construuction of appproximately ten miles off fireline (inccluding handdline, plowliine, and wetlline 
methodds). Burn unnits would innclude underbr urning in RRiparian Resserves and oaak stands. 
Burninng would occcur after timmber harvest aand thinningg activities. MMaintenancee underburniing 
would occur on a 110-30 year rootation, withh the intent tto mimic thee historic firee return interrval.  

 

Paage 11 of 77 
 

f



Note: it is typical for qquestions to arise about aactions that wwould not occur.  For cllarification:
No preescribed undderburning orr other hazarrdous fuels ttreatments wwould occur wwithin NSO 
suitablle habitat.   

 
Figure 5. 

 

Prescribed Fire Locatiion Map 

 

Oak Woodland Manaagement 
Up to 150 acres off the 290 acres of Oregonn white oak would be haand thinned wwithin oak 
woodlaand units 1-55 (see Figuree 6 below).  No oak greaater than 12”” DBH woulld be cut. 
The oaak trees withhin the oak sttands would be thinned tto a variablee spacing of 15-30 feet too 
increasse overall heealth and viggor of the remmaining indiividual oak ttrees.   The rresulting slassh 
would be hand treaated by lopping, piling aand burning oor lopping aand made avaailable for 
firewood within thhe denser pattches to limit fuel loadinng. In areas wwith more sccattered oak
patchees or clumps,, the cut oak trees wouldd be lopped aand scatteredd. 
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Figure 6. Oak Woodlland Units  

 

No Actioon Alternattive 
The Bureaau of Land MManagement NEPA Handdbook recommmends the inclusion annd analysis oof a 
No Actionn Alternativee. Under the No Action aalternative, mmanagementt activities coonsidered inn this 
project woould not occuur. Activitiess proposed inn and adjaceent to the anaalysis area thhat have beeen 
analyzed aand approvedd in other NEEPA documents could sttill occur, suuch as fuel reeduction 
treatmentss, road mainttenance as needed, forest inventory aand surveys,, and fire supppression. 
Selection oof the No Acction Alternaative would not change lland allocatiions or the ddirection the BLM 
has to mannage these laands.  
 
The No Acction alternaative serves aas a baselinee or reference point for eevaluating thhe environmeental 
effects of tthe action allternatives. Inclusion of tthis alternatiive is done rregardless off consistencyy with 
the RMP aand without regard to meeeting the puurpose and nneed. It shoulld further bee noted that tthe 
No Actionn alternative is not a “static” alternatiive. It is impplied that thee present envvironmental 
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conditions and trends will continue. This would include trends such as vegetation succession and 
consequent terrestrial and aquatic habitat changes, increases in fire hazard, and deteriorating road 
conditions. 
 

Other Actions or Alternatives Considered But Not Analyzed In Detail 

Improve (instead of remove) the Long Prairie Creek crossing in Section 5 for vehicle use 
The interdisciplinary team decided to drop this action as discussions and initial analysis concluded 
it did not meet the purpose and need as well as the proposed action does. While the improved 
crossing would make timber harvest somewhat simpler, this alternative would conflict with other 
resource needs, such as the grazing exclosure expansion. Further, activities such as the proposed 
timber harvest would still be viable using alternate routes if the crossing is removed as described in 
the proposed action.  
 

No Treatment of NRF habitat  
This was proposed based on comments from scoping that proposed preserving all spotted owl NRF 
habitat within the project area in its current state.  The objective of this alternative would be to 
maintain all habitat within and outside of known spotted owl territories. Treatments would include 
up to 339 acres of commercial density management harvest including thinning of the interspersed 
3-7" DBH material within other parts of the project area outside of NRF habitat, and would be 
implemented using ground based yarding and mechanical harvesting equipment. 
 
This alternative was dropped from further analysis because it would not meet the purpose and need 
of the EA. Since the alternative proposes no harvest or burning treatments in the denser stands in 
the project area, this would not leave a sufficient number of acres of commercial material to treat 
thereby creating an economically non-viable timber sale. The lack of any commercial harvest in 
these areas would conflict with the purpose and need to provide a sustainable supply of timber for 
local economies. Further, it could be challenging to promote and maintain late successional 
characteristics in areas in and around the DDR and DDRB because thinning and burning activities 
designed to promote and maintain these characteristics would not be permitted.   Finally, the 
purpose and need to reduce fuel loadings and ladder fuels would not be achieved on the excluded 
acres under this alternative. 
 
No other well-defined alternatives could be formulated from comments received during the 
scoping process.  It is important to note that many of the comments  received were are at least in 
part incorporated into the Proposed Action  or would be analyzed through the No Action 
Alternative (see Appendix C- Scoping Process Public Input Summaries). 
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CHAPTER 3 – AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT & 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Introduction  
The affected environment reflects the existing condition that has developed from all past natural 
events and management actions within the analysis area. It is a combination of natural and human 
caused fires, fire suppression, road building, timber harvesting, grazing, hazardous fuel reduction 
treatments, and the effects of recreational use.  The current condition assessed for each affected 
resource is a result of all past natural events and management actions.  It is therefore unnecessary 
to individually catalog all past actions in this EA. Such detail would be irrelevant to making a 
rational decision among alternatives.  The important value of this EA is to assess and display for 
the deciding official the impacts of the alternatives on those resources as they exist today, to allow 
a determination if the resulting project effects and/or cumulative effects are either significant or are 
greater than those analyzed in the RMP EIS. 
 
Resource values that are either not present in the project area, or would not be significantly 
affected by any of the proposals are: wilderness study areas (WSAs), areas of critical 
environmental concern (ACECs), research natural areas (RNAs), paleontological resources, prime 
or unique farmlands, wild and scenic rivers, lands, and minerals. There are no known hazardous 
waste sites in the analysis area.  For either alternative, no direct or indirect disproportionately high 
or adverse human health or environmental effects to minority or low income populations are 
expected to result from implementation of the proposed action or the alternative. 
 

Project/Analysis Area      
This section is used to clarify the Project Area and the different landscape scales that were used for 
analysis. The Project Area (see General Location Map - Figure 1) includes the exterior boundary 
of the treatment areas. In describing the affected environment and environmental consequences, 
analysis was generally discussed at two different landscape scales. One scale, most frequently 
referred to as the analysis area, is the environment within or immediately adjacent to the Project 
Area. The other scale that is often used is the 5th field watershed scale, which includes all lands, 
private and agency lands, that fall within a 5th field watershed. This area falls mostly within the 
Klamath River-Copco Reservoir 5th Field Watershed. Hence, when describing cumulative impacts 
to various resources such as hydrology, vegetation, and wildlife, the 5th field watershed along with 
the project and/or analysis area are often used. 
 

Cumulative Actions Considered 
Previous actions in the analysis area include the Dixie timber sale, harvested between 1990 and 
1994 in portions of Section 5, mortality salvage operations within the project boundary including 
Grizzly Salvage in 1997, and the Wildgal Underburn in 1997. Currently, additional treatments 
proposed in other documents or beginning implementation at the time of this analysis include 
mowing and burning of wedgeleaf ceanothus units. Mowing started in October 2009 and was 
completed in November 2010.  Burning may occur in FY 2012 or FY 2013 (possibly concurrently 
with the rest of the proposed burning units in this project area, depending on the alternative 
selected). The ceanothus treatments are covered under the categorical exclusion document OR-
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014-CX-07-03 available for viewing and the KFRA office. Further, it is expected that rotational 
harvests will continue on private industrial lands adjacent to the analysis area. 
 
For the No Action Alternative, the discussion includes an analysis of cumulative effects 
anticipated regardless of implementing any actions. Cumulative actions specifically considered in 
the descriptions of cumulative impacts are the previous actions described above.   
 
As the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), in guidance issued on June 24, 2005, points out, 
the “environmental analysis required under NEPA is forward-looking,” and review of past actions 
is required only “to the extent that this review informs agency decision-making regarding the 
proposed action.” 
 
The CEQ stated in this guidance that “[g]enerally, agencies can conduct an adequate cumulative 
effects analysis by focusing on the current aggregate effects of past actions without delving into 
the historical details of individual past actions.” This is because a description of the current state of 
the environment inherently includes the effects of past actions. The CEQ guidance specifies that 
the “CEQ regulations do not require the consideration of the individual effects of all past actions to 
determine the present effects of past actions.” Following review of the guidance and examining the 
proposed project, the team found that an exhaustive listing of past projects and speculation on the 
effects of each would not provide needed data to make an informed decision.     
 
Information on the current environmental condition is comprehensive and more accurate for 
establishing a baseline condition for a cumulative effects analysis than attempting to establish such 
a starting point by adding up the effects of individual past actions. Unlike current conditions, past 
actions and perceived effects can no longer be verified by direct examination. 
 
When encountering a gap in information, the question implicit in the Council on Environmental 
Quality regulations on incomplete and unavailable information was posed: is this information 
“essential to a reasoned choice among the alternatives?” While additional information would often 
add precision to estimates or better specify a relationship, the basic data and central relationships 
are sufficiently well established that any new information would not likely reverse or nullify 
understood relationships. Although new information would be welcome, the team did not identify 
any missing information as essential for the Decision Maker to make a reasoned choice among the 
alternatives. 
 

Vegetation - Affected Environment  

Upland Forest 
The northeastern portions of the project area have a mixed conifer vegetation type (approximately 
400 ac) with grasses, forbs, and small shrubs in the understory.  The forest ranges from dense 
cover with down woody debris to a more open canopy with mainly grasses and forbs in the 
understory.  The southeastern portion of the project area is made up primarily of clumpy ponderosa 
pine mixed with juniper and oak (approximately 150 acres). In Section 5 there is a 263 acre 
ponderosa pine plantation that was planted in 1965 of which 170 acres is proposed to be thinned. 
The southwestern portion of the project area displays a white oak savannah vegetation type with 
grasses, forbs, and shrubs in the understory.  The oak savannah is often broken up by large, rocky, 
open areas with vegetation consisting mainly of grasses and forbs. 
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Forested lands in the proposed treatment area are generally mixed species (primarily ponderosa 
pine and Douglas-fir, with smaller components of incense cedar, white fir, sugar pine, western 
juniper, Oregon white oak and California black oak). These stands are multi-aged and multi-
layered. Tree ages vary from one year old seedlings to dominant overstory trees over 200 years 
old. From the 1950’s through the 1990’s, most of these stands were entered at least once for 
selective thinning and overstory removals. Previous harvest entries, most recently in 1992, created 
stand openings that have seeded in or have been planted, and contribute to the multi-species, multi-
layered structure of the forest.   
 
The mixed conifer stands are generally considered to be part of the PSME (Douglas-fir) moist 
plant associations. Specifically they are categorized as PSME/SYMO (Douglas-fir/creeping 
snowberry). The pure pine stands are categorized as PIPO-CADE3/SYAL (Ponderosa Pine/ 
common snowberry) which is on the dry end of the PIPO (Ponderosa pine) series (USDA-FS 
2007). 
 
According to stand exams (taken at an intensity of approximately one sample plot for every ten 
acres) the pine area has an average of 62 trees (>7” DBH) per acre and an average basal area range 
of 50 to 150 square feet per acre. The majority of the trees are ponderosa pine (85%) with 9% 
incense cedar and 6% Douglas-fir. The quadratic mean diameter is 16.7” DBH and the area has an 
average of 82% canopy closure. The area averages 2.4 snags per acre greater than 20” DBH, 
however has very few snags less than 20” DBH. Downed woody debris (DWD) in the area is about 
500 ft. per acre with the majority of the downed logs between 8” and 15” in decay class one (least 
amount of decay). This indicates that smaller snags do exist, however they are likely to fall sooner 
than the larger snags.  
 
The mixed conifer area has an average of 110 trees (>7” DBH) per acre with an average basal area 
range of 70 to 190 square feet per acre. The species composition is 44% Douglas-fir, 42% 
ponderosa pine, 5% incense cedar, 4% white fir, and 4% sugar pine. The quadratic mean diameter 
is 14.8” DBH and the canopy closure averages 82% with areas of both higher and lower canopy 
closure. The area averages two snags per acre greater than 16” DBH and an average of 1027 linear 
feet per acre of downed logs, with about 270 feet of that average being logs greater than 16” DBH.  
Figure 7 below shows the general forest types as described above and Table 2 displays stand 
characteristics of the forest types.   
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Figure 7. Forest Vegeetation Types in Proposed Timberr Treatmentt Areas 
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Table 2.  Forest Vegetation Types in Proposed Timber Treatment Areas 
 
  Pine  Mixed Conifer 
Trees Per Acre 7” + (Average)  62 110 
Basal Area Average (sq. ft.)  50 – 150 70 - 190 
Percent Ponderosa Pine  85%   42% 
Percent Incense Cedar    9%     5% 
Percent Douglas-fir    6%   44% 
Percent Sugar Pine    0%     4% 
Mean Diameter  16.7 “ DBH   14.8” DBH 
Ave. Canopy Closure  82%   82% 
Snags per Acre     2.4 (20”+)     2.0 (16”+) 
DWD per Acre ~500 feet ~1,027 feet 
 
The project area was identified as Fire Regime I, Condition Class III through the Standard 
Landscape Process. The project area is a diverse assemblage of plant communities. The primary 
Biophysical Settings (BpS) identified within the project area are East Cascades Oak-Ponderosa 
Pine Forest and Woodland (BpS# 0710600), Mediterranean California Dry-Mesic Mixed Conifer 
Forest and Woodland (BpS# 0710270), and California Montane Woodland and Chaparral (BpS# 
0710980). The coniferous forest overstory consists mainly of ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, sugar 
pine, and incense cedar and historically had a mean fire return interval of approximately 11 years. 
The oak woodland overstory consists mainly of the dominant Oregon white oak and lesser 
amounts of California black oak and western juniper and historically had a mean fire return 
interval of approximately 27 years. The brush fields are primarily composed of wedgeleaf 
ceanothus and historically had a mean fire return interval of approximately 80 years. The Standard 
Fire Behavior Fuel Models represented include TL8 (long needle litter), TL2 (low load broadleaf 
litter), and SH2 (moderate load, dry climate shrub). According to fuel modeling, typical afternoon 
fire season weather (3% fine dead fuel moisture and 7 MPH eye-level wind) would result in the 
fire behavior shown in Table 3a. 
 
Table 3a.  Current potential fire behavior under typical fire season conditions 
Vegetation Type Rate of Spread Flame Length Fire Type 
coniferous forest 113 feet/minute crown fire (100+ feet) crown fire 
oak woodland 3 feet/minute 1 foot surface fire 
wedgeleaf brushfield 19 feet/minute 8 feet surface fire 
 
Western pine beetle and mountain pine beetle are the insects most damaging to the ponderosa pine 
component in these stands. Density control is the most common recommendation for reducing 
mortality from these insects. White fir is often attacked by the fir engraver beetle, and often suffers 
dieback of top branches, limiting height growth. Total mortality from the fir engraver can also 
occur when white fir is highly stressed during drought years, particularly on these lower elevation 
sites. Further discussion of forested stands in the proposed treatment area can be found in the 
Topsy/Pokegama Landscape Analysis (Forest Composition section, pp. 17-24, and Ecosystem 
Structure and Function section, pp. 27-34). 
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Special Status Plant Species (Bureau Sensitive) 

Vascular Plants 
Bellinger’s meadow-foam (Limnanthes floccosa ssp. Bellingariana), a Bureau Sensitive Vascular 
Plant, occurs in the project area.  Several populations were located in T41S R5E Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 
and 17 in 1996.  Subsequent botanical surveys in 2005 located additional populations in Sections 
5, 7, 8 and 17.  Finally, surveys completed in 2010 confirmed the earlier populations and redefined 
these with smaller sub-population boundaries.  Bellinger’s meadow-foam is a small, self-
pollinating annual forb of the meadow-foam family.  Typical habitat is basalt-rocky, shallow soils 
that are at least partially shaded in the spring.  It is also found growing in vernal pools and is 
adapted to soil that is inundated during the winter and spring, and dry in the summer and fall.  This 
seasonal saturation excludes exotics from competing with the meadow-foam.  However, exotic 
plants encroaching on the perimeter of these wet areas do pose a threat.  Elevation ranges from 
3,600 to 4,400 feet, and this plant has occasionally been observed growing on gopher mounds.  
Bellinger’s meadow-foam closely resembles its relative L. floccosa ssp. floccosa, but is not wooly 
and has a different flower shape.  Associated plant species found with Bellinger’s meadow-foam 
include mahogany, white oak, camas, and rush. Threats to this species include habitat loss, habitat 
destruction due to changes in hydrology, invasive exotic weeds, roadside mowing and herbicide 
spraying. 
 
A new population of Klamath Basin milkvetch (Astragalus californicus) a Bureau Sensitive 
Vascular Plant, was found in T41S R5E Section 7 during 2010 botanical surveys.  Klamath Basin 
milkvetch is a perennial forb species of the pea family, forming a sturdy open clump of upright 
stems growing up to 1.5 feet tall.  Typical habitat throughout its range is sagebrush scrub and 
northern oak woodlands.  Associated plant species found with it include Oregon white oak, 
California black oak, buckbrush, bulbous bluegrass, and Lemmon’s needlegrass. 
Threats to this species include habitat loss, habitat destruction due to changes in hydrology, 
invasive exotic weeds, and herbicide spraying. 

Nonvascular Plants 
There is little potential habitat for nonvascular sensitive status plants due to the dryer nature of the 
meadows so surveys for nonvascular sensitive status plants have not recently been conducted.  

Noxious Weeds 
Medusahead rye is known to occur in scattered populations within the project area.  This noxious 
weed is an annual grass which increases rapidly through seed set and competition with native 
species.  Medusahead also favors ground disturbance, and will readily move into areas with newly 
disturbed soils. 
 
Large populations of yellow starthistle and Klamath weed have also both been previously detected 
in Sections 7 and 5, respectively.  However, botanical surveys conducted in 2005 did not locate 
these species. Botanical surveys completed in 2010 found the following species in the noted 
locations:   
 
-Dyer’s woad (Isatis tinctoria) - T40S R05E, Sections 31, and along road 40-4E-25.1 
-Spotted Knapweed (Centaurea stoebe ssp. micranthos) - T40S R05E, Sections 31 along road 40-   
   4E-25.1 
-Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus) - T41S R05E Section 5 
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-Yellow sttar thistle (CCentaurea solstitialis) - TT41S R05E SSection 7, 8 and 18 
-Klamath wweed (Hypericum perforratum) - T411S R05E Secction 7 
-Medusaheead rye (Taeeniatherum ccaput-medussae) - T41S RR05E Sectioon 5, 7, 8, 177 and 18 
 
A map witth the locatioons of the knnown noxiouus weed sitess is located iin Figure 8 bbelow.   
 
Figure 8. Known Noxxious Weed Sites 
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Vegetation - Environmental Consequences   

Upland Forest 

No Action  
This alternative would mean no immediate timber harvest in the project area. In denser areas 
overall growth would be reduced as competition for common resources (water, light and nutrients) 
increases. Forest stands are expected to continue to grow denser making them more susceptible to 
insect and disease attacks. Mortality from insects is expected to continue, resulting in increased 
fuel loadings of dead material, both standing and ground level. This would potentially increase the 
severity of any wildfire that would take place. 
 
Under this alternative resiliency to insects and disease would continue to decline, fuel loading 
would continue to increase, fire dependent processes would not be restored, historic stand structure 
and historic stand composition would not be restored or maintained and a sustainable supply of 
timber would not be provided. 
 
Cumulative Effects of No Action  
Considering the 5th field watershed scale, the greatest vegetation change would be and has been on 
private lands. Industrial forestry objectives involve shorter rotations resulting in a higher 
percentage of early seral habitat. This even-aged management on private lands usually results in 
stands with a residually young cohort of seedlings, saplings, and pole-sized material that are 
typically replanted with ponderosa pine seedlings. Over time, these generally develop into a 
mosaic of even-aged ponderosa pine stands distributed over the landscape with scattered natural 
second growth. Although some of the BLM stands have been previously thinned, BLM forest 
lands in the area would continue as relatively dense stands, with increased mortality from bark 
beetle attack, resulting in an increased amount of forest fuels. The risk of stand replacing fires on 
these lands would also continue to increase. 

Proposed Action 
Density Management thinning in combination with follow-up hazardous fuel reduction treatments 
(under burning) as proposed, would continue to maintain connectivity and late successional habitat 
over time by retaining a high percentage of the older and larger trees. This has been demonstrated 
in a number of previous KFRA BLM timber sales as noted in Table 4. Further information can be 
gathered from annual program summaries available for viewing at the BLM KFRA office.  
The proposed variable density management thinning would increase resiliency of the remaining 
trees by reducing the competition for limited resources, restoring desired species composition to 
that described in the RMP (page E-10), and reducing the risk of stand replacement fires. Selective 
thinning using an uneven-aged management prescription followed by underburning in select units 
as proposed has been shown to maintain and increase the growth, biodiversity, and variation in 
stand structure typical of old growth stands (Lindh and Muir 2004, Tappiner et. al 1997, USDA-FS 
2002, Latham and Tappeiner 2002, Wilson and Puettmann 2007) Canopy closure in the more 
densely stocked stands would be reduced, but it is estimated that 50 percent or more of the existing 
canopy closure would be retained after treatment based on post-treatment monitoring of other 
KFRA thinnings. Some larger (20+ inches DBH) trees would be harvested; however, most of the 
existing late seral structure and function would be maintained. This is concurrent with plan 
direction, as the RMP allows for all size classes to be managed (page G-3).  
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The silvicultural prescription directs culturing (thinning) around larger and ecologically valuable 
trees, and particularly older pines. The KFRA has, for a number of years, thinned around these 
trees to improve vigor. In many cases, the trees marked for cutting around these trees are the more 
shade-tolerant true firs that often range in diameter from 8” to 24+” DBH. Therefore, a diameter 
limit is rarely used in prescriptions. The silvicultural prescription also directs that the ponderosa 
pine plantation be harvested at variable densities in order to create a multi-aged, multi-layered 
structure. This would involve thinning six small areas (3-5 acres each) in the plantation to a lower 
density (40 BA) to promote uneven-aged stand characteristics and species diversity.    
 
Implementation of the silvicultural harvest prescription would retain patches of late successional 
habitat in designated northern spotted owl nesting, roosting and foraging (NRF) habitat areas. This 
would result in a variable density stand in which some areas would retain their current stand 
structure and function, while other areas would be thinned to promote future late successional 
habitat. The prescription would also keep stand level canopy closure in NRF habitat above 60%.   
 
Projections based on current stand data and FVS modeling suggest that in both mixed conifer and 
pine stands, snags per acre are expected to remain higher than current RMP requirements after the 
first ten years. Within the plantation, densities are projected to return to their current state after 30 
years. In all of the treated stands, growth would increase and mortality, while lower than it would 
be in an untreated stand, would continue to increase as density increases.  
 
The canopy bulk density would be reduced by timber harvest and thinning activities. Surface fuels 
and ladder fuels would be reduced, and the canopy base height would be increased through the use 
of prescribed fire. These changes would have the combined effects of reducing the likelihood of a 
ground wildfire transitioning to a crown fire, increasing fire suppression effectiveness, and 
decreasing wildfire severity. The wedgeleaf brushfields would be converted to an early-seral 
brush-grass field, modeled as a GS1 (low load, dry climate grass-shrub). This fuel-type conversion 
would result in increased rate of spread, but also increased suppression effectiveness. No 
significant change in fire behavior is expected in the oak woodlands. According to fuel modeling, 
typical afternoon fire season weather (3% fine dead fuel moisture and 7 MPH eye-level wind) 
would result in the fire behavior shown in Table 3b. 
 
Table 3b.  Potential Fire Behavior Under Typical Fire Season Conditions (Proposed Action) 
Vegetation Type Rate of Spread Flame Length Fire Type 
coniferous forest 14 feet/minute 5 feet surface fire 
oak woodland 3 feet/minute 1 foot surface fire 
wedgeleaf brushfield 50 feet/minute 6 feet surface fire 
 
Effects from previously harvested sales in this part of the resource area have been monitored and 
the data reveals that in many post harvested stands, sufficient late seral habitat remains to provide 
connectivity habitat and sustain species dependent on these habitat components as documented in 
KFRA Annual Program Summary and Monitoring Reports (see Table 4 below). 
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Table 4. Summary of post-harvest retention data from previous timber sales in a similar 
forest type. 

Canopy Trees 
Fiscal Closure Basal Area  /acre CWD(total 

Sale Year (%) (sq.ft./ac) (>7”) ft./ac) Snags/acre
Slim Chicken 2001 72 116 98 65 2.1 
Chew 2005 76 94 132 114 nm* 
Thin Sheep 2006 63 96 73 N/A 8.6 
Walter's 
Cabin 2008 71 94 132 1635 1.1 

*nm=not measured: indicates no snags measured in post-harvest plots, and does not indicate zero 
snags left on sale. 
 
Forest health would be improved in the treated areas resulting in a decreased risk of mortality due 
to disease, insects, wildfire, and competition. Effects to forest vegetation from implementation of 
this alternative would not exceed those analyzed in the KFRA FEIS. Timber harvest treatments 
would be designed to primarily reduce stand densities. The density management thinning proposed 
is also designed to maintain the structural and functional late-successional characteristics. As a 
result, the proposed treatments are expected to have little to no reduction of late successional 
habitat within the area. Finally, this alternative would improve resiliency to insects and disease, 
reduce fuel loading, restore fire dependent processes, restore historic stand structure, maintain 
historic stand composition and provide a sustainable supply of timber. 
 
Assessment of 15 percent Standard and Guide:  
The Northwest Forest Plan and the KFRA RMP state federal agencies must retain on federal lands 
a minimum of 15 percent of the late successional forests within a fifth field watershed (RMP page 
23). Guidance from the Regional Ecosystem Office (Feb. 3, 1998) indicates that the 15 percent 
standard and guide applies only to commercial forest lands. The proposed treatments will meet this 
criterion.  

Cumulative Effects   
Since the signing of the RMP in June of 1995, the KFRA has thinned over 10,000 acres south of 
Highway 66 using a density management prescription. The general prescription has been to harvest 
approximately 30-35% of the basal area in the stand consisting primarily of the understory, poorer 
growing, suppressed, and intermediate trees with a lower percentage of co-dominant and dominant 
trees. The effects of these harvest treatments have been monitored and are documented in the 
Annual Program Summary and Monitoring Reports (BLM 1999-2010). In summary, the desired 
future conditions stated above have been met both at the project level and the landscape level. 
Monitoring has indicated that fire severity has been reduced on treated areas and overall tree vigor 
has increased. Generally, the seral classification of BLM lands would remain as mid to late seral as 
the existing structural and functional composition of the stands would continue after treatment. As 
stated above, the greatest change in vegetation would likely occur on private lands with an 
increased percentage of early seral habitat. 
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Special Status Plant Species (Bureau Sensitive) 

No Action 
The Bellinger’s meadow-foam would not be affected under the No Action alternative.  The 
population would be expected to remain approximately the same size. 

Proposed Action 
The proposed action would likely not have a detrimental effect on the populations of Bellinger’s 
meadow-foam and Klamath milkvetch.  The meadow-foam grows mostly in vernally saturated or 
inundated areas with high clay soils and a high percentage of surface rock and the proposed 
thinning units are outside of this habitat.  If oak thinning were to occur in the meadows it would be 
done by hand, and would involve minimal soil disturbance in these areas.  The only possibility of 
affecting this plant would be if noxious weeds were brought in the area on equipment or vehicles, 
and spread into the meadows over time to compete with the Bellinger’s meadow-foam.  The 
Klamath milkvetch is found in scabland spots in a white oak woodland/scabland mosaic.  The 
proposed thinning units are outside of this habitat.  As noted above, if oak thinning were to occur 
in these areas it would be done by hand, and would involve minimal soil disturbance in these 
areas.   

Cumulative Effects  
Seeds of Bellinger’s meadow-foam are very high in oil, making them vulnerable to being 
destroyed by fire.  Consequently, a fire that destroys seed banks could wipe out populations; 
however, high intensity fire is unlikely to occur in open areas as not enough fuel exists.  In fact, 
fire would reduce shrub cover and this could benefit Bellinger’s meadow-foam by reducing 
encroachment from shrubs. Cumulative effects of past timber removal in the area of the meadow-
foam plants have not decreased the populations.  
 

Noxious Weeds  

No Action 
The current populations of medusahead rye would be expected to increase at a moderate rate with 
the No Action alternative.  Currently, the only herbicide available to control this annual grass is 
glyphosate, which is a general broad-spectrum herbicide.  To avoid killing all native and non-
native species near medusahead rye infestations, the BLM has chosen not to treat with glyphosate.  
Therefore, some increase is expected in these populations. 
 
The current populations of Dyer’s woad and Spotted Knapweed would be expected to increase at a 
moderate rate with selection of the No Action alternative.  However, these weed locations will be 
added to the BLM’s list of weed sites to treat with herbicides.  These treatments should decrease or 
eliminate the weeds over time at these locations. 

Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action includes ground disturbing activities such as vehicle traffic and cutting and 
yarding trees with heavy equipment.  Such activities would be expected to transport plant seeds 
and parts that become attached to or embedded in the vehicles and equipment.  All cutting and 
yarding activities using heavy equipment are proposed in areas that have no known noxious weed 
populations (see Figure 8).  Vehicle traffic on access roads could, to a lesser degree, transport plant 
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seeds and parts and could spread noxious weeds that are currently growing along roads in the 
Proposed Project area.  However, BMP’s included (in Appendix B) would be used to reduce the 
potential spread of noxious weeds in the project area. 
 
One population of Dyer’s woad is within the proposed treatment area.  If this area is flagged for 
avoidance there should be no increase in the weed population.  If equipment is allowed to operate 
near the plants during the seed set period, the seeds could be spread resulting in an increase in the 
population.   
 
Some of the Dyer’s woad plants and one population of spotted knapweed were found along road 
40-4E-25.1.  The extra equipment travel along the road under the Proposed Action could result in 
the spreading of more seeds and an increase in the populations.  The use of BMP’s should reduce 
this seed spread. Several other populations of spotted knapweed were also found outside of the 
boundaries of the proposed treatment areas and should not be effected by the treatments. 
 
The documented populations of yellow starthistle, Klamath weed, and Himalayan blackberry are 
outside of the proposed treatment boundaries and should not be effected by the operations.   

Cumulative Effects  
The presence of fire may increase the likelihood of noxious weeds in the project area.  Some 
noxious weeds flourish after prescribed or wildland fire events.  However, these particular fire-
loving weeds typically decrease in number as native vegetation is re-established in burned areas. 
Mechanical thinning and other management activities on adjacent private lands are expected to 
increase the presence and proximity of noxious weed populations to the project area.  Weed 
propagules could be transported into the project area by wind, animals, and by recreational and 
other vehicles, resulting in a potential increase in noxious weeds in the area.  Harvesting proposed 
in this project could add to the increase in noxious weeds on BLM lands except this should be 
minimal due to the implementation of weed BMPs. 

 

Terrestrial Wildlife Species – Affected Environment  
This section focuses on those species considered special status species and may be affected from 
management activities. These will include those species listed under the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA - listed, proposed and candidate species), those species listed under the BLM special status 
species policy as Bureau Sensitive, those listed as Survey and Manage (USDA/USDI 2001), and 
land birds classified as Species of Concern by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USDI FWS 
2008a). Table 5 is a list of terrestrial wildlife species that may be affected and were considered 
during the analysis for this EA. For a list of other species and a description of their habitat that 
may occur in the proposed project area, refer to the 1995 Klamath Falls Resource Area FEIS 
(pages 3-37 to 3-41). A complete list of BLM Special Status Species that occur on the Lakeview 
District, Klamath Falls Resource Area may be found at 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/sfpnw/issssp/agency-policy.  
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Table 5.  Species associated with habitat types occurring in the project area potentially affected by the Proposed Action  
Key Habitat Association within Type Common Name Scientific Name Status* Comments the KFRA  
Foraging- Mature/Late 

Northern Spotted Strix occidentalis Federally Successional Mixed Conifer Bird  Nest territory within project boundaries. Owl caurina Threatened Nesting – Mature/Late 
Successional Mixed Conifer 

White-headed Picoides BLM Sen.      Forging - Large Ponderosa Pine Bird May occur in the Analysis Area Woodpecker albolarvatus FWS BCC Nesting – Large Snags 
Lewis’s BLM Sen.      Foraging – Open Woodlands  Bird  Melanerpes lewis May occur in the Analysis Area Woodpecker FWS BCC Nesting – Large Snags 
Northern Foraging -Mature Mixed Conifer Surveys conducted; One nest territory Bird Accipiter gentilis None  Goshawk Nesting – Mature Mixed Conifer within EA Analysis Area.  

Mature Conifer –Nesting Two years of surveys needed to Bird  Great Gray Owl Strix nebulosa S&M Meadow Habitat - Foraging determine occupancy 
Foraging -Open Mixed Conifer Flammulated Bird Otus flammeolus FWS BCC Nesting – Snags May occur in the Analysis Area Owl Roosting –Dense thickets 

BLM Sen. Mature complex mixed conifer Habitat very fragmented; not conducive Mammal  Pacific Fisher  Martes pennanti Federal forest  to Fisher presence.  Candidate 
Roosting – Primarily caves, rocks Mammal Pallid Bat Antrozous pallidus BLM Sen. May occur in the EA Analysis Area but may use large snags 
Roosting – Primarily caves, rocks Mammal Fringed Myotis Myotis thysanodes BLM Sen. May occur in the EA Analysis Area but may use large snags  

Potential habitat within the project area. Terrestrial Evening Deroceras BLM Sen., Moist forest in low vegetation, Predisturbance surveys located no sites Mollusk Fieldslug hesperium S&M litter, debris, rocks within the project area.  
Moist to wet sites such as riparian Potential habitat within the project area. Terrestrial Crater Lake Pristiloma BLM Sen., areas, near springs, wetlands and Predisturbance surveys located no sites Mollusk Tightcoil arcticum crateris S&M mountain meadows. within the project area. 

Potential habitat within the project area. Terrestrial Monadenia BLM Sen., Talus and rock slides within dry Chase Sideband Predisturbance surveys located an Mollusk chaceana S&M mixed conifer and oak habitat additional eight sites 
* Status: FWS BCC – U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Birds of Conservation Concern 2008; BLM Sen. – Species considered by the Bureau of Land Management as a 
sensitive species; Federally Threatened – Species listed under the Endangered Species Act as Threatened; S&M – Species listed in the 2001 ROD classified as Survey and 
Manage  
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Threatened and Endangered Species (T&E) 
Northern Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) - Federally Threatened 
The project area includes one known spotted owl territory. The nest stand is on private lands but 
the BLM lands, including the proposed project area, provide portions of the home range and nest 
core area. The site has been occupied every year since the BLM surveys started in the early 1990’s 
and in 2009 the pair of spotted owls produced young. In 2010, the site was occupied with a pair of 
owls and they were considered in non-nesting status. From 2002-2006 this pair of spotted owls 
was also part of a radio telemetry study. The pair was radio and monitored year round to determine 
habitat use within the home range.  
 
The BLM designated a 100 acre District Designated Reserve under the 1995 RMP on BLM lands 
for the spotted owl. The DDR was identified to provide and maintain a nest patch for the owls. 
One historic nest tree is within the DDR, but since the early 1990’s the owls have nested on private 
lands and the DDR is currently outside the core nesting area for the owls but still within the outer 
portion of their home range. This DDR has approximately ¼ mile buffer. Although the buffer area 
(DDRB) is still classified as matrix lands available for timber harvest, the objective of the buffer is 
to protect and enhance late-successional habitat and old growth forest stands which serve as habitat 
for late successional species, including the spotted owl (USDI BLM 1995 pp. 23).  
 
Table 6.  Spotted Owl Habitat Descriptions 
*Category 1 Habitat (NRF): Comprised of coniferous forest stands that satisfy the full complement 
of daily and annual needs of the owl for nesting, roosting, and foraging. These stands have a multi-
layered canopy of several species of conifer trees with large trees in the overstory and an understory 
of conifers and/or hardwoods. Canopy closure exceeds 70%.  There is a significant measure of 
decadence in the stand resulting in the occurrence of snags and broken topped live trees along with 
dwarf mistletoe infections. The forest floor has substantial accumulations of large down woody 
material in the form of fallen trees (USDI BLM 1994). 
*Category 2 Habitat (NRF): Comprised of coniferous stands that provide roosting and foraging 
opportunities but may lack the necessary structure for consistent nesting or roosting. The roosting 
and foraging qualities are less than those described for Habitat 1 due to the reduced quality or 
complete absence of one or more of the components of Habitat 1 (for example the absence of large 
trees in the overstory, a reduced amount of down woody material on the forest floor, or a reduced 
canopy closure). Habitat 2 generally has less diversity in the vertical structure and has either limited 
or poorly defined multi-layer canopy structure. The understory may be somewhat open, allowing 
for owl movement and foraging. Canopy closure may not exceed 70% (USDI BLM 1994). 
Dispersal Habitat: Owls use Category 1 and 2 for dispersal but this category designates those other 
forested stands that allow spotted owl movement across the landscape. Generally canopy closure is 
40% or greater (USDI BLM 1994). 
Nest Patch: High quality habitat around the nest site. An important attribute for site selection for 
spotted owls. Typically a 300 meter radius around the nest site which equates to approximately 70 
acres (USDI FWS 2008).  
Core Area: Area that provides the important habitat elements of nest sites, roost sites and access 
prey. This area is delineated for this analysis by a ½ mile radius circle around the last known nest 
site.  
Home Range: Extent of area used by a pair of spotted owls for annual survival. This area is 
delineated for this analysis by a 1.2 mile radius circle around the last known nest site. 
*Category 1 and 2 equate to suitable habitat for the spotted owl 



 
Spotted Owl Suitable Habitat within Home Range of a Spotted Owl Territory 
The spotted owl territory is limited in the amount of suitable habitat within their core nest area and 
home range.  There are approximately 314 acres of suitable habitat within the home range; of this, 
93 acres of suitable habitat are within the core area on BLM lands. The nest site is located on 
private lands and there are approximately 695 acres of suitable habitat within the home range on 
private lands (Sokol, C. Pers. comm. JWTR 2010). No treatments are proposed on BLM lands 
within the nest patch (70 acres around the nest) or core area (~ 500 acres around the nest).  
 
Spotted Owl Suitable and Dispersal Habitat within Project Area 
There are approximately 231 acres of suitable habitat (148 acres of Category 2, 83 acres of 
Category 1) and approximately 417 acres of dispersal habitat that are proposed for treatment.  Of 
this, approximately 123 acres of suitable habitat and 225 acres of dispersal habitat are within the 
home range of the spotted owl.  
 
 
Table 7.  Approximate acres of suitable habitat within home range and core area of spotted 
owl territory on BLM and private lands 
 
NSO Territory Home Range Core Area Habitat Suitability 

(Acres) (Acres) 
Long Prairie Creek 1009 270* Below Deficit Levels at 

Home Range Level 
* Amount of habitat within the core was estimated using aerial photography for the private lands.  
Deficit - The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service defines deficit levels to determine if sufficient habitat 
occurs within spotted owl territories. The thresholds for the home range and core areas are 1200 
and 250 acres respectively. Territories below these habitat thresholds are considered deficit in 
habitat for spotted owls. 
 
 
Suitable Habitat within the Klamath Falls Resource Area 
There is approximately 16,092 acres of suitable habitat within the Klamath Falls Resource Area. 
Suitable Habitat was classified in 1994 during the development of the Klamath Falls RMP (USDI 
BLM 1995). Habitat loss has been tracked since that classification.  
 
Spotted Owl Designated Critical Habitat 
Designated critical habitat was originally designated in 1992 for the spotted owl (USDI FWS 
1992). In 2008, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service revised this designation (USDI FWS 2008c). In 
both designation processes no spotted owl designated critical habitat (USDI FWS1992 and USDI 
FWS 2008c) occurs within the project area. Therefore there will be no impacts to designated 
critical habitat from the proposed project and it will not be considered further.   
  
Spotted Owl Populations within the Southern Oregon Cascades Demographic Study Area  
The latest population trend from Forsman et al (In Press 2011) for the spotted owl indicates that 
the spotted owl population continues to decline across its range. There was strong evidence that 
populations on 7 of the 11 study areas declined and in the remaining four study areas they could 
not conclude these populations were declining. The Southern Oregon Cascades Demographic 
Study Area (SOC) was one of those four that were classified as stationary.  Annual rates of 
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population decline were most precipitous on study areas in Washington and northern Oregon. 
There was strong indication for declining adult survival on 10 of 11 study areas and declines were 
most evident in Washington and northwest Oregon. The SOC was declining in adult survival and 
fecundity also continues to decrease (Forsman E. et al 2011 in press).  
 
The 2008 Southern Oregon Cascades annual report also suggests that the number of spotted owl 
sites occupied is declining. The number of sites occupied for those sites surveyed was below 50% 
for the first time since the surveys began. Occupancy, nesting, productivity and the total number of 
known identity owls in 2008 was the lowest ever recorded for the Southern Oregon Cascades 
Study Area (Anthony et al 2009, unpublished report).  
 
The Klamath Falls Resource Area is within the Southern Oregon Cascades province and the KFRA 
owl monitoring data was used in the meta-analysis, therefore the population trends within the 
Southern Oregon Cascades Demographic Study area would be representative.  
 

Barred Owls 
Surveys for spotted owls have been conducted annually within the KFRA since 1990. Until 2002, 
the barred owl was only rarely detected within the Resource Area. Since that time, the barred owl 
has regularly been detected in the Resource Area and presently there are four spotted owl 
territories that are now known to be occupied by barred owls. Several other barred owl detections 
within known spotted owl territories have also occurred. The Southern Oregon Cascades 
Demographic annual report for 2008 showed that the annual percentage of historic territories with 
both spotted owls and barred owls or barred owls alone has increased from 8.6 to 21.9% since 
1997. Kelly et al (2003) reported that occupancy of spotted owls was significantly lower in the 
presence of barred owls. The latest publications continue to show the impacts that barred owls are 
having on occupancy rates of spotted owls (Dugger et al, in press 2011) found within the Southern 
Cascades Demographic Study Area. There is a strong association between barred owl detection 
rates and spotted owl extinction rates. These two species are competitors and the barred owl is 
currently displacing spotted owls from historical breeding territories. This study also showed the 
strong barred owl and habitat effects on occupancy dynamics of spotted owls provided evidence of 
interference competition between the species. Spotted owl occupancy rates decreased when barred 
owls were detected regardless of the habitat configuration of a territory. Extinction of spotted owl 
territories was lowest in areas where old forests were most abundance and colonization was 
highest in forests of less fragmentation. These effects increase the importance of conserving large 
amounts of contiguous, old forest habitat to maintain northern spotted owls in the landscape 
(Dugger et al in Press 2011). 
 
The detections of barred owls within the KFRA occurred during spotted owl surveys and it is 
likely that the full number and influence of barred owls within the KFRA has not been realized 
since systematic surveys for barred owl has not occurred. Based on the current trends it is likely 
that spotted owls will continue to be displaced or negatively affected by barred owls within the 
Resource Area. The barred owl has not been detected within or adjacent to the proposed project 
prior to the development of this EA.  The Final Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl 
(USDI FWS 2008b) identified the competition from barred owl as the most pressing threat to the 
spotted owl.  
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Special Status Species (Bureau Sensitive, Survey and Manage and Birds of Conservation 
Concern) 
White-headed Woodpecker (WHWP) – White-headed woodpecker habitat occurs within the 
project area. No systematic surveys have been conducted but the potential for species presence is 
likely. The WHWP are associated with open ponderosa pine forests or mixed conifer with 
ponderosa pine as a dominant species (Marshall et al 2003). They forage on ponderosa pine seed 
and insects and use large snags (> 20”) for nesting (Marshall et al 2003). The forested stands 
within the proposed project area contain this habitat. Based on the WHWO habitat needs for 
ponderosa pine there is approximately 500 acres of potential WHWP habitat that is proposed for 
treatment.  
 
Lewis’s Woodpecker (LWP) – Lewis’s woodpecker habitat occurs within the project area. No 
systematic surveys have been conducted but the potential for species presence is likely due the 
documentation in the Klamath River canyon. The LWP is associated with open oak woodlands and 
open ponderosa pine and oak woodland mixed. Their diet is focused on insects in the spring and 
summer and acorns in the fall and winter. Nest sites are often associated with streams or open 
water where insects are abundant (Marshall et al 2003).  They will use both pine and oak cavities 
for nesting. The oak is typically live trees and the ponderosa pine is typically larger snags (>20”). 
They typically nest in snags with cavities excavated by other woodpeckers. This means that the 
snags are typically in a greater extent of decay. Based on the habitat needs of ponderosa pine and 
oak woodland there is approximately 250 acres of potential WHWP habitat in the project area. 
 
Great Gray Owl (GGO) – Great gray owl may occur within the project area.  Surveys were 
initiated in 2010 and planned for completion July of 2011. No GGO detections occurred during the 
first year of surveys. To meet requirements under the 2001 ROD, two years of surveys within 
suitable habitat are required prior to implementation of the proposed project.  The great gray owl in 
south central Oregon uses coniferous forests associated with meadow systems were used for 
nesting. Bull and Henjum (1990 as stated in USDA/USDI 2004) found the great gray owl preferred 
to nest in mature or older stands with open understory and dense overstory. The birds tend to select 
nest sites in forests near meadows or other openings that have sufficient prey.  If a great gray owl 
nest is found a ¼ mile protection zone around the nest site would be implemented and if no nest is 
found but the area is determined to be occupied according to the survey protocol (USDA/USDI 
2004) by great gray owls than a 300 feet no harvest buffer would be provided around all meadows 
and natural openings greater than 10 acres in size.  This will meet the management 
recommendations as described in the 2001 ROD (USDA/USDI 2001).  
 
Northern Goshawk – The goshawk is not considered a sensitive species by the BLM and is not 
listed as a bird of conservation concern for this region however pre-disturbance surveys were 
conducted within the project area for goshawks. The surveys resulted in finding a new nest 
territory within the proposed project area. The nest tree has been identified and marked for 
protection. A no harvest buffer (USDI RMP 1995 pg. 38) will be placed around the nest tree to 
maintain the nest stand characteristics.  A seasonal restriction near the nest site will also be 
implemented to limit disturbance during the critical nesting period if the nest or an alternate nest is 
in use. Three alternate nest structures were also identified and will be protected with a no harvest 
buffer to maintain the nest microsite characteristics.    
 
Northern Goshawks are widely distributed in most forest types. Within the KFRA the goshawk is 
generally associated with mature conifer stands and uses habitat similar to that of the northern 
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spotted owl. Northern goshawk platform stick nests are typically built in large trees within a 20-40 
acre denser patch of trees (Marshall et al 2003). Their foraging areas are quite large approximately 
5,000 acres comprising of a forest mosaic including large trees, snags and down wood. These areas 
must support a wide range of suitable prey (Marshall et al 2003).  
 
Flammulated Owl - The flammulated owl is a cavity nester highly associated with open ponderosa 
pine forests, but is also found in mixed conifer stands with ponderosa pine as a component 
(Marshall et al 2003). This is apparently due to the lepidopteran (moths and/or butterflies) prey 
species that are associated with this type of forest. No systematic surveys have been conducted but 
there is potential for species to be present in the project area. Approximately 500 acres of the 
proposed treatment of the mixed conifer and ponderosa pine stand type would be potential habitat. 
 
Pallid Bat and Fringed Bat - Surveys (Cross and Kerwin 1995) on the west-side of the resource 
area have documented the fringed myotis and pallid bats in similar habitat to that of the proposed 
project. Limited radio–tracking studies in southwestern Oregon have shown the fringed myotis to 
roost in trees, particularly snags. The pallid bat was captured in areas that had large conifers, 
including ponderosa pines. Radio-tracking in Jackson County has shown that the species uses such 
trees for roost sites (Cross and Kerwin 1995).  Approximately 500 acres of the proposed treatment 
of the mixed conifer and pine dominated stand type would be potential habitat 
 
Crater Lake Tightcoil and Evening Field Slug (Pristiloma arcticum crateris and Deroceras 
hesperium) – Both species are associated with perennial water and priority habitat is within 30 m 
of perennial water. Both species are classified as Survey and Manage and BLM Sensitive. Surveys 
were conducted to protocol (USDA USDI 2003) and no sites were located within the project area. 
Therefore these species will not be assessed further in this document.   
 
Chase Sideband – (Monadenia chaceana) – is a terrestrial snail usually found within 30 meters of 
rocky areas, talus deposits and in associated riparian areas. Areas of herbaceous vegetation in these 
rocky landscapes adjacent to forested habitats are preferred (USDI/USDA Survey Protocol Ver. 
3.0, 2003). It can, however, be associated with large wood in forested habitats where little rock is 
located (Conservation Assessment 2005). This snail was documented within the DDR in the 
proposed project area in 2003 during strategic surveys. Surveys were completed in high priority 
habitat as indicated in the survey protocol (USDA/USDI 2003) to meet survey and manage pre-
disturbance requirements (USDI/USDA ROD 2001). The Chace sideband was located in eight 
additional sites within rocky areas adjacent to and within mixed conifer stands. Six of these sites 
are within proposed treatment areas, the other two are outside the proposed treatment.  
 
Pacific Fisher - The Klamath Falls Resource Area was surveyed for forest carnivores (Canada 
Lynx, Wolverine, Pacific Fisher and American Marten) in 1998-2001 including the 
Topsy/Pokegama Landscape Area. Photographic bait stations were set up systematically 
throughout the resource area using Zielenski’s protocol (Zielenski and Kucera 1995). The 
American marten was the only target species located during these surveys. No special status 
species were located during these surveys. The fisher is listed as a Federal Candidate species and 
its current range is thought to be limited to two populations in Oregon, the Southern Cascade 
Mountains and the Siskiyou Mountains of Southwestern Oregon which does not include the 
Klamath Falls Resource Area (Aubry and Lewis 2003). Additionally the proposed project is very 
fragmented and does not provide suitable habitat for the pacific fisher. Therefore impacts to the 
Pacific Fisher will not be analyzed further in this document. 
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Terrestrial Wildlife Species – Environmental Consequences 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

No Action 
Northern Spotted Owl 
The No Action Alternative would have no direct or indirect short-term impacts to the northern 
spotted owl or its habitat. The current stand conditions continue to provide nesting, roosting and 
foraging habitat for the known pair of owls within the project area. The pair nested and fledged 
two young in 2009 indicating that the habitat is currently suitable.  
 
Long-term, the increased density of the forest stands and lack of fire within the stands would 
lessen the quality of habitat due to the potential for increased fire and insect outbreaks. In pine 
dominated stands such as those in the project area, a basal area at or above 90 sq. ft. per acre is 
considered at risk of insect attack (Personal Communication Andris Eglitis, USDA FS).  In the 
long-term, habitat loss from insect and disease outbreaks would reduce suitable habitat within the 
proposed project area due to canopy cover loss and a decrease in green tree retention reducing the 
amount of overall nesting structure and canopy closure.  NSO suitable habitat is already limited in 
the area and the majority of the adjacent private lands are currently early seral and have been 
planted in ponderosa pine. These stands, due to the lack of Douglas-fir or a true fir component, 
will not provide suitable habitat for the spotted owl even when they reach maturity. 
 

Cumulative Effects  
Current habitat conditions limit the amount of suitable habitat available for the northern spotted 
owl. The majority of private lands adjacent to the nest core area and the private lands within the 
remainder of the watershed in Oregon have been harvested in the past 10-15 years to the point that 
suitable habitat is very limited within the watershed. These same harvested acres have been planted 
primarily with ponderosa pine and therefore would not provide spotted owl nesting habitat in the 
future but potentially may provide some dispersal habitat. If past management trends continue on 
private lands, the Long Prairie owl nest stand and core area would be harvested once the site has 
been surveyed and determined unoccupied for a consecutive three year period.  
 
The barred owl has not been detected near this nest site as of this date. Based on the current 
distribution of barred owls, it is likely that within the foreseeable future the barred owl will 
compete for habitat within the project area. If this invasion by the barred owl occurs, it will likely 
displace or negatively impact the spotted owls that currently use the project area.  Habitat is so 
limited in the area that if and when this occurs there is probably not enough habitat to support both 
the spotted and barred owls.  
 
The Medford BLM has a planned thinning project within the home range (based on telemetry data) 
of the Long Prairie pair. The project is designed to reduce fuel loading and decrease competition 
amongst retention trees, and the proposed thinning is designed to maintain spotted owl habitat. 
Based on the spotted owl telemetry study, the Long Prairie Creek Owls use this area outside of the 
nesting season. Since no habitat will be lost and the use of the area is outside of the nesting season, 
there would be minimal impacts to the spotted owls and their use of these stands.   
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Proposed Action 
Northern Spotted Owl 
 
Habitat 
The impacts to the spotted owl pair and their habitat would be minimal from the proposed action. 
The nest patch and the majority of the nest core area reside on private lands. No harvest or 
prescribed burning of suitable habitat on BLM lands would occur within the nest core area. 
Therefore no habitat loss within the nest core would occur from the proposed project.  
 
This pair of owls was part of a five-year telemetry study and the data indicates that the majority of 
the habitat use was within the nest core area on private lands and within the BLM DDR. Removal 
or downgrading of suitable habitat within home ranges, and especially close to the nest site, can 
reasonably be expected to have negative effects on northern spotted owls.  Dugger et al (2005) 
work has shown that loss of habitat especially close to the nest (core area) can be detrimental to 
owls (both survival and reproduction) especially if non-habitat exceeds 50% within the core area. 
Bart (1995) reported a linear reduction in northern spotted owl productivity and survivorship as the 
amount of suitable habitat within a spotted owl home range declined.  In northwestern California, 
Franklin et al. (2000) found that survivorship of adult owls was greater where greater amounts of 
older forest were present around the activity center, but also found increased reproductive success 
where the amount of edge between older and younger forest was relatively high.  Based on 
analysis of radio-telemetry data, Bingham and Noon (1997) reported that a sample of spotted owls 
in northern California focused their activities in heavily-used “core areas” that ranged in size from 
about 167 to 454 acres, with a mean of about 409 acres.  These core areas, which included 60 to 70 
percent of the owl telemetry locations during the breeding season, typically comprised only 20 
percent of the area of the wider home range.  These studies suggest that habitat removal within 
core areas could have disproportionately important effects on owls. No vegetation management is 
proposed in the core area.  
 
The proposed action would maintain suitable habitat within the core area. Based on the telemetry 
data (2002-2006, unpublished data) the suitable habitat outside the core but within the project area 
was seldom used by spotted owls. The core area on private lands and the DDR was the primary use 
area during the nesting season.  The fall and winter use was more widespread but was primarily 
outside the project area. 
 
Vegetation management would occur within spotted owl suitable habitat within the home range of 
the spotted owls. There is currently 314 acres of suitable habitat on BLM lands within the home 
range, and of these, 123 acres is proposed for treatment. The proposed harvest is designed to retain 
a multi-story, multi-aged stand and the resulting harvest would maintain a canopy closure of 60% 
(see vegetation section). The majority of the trees that are proposed for harvest are in the smaller 
diameter class (see Figure 7).  
 
Therefore the habitat currently classified as suitable would be maintained as habitat post timber 
harvest.  This is based on past stand exams from following similar management on similar type 
stands (Table 4).  
 
Prey availability for the spotted owl can be affected by forest management. The northern flying 
squirrel (Glaucomys sabrinus) and bushy-tailed and dusky footed woodrats (Neotoma fuscipes and 
N. cinerea) are essential components of the spotted owl diet.  Management directed towards  
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reducing woody fuels and to restore low-intensity high-frequency fire regimes in ponderosa pine 
and dry Douglas-fir forest likely would reduce bushy-tailed woodrat populations unless 
prescriptions can mitigate the loss of snag, mistletoe, and downed log cover (Lehmkuhl et al 
2006a). Tree canopy cover had the single best correlation of squirrel density with an apparent 
threshold of 55% canopy cover separating stands with low density populations from high density 
populations (Lehmkuhl et al 2006b). Therefore maintaining canopy closure and structure is 
necessary to maintain prey availability for spotted owls. The proposed action with the PDFs would 
maintain structures necessary to maintain prey availability.  
 
Long-term there are benefits to the proposed density management thinning and the proposed 
prescribed burning. The proposed harvest would reduce competition and increase vigor within the 
stand and therefore reduce the risk of insect and disease mortality. Based on model projections 
these stands would be at the same or similar density within 25-40 years.  
 
Disturbance/Individuals  
Timber harvesting, timber hauling, fuels treatments and road obliterations may all require heavy 
equipment, chainsaws and large vehicles that produce high levels of noise. Spotted owls are 
susceptible to disturbance from human caused activity (Delaney et al 1999) especially during 
critical periods in the nesting season. Activity in and around the nest patch may increase the 
chances for nest failure. Table 8 describes thresholds for several activity types. 
 
Table 8.  Disturbance and Disruption threshold distances for northern spotted owl (USDI 
FWS 2006)  

Spotted Owl 
Disruption Threshold Disturbance Threshold 

Activity Distance Distance 
Use of chainsaws 65 yards 440 yards 
Use of heavy equipment 35 yards 440 yards 
Prescribed burning 440 yards 
 
 
Disturbance/Disruption Distances Definitions 
A disruption distance is the distance within which the effects to listed species from noise, or 
mechanical movement associated with an action would be expected to exceed the level of 
discountable or insignificant. Thus, within the disruption distance, actions would be expected to 
adversely affect listed species.   The disruption threshold is the distance within which activities 
occurring during the critical breeding period could significantly disrupt the normal behavior 
pattern of individual animals or breeding pairs and could create a likelihood of injury.  
 
A disturbance distance is the distance within which the effects to listed species from noise, 
human intrusion, and mechanical movement associated with an action would be expected to be 
discountable or insignificant.  Effects are expected to be “insignificant” or “discountable” beyond 
the disruption distance and up to the disturbance distance.  Thus, between the disruption distance 
threshold and disturbance distance threshold, effects would be expected to not adversely affect 
listed species. Beyond the disturbance distance threshold, no effects to listed species are expected. 
 
The current nest site is on private lands and no activity is proposed in the nest patch or the core 
area. However if a new nest was located within the project area a nesting season seasonal 
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restrictions, also known as a limited operating period (LOP) will be implemented. A no harvest 
buffer of ¼-mile around known nest sites from March 1st – September 30th (USDI BLM 1995- 
PDFs) will be implemented. Hauling, loading and other heavy equipment operations associated 
with forest operations will be buffered by 105 ft. around known nest sites from March 1st – 
September 30th. Therefore no disruption to spotted owls during the breeding season will occur 
from proposed activities based on these restrictions. Disturbance would still occur on individual 
adult owls but the effects would be considered insignificant or discountable. 
 

Cumulative Effects  
Current habitat conditions limit the amount of suitable habitat available for the Long Prairie 
northern spotted owl pair. Within the 5th field watershed the BLM only manages a small 
percentage (0.1%) of the actual landscape. The majority of private lands adjacent to the nest core 
area and the remainder of the Copco Reservoir watershed in Oregon have been harvested in the 
past 15-20 years and are considered early seral condition.  These same harvested acres have been 
planted primarily with ponderosa pine and therefore will not provide spotted owl suitable habitat in 
the future but potentially will provide some dispersal habitat.   
 
Within the home range of the spotted owl pair, the Medford BLM has a planned thinning project. 
The project is designed to reduce fuel loading and decrease competition. The proposed thinning is 
designed to maintain spotted owl habitat. Based on the spotted owl telemetry study the Long 
Prairie Creek Owls use this area outside of the nesting season. Since no suitable habitat would be 
lost and the use of the area is outside of the nesting season there would be no disruption to the nest 
area and minimal impacts to the spotted owls and their use of these stands.   
 
The long-term projections for spotted owl suitable habitat on BLM managed lands within the 
Klamath Falls Resource Area and Medford District as modeled in the 2008 RMP is a 5% increase 
in suitable habitat within the first 50 years (2056) of implementation of the plan and a 23% 
increase by 2106. This analysis (2008 USDI BLM FEIS Chapter  4, Pages 644 – 683) is 
incorporated by reference.    
 
The barred owl has not been detected near this nest site as of this date. Based on the current 
distribution of barred owls and their success of displacing spotted owl territories it is likely that 
within the foreseeable future the barred owl will compete with the spotted owl for habitat within 
the project area. If this invasion by the barred owl occurs it will likely displace or negatively 
impact the spotted owls that currently use the proposed project area.  Habitat is so limited in the 
area that the spotted owls will need to leave the immediate area based on the amount of habitat 
they need for annual survival and the amount of habitat currently available. 
 
A mowing of wedgeleaf ceanothus project was completed in 2010 within the proposed project 
area. The area is an open ponderosa pine stand. Therefore the mowing would not result in the loss 
of habitat. The seasonal restriction of March 1-September 30th will limit the disturbance to the 
spotted owls and will not disrupt nesting activities.  
 
The proposed project will continue to maintain spotted owl habitat and would not be considered an 
additive impact for the spotted owl or its habitat when considered with the other foreseeable 
projects. The barred owl will likely invade into the area and due to the lack of suitable habitat in 
the watershed will likely have negative impacts to the spotted owls.  
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Special Status Species (Bureau Sensitive and Birds of Conservation Concern) 

No Action 
For special status species the No Action Alternative would have no short-term impacts from 
disturbance or modification of habitat. It would not modify the current stand composition and 
would therefore maintain current habitat conditions. Based on stand exam data the current large 
snags meet the RMP guidelines of 2.4 snags per acres and downed coarse wood (CWD) is also 
within the guidelines. Under the No Action snag recruitment and CWD would increase over time 
due to the over stocked stands. This would continue to provide habitat for those species that use 
snags and CWD for foraging and nesting structure. The current habitat conditions would continue 
to support nesting and foraging habitat for the White-headed woodpecker, flammulated owl, and 
Lewis’s woodpecker as well and roosting habitat for special status bats.  This alternative would 
also continue to support the Chase Sideband snail detected within the project area. This snail is 
associated with rocky substrate within forested habitat. The No Action Alternative would continue 
to maintain this habitat.  
 
The No Action Alternative would not address stand health issues that affect habitat for those 
special status species associated with ponderosa pine. The flammulated owl, white-headed 
woodpecker and Lewis’s woodpecker all are associated with ponderosa pine. Currently the stands 
are outside of the range for healthy and vigorous growth and therefore susceptible to insect and 
disease attacks.   
 
The Partners in Flight (Altman et al 2000) Conservation Strategy for the East Slopes of the 
Cascades identified several conservation issues for the above listed ponderosa pine associated 
species. Two key issues that implementation of the No Action Alternative would not address 
include: 
 

-lack of recruitment of young ponderosa pine due to factors such as fire suppression which has 
allowed understory encroachment of firs and exotics 
-fire suppression which has allowed understory encroachment and increased fuel loads which 
predisposes these areas to stand-replacement fires 

 
The No Action Alternative would continue to reduce the recruitment of pine and allow shade 
tolerant firs to continue to encroach. This would be detrimental to those species associated with 
ponderosa pine in the long-term. Further, the No Action Alternative would not address stand health 
issues that affect habitat for those special status species associated with oak woodlands. The 
Lewis’s woodpecker is associated with oak woodland habitat (Marshall et al 2003). The oak 
woodlands within the project area are overcrowded and typically include small narrow canopies. 
Trees with inverted vase-shaped crowns typical of dense forest stands produce fewer acorns than 
those with mushroom shaped crowns typical of more open areas (Peter and Harrington 2002).  

Proposed Action 
White-headed Woodpecker (WHWP) 
The white-headed woodpecker is typically associated with open ponderosa pine or mixed conifer 
stands dominated by ponderosa pine (Marshal et al 2003). Considering the fragmented habitat and 
the relatively large home range needed in fragmented habitat it is likely the white-headed 
woodpecker is scarce within the project area and the watershed. In fragmented habitat the home 
range for a white-headed woodpecker is approximately 130 acres (Altman B. 2000).  
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The proposed treatments would remove some trees that add to the suitable habitat for these 
species, especially in the ponderosa pine dominated stands. Ponderosa pine snag retention and 
green tree retention guidelines (within Appendix B) would maintain foraging and nesting habitat 
for these species (Bull et al 1990 as cited in Marshal et al 2003, Altman B. 2000). No existing 
snags are planned to be cut unless required for safety (OSHA requirements). This would protect 
and maintain snag habitat that is currently available. Thinning would continue to promote larger 
ponderosa pine trees in the stand which would benefit the white-headed woodpecker (Altman B. 
2000). These woodpeckers use larger (>16”) snags, along with dead-top and heart rot live trees for 
their nesting structure (Marshal et al 2003). Future snag development would be altered due to the 
thinning of the stand in the short-term. However, based on FVS modeling projections, snag 
development would continue to meet the RMP guidelines of 2.4 snags per acre after 10 years.   
 
The proposed prescribed burning has the potential to remove large snags used for nesting by the 
WHWP. The greatest potential for loss of snags is likely following the first entry of prescribed fire 
after a long fire-free period (Bagne et al 2007).  In the Bagne study as much as 43% of the 
ponderosa pine snags were lost during initial prescribed fire activity. Some snags were created as 
well reducing the overall loss of snags to 12%. However since snags are limited in the area, loss of 
large snags may be detrimental to those species that rely on them for nesting. 
 
Finally, there is potential for loss of woodpecker reproduction if harvesting or fuels treatment 
activities occur during the nesting season. Some nest structure could be lost or disturbance near the 
nest site could result in nest failure.  
 
Lewis’s Woodpecker (LWP) 
The LWP is associated with open oak woodlands and open ponderosa pine forests (Marshall et al 
2003). The LWP forages on insects during the summer months but relies heavily on acorns in the 
fall and winter. It nests in both oak and pine tree cavities. The proposed action would maintain 
current nesting habitat for the LWP. Ponderosa pine snag retention and green tree retention 
guidelines (Appendix B) would maintain foraging and nesting habitat for these species (Bull et al 
1990 as cited in Marshal et al 2003, Altman B. 2000). No existing snags are planned to be cut 
unless required for safety (OSHA requirements). This would protect and maintain snag habitat that 
is currently available. Thinning would continue to promote larger ponderosa pine trees in the stand 
which would benefit the Lewis’s woodpecker (Altman B. 2000).  
 
The proposed oak treatments would benefit LWP in the long-term by providing for larger oaks in 
the future for nesting as well as providing an increase in mast production. The proposed action is 
for hand cutting small diameter oaks (< 12”) to a variable spacing, piling the cut stems and burning 
of the piles. Larger oak trees (>12”) would be reserved from cutting, therefore protecting potential 
nest trees. Additionally less than 50% of the oak woodlands within the project area would be 
thinned under the proposed action providing a mosaic of thinned and unthinned woodlands.  The 
oak woodlands within the project area are overcrowded and typically with small narrow canopies. 
Trees with inverted vase-shaped crowns typical of dense forest stands produced fewer acorns than 
those with mushroom shaped crowns typical of more open areas (Peter and Harrington 2002).  
 
During implementation of the project there is potential for loss of LWP reproduction if harvesting 
or fuels treatment activities occur during the nesting season. Some nest structure could be lost or 
disturbance near the nest site could result in nest failure.  
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Great Gray Owl  
The proposed project area is being surveyed for the great gray owl. Pre–disturbance surveys are 
required under the 2001 ROD and therefore they will be completed prior to implementation of the 
proposed project. The surveys were initiated in the spring and summer of 2010 and will be 
completed in July of 2011. Based on the surveys, if a great gray owl site is identified, then the 
mitigation identified in the 2001 ROD would be implemented. This includes a 300 ft. no harvest 
buffer around meadows and natural openings greater than 10 acres plus a ¼-mile protection buffer 
around known nest sites (USDA/USDI 2001 pg. 39). Therefore the mitigation outlined in the 2001 
ROD (pp39) will be applied. The proposed action with the above listed mitigation will continue to 
provide habitat if the species is found.  
 
Northern Goshawk 
There is one known goshawk nest located in 2009 within the project area and three alternate nests 
All nests sites are marked for retention and a no cut buffer (USDI BLM 1995 pp. 34) ranging from 
¼ - 3 acres in size has been identified around the nest tree.  The 2009 nest is within the DDRB and 
the proposed action is designed to maintain and promote late successional habitat (USDI BLM 
1995) therefore maintaining the goshawk nest stand. If the goshawk is nesting a season restriction 
from human cause disturbance around the nest will be implemented within ¼ mile of the nest to 
avoid nest failure or abandonment.  
 
Flammulated Owl 
The flammulated owl is typically associated with ponderosa pine stands exhibiting an open 
understory with patches of dense thickets for roosting. The owl typically uses larger >20” snags 
(Bull et al 1990 as stated in Marshal et al 2003) as nesting habitat and the open understory or 
adjacent grassy areas for foraging. Dense thickets of young ponderosa pine are used for day time 
roosts.  
 
The proposed action would maintain current nesting structure and foraging habitat by maintaining 
the available snags (PDFs –Appendix B) and providing green tree retention for future snags. The 
proposed action is designed in part to retain the large ponderosa pine. Retention of the larger 
ponderosa pine would benefit the flammulated owl by providing an open understory (Marshal et al 
2003). If the species is present within the project area there is potential for loss of reproduction if 
harvesting occurs during the nesting season (April – August). Some nest structure could be lost or 
disturbance near the nest site could result in nest failure. Daytime activities associated with the 
proposed project may disturb some nesting and foraging sites, but only in the short-term for the 
duration of harvest and fuel treatment activities. 
 
Pallid Bat and Fringed Bat 
These species may occur in the project area although they are generally associated with caves, 
mines or rock crevices. The fringed myotis are sometimes found using cavities in snags as roosts 
(Cross and Kerwin 1995). Weller (2001) found that the fringed myotis using snags switched roost 
areas often and did not show strong site fidelity as previously shown with other roost substrate. 
Snags typically used by fringed myotis are usually greater than 24 inches diameter at breast height 
and taller than 45 feet (Weller 2001).  
 
No snags are planned to be harvested in the proposed action unless required for safety. The snag 
retention guidelines would maintain current snags and the green tree retention would provide for 
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future roosting structure (Appendix B). Snag monitoring on past timber harvest on BLM lands 
have consistently shown that snag retention guidelines have been met and snags are well 
distributed within the watershed (BLM APS 1999, 2002).  
 
Under the proposed action, short-term disturbance could push individuals from snags or thickets. 
These disturbances however would have a short duration and overall would have minimal impacts 
to the species. The existing snag and green tree retention levels (PDFs, Appendix B) would be 
sufficient to meet the needs of both species. 
 
Chase Sideband 
All Chase sideband locations that have been documented will be protected according to the 
management recommendations. This includes maintaining undisturbed talus and rock substrates, 
and managing the surrounding vegetative cover sufficient to maintain suitable environmental 
conditions and provide coarse woody debris and forest litter (Duncan 2005 unpublished). The 
proposed action will continue to maintain canopy closure and undisturbed rocky substrate 
therefore maintaining habitat. The oak treatments are proposed to be performed by hand and no 
heavy equipment would be used within the oak habitat. Less than 50% of the oak woodlands are 
planned to be treated leaving suitable habitat for these species within the analysis area. Further, the 
mosaic pattern of the proposed activities could decrease the potential of negatively impacting these 
species on a population scale. The potential to detrimentally impact individuals of these species 
does exist under the proposed action but overall habitat will be maintained throughout the project 
area and no habitat will be loss from the proposed action.   

Cumulative Effects  
Within the Oregon portion of the Copco 5th field watershed the BLM manages a small percentage 
(0.1 %) of the landscape. The biggest change within watershed in the past 15-20 years has been the 
conversion of late-seral mixed conifer habitat to early seral pine plantations. This leaves the BLM 
and small parcels of private lands as islands of habitat for special status species. These islands are 
important sources of mid-late seral habitat for special status species while the adjacent lands 
remain in early seral condition. 
 
The wedgeleaf ceanothus mowing project would not modify habitat needed for the above listed 
special status species. The detrimental impacts from the proposed action, when added to the 
impacts from the mowing, would not be considered additive to special status species based on the 
prescriptions for the forest thinning, oak woodland thinning and the prescribed burning. The 
proposed project would maintain snags, maintain coarse woody debris and maintain mid-late seral 
conditions across the project area. The timber stands would be harvested using a variable density 
prescription and less than 50% of the oak woodlands would potentially be treated creating a 
mosaic of habitat within the forest and woodlands.  The proposed action along with the completed 
mowing project would continue to maintain habitat for the special status species considered in this 
assessment.  

Soils - Affected Environment   
The U.S.D.A. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) classifies soils into map units 
including one or more dominant soil map unit components and inclusions.  Soil map unit 
components may be designated based on the soil series, slope, aspect and texture modifier.  Soil 
series are soils grouped together with similar pedogenesis (soil formation), soil chemistry, and 
physical properties. Soils within the proposed project area are classified as Mollisols and Entisols.  
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Mollisols have deep, high organic nutrient-enriched surface layers typically 60 to 80 cm thick.  
Entisols have little or no morphological development.    
 
Soils within the proposed project generally have a low resistance to compaction and a slight to 
moderate erosion hazard rating.  Fifty percent of analysis area soils have a high fire damage 
potential rating.  Soil rutting hazards range from slight to severe. More information on soil map 
units, ratings, and soil types can be found in the Soil Survey of Jackson County, Oregon (NRCS, 
2009). 
 
Long-term soil productivity is maintained when soil porosity, soil organic matter, and soil depth 
are not significantly reduced.  Soils within the proposed treatment area have been evaluated, using 
NRCS ratings, for their susceptibility to decreased productivity resulting from mechanical 
harvesting, prescribed burning, pile burning activities, and potential wildfire.   
 

Existing Soil Conditions 
Timber has been previously harvested from Section 5 and some skid trails and landings have not 
re-vegetated due to detrimental soil disturbance resulting from mechanical yarding and pile 
burning.  Most likely, the operation of yarding equipment directly resulted in compaction and 
some removal of top soil on the skid trails.  Although some accelerated erosion may have occurred 
as an indirect result of yarding equipment, there is very little exposed bare soil on existing skid 
trails and landings.   There is also very minimal evidence of accelerated erosion.  Pile burning of 
landings most likely resulted in burning of soil organic matter and possibly a decrease in soil 
structure.  These previously disturbed areas could take another five to ten years to rehabilitate. 
 
Including roads within the project area, less than 1 percent of the project area currently has 
detrimentally disturbed soil.  Generally, low to moderate amounts of accelerated erosion is 
occurring on roads within the analysis area.  The road density is 3.5 miles per square mile within 
the analysis area. The segment of road proposed for decommission near Long Prairie Creek 
currently has high amounts of accelerated erosion. 
 
Grazing within the analysis area has resulted in areas of moderate soil compaction and accelerated 
erosion (RHSA, 2001).  Moderate to heavy amounts of livestock grazing is occurring, mostly 
within the white oak savannah vegetation type and almost exclusively during the summer season. 
 

Soils - Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
For the No Action Alternative, timber harvest, thinning, fuels treatment, and road construction, 
maintenance and decommission activities would not occur.  Tree stands would continue to grow 
denser making them susceptible to insect and disease attacks.  Mortality from insects would 
continue, resulting in increased fuel loading of dead material, both standing and ground level. This 
could create a situation where a future wildfire could spread rapidly and at high intensity.  High 
intensity wildfires can damage soil, resulting in nutrient loss and decreased productivity.   
Approximately 700 acres within the project area is on soil units with a high fire damage potential 
rating.   
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Under the No Action Alternative, 0.8 mile of new road would not be constructed and the proposed 
road decommissioning activities would not be completed, therefore, accelerated erosion would 
continue from the road and carry sediment to Long Prairie Creek.  Periodic road maintenance 
would continue under the No Action Alternative.   
 
Grazing management activities would expand livestock grazing exclosures on Long Prairie Creek 
to provide for improvement of riparian and streambank conditions.  The analysis area is located 
within the Dixie Allotment which is authorized for livestock grazing by 91 cattle between May 1 
and August 15.  Currently, two areas within the analysis are fenced to exclude grazing livestock.  
As a result of the No Action Alternative, it is likely detrimental soil disturbance would continue on 
the thirteen acres proposed for the grazing exclosure.   

Proposed Action 
As a result of proposed activities, there would be a small net decrease in road density in the project 
area due to the greater mileage of obliteration compared with new road segments proposed. The 
greatest amounts of detrimental soil disturbance are expected to occur on approximately 0.5 miles 
of newly constructed road and on new landings.  On landings, detrimental soil compaction could 
occur from skidding and decking operations and soils could be further damaged by pile burning 
activities.  In addition to directly resulting in decreased soil productivity and soil compaction, it is 
likely road construction could indirectly result in short and long term accelerated erosion. 
However, the proposed obliteration would have long term positive effects because of less loss of 
soil due to erosion and thus less sediment delivered to the stream. 
 
Upon completion of the proposed action, approximately 5 to 10 percent of timber harvest units 
could have detrimental soil disturbance.  Project area soils are expected to be impacted most by 
mechanical harvest equipment compacting skid trails and landings.  The KFRA RMP anticipated 
that soil impacts from a designated skid trail system would not exceed 12 percent of an activity 
area (KFRA ROD-page D-23).  If 50 to 75 percent of the living or dead vegetative cover or rock 
fragments are removed, accelerated erosion could occur on steeper skid trails and fire lines.   
 
Soils in the proposed project area have a moderate to high NRCS Fire Damage Potential rating, 
indicating that fire damage can occur because of one or more soil properties and that overcoming 
the unfavorable properties requires special design, extra maintenance, and costly alteration.  Under 
dry soil conditions and intense soil heating, organic matter could burn during pile burning 
activities and it may take more than 10 years for soil productivity to recover in localized areas.  
Previously burned landings within the proposed project area have not re-vegetated.  It is likely 
detrimental, long term soil damage will occur on new landings that are burned.   Some soil impacts 
in landing areas could be reduced if the residual biomass material is utilized instead of burned.  
Under the proposed action, contractors would be encouraged to chip or grind and remove all 
landing slash, but the minimal residual material could still be burned. 
 
By following the proposed design feature mitigations, damage to soil from road construction, 
harvest activities, and fuels treatment will be minimized.  Effectively implemented BMPs are 
expected to minimize erosion and limit the levels of detrimentally disturbed soil to less than 20 
percent of the project area.  
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Mitigation  
All activities associated with proposed alternatives will be in conformance with the Best 
Management Practices detailed in Appendix B at the end of this assessment. The BMPs are 
designed to reduce or eliminate potential adverse effects and assure that treatments meet the RMP. 
Specifically, the RMP directs any treatment units that have greater than 20 percent detrimental soil 
disturbance (as identified by hydrologist/soils specialist) will require mitigations to rehabilitate the 
soil.  This could include re-vegetating areas of displaced soil and detrimentally burned areas. 
 
Additional mitigation measures recommended to decrease amounts of detrimental disturbance to 
project area soils include the following: 
Tractor yarding methods:   
• To minimize loss of soil productivity and reduce potential for surface runoff and subsequent 

water quality degradation,material residue should be driven over whenever possible. 
 

To limit detrimental amounts of soil erosion: 
• Leave at least 60 percent ground cover or slash following proposed actions.   
 
To limit detrimental levels of damage to soil productivity from burning: 
• Plan prescribed fire (underburning and slash piles) when fuels are damp to decrease the 

potential for damage to soils.  Burning should occur when soils are moist or wetter between 
November and March.  Soils within the project area are moist if a handful of soil, when 
squeezed in the hand, remains in a ball when the hand is opened.   Except for landings, keep 
burn piles small (less than 8 feet high),  

• Utilize as much biomass from landing piles as possible in lieu of burning.    

Cumulative Effects  
The Wildgal Fire in 2000 started near Wildgal spring and ran north for approximately 40 acres.  
Due to the oak woodland vegetation types, it is unlikely fire severity was severe within the burned 
area.  The fire may have resulted in isolated areas of soil damage, yet, vegetation has returned and 
it is expected soil is nearly rehabilitated.   
 
Mowing of approximately 125 acres of Wedgeleaf ceanothus began in October 2009 and it will 
likely be burned within a few years.  Resulting soil damage is expected to be minimal and affect a 
small area. 
 
It is expected that rotational harvests will continue on private industrial lands adjacent to the 
analysis area.  In areas where even aged stand management is occurring (private lands), soil 
damage may be high.  The use of heavy machinery has likely resulted in compaction, removal of 
topsoil, and a decrease in soil productivity. 
 
As mentioned in the Grazing Management section below, the analysis area is located within the 
Dixie Allotment.  The Dixie Allotment is authorized for livestock grazing by 91 cattle from May 1 
through August 15.  Meadow areas in section 8 have seen repeated heavy to severe livestock use 
and is now dominated by annual grasses.   Within sections 7 and 8, Grizzly Flat has had historic 
heavy livestock use, and recent use has varied from slight to moderate.  Within section 5, severe 
use has been reported along Long Prairie Creek.  The continued high levels of utilization by 
livestock and wild horses in these areas, has likely had a negative impact on the upland soils.  
Observed levels of soil trampling and evidence of hoof prints in wet soil conditions indicate soil 
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compaction is occurring.  It is likely the increase in annual grasses versus perennials has resulted 
in increased rates of accelerated erosion.   
 
The cumulative effects of grazing and timber harvest on private lands have resulted in a high 
degree of soil damage, yet, it is unlikely that proposed activities within the Wildgal-Dixie project 
area will result in high amounts of cumulative soil effects.  As a result of the Wildgal-Dixie 
project, amounts of sediment reaching a stream channel are expected to be minimal, and amounts 
of compaction or decreases in soil productivity will be limited in the project area.  Because the 
proposed project covers less than three percent of the watershed, cumulative effects on soil erosion 
are very minor.  Proposed actions to decommission approximately 0.8 miles of road and one 
stream crossing would decrease amounts of erosion and subsequent sedimentation and reduction of 
water quality.   

Roads - Affected Environment  
As shown in Table 9, current road densities are approximately 3.5 miles of road per square mile 
(mi/sq.mi) on BLM lands in the project area. Public access via motorized vehicles on roads to the 
analysis area is prohibited during the winter months due to the seasonal Pokegama wildlife road 
closure (November 20th to March 31st).   A stream crossing in Section 5 currently exists that allows 
limited vehicle crossing. Most use is limited to high ground clearance and four wheel drive 
vehicles. The crossing allows passage from one tributary road system to another and is mostly used 
by recreational vehicles.   
 

Roads - Environmental Consequences 

No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, current road trends would continue, including periodic road 
maintenance. This would involve grading and spot rocking depending on annual maintenance 
needs and funding. There would be no road obliteration, and in this case deteriorating road 
conditions such as those present on the road segment along Long Prairie Creek in Section 5 would 
likely continue to worsen with vehicle use. Further, no new roads or spurs would be proposed, and 
there would be no improvement of existing road surfaces or drainage features apart from current 
road trends including periodic maintenance needs.   The crossing of Long Prairie Creek at this site 
would continue to be used infrequently by dispersed recreationists.   
 

Proposed Action  
Under the proposed action, road obliteration along with new road segments are both proposed 
within Section 5, with a segment of existing road needing major renovation in Section 17. As 
shown in Table 9, there would be a small net decrease in road density in the project area due to the 
greater mileage of obliteration compared with new road segments proposed. Part of the proposed 
action is to obliterate the road in the riparian reserve along Long Prairie Creek and relocate it 
farther away from the creek, and to obliterate the crossing. This would be consistent with RMP 
objectives of decreasing road density and locating roads away from Riparian Reserves 
(ROD/RMP, D-14).  
 
Decommissioning of the stream crossing in Section 5 would eliminate a passage from one tributary 
road system to another.  This would require persons wanting to get to the other side of Long 
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Prairie Creek to travel approximately five miles on secondary roads to the north or approximately 
two to the south. The decommissioning of approximately 300-400 feet on either side of the 
approach to the stream is expected to discourage cross country travel to get to road systems on the 
west side of the stream (see Figure 3 in Proposed Action section). Further, it should be noted that 
select private roads will also be used to access various pieces of the project area, and associated 
maintenance would be done on these private roads in the event of the proposed commercial timber 
harvest.  
 
Effects from the proposed action in regard to roads would not exceed those addressed in the 
RMP/FEIS. 
 
 
Table 9. Approximate Road Densities in the Wildgal-Dixie Project Area Boundary  
Road Density Number of Stream New Road (mi) Proposed Road Density 
(mi/sq.mi) Crossings  Obliteration (mi) (mi/sq.mi) 
No action Proposed Action Proposed Action Proposed Action 
 
3.5 

1 (no action)  
0.5 

 
0.8 

 
3.4 0 (proposed action) 

 

Cumulative Effects  
The KFRA continues to strive to reduce open road density and environmental effects associated 
with roads and road use during implementation of projects. The RMP road density objective goal 
is approximately 1.5 miles of road per square mile.  However, the combination of BLM and 
private checkerboard ownership and subsequent access agreements with adjacent landowners 
reduces BLM’s flexibility to reduce road densities. At the landscape level, the Proposed Action 
would provide only a minimal reduction in road density, while a further decrease in sediment input 
into Long Prairie Creek is predicted by eliminating vehicle use on the existing adjacent road and 
by eliminating the stream crossing. Over time, the expected cumulative effect of incremental 
improvements from each project is a reduced amount of road density and related runoff into area 
watersheds.  
 

Hydrology - Affected Environment  

Watershed Overview 
The analysis area is within the Upper Klamath River Basin and is mostly within the Copco 
Reservoir Watershed (5th field watershed)-a series of small to medium sized drainages entering the 
Klamath River canyon.  Approximately 40 acres of the analysis area is within the Irongate 5th field 
watershed. There are two sub-watersheds in the Copco watershed: Long Prairie Creek and Deer 
Creek. Both drainages enter Copco Reservoir in California. Most of the proposed harvest activities 
are within the Long Prairie Creek Subwatershed.  BLM manages approximately 7% of the Long 
Prairie Creek sub-watershed land, the balance is managed primarily by other entities. 
 
The analysis area is within a relatively flat plateau adjacent to the steep walls of the Klamath River 
Canyon.  This area is in the transient snow zone, receives approximately 22 inches of precipitation 
per year, and has a generally south aspect.  Stream gradients are low to moderate in the analysis 
area and not susceptible to debris flows or landslides.  Alluvial reaches with floodplains are 
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susceptible to channel degradation and erosion when disturbed by activities such as intense grazing 
and road building in the stream channel. The watershed has a relatively low stream density of 
approximately 1.75 miles per square mile of perennial and intermittent streams and 3.5 miles per 
square miles inclusive of ephemeral streams (TPLA 1996).  The only significant stream in the 
analysis area is Long Prairie Creek. There are several intermittent channels springs and seeps, and 
small wetlands in the project area.  Wetlands and meadows, and seeps in the project area receive 
seasonal moisture from shallow groundwater discharge where subsurface flow intercepts 
impermeable clay formations.  Approximately two miles of Long Prairie Creek on BLM lands are 
within the analysis area. The project activities are primarily within the Long Prairie Creek sub-
watershed and primarily positioned in the lower ¼ of this sub-watershed.  
   

Watershed Conditions 
The connectivity of the transportation network was analyzed in the Long Prairie Creek watershed 
to determine whether the road network could be impacting watershed processes (TPLA 1996).  
Road systems impact the natural hydrologic routing pattern by intercepting subsurface flow paths 
and increasing the drainage efficiency.  Increasing the drainage efficiency can exacerbate the 
frequency and magnitude of peak flows and cause increases in sediment delivery to streams (Jones 
and Grant 1996).  For the Long Prairie Creek watershed, TPLA reports a 66% increase in drainage 
efficiency due to the amount of road miles (31.2) within 100 feet of stream channels and the 
number of stream crossings (2.2) per mile of road.  
 
Widespread logging on private lands has occurred during the last 20 years, particularly upstream of 
the project area.  The dominant logging method for the area on private and public lands is ground 
based machine cutting and ground skidding using a network of skid trails and landings.  Increases 
in compaction and soil bulk density can reduce soil infiltration rates, accelerating run-off rates and 
increasing overland flow. On private lands, these skid trails and landings are often ripped and 
replanted. The legacy effects of compaction are unknown at the watershed scale across 
ownerships. 
 
Interpretation of aerial photo coverage (NAIP 2009) of the Long Prairie Creek sub-watershed 
indicates that at least 50% of it is likely in a hydrologically unrecovered state (0-25% canopy 
cover).   The project analysis area is in the lower ¼ of the watershed, where flow impacts would be 
most pronounced resulting from upstream watershed conditions on the stream channel.  The effect 
of large contiguous areas of open canopy on peak flows has not been specifically studied in this 
watershed (TPLA 1996).  It has been documented that for western cascade watersheds that are 30- 
to 40% vegetatively unrecovered can realize substantial increases in 2-5 year return peak flows as 
well as increases in flow volumes (Grant et al 2008).  These effects are likely to be additive with 
other watershed disturbances such as road interception, rather than compounding or magnified as 
found in (Jones 2000).  Substantial changes in the 2-5 year return peak flows can alter the channel 
shape and induce channel bank erosion and down-cutting (Ziemer et al 1991). If peak flows have 
been enhanced in this watershed, it is likely that stream channels have already adjusted (enlarged).  
This may be one source of the unstable channel conditions observed in the lower portions of Long 
Prairie Creek. 
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Hydrologic Conditions in the Analysis Area 
BLM managed forested areas in the analysis area generally have 80-90% canopy closure and are 
vegetatively recovered with respect to changes in flow magnitude.  Most of the roads in the 
analysis area are native surfaces and stream crossings consist of unimproved low water crossings 
or improved crossings with no recent maintenance. One portion of the road system parallels Long 
Prairie Creek on BLM and privately managed lands and appears to be captured by the stream 
during high flow events.  Road densities in the analysis area (3.5 mi/mi2, see Table 9) are the same 
as road densities in the watershed as a whole (3.5 mi/ mi2, TPLA 1996) 
 
Severe channel incision is a notable feature of Long Prairie Creek in the analysis area and 
immediately upstream of the analysis area, and poor riparian vegetation cover along streambanks 
may have exacerbated channel bank erosion susceptibility.  Additionally, livestock and wild horse 
use has caused a loss of riparian functions in the analysis area, including BLM lands in Long 
Prairie Creek (TPLA 1996; see also Grazing Management section).  
 

Water Quality 
Limited information is available on existing water quality conditions in the analysis area.  For 
Long-Prairie Creek, there are a few measurements from a single sampling event in 1993 collected 
in conjunction with macroinvertebrate surveys.  With respect to Clean Water Act obligations, 
beneficial uses for Long Prairie Creek in the analysis include cool water fisheries.  Long Prairie 
Creek is not on the 303d list of impaired water-bodies.  However, from the limited information 
available, it is apparent that Long-Prairie Creek has relatively poor water quality conditions with 
respect to temperature and macroinvertebrate indicators including species diversity indices and the 
high quantity of temperature and sediment tolerant species (TPLA 1996).  The watershed analysis 
attributed elevated temperatures to human influenced changes in channel geometry and removal or 
reductions in stream shading.  This condition was thought to be exacerbated by the west and south 
orientation and increased solar radiation relative to north and east.  Indicators of sediment impacts 
to the macroinvertebrate community were attributed to high rates of streambank instability and 
high connectivity to the road system. Surface erosion from uplands was not thought to be a 
significant source based on erosion susceptibility analysis.     
 

Hydrology - Environmental Consequences 

No Action 
No road closures, obliteration, or new road construction would occur under this alternative.  
However, periodic road maintenance would likely occur. Road maintenance can have both positive 
and negative consequences with regard to sediment capture and delivery.  For roads that are not 
properly crowned or are rutted, grading can have the positive effect of reducing capture and 
routing of surface runoff.  Similarly, drainage features such as culverts, surface dips, and run-outs 
that are plugged or out of alignment can exacerbate erosion and increase capture of surface flows.  
Roads that are improperly located in or adjacent to stream channels would continue to capture the 
stream during high flow events and deliver sediment to stream channels.   
 
There would be no increase in road use or maintenance under this alternative.  No increased 
vehicle traffic, and log/chip hauling activities would occur.  These activities also increase the 
production of sediment from roads and potential for sediment delivery to streams.  
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There would be no increase in the amount of open or hydrologically unrecovered forested areas 
from burning and timber harvest under this alternative for BLM administered lands (all BLM lands 
are currently in hydrologically functioning condition).  For this analysis, it is assumed that there 
would be no net change in the percentage of hydrologically unrecovered land on private lands.  It 
is assumed that as logged areas recover, there would be an approximately equivalent area that 
would be cut and shift to unrecovered. There would be no increase in soil disturbance or 
compaction levels due to the absence of equipment and skidding operations.  Water quality 
conditions and sources of degradation would continue to occur at rates approximating recent 
conditions.  

Proposed Action 
The proposed timber sale, pre-commercial thinning and fuels projects would result in a short term 
increase in the intensity of road system use and maintenance especially in the Long Prairie Creek 
watershed.   
 
Road grading, cleaning culverts, grading inboard ditches and run-outs can cause temporary 
increases in sediment delivery by disturbing and loosening soils, removing vegetative cover, and 
increasing the drainage efficiency within the road drainage systems.  The proposed road crossing 
removal would cause a minor temporary impact to the stream channel from sedimentation but 
would result in long-term improved stream channel stability. For un-surfaced roads within the 
project analysis area, the proposed road maintenance (grading, surfacing and drainage 
improvement) are likely to off-set negative impacts from increased road use and disturbance of 
drainage features because they are currently in poor hydrologic condition.  An overall net decrease 
in road density is proposed for the project area, however, the decrease in road density at the 
watershed and sub-watershed scales would be extremely small. A 0.8 mile portion of road adjacent 
to and hydrologically connected to Long Prairie Creek is proposed for obliteration.  This would 
reduce sediment delivery potential and eliminate one stream crossing.  These actions would reduce 
the sediment delivery potential and reduce the hydraulic routing efficiency of the road network.  
This will have a positive long-term reduction in sediment impacts linked to road delivery sources 
and an improvement to water quality.  
 
 
The proposed density management prescriptions would result in approximately 40-50% reduction 
of canopy closures. Small openings from low density areas within these units are not expected to 
add additional hydrologic effects.  Canopy closure reduction through thinning to this level is 
unlikely to result in changes in the timing and magnitude of run-off events.  This conclusion is 
supported by other studies in the western cascade ecoregion (Grant et al 2008), where thinning 
entire watersheds to 50% canopy retained hydrologic functions sufficiently to not cause significant 
increases in peak flows.  For Long Prairie Creek subwatershed, these proposed actions would only 
impact 0.1% and 2.6 % of the 5th and 6th field watersheds respectively (Table 10). Similarly, 
proposed underburning and oak thinning is not expected to change precipitation interception or 
canopy densities to a hydrologically unrecovered condition.  As provided in the table below, 
proposed activities comprise a low percentage of the watershed area at the watershed and 
subwatershed scales.  No-entry machine buffers within inner portions of riparian reserves would 
ensure that there would be no direct impacts to stream hydrology or water quality from harvest 
activities.  
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Table 10. Activity type and watershed area. 
Activity 5th field 
Type HUC 6th field HUC Acres 

Total 6th  
Field (%) 

Total 5th 
 Field  (%)   

DM* Copco 
Deer Creek-
Klamath River 38.27 

CT* Copco 
Deer Creek-
Klamath River 4.19 

  Total 42.5 (0.2%)  
DM Copco Long Prairie Creek 538.01 
CT Copco Long Prairie Creek 141.24 

  Total 679.3 (2.60%) 721.7 (0.10%) 

CT Irongate 
Fall Creek-Klamath 
River 25.21 

  Total 25.2 (0.01%) 25.2 (0.00%) 
Prescribed 
Fire _ 

Copco 
Deer Creek-
Klamath River 740.62 

  Total 740.6 (2.7%) 
Copco Long Prairie Creek 481.88 

  Total 481.9 (1.8%) 1222.5 (1.4%) 
*DM and CT refer to Density Management Harvest and Commercial Thinning 

Cumulative Effects 
Cumulative effects are past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that when 
considered along with the proposed action would have additive or compounding  impacts that are 
different from the effects of the actions when considered individually. For hydrologic impacts, 
these could include multiple disturbances within the watershed that affect the functions of 
hydrological processes such as the timing and quantity of storm run-off.  For the purposes of this 
analysis, cumulative impacts will be considered at three spatial scales:  5th field watershed 
(watershed), 6th field watershed (sub-watershed), and project area. 
 
In general, impacts from use, maintenance, new road construction and road obliteration would 
result in short-term increases in sediment delivery during run-off events.  These impacts are 
expected to diminish rapidly after one or two winters following treatments. Improvements in the 
drainage system, reductions in the amount of road density and the number of road stream 
connections will have immediate and long term benefits in reducing sedimentation from roads.   
 
It is unlikely that harvest effects (i.e. canopy removal) on hydrological processes will have any 
cumulative effects to sediment delivery or streamflow quantity or timing of runoff.  In general, due 
to the small percentage of the watersheds and sub-watersheds impacted and high canopy retention 
in thinning prescription, these impacts will be negligible.  
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Aquatic Species and Habitat – Affected Environment 
 
Habitat for aquatic species within the Wildgal-Dixie analysis area is limited to two perennial/ 
intermittent streams [Long Prairie Creek (fish-bearing) and East Fork Beaver Creek (non-fish-
bearing)], several ephemeral drainages (non-fish-bearing) and one fish-bearing impounded spring 
(Dixie Spring).  There are no known aquatic species within the analysis area that are listed under 
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) or considered sensitive under the BLM’s Special Status 
Species List. 
 

Perennial/Fish-bearing Stream 
Long Prairie Creek flows through Section 5 and adjacent to, but outside the project area boundary 
in Sections 8 and 17.  In Section 5, it is considered intermittent upstream of Dixie Spring and 
perennial downstream.  The stream has additional intermittent segments downstream of the 
analysis area.  Approximately six miles downstream of the analysis area, Long Prairie Creek is 
connected to Copco Reservoir through a steep, narrow draw within the Klamath River Canyon.  
The lack of continuous flow and steep terrain limits the ability of Long Prairie Creek to provide 
habitat for a diverse fish and aquatic invertebrate assemblage (TPLA, 1996).  It is, however, 
considered fish bearing through the analysis area and surveys have documented the presence of the 
Klamath speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus klamathensis), which is native to the Klamath Basin, 
but is not a listed species. 
 
In Section 5, there is a section of road along Long Prairie Creek which is causing erosion, bank 
sheer and continued channel incision. In the southern half of Section 5, there is a road crossing 
over Long Prairie Creek.  Currently, the primary channel flows through a culvert and a bypass 
channel has formed which allows flood flows to flow around the culvert.  This secondary channel 
has eroded the road creating a challenging low water crossing and an unstable erosive situation.    
 

Perennial/Non fish-bearing Stream 
East Fork Beaver Creek flows through Sections 7 and 18 of the analysis area. It is mostly 
intermittent in Section 7 and then becomes perennial in Section 18.  Approximately 1.5 miles 
downstream of the analysis area, East Fork Beaver Creek is connected to Copco Reservoir through 
a steep, narrow draw within the Klamath River Canyon.  The lack of continuous flow and steep 
terrain limits the ability of East Fork Beaver Creek to provide habitat for fish.  It is considered 
non-fishbearing through the analysis area, but serves as habitat for aquatic invertebrates.  None of 
these invertebrates are considered listed species at this time.  
 
Perennial/Impounded Fish-bearing Spring   
Dixie Spring is located in Section 5 of the analysis area, approximately 150 feet upslope of Long 
Prairie Creek.  A portion of the spring flow is diverted into a tenth acre man-made pond and the 
remainder of the spring flow seeps down into the creek.  The pond was constructed mainly as a 
water source for fire suppression.  It is perennial and a variety of non-native fish have been 
documented in the pond over the years, including black crappie (Pomoxis nigromaculatus) and 
largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides). 
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Aquatic Species and Habitat - Environmental Consequences 

No Action and Cumulative Effects of No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no ground disturbing effects of sedimentation or 
increase in road related sediment inputs due to increased levels of road use and maintenance. 
Indirect and cumulative impacts associated with current watershed conditions identified in the 
affected environment section would continue to occur. 
 
Overstocked areas in Riparian Reserves would remain at an elevated risk for stand replacing 
wildfire.  If a stand replacing wildfire were to occur, negative effects on aquatic species could 
include, loss of canopy shading causing an increase in average water temperature, negative impacts 
on water quality due to higher than normal nutrient concentrations in soil adjacent to the stream, 
and increased sedimentation.  
 
Conifer growth in overstocked stands adjacent to streamside areas would continue to be 
suppressed, reducing long term stream shading and large wood recruitment.  Overstocked stands in 
the Riparian Reserves would maintain largely uniform age/size and species distributions until 
shade tolerant tree establishment and/or natural mortality (either chronic or catastrophic) allows 
understory development.  This type of development would contain a simplified size and age class 
stand structure and is not typical of late succession stand characteristics.  Late seral stand 
characteristics in riparian areas allow for many benefits to streams including, stream shading, 
channel stability and complexity, large wood contributions and nutrient recycling. All of these 
contribute to healthy aquatic species populations, diversity and habitat.  Further, the road along 
Long Prairie Creek in Section 5 would continue to erode and the Section 5 stream crossing would 
continue to be unstable causing continued stream channel degradation. 

Proposed Action 
Perennial/Fish-bearing Streams 
Commercial Timber Harvest 
Appropriate Project Design Features (PDFs), Best Management Practices (BMPs) and a 300 foot 
Riparian Reserve buffer would be utilized in most areas adjacent to Long Prairie Creek and East 
Fork Beaver Creek and therefore impacts to the streams from the proposed action would be 
minimal or nonexistent (see Appendix B and Table B-1).    
 
Roads/ Grazing Management 
According to the proposed action, in Section 5 of the analysis area and within the Long Prairie 
Creek Riparian Reserve, approximately .8 miles of existing road would be closed, obliterated and 
recontoured.  In the southern half of Section 5, one road crossing over Long Prairie Creek would 
be eliminated by removing the culvert and excess fill, recontouring the stream channel and placing 
armoring material to stabilize the bed of the stream channel at the crossing area. The grazing 
exclosure fence would be extended to protect this area and allow for riparian/streambank recovery 
(see Grazing Management section below). 
 
Fuels Management 
No fuels management units are proposed within or adjacent to perennial reaches of Long Prairie 
Creek or East Fork Beaver Creek. 
 
  

Page 51 of 77 
 



Oak Woodland Management  
No oak woodland treatments are proposed within or adjacent to perennial reaches of Long Prairie 
Creek or East Fork Beaver Creek.   
 
Perennial/Non fish-bearing Stream 
Appropriate Project Design Features (PDFs), Best Management Practices and a 150 foot Riparian 
Reserve buffer would be utilized adjacent to Long Prairie Creek and therefore impacts to the 
stream from the proposed action would be minimal or nonexistent (see Appendix B and Table B-
1).  
 
In areas of oak woodland treatments within the 300 foot Riparian Reserve buffer, appropriate 
PDFs and BMPs would be followed.  In addition, all cutting, lopping and piling would be 
accomplished by hand.  Therefore impacts to the streams from this part of the proposed action 
would be minimal or nonexistent (see Appendix B and Table B-1). 
 
Perennial/Impounded Fish-bearing Spring   
Appropriate Project Design Features, Best Management Practices and a 150 foot Riparian Reserve 
buffer would be utilized adjacent to the Dixie Spring and Impoundment  and therefore impacts to 
the spring/pond from the proposed action would be minimal or nonexistent (see Appendix B and 
Table B-1).  

Cumulative Effects  
Indirect and cumulative impacts could potentially include increased sediment delivery to streams 
from road surfaces and ditchlines during hauling operations.  As discussed in the Hydrology 
section, potential increases in sediment delivery due to hauling would be small, and would not 
affect aquatic species. 
 

Grazing Management - Affected Environment   

Livestock 
The analysis area is located within the Dixie Allotment.  The Dixie Allotment is authorized for 
livestock grazing by 91 cattle from May 1 through August 15.  Additional stipulations in the 
grazing authorization state that livestock will be moved out of the Long Prairie Creek area by July 
15.  There are also two riparian areas within the analysis area that are fenced to exclude livestock 
grazing.  These two areas are a small spring development site at Wild Gal spring and a larger area 
along Long Prairie Creek that includes the spring development at Dixie spring.   
 
A Rangeland Health Standards Assessment (RHSA) was completed for the Dixie Allotment in 
2001.  The RHSA determined that Standards 1, 2, 3, and 5 were not being fully met and that 
livestock grazing was a contributing factor.  Modifications were made to the grazing authorization 
and to the management of the allotment in 2002 to address these Standards.  The riparian 
conditions below the Dixie Spring exclosure have not improved with these changes.  Part of the 
Proposed Action for this analysis includes the expansion of the exclosure in Section 5 to include 
more of the riparian area along Long Prairie Creek that is below the current exclosure.  This 
proposed exclosure expansion is shown on the map in Figure 4 in the proposed action section. 
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Wild Horses 
The analysis area includes a small portion (less than 5%) of the Pokegama Herd Management Area 
(HMA).  The total HMA is bounded by Copco Lake and the Klamath River on the south and east, 
Jenny Creek on the west, and Highway 66 on the north.  The Appropriate Management Level 
(AML) for this HMA is 30-50 head of horses.  This level was affirmed in the KFRA ROD/RMP, 
completed in 1995.  Horses from the HMA are frequently sighted within the analysis area, often at 
Wild Gal spring and near Long Prairie Creek and the Dixie Spring area. 

Grazing Management - Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
The No Action Alternative would have no effect upon livestock grazing or wild horses.  However, 
the riparian conditions below the Dixie spring area would continue to be negatively impacted by 
cattle and wild horse grazing that cause trampling and compaction with subsequent stream 
sedimentation. 

Proposed Action 
The timber harvest and prescribed fire treatments in the Proposed Action would have minor short 
term negative effects to the forage species available for livestock and wild horse use.  The soil 
surface disturbance from the timber harvest operations and the burning would result in a short term 
(1-3 years) loss of some palatable forage species.  The impacted areas would mainly be within 
forested stands that comprise a small percentage of the total forage available for livestock and wild 
horse use.  In the long term (3-10 years) the amount of palatable forage species should increase in 
the treatment areas due to the decreased competition from the harvested timber and more open 
vegetation stands created by the timber harvest and prescribed fire treatments.  This would provide 
a minor positive impact to livestock grazing and wild horses. 
 
The construction of the riparian exclosure on Long Prairie Creek would result in a minor negative 
impact to available forage and water for livestock grazing and wild horses as the excluded area 
would not be available for grazing.  The impact would be minor as the excluded area would only 
be about 8 acres of the total 5,547 acres of public land in the Dixie allotment.  A developed spring 
that provides a water source for livestock and wild horses is also located less than ½ mile north of 
the proposed exclosure.   
 

Cumulative Effects 
Implementation of the Proposed Action would likely result in a minor increase in the total 
palatable forage species available for livestock and wild horses in the Dixie Allotment.   
 

Cultural Resources – Affected Environment 
The project area is located on the far western edge of an area known as Pokegama Plateau, and 
held many attractions, such as root crops, berries, and game animals, for Native Americans.  
Archaeological evidence within the Klamath River Canyon, approximately 5 miles east of the 
project area, documents at least 10,000 years of Native American presence (Beckham 2006).  
Dispute persists surrounding the extent of aboriginal territories, thus it is uncertain as to which 
tribal territory the project area fell into at the time of Euro-American contact.  The claimed 
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territorial boundaries of the Shasta, Takelma, and the Klamath traverse the project area.  It is 
probable that the plateau was used by all three tribes (Beckham 2006, and Follansbee and Pollock 
et. al. 1978).  In 1864, the Klamath, Modoc and Yahooskin Band of Snake Indians ceded a large 
area, including the proposed project area, to the United States government in the Klamath Lake 
Treaty. 
 
The first Euro-American exploration within the region of the Pokegama Plateau country was 
conducted by Peter Skene Ogden under the employment of the Hudson’s Bay Company in 1827.  
On January 24, 1827, Ogden’s party camped on the Klamath River.  They spent several days 
trapping on the river and its tributaries before heading west through the Siskiyou Mountains.  The 
first Euro-Americans to cross the plateau were the McLeod party in 1829.  Alexander Roderick 
McLoad led a Hudson’s Bay Company brigade across the area in route from the Rogue River 
Valley to the Sacramento Valley (Beckham 2006).  The next significant crossing occurred in 1846 
by the Scott-Applegate party while scouting for a new emigrant trail, later known as the Applegate 
Trail.  
 
The peak of the Pokegama Plateau’s history revolved around the logging industry.  However, as a 
precursor to settlement and development, the virgin land needed to be mapped.  The Pokegama 
Plateau was mapped in the summer of 1874 by contract surveyors hired by the General Land 
Office, later to become the Bureau of Land Management.  The surveyors noted that very little land 
within the Pokegama Plateau was suitable for farming and the area lay far from markets, thus very 
few filed for homestead patents (Beckham 2006).  In 1867, President Ulysses S. Grant signed 
legislation to create a land-grant subsidy for the construction of the Oregon & California Railroad 
(O&C).  The grant allowed the O&C RR Company to select off-numbered Sections from the 
public domain for the construction of the railroad.  In 1887, the O&C RR Company claimed “lieu” 
lands on the Pokegama Plateau as compensation for other lands that had already been claimed by 
homesteaders or military and wagon road companies.  Title to these lieu lands were immediately 
(and illegally) transferred to the Pokegama Sugar Pine Lumber Company (PSPL) (Gavin 2003).   
 
To move the logs from the Pokegama Plateau, the PSPL Company built a log chute on the rim of 
the Klamath River Canyon and the first railroad in Klamath County.  Logging camps such as 
Snow, Dixie (within the project area), Horn’s Camp, and Old Pokegama sprang up at the railroad 
terminus, which changed over time.  Eventually, a new railroad was needed and the Klamath Lake 
Railroad Company was born.  Construction of the Klamath Lake Railroad began in 1903 in Thrall, 
California.  The railroad became a reliable means of transportation for passengers.  It was the first 
common carrier railroad in Klamath County.   
 
In 1904, the Oregon land fraud trials commenced and eventually, the remaining grant lands, now 
known as the O&C lands, were returned to public domain.  The PSPL Company sold their holding 
to Weyerhaeuser in 1905 (Foley 1994).  Although the logging camps/towns and use of railroad 
logging have long disappeared from the Pokegama Plateau, the main activity in the area is still 
logging. 
 
The project area has been previously inventoried for cultural resources and there are fifteen known 
archaeological sites located within the project boundary.  These sites will be avoided by all project 
activities. 
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Cultural Resources – Environmental Consequences 

No Action 
No sites would be impacted by activities, however, the potential for increasing fuel loads would 
increase over time, creating an environment that would be more prone to catastrophic wildfire and 
potentially impact sites in an adverse manner. 

Proposed Action  
The fifteen known sites have been flagged for avoidance and would not be impacted by project 
activities if so avoided.  If the road along Long Prairie Creek is removed from the creek area and a 
new road is constructed, the new road has the potential to impact a historic site and would require 
additional coordination for mitigation with the lead archaeologist.   

Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative effects from either alternative are expected to be negligible, except in the event of a 
large scale wildfire or if operators do not obey avoidance flagging. 
 

Recreation Resources - Affected Environment  
   
The analysis area provides opportunities for dispersed recreation such as hunting, off-highway 
vehicle driving, dispersed camping, sightseeing, and mountain biking.  Nearby recreation facilities 
with some level of development include Topsy campground and an extensive network of forest 
roads.  Private timber land roads provide access off of Highway 66 to the Wildgal-Dixie area and 
BLM land parcels.   
 
The analysis area currently receives light dispersed recreation use most times of the year.  The 
seasonal Pokegama wildlife road closure limits motorized access to the area from November 20th 
to March 31st.   
 
For additional information about recreation resources in the analysis area, reference the 
Topsy/Pokegama Watershed analysis, pages 173 through 179.  For general information about 
recreation in the area, refer to the Klamath Falls RMP/ROD pages 47-53, and RMP maps 2-8 and 
2-10. 

Recreation Resources - Environmental Consequences  

No Action  
Opportunities to pursue recreation resources are expected to continue unchanged under this 
alternative. 

Proposed Action  
Only temporary, minor disruption to recreational users would occur during treatment activities.  
Short-term disturbances to recreationists from log truck traffic, equipment noise, dust and smoke 
associated with treatment activities would be expected. A positive recreation benefit of treatment 
activities could occur through the increased availability of firewood and enhanced mushroom 
gathering opportunities. 
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The impacts associated with the proposed selective harvest or thinning, riparian treatments and 
fuel reduction as described in the Proposed Action would not approach or exceed those described 
in the Klamath Falls Resource Area Final RMP (pages 4-104-108).   Hunting and other 
recreational uses are expected to continue at or near present levels.   
 
Decommissioning of the stream crossing in Section 5 would eliminate a passage from one tributary 
road system to another.  This would require persons wanting to get to the other side of Long 
Prairie Creek to travel approximately five miles on secondary roads to the north or approximately 
two miles to the south. Closing short spur roads would have minimal effect on recreationists; some 
positive and some negative depending on the nature of the activities they participate in.   
 
See Appendix B for suggested Project Design Features and Mitigation related to recreation 
resources.  

Cumulative Effects  
Cumulative effects from either alternative are expected to be negligible, except in the event of a 
large scale wildfire. 
 

Visual Resources - Affected Environment  
The BLM has a basic stewardship responsibility to identify and protect scenic values on public 
lands.  This is accomplished through the Visual Resource Management (VRM) program.  Through 
this program, all BLM lands are inventoried and managed in specific VRM classes. 
BLM lands within the analysis area contain a variety of landforms and scenic/aesthetic qualities.   
The analysis area is comprised of VRM Class IV lands.  Management objectives for VRM Class 
IV are to manage for moderate levels of change to the characteristic landscape.  Management 
activities may dominate the view and be the major focus of viewer attention.    
For additional information about scenic resources in the analysis area, refer to the Klamath Falls 
RMP/ROD pages 43-44, and RMP maps 2-5.   
 

Visual Resources - Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
Current scenery would remain unchanged except for gradual changes as the stands age and 
additional trees die from insects and disease.  No short term effects on visual resources would be 
expected, however there is a greater likelihood of widespread insect mortality and catastrophic fire, 
which would greatly affect long term scenic resources. 

Proposed Action  
Proposed treatment activities would have minimal negative effects on visual resources.  
Maintaining an uneven-aged, multi-strata stand structure and reducing competition and stress to 
reserve trees, will reduce the impact to visual resources.     
 
Long-term management of visual resources within the analysis area would likely be positively 
affected by proposed treatments, riparian area thinning, and follow-up prescribed fire activities.  
Management objectives for VRM Class IV would be met because minimal levels of change to the 
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characteristic landscape would occur and would not dominate the view or be the major focus of 
viewer attention.  These treatments would greatly reduce the opportunity for catastrophic wildfire 
and insect mortality due to drought within the treated areas.   

Cumulative Effects  
Cumulative effects from either alternative are expected to be negligible, except in the event of a 
large scale wildfire.   
 

Air Quality – Affected Environment 
 
Air quality is a sensitive issue in the Upper Klamath Basin primarily because of the recent 
designation of part of the county as nonattainment for PM2.5. This area of non-attainment is 
located approximately 22 miles northeast of the analysis area. Potential air quality consequences 
are important for the preservation of high quality visual values for the region. National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) were established by the 1963 Clean Air Act and subsequent 
amendments to protect the public health and welfare from adverse effects associated with the 
presence of pollutants in the ambient air. In 2006, EPA revised the 24-hour NAAQS for PM2.5 
downward from 65 to 35 μg/m3. If the particulate matter for NAAQS is exceeded, the EPA is 
required to designate the area as a “nonattainment” area. Air pollutants are emitted from a variety 
of sources in the Basin including woodstoves, open burning, industrial plants, and internal 
combustion engines. Woodstoves contribute greatly to particulate matter during the winter. 
Agricultural and forestry burning operations are substantial sources in the spring and fall. With the 
emphasis on reducing risk of wildfire, fuels reduction projects using prescribed fire are also 
common source of pollutants that can contribute to reduced air quality. This is a Class II airshed, 
with the closest Class I airshed, Mountain Lakes Wilderness, located approximately 18 miles to the 
northeast. To comply with air quality standards and minimize impacts to either the non-attainment 
area of Klamath Falls or the nearby Class I airshed, the Klamath Falls Resource Area reports to the 
Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF) an estimate of the tonnage it expects to consume for each 
proposed project. Burn days are selected in coordination with the ODF Smoke Management to 
minimize the probability of sending smoke into these smoke sensitive areas. 
 

Air Quality – Environmental Consequences 
 
The following assumptions are made for smoke emissions, based on FOFEM and CONSUME 
modeling:  

• Underburning: 364 lbs PM2.5 / acre  
• Wildfire: 522 lbs PM2.5 / acre  
• Biomass Plant: 5 lbs PM2.5 / acre  
• Hand Pile burning: 95 lbs PM2.5 / acre  

 
This air quality analysis has assumed that acres treated by thinning will require handpiling and 
burning of residual slash or underburning.  Since thinning will be done using whole tree yarding 
followed up with biomass utilization of residual landing slash, it is anticipated there will be limited 
slash left on the ground and landings so these emission estimates will result in an over-prediction 
of smoke production.   
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No Action 
This alternative would not directly produce any PM2.5.  However, the potential for subsequent 
wildfires that would produce large quantities of PM2.5 would continue to increase as surface and 
ladder fuels accumulate. A single 1,000 acre wildfire would result in approximately 261 tons of 
PM2.5, which would occur under unknown dispersal conditions, in a short period of time, and 
quite likely affect one or more smoke sensitive receptors. 
 

Proposed Action 
This alternative would produce approximately 158 tons of PM2.5, all of which would occur during 
time periods selected for ideal dispersal of smoke away from smoke sensitive receptor areas.  The 
smoke produced from these treatments will occur over the duration of implementation and not all 
at one time.  Consequently, no impact to Klamath Falls or other sensitive areas is expected. There 
will be some residual smoke, particularly in the evening following burning that will remain within 
and near the project area, potentially impacting nearby residents for several hours. Due to the 
smoke dispersal conditions that are selected for burning and the topography of the analysis area, it 
is unlikely that the NAAQS would be exceeded in these residential areas. The potential for 
subsequent wildfires that would produce large quantities of PM2.5 would be greatly reduced.  This 
number could vary depending upon the actual amount of material utilized as biomass versus 
burned. 
 

Cumulative Effects 
It is anticipated that regional emissions would remain at the current level, and that these actions 
would have a short-term additive effect, lasting for several days at a time. It is likely that other 
prescribed burning in the region would occur concurrently which is mitigated through the smoke 
management process described in the Affected Environment section above. 

Socioeconomics – Affected Environment 
As mentioned above, the activities in the Proposed Action lie within an area that is utilized by a 
variety of the public for hunting and other recreational uses. Additionally, in relation to economic 
conditions, it is assumed that for every million board feet of timber harvested and processed in 
southern Oregon, approximately ten jobs are generated (www.oregon.gov).  
 

Socioeconomics – Environmental Consequences 

No Action  
The No Action alternative would affect local businesses primarily dependent upon the production 
of forest products, as no timber harvesting or fuels treatments of smaller material would be 
completed. Based upon the assumption above that for every million board feet of timber harvested, 
ten jobs are generated, approximately 13 jobs either locally or within the community that processes 
the timber could be impacted if this alternative is chosen. However, the No Action alternative 
should not result in any detectable socioeconomic change in regards to recreation uses. Hunting 
and other recreational uses are expected to continue at present levels regardless of this alternative 
or the Proposed Action. 
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Proposed Action and Cumulative Effects  
The commercial harvesting under the Proposed Action could remove roughly 1.3 million board 
feet of timber (MMBF) and result in the creation or retention of approximately 13 related jobs. The 
local area processes a considerable amount of timber.  Timber expected from the proposed action 
is only a small percentage of that volume. The RMP states that the annual sale quantity for the 
KFRA from matrix lands is approximately six million board feet (6 MMBF). Processing facilities 
are dependent upon a stable, sustainable, and reliable supply of timber. However, continual delays 
such as litigation of timber sales on federal lands have decreased the stability of a sustainable 
supply. The cumulative effects of this instability are partial to permanent closures of processing 
facilities and the corresponding loss of jobs. Although private timberlands supply much of the 
present demand for timber, some of the present forest industrial infrastructure is dependent upon a 
sustainable supply of timber from federal lands. While each timber sale harvested may offer a 
short duration of the above mentioned employment, cumulatively a steady supply of timber sales 
are expected to result in longer, more reliable employment.  Additional employment opportunities 
could result from any follow-up biomass operations that would utilize residual landing debris. 
 
The Oregon and California Railroad and Coos Bay Wagon Road Grant Lands Act (O&C Act) (43 
U.S.C. § 1181a, et seq.) provides the legal authority for the management of O&C lands by the 
Secretary of the Interior. The O&C Act requires that the O&C lands be managed “…for permanent 
forest production, and the timber thereon shall be sold, cut, and removed in conformity with the 
principal of sustained yield for the purpose of providing a permanent source of timber supply, 
protecting watersheds, regulating stream flow, and contributing to the economic stability of local 
communities and industries, providing recreational facilities…” The proposed action helps meet 
the objectives of the act by providing for needs identified above.  
 
The proposed action could also result in an increase of morel mushroom picking opportunities in 
the area resulting in some socioeconomic benefits. Morel mushrooms seem to favor areas with a 
certain amount of disturbance, especially burning disturbance (WMMA) that would be provided 
through the proposed action activities. This additional area for mushroom harvesting could in turn 
help provide economic benefit to local commercial harvesters and sellers.  
 

Greenhouse Gases and Carbon Storage – Affected Environment 
Climate change is a phenomenon that has been occurring on earth for approximately the past four 
billion years. The climate has cooled and warmed as evidenced by ice ages, warm periods, 
changing sea levels and distribution of vegetation and human populations. Currently, there is 
general consensus that the climate is warming and has been generally warming with various 
warmer and colder periods for the past 10,000 years or so (Singer, F. S. and Avery, D. T. 2008.). 
Greenhouse gases (GHG), in particular carbon dioxide, may be contributing to the rate of this 
warming. These changes may affect the condition of local forests through fluctuations in 
temperature and precipitation patterns. Vegetation ranges may vary with elevation and associations 
between plants may also change. These changes are difficult to predict and current climate and 
vegetation models vary widely on what variations are expected. For example, in a recent (January 
2010) collaborative report from The Climate Leadership Initiative, the global climate models used 
predicted both decreases and increases in precipitation in the Klamath River Basin (Barr, B. R. et. 
al. Preparing for Climate Change in the Klamath Basin, 2010). 
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In general, as forests grow, vegetation including trees accumulate carbon from the atmosphere 
(CO2). The carbon is stored in all vegetative parts including leaves, roots and stems or tree boles. 
The faster the vegetation grows, the more carbon it stores. This carbon remains stored or 
sequestered until the plant dies and decomposes or it is consumed by fire, releasing carbon back 
into the atmosphere. Some important considerations of any analysis of carbon sequestration, GHG 
emissions, and forest management actions, are that the results depend greatly on the forest type, 
the forest’s location on the planet, the origin and type of forest soils, and past management. For 
example, temperate forests in the Pacific Northwest are not directly comparable to tropical forests 
on the equator in terms of GHG sequestration and emissions (Sierra Pacific Industries THP, CEQA 
Analysis, 2007). The Proposed Project Area constitutes a very small part of a global carbon cycle, 
and the forests in the proposed project area generally exist in overcrowded stand conditions with 
reduced growth rates. This results from excessive competition for light, water and nutrients. 
Mortality from factors associated with crowded growing conditions has been observed in the area 
(BLM stand exams 2008). 
 

Greenhouse Gases and Carbon Storage – Environmental Consequences 
All figures within this section are approximations calculated using estimates to be used only to 
compare the relative impact of the alternatives. 

No Action  
Under the No Action Alternative, continued forest growth would result in an increase in stand 
volume, which equates to an increase in storage of carbon. Carbon dioxide emissions associated 
with stand treatments would not occur.  However, continued forest growth can also result in 
excessive stocking levels which in turn could result in decreased growth rates and associated 
decreased carbon storage.  Further, excessive forest and woodland growth can also contribute to 
fuels build ups that can make intense wildfires more likely in drier landscapes east of the cascades.  
These hotter, faster moving wildfires could result in immediate emissions of large amounts of the 
carbon currently stored in living and dead biomass.  Such releases would be expected to be 
temporary if the stands were replanted, and would subsequently be expected to begin growing and 
sequestering carbon again. 

Proposed Action- Greenhouse Gasses & Carbon Storage 
The Proposed Action would include density management through the use of commercial and 
precommercial thinning of stands and biomass utilization or the use of fire to reduce fuels. All of 
these activities would release carbon into the atmosphere through a variety of mechanisms 
including burning of fossil fuels by heavy equipment, vehicles and power tools, decomposition of 
slash and forest products, and possible burning of slash and forest residue. For example, hauling 
logs from the project area to the nearest mill is assumed to release approximately .081 tonnes of 
CO2 round trip (World Resources Institute 2008). 
  
Up to 560 acres of mixed conifer could be commercially treated within the planning area.  These 
stands average 13.6 mbf (thousand board feet) per acre and are estimated to store on average  37 
tonnes of carbon per acre in merchantable standing trees, including plantation material (FVS 
output).  Removal of material is expected to produce approximately 2.5-4.5 mbf per acre, which 
would equate to about 7 tonnes of carbon per acre removed from the presently standing biomass.  
Trees that are harvested would cease to sequester carbon, while slash created and left on site by the 
harvest would begin to decompose. Many of the wood products removed would retain carbon in 
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fairly stable materials such as lumber, plywood, hardboard, and post and poles. Overall, these 
stable materials would be expected to retain the majority of their sequestered carbon for up to 100 
years (Sierra Pacific Industries THP, CEQA Analysis, 2007). Other products, such as hog fuel 
material for biomass facilities and firewood would be expected to be burned and release carbon 
fairly quickly. As noted above, any residual forest residue including limbs, leaves, needles, cull 
logs left on site and those not yarded to the landing would also begin to decompose and release 
carbon. 
 
The treatment of forest fuels, primarily logging slash and existing hazardous fuel accumulations, 
would accelerate carbon emissions compared to natural mortality and decay processes. Burning 
slash piles and underburning timber stands would contribute CO2 directly to the atmosphere. If it 
is assumed that underburning emits approximately 37,098 lbs./acre of carbon dioxide (BLM 2008), 
then the total emissions expected from the proposed action would be 32,275 tonnes (37,098 
lbs./acre x 870 acres). The amount of slash openly burned would be reduced if forest residue 
(landing slash) is chipped or grinded and used for energy production. Depending upon the biomass 
energy generating facility, the amount of PM10, CO, NMOC, CH4, NOx, SOx emissions could be 
substantially less than any open pile burning (Placer County Air Pollution Control District, TSS 
Consultants, Feb. 8, 2008). However, the reduced emission of carbon dioxide through carbon 
storage in wood products could be offset by the burning of the additional fossil fuels to yard, chip, 
transport, and process the material. Utilizing biomass to produce electricity would potentially 
preclude the need to generate electricity with other fossil fuels. 
 
The 20 to 40% of the trees on the landscape that would be harvested would immediately cease to 
sequester carbon.  However, the remaining 60 to 80% of the residual trees should experience 
increased growth rates and carbon sequestration rates as a result of less crowded growing 
conditions.  Forest growth, and therefore carbon sequestration amount, varies with species, 
elevation, soils, treatment prescriptions, etc. Depending on the stand type and treatment intensity, 
models show that it can take 20- 60 years for stands to return to pre-harvest levels of carbon 
storage in the area being analyzed (FVS output).    
 

Cumulative Effects 
The primary factors leading to the expectation of global warming are substantial increases in 
atmospheric carbon dioxide, nitrous oxide, methane, chlorofluorocarbons, and other trace gasses.  
The BLM’s proposed land management activities in this analysis area would primarily only affect 
the amount of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. The action alternatives would have direct impacts 
related to harvest of growing trees and release of greenhouse gases through burning of forest 
residue and fossil fuels, and through equipment emissions. Emissions from the proposed action 
including underburning/pileburning, removal of carbon through thinning, and equipment usage 
would roughly be greater than 36,195 tonnes of CO2. Greenhouse gas emissions from any of the 
action alternatives would be minor as compared to emissions on a large geographic scale, since 
these only constitute 0.0000546% of 2009 global emissions, which were 6,633 million metric 
tonnes of CO2 (www.epa.gov, ES report). 
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CHAPTER 4 – CONSULTATION 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) Consultation   
Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has been initiated for the proposed action and 
will be completed prior to implementation.  A determination of “May Affect, Not Likely to 
Adversely Affect” was made by the BLM for the northern spotted owl.  One spotted owl territory 
may be affected from the proposed project but all suitable habitat will be maintained from the 
proposed project. No other ESA listed species are found within the project area or would be 
affected by the proposed project. Therefore the BLM made a “No Effect” determination for all 
other listed species.  There is no designated critical habitat (USDI FWS 1992 and 2008) that 
occurs within the project area therefore the BLM made a “No Effect” determination on designated 
critical habitat.   
 

Tribal Consultation 
Tribal consultation occurred between the Klamath Falls Resource Area archaeologist and The 
Klamath Tribes Director of Cultural and Heritage, Perry Chocktoot, on October 6, 2009.  
Chocktoot indicated the tribe would like to be notified if large areas of ethnobotanical areas are 
identified during project activities. 
 
 

CHAPTER 5 – LIST OF PREPARERS 
 
Shawnna Dao    Project Lead/Forestry 
Rob McEnroe    Forestry 
Steve Hayner    Wildlife Biology 
Brooke Brown    Archaeology 
Eric Johnson    Fuels Management 
Julie Zoppetti    Fuels Management 
Don Hoffheins    Planning 
Madeline Campbell   Silviculture/Inventory 
Dana Eckard    Range Management 
Andy Hamilton   Hydrology 
Brian McCarty   Roads Engineering  
Scott Senter    Recreation & Visual Resources     
Rob Roninger    Fisheries Biology 
Molly Boyter    Noxious Weeds and Special Status Plants 
Nikos Hunner    Soils  
Cindy Foster    Soils 
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APPENDIX B – Summary of Best Management Practices and Project 
Design Features 
Appendix D of the RMP (pages D1-D46) describes the Best Management Practices (BMPs) that 
are “designed to achieve the objectives of maintaining or improving water quality and soil 
productivity and the protection of riparian-wetland areas”.  Best management practices are defined 
as methods, measures, or practices selected on the basis of site-specific conditions to ensure that 
water quality will be maintained at its highest practicable level (D-1, Appendix D, 1995 RMP).  In 
addition to BMPs that focus on water quality and soil production, the interdisciplinary team also 
develops Project Design Features (PDF) with the objective of meeting other resource goals.  For 
instance, the PDFs listed below under Wildlife and Vegetation are designed to meet resource 
objectives associated with these resources and not necessarily water quality.  In addition, the PDFs 
listed under Recreation and Visual Resources are designed to meet objectives stated in the RMP 
for these respective resources.  The list below is not an exclusive list of BMPs or PDFs for the 
Wildgal-Dixie Forest Health Treatments.  It is a list of the BMPs and PDFs that the 
interdisciplinary team found to be most pertinent for the proposed action.  All of Appendix D as 
well as the Annual Program Monitoring Reports are used when developing the final operational 
specifications for a treatment.   
 

Upland Forest Vegetation - Harvest Prescription  

Density Management Harvests  
• For uneven-aged stands, maintain a multi-strata stand structure. 
• Thin around large old growth trees to improve vigor and reduce hazardous fuels risk. 
• Use variable density thinning as a tool to achieve density management. 

 

Low Density Patches  
• Low Density Patches (40 BA) would not exceed five acres in size and would comprise no 

more than 15% of the total harvest area. 
 

Roads 
• The BMPs listed in Appendix D of the RMP provide standard management practices that 

are to be implemented. 
• Seasonally restricting renovation activities is recommended to eliminate sediment 

transportation to streams. 
• Installing drainage dips in accordance with RMP BMPs to reduce surface and ditchline 

run-off is recommended. 
• Surfacing roads in accordance with RMP BMPs (Roads C-1-8) is recommended for all 

naturally surfaced roads not proposed for decommissioning or closure, to allow use during 
all seasons and is expected to minimize erosion from the road surfaces. 

• Direction from the RMP ROD for Key Watersheds includes reducing road mileage and a 
no net increase in road mileage.   Restoration of forest productivity including full 

Page 68 of 77 
 



decommissioning of roads within the Riparian Reserves upon completion of the project is 
recommended. 

• Minimal or no grading of the existing roads will be done to maintain the existing ground 
cover and vegetation and to decrease sediment movement. 

• Re-decommission roads that have been decommissioned but are opened for commercial 
treatments, non-commercial treatments, or prescribed fire use. 

• When obliterating or fully decommissioning roads remove road drainage features and fill in 
ditches, place slash and woody material on the road surface subsequent to ripping, and 
ensure that the road closure is adequate to ensure that vehicle access is eliminated. 

• When obliterating or fully decommissioning roads within Riparian Reserves, plant native 
trees subsequent to road removal. 

 

Soil Resources 
• Limit detrimental soil conditions to less than 20 percent of the total acreage within the 

activity area. Use current soil quality indicators to monitor soil impacts.  Sites where the 20 
percent standard is exceeded will require treatment, such as ripping, backblading or 
seeding. 

• To protect riparian areas, soil resources, and water quality while limiting erosion and 
sedimentation to nearby streams and drainages, do not allow logging operations during the 
wet season (October 15 to May 1)*. 

• Limit mechanical cutting and yarding operations to periods when the soil moisture is below 
20 percent at a six inch depth. Even lower soil moisture levels are preferable on fragile 
soils. 

• *Permit logging activities during this time period if frozen ground or sufficient snow is 
present.  This is normally when snow depths are in excess of twenty (20) inches in depth. 

• To protect soil resources and water quality, close unsurfaced roads during the wet season 
(October 30 to June 1) unless waived by authorized personnel. 

• Residual slash will be placed upon skid trails upon completion of yarding. 
• Avoid placement of skid trails in areas with potential to collect and divert surface runoff, 

such as the bottom of draws and ephemeral drainages. 
• Retain and establish adequate vegetative cover in accordance with RMP BMPs to reduce 

erosion.  
• Retain enough small woody (dead and down) material to sustain soil nutrients. See RMP 

BMPs for specifications. In ponderosa pine forest land, retain 9 tons per acre of duff and 
litter (approximately ½ inch deep). 

• Seed and/or mulch exposed and disturbed soil surfaces with native seed when seed is 
available. 

• Cable yarding and restricted use of mechanized equipment is required on slopes that are 
greater than 35 percent. 

• Construct fireline by hand on slopes greater than 35 percent.  

Hydrology & Riparian Reserve Treatments 

Timber Harvest 
• Delineate Riparian Reserve widths as described in the RMP (FEIS pg. F-8, ROD pgs. C-30 

to 31). Refer to Table B-1 below. 
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Table B-1.  Riparian reserve types and widths from the KFRA RMP ROD, Page 13. 
Riparian Reserve Type Reserve Width** (for each side of streams/wetlands) 
Fish-bearing streams • 

• 
• 
• 

• 

 

Riparian Reserves will consist of the stream and the area 
on each side of the stream extending from the edges of the 
active stream channel to the top of the inner gorge,  
or to the outer edges  of the 100-year floodplain, 
or to the outer edges of the riparian vegetation, 
or to a distance equal to the height of two site potential 
trees (240 feet), 
or 300 feet slope distance (600 feet total, including both 
sides of the stream channel), whichever is greatest. 

Perennial, non-fish-
bearing streams 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 

Riparian Reserves will consist of the stream and the area 
on each side of the stream extending from the edges of the 
active stream channel to the top of the inner gorge,  
or to the outer edges  of the 100-year floodplain, 
or to the outer edges of the riparian vegetation, 
or to a distance equal to the height of one site potential 
tree (120 feet), 
or 150 feet slope distance (300 feet total, including both 
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• Existing landings and roads within Riparian Reserves would be used only if replacing them 
with landings and roads outside the Riparian Reserves would result in greater overall 
disturbance to the Riparian Reserve or water quality. 

• Placement of skid trails and landings in areas with potential to collect and divert surface 
runoff such as the bottom of draws and ephemeral drainages will be avoided. 

• Harvest/treatments methods that would disturb the least amount of soil and vegetation 
(yarding over snow or frozen ground, limiting activities to the dry season, pulling line to 
each tree, and minimizing skid trails) would be used in the Riparian Reserves. Use of the 
20-foot radial arm on the mechanical harvester to reach toward the boundary line of 
Riparian Reserves would occur wherever possible. 

• Thin to a higher basal area (100-160 square feet per acre), favoring larger trees for shading 
and removing competing conifers around dominant pines. 

• No new permanent roads will be constructed within Riparian Reserves (except where 
construction or re-alignment of short road segments allows obliteration of longer road 
segments within Riparian Reserves). 

• Yarding/skidding corridors that pass through Riparian Reserves will be designated prior to 
project implementation, will have a minimum spacing of 300 feet and be oriented 
perpendicular to streams, will have minimal relative slope, and will be re-vegetated 
following project implementation (as needed).  Stream crossings will be selected at stable, 
naturally armored locations or will be armored with slash before being used as a corridor. 

• Use of existing roads and landings within Riparian Reserves will be reviewed and 
approved by members of the Klamath Falls Resource Area interdisciplinary team.   

• Temporary stream crossings will be armored with logs and will be removed and blocked 
upon project completion. 

• Mechanical treatments would be allowed in fragile soils and seasonally wet areas only 
during periods when detrimental soil effects would be least likely to occur. 
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sides of the stream channel), whichever is greatest. 
 

Intermittent (seasonal) 
streams, wetlands less 
than one acre, and 
unstable and potentially 
unstable areas 

This category applies to features with high variability in size and 
site-specific characteristics.  At a minimum the Riparian Reserves 
will include: 

• the extent of unstable or potentially unstable areas, 
• the stream channel and the area extending to the top of the 

inner gorge, 
• the stream channel or wetland and the area from the edges 

of the stream channel or wetland to the outer edges of the 
riparian vegetation; and 

• the area extending from the edges of the stream channel to 
a distance equal to the height of one site-potential tree 
(120 feet), or 100 feet slope distance, whichever is 
greatest. 

 
Constructed ponds and 
reservoirs, and wetlands 
greater than one acre 
 

• Riparian Reserves will consist of the body of water or 
wetland and the area to the outer edges of the riparian 
vegetation,  

• or the extent of seasonally saturated soil,  
• or the extent of unstable or potentially unstable areas, 
• or to a distance equal to the height of one site-potential 

tree (120 feet), 
• or to 150 feet slope distance from the edge of the wetland 

greater than one acre or the maximum pool elevation of 
constructed ponds and reservoirs, whichever is greatest. 

 
Lakes and natural ponds • Riparian Reserves will consist of the body of water and 

the area to the outer edges of the riparian vegetation,  
• or the extent of seasonally saturated soil,  
• or the extent of unstable or potentially unstable areas, 
• or to a distance equal to the height of two site-potential 

trees (240 feet), 
• or 300 feet slope distance (600 feet total, including both 

sides of the stream channel), whichever is greatest. 
 

Springs Reserve widths vary according to the size of the associated wetland 
(see above). 

*A site-potential tree is defined as the average maximum height of the tallest dominant trees 
(200 years old or more) for a given site class.  In the Wildgal-Dixie Forest Health Treatments 
project area, the site potential tree height was determined to be approximately 120 feet. 
**“Riparian reserve widths should have variable widths,…avoid straight ,uniform Riparian 
Reserve Boundaries” (refer to KFRA RMP/FEIS p.F-9) 
 



Fuels Reduction (Post-harvest)  

Mechanical fuels treatments in Riparian Reserves: 
• Treatment methods that would disturb the least amount of soil (yarding over snow or 

frozen ground, limiting activities to the dry season, pulling line to each tree, and 
minimizing skid trails) would be used in the Riparian Reserves. 

• No ripping, piling, or mechanical site preparation (except for designated skid trails 
crossings, roads, or yarding corridors) would occur in Riparian Reserves. 

• A no-mechanical-entry spacing for treatments would occur from the natural topographic 
break to the edge of the riparian area within the Riparian Reserve.  In areas where a 
topographic break is not evident the following guidelines would be implemented: On 
perennial, intermittent, and/or fish bearing streams with slopes less than 20%, a 25-foot no 
entry buffer would be established from the edge of the riparian area and on slopes greater 
than 20%, a 50-foot no entry buffer would be established from the edge of the riparian area.  
In wetland areas, a 50-foot no entry buffer would be established from the edge of the 
riparian area. 

• Stream crossings will be designated prior to project implementation, will have a minimum 
spacing of 300 feet and be oriented perpendicular to streams, will have minimal relative 
slope, and will be re-vegetated following project implementation (as needed).  Stream 
crossings will be selected at stable, naturally armored locations or will be armored with 
slash before being used as a corridor. 

• Hand treatments would be recommended within the no-mechanical-entry zones in order to 
meet fuel management objectives. 

Ignitions within Riparian Reserves: 
• Ignition of broadcast fires using petroleum products should not occur within a minimum of 

50 feet from the outside edge of the riparian vegetation within the Riparian Reserves 
(unless otherwise authorized by the appropriate biologist/hydrologist).  The specific 
distance for lighting fires within the RR will depend on topography, habitat, ignition 
methods, and fuel moisture.   

• Ignition line location nearest the stream should be based on topography and ignition 
methods and should be sufficient to protect water quality, CWD, and stream overhead 
cover.  No ignition of CWD directly touching the high water mark of the stream, or of 
CWD that may be affected by high flows, should occur.  Where there is thick vegetative 
cover that extends out from the stream, ignition lines should be located in the forest stand, 
away from the stream. 

• Ignition lines near large open meadows, associated with the stream channels should be 
located at the toeslope above the meadow elevation as much as possible to protect meadow 
vegetation.   

• Increased ignition spacing from the stream should occur when igniting fuels on the lower 
end of the window of moisture content to protect CWD and overhead cover components. 

Roads and temporary fire trail access in Riparian Reserves: 
• Use of existing roads and landings within the RR will be reviewed and approved by the 

resource advisor.   
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Streamside pumping sites: 
• Pumping on small streams should not reduce the downstream flow of the stream by more 

than half the flow. 
• If possible avoid the construction of temporary pump chances, when necessary use 

temporary plastic dams to create chances and remove these dams when not actively 
pumping. 

• All pumping located on fish bearing streams must have a screen over the intake to avoid 
entrainment of small fish. 

• Recommend that pump intake be suspended near the thalweg (deepest/highest quantity of 
flow) of the stream.  Avoid placing pump intakes on the substrate or edges of the stream 
channel. 

Post-fuels treatments for access roads and temporary fire trails: 
• Install drainage dips, or water bars, in accordance with RMP BMPs to reduce surface run-

off.   
• A layer of duff (average of ½ inch after final burn) will be retained to protect soil from 

erosion during the wet season. 
• Mulch and seeding or other methods of soil stabilization are to be applied to any exposed 

soil surfaces prior to the wet season to reduce surface erosion. 
• Surfacing roads in accordance with RMP BMPs (Roads C-1-8) is recommended for all 

naturally surfaced roads not proposed for decommissioning or closure. 
• Design blockages (close or decommission) upon completion of treatments to minimize 

non-authorized use of roads and trails within treatment areas. 
• Place residual slash on trails upon completion of mechanical treatments. 

 
 

Wildlife Terrestrial Species  

Snag Retention 
• Approximately 1.9 snags per acre will be retained with a minimum diameter at breast 

height (DBH) of 16”, or largest available if less than 16” (RMP/ROD, Page 26-27).  
Provide snag mitigation measures for White-headed Woodpecker, Black-backed 
Woodpecker, Pygmy Nuthatch, and Flammulated Owl. Increase snag retention 
requirements from 1.9 to 2.5 snags per acre (USDA/USDA 2001 pp. 34). 

Coarse Woody Debris (CWD) 
• Approximately one hundred and twenty (120) linear feet of down logs per acre will be 

retained.  Logs shall be greater than or equal to sixteen (16) inches in diameter and sixteen 
(16) feet long (RMP/ROD, Page 23). 

 

Great Gray Owl 
• Provide a no harvest buffer of 300ft around meadows and natural openings and establish ¼ 

mile protection zone around known nests.  
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Chace Sideband Snail  
• Buffer known locations to maintain the habitat microsite. Maintain undisturbed talus and 

rocky substrates while maintain the surrounding vegetation cover to maintain suitable 
habitat (USDA/USDA 2005 unpublished report).   

Seasonal Restrictions 
• Seasonal restrictions will be required where the following wildlife species are actively 

nesting: bald eagle, northern spotted owl, northern goshawk, osprey, and special status 
species.  Seasonal restrictions for specific species can be found on pages 231-240 of the 
KFRA FEIS.  

 

Raptor Nest Locations  
• Protect nest areas as described on page 34 and 38 of KFRA RMP.  

 

Noxious Weeds 
• Require cleaning of all equipment and vehicles prior to moving on-site to prevent spread of 

noxious weeds.  Also, if the job site includes a noxious weed infestation, require cleaning 
of all logging and construction equipment and vehicles prior to leaving the job site.  
Removal of all dirt, grease, and plant parts that may carry noxious weed seeds or vegetative 
parts could be accomplished by using a pressure hose to clean the equipment.   

• Mow noxious weeds in the immediate area of yarding operations to ground level prior to 
seed development. 

• Conduct monitoring activities related to proposed treatments as described in the Klamath 
Falls ROD 

• Road graders used for road construction or maintenance would grade towards any known 
noxious weed infestations.  If no good turn around area exists within one half mile that 
would allow the operator to grade towards the noxious weed infestation, then the operator 
would leave the material that is being moved within the boundaries of the noxious weed 
infestation. 

 

Cultural Resources 
• Follow procedures for cultural protection and management outlined in the KFRA 

ROD/RMP (page 43), and protect identified sites by buffering.   
• In accordance with guidelines and directives in the Klamath Falls Resource Area RMP, 

BLM regulations, and the National Historic Preservation Act, areas not included in 
previous archaeological surveys will be surveyed before any ground-disturbing action is 
undertaken. 

• If subsurface cultural resources are unearthed during operations, activity in the vicinity of 
the cultural resource will cease and a BLM representative notified immediately.  Pursuant 
to 43 C.F.R. 10.4 the holder of this authorization must notify the authorized officer, by 
telephone, with written confirmation, immediately upon the discovery of human remains, 
funerary items, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony.  Further, the project 
leader/operator/permittee/etc. must stop activities in the vicinity of the discovery and 
protect it for 30 days or until notified to proceed by the authorized officer.  The holder will 
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be responsible for the cost of evaluation and any decision as to proper mitigation measures 
that are made by the authorized officer (BLM). 

• The project leader/operator/permittee/etc. is responsible for informing all persons 
associated with this project that they will be subject to prosecution for knowingly 
disturbing Native American Indian shrines, historic and prehistoric archaeology sites, or for 
collecting artifacts of any kind, including historic items and/or arrowheads from Federal 
lands pursuant to the 1906 American Antiquities Act (P.L. 59-209; 34 Stat. 225; 16 U.S.C. 
432, 433), the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (P.L. 96-95; 93 Stat. 721; 
16 U.S.C. 47Oee as amended), and/or other federal laws and regulations. 

 

Visual Resources  
• All treatments will meet appropriate Visual Class objectives specified in the KFRA 

ROD/RMP (page 44). 
 

Protection of Range Improvements 

Fences 
• During manual tree felling operations, trees will be directionally cut to fall away from 

fences.  This includes allotment and pasture fences and exclosure fences around springs, 
water developments, and study sites.  If trees do damage fence components, including 
wires, posts, stays, clips, rock cribs, gates, or brace structures, these will be repaired 
immediately. 

• During mechanical tree cutting operations, trees will be directionally cut to fall away from 
fences.  Cut trees will not be piled on or next to fence lines.  Machinery will not physically 
contact fence components.  If fences must be crossed to access cutting units, this should be 
done by cutting the wires between two posts and rolling the wire back.  If livestock are 
present in the cutting areas these wires shall be temporarily reattached at the end of each 
days operation.  At the completion of cutting operations, the wires will be detached from 
the two posts, the wires will then be stretched and spliced together and then reattached to 
the posts.   

• During prescribed burning operations, slash shall not be piled on or next to fence lines.  If 
fences have wood posts, all necessary measures will be taken to avoid burning the posts 
including not piling slash near posts and pulling any concentrations of flammable material 
away from the posts prior to ignition.  If any wood posts are burned, they will be 
immediately replaced with steel posts and the fence wires will be attached to the new post.  
If prescribed burning operations damages fence wires, these will be replaced. 

• During all juniper treatments, living junipers or juniper stumps that are being used as fence 
posts will not be cut down or “topped”. 
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APPENDIX C – Scoping Process Public Input Summaries  
 
Concern: Protect all large trees and late successional forests. 
Response:  The flexibility to harvest all size classes is necessary to meet RMP objectives and the 
purpose and need for actions identified in the EA.  This comment would require analysis of a 
silvicultural prescription that arbitrarily sets a diameter limit.  The guidance provided in the 
scoping letter was, “The Deschutes National Forest used a sensible approach on the Lava Cast 
Project using a 21” diameter cap for lodgepole, 18” diameter cap for white fir, a 16” diameter cap 
for Ponderosa pine where the average diameter is the stand is below 12”, and 18” diameter cap for 
Ponderosa pine where the average diameter of the stand is larger than 12 inches. Lava Cast DN. 
Feb 2007.”  Based on the RMP direction to maintain uneven-aged stands, the silvicultural 
prescription under the Proposed Action is designed to emphasize removal of small diameter trees, 
and would stipulate harvest within all size classes. Treatment in the District Designated Reserve 
(DDR) and the DDR Buffer (DDRB) is designed to maintain large diameter pine and maintain or 
promote late-successional characteristics.  
 
Concern: Please do not propose to put tractors inside, or drag trees with single end  
suspension in stream buffers. 
Response: The effects of proposed treatments and yarding concerning riparian areas and stream 
buffers are analyzed in the EA in the Hydrology: Aquatic Species and Habitat: Environmental 
Consequences Section. BMPs are included in the hydrology: timber harvest BMP section and are 
intended to minimize ground disturbance during implementation of the actions and help attain 
Aquatic Conservation Strategy and other objectives. 
 
Concern: Close or decommission more roads in the analysis area. 
Response: The proposed action includes decommissioning of approximately one mile of road 
within the analysis area. The entire analysis area is covered by the Pokegama seasonal road 
closure, which is designed to reduce vehicle traffic during the time of year when roads and wildlife 
are most susceptible to disturbance.  Additional road closure and/or decommissioning is difficult to 
achieve in the analysis area due to the high volume of use created by access to intermingled private 
lands and private landowner road systems.  
 
Concern: Logging makes a bad situation worse in terms of snags and dead wood and riparian 
wood because logging captures mortality that is already in deficit and reduces and delays 
recruitment of ecologically important dead wood over the long-term. The NEPA analysis must 
include a stand simulation model that projects future recruitment of large snags and wood (to 
mitigate for the large snag deficit) with and without thinning. 
Response: Currently the KFRA RMP objectives are met for snags and are not expected to change 
with implementation of the proposed action based on post-harvest data from other timber sales. 
This is due to the fact that neither the proposed action nor alternatives currently propose removing 
any snags (unless required for safety reasons); therefore the objectives are predicted to be met in 
the near future. Stand modeling indicates that future stands will also meet snag objectives specified 
in the current management plan (refer to Vegetation- Environmental Consequences section). 
 
Concern:  Carbon is more safely stored in the forest than if it is removed. 
Response: This topic is covered in the Greenhouse Gases and Carbon Storage Section of the EA.  
 
Concern:  The agencies need to retain more owl habitat in order to increase the chances that  
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spotted owls and barred owls can co-exist. 
Response: This issue has been discussed and analyzed in the EA.  See Terrestrial Wildlife Species 
Affected Environment section.    
 
Concern:  Logging will make a bad situation worse in terms of cumulative impacts with past 
federal and non-federal forest management in this area (including snags, dead wood, riparian 
wood, carbon). 
Response:  These concerns are addressed in the cumulative effects sections of the EA. Further, it 
should be noted that the 1994 FEIS analyzed the proposed direction for the RMP and assumed 
impacts on adjacent private lands similar to what has occurred.  The FEIS assumption is that 
Oregon Forest practices Act requirements would be met. 
 
Concern:  Thinning makes stands hotter, dryer, and windier, stimulates the growth of ladder fuels, 
and creates lots of logging slash that is not all treated. 
Response:  For this action, it is estimated that 50 percent or more of the existing canopy closure 
would be retained after treatment.  Since 1995, the KFRA has thinned over 10,000 acres under 
density management prescription.  Treatments have primarily been designed to remove ladder 
fuels and address excess slash through underburning or mechanical methods as appropriate.  
Monitoring has shown reduced fire severity and increased tree vigor on treated areas.   
 
Concern:  Don’t thin to uniform spacing. Use variable density thinning techniques to establish a 
variety of microhabitats, break up fuel continuity, create discontinuities to disrupt the spread of 
other contagious disturbances such as disease, bugs, weeds, fire, etc. 
Response: The proposed treatments include variable density thinning and leaving untreated 
thermal clumps and should produce a variety of microhabitats and discontinuity of fuels, while 
meeting the purpose and need objectives.  
 
Concern:  Take proactive steps to avoid the spread of weeds. Avoid and minimize soil disturbance. 
Retain canopy cover and native ground cover to suppress weeds. 
Response:  Best Management Practices to minimize soil disturbance and the potential spread of 
weeds have been developed and are outlined in the EA.  These practices would be followed as 
actions are implemented.  is the BLM estimates that 50 percent or more of the existing canopy 
closure would be retained after treatment.   
 
Concern:  Expanding the grazing exclosure might be a good idea, but even better would be a more 
comprehensive review of grazing impacts on forest health and watershed health followed by 
implementation of significant limits on livestock grazing. 
Response:  The appropriate venue for comprehensive review of grazing impacts on ecological 
processes and recommended management actions is the preparation of a Rangeland Health 
Standards Assessment (RHSA).  The RHSA for the Dixie Allotment was prepared in 2001 and 
changes in grazing management were implemented.  Expansion of the existing exclosure is another 
management tool available to facilitate progress toward meeting rangeland health standards.     
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