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CHAPTER 1 - PURPOSE AND NEED 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Ashland Resource Area, proposes to implement the South Fork Little 
Butte (SFLB) Project, a forest management project.  The SFLB Project is designed to implement the Bureau of 
Land Management’s Medford District Resource Management Plan (RMP) (USDI 1995).  
 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) documents the environmental analysis conducted to estimate the site-
specific effects on the human environment that may result from the implementation of the SFLB Forest 
Management Project on BLM-administered lands.  The analysis documented in this EA will provide the BLMs 
responsible official, the Ashland Resource Area Field Manager, with current information to aid in the decision-
making process.  This EA complies with the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 40 CFR Parts 1500-
1508) and the Department of the Interior’s regulations on Implementation of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (43 CFR part 46). 

B. WHAT IS BLM PROPOSING AND WHERE IS THE PROJECT LOCATED? 

This section provides a brief summary of BLM’s proposal for forest management and associated transportation 
management activities.  A more detailed description of BLM’s Proposed Action and other alternatives 
considered is included in Chapter 2, Alternatives.   

The South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project would treat conifer forest stands on 2,488 acres 
(Alternative 2) of BLM-administered lands within the Lower South Fork Little Butte Creek and Middle South 
Fork Little Butte Creek sub-watersheds of the Little Butte Creek Watershed.  A BLM silviculturist prescribed 
forest thinning prescriptions, tailored to the various site conditions (i.e., elevation, aspect, soil conditions, stand 
health, etc.) found throughout the Project Area, to meet the needs described below.  A more detailed summary of 
the various prescriptions is included in Chapter 2, Section C, 1.  

Forest management would be accomplished through a combination of commercial timber sale contract(s) and 
service contracts.  An estimated 1,676 acres of commercial timber harvest would be accomplished through one 
or more timber sales.  Fuels created from commercial harvest (activity slash) would be cut, hand-piled and 
burned.  An estimated 1,553 acres are proposed for pre-commercial thinning; of which an estimated 741 acres of 
pre-commercial thinning would be within the commercial treatment units described above and 812 acres of pre-
commercial thinning only would be accomplished through service contracts.   

Transportation management activities proposed include timber haul, road improvements along haul routes, road 
renovation, temporary and permanent road construction (3.04 miles and 0.80 miles respectively), road 
decommissioning (4.05 miles) and long-term closure of existing roads (7.27 miles).  

The project is on BLM-administered lands within the Matrix land allocation as defined by the Northwest Forest 
Plan (USDA and USDI 1994) and the Medford District BLM Resource Management Plan (RMP). Within the 
BLM ownership, Revested Oregon and California Railroad (O&C) lands comprise 96% of the Planning Area 
with Public Domain (PD) lands at 4.0%.  The Proposed Action would treat approximately 2,339 acres of O&C 
and 149 acres of PD lands.  

The Public Land Survey System (PLSS) description of the South Fork Little Butte Project is T. 37 S., R. 02 E., 
Sections 5, 11, 14, 15, 17, 20-23, 25, 27, 33, and 35; T. 37 S., R. 03 E., Sections 17-20 and 29-32; T. 38 S., R. 
02 E., Sections 1, 3, and 11; and T. 38 S., R. 03 E., Sections 5, 6, 11, 17, 19-23, 27, and 29 in Jackson County, 
Oregon, Willamette Meridian (Map 1-1). 
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C. WHY IS THE BLM PROPOSING THIS PROJECT? 

The SFLB Forest Management Project is designed to provide for long-term forest (timber) production in the 
SFLB Planning Area while minimizing the effects to existing northern spotted owl (NSO) habitat within the 
provincial home ranges of known northern spotted owl sites and NSO Critical Habitat and other Special Status 
Species.   
 
This project is designed to move current conditions found in the South Fork Little Butte Project Area toward the 
desired forest stand conditions and management objectives identified for lands assigned to the Matrix land 
allocation in Medford District’s 1995 Resource Management Plan.   
 
Specifically, this forest management proposal is designed to: 
 

 Ensure sustainable forest production, and the renewable resources they provide, by managing forests to 
improve conifer forest vigor and growth (USDI 1995, p. 72-73); 
 

 Provide timber products from Matrix land allocations in accordance with the direction in the Medford 
District’s 1995 Resource Management Plan (USDI 1995, pp. 72-73);  

 Protect and conserve the federally listed northern spotted owls to achieve their recovery in compliance 
with the Endangered Species Act (ESA), approved recovery plans, the Medford District Resource 
Management Plan (USDI 1995, pp. 50-51) and Bureau Special Status Species policies (USDI 1995, p. 
50); and 
 

 Maintain a transportation system within the Project Area that serves resource management needs in an 
environmentally sound manner (USDI 1995, pp. 84-86). 

1. Need for the South Fork Little Butte Project 

The following discussion provides more detail concerning the need for forest and road management based on the 
1995 RMP direction that applies to the Timber Management (Matrix) land allocation, current forest and road 
conditions, and their desired future conditions: 
  
There is a need to maintain and promote vigorously growing conifer forests and provide timber 
resources, in accordance with sustained yield principles, on BLM-administered Matrix lands within the 
South Fork Little Butte Planning Area. 
 
Forest stands selected for treatment in the SFLB Planning Area are overstocked or have been impacted by 
disease, drought, or insects.  As trees compete for limited water, nutrients, and growing space they become 
stressed and more susceptible to mortality from insects, forest pathogens, and drought.  Forest thinning 
treatments are needed to maintain vigorously growing forest stands, which are more fire-resilient and resistant to 
insect and disease attacks, in accord with sustained yield forestry and to capture tree mortality in compliance 
with RMP guidance (USDI 1995, p. 186). 
 
The 1995 Medford District RMP adopted a set of silvicultural treatments for managing conifer forests on Matrix 
lands (USDI 1995, Appendix E, pp. 179-196); the SFLB Forest Management Project proposes forest thinning 
and regeneration harvest prescriptions designed to direct future stand growth, initiate new forest development, 
reduce the impacts of insect and diseases, and increase fire resiliency on forest stands to the extent possible. A 
summary of silvicultural prescriptions by forest stand type (i.e. Douglas-fir, pine, mixed conifer, white fir, etc.) 
and treatment objective (thinning, regeneration, and disease control) for the action alternatives is included in 
Chapter 2, Section C, 1. 
 
One of the applicable laws governing the major portion of BLM-administered lands in the SFLB Planning Area 
is the Oregon and California Railroad and Coos Bay Wagon Road Grant Lands Act of 1937 (O&C Act), for 
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which sustainable timber production is the primary purpose.  
 
Matrix lands within the SFLB Planning Area are intended to achieve sustainable timber production and other 
forest commodities, provide jobs and contribute to community stability through both growth and harvest, while 
also promoting the development of fire-resilient forests (USDI 1995, p. 38).  Timber products produced from 
this area would be sold in support of the District’s Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) declared in the 1995 RMP 
(USDI 1995, pp. 17, 72-73). 
 
There is a need to protect and conserve the federally listed northern spotted owl to achieve their recovery 
in compliance with the Endangered Species Act, approved recovery plans, the Medford District Resource 
Management Plan (USDI 1995, pp. 50-51), and Bureau Special Status Species policies. 
 
The northern spotted owl (NSO) is currently listed as a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act. 
Based on information in petitions to list the NSO as endangered sent to the USFWS in 2012, the petition action 
may be warranted. A Federal Register notice was published initiating the 12-month review of the status of the 
NSO to determine if the petition is warranted.  
 
The BLM needs to retain sufficient nesting, roosting, and foraging habitat within the provincial home range of 
known northern spotted owl sites to support breeding, feeding, and sheltering.  The BLM needs to conserve the 
older, high quality, and occupied forest habitat as necessary to meet the northern spotted owl recovery goals. 
Science-based, active forest management is needed to restore forest health, especially in drier forests in the 
eastern and southern portions of the owl’s range.  The 2011 Northern Spotted Owl Revised Recovery Plan 
recommends maintaining and restoring “older and more structurally complex multi-layered conifer forests on 
Federal and non-Federal lands across [the northern spotted owl’s] range… while allowing for other threats, such 
as fire and insects, to be addressed by restoration management actions” (USDI FWS 2011, p. III-67).  
 
Lands administered under the O&C Act must also be managed in accordance with other environmental laws, 
such as the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the Clean Water Act. Some provisions of these laws take 
precedence over the O&C Act. For instance, the ESA requires that the Secretary [of the Interior] to ensure that 
management of O&C lands will not likely result in jeopardy to listed species or destruction or adverse 
modification of critical habitat.  The ESA directs the Secretary and all Federal agencies to utilize their 
authorities to carry out programs for the conservation and recovery of listed species. One of the purposes of the 
ESA is the preservation of ecosystems upon which endangered and threatened species depend and would 
minimize the need to list species under the ESA (USDI 1995, p. 17-18). 
 
Within the SFLB Planning Area, there is a need to develop and maintain a transportation system that 
serves the needs of users in an environmentally sound manner (USDI 1995, p. 84). 
 
The existing transportation system for the South Fork Little Butte Planning Area is insufficient to provide 
economically feasible operational access to BLM-administered lands in need of forest management.  On the 
other hand, some roads are no longer serving resource program needs, some of which are located within 
Riparian Reserves, paralleling or crossing streams and contributing to sedimentation and riparian habitat 
fragmentation.  

Roads throughout the Planning Area have also been identified that need maintenance to restore, repair, or 
improve road surfaces, culverts, and roadside drainage ditches in order to reduce road related erosion and 
sedimentation to stream courses.   

Road construction, decommissioning and renovation is designed for the South Fork Little Butte Project to 
improve road access to areas in need of forest management, reduce road densities in areas where the road system 
no longer serves resource program needs, and to maintain roads to reduce road-related erosion and 
sedimentation to stream courses.   
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South Fork Little Butte Creek was identified as a Tier 1 Key Watershed in the NWFP (USDA and USDI 1994) 
and the Medford District RMP (USDI 1995). Tier 1 Key Watersheds contribute directly to the conservation of 
at-risk salmonids and resident fish species. They also have a high potential of being restored as part of a 
watershed restoration program. Key Watershed objectives require that there will be no net increase in roads 
(USDI 1995, p. 23). 

D. DECISION FRAMEWORK 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) will provide the information needed for the responsible official, the 
Ashland Resource Area Field Manager, to select a course of action to be implemented for the SFLB Project. The 
Ashland Resource Area Field Manager must decide whether to implement one of the Action Alternatives, select 
the No Action Alternative, or choose a combination of components found within those alternatives analyzed. 
 
In choosing the alternative that best meets the project needs/objectives, the Field Manager will consider the 
extent to which each alternative responds to the decision factors listed below.  The forthcoming Decision Record 
will document the authorized officer’s rationale for selecting a course of action based on the effects documented 
in the EA, and the extent to which each alternative: 

1. Reduces competition-related mortality and risks associated with fire, drought, insects and diseases, and 
increases tree vigor, growth, and stand resiliency; 

2. Provides for the establishment and growth of conifer species while retaining structural and habitat 
components, such as large trees, snags, and coarse woody debris; 

3. Maintains or improves existing suitable northern spotted owl habitat within the provincial home range 
(1.2 mile radius) of known active northern spotted owl sites and substantially all of the older and more 
structurally complex, multi-layered conifer forests (critical habitat); 

4. Addresses the short-term and long-term costs of forest management in the Planning Area; 

5. Captures opportunities to implement improvements in the transportation system to provide for public 
safety and protect water quality; and 

6. Contributes to the District’s Allowable Sale Quantity as directed by the Medford District RMP. 

The decision will also include a determination whether or not the impacts of the actions are significant to the 
human environment.  If the impacts are determined to be within the range analyzed in the Medford District 
Resource Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) (USDI 1994) and the Northwest 
Forest Plan Supplemental Final EIS (USDA and USDI 1994), or otherwise determined to be insignificant, a 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) can be issued and the decision implemented.  If this EA determines 
that the significance of impacts are unknown or greater than those previously analyzed and disclosed in the 
RMP/FEIS and the Northwest Forest Plan, then a project-specific EIS must be prepared. 
 
The following section provides a more detailed description of the decision factors to be considered in the 
forthcoming decision regarding the implementation of the South Fork Little Butte Project. 

Reduces competition-related mortality and increases resiliency of forest stands to wildfire, drought, 
disease, and insects. 

Forested stands in the SFLB Planning Area have become predisposed to stand-replacing fires and insect 
and disease epidemics. In addition, changes in climate and increasing drought conditions make the need 
to reduce competition and increase resiliency of these forest stands even more important. The Medford 
District RMP directs the BLM to incorporate silvicultural treatments that reduce tree mortality and 
restore the vigor, resiliency, and stability of forest stands (USDI 1995, p. 186). 
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Maintain or Improve northern spotted owl habitat within the provincial home range of known sites and 
within Critical Habitat Units OR-37 and OR-38. 

Northern spotted owl Critical Habitat Units (CHUs) OR-37 and OR-38 overlap the South Fork Little 
Butte Planning Area.  Prior to the implementation of the Medford District RMP (which incorporated the 
Northwest Forest Plan), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) designated critical habitat as 
critical habitat units (CHUs) across Washington, Oregon, and northern California to provide additional 
protection for the northern spotted owl.  The Medford RMP includes a network of reserves (Late-
Successional, Riparian and other land use allocations) to provide habitat for northern spotted owl 
recovery.  These reserves were not identical to the CHUs designated by the USFWS and areas within 
the CHUs were designated as Matrix lands allocated to the production of a sustainable supply of timber 
and other forest commodities.    
 
Declining conifer forest conditions described above are being experienced in CHUs OR-37 and OR-38 
as well.  Silvicultural prescriptions should be designed so that the South Fork Little Butte Project could 
contribute to long-term maintenance of large tree structure and trees with old-growth characteristics 
over time, by reducing overly dense stands which, in turn, may reduce the potential for stand replacing 
wildfires and large-scale loss to competition and disease.    

Design a Project that is economically practical (USDI 1995, Appendix E, p. 180). 

The Medford District RMP directs that all silvicultural systems (forest management prescriptions) 
applied to achieve forest stand objectives would be economically practical (USDI 1995, p.180; USDI 
1994, p. 2-62). The economic feasibility of forest management actions is affected by the ease of access 
from the forest road system. Portions of the Project Area are inaccessible from existing forest roads, 
which increases the cost associated with forest treatments. The SFLB Project should be designed to 
improve economic efficiency of implementing silvicultural systems to achieve forest health and timber 
management objectives. 

Improve the transportation system in the South Fork Little Butte Watershed. 

The existing transportation system for the South Fork Little Butte Project Area is insufficient to provide 
economically feasible operational access to BLM-administered lands in need of forest management.  On 
the other hand, some roads are no longer serving resource program needs, some of which are located 
within Riparian Reserves, paralleling or crossing streams and contributing to sedimentation and riparian 
habitat fragmentation.  

Roads throughout the Project Area have also been identified that need maintenance to restore, repair, or 
improve road surfaces, culverts, and roadside drainage ditches in order to reduce road related erosion 
and sedimentation to stream courses.  The South Fork Little Butte Project should be designed to include 
actions that would lead to improved water quality conditions. 

Contributes toward the Districts Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) 

The SFLB Forest Management Project is located on BLM-administered lands allocated to produce a 
sustainable supply of timber. Timber products removed to meet Timber Resource Objectives (USDI 
1995, pp.17 and 72-73) would contribute toward the District’s Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ). 

E. LAND USE CONFORMANCE AND LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 

1. Conformance with Land Use Plans 

The Ashland Resource Area of the Medford District BLM designed this project to be in conformance with the 
1995 Medford District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (ROD/RMP). The 1995 Medford 
District RMP incorporated the Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land 
Management Planning Documents within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl and the Standards and 
Guidelines for Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species within the 
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Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (USDA and USDI 1994). 
 
The SFLB Forest Management Project is consistent with the Medford District RMP as amended by the 2001 
Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey and Manage, Protection 
Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines (2001 ROD); the BLM Vegetation Treatments 
Using Herbicides Final Programmatic EIS Record of Decision (USDI 2007); Record of Decision (BLM): 
Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in Oregon (USDI 2010); Medford District Integrated 
Weed Management Plan Environmental Assessment (USDI 1998) and tiered to the Northwest Area Noxious 
Weed Control Program (EIS, USDI 1985).  This project utilizes the December 2003 Survey and Manage species 
list.  This list incorporates species changes and removals made as a result of the 2001, 2002, and 2003 Annual 
Species Reviews (ASRs) with the exception of the red tree vole. For the red tree vole, the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals vacated the category changes and removal of the red tree vole in the mesic zone, and returned the red 
tree vole to its status as existed in the 2001 ROD Standards and Guidelines, which make the species Category C 
throughout its range. 

2. Consultation 

Formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was initiated on January 9, 2015 with the Medford 
BLM South Fork Little Butte Biological Assessment (BA) (USDI 2015a).  The USFWS released a Biological 
Opinion (BO) (Reference Number 01EOFW00-2015-F-0090) on May 15, 2015 (USDI FWS 2015). 
 
Informal consultation with the USDC National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and formal consultation under 
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Act was initiated on February 23, 2015 with the Biological 
Assessment for the South Fork Timber Sale (USDI 2015a). A letter of concurrence from the NMFS was 
received by the BLM on March 24, 2015 (NOAA Fisheries 2015). 
 
Consultation for federally-listed botanical species was not needed as the SFLB Planning Area is outside the 
range of any federally-listed botanical species. 
 
Letters describing the preliminary Proposed Action initiating consultation with the local federally recognized 
Native American Tribes were sent on April 10, 2014.  Further consultation in the form of meetings, phone calls, 
and emails did not identify any concerns with the proposed activities.  
 
Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) was not needed as the BLM determined that 
the project will have “no effect” to cultural resources. 

3. Special Status Species  

The SFLB Forest Management Project is consistent with BLM Manual 6840 (USDI 2008), the purpose of which 
is to provide policy and guidance for the conservation of BLM Special Status Species and the ecosystems upon 
which they depend on BLM-administered lands. BLM Special Status Species include those species listed or 
proposed for listing under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), as well as those designated as Bureau Sensitive 
by the State Director. The objectives of the BLM Special Status policy are:  
 

• To conserve and/or recover ESA-listed species and the ecosystems on which they depend so that ESA 
protections are no longer needed for these species; and  

 
• To initiate proactive conservation1 measures that reduce, or eliminate, threats to Bureau Sensitive 

species to minimize the likelihood of and need for listing of these species under the ESA (USDI 2008, 
Section .02).  

                                                      
1 Conservation: as applied to Bureau Sensitive species, is the use of programs, plans, and management practices to reduce or eliminate 
threats affecting the status of the species, or improve the condition of the species’ habitat on BLM-administered lands (USDI 2008, 
Glossary p. 2).   
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4. Statutes and Regulations 

The Proposed Action is designed to be in conformance with the direction given for the management of public 
lands in the Medford District and the following: 
 
• Oregon and California Lands Act of 1937 (O&C Act). Requires the BLM to manage O&C lands for 

permanent forest production.  Timber shall be sold, cut, and removed in accordance with sustained-yield 
principles for the purpose of providing for a permanent source of timber supply, protecting watersheds, 
regulating stream flow, contributing to the economic stability of local communities and industries, and 
providing recreational facilities. 
 

• Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). Defines BLM’s organization and provides 
the basic policy guidance for BLM’s management of public lands. 

 
• National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Requires the preparation of environmental impact 

statements for major federal actions which may have a significant effect on the environment. 
 

• Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA). Directs Federal agencies to ensure their actions do not jeopardize 
species listed as “threatened and endangered” or adversely modify designated critical habitat for these listed 
species. 

 
• Clean Air Act of 1990 (CAA). Provides the principal framework for national, state, and local efforts to 

protect air quality. 
 

• National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended (NHPA). Requires federal agencies to take into 
account the effect of their federal or federally-licensed undertakings on historic properties, whether those 
properties are federally owned or not. 

• Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (ARPA). Protects archaeological resources and sites on 
federally-administered lands.  Imposes criminal and civil penalties for removing archaeological items from 
federal lands without a permit. 

 
• Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) of 1974 (as amended in 1986 and 1996). Protects public health by 

regulating the nation’s public drinking water supply.  
 

• Clean Water Act of 1987 (CWA). Establishes objectives to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity of the nation’s water. 

F. RELEVANT ASSESSMENTS AND PLANS 

The following documents contain information related to existing conditions and management practices in the 
South Fork Little Butte Planning Area. These documents are incorporated by reference into the project 
documentation. 

Little Butte Creek Watershed Analysis (1997) 
Watershed Analysis (WA) is a procedure used to characterize conditions, processes and functions related to 
human, aquatic, riparian and terrestrial features within a watershed.  Watershed Analysis is issue driven. 
Analysis teams of resource specialists identify and describe ecological processes of greatest concern in a 
particular “fifth-field” watershed (also referred to as Fifth-Field Hydrologic Unit Codes, or HUC5s), and 
recommend restoration activities and conditions under which other management activities should occur.  
Watershed Analysis is not a decision-making process. The resulting WA is not a decision document under 
NEPA, and there is no action that is proposed for implementation with the completion of the analysis. Rather, 
Watershed Analyses provides information and non-binding recommendations for agencies to establish the 
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context for subsequent planning, project development, regulatory compliance and agency decisions (REO 1995, 
p. 1). 
 
The SFLB Planning Area falls within Little Butte Creek Watershed Analysis Area.  The Watershed Analysis 
focused on the use of existing information available at the time the analysis was conducted, and provides 
baseline information.  Additional information, determined to be necessary for completing an analysis of the 
SFLB Forest Management Project, has been collected and is considered, along with existing information 
provided by the 1997 Little Butte Creek Watershed Analysis. In addition, this planning effort provided an 
opportunity to assess the current condition of BLM-administered lands in the South Fork Little Butte Creek sub-
watersheds and, where needed, update information in the Watershed Analysis pertaining to the physical and 
biological elements. This updated information was used to help guide development of the SFLB Project 
proposal. Management Objectives and Recommendations provided by the 1997 Watershed Analysis were also 
considered and addressed as they applied to the SFLB Project proposal. 

Water Quality Restoration Plan for the North and South Forks Little Butte Creek Key Watershed 
(May 2006). 

The BLM is recognized by Oregon Department of Environmental (DEQ) as a Designated Management Agency 
for implementing the Clean Water Act on BLM-administered lands in Oregon.  The BLM has signed a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the DEQ that defines the process by which the BLM will 
cooperatively meet state and federal water quality rules and regulations.   

To comply with the BLM-DEQ Memorandum of Agreement, the BLM completed the Water Quality 
Restoration Plan for the North and South Forks Little Butte Key Watershed (USDI 2006a).  This document 
describes how the BLM will meet Oregon water quality standards for 303(d)-listed streams on BLM-
administered lands within the North and South Forks Little Butte Creek Tier 1 Key Watershed.  The 
organization of this water quality restoration plan was designed to be consistent with the DEQ's Rogue Basin 
Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) which was completed in 2008, and contained information that would 
support the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ) development of the Rogue Basin Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL).  A TMDL defines the amount of pollution that can be present in the waterbody 
without causing water quality standards to be violated.  DEQ established the Rogue Basin TMDL in 2008 on 
schedule and it was approved soon after by the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).   

The WQMP described a strategy for reducing water pollution to the level of the load allocations and waste load 
allocations prescribed in the TMDL.  The approach is designed to restore the water quality and result in 
compliance with the water quality standards, thus protecting the designated beneficial uses of waters of the state.  
Through implementation of the RMP, Aquatic Conservation Strategy, and Best Management Practices, the 
Proposed Action is designed to attain the recovery goals for listed streams on federal lands in the North and 
South Forks Little Butte Key Watershed.  Recovery goals are identified in the Water Quality Restoration Plan 
for the North and South Forks Little Butte Key Watershed (USDI 2006).  The Proposed Action draws upon the 
passive and active restoration management actions recommended for achieving federal recovery goals.  
Following the WQRP for the North and South Forks Little Butte Creek Key Watershed assures that BLM’s 
management will not violate the Clean Water Act.  

Revised Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl (2011) 
In June 2011, the USFWS (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) finalized the Revised Recovery Plan for the Northern 
Spotted Owl, which contains 33 Recovery Actions. Recovery Actions are recommendations to guide activities 
needed to accomplish the recovery objectives and ultimately lead to delisting of the species.  Specifically, 
Recovery Action 32 (RA 32) in the Recovery Plan recommends “maintaining and restoring the older and more 
structurally complex multi-layered conifer forests (USDI FWS 2011, III-67).”  The intent of RA 32 is to 
maintain substantially all of the older and more structurally complex multi-layered conifer forests on federal 
lands in order not to further exacerbate the competitive interactions between spotted owls and barred owls.   
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Also included in the Revised Recovery Plan is Recovery Action 10 (RA 10) which recommends “Conserving 
spotted owl sites and high value spotted owl habitat to provide additional demographic support to the spotted 
owl population (USDI FWS 2011, III-43).”  Within the administrative units of the Rogue River-Siskiyou 
National Forest (FS) and the Medford District Bureau of Land Management (BLM), an interagency, 
interdisciplinary team was created to develop interim guidance for incorporating Recovery Action 10 (RA 10) 
when planning and implementing management activities on federal lands in southwest Oregon (USDA, USDI, 
and USDI FWS 2013).   As part of the proposal development process for the SFLB Project, a core team of 
specialists worked to incorporate this interim guidance. Refer to Chapter 2, Section B, Development of the 
Project, for more details.  

The SFLB Project defers proposed treatment in RA 32 stands identified by interagency survey guidance (USDA 
and USDI 2010), follows principles in the SW Oregon Recovery Action 10 Guidance Document (USDA, USDI, 
and USDI FWS 2013), and is consistent with consultation completed with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USDI FWS 2015); therefore, the SFLB Project is consistent with the Revised Recovery Plan for the Northern 
Spotted Owl (USDI FWS 2011). 

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Western Oregon Districts, 
Transportation Management Plan (1996, updated 2002 and 2010).  
The Western Oregon Transportation Management Plan provides goals, objectives, and guidelines for managing 
BLMs road and trail transportation system throughout Western Oregon.  This transportation management plan, 
is not a decision document, rather it provides guidance for implementing applicable decisions of the Medford 
District RMP (which incorporated the Northwest Forest Plan).   

Southwest Oregon Fire Management Plan (ODF 2014) 
The Southwest Oregon Fire Management Plan (FMP) provides Southwest Oregon with an integrated concept for 
coordinated wildland fire planning and protection among federal, state, local government entities and citizen 
initiatives.  The Fire Management Plan is not a decision document. 
 
The FMP introduces fire management concepts addressing fire management activities in relation to resource 
objectives stated in the current land and resource management plans or land use plans (parent documents) of the 
federal agencies, the laws and statutes that guide the state agencies and private protective associations, and 
serves as a vehicle for local agencies and cooperators to more fully coordinate their participation in relation to 
those activities.   

G. SCOPING AND ISSUES 

Scoping is the process the BLM uses to identify issues related to the proposal (40 CFR 1501.7) and determine 
the extent of environmental analysis necessary for an informed decision.  It is used early in the NEPA process to 
identify (1) the issues to be addressed, (2) the depth of the analysis, (3) alternatives or refinements to the 
Proposed Action, and (4) potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action.  Scoping is performed not to 
build consensus or get agreement on a project proposal, but rather to solicit relevant site-specific comments that 
could aid in the analysis and final design of the proposal. 
 
Scoping has occurred for the SFLB Project. The SFLB Project appeared in the Ashland Resource Area’s 
Schedule of Proposed Actions published in Medford’s Messenger (BLM’s quarterly newsletter) beginning in the 
spring 2014 edition. A letter briefly describing the Proposed Action and inviting comments was mailed to 
adjacent landowners, interested individuals, organizations, and other agencies on April 4, 2014.  Four (4) 
comments and numerous Interest Response Forms were received during the 30-day scoping period. 
 
Numerous articles were submitted for BLM review during the scoping process. The BLM reviewed these 
documents, and considered the information in developing the final Proposed Action and alternatives. A list of 
the literature submitted can be found in the References section of this EA. 
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1.  Relevant Issues 

An interdisciplinary (ID) team of resource specialists reviewed the proposal and all pertinent information, 
including public input received, and identified relevant issues to be addressed during the environmental analysis.   

A. Hydrologic Function and Water Quality  
(1) Even with planned road decommissioning contributing to long-term improvement in watershed 

conditions, there are short-term increases in road densities and impacts on watershed conditions 
with new road construction.  While there are immediate positive effects related to decreased 
channelization of water runoff and sediment routing, it takes time for vegetation to reclaim 
decommissioned roads and decades for full recovery (depending on the method of decommissioning 
and the condition of the road at the time it is decommissioned). 

 
(2) There is potential for short-term effects to water quality from increased sediment produced from 

disturbance associated with the combination of new road construction, road decommissioning 
(mainly mechanical method), road renovation, and log hauling activities.  

 
(3) Conde Creek, Dead Indian Creek, Soda Creek, Lost Creek, Deer Creek, and South Fork Little Butte 

Creek are within the project area and are listed as 303(d) streams for varying reasons.  Non-point 
source pollution (sedimentation) from management activities has the potential to degrade the 
aquatic ecosystem (e.g., reduced water quality for salmon, steelhead, and trout).  

 
(4) Concerns were raised that forest thinning  and regeneration harvest (and associated canopy 

reduction), logging (particularly tractor yarding) and road construction could adversely affect 
hydrologic flow, peak flow and low flow, potentially leading to increased erosion, stream channel 
downcutting, and an increase the adverse effects of flooding.  

B. Potential for Impacts to Coho Salmon and Their Critical Habitat  
(1) South Fork Little Butte Creek, Soda Creek, Indian Creek, and Lost Creek are considered critical 

habitat for coho salmon, listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973.  The 
South Fork Little Butte Creek Watershed is also designated as a Tier 1 Key Watershed for the 
recovery of at-risk stocks of fish.  The Planning Area is located entirely within the South Fork Little 
Butte Creek Key Watershed.  There is concern that increased sedimentation from the 
implementation of the project proposal (see Potential for Impacts to Hydrologic Function and Water 
Quality above) could potentially impact fish habitat and the recovery of fish populations in South 
Fork Little Butte Creek.    

C. Potential for Impacts to Northern Spotted Owls and Their Critical Habitat 
(1) Activities associated with timber harvest may affect nesting, roosting, foraging and dispersal habitat 

within Critical Habitat Units OR-37 and OR-38.  CHU OR-37 provides the single most important 
link connecting the Oregon Cascades Province to the Klamath Mountains province.   

(2) The presence of barred owls and their interaction with northern spotted owls should be considered. 

D. Potential for Cumulative Effects  
(1) There is a potential for adverse cumulative effects on watershed conditions (soils, water quality, 

hydrologic function, aquatic habitat) and wildlife habitat within the Little Butte Creek Watershed 
from road building, timber harvest activities, grazing, OHV use, and fire suppression on BLM, 
Forest Service, and private lands.    
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E. Economics  
(1) There is potential for impacts to the economic feasibility of the overall project implementation due 

to the high costs associated with handling large amounts of small diameter commercial and 
noncommercial material, limited road access in some areas, and road improvements that are needed 
for watershed maintenance and protection.     

F. Site Productivity 
(1) Activities associated with timber harvest, road building and decommissioning, and prescribed fire 

may have impacts on soils and site productivity from compaction, displacement, and change in 
organic matter and soil chemistry.   

(2) Unstable soils are prevalent in the Planning Area; consider how project activities would affect the 
stability of soils in the area. 

G. Terrestrial and Aquatic Wildlife 
(1) Timber harvesting could potentially lead to reduction of forest stand structure, including canopy 

cover, and snag/down wood densities in the South Fork Little Butte Creek Project Area, impacting 
habitats for Bureau Special Status Species and other wildlife utilizing the Planning Area.  
Comments were received listing concerns specifically for the northern spotted owl, Pacific fisher, 
Bureau Sensitive bat species, Neotropical migratory birds, and Survey and Manage Species.  

 
(2) Dwarf mistletoe infestations can have beneficial effects for some wildlife species (habitat, food 

source, etc.); timber harvesting to reduce the mistletoe infestations could adversely affect species 
that benefit from its presence in stands. 

 
(3) Road construction and renovation may affect terrestrial and aquatic species and their habitats.  

Roads can cause mortality from road construction, mortality from collision with vehicles, 
modification of animal behavior, alteration of the physical environment, alteration of the chemical 
environment, and increased use of an area by humans. 

 
(4) Deer and elk winter range areas exist in the Planning Area; manage according to RMP, which 

emphasizes providing thermal cover and minimizing disturbances between November 15th and April 
1st. 

H. Botanical 
(1) Forest management and road construction activities may affect Bureau Special Status vascular 

plants, bryophytes, lichens, and fungi.  

(2) Forest management and logging and associated road construction can potentially increase the risk of 
introduction and spread of noxious weeds.  Vehicular travel is the highest risk factor for the 
introduction of noxious weeds.   

I. Silviculture 
(1) Ground-based logging could lead to higher incidences of root damage and scarring of residual trees.  

(2) Forest management activities may affect late-successional habitat and individual large trees.  People 
expressed their concerns for maintenance of old-growth forest and large-diameter tree structure 
capable of becoming old-growth forest over the next century, including large snag and down woody 
debris recruitment.   

(3) Forest management activities should harvest across all age classes to thin out understory fuels and to 
provide for timber resources.  
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J. Fire & Fuels 
(1) Timber harvesting could increase surface fuels over the short-term (6 months to 2 years) in stands 

treated.  
 

(2) Leaving untreated logging slash, even if only for a short period of time, could lead to increased 
wildfire behavior and increased risk of escape from initial attack. 

 
(3) Management of forest stands usually results in altered microclimates.  Increasing spacing between 

the canopies of trees can contribute to increased wind speeds, increased temperatures, drying of 
topsoil and vegetation and increased shrub and forb growth.  These changes in microclimates and 
vegetation structures can alter wildfire behavior and its effects on the land (fire severity). 

 
(4) New road construction has the potential to increase the risk of human fire starts. 
   
(5) Some comments were received suggesting that untreated forest stands with closed canopy 

conditions result in lower fire severity when burned by wildfire than open and non-forest vegetation 
conditions. This information was also correlated, by commenters, to a conclusion that long absence 
of fire is a predictor of low severity fire effects. 

K. Air Quality 
(1) Particulate matter produced during the implementation of prescribed fire has the potential to 

adversely affect air quality.    

L. Visual Resources and Recreation   
(1) Forest management activities may alter visual character (evidence of management) and may impact 

attainment of Visual Resource Management Objectives.  
 

(2) Timber harvest and hauling operations could impact winter recreation use along the Table 
Mountain/Buck Prairie winter use area. 

 
(3) Forest management activities may affect recreation values that may be provided by unroaded 

sections of public lands within the Project Area.  
 

(4) Decommissioning roads may affect public access to some areas and limit enjoyment of public lands, 
and should be left open instead of decommissioned.  

M. Cultural Resources 
(1) Timber harvest and road development and improvement activities could affect archaeological or 

historical sites.  

2.  Issues Considered but not Further Analyzed 

The following comments or issues were discussed by the interdisciplinary team. It was determined these issues 
were beyond the scope of this project. These issues, along with a rationale for their being “considered but not 
analyzed in detail” in this EA, are listed below.  Also see Chapter 2, Actions and Alternatives Considered but 
Eliminated from Detailed Analysis for options and alternatives considered but not further analyzed. 

Comment: Consider the cumulative effects of greenhouse gas emissions associated with this project. 
Consider the long-term impacts of proposed activities on carbon storage. 

 
Rationale for Eliminating from Detailed Analysis: Other recent EAs on the Medford District (e.g., 
Howard Forest Management Project, Evans Creek Forest Management Project, and Cottonwood Forest 
Management Project) with comparable treatments, have analyzed the effects to carbon and the effects 
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were found to be similar. In those documents, carbon storage and carbon emissions of the proposed 
actions were calculated to determine the net contributions of greenhouse gases resulting from potential 
treatments. Carbon emissions (carbon dioxide) were calculated from timber harvest activities (including 
fuel consumption) and post-harvest fuel treatments. These EAs found proposed actions would reduce 
carbon stores temporarily but it would result in net increases over time. 
 
The Medford District PRMP/FEIS assumes an annual timber harvest of 3,000 acres of BLM-
administered lands designated as Matrix. On those acres, timber harvesting would decrease carbon 
storage levels at varying rates and for varying lengths of time dependent upon the amount of vegetation 
removed and how quickly regrowth occurs. Because the vast majority of BLM-administered lands are 
not allocated to intensive or restricted forest management it is expected that continued vegetative growth 
on those lands would lead to more carbon capture and storage than the amount of carbon lost from 
timber harvesting, vegetative respiration, or disturbance events. 

 
Comment: Avoid using regeneration harvest to create/enhance early seral habitat. 
  

Rationale for Eliminating from Detailed Analysis: The purpose of the regeneration harvest proposed in 
the SFLB Project is not to create or enhance early seral habitat. Limited amounts of regeneration harvest 
are proposed in the SFLB Project stands in stands with declining growth rates or deterioration from high 
stand density levels, insects, disease, or other factors.  The silvicultural objectives for the proposed 
regeneration are to: 1) create growing space for a new cohort of trees and/or increase the growth of 
existing understory trees; 2) reduce understory stem density in the current stand and control the growth 
rates of existing understory trees for long-term survivability; 3) create opportunities for establishment of 
species that are shade intolerant and provide long-term success or survival of less prominent species 
(e.g., sugar pine); and 4) reduce the long-term effects of forest disease by reducing the spread of disease 
to existing overstory and understory trees (Insect and Disease Management only).  
 
The SFLB Project would not create stands of early seral forest. Proposed units identified for 
regeneration harvest would be designed to retain a minimum of 30 to 40 percent canopy cover at the 
stand level and leave 16 to 15 trees per acre greater than 20-inches DBH providing a structural 
component to the residual stand. Structural retention is a key component of all SGFMA prescriptions 
(USDI 1995, pp.192-194). In forest stands identified for Insect and Disease Management trees 
exhibiting a diseased condition would be harvested, leaving a residual overstory of at least 6 to 8 
overstory trees per acre greater than 20-inches DBH. Stands would be harvested to a range of 30 to 35 
percent canopy cover. Single tree selection would be followed up with one or a combination of 
silvicultural activities, such as understory thinning, prescribed burning, and/or tree planting of desirable 
species to create multilayered, structurally complex residual stands. 
 
None of the silvicultural prescriptions proposed under this project would lead to the creation of  early 
seral habitat ; therefore, comments related to early seral habitat and associated issues are not relevant to 
this project.  

 
Comment: Consider the effects of climate change on northern spotted owls. Specifically, consider that 
“climate uncertainty represents an increased risk for spotted owl recovery; it may be harder to sustain 
existing older forests and harder to establish new forests and sustain them through long periods of forest 
succession.” 
  

Rationale for Eliminating from Detailed Analysis: Consideration of effects of climate change is more 
appropriately determined at a larger scale than this project level analysis. On a larger scale, it is 
acknowledged by the USFWS that climate change is likely to further exacerbate some existing threats 
such as the effects of past habitat loss, and changes in forest composition or extent is likely; however, 
although such effects seem to be likely, it is not yet possible to quantify how those environmental 
changes are likely to affect the spotted owl (USDI FWS 2011 and see Doppelt el al. 2008). 
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G.  TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE 

1. Introduction 

This section discusses terrestrial wildlife habitats and the potential impacts to terrestrial wildlife species from 
the proposed actions as described in Chapter 2 of this document.  For the purpose of this analysis, this EA 
section will hereafter refer to two reference scales: the Project Area and the Wildlife Analysis Area. The 
Project Area describes where actions are proposed, such as areas where forest management or transportation 
management activities are proposed.  The larger Wildlife Analysis Area, approximately 61,209 acres, is used 
for a more applicable spatial scale for species with larger home ranges and dispersal movements.  

The Wildlife Analysis Area for northern spotted owls (NSO) includes all areas of suitable northern spotted 
owl habitat within the home range circles for the 17 known owl sites affected by or in the vicinity of the 
proposed treatment activities. Five of the known NSO sites were studied using radio telemetry in 2001 
through 2003. The telemetry locations obtained during tracking of the owls associated with these sites were 
used for assessing effects to NSO.   

This same Wildlife Analysis Area is used for fisher.  Home range size for fisher is quite variable, but in the 
southern Cascade Mountain ranges from approximately 6,000 to 15,000 acres (female and male {non-
breeding season} respectively).  Thus the 61,209 acres Wildlife Analysis Area is a conservative 
approximation of 4 to10 fisher home ranges and would be expected to yield a reasonable representation of 
effects to the species.  

2. Issues 

Wildlife-related issues associated with the South Fork Little Butte Project have been identified through 
public scoping or ID team specialists and will be addressed in this document.  These relevant issues are: 

• Timber harvesting could potentially lead to reduction of forest stand structure, including canopy 
cover, and snag/down wood densities in the South Fork Little Butte Creek Project Area, impacting 
habitats for Bureau Special Status Species and other wildlife utilizing the Planning Area.  Comments 
were received listing concerns specifically for the northern spotted owl, Pacific fisher, Bureau 
Sensitive bat species, Neotropical migratory birds, and Survey and Manage Species.  

• Dwarf mistletoe infestations can have beneficial effects for some wildlife species (habitat, food 
source, etc.); timber harvesting to reduce the mistletoe infestations could adversely affect species that 
benefit from its presence in stands. 

• Road construction and renovation may affect terrestrial and aquatic species and their habitats.  Roads 
can cause mortality from road construction, mortality from collision with vehicles, modification of 
animal behavior, alteration of the physical environment, alteration of the chemical environment, and 
increased use of an area by humans. 

• Deer and elk winter range areas exist in the Planning Area; manage according to the RMP, which 
emphasizes providing thermal cover and minimizing disturbances between November 15 and     
April 1. 

• Activities associated with timber harvest may affect nesting, roosting, foraging and dispersal habitat 
within Critical Habitat Units OR-37 and OR-38.  CHU OR-37 provides the single most important 
link connecting the Oregon Cascades Province to the Klamath Mountains province.   

• The presence of barred owls and their interaction with northern spotted owls should be considered. 

• There is a potential for adverse cumulative effects on wildlife habitat within the Little Butte Creek 
Watershed from road building, timber harvest activities, grazing, OHV use, and fire suppression on 
BLM, Forest Service, and private lands.    

• Address how the project will meet the RMP retention requirement for late-successional forests (15 
percent of federal lands in each 5th field watershed). 
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3. Assumptions 

• No activities will occur within the 100-acre spotted owl activity centers or 300-meter (984 foot) nest 
patch radii of known nest sites. 

• If no T&E (Threatened and Endangered) or Special Status Species habitat is known or suspected to 
be present in the Project Area, or the area is outside the range for a particular species, then no further 
analysis is needed. If habitat is present, but no activities are planned for that habitat or the project 
would not impact the population or habitat, no further analysis is needed. If a T&E or Special Status 
Species is known or suspected to be present and habitat is proposed to be disturbed, then the species 
will be analyzed. 

• Coarse wood already on the ground will be retained and protected from disturbance to the greatest 
extent possible during treatment. 

• Snags which do not need to be felled for safety reasons will be retained within the harvest units to 
the extent possible. In salvage units, some snags may be removed as per silvicultural prescription 
guidelines. 

• “Treat and maintain” spotted owl habitat means the action occurs within NRF (nesting, roosting, and 
foraging) or dispersal habitat but would not change the conditions that classify the stand as NRF or 
dispersal post-treatment. NRF habitat will retain at least 60 percent canopy cover, large trees, 
multistoried canopy, standing and down dead wood, and diverse understory adequate to support 
prey, and may contain some mistletoe or other decay.  Dispersal habitat will retain at least 40 percent 
canopy. The habitat classification of the stand following treatment will be the same as the 
pretreatment habitat classification. 

• Per direction in the Northwest Forest Plan (USDA and USDI 1994b, Chapter 2, p. 26), late-
successional forest is forest habitat 80 years or older.  Late-successional forest generally, but not 
always, provides suitable habitat for spotted owls.  Suitable spotted owl habitat is generally 80 years 
and older, but also contains other attributes such as multiple layers, standing snags and large down 
logs, large limbs, and tree cavities. 

• Northern spotted owl habitat is specifically rated for suitability for spotted owls, while late-
successional habitat not rated as suitable northern spotted owl habitat may provide habitat for other 
species. 

4. Affected Environment 

a. Vegetation Conditions and Terrestrial Wildlife Habitats (General) 
The South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project proposal is located in the western portion of the 
Little Butte Creek watershed, which is a tributary to the Rogue River.  The total size of the Wildlife Analysis 
Area is 61,209 acres (approximately 96 square miles).  BLM-administered lands comprise 42 percent of this 
area. 

The present-day composition and distribution of vegetation in the Project Area is influenced by site 
characteristics (soil types, aspect, and topography), natural disturbance (wildfires, insects, disease, etc.) 
historic mining, rural residential development, agricultural activities, timber harvest, fuels reduction projects, 
fire suppression, and road building.  Common forest types include Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine, white fir, 
mixed conifer, and white oak forest series (USDI 1995). 

The vegetation condition classes presented in Table 3-19 provide habitat for the terrestrial wildlife species 
found in the proposed South Fork Little Butte Wildlife Analysis Area.  Acreage of each vegetation condition 
class and several wildlife species that are representative of the various habitats are also displayed. 
Approximately 200 vertebrate terrestrial wildlife species are known or suspected to occur in the Wildlife 
Analysis Area based on known range and habitat associations.  This includes species that migrate through the 
area. 
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An analysis of the late successional forest habitat was last done in the Ashland Resource Area for the Little 
Butte Creek 5th field watershed in 1999 (USDI 1999).  At that time, the analysis determined there were 
8,255 acres of late-successional forest habitat in BLM reserves in the watershed.  In 2008, the Butte Falls 
Resource Area conducted a Late-Successional Assessment for salvaging trees from a 2008 blow down 
event.  In this document, there is a summary of the total late-successional habitat on BLM lands in Ashland 
and Butte Falls in both reserve and non-reserve areas.  At that time, there were 31,799 acres of late-
successional forest, which was 42 percent of the total forested acres in the watershed on BLM lands (75,057 
acres). 

Since the total late successional acres were also similar in the 1999 report (for all acres), we assumed some 
of the activities (natural and timber sales) were not considered in the 2008 LSR Assessment.  We 
summarized all projects and natural events that may have removed NRF and dispersal habitat within the 
Little Butte Watershed since 1999.  We used fire history, Biological Assessment, and timber sale GIS layers 
to calculate the changes.  This analysis resulted in a loss of 693 acres of NRF and dispersal habitat, which 
could represent late-successional forest habitat. 

 Table 3-19.  Vegetation Condition Classes on BLM-Administered Lands within the Wildlife Analysis Area 

Vegetation Condition 
Class 

Acres 
(BLM  Lands) Representative Species (from Brown 1985) 

Grassland/Shrubland 1,954 gopher snake, California ground squirrel, western 
meadowlark, wrentit, dusky-footed woodrat 

Hardwood/Woodland 2,241 acorn woodpecker, western gray squirrel, ringneck 
snake 

Seedling/Sapling 2,496 northwestern garter snake, mountain quail, pocket 
gopher 

Small Conifer 870 golden-crowned kinglet, porcupine, Southern alligator 
lizard 

Large Conifer 10,014 ensatina, Stellar’s jay, mountain lion 

Mature Conifer 7,886 northern spotted owl, northern flying squirrel, pileated 
woodpecker 

 

b. Special Status Wildlife Species 
Special Status Species are those species that are federally-listed as Threatened or Endangered; proposed or 
candidates for federal listing as Threatened or Endangered; or are Bureau Sensitive species (IM No. OR-
2012-018). Survey and Manage species are listed for protection under the Northwest Forest Plan and are 
discussed in the following section. Table 3-20 lists the Special Status and Survey and Manage species that 
are known, suspected or have habitat in the Wildlife Analysis Area. Species determined to have a very low 
likelihood of occurring in the Project Area, or whose presence would be considered accidental, were not 
included in this analysis. BLM Manual 6840 (USDI 2008) provides policy and guidance for the conservation 
of BLM Special Status Species and the ecosystems upon which they depend on BLM-administered lands. 
BLM Special Status Species include those species listed or proposed for listing under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA), as well as those designated as Bureau Sensitive by the State Director.  

The objectives of the BLM Special Status policy are:  

• To conserve and/or recover ESA-listed species and the ecosystems on which they depend so that 
ESA protections are no longer needed for these species; and  

• To initiate proactive conservation measures that reduces or eliminates threats to Bureau Sensitive 
Species to minimize the likelihood of and need for listing of these species under the ESA (USDI 
2008, section .02).   
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Per BLM Manual 6840 (Section .06), Bureau Sensitive Species will be managed consistent with species and 
habitat management objectives in land use and implementation plans to promote their conservation and to 
minimize the likelihood and need for listing under the ESA. Project implementation will adhere to the 
requirements set forth in Section 6840.2.C. All Bureau Sensitive species were considered and evaluated for 
this project, and only those that could be impacted by the Proposed Actions are discussed in more detail. 

Table 3-20.  Wildlife Species Known, Suspected or Habitat Occurs in the Analysis Area 
Scientific Name Common Name Status  Occurrence 
Strix occidentalis caurina northern spotted owl FT Known 
Strix nebulosa great gray owl S&M Known 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus bald eagle SEN/EPA Known 
Aquila chrysaetos golden eagle EPA Known 
Falco peregrinus anatum American peregrine falcon SEN Suspected 
Pekania pennanti  fisher SEN/FP Known 
Cania lupus gray wolf FE Suspected 
Antrozous pallidus pallid bat SEN Suspected 
Myotis thysanodes fringed myotis SEN Suspected 
Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend’s big-eared bat SEN Known 
Actinemys marmorata Pacific pond turtle SEN Known 
Helminthoglypta hertleini Oregon shoulderband SEN/S&M Suspected 
Monadenia chaceana Chace sideband  S&M Suspected 
Monadenia fidelis celeuthia travelling sideband SEN Suspected 
Vespericola sierranus Siskiyou hesperian SEN Suspected 
Pristiloma arcticum crateris Crater Lake tightcoil SEN/S&M Suspected 
Deroceras hesperium Evening Fieldslug S&M Suspected 
Callophrys johnsoni Johnson's hairstreak  SEN Suspected 
Chloealtis aspasma 

 

Siskiyou short-horned 
h  

SEN Known 
Bombus occidentalis Western bumblebee SEN Suspected 
Polites mardon Mardon skipper SEN Known 

Status: 
FE – Federally Endangered 
FT – Federally Threatened             SEN – Bureau Sensitive Species      EPA – Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
FP – Federal Proposed                S&M – Survey and Manage Species 
Occurrence: 
Known – Species is known to occur in the Project Area 
Suspected – Species not known to occur but reasonable potential to exist in the Project Area 
Habitat – Less probable for species to occur but suitable habitat is found in the Project Area and is within the 
                  known or suspected range of the species   

Federally Listed or Proposed Species  

Northern Spotted Owls (NSOs) 

The northern spotted owl, a federally-listed Threatened species, is associated with existing habitat within and 
adjacent to the South Fork Little Butte Project Area. Spotted owls prefer coniferous forest with multiple 
vertical layers of vegetation and a variety of tree species and age classes with the presence of large logs and 
large diameter live and dead trees (snags), for nesting, roosting, and foraging habitat. They may also be 
found in younger stands with multilayered, closed canopies, large diameter trees, and abundance of dead and 
down woody material. Based on studies of owl habitat selection (including habitat structure and use and prey 
preference throughout the range of the owl), spotted owl habitat consists of four components: nesting, 
roosting, foraging, and dispersal (Thomas et al. 1990). 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Forest Service (FS), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
have conducted a coordinated review of four reports containing information on the northern spotted owl.  
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The reviewed reports include the following: 

• Scientific Evaluation of the Status of the Northern Spotted Owl (Sustainable Ecosystems Institute, 
Courtney et al. 2004);  

• Status and Trends in Demography of Northern Spotted Owls, 1985-2003 (Anthony et al. 2004); 

• Northern Spotted Owl Five Year Review: Summary and Evaluation (USFWS 2004); and 

• Northwest Forest Plan – The First Ten Years (1994-2003): Status and trend of northern spotted owl 
populations and habitat, PNW Station Edit Draft (Lint 2005). 

Anthony et al. (2004) published meta-analysis of owl demographic data collected in 14 demographic study 
areas across the range of the northern spotted owl.  Four of the study areas are in western Washington, six are 
in western Oregon, and four are in northwestern California.  Although the agencies anticipated a decline of 
NSO populations under land and resource management plans during the past decade, Anthony identified 
greater than expected NSO population declines in Washington and northern portions of Oregon, and more 
stationary populations in southern Oregon and northern California. However, Anthony (2010) stated that that 
there is now an apparent decline in spotted owl occupancy in the Southern Cascades Study Area, while the 
presence of barred owls is increasing.  

The reports listed above did not find a direct correlation between habitat conditions and changes in NSO 
populations, and they were inconclusive as to the cause of the declines.  Even though some risk factors had 
declined (such as habitat loss due to harvesting), other factors had continued, such as habitat loss due to 
wildfire, potential competition with the barred owl, West Nile virus, and sudden oak death (USFWS 2004; 
Lint 2005).  The barred owl is present throughout the range of the spotted owl, so the likelihood of 
competitive interactions between the species raises concerns as to the future of the spotted owl (Lint 2005).  

In more recent reports (Davis et al. 2010, 2011; Forsman et al. 2011), it has become more evident that the 
barred owl population is increasing across the range of the northern spotted owl. Forsman (2011) indicates 
that the spotted owl populations have declined across most of the range, with the most significant declines 
occurring in Washington where the barred owl has been present the longest. Although analysis within the 
nearest NSO demography study (Klamath Study Area, or KSA) to the Project Area indicates a stable spotted 
owl population during the study period, the recent data shows the beginning of a trend towards a declining 
population (Davis et al. 2010). Davis et al. (2010) states that 

[t]here is mounting evidence that barred owls are negatively impacting spotted owl population 
within the KSA. This is illustrated by several population trends beginning about 2003, which 
is when barred owl detections within the KSA exceed 10 percent of the sites. Spotted owl 
detections have been steadily decreasing since 2002 and reached the lowest point in 2010, the 
same year barred owl detections reached their highest level. Fecundity rates appear to be 
declining during the past 8 years and in only 1 of those 8 years was the rate above average. 
Fecundity rates for sites with known barred owl presence were lower than at other sites. If 
these trends continue a combination of lower occupancy and reduced fecundity, there may be 
cause for concern regarding the spotted owl population. 

On June 30, 2011, the USFWS released the Revised Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl for public 
comment (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 2011). This Revised Recovery Plan recommends achieving 
recovery of the spotted owl through 1) the retention of more occupied and high-quality habitat, 2) active 
management using ecological forestry techniques, both inside and outside of reserves, 3) increased 
conservation of spotted owls on State and private lands, and 4) the removal of barred owls in areas with 
spotted owls. The plan recommends retaining the Northwest Forest Plan reserve network while the Service 
utilizes a habitat modeling framework to develop and propose a new critical habitat network for the spotted 
owl. This new critical habitat for NSOs was finalized on November 21, 2012 and published in the Federal 
Register on December 4, 2012. The effective date for the Final Critical Habitat was on January 3, 2013 (30 
days after the date of the publication in the Federal Register). 



South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project 3-106                             Environmental Assessment 

The original foundation for spotted owl recovery was the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan (NWFP). Management 
direction and land allocations in the standards and guidelines of the NWFP are intended to constitute the 
Forest Service and BLM contributions to the recovery of the northern spotted owl (USDA USDI 1994). The 
NWFP provides a network of late-successional reserves, 100-acre Known Spotted Owl Activity Centers 
(KSOACs), connecting riparian corridors, and connectivity blocks across the lands within the Plan area.  

The NWFP-designated KSOACs were the best habitat on federal lands as close as possible to the spotted owl 
nest site, or owl activity center, for all sites known as of January 1, 1994 (USDA and USDI 1994b). These 
KSOACs are to be protected to preserve an intensively used portion of the breeding season home range close 
to a nest site or center of activity (USDI 1995). There are no KSOACs in the Project Area. 

The South Fork Little Butte proposed activities are located within the provincial home ranges (1.2-mile 
radius from the site center) of 14 historic spotted owl sites.  No known nests are located within the proposed 
treatment units. The Wildlife Analysis Area encompasses the entire home range of 17 historic NSO sites.  
The Wildlife Analysis Area was delineated based on a combination of factors including watershed 
boundaries, NSO home ranges, and proposed project units.  The survey history for each NSO site within the 
Wildlife Analysis Area has varied over the years.  Reproduction has been confirmed at three sites in the last 
10 years.  For purposes of this analysis, all sites are assumed to be occupied.  While there is no requirement 
to survey for spotted owls prior to implementing forest management actions, the BLM conducted six survey 
visits to each of these sites in 2014, and the sites will be surveyed again in the 2015 field season. The 2014 
surveys resulted in the location of two nest sites. Fledglings were located at both of these sites. 

Northern Spotted Owl Habitat 

For the purposes of this analysis, the vegetation within the South Fork Little Butte Project Area was typed 
into habitat categories pertinent to the northern spotted owl.  These categories are distinct and not over-
lapping.  These habitat types are used throughout this document to describe and quantify habitat conditions 
across the landscape (Table 3-21).  

Highly suitable, or RA 32 (Recovery Action 32) habitat, is a sub-set of NRF habitat. Under the NSO 
Recovery Plan, the US Fish and Wildlife Service recommends agencies maintain substantially all of the older 
and more structurally complex, multilayered conifer forests on federal lands (USDI FWS 2008c).  These 
forests are characterized as having large diameter trees; high amounts of canopy; and decadence components 
such as broken-topped live trees, mistletoe, cavities, large snags and large coarse wood. Stands proposed for 
harvest in the South Fork Little Butte Project Area were evaluated using interagency draft methodology. 
Stands evaluated and meeting the definitions in the methodology are referred to as RA 32 stands. Through 
field evaluations, approximately 103 acres of proposed treatment units were determined to meet RA 32 stand 
conditions and removed from further consideration for treatment. (See also Chapter 2, Section F, Alternatives 
and Actions Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis). 

Northern Spotted Owl Prey Base 

Dusky-footed woodrats, the primary prey species for spotted owls in southwest Oregon, are found in high 
densities in early seral or edge habitat (Sakai and Noon 1993).  Down wood is an important habitat feature 
for these major prey species in southwest Oregon.  Dusky-footed woodrats build stick nests, sometimes 
incorporating logs as part of the structure.  Northern flying squirrels are another major source of owl prey in 
southwest Oregon (Forsman 2004).   

Northern Spotted Owl Critical Habitat  

Critical habitat is designated under the auspices of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 and was first 
designated for the northern spotted owl in 1992. Critical habitat includes the primary constituent elements 
(PCE) that support nesting, roosting, foraging, and dispersal. It also includes forest land that is currently 
unsuitable, but has the capability of becoming NRF habitat in the future (57 Federal Register 10:1796-1837).  
On February 28, 2012, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) released the proposed revised critical 
habitat in the form of maps and the draft form of the Federal Register publication.  The proposed rule was 
published in the Federal Register on March 8, 2012 (77 Federal Register 46:14062-14165).  On  
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Table 3-21. Northern Spotted Owl Habitat Types and Area in the South Fork Little Butte Project Area 

Habitat 
Type Description Areas (Acres) 

Suitable 
Habitat: 

Nesting, 
Roosting, 
and 
Foraging 
(NRF) 

 

Meets all spotted owl life requirements. Stands are generally older than 80 
years, have a high canopy cover (greater than 60 percent), a multilayered 
structure, and large overstory trees. Deformed, diseased, and broken-top 
trees, as well as large snags and down logs, are also present. Suitable 
habitat also includes areas with more uniform structure that may not have 
nesting structures, but provides roosting and foraging habitat with flying 
space for owls in the understory. 

9,163 

Dispersal 
Only Habitat 

 

Not suitable for spotted owl nesting/roosting/foraging, but has sufficient 
patchy cover to be used for travel between suitable stands, a minimum 40 
percent canopy cover, and an average tree diameter greater than 11 inches 
with flying space for owls in the understory.  

4,570 

Capable 
Habitat 

Forest that is currently not spotted owl habit, but can become NRF or 
dispersal in the future as trees mature and canopy fills in. 4,695 

Non-Suitable 
Habitat 

Lands that do not provide habitat for spotted owl and would not develop into 
NRF or dispersal in the future (open prairies, meadows, shrub lands, etc.)  7,019 

 TOTAL 25,447 

 

November 21, 2012, in compliance with an order from the U.S. District Court of Columbia, the USFWS 
finalized the proposed rule. The rule becomes effective 30 days after the date of Federal Register publication.  
Federal Register publication took place on December 4, 2012, thus the rule became effective on January 3, 
2013. There are 21,768 acres of critical habitat in the Wildlife Analysis Area. 

The proposed project treatment units are located in the Klamath East (KLE) critical habitat unit (also referred 
to as Unit 10) and specifically, are within subunit KLE 5.  The KLE 5 subunit consists of approximately 
37,646 ac (15,325 ha) in Jackson County, Oregon, and comprises lands managed by the BLM and the State 
of Oregon. The 37,606 acres (15,219 ha) of BLM-administered land are managed per the NWFP (USDA and 
USDI 1994b) while the State of Oregon lands are managed under the Southwest Oregon State Forests 
Management Plan (ODF 2010b, entire).  Special management considerations or protection are required in 
this subunit to address threats from current and past timber harvest, losses due to wildfire and the effects on 
vegetation from fire exclusion, and competition with barred owls. This subunit is expected to function 
primarily for north to south connectivity between subunits, but also for demographic support. The USFWS 
evaluation of sites known to be occupied at the time of listing indicates that approximately 86 percent of the 
area of subunit KLE 5 was covered by verified spotted owl home ranges at the time of listing (USDI FWS 
2012).  Within the Wildlife Analysis Area, 17,074 acres of BLM-administered land fall within KLE 5.  
While all proposed treatment units are within subunit KLE 5, about 4,694 acres of federally- managed land 
within the Wildlife Analysis Area fall within KLE 4.   
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Primary Constituent Elements of Critical Habitat 

Based on current research on the life history, biology, and ecology of the northern spotted owl and the 
requirements of the habitat to sustain its essential life history functions, as described above, the Service has 
identified the following PCEs for the northern spotted owl which are as follows (USDI FWS 2012): 

1) Forest types that may be in early, mid-, or late seral states and support the spotted owl across its 
geographical range.  

2) Habitat that provides for nesting and roosting (NR). This habitat must provide:  

a) Sufficient foraging habitat to meet the home range needs of territorial pairs of northern spotted owls 
throughout the year.  

b) Stands for nesting and roosting that are generally characterized by:  

• Moderate to high canopy closure (60 to over 80 percent),  

• Multilayered, multispecies canopies with large (20- 30 in (51-76 cm) or greater DBH) overstory 
trees, 

• High basal area (greater than 240 sq. ft/acre (55 m2/ha)),  

• High diversity of different diameters of trees,  

• High incidence of large live trees with various deformities (e.g., large cavities, broken tops, 
mistletoe infections, and other evidence of decadence)  

• Large snags and large accumulations of fallen trees and other woody debris on the ground, and  

• Sufficient open space below the canopy for northern spotted owls to fly. 

3) Habitat that provides for foraging (F), which varies widely across the northern spotted owl’s range, in 
accordance with ecological conditions and disturbance regimes that influence vegetation structure and 
prey species distributions (see specific description for the Klamath province below).  

4) Habitat to support the transience and colonization phases of dispersal (D), which in all cases would 
optimally be composed of nesting, roosting, or foraging habitat (PCEs (2) or (3)), but which may also be 
composed of other forest types that occur between larger blocks of nesting, roosting, and foraging 
habitat. In cases where nesting, roosting, or foraging habitats are insufficient to provide for dispersing or 
nonbreeding owls, the specific dispersal habitat PCEs for the northern spotted owl may be provided by 
the following:  

a) Habitat supporting the transience phase of dispersal, which includes:  

• Stands with adequate tree size and canopy closure to provide protection from avian predators and 
minimal foraging opportunities; in general this may include, but is not limited to, trees with at 
least 11 in (28 cm) DBH and a minimum 40 percent canopy closure; and  

• Younger and less diverse forest stands than foraging habitat, such as even-aged, pole-sized 
stands, if such stands contain some roosting structures and foraging habitat to allow for 
temporary resting and feeding during the transience phase. 

b) Habitat supporting the colonization phase of dispersal, which is generally equivalent to nesting, 
roosting, and foraging habitat as described in PCEs (2) and (3), but may be smaller in area than that 
needed to support nesting pairs. 

Gray Wolf 

The gray wolf is a federally-listed as Endangered species in Oregon west of highways 395 and 78.  Until 
2011, gray wolves were only known to occur in Oregon east of these highways.  In September 2011, one 
radio collared male wolf (OR-7) disappeared from the Imnaha pack in Northeastern Oregon.  Since 2011 the 
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Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) has been tracking OR-7's dispersal movements, which 
included some time in Northern California. 

The proposed South Fork Little Butte Project is located near the known wolf activity area of OR-7 (ODFW 
2015).  This area covers the southeastern portion of Douglas County, the eastern edge of Jackson County, 
and the western edge of Klamath County.  Since March 2013, ODFW has documented OR-7 spending the 
majority of his time in the southwest Cascades.  On June 4, 2014, ODFW announced that OR-7 and a mate 
produced offspring.  In September 2014, ODFW released results from genetic analysis that showed OR-7’s 
mate was also from northeastern Oregon and that the pups were offspring from both adults.  Then on January 
13, 2015, ODFW identified additional wolf activity in the Keno area.  The known wolf activity maps for the 
Rogue Pack and the new Keno wolf pair were updated on the ODFW website on January 27, 2015.  Both of 
these areas of known wolf activity fall outside of the Wildlife Analysis Area for the South Fork Little Butte 
Project. 

Wolves have large home ranges and use a variety of habitats, but use of different habitat types primarily 
coincides with wild ungulate ranges, including winter range, summer range and calving/fawning areas (Mech 
and Boitani 2010).  Important wolf habitat components for reproduction are denning sites and rendezvous 
sites.  Den sites may be in hollow logs, clefts between rocks, deep riverbank hollows, spaces under upturned 
trees or rock overhangs, or in abandoned dens of other animals (Mech and Boitani 2010). 

They may use the same den for several years.  After 1 to 2 months these natal dens are abandoned for an 
open area called a rendezvous site.  At the rendezvous site pups are guarded by a few adult pack members, 
while the rest of the pack hunts (Mech and Boitani 2010). 

Pacific Fisher 

Fishers, a federally Proposed species under the ESA (Federal Register, Vol 79, no. 194, 10/7/14 pgs. 604190-
60443), are found in forest woodland landscape mosaics that include conifer-dominated stands. Their 
occurrence is closely associated with low- to mid-elevation  forests (generally less than 4,100 feet) with a 
coniferous component, large snags or decadent live trees and logs for denning and resting, and complex 
physical structure near the forest floor (Aubry and Lewis 2003). Forest type is probably not as important to 
fishers as the vegetative and structural complexity that lead to abundant prey populations and potential den 
sites (Lofroth et al. 2010). Fishers do not appear to occur as frequently in early-successional forests as they 
do in late-successional forests in the Pacific Northwest (Powell and Zielinski 1994), but they will use 
harvested areas if patches of habitat with residual components (i.e., logs, hardwoods) and areas where 
patches of larger trees are left in the landscape (Lofroth et al. 2010). In addition, Buskirk and Powell (1994) 
hypothesized that the physical structure of the forest and prey associated with forest structures are the critical 
features that explain fisher habitat use, not specific forest types. Prey and scavenged remains recovered from 
den and rest sites in southwest Oregon include rabbit, ground squirrel, flying squirrel, woodrat, opossum, 
skunk, porcupine, bobcat, deer and elk carrion, jay, woodpecker, grouse, berries, and yellow jackets ( Lofroth 
et al. 2011; Aubry and Raley 2006). 

Females usually give birth in cavities (natal dens) in large live or dead trees. These cavities are in trees with 
openings that access hollows created by heartwood decay (Aubry and Raley 2002). After the kits become 
more active, the females move them to a larger den (maternal den) on or near the forest floor. These dens are 
primarily cavities in the lower bole or butt of live or dead large trees. Fishers also use snags, mistletoe 
brooms, rodent nests, logs, and cull piles for rest sites (Lofroth et al. 2010).  

Currently, there are two populations of fisher in Oregon which have been assumed to be genetically isolated 
from each other; a small population in the Southern Cascades near Prospect and Butte Falls, and a second 
population in southwestern Oregon in the Klamath and Siskiyou Mountains (Lofroth et al. 2010; Aubrey et 
al. 2004). This is considered to be the result of the presence of potentially strong ecological and 
anthropogenic barriers including the white oak savanna habitat of the Rogue Valley and Interstate 5. Based 
on DNA analyses, individuals in the southern Oregon Cascades appear to be descendants of animals 
reintroduced from British Columbia and Minnesota during the late 1970s and early 1980s by the Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (Drew et al. 2003). Animals in the eastern Siskiyou Mountains of Oregon 
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are genetically related to individuals in the northwestern California population, which is indigenous (Wisely 
et al. 2004; Farber and Franklin 2005).  Recent DNA analysis of hair samples collected at baited camera 
stations have demonstrated that individuals from both of these populations overlap in habitat use and thus 
there is likely a portion of their range in which interbreeding takes place.  

Fishers are highly mobile and have large home ranges, and travel over large areas. In the Southern Cascades 
population, the average home range for females was approximately 6,200 acres (25 km2). Male home ranges 
varied from approximately 36,300 acres (147 km2) during breeding season to 15,300 acres (62 km2) during 
the nonbreeding season (Aubry and Raley 2006). One male dispersed approximately 34 miles (55 km) to the 
Big Marsh area on the Deschutes National Forest (Aubry and Raley 2002). Other fisher research studies on 
the west coast have shown that fisher mean home range size vary considerably. Females’ mean home ranges 
vary from 1.7 km2 to 59 km2, and males’ from 7.4 km2 to 177.5 km2. 

The northern spotted owl NRF habitat-type described above adequately describes suitable fisher denning and 
resting habitat because there is a direct correlation of key habitat features used to assess NSO habitat and 
fisher habitat (high canopy cover, multi-storied stands, large snags, and large down trees on the forest floor).  
Using northern spotted owl habitat as a surrogate for fisher habitat has been accepted by the courts as a 
reasonable practice (KS Wild v. US BLM, Case No. 06-3076-PA, Order and Judgment 9/10/2007).   

Based on the NSO habitat analysis, approximately 9,163 acres of suitable fisher denning and resting habitat 
exist on BLM-administered lands within the Wildlife Analysis Area.  However, all of these acres may not 
provide optimal fisher habitat because past harvest practices and land ownership patterns have resulted in 
fragmented habitat.  BLM “checkerboard” ownership may be one of the primary factors limiting the ability 
of BLM-administered lands to provide optimal habitat for fishers (USDA and USDI 1994).  This 
checkerboard ownership pattern was created by the Congressional acts that provided land grants, and is 
beyond the scope of the BLM’s authority.  

Fisher surveys using baited camera stations and hair snares have been conducted in portions of the Little 
Butte Creek watershed and proximate to the Project Area.   Only one of these camera stations within the 
Wildlife Analysis Area has yielded photos of fishers.  The extent (dispersal, foraging, or breeding) to which 
the South Fork Little Butte Project Area is used by fisher is not known.  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service published a finding in April 2004 that a petition to list fishers as a “Federally 
Threatened” species was warranted but precluded by higher priority listing actions. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service issued a proposal to list the West Coast Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of fisher 
(Pekania pennanti) as a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act in the Federal Register on 
October 7, 2014 (Federal Register, Vol 79, no. 194, 10/7/14 pgs. 604190-60443). The South Fork Little 
Butte Project falls within the range of the West Coast DPS of fisher.  A final decision from USFWS is 
anticipated in April of 2016. Fishers remain a BLM Bureau Sensitive Species. 

Bureau Sensitive Species 
Bureau Special Status Species (SSS) are species listed or proposed for listing under the ESA and species 
requiring special management consideration to promote their conservation and reduce the likelihood and 
need for future listing under the ESA. The SSS list was most recently updated in January 2012.  This list has 
two categories: Sensitive and Strategic.  Per BLM Manual 6840 (Section .06), Bureau Sensitive Species will 
be managed consistent with species and habitat management objectives in land use and implementation plans 
to promote their conservation and to minimize the likelihood and need for listing under the ESA. Project 
implementation will adhere to the requirements set forth in Section 6840.2.C. All Bureau Sensitive species 
were considered and evaluated for this project, and only those that could be impacted by the proposed actions 
are discussed in more detail.  

  



South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project 3-111                             Environmental Assessment 

Bald Eagle 

The bald eagle is a Bureau Sensitive Species and is also protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  The US Fish and Wildlife (2007b) bald eagle 
Management Guidelines state:   

Bald eagles generally nest near coastlines, rivers, large lakes or streams that support an adequate 
food supply, usually fish and waterfowl.  They often nest in mature or old-growth trees; snags (dead 
trees); cliffs; rock promontories; rarely on the ground; and with increasing frequency on human 
made structures such as power poles and communication towers. In forested areas, bald eagles often 
select the tallest trees with limbs strong enough to support a nest that can weigh more than 1,000 
pounds. Nest sites typically include at least one perch with a clear view of the water where the eagles 
usually forage. Shoreline trees or snags located in reservoirs provide the visibility and accessibility 
needed to locate aquatic prey. Eagle nests are constructed with large sticks, and may be lined with 
moss, grass, plant stalks, lichens, seaweed, or sod. Nests are usually about 4-6 feet in diameter and 3 
feet deep, although larger nests exist.  

There is one known bald eagle nest within the Project Area. 

Bats 

Pallid bats west of the Cascade Range are restricted to the drier interior valleys of the southern portion of the 
state. They are usually found in brushy, rocky terrain, but have been observed at edges of coniferous and 
deciduous woods and open farmland (Verts and Carraway 1998).  Roost habitat includes buildings, bridges, 
large decadent snags, and rock outcrops. Pallid bats have not been confirmed in the Wildlife Analysis Area, 
but they could be present. 

Fringed myotis bats appear adapted to live in areas with diverse vegetative substrates. They are associated 
with a variety of habitats including conifer forests and oak woodlands. They roost in buildings, caves, and 
mines, and in crevices and cavities in large trees. No fringed myotis bats have been documented in the 
Wildlife Analysis Area. 

Townsend’s big-eared bats use a variety of habitats throughout the western U. S. They prefer caves or mine 
adits for roost sites, but may also use large, loose-barked snags.  Townsend’s big-eared bats have been 
documented within the Wildlife Analysis Area.  

No mining adits are known to be present in the Project Area.  Any mining adits located prior to harvest that 
can provide suitable bat habitat will be protected with a 250-foot no-cut buffer (USDI 1995). Scattered large 
remnant trees and snags that could provide roosting opportunities during foraging are present in and adjacent 
to the proposed units. Those within the units are not the subject of treatment and would be protected to the 
greatest extent possible, unless they present a safety hazard. 

Mollusks 

The proposed action is located within the suspected ranges of four terrestrial mollusk species which appear 
on the Bureau Sensitive species list.  Two of these terrestrial mollusks also appear on the NWFP Survey and 
Manage list (see Table 3-25).    Protocol surveys are required and mollusks are granted protection through 
buffering of known locations.  Although very little is known regarding the ecology of these species, they are 
generally associated with moist areas and use rock substrate, large woody debris and logs as refugia during 
the dry months (Duncan et al. 2003).  Protocol surveys for terrestrial mollusks were conducted in the Project 
Area during fall of 2014 and will be completed in the spring of 2015.  Voucher specimens collected from 
surveys are currently being classified by species and sent to a regional malacologist for verification. 

Habitat attributes for the travelling sideband (Monadenia fidelis celeuthia) include dry basal talus and rock 
outcrops, with oak and maple overstory components. Also, they have been found along spring run-off in 
rocks and moist silty alluvial benches adjacent to creeks with moist vegetation and detritus in mixed conifer-
hardwood forest.   
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The Siskiyou hesperian (Vespericola sierranus) preferred habitat includes riparian and other perennially 
moist habitats with deep leaf litter, woody debris and rocks. 

The Oregon shoulderband (Helminthoglypta hertleini) is generally associated with shrublands or rocky 
inclusions in forested habitat with substantial grass and subsurface water sources.  

The Crater Lake tightcoil (Pristiloma arcticum crateris) may be found in perennially wet situations in 
mature conifer forests, among rushes, mosses and other surface vegetation or under rocks and woody debris 
within 10 m. of open water in wetlands, springs, seeps, and riparian areas, generally in areas which remain 
under snow for long periods in the winter. 

Johnson’s Hairstreak Butterfly 

The Johnson’s hairstreak butterfly is dependent on conifer mistletoe for egg-laying and for food in its larval 
stage.  The host plants are dwarf mistletoes (Arceuthobium campylopodum) and other mistletoes (including 
A. tsugense).  It spends much of its lifespan in and near the tops of conifer trees, although it descends to 
ground level for nectaring (including Oregon grape, Pacific dogwood, ceanothus, pussy paws, and Rubus 
species), and to visit moist muddy areas as a source of water (Pyle 2002).  Surveys for the species are 
difficult as it spends the majority of its lifecycle high in the canopy of older conifers with mistletoe infection.  
Surveys have not been conducted for this species in the Wildlife Analysis Area.  Habitat exists in the area 
and therefore the Johnson’s hairstreak will be included in this analysis. The nearest known site is east of 
Medford, approximately 6 miles south and east of the Project Area. 

Siskiyou Short-horned Grasshopper  

This species is documented within the Wildlife Analysis Area.  It has been found in multiple locations 
dominated by brush and grass.  It is often associated with blue elderberry for the egg-laying phase of its life 
cycle. Siskiyou short-horned grasshoppers are actively feeding and reproducing from July through 
September. 

Western Bumblebee 

This species was until recently common across much of the western United States and has been documented 
within the Wildlife Analysis Area up to the present.   The species has experienced a precipitous population 
decline in the last decade, likely due to introduction of non-native pathogens.  This species is associated with 
open grassland/ shrubland where abundant flowering plants occur and serve as a food source.  

Pond Turtle 

The pond turtle is associated with streams and ponds throughout southwestern Oregon.  Nest sites are 
terrestrial and located near water sources.  Over-wintering sites may be aquatic or terrestrial, sometimes 
several hundred yards from water.  Pond turtles have been documented within the Wildlife Analysis Area. 

Peregrine Falcon 

The peregrine falcon is a Bureau Sensitive species.  This species nests on rock cliffs and outcrops and feeds 
on a variety of birds including pigeons and waterfowl.  Peregrine falcons have not been documented nesting 
within the Wildlife Analysis Area but suitable rock cliff nesting habitat exists within the area.  These habitats 
will be unaffected by proposed actions.  This species will not be included in further analysis for the project. 

c. Survey and Manage Species 

Great Gray Owls 
Great gray owls nest in a varied array of open forests associated with grassy areas suitable for their preferred 
prey species (e.g., voles, moles, gophers).  Broken top trees, abandoned raptor nests, mistletoe clumps, and 
other platforms provide suitable nest structures (USDA and USDI 2004).  All of the great gray owl (GGO) 
nests located in the western half of the Ashland Resource Area have been platform nests, whereas nests 
located in the higher elevation eastern portion of the Resource Area have been in broken top snags. Suitable 



South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project 3-113                             Environmental Assessment 

nesting habitat is defined in the “Survey Protocol For The Great Gray Owl “ (USDI and USDA 2004) as 
large diameter trees with roosting cover within 200 meters (656 feet) of suitable foraging habitat.  Foraging 
habitat is described as “relatively open, grassy habitats, to include bogs, natural meadows, open forests and 
selective/regeneration harvest areas” (USDI and USDA 2004).  They have been observed foraging up to 2.0 
miles from the nest (Bull and Henjum 1990).  

There are 13 recorded historical nest locations of great gray owls within the Wildlife Analysis Area. The 
forested stands present within the Wildlife Analysis Area are of mixed suitability as habitat for great gray 
owls.  Some stands are dense, steep and/or do not provide an open, grassy understory condition typical of 
GGO habitat.  Other stands offer habitat components more typically utilized by great gray owls (e.g. broken-
topped trees, grass and forb communities to support prey species).  High quality nesting and foraging habitat 
for GGOs exists within the Wildlife Analysis Area.  Surveys in the Project Area are on-going and will be 
completed in 2015. 

Mollusks 
The Proposed Action is located within the suspected ranges of four terrestrial mollusk species which appear 
on the NWFP Survey and Manage species list.  Two of these terrestrial mollusks also appear on the Bureau 
Sensitive species list (see Table 3-25).    Protocol surveys are required and mollusks are granted protection 
through buffering of known locations.  Although very little is known regarding the ecology of these species, 
they are generally associated with moist areas and use rock substrate, large woody debris and logs as refugia 
during the dry months (Duncan et al. 2003).  Protocol surveys for terrestrial mollusks were conducted in the 
Project Area during fall of 2014 and the spring of 2015.  Voucher specimens collected from surveys are 
currently being classified by species and sent to a regional malacologist for verification. 

The Chase sideband (Monadenia chaceana) is commonly found within 30 meters (98 feet) of rocky areas, 
talus deposits and in associated riparian areas. Areas of herbaceous vegetation in these rocky landscapes 
adjacent to forested habitats are preferred.   

The evening fieldslug (Deroceras hesperium) is primarily a riparian associate found in perennially moist 
habitat, including spring seeps and deep leaf litter along stream banks and under debris and rocks. 

The Crater Lake tightcoil (Pristiloma arcticum crateris) and the Oregon shoulderband (Helminthoglypta 
hertleini) are also listed as Bureau Sensitive species and are discussed in the BSS section above (p. 3-xx).  

d. Other Wildlife Species of Concern 

USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern and Game Birds Below Desired Condition 
Resident (found year-round) and Neotropical bird species are addressed here due to widespread concern 
regarding downward population trends and habitat declines.  BLM has interim guidance for meeting federal 
responsibilities under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (USDI 2008b) and Executive Order (EO) 13186.  Both 
the Act and the EO promote the conservation of migratory bird populations.  The interim guidance was 
transmitted through Instruction Memorandum No. 2008-050.  The Instruction Memorandum relies on two 
lists prepared by the US Fish and Wildlife Service in determining which species are to receive special 
attention in land management activities; the lists are Bird Species of Conservation Concern (BCC) found in 
various Bird Conservation Regions (Project Area is in BCR 5) and Game Birds Below Desired Condition 
(GBBDC).  Table 3-22 displays those species that are known or likely to be present in the Wildlife Analysis 
Area.  
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Table 3-22. BCC and GBBDC Species Known or Likely to be Present in the Project Area 
Scientific Name Common Name Status 
Patagioenas fasciata band-tailed pigeon  GBBDC 
Zenaida macroura mourning dove GBBDC 
Aix sponsa wood duck GBBDC 
Contopus cooperi olive-sided flycatcher  BCC 
Selasphorus rufus rufous hummingbird BCC 
Carpodacus purpureus purple finch BCC 

GBBDC – Game Birds Below Desired Condition 
BCC – Birds of Conservation Concern 

Current research indicates the most appropriate scale to study impacts to migratory birds is at the eco-
regional scale (California Partners in Flight 2002).  Breeding bird surveys in the Southern Pacific Rainforest 
Physiographic Region (which includes western Oregon) indicate that songbirds are declining.  The exact 
cause of these declines is still unclear, but issues associated with their winter grounds (Central and South 
America) are suspected to be an important factor.  

Band-tailed pigeons are generally found in temperate and mountain coniferous and mixed forests and 
woodlands, especially pine-oak woodland.  They will often forage in diverse habitats not used for nesting, 
including cultivated areas, suburban gardens and parks (Braun 1994).  Mineral springs and mineral graveling 
sites are important for mineral intake by adults, especially during the nesting season.  Pigeons show strong 
fidelity to mineral sites and have been documented traveling 32 miles from a nesting site to a mineral spring 
(Jarvis and Passmore 1992). 

Mourning doves breed in variety of open habitats, including agricultural areas, open woods, deserts, forest 
edges, cities and suburbs.  A dove may have up to five or six clutches in a single year. Human alteration of 
original vegetation in North America is generally beneficial for this species, with creation of openings in 
extensive forests and plowing of grasslands for cereal-grain production of particular importance. Mourning 
doves are one of the most widespread avian species in North America. 

Olive-sided flycatchers are most often associated with forest openings, forest edges near natural openings 
(e.g., meadows, canyons, rivers) or human-made openings (e.g., harvest units), or open to semi-open forest 
stands. In Douglas-fir forests of northwest California, Olive-sided Flycatcher is the only common species 
detected more often at forest edges than in forest interior (Rosenberg and Raphael 1986). In rain forests of 
western Oregon, which are characterized by dense canopy closure and function as unsuitable habitat, Olive-
sided flycatchers occur primarily in harvest units where at least a few large snags and live trees are retained. 

Rufus hummingbirds’ breeding habitat includes coniferous forest, second growth, thickets and brushy 
hillsides, foraging in adjacent scrubby areas and meadows with abundant nectaring flowers. They are 
associated with secondary succession communities and forest openings (Healy and Calder 2006). Nest sites 
are located in a variety of plants and sites including shrubs and drooping lower branches of conifers and 
oaks. There are reports of colonies of up to 20 nests only a few yards from each other in timber or second 
growth (Bent 1940). 

The purple finch is likely to be found in the proposed project.  In summer, purple finch mainly breed in 
moderately moist, open conifer forests, and edge habitat at low -to-mid elevations.  They use a variety of 
habitats including deciduous woodlands, riparian corridors and edge habitat (Marshall et al. 2003).  In winter 
they are more widespread, using forests, shrubby areas, weedy fields, hedgerows, and backyards. 

Golden Eagle 
Currently, the golden eagle is not recognized as a federally-listed (under the Endangered Species Act) or 
state listed species, or under the Bureau’s Special Status Species program.  However, protection is afforded 
under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. Under the 1995 Medford District RMP, golden eagle nest 
sites are protected with a 30-acre no harvest and no new road construction buffer.  Disturbance would also be 
avoided during the nesting season within this buffer (USDI 1995, p.46). 
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In Oregon, golden eagles inhabit a wide range of habitats, including shrub steppe, grasslands, juniper, open 
ponderosa pine, and mixed conifer/deciduous habitats.  The preferred foraging habitat is generally open areas 
with a shrub component that provides food and cover for prey (primarily black-tailed jackrabbit).  Nests are 
typically large (3-10’ tall and 3’ wide), and often built in large live ponderosa pines (>30” DBH) or on ledges 
along rims and cliffs (Marshall et al. 2003).  There are 3 known golden eagles nests or breeding areas in the 
Project Area. 

e. Deer Winter Range and Elk Management Area 
On BLM-administered lands, approximately 12,603 acres of the South Fork Little Butte Wildlife Analysis 
Area are in the Big Game Winter Range as identified in the Medford District RMP (USDI 1995, Map 7).  
More than 75percent of these areas are located behind locked gates or in unroaded areas.  The inaccessibility 
of much of the winter range/ management area to vehicles provides seclusion for deer and elk at a time when 
they are under physiological stress in winter due to low temperatures and reduced forage quality and 
availability.  This is a benefit because nutritional reserves are not depleted on avoidance behavior.   

On BLM-administered lands within the Wildlife Analysis Area, approximately 6,689 acres serve as foraging 
areas (grass, brush, woodland, and early seral vegetation condition classes). Approximately 17,900 acres 
serve as thermal cover (mid-seral and mature forest with a high degree of canopy closure).  Thus, 
approximately 67percent of the Wildlife Analysis Area on BLM-administered lands is currently providing 
thermal cover. Generally, brushland/shrubland and mature conifer forest vegetation condition classes also 
provide hiding cover. 

Management for deer and elk in these areas is focused primarily on improving forage and cover conditions 
and decreasing the density of roads that are open to vehicular traffic, particularly in the winter.  Winter range 
is located at lower to mid-elevations in the Wildlife Analysis Area, and generally on south to west facing 
slopes where solar radiation is most intense.  Concentrating foraging and other life functions on these aspects 
allows the animals to maintain normal body temperature with less energy expenditure.  “Thermal cover for 
big game winter range is not as critical in Little Butte Creek Watershed as it is in eastern Oregon due to the 
milder winters west of the Cascades. Although thermal cover may not be a major issue in this watershed, it 
can benefit big game by moderating thermal extremes (USDI and USDA 1997).”  

5. Environmental Consequences 

Impacts to wildlife from the proposed actions are best measured by the predicted potential changes in stand 
structure within different habitat types that would result from the activities proposed under each Alternative.  
Quantifying the predicted changes in wildlife habitat is the best method to evaluate the potential affects to 
wildlife species because they reflect the modification to and the resulting functionality of the residual stand 
after treatment.  Each wildlife species would respond differently to these stand structure changes; some may 
be negatively affected, others may benefit, while still others may remain unaffected.  The effects to key 
species associated with these habitats are linked to these changes in stand structures, as well as the magnitude 
(total treatment acres) and intensity of the treatments. Only federally-listed, Bureau Sensitive species, and 
NWFP Survey and Manage species known or suspected to occur within the Wildlife Analysis Area and with 
the potential to be impacted by the proposed actions are addressed further in this EA. 

a. Alternative 1— No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, no vegetation management would be implemented and there would be no 
direct effects to wildlife species on BLM-administered lands. Without treatment , the current stand 
conditions would likely develop into less complex stand structures and simplified species compositions than 
that of late-successional stands (Sensenig 2002), or at the very least, would require a much longer time scale 
to develop into structurally complex forest (Tappeiner et al. 1997).  Habitat conditions would remain 
generally unchanged at the unit scale in the short-term unless a major disturbance such as a wildfire, wind 
event, ice storm, insect infestation, or disease induced mortality occurred.  
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Conditions in the proposed thinning units would be most affected in the long-term by this competition of 
overstory trees. Overstocked stand conditions would result in relatively slow growth rates that would prolong 
crown differentiation. Eventually, some trees would become dominant and shade out suppressed trees. These 
suppressed trees would stand as small-diameter snags for a time and ultimately fall, but would not create 
openings as they occur in late seral stands as large overstory trees die and fall. The remaining dominant trees 
would soon expand their crowns into any newly-available growing space, increasing the effects of mortality 
on understory vegetation. Multiple waves of such competition mortality would occur before dominant tree 
density would be low enough for understory re-initiation. This growth trajectory would be unfavorable to the 
development of mature and late-successional forest attributes. These processes are discussed in further detail 
in the Silviculture portion of this EA (Chapter 3. Section B).  

Private lands surrounding the Wildlife Analysis Area are made up of early, mid, and late seral forests, 
agricultural fields, urban areas, and barren land. Most private forest lands are managed as tree farms for 
production of wood fiber on relatively short forest rotations. It is expected that any remaining late seral 
forests on private timber lands would be converted to early seral forest over the next one or two decades. For 
those species dependent on early seral habitat, private forest lands are not expected to provide quality habitat 
as competing vegetation that includes flowering plants, shrubs and hardwood trees are regularly sprayed to 
reduce competition with future harvestable trees. 

b. Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 
All of the treatments proposed under this Proposed Action were designed to meet the following objectives: 

1) Reduce stand density to increase tree growth, quality, and vigor of the remaining trees; 

2) Create diversified stand structure (height, age, and diameter classes);  

3) Develop spatial heterogeneity within stands (e.g. fine-scale structural mosaic); 

4) Increase resilience/resistance of forest stands to wildfire, drought, insects, etc. by reducing stand 
density and ladder fuels;  

5) Increase growing space and decrease competition for large and/or legacy pine, oak, and cedar. 

Federally Listed or Proposed Species 

Northern Spotted Owl (Threatened) 

Effects to Northern Spotted Owl Habitat 

The proposed actions may affect northern spotted owls to some degree (Likely to Adversely Affect or Not 
Likely to Adversely Affect), and therefore require consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act.  Consultation with the USFWS has been completed for the activities proposed under this project in the 
BLMs Biological Assessment for the South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project (SFLB_2015 BA) 
on January 9, 2015. In their Biological Opinion (FWS Reference Number 01EOFW00-2015-F-0090) 
transmitted on May 15, 2015, the USFWS determined that the proposed activities “are not likely to 
jeopardize the spotted owl” and they “do not anticipate that the project will adversely modify critical habitat 
at the subunit or range wide scale” (USDI FWS 2015, pp. 46-49).     

The South Fork Little Butte Project proposes to treat up to 410 acres of NRF habitat and 982 acres of 
dispersal habitat (Table 3-23). No actions are proposed in the nest patches of historic spotted owl sites.  

When discussing changes to spotted owl habitat, the following definitions are used to describe the anticipated 
effects of the activities associated with the Proposed Action to the NSO habitat types within the South Fork 
Little Butte Wildlife Analysis Area.  Canopy closure is used as one of the critical habitat thresholds because 
it is highly important to NSO nest site selection and general habitat use, because increased levels of canopy 
afford protection from predators, and regulate temperature extremes (Courtney et al. 2004).  The proposed 
treatments can be assigned into the following general effect types: 



South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project 3-117                             Environmental Assessment 

1) A Treat and Maintain of NRF or dispersal habitat means an action or activity would occur within NRF 
or dispersal habitat but would not change the habitat classification post-treatment.  The NRF stand would 
retain an average of 60 percent canopy cover post-treatment, large trees, multi-storied canopy, standing 
and down dead wood, diverse understory adequate to support prey, and may have some mistletoe or 
other decay. Dispersal habitat would continue to provide at least 40 percent canopy, flying space, and 
trees 11 inches diameter at breast height (DBH) or greater, on average.  The habitat classification of the 
stand following treatment would be the same as the pre-treatment habitat classification.  

2) A Downgrade of NRF alters the condition of spotted owl NRF habitat so that the habitat no longer 
supports nesting, roosting, and foraging behaviors. Downgraded NRF habitat has enough tree cover to 
support spotted owl dispersal. Downgrade is defined as occurring when the canopy cover in a NRF stand 
drops to 40-60 percent at the stand level, and when conditions are altered such that an owl would be 
unlikely to continue to use that stand for the purpose of nesting, roosting or foraging. Downgraded NRF 
continues to provide habitat for dispersal. 

3) Treatments that Remove NRF, or Remove Dispersal alter known spotted owl NRF so that the habitat no 
longer functions as nesting, roosting, foraging or dispersal. Removal generally reduces the canopy cover 
to less than 40 percent, alters the structural diversity and dead wood in the stand, or otherwise changes 
the stand so that it no longer supports owls for the nesting, roosting, foraging, or dispersal phases of their 
life cycle. 

 Table 3-23. Effects of Alternative 2 Proposed Treatments to NSO Habitat in the Analysis Area 

Habitat 
Type 

Pre-Project 
Acres 

Treat 
and 

Maintain 
Removal 

 
Downgrade  

 
Post-Project 

Acres 
Percent 
Change 

NRF 9,163 177 32 201 8,930 -2.6 
Dispersal-

only 4,570 895 87 N/A 4,684 +2.5 

When analyzing the impacts to spotted owls from timber harvest, the amount, intensity and duration of the 
harvest are not the only factors to consider. A critical factor to consider is the spatial distribution of the 
habitat found across the landscape and where the proposed treatments would occur in relation to known NSO 
nest sites. These areas of use are defined as follows: 

• Nest Patch is the 300-meter (984-foot) radius area around a known or likely nest site; it is included 
in the core area (USDI 2015a). 

• Core Area is a 0.5-mile radius circle (approximately 500 acres) from the nest or center of activity to 
delineate the area most heavily used by spotted owls during the nesting season; it is included in the 
provincial home range circle.  Core areas represent the areas which are defended by territorial owls 
and generally do not overlap the core areas of other owl pairs (USDI 2015a).  

• Provincial Home Range is defined by a circle located around an NSO activity center and represents 
the area owls are assumed to use for nesting and foraging in any given year.  For the Western 
Cascade Province the home range is a 1.2 mile radius circle (approximately 2,894 acres (USDI 
2015a).  The home ranges of several owl sites may overlap. 

These three areas represent how NSOs utilize the forest environment around their nest sites, and the 
importance of the habitat located within each spatial scale to a given NSO pair. They also provide a better 
understanding of how habitat altering treatments may affect NSOs life functions depending on where the 
treatment would occur in relation to known NSO nest sites.   

No harvest treatments are proposed in the Nest Patch of any NSO sites. Research has shown that the habitat 
quality within 300 meters (984 feet) of a nest site (known as the nest patch) is critically important to 
determining nest site positioning across the landscape (Perkins et al. 2000).  
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Under Alternative 2, there are approximately 88 acres of proposed treatment of capable habitat, 283 acres of 
proposed treat and maintain of dispersal habitat and approximately 50 acres of proposed treat and maintain of 
NRF habitat, 29 acres of proposed downgrade of NRF habitat, and 1 acre of proposed removal of NRF 
habitat in the 12 NSO Core Areas combined.  

The Proposed Action would take place within the Provincial Home Range of 14 historic northern spotted owl 
sites.  Under Alternative 2, there are 1,394 acres of proposed treatments within these owl home ranges: 247 
acres of NRF and 810 acres of dispersal would be treated, but would be maintained and still function the 
same following treatment; 48 acres of NRF habitat would be downgraded to dispersal habitat; 1.5 acres of 
NRF habitat and 0.5 acres of dispersal would be removed; and 287 acres of capable would be treated. Across 
the Wildlife Analysis Area, more than 97 percent of existing suitable (NRF) northern spotted owl habitat 
would remain untreated. Therefore, only minimal negative effects are anticipated as a result of the proposed 
treatments. 

Effects to Northern Spotted Owl Prey 

Timber harvest and associated activity fuels reduction projects could impact foraging by changing habitat 
conditions for prey. Some disturbance of habitat can improve forage conditions by stimulating new 
herbaceous growth.  Removal of some tree canopy cover brings more light resources into the stand, 
stimulating forbs, shrubs and other herbaceous sources of forage for prey species.   

While some reports suggest negative impacts of thinning on flying squirrels (Wilson 2010, Holloway and 
Smith 2011), there exists counter information as to these effects (Gomez et al. 2005, Ransome et al. 2004, 
Waters and Zabel 1995). Flying squirrel densities are correlated with high tree cavity density, large amounts 
of hypogeous fungi, and crown-class differentiation (Carey et al. 1999, Carey et al. 2000). Gomez et al. 
(2005) noted that commercial thinning in young stands of Coastal Oregon Douglas-fir (35-45 years in age) 
did not have a measurable short-term effect on density, survival, or body mass of northern flying squirrels. 
Similarly, Waters and Zabel (1995) compared squirrel densities and body mass in shelterwoods, old, and 
young stands in the northern Sierras and found no difference in body mass or recapture rates between young 
and old stands in northern, more mesic forest habitats. However, they did conclude that heavy logging site 
preparation (burning) in the shelterwoods negatively affected flying squirrels. Ritchie et al. (2009) found 
negative landscape effects on flying squirrels when harvesting stands resulted in open conditions.   

Treatments proposed under Alternative 2 that would remove, downgrade, or maintain spotted owl habitat 
may impact foraging by changing habitat for spotted owl prey species (USFWS 2006).  Residual trees, snags, 
and down wood retained in the thinned stands would provide cover for prey species over time, and would 
help minimize harvest impacts to prey species, such as dusky-footed woodrats.  Treatment implementation 
would be spread out temporally and spatially within the Wildlife Analysis Area, which would provide areas 
for spotted owl foraging during project implementation and reduce the impact of these short-term effects at 
the project level. 

Edges created from harvest can be areas of good prey availability and potentially increased prey vulnerability 
(i.e., better hunting for owls) (Zabel et al.1995). Prey animals may be more exposed in the disturbed area or 
could move away from the disturbed area for the short-term.  Changes in prey availability occur as cover is 
disturbed and prey species move around in the understory.  As a result, they can become more exposed and 
vulnerable to predation..  This disturbance could attract other predators such as hawks, owls, and mammalian 
predators.  This may increase foraging competition for owls in the treatment area, but the reduced cover for 
prey would improve prey availability for northern spotted owls. 

Bingham and Noon (1997) reported that spotted owl core areas (0.5 mile radius around a nest location) 
provides important habitat elements such as nest sites, roost sites, and access to prey, benefiting spotted owl 
survival and reproduction.  Rosenberg and McKelvey (1999) reported that spotted owls are “central place” 
animals with the core area being the focal area. Several studies (Wagner and Anthony 1998; Dugger et al. 
2005; Zabel et al. 2003; Bingham and Noon 1997) indicate the core area size for the Klamath province is 0.5 
miles from the nest site (or 500 acres).  Therefore, effects to prey species for each alternative would be 
assessed by the amount of habitat treated within the core area. Due to the spatial distribution of the proposed 
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treatments, sufficient prey habitat would remain within the core areas to continue to provide suitable foraging 
opportunities. Within the South Fork Little Butte Project, there are no treatments proposed within nest 
patches, and the majority of treatments within core areas would be “treat and maintain” except for about 30 
acres, of which 29 acres of NRF would be downgraded and 1.0 acre of NRF would be removed (see 
preceding Effects to Northern Spotted Owl Habitat section).  

Implementation of Project Design Features that would retain and/or place large down wood while also 
retaining snags in the treatment units would provide cover for prey species, and would help minimize harvest 
impacts to prey habitat.  In general, snags would be retained post-harvest.  However some snags may felled 
due to safety concerns, and some snags would be removed in salvage units to achieve silvicultural 
prescription objectives.  In both of these cases it is anticipated that adequate snag numbers would be retained 
at a landscape scale (40-acre scale) to accommodate the needs of snag associated species.    

Effects of Noise Disturbance to Northern Spotted Owls  

Mandatory PDFs would be incorporated into all project activities. Nesting owls are confined to an area close 
to the nest, but once the young fledge, they can move away from noise and activities that might cause them 
harm.  Since all project activities would follow mandatory PDFs that restrict activities to outside of the 
critical breeding season (March 1st to June 30th) and beyond recommended disturbance distance thresholds 
(see Table 2-17), as established by the US Fish and Wildlife Service, no harm to nesting owls, or their young, 
is expected from project related noise. 

Effects of Fuels Reduction Treatments to Northern Spotted Owls 

Alternative 2 proposes to treat slash created from harvest treatments.  The fuels reduction treatments as 
proposed in Chapter 2 would not alter the overstory forest structure or remove additional key habitat 
components related to spotted owl habitat.  In thinning units, these treatments reduce understory density and 
improve flight paths within stands, increasing the accessibility of the forest floor to owls and thus improving 
access to ground dwelling prey species (Sakai and Noon 1993 and 1997). 

Large down woody debris, patches of unburned vegetation in draws and cooler aspects, and some unburned 
slash piles would continue to provide ground cover habitat during and after proposed treatments.  These 
untreated areas and residual habitat features, along with the spatial and temporal staggering of treatments 
across the landscape would ameliorate the potential negative effects (e.g., removal of cover; disruption of 
normal feeding, breeding, and sheltering activities) of these fuels treatments on prey species at the landscape 
level. 

Effects of Road Construction to Northern Spotted Owls 

Trombulak and Frissel (2000) conducted a literature review on the ecological effects of roads.  These effects 
range from direct mortality to alteration of the chemical environment. They stressed the need to retain 
remaining roadless areas, remove or restore existing roads, and to consider the full range of ecological 
processes when designing a new road. The fact that there is an array of possible negative effects associated 
from building roads is not debatable.  The magnitude of these effects from implementing the proposed 
project is discussed in this analysis. From a terrestrial wildlife standpoint, the BLM has incorporated PDFs 
into the project design to limit some of the described negative effects, which include (but are not limited to) 
wildlife surveys, seasonal restrictions, placement of the roads to avoid large trees, and the retention of large 
woody material.  

There are a number of ways roads affect wildlife (in addition to habitat removal), including vehicular noise 
disturbance (which affects behavior patterns), increased potential for poaching, increased potential for over-
hunting along roads due to easy access, and microclimatic changes to the habitat adjacent to roads.   

Under Alternative 2, the BLM proposes to utilize and maintain (as needed) about 123 miles of existing roads 
(i.e., road grading, rock surfacing, and water drainage improvements).  Road maintenance has the potential to 
impact wildlife species through noise and displacement, but would be of short duration and is subject to 
wildlife seasonal PDFs.  
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Approximately 3.84 miles of new road would be constructed under Alternative 2.  Of this road construction, 
0.4 miles would be in NRF habitat and 1.1 miles would be in Dispersal habitat with the remaining 2.3 miles 
in capable habitat.  Seasonal restrictions listed as PDFs would avoid adverse disturbance to adjacent nesting 
spotted owls during road construction. Following use, all newly constructed permanent roads would receive 
adequate rock surfacing or would be closed with a gate or blocked. 

Effects to Northern Spotted Owl Critical Habitat 

Actions proposed under Alternative 2 are located within 2012 critical habitat sub-unit KLE-5 on 1,879 acres. 
Of these treatment acres there are 1,009 acres of treat and maintain thinning in dispersal habitat and 261 
acres in nesting, roosting and foraging (NRF) habitat. There are also 26 acres of dispersal removal, 0.5 acre 
of NRF habitat removal and 57 acres of NRF downgrade to dispersal habitat.  The remaining 526 acres of 
proposed treatment are found in capable habitat, which currently does not function as suitable spotted owl 
habitat.   

The Proposed Action is not expected to affect the intended conservation function of this unit (north-south 
connectivity between subunits and demographic support) because the combination of  9,233 acres of NRF 
and dispersal habitat in KLE-5 would allow spotted owls to effectively disperse within and beyond this 
critical habitat sub-unit. Although the Proposed Action would remove 26 aces of dispersal habitat and 0.5 
acres of NRF habitat, within the KLE-5 sub-unit, the overall objectives of the proposed actions are to restore 
ecological processes or long-term forest health to forested landscapes (see summation below), which is 
consistent with the 2011 Revised Recovery Plan and the 2012 Final CHU designation (Table 3-24). 

Treatments proposed that would maintain NRF and dispersal habitat within critical habitat subunit KLE-5 are 
anticipated to have an inconsequential effect to critical habitat because: 

• Canopy cover within treated NRF stands would be retained at or above 60 percent;  

• Canopy cover within affected dispersal-only stands would be maintained at 40 percent or greater 
post-treatment;  

• Any multi-canopy, uneven-aged tree structure that was present prior to treatment would remain post-
treatment;  

• No spotted owl nest trees would be removed;  

• Within NRF habitat, decadent woody material, such as large snags and down wood, would be 
retained in the same condition as prior to the treatment except for some harvest of merchantable 
snags in units identified for salvage treatments;  

• Within dispersal habitat, decadent woody material, such as large snags and down wood, would be 
retained because proposed prescriptions call for the retention of existing snags and coarse wood in 
amounts consistent with the Medford District RMP (USDI 1995) or better; and 

• The proposed treatments would be dispersed in relatively small patches within the CHU to further 
minimize the potential for adversely affecting stand characteristics for dispersal habitat.  

With regard to the downgrade of 57 acres of NRF habitat and the removal of 0.5 acres of NRF habitat in the 
South Fork Little Butte Project:   

• Downgrade of NRF habitat associated with activities is designed to promote forest health.  

• Silvicultural prescriptions that result in the downgrade of spotted owl NRF habitat may reduce key 
habitat elements, including trees with nesting cavities or platforms, multiple canopy layers, adequate 
forest cover, as well as hunting perches used by spotted owls.  

• Implementation of treatments that downgrade spotted owl NRF habitat have the potential to reduce 
nesting, roosting, foraging and dispersal opportunities in the action area (USDI FWS 2012). 
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• The removal of 0.5 acres of roosting and foraging habitat as a result of road construction would 
remove a linear stretch of habitat.  However, the particular location in question is near the top of a 
ridge and has been rated as being low in “relative habitat suitability” for NSOs and would be 
expected to have minimal impact to the species.  “Relative habitat suitability” is based on modeling 
of forest habitat based on data from many studies regarding habitat use and selection by NSOs.  This 
modeling provides an indication of the likelihood of NSO use, for various life cycle phases, of a 
particular forest stand. 

Table 3-24. Effects to PCEs in Critical Habitat Subunit KLE-5 resulting from implementation of the 
South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project (Alternative 2) 

Primary 
Constituent 
Elements 

KLE-5  
Acres 

Treat and 
Maintain Downgrade Removal Post-Project 

Acres 
Percent 
Change 

NRF 6169 261 57 0.5 6111.5 -1% 
Dispersal only 3090 1009 - 26 3121 +1% 

In the consultation process with the USFWS, effects were quantified using Section 7 Watershed data due to the lack of a habitat layer which 
covered the entire CHU subunit. The acres in this table were calculated from a more recent and comprehensive dataset, the Northwest Forest Plan 
15-year monitoring Spotted Owl Habitat layer (Davis 2011). 

The long-term (>10 years) effects of the Proposed Action are anticipated to increase the health and vigor of 
the residual stands post-treatment.  It is likely that the treated stands would develop into more complex, 
structurally diverse forests in the long-term in comparison to the No Action Alternative.  In fact, thinning 
dense stands may be necessary in order to achieve old-growth forest characteristics in the absence of natural 
disturbance events (Tappeiner et al. 1997).  Thinning younger forest stands may provide growing conditions 
that more closely approximate those historically found in developing old-growth stands (Hayes et al. 1997).  
Many of the treatments as proposed under Alternative 2, especially those that would occur in dispersal 
habitat, would have long-term beneficial effects to NSOs by increasing growth rates of the residual stand and 
accelerating the development of late-successional structural complexity within the treated areas than would 
occur if left untreated.   

Spotted owl habitat at all 14 NSO sites within the Wildlife Analysis Area is already below a threshold point, 
at which any habitat effects in a home range would trigger a required consultation with the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The Proposed Action would treat and maintain 1009 acres of dispersal and 261 acres of 
NRF habitat.  Under Alternative 2, 57 acres of NRF habitat would be downgraded to dispersal habitat, 0.5 
acres of NRF would be removed and 26 acres of dispersal habitat would be removed (Table 3-24). 
Consultation with the Service was initiated in the fall of 2014 and the BLM submitted a Biological 
Assessment (SFLB_2015 BA) in January, 2015 (USDI 2015a). The USFWS released a Biological Opinion 
(BO) (Reference Number 01EOFW00-2015-F-0090) on May 15, 2015 (USDI FWS 2015). 

Conservation Measures that would reduce impacts to northern spotted owls or key habitat areas are: 

• Spotted owl habitat assessments were used to reduce impacts to NRF and eliminate treatments in 
RA-32 habitat; 

• Protection and buffering of Special Status Species sites found during protocol surveys; 

• Protection of sensitive plants (by delineation and preservation of buffer areas)  that occur in the 
treatment areas provides additional protection of small areas of untreated NSO habitat; 

• Incorporation of Riparian Reserve buffers, which provide habitat for terrestrial wildlife species 
associated with late-successional forest habitat (USDI 1995, p.26); 

• Protection and buffering of all known mining adit locations sometimes preserves small areas of 
untreated NSO habitat; 

• Project design that incorporates historic owl survey data;  
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• Proposed project activities would not occur in Late-Successional Reserves (USDI 1995); 

• No activities would occur within Known Spotted Owl Activity Centers (KSOACs).  KSOACs are the 
best 100 acres of NSO habitat around NSO nest sites or activity centers that were documented as of 
January 1, 1994 on Matrix lands, and are managed as Late-Successional Reserves (LSR) (USDI 
1995, p.47).  The criteria for mapping these areas is identified on pages C-10 and C-11 of the 
Northwest Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines (USDA and USDI 1994); and 

• None of the proposed treatments would occur within a NSO nest patch. 

In summary, Alterative 2 would have minimal impacts to the NSOs found within the Wildlife Analysis Area 
for the reasons stated above and because:  

• Negative impacts to NSO prey are anticipated to only occur in the short-term (<5 years) and would 
be spatially separated and well distributed across the Analysis Area; and  

• Seasonal restrictions would reduce the likelihood of noise disturbance to nesting owls. 

Pacific Fisher (Proposed) 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a proposal to list the West Coast Distinct Population Segment 
(DPS) of fisher (Pekania pennanti) as a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act in the Federal 
Register on October 7, 2014 (Federal Register, Vol 79, no. 194, 10/7/14 pgs. 604190-60443). The South 
Fork Little Butte Project falls within the range of the West Coast DPS of fisher.  A final ruling is expected 
from the USFWS by April 2016. Fisher remains a BLM Bureau Sensitive Species. 

Fisher occurrence is closely associated with low to mid-elevation (generally less than 4,100 feet) forests with 
a coniferous component, large snags or decadent live trees and logs for denning and resting, and complex 
physical structure near the forest floor (Aubry and Lewis 2003). Forest type is probably not as important to 
fishers as the vegetative and structural complexity that lead to abundant prey populations and potential den 
sites (Lofroth et al. 2010). Currently, there is a lack of research regarding fisher habitat use and preferences 
in the Oregon Cascade Mountains. The most applicable data available to the BLM where these key structural 
habitat components occur across the landscape are the northern spotted owl nesting, roosting and foraging 
(NRF) habitat models.  Habitat classified as (NRF) by these models generally possesses the vegetative and 
structural components important to fishers for their life cycle functions.  

There is considerable information on the importance of structural elements (e.g., large trees and snags with 
cavities) for fisher. The strongest and most consistent habitat association observed across all fisher studies in 
the West Coast DPS was the use of cavities in live trees and snags by reproductive females with kits. Natal 
dens are typically found in the largest trees available in a stand and there is a preference towards hardwood 
cavities when present on the landscape. These large trees with cavities and platforms are also used 
extensively by both sexes for resting sites. Naney et al. (2012) stated that the reduction in structural elements 
used for denning and resting distributed across the landscape was the highest ranked and geographically most 
consistent threat to fishers.  Currently, there are no defined empirical thresholds at which the reduction of 
structural elements may begin to negatively affect fishers (Naney et al. 2012). 

Other threats to fishers in SW Oregon include overstory reduction, roads, habitat fragmentation, 
uncharacteristically severe wildfires, and the reduction of structural elements mentioned above (Naney et al. 
2012). These changes in habitat have the greatest effect on fisher new home range establishment. Fishers 
typically have large home ranges, use habitat at multiple spatial scales, and avoid areas with little or no 
contiguous canopy cover (Lofroth et al. 2010). Fragmentation is primarily a product of land ownership 
patterns and management practices. The threat of further fragmentation is greater on commercial timber 
lands (Naney et al. 2012) due to management practices. These effects likely have the strongest influence on 
females due to the smaller spatial scale of the average female fisher home range.  Males utilize larger home 
ranges and may adjust their landscape level use patterns to compensate for habitat modifying activities. 
Although not always successful, dispersing juveniles have been documented moving long distances and 
navigating across or around landscape features including rivers, highways and rural communities (Lofroth et 



South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project 3-123                             Environmental Assessment 

al. 2010). In a study in the south Oregon Cascades, juvenile males averaged a dispersal distance of 18 miles 
(Aubry and Raley 2006).  

In the southern Oregon Cascade Mountains the home range of a non-breeding male fisher averages 24 mi2 
(15,320 acres) while home range of a female fisher averages 9.6 mi2 (6,177 acres) (Aubry and Raley 2006).  
Fisher home ranges in the Wildlife Analysis Area may be larger than those in Aubry and Raley (2006) due to 
the larger proportion of woodland and grassland than that occurring within the south Cascades fisher 
population study.   Since female home ranges frequently overlap, the Wildlife Analysis Area has the 
potential to contain at least 10 female home ranges and 4 or more male home ranges, depending on their 
home range juxtaposition on the landscape.  Baited camera station surveys conducted in the Wildlife 
Analysis Area detected fisher presence at one location.  

A considerable amount of research exists describing denning and resting habitat use and landscape-level 
selection (Lofroth et al. 2010), but very little is known regarding how forestry practices affect fishers’ 
continued use of treated habitats.  As previously mentioned, the best tool for determining suitable fisher 
habitat, while not implying a level of fitness, is to use spotted owl habitat models. Field surveys have shown 
that spotted owl NRF habitat can contain similar decadent attributes or structural elements that fisher use for 
denning and rest sites. The proposed treatments in Alternative 2 would treat and maintain 177 acres, 
downgrade 201 acres, and remove 32 acres out of 9,163 acres (total) of NRF habitat in the Wildlife Analysis 
Area. 

The proposed commercial treatments under Alternative 2 would have negative effects to habitat for some 
fisher prey species due to the reduced vegetation.  These effects are relatively short-term, as understory 
vegetation typically returns within 5 years and some of the fishers’ prey species take advantage of early seral 
stages.  The immediate effects to fisher foraging opportunities would be minimal, because the large amount 
of untreated area within the Wildlife Analysis Area would continue to provide hunting habitat while canopy 
cover in the treated stands increases.  Additionally, treatments would retain key habitat characteristics such 
as large snags and coarse woody debris (CWD) to maintain existing and provide for future habitat for fishers.  

Disturbance from treatment activities would likely be the principal effect to fisher within the Wildlife 
Analysis Area.  However, fishers are highly mobile and with large home ranges, they would likely move to 
another part of their home range while the activity is taking place. Unrelated to disturbance, radio telemetry 
work in the nearby Ashland watershed has shown that fishers are quick to respond to environmental changes 
(e.g. heavy snowfall) and move to other parts of their home ranges (Clayton 2012a). 

Under Alternative 2, there are Project Design Features that would minimize impacts to fishers. These include 
the retention of key structural elements such as mature and decadent trees (including mistletoe-infected 
trees), snags, CWD, and large hardwoods for denning. While 5 percent of the Wildlife Analysis Area is 
proposed for treatments (1,676 acres of commercial treatments and 1,553 acres of non-commercial 
treatments), areas such as Riparian Reserves, NSO RA 32 habitat, 100-acre KSOAC owl cores, NSO Nest 
Patches, and other designated reserves would continue to provide undisturbed habitat for fishers. Adjoining 
the Wildlife Analysis Area to the east is a large Late Successional Reserve (LSR) that is located on USFS-
administered land, which would also continue to provide habitat for fishers. Because of the retention of these 
habitat features in the Wildlife Analysis Area, effects to fishers from implementation of this project are 
expected to be minor, and would not trend this species towards further listing.   

Gray Wolf 

The January 9, 2015 South Fork Little Butte (SFLB) Biological Assessment (BA) addressed effects to 
wolves and made a No Effect determination for wolves because the proposed activities would not disturb key 
wolf areas such as den sites and rendezvous sites, would not change prey availability, and would not increase 
public access in the area known to be used for denning and rendezvous sites (USDI 2015a).  The BA also 
indicated the SFLB Project was within the known wolf activity area that ODFW had identified for OR-7 
(ODFW 2014).   
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Shortly before the SFLB BA was submitted to USFWS, ODFW identified OR-7, his mate, and pups as the 
Rogue Pack.  Then on January 13, 2015, ODFW identified additional wolf activity in the Keno area.  The 
known wolf activity maps for the Rogue Pack and the new Keno wolf pair was updated on the ODFW 
website on January 13, 2015.  The South Fork Little Butte Project is no longer within the Rogue Pack (OR-7) 
Activity Area and is not within the new Keno Activity Area.  This new information does not change the 
effects determination for the SFLB Project.  Additionally, as indicated in the BA, if a den or rendezvous site 
is identified prior to or during project activities, Section 7 Consultation PDC for wolves will be followed 
(USDI 2015a, Appendix A).  Seasonal restrictions would be put in place (March 1 to June 30) for project 
activities located within one mile of a den or rendezvous site.  Because these sites are difficult to locate and 
can change from year to year, this will need to be assessed on an ongoing basis throughout the life of this 
project through annual updates and communication with the USFWS and ODFW. 

Survey and Manage Species 

Great Gray Owls 

The Wildlife Analysis Area is home to 13 known GGO reproductive sites.  In 2014, BLM surveys for great 
gray owl (GGO) in the Wildlife Analysis Area detected numerous great gray owls, but no nests were located.  
Reproduction was confirmed through the location of great gray owl fledglings at two locations and these 
would be protected as known sites.  A second year of surveys is currently underway in the 2015 breeding 
season.  

Alternative 2 proposes treatment in approximately 559 acres of suitable GGO nesting habitat.  Most NSO 
NRF habitat within the Wildlife Analysis Area (approximately 9,163 acres) also has the potential to serve as 
nesting habitat for GGOs as NRF habitat in this area tends to occur near natural openings or has a mosaic of 
small natural openings throughout.  Selective thinning, group selection, density management, understory 
reduction, and mortality salvage treatments are proposed for some of these stands. The reduction of canopy 
cover and removal of a proportion of live and dead or dying trees from these treatments would not impact 
owl nesting opportunities, as the majority of broken-topped snags in the Wildlife Analysis Area would 
remain in place, post-harvest. These broken-topped snags are the preferred nesting substrate of great gray 
owls in the Cascade Range in Southwestern Oregon (Godwin 2012). Additionally, the project was designed 
to protect known GGO reproductive locations by incorporating a ¼-mile (approximately 120-acres) no-
harvest protection zone.  Meadows and natural openings with which GGOs are associated have also received 
no-harvest buffer of 300 feet.  These no-harvest areas combined with Riparian Reserves and other protected 
areas provide a large amount of GGO nesting and foraging habitat in which no actions would take place. 

Long-term beneficial effects of proposed treatments include accelerated development of late-successional 
forest habitat suitable for nesting and improved foraging habitat as understories respond from increased light 
penetrating to the forest floor and prey populations increase in response to this flush of herbaceous growth. 
In addition, implementing required PDFs (seasonal restrictions, retaining snags, cull material, down woody 
debris, and placing woody debris (logs) in RMP deficient treatment areas) would be beneficial to this species 
prey base.  

Less than 0.3 miles of the proposed new road construction would occur in suitable great gray owl habitat. 
Some trees, including snags, would be removed in the process of this road building. The majority of potential 
nest trees in the stand through which this new road would pass would remain post-construction. 

Road construction and timber harvest, as proposed, are expected to have a minimal effect on great gray owls, 
and a minimal effect on the potential for great gray owls to use this habitat for breeding, foraging, and 
dispersing in the future. The majority of habitat used by GGO would remain intact, post-treatment. The 
proposed treatments would not cause this species to trend towards further listing as either a Bureau Sensitive 
species, or a federally Threatened or Endangered species. No meaningful cumulative effects are anticipated 
to this species. 
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Terrestrial Mollusks 

Surveys conducted in 2014 and 2015 resulted in 9 known or suspected Special Status Species mollusks 
locations within proposed treatment areas. If confirmed, these sites would receive protection buffers with a 
radius equal to approximately one average site tree. Buffers would be installed according to professional 
judgment, with the goal the preservation of microclimate environmental conditions (e.g. canopy, ground 
cover, woody debris, rocky substrate) around known species’ locations to provide for the persistence of the 
species at these sites. 

In the short-term, thinning of forest canopies could desiccate fine scale habitats, but the canopies would 
eventually fill back in. Impacts from implementing treatments in Alternative 2 are likely to have minimal 
effects and would not trend these species towards listing because: 

• The dispersed impact of the proposed treatments in relation to the Wildlife Analysis Area and the 
proximate undisturbed habitat for species to recolonize the impacted areas. 

• Perennial riparian areas and water sources are buffered. 

• Large CWD would be maintained and in some areas where it is determined to be lacking, cull 
material would be retained or the BLM could fell trees to help reach RMP standards. 

• Any known locations would receive protection buffers or management recommendations. 

Bureau Sensitive Species 

Bald Eagle 

One bald eagle nest tree was located within the Wildlife Analysis Area.  This known bald eagle nest location 
is approximately 0.4 miles from the nearest proposed project activity site. The removal of large overstory 
tree in this area would be avoided in an effort to retain potential future bald eagle nest trees.  Harvest and 
road building activities would be restricted as per PDFs if this nest is active during the same year as any of 
these potential disruptive activities. Effects to bald eagles are expected to be minimal as habitat features 
would be retained, and therefore, the potential to add a cumulative effect is not anticipated.  

Bats 

The three Bureau Sensitive bat species (Townsend’s big-eared, Pallid, and Fringed Myotis) utilize mines, 
caves, manmade structures, snags and rock outcroppings for roosting and hibernacula sites. No surveys have 
been conducted for these species.  Even though the Proposed Action may potentially adversely disrupt local 
bat populations, and may cause the loss of habitat in some cases, this project is not expected to affect long-
term population viability of any bat species in the Wildlife Analysis Area. Project design PDFs requiring the 
retention of snags, decadent wildlife trees, buffering of mines, and avoidance of Riparian Reserves, 100-acre 
spotted owl cores (KSOACs), NSO Nest Patches, and other reserves, would continue to provide undisturbed 
habitat for these sensitive bat species. With implementation of this project, effects to bats are expected to be 
minimal. The proposed actions would not cause bat species occurring in the Wildlife Analysis Area to trend 
towards further listing. As such, no potential for cumulative effects are anticipated to these species. 

Johnson’s Hairstreak 

No surveys have been conducted for this species in the Wildlife Analysis Area. The nearest confirmed 
location for this species is approximately 6 miles southeast of the southernmost end of the Wildlife Analysis 
Area.   If present, this butterfly may be impacted through removal of conifer trees and the mistletoe which 
they host.  Johnson’s Hairstreaks lay their eggs on conifer mistletoes.   As mistletoe would not be eradicated 
from the area, suitable habitat would continue to persist in the Wildlife Analysis Area and the proposed 
actions would have minimal impacts to the species. Implementation of proposed actions would not cause this 
species to trend towards further listing; therefore, cumulative effects are not anticipated to this species. 
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Siskiyou short-horned grasshopper 

This species has been documented in at least 13 grassland areas within the Wildlife Analysis Area.  These 
areas would not be treated under the SFLB Project. There would be no effect to this species with 
implementation of proposed actions, and would not have the potential to add a cumulative effect. 

Western Bumblebee 

The grassland/shrubland habitat of this species would not be treated under the SFLB Project, and 
consequently, there would be no effect to this species with implementation of the proposed actions. There 
would be no potential for cumulative impacts. 

Pond Turtle 

Pond turtles are known to occur at several locations within the Wildlife Analysis Area.  The aquatic habitat 
of this species would not be treated under the SFLB Project.  The upland areas immediately adjacent to this 
aquatic habitat would be protected by riparian buffers.  It is possible that individuals of this species 
overwintering in forested areas may be disturbed or harmed by the activities planned under the SFLB Project.  
This sort of impact to individuals would not be expected to contribute to the need to list this species as 
federally Threatened or Endangered, nor would it have the potential to add a cumulative effect.  

Other Wildlife Species of Concern 

USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern and Game Birds Below Desired Condition 

Some migratory bird individuals other than USFWS species of concern may be disturbed or displaced during 
project activities. Some nests may be destroyed from timber harvest occurring during active nesting periods.  
However, there would be no perceptible shift in species composition the following breeding season because 
of the limited scale of habitat modifications in relation to the Wildlife Analysis Area.  Adequate undisturbed 
areas within and adjacent to the Wildlife Analysis Area would maintain habitat for displaced individuals.  
Overall, populations in the region would be unaffected due to this small amount of habitat and/or 
reproduction loss.  These effects would not be measurable at the regional scale. Analyzing bird populations 
at this scale is supported by Partners in Flight (California Partners in Flight 2002). 

As described in the Affected Environment, the five USFWS species of concern (band-tailed pigeon, 
mourning dove, olive-sided flycatcher, rufous hummingbird and purple finch) known or suspected to occur 
in the Wildlife Analysis Area prefer open to semi-open forests, stand edges, woodlands, brush, and 
agriculture land to nest and forage. Indirect effects from habitat changes that would occur as a result of 
implementing Alternative 2 would be beneficial to these species while the forest matures into a mid- to late-
successional seral stage. With implementation of proposed actions, direct effects to these bird species are 
expected to be minimal, and would not have the potential to add a cumulative effect. 

Golden Eagles  

There are three known golden eagle nest sites or breeding territories within the Wildlife Analysis Area.  
Golden eagles are regularly observed in the Little Butte Creek watershed. Due to the suitable habitat 
available to golden eagles within this watershed, any impact to the species from the SFLB Project is expected 
to be minimal. Over 97 percent of older forested habitat types within the Wildlife Analysis Area would be 
retained.  These older forests are the most likely to support nesting by golden eagles.  Most large suitable 
nest trees would be retained post-harvest.  There are grasslands suitable for foraging in the area (which 
would not be treated) and would remain usable by golden eagles to their present extent post-treatment.  With 
implementation of this project, direct effects to golden eagles are expected to be minimal and would not 
trend this species towards further listing. No potential for cumulative effects is anticipated for this species. 

Big Game Winter Range and Elk Management Area 
The primary effects to big game winter range as a result of implementing actions proposed in Alternative 2 
would be the reduction in thermal cover effectiveness due to a reduction in canopy closure in the 
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commercial-sized conifer stands.  Thermal cover provides protection from extreme temperatures and thus, 
reduces stress on these animals. Optimal thermal cover requires conifer/evergreen canopy cover of greater 
than 70 percent. Currently, approximately 17,900 acres of BLM-administered land within the Wildlife 
Analysis Area serve as thermal cover (mid-seral and mature forest with a high degree of canopy cover). 
Thus, approximately 70 percent of BLM-administered lands in the Wildlife Analysis Area is currently 
providing thermal cover. Under Alternative 2, approximately 281 acres would be treated within the Big 
Game Winter Range area. Even if these 281 acres are not included as thermal cover in the Wildlife Analysis 
Area, there would still be more than 17,600 acres that functions as thermal cover. Thus, 69 percent of BLM-
administered lands within the Wildlife Analysis Area would continue to function as thermal cover, an 
amount that exceeds the minimal thermal cover retention of 20 percent provided by the 1995 RMP (USDI 
1995, p.45).  

Post-harvest most project units (except approximately 32 acres of NRF removal and approximately 87 acres 
of dispersal for removal) would have canopy covers of 40 to 60 percent.  Although not optimal, the thermal 
cover effectiveness of the stands would still be about 50 percent based on data in Thomas et al. (1979). The 
proposed treatments would likely improve forage conditions in treated stands by stimulating the growth and 
abundance of shrub and herbaceous species.   

Additionally, the concept that thermal cover moderated weather conditions, and thus, was important to 
survival and reproduction in ungulates has recently been challenged (Cook et al., 2004a).  Cook et al. (2004a) 
conclude that “the primary benefit attributed to cover is probably not operative across a considerable range of 
climate, including those in boreal ecosystems of the northeastern U.S., maritime ecosystems of the inland 
Pacific Northwest, and cold, dry ecosystems of the central Rocky Mountains.”  This finding indicates that the 
reduction in thermal cover effectiveness would be of little consequence to wintering deer or elk. Therefore, 
effects to big game species from the proposed actions are expected to be minimal.   

Under Alternative 2, the BLM proposes to maintain about 123 miles of roads (i.e., road grading, rock 
surfacing, and water drainage improvements).  Approximately 3.84 miles of new road would be constructed 
under this alternative.  New road construction would allow a slight increase in vehicular activity in 
previously inaccessible areas within the Big Game Winter Range area.    There are a number of ways roads 
affect big game species in addition to habitat removal.  Some of the more common ones are vehicular noise 
disturbance which affects behavior patterns, increased potential for poaching, increased potential for over 
hunting along roads due to easy access, and microclimatic changes to the habitat adjacent to roads.  Road 
maintenance has the potential to influence wildlife species through noise, but would be of short duration and 
subject to wildlife seasonal PDFs.  More than 75 percent of the Big Game Winter Range and Elk 
Management Area is in a portion of the Wildlife Analysis Area located behind locked gates or otherwise 
inaccessible to motorized vehicles. The deer and elk in these areas do not have to waste energy in avoidance 
behavior. Effects to big game as a result of project implementation are expected to be minimal, and no 
significant cumulative effects are anticipated to these species. 

Vegetation Conditions and Terrestrial Wildlife Habitats (General) 
Alternative 2 proposes modification of NRF or Dispersal NSO habitat (currently classified as late 
successional habitat) totaling 320 acres.  Post treatment, these acres would be unlikely to be classified as late 
successional habitat.  This would result in a reduction of late successional habitat in the 5th field watershed 
from 31,106 acres on BLM to 30,786 acres.  Total BLM managed land in this watershed is 75,057.  Post 
treatment, 41 percent of BLM managed land in this 5th field watershed will remain classified as late 
successional habitat.  

c. Alternative 3 
The effects to terrestrial wildlife from implementing actions proposed under Alternative 3 would be very 
similar to Alternative 2, except the overall effects would be lessened as fewer acres are proposed for 
treatment. Under Alternative 3 there would also be no new road construction.  Approximately 109 miles of 
existing road would be maintained or improved.   About 909 acres of forest land proposed for treatment 
under Alternative 2 would receive no treatment under Alternative 3. These reductions in acres of potential 



South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project 3-128                             Environmental Assessment 

impacts would result in a proportionate reduction in effects. For many species, however, this reduction in 
effects is not quantifiable. Therefore, the analysis and discussion in Alternative 2 is reasonably applicable 
under Alternative 3, as well.  Species for which a measurable reduction in effects can be calculated are 
analyzed in detail below. 

Federally Listed or Proposed Species 

Northern Spotted Owl (Threatened) 

Effects to spotted owls, spotted owl habitat, and spotted owl prey species under Alternative 3 would be 
similar to the effects of Alternative 2, but reduced quantitatively. The discussion in Alternative 2 is 
reasonably applicable under this alternative as well. The elimination of treatments in 229 acres of dispersal 
habitat and the elimination of new road construction contribute to this alternative being of lesser impact to 
northern spotted owls (Table 3-25). Alternative 3 has a net decrease of 53 acres of NRF treatment acres.  
Alternative 3 proposes a reduction of 143 acres of NRF downgrade and a reduction of approximately 31 
acres of NRF removal over the Alternative 2 proposal. Alternative 3 proposes an increase of NRF treat and 
maintain acres from 177 acres under Alternative 2 to a total of 299 acres.   No habitat would be lost to road-
building.  Overall, Alternative 3 would be expected to have less effect to NSOs and NSO habitat than 
Alternative 2 due to the overall reduction in treatment acres.  

Table 3-25.  Effects of Alternative 3 Proposed Treatments to NSO Habitat in the Wildlife Analysis Area 

Habitat 
Type 

Pre-Project 
Acres 

Treat 
and 

Maintain 
Downgrade Removal Post-Project 

Acres 
Percent 
Change 

NRF  9,163 299 58 0.4 9,105 -0.7 
Dispersal-

l  
4,570 752 N/A 1.05 4,627 +1.2 

 

The following Table 3-26 summarizes the effects of Alternative 3 to NSO Critical Habitat by acres and 
habitat type.   

Table 3-26. Effects to PCEs in NSO Critical Habitat Subunit KLE-5 Resulting from Implementation of 
the South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project (Alternative 3) 

Primary 
Constituent 
Elements 

KLE-5  
Acres 

Treat and 
Maintain Downgrade Removal Post-Project 

Acres 
Percent 
Change 

NRF 6,169 87 0 0.4 6,168.6 -0.001 
Dispersal 

 
3,090 632 N/A 1.05 3,088.95 -0.01 

In the consultation process with the USFWS, effects were quantified using Section 7 Watershed data due to the lack of a habitat layer which 
covered the entire CHU subunit. The acres in this table were calculated from a more recent and comprehensive dataset, the Northwest Forest Plan 
15-year monitoring Spotted Owl Habitat layer (Davis 2011). 

The long-term (>10 years) effects of the proposed actions are anticipated to increase the health and vigor of 
the residual stands post-treatment.  It is likely that the treated stands would develop into more complex, 
structurally diverse forests in the long-term in comparison to the No Action Alternative.  In fact, thinning 
dense stands may be necessary in order to achieve old-growth forest characteristics in the absence of natural 
disturbance events (Tappeiner et al. 1997).  Thinning younger forest stands may provide growing conditions 
that more closely approximate those historically found in developing old-growth stands (Hayes et al. 1997).  
Many of the treatments as proposed under Alternative 3, especially those that would occur in dispersal 
habitat, would have long-term beneficial effects to NSOs by increasing growth rates of the residual stand and 
accelerating the development of late-successional structural complexity within the treated areas than would 
occur if left untreated.   
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Spotted owl habitat at all 14 NSO sites within the Wildlife Analysis Area is already below a threshold point, 
at which any habitat effects in a home range would trigger a required consultation with the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Actions proposed under Alternative 3 would treat and maintain 632 acres of dispersal 
habitat and 87 acres of NRF habitat.   No NRF habitat would be downgraded to dispersal habitat; however, 
0.4 acres of NRF would be removed and 1.05 acres of dispersal habitat would be removed. Consultation with 
the Service was initiated in the fall of 2014 and the BLM submitted a Biological Assessment (SFLB_2015 
BA) in January 2015. The USFWS released a Biological Opinion (BO) (Reference Number 01EOFW00-
2015-F-0090) on May 15, 2015. 

Big Game Winter Range and Elk Management Area 
Currently, approximately 17,900 acres of BLM-administered land with the Analysis Area serve as thermal 
cover (mid-seral and mature forest with a high degree of canopy closure). Thus, approximately 70 percent of 
BLM-administered lands in the Wildlife Analysis Area is currently providing thermal cover. Under 
Alternative 3, approximately 90 acres of treatment would occur within the area identified as Big Game 
Winter Range. All of these 90 acres of proposed treatment are typed as capable or dispersal and thus do not 
currently function as thermal cover.  Thus, 67 percent of BLM-administered lands with the Analysis Area 
would continue to function as thermal cover, an amount that exceeds the minimal thermal cover retention of 
20 percent provided by the 1995 RMP (USDI 1995, p. 45). 

Vegetation Conditions and Terrestrial Wildlife Habitats (General) 
Alternative 3 proposes modification of NRF or Dispersal NSO habitat (currently classified as late 
successional habitat) totaling approximately 60 acres.  Post treatment, these acres would be unlikely to be 
classified as late successional habitat.  This would result in a reduction of late successional habitat in the 5th 
field watershed from 31,106 acres on BLM to 31,046 acres.  Total BLM managed land in this watershed is 
75,057.  Post treatment, 41 percent of BLM managed land in this 5th field watershed will remain classified as 
late successional habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 
Cumulative effects are environmental changes that are affected by more than one land-use activity, and 
include beneficial changes. Cumulative effects for wildlife species and habitat are reviewed at the watershed 
level to capture the varying habitats, species home ranges, and varying degrees of species mobility. 
Technical issues that complicate analysis of cumulative effects include the large spatial and temporal scales 
involved, the wide variety of processes and interactions that influence cumulative effects, and the lengthy 
lag-times that often separate a land-use activity and the landscape's response to that activity. Fire 
suppression, road building, and timber harvest throughout the Wildlife Analysis Area have resulted in habitat 
modification and fragmentation, and have changed the distribution and abundance of wildlife species 
surrounding the Wildlife Analysis Area. Timber harvest has occurred on BLM-administered lands in the 
Wildlife Analysis Area for decades. The associated habitat modification has negatively affected late-
successional forest habitat-dependent species by reducing stand seral stage and changing habitat structure.  
However, species associated with younger forested conditions have benefited from these changes due to the 
increased acres of young stands within the watershed. 

Private lands surrounding the Wildlife Analysis Area are made up of early, mid-, and late seral forests, 
agricultural land, urban areas, and barren land. Most private forest lands are managed as tree farms for 
production of wood fiber on forest rotations. It is expected that any remaining late seral forests on private 
timber lands would be converted to early seral forest over the next one or two decades. For those species 
dependent on early seral habitat, private forest lands do not always provide quality habitat as competing 
vegetation that includes flowering plants, shrubs and hardwood trees are regularly sprayed to reduce 
competition with future harvestable trees. The majority of state and private forests in Washington, Oregon, 
and Northern California are managed for timber production.  Non-federal lands are not expected to provide 
demographic support for spotted owls across and between physiographic provinces (Thomas et al. 1990; 
USDA and USDI 1994b).  Historically, non-federal landowners practiced even-aged management (clear-
cutting) of timber over extensive acreages.  Private industrial forest lands are managed for timber production 
and would typically be harvested between 40 and 60 years of age, in accordance with State Forest Practices 



South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project 3-130                             Environmental Assessment 

Act standards.  In 2008, during the development of the District Analysis and 2008 Biological Assessment of 
Forest Habitat (DA 08 BAFH), data was requested from Oregon Department of Forestry and the Pacific 
Northwest Inventory and Analysis team to help determine harvest rates in the past decade on private lands 
within the Medford district.  These records indicated private harvest rates in Jackson and Josephine Counties 
have never exceeded 1.08 percent of the total private lands per year since 1998.  These records did not 
provide information of pre-treatment habitat conditions.  We anticipate some loss of owl habitat on private 
lands, but cannot predict the rate of loss, or the specific location of harvest.   

The proposed SFLB Project treatment acres represent approximately 13 and 8 percent of the total BLM-
administered lands in the Wildlife Analysis Area for Alternatives 2 and 3 respectively.  On the landscape 
scale at which this analysis is conducted this difference in percent of BLM-administered land treated is not 
considerable enough to warrant a separate analysis of cumulative effects.  Thus, cumulative effects for 
Alternatives 2 and 3 are covered together in the analysis below. 

Northern Spotted Owl  

The South Fork Little Butte project proposes commercial treatments on up to 410 acres of NRF, 982acres of 
dispersal-only, and 301 acres of capable NSO habitat( Alternative 2)- or 357 acres of NRF, 753 acres of 
dispersal-only, and 480 acres of capable NSO habitat (Alternative 3).  These treatments, coupled with the 
other recent and reasonably foreseeable projects described above, would increase fragmentation within the 
watersheds.  However, the only activity, other than the South Fork Little Butte project, that is likely to 
remove NRF habitat within the watersheds would be timber harvest on private lands.  Previously analyzed 
BLM projects with proposed treatment units within the SFLB Wildlife Analysis Area include:  Rio Climax 
Forest Management Project, Conde Forest Management Project, and Heppsie Forest Management Project.  If 
the actions proposed under these project EAs are implemented the primary effect will be additional acres of 
treatment in NSO dispersal and capable habitat.   The only planned removal of habitat is approximately 30 
acres of NSO dispersal habitat in the Heppsie Forest Management Project.  This small amount of removal at 
the watershed level would not preclude spotted owls or other late-successional forest species from dispersing 
within or through the watersheds.  Additionally, even when the SFLB Project is combined with current and 
foreseeable actions, it is unlikely the actions proposed in this project would appreciably reduce or diminish 
the chances of survival or recovery of the northern spotted owl. This is because of the small percentage of 
suitable habitat affected at the provincial and the regional population levels.  The level of harvest associated 
with this project would not preclude owls occupying historic home ranges and continuing to reproduce in the 
Wildlife Analysis Area and watersheds. An additional threat to NSOs is the barred owl.  As relatively recent 
immigrant to the forests of the Pacific Northwest, barred owls have been documented as competitors with 
NSOs for prey and habitat.  Barred owls have been documented in the Wildlife Analysis Area and it is likely 
that they have negatively affected spotted owl populations. It is anticipated that the protection of RA 32 
habitat would provide refugia from the intrusion of barred owls. 

Non-federal lands are not expected to provide demographic support for spotted owls across and between 
physiographic provinces (Thomas et al., 1990; USDA and USDI 1994). The Medford BLM assumes these 
past management practices would continue and reduce the amount of NRF habitat for spotted owl on non-
federal lands over time.  

Fisher 

Fishers are likely currently using the proposed treatment units and other areas that have received treatments 
in the past. No habitat management guidelines have been established for fisher relative to quantities of 
particular habitat elements to retain. Patches of older forest habitat would remain within adjacent Riparian 
Reserves, NSO nest patches, and Late-Successional Reserves (LSRs) on adjacent USFS lands that would 
provide ample corridors of habitat that is appropriate for denning, resting and dispersal. Results from surveys 
can only be used to make rough inferences on presence and not habitat selection since the fishers are baited 
in to the survey camera stations. 

Impacts of the action alternatives on fishers are predicted to be low, since a patchwork mosaic of stand types 
and ages would remain in the Wildlife Analysis Area, and fishers have not been documented in most of the 
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area. Most CWD and snags, except for those that present a safety hazard and some snags located in salvage 
units, would be maintained. Areas of closed canopy would remain scattered throughout the Wildlife Analysis 
Area. The Northwest Forest Plan was designed with a network of Late-Successional Reserves surrounded by 
younger, managed forests. Although these reserves may provide suitable habitat that is well-distributed on 
federal lands, fisher populations may never respond and be well-distributed because of (1) their apparently 
low rates of recolonization of restored habitats after local extirpation, (2) the lower amount of federal land at 
lower elevations, and (3) their natural rareness (USDA and USDI 1994b, Appendix J2-470). With 
implementation of the South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project, cumulative effects to fishers are 
expected to be minimal and would not trend this species towards further listing. The treatments proposed 
under this project would have long-term beneficial effects to the forested stands in this area and thus have the 
potential to contribute to the persistence and recovery of the fisher population in this area. 

As with the NSO, some effects to fisher from previously analyzed BLM projects with proposed treatment 
units within the South Fork Little Butte WLAA (Rio Climax Forest Management Project, Conde Forest 
Management Project, and Heppsie Forest Management Project) are anticipated.  However, due to the very 
limited spatial scale and low intensity of harvest prescriptions, cumulative effects from these projects are not 
be expected to affect the use of the WLAA by fisher at the landscape scale. 

Other Wildlife Species 

This section addresses the potential cumulative effects to wildlife species (other than northern spotted owl or 
fisher) listed as Survey and Manage or Bureau Sensitive discussed in the Affected Environment portion of 
this analysis. There is no evidence that current forest practices on federal lands immediately threaten any 
terrestrial vertebrate species in Oregon.  Even though the proposed actions may potentially adversely disrupt 
local individuals of wildlife species and may cause the loss of habitat in some cases, this project is not 
expected to affect long-term population viability of any Bureau Sensitive, or Survey and Manage wildlife 
species known to be in the area.   Implementation of all potential treatments proposed under Alternatives 2 
and 3 would treat only 8 percent or less of the Wildlife Analysis Area.  Therefore, this project combined with 
other actions in the watershed, would not contribute to the need to federally list any Bureau Sensitive or 
Survey and Manage wildlife species because of the small scope of the Proposed Action compared to the 
available habitat within the Wildlife Analysis Area.   Implementation of previously analyzed BLM projects 
within the South Fork Little Butte Wildlife Analysis Area is at a limited spatial scale and limited intensity 
and would not be expected to add measurably to cumulative effects for these species. 

H.  BOTANY 

1. Introduction 

Special Status Species are officially designated by the State director.  The most recent Special Status Species 
list went into effect on December 21, 2011 (IM OR 2012-018).  This new list has two categories, Sensitive 
and Strategic.  Bureau Strategic species do not require protection or effects analysis and therefore will not be 
addressed further in this document. The BLM collects population and habitat data on these plant species to 
ascertain if a status upgrade to Sensitive or removal as a common species is warranted.   

Bureau Sensitive Oregon (BSO) plants, lichens, and fungi include species that are listed as threatened or 
endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), proposed or candidates for listing, State listed, and 
Bureau-designated Sensitive Species.  Per BLM Manual 6840 (Section .06), BSO plants, lichens, and fungi 
will be managed consistent with species and habitat management objectives in land use and implementation 
plans to promote their conservation and to minimize the likelihood and need for listing under the ESA. 
Project implementation will adhere to the requirements set forth in Section 6840.2.C. 

Survey and Manage (S&M) plant species are rare and little-known species thought to be associated with late-
successional and old-growth forests in the Northwest Forest Plan area. The survey and manage guidelines of 
the NWFP Record of Decision (ROD) (USDA and USDI 1994) provide an adaptive-management process for 
managing rare and uncommon, poorly understood old-growth forest associated species. The adaptive-
management process is based on managing species and their habitats consistent with the best current 
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information, and utilizing a comprehensive program of information gathering, analysis, and interpretation to 
guide management actions while providing for the likelihood of persistence for late-successional old-growth 
(LSOG) forest-associated species. The South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project applied the S&M 
species list from, and meets the direction included in, the 2001 Record of Decision and Standards and 
Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures 
Standards.  

The Analysis Area for federally-listed threatened, endangered, BSO and S&M plant species including fungi 
considers all lands where ground-disturbing activities (harvest, road-building, road decommissioning, 
landing construction, and understory reduction) are proposed for this project (also referred to as the Project 
Area). This includes mostly BLM-administered lands and select private lands where roads and landing 
locations would be utilized within the Upper South Fork Little Butte Creek and portions of the Lower South 
Fork Little Butte Creek sub-watersheds, or 6th field hydrologic units (HUC6s). 

2. Issues 

Scoping (external and internal) generated the following issues/concerns and anticipated effects related to 
implementing the Proposed Action. These effects may or may not occur as a result of the Proposed Action 
but were of concern to members of the public or ID team specialists. 

• Degrading habitat for threatened, endangered, Bureau Special Status, or Survey and Manage species 
may result in further population declines and/or trends away from recovery of the species. 

• Habitat alteration including reduced canopy cover and soil compaction associated with harvest and 
road construction activities may degrade habitat for native plant (including Special Status and Survey 
and Manage plant and fungi species) populations.  

• Ground disturbance associated with harvest activities may impact stems and propagules of native 
plant species (including Special Status and Survey and Manage plant and fungi species). 

• Ground disturbance and road building provide vectors for expansion of invasive plant populations. 

• Invasive plant species may become established or become more widespread as a result of habitat 
manipulation. 

3. Affected Environment 

The forested areas in the Analysis Area consist primarily of four plant series: Douglas-fir, White fir, 
Ponderosa pine and White oak. These four plant series provide habitat for several Special Status and S&M 
plant species (Table 3-27). For a more detailed description of vegetation conditions see the Affected 
Environment in the Silviculture section. . 

The project is outside the range of any federally-listed threatened or endangered plant species, including 
Fritillaria gentneri. Only BSO and S&M plant and fungi species will be considered during analysis. 

a. Survey Methods and Completion 
Most of the proposed treatment areas have been surveyed for BSO and S&M vascular and nonvascular 
(lichens and bryophytes) plants and fungi. Surveys are conducted to conform to the 1998 survey protocol for 
S&M species (USDI 1998a), which serves as a proxy for BSS species surveys (BLM Manual 6840, Section 
2.C.1.). Of the 2,488 acres proposed for various treatments, 702 acres of proposed units, proposed roads and 
proposed landings still require surveys. Spring 2015 surveys have been complete.  Two additional survey 
periods will occur during summer and fall of 2015. 

Surveys are conducted using the intuitive controlled survey method. This method includes a complete survey 
in habitats with the highest potential for locating BSO and S&M species. Surveys are completed by walking 
routes that cover a representative cross-section (approximately 80 percent) of all major topographic (e.g., 
slopes, draws, benches, and ridges) and special features (i.e., wet areas, rock outcrops, riparian areas, 
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serpentine areas) of each unit. In areas of high potential habitat, a more thorough and intensive survey is 
made. Field work is conducted during the stage of plant phenological development that assures visibility of 
characteristics necessary for accurate identification of special status plant species. Multiple survey visits may 
be required in some habitats for certain species to ensure that the phenological development is such that 
accurate identification is possible. Timing of fieldwork takes into consideration seasonal climate, elevation, 
aspect, target species, and suitable habitat. 

Table 3-27. Proposed Treatment Areas Needing Surveys 
T-R-S Unit ID/Proposed Activity Survey needed Acres 

37-2E-14 Landing vascular/non-vascular/weeds 1 
37-2E-15 Landing vascular/non-vascular/weeds 1 
37-2E-17 Temporary Road - Spurs 17-1 

(0.86 miles) and 17-2 (0.24 miles) 
vascular/non-vascular/weeds 12 

37-2E-20 Temporary Road - Spur 20-3 (0.23 
miles) 

vascular/non-vascular/weeds 2 

37-2E-21 Landing vascular/non-vascular/weeds 1 
37-2E-22 Landing (2) vascular/non-vascular/weeds 2 
37-2E-23 23-13, 23-14 vascular/non-vascular/weeds 32 
37-2E-25 25-7 vascular/non-vascular/weeds 3 
37-2E/3E-25/30 30-6, 30-7 vascular/non-vascular/weeds 13 
37-2E-33 Landing vascular/non-vascular/weeds 1 
37-2E-33 33-14, 33-15, 33-16, 33-17 vascular/non-vascular/weeds 124 
37-2E-33 33-17 fungi (3 seasons) 3 
37-2E-34 Landing vascular/non-vascular/weeds 1 
37-3E-29 29-5 vascular/non-vascular/weeds 3 
37-3E-30 Landing vascular/non-vascular/weeds 1 
37-3E-30 Portions of 30-5, 30-8 vascular/non-vascular/weeds 8 
38-2E-01 Portions of 1-9, 6-9, 1-10 vascular/non-vascular/weeds 176 
38-2E-03 3-12, 3-13 vascular/non-vascular/weeds 29 
38-2E-03 Landing vascular/non-vascular/weeds 1 
38-3E-06 Portions of 6-8, 6-9 vascular/non-vascular/weeds 39 
38-3E-17 17-7, 17-8 fungi (2 more seasons) 5 
38-3E-20 Temporary Road - Spur 20—2 

(0.14 miles) 
vascular/non-vascular/weeds 2 

38-3E-21 21-8 fungi (2 seasons) 35 
38-3E-21 21-8, 21-9 vascular/non-vascular/weeds 134 
38-3E-23 Portion of Temporary Road - Spur 

23-1 (300 feet) 
vascular/non-vascular/weeds 1 

38-3E-23 Portion of 22-1 vascular/non-vascular/weeds 13 
38-3E-27 27-2, 27-4 fungi (1 season) 16 
38-3E-27 27-2, 27-4 fungi (2 seasons) 48 
38-3E-29 29-1 fungi (1 season) 8 

b. Vascular and Non-Vascular Plants 
Botanical surveys documented 15 occurrences of Bureau Sensitive and/or Survey and Manage vascular and 
non-vascular plant species within the Analysis Area.  No other occurrences of federally-listed, Bureau 
Special Status or S&M plant species have been detected within the Analysis Area.  

  



South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project 3-134                             Environmental Assessment 

Table 3-28. Bureau Special Status and Survey and Manage Plant Species in the South Fork Little Butte 
Analysis Area 

Lifeform 
Species name ( followed 

by number of occurrences 
in proposed treatments) 

Common Name Status 
Occurrences 

in NWFP 
area1 

Vascular Cypripedium fasciculatum (1) Clustered Lady's-slipper BSO, S&M C 1020 

Vascular Hackelia bella (1) Showy Stickseed BSO 63 

Vascular Nemacladus capillaris (2) Giant Death Camas BSO 55 

Lichen Chaenotheca ferruginea (8) Black Pin Lichen S&M B 617 

Lichen Chaenotheca subroscida (2) Lemondrop Pin Lichen S&M E 265 

Lichen Leptogium teretiusculum (1) Olive-thorn lichen S&M E 222 
Status definitions:  
BSO=Bureau Sensitive Oregon – manage so treatments do not trend species towards listing under ESA (BLM Manual 6840);  
S&M B: Rare, pre-disturbance surveys not practical - manage all known sites and minimize inadvertent loss of undiscovered 
species;  
S&M C: Uncommon, pre-disturbance surveys practical – manage all known sites to provide for reasonable assurance of taxon’s 
persistence at the site level (FS, BLM, 2001).  
S&M E: Survey and Manage Category E – Rare, status undetermined, manage all known sites while determining if the 
taxon meets the basic criteria for Survey and Manage (USDA/USDI, 2001) 

1BLM Database: Geographic Biological Observations (GeoBOB). 
*Many sites detected over 15 years ago – see Environmental Effects section. 

 

 

Detected Bureau Special Status and Survey and Manage species descriptions are as follows: 

Cypripedium fasciculatum: Clustered lady’s slipper occurs in a variety of coniferous habitats all of which 
seem to have a filtered light condition in common and most frequently occurs on moderately steep slopes at 
mid elevations. It is most often associated with Douglas-fir and is usually tucked under some type of 
hardwood tree in areas with relatively little competition from other understory plants. This species has a 
scattered range in Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, and California. 

Hackelia bella: is a native perennial that is found in forest openings, stream banks, and roadsides in 
California and Oregon.  It is considered rare in Oregon being known only from Jackson and Klamath 
Counties.   

Nemacladus capillaris: is a native annual herb found in openings on dry slopes and burned areas. It is 
considered rare in Oregon being known only from Jackson County. It is more common in California. 

Chaenotheca ferruginea: is a black stubble or pin lichen. The typical substrate is the sheltered bark or wood 
of large old trees.  In the Analysis Area, it is found in late seral Douglas-fir forests on the trunks and bases of 
Incense cedar and Douglas-fir.  Chaenotheca ferruginea is globally widespread in cool to temperate areas. 

Chaenotheca subroscida: is a yellowish stubble or pin lichen.  The typical substrate is the sheltered bark or 
wood of large old trees.  In the Analysis Area, it is found in late seral Douglas-fir forests on the trunks and 
bases of Incense cedar and Douglas-fir.  Chaenotheca subroscida is globally widespread in cool to temperate 
areas. 

Leptogium teretiusculum: is a fruticose lichen that is widespread in North America and Europe, but rarely 
collected due to its small size and high variability in appearance. It grows mostly on the bark of hardwood 
trees – primarily Quercus and Acer spp. in or near riparian areas. 

  



South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project 3-135                             Environmental Assessment 

c. Fungi 
The 2001 Survey and Manage Record of Decision (ROD) Standards and Guidelines established timelines for 
the completion of Strategic Surveys for Category B fungi species (Standards and Guidelines, p. 9). If 
timelines for Strategic Survey completion are not met, the species will require “equivalent-effort” pre-
disturbance surveys for projects in old-growth forests (in this case, defined as stands 180 years or older). For 
the Category B fungal species, the deadline for completion of Strategic Surveys was the beginning of fiscal 
year 2011. Since an evaluation of Strategic Survey results for Category B fungi has not been completed, 
equivalent-effort pre-disturbance surveys are required in those stands that meet the criteria for being 
considered “old-growth.” The BLM assumes that surveying for fungi in stands 180-plus years old, protecting 
known and future found sites, and the existence of late-successional forest stands in reserves (i.e., Riparian 
Reserves, owl cores, etc.) across the landscape will ensure that Sensitive fungi species will not trend toward 
listing, and Survey and Manage fungi species will persist (OSO IB-OR-2004-145).  

Fungi surveys have recently occurred, and are ongoing to meet survey protocol on 115 acres of forested 
stands over 180 years old. These stands require 8 visits over two years – two visits each fall and spring 
season. 

Prior to the removal of pre-disturbance survey requirements for fungi, approximately 250  acres in or 
adjacent to proposed treatment areas were surveyed – three visits during fall and spring 2000-2001 during 
peak sporocarp fruiting time (USDI 2015b).  Most fungi sites detected during these surveys were determined 
to be common and were removed from the S&M list in 2003. 

Fourteen Bureau Sensitive fungi are documented or suspected of occurring on the Medford District BLM-
administered lands (Table 3-29). Most Sensitive and S&M fungi grow in late-successional forested stands. 
Some are associated with moister conifer stands while others grow in the drier hardwood-conifer plant 
associations. Twenty-four occurrences of three S&M fungi species have been detected so far from surveys in 
the Analysis Area (Table 3-30). 

Detected Survey and Manage fungi species descriptions are as follows: 

Albatrellus ellisii is a polypore fungus that grows out of soil/duff in a variety of coniferous forests from the 
Olympic peninsula in Washington to Mendocino County, CA.  

Clavariadelphus sachalinensis is a club fungus that grows out of soil/duff in mixed coniferous forests in 
North America and Northern Europe. In North America it is known to occur from Canada to Mendocino 
County, CA. 

Gomphus kaufmanii is a chanterelle-related species that grows in deep humus soil beneath Pinus and Abies 
species from Mendocino County, CA to western Canada from the Cascade mountains to the coast. 

d. Noxious Weeds 
Noxious weeds are generally non-native plants that cause or are likely to cause economic or environmental 
harm or harm to human health.  Introduced plants are species that are non-native to the ecosystem under 
consideration.  Introduced plants may adversely affect the proper functioning condition of the ecosystem.  
“noxious weed” describes any plant classified by the Oregon State Weed Board that is injurious to public 
health, agriculture, recreation, wildlife, or any public or private property (ODA 2012, p.4). 

The Medford District ROD/RMP states the objectives for noxious weeds are to continue to survey for, avoid 
introducing or spreading, and contain or reduce infestations on BLM-administered land (USDI 1995, p. 92-
93). 

The Oregon Department of Agriculture designates and classifies noxious weeds according to their 
detrimental effects, reproductive strategies, distribution, and difficulty of control (Table 3-31).  
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Table 3-29.  Medford District Sensitive Fungi Species 

Scientific Name Status ORBIC 
List1 

NWFP 
Sites2 

Miles to 
nearest site 

Arcangeliella camphorata BSO, S&M B 1 6 76 
Boletus pulcherrimus BSO, S&M B 1 23 0.9 
Chamonixia caespitosa BSO, S&M B  2 3 62 
Dermocybe humboldtensis BSO, S&M B 

 
  

1 4 56 
Gastroboletus vividus BSO, S&M B 1 5 38 
Gymnomyces fragrans BSO, S&M B 3 2 24 
Helvella crassitunicata BSO, S&M B 1 29 35 
Phaeocollybia californica BSO, S&M B 3 50 43 
Phaeocollybia oregonensis BSO, S&M B 1 15 53 
Pseudorhizina californica BSO, S&M B 3 42 12 
Ramaria spinulosa var. diminutiva3 BSO, S&M B 3 1 ~200 
Rhizopogon chamalelotinus BSO, S&M B 1 1 51 
Rhizopogon ellipsosporus BSO, S&M B 2 5 27 
Rhizopogon exiguus BSO, S&M B 2 3 46 
Status definitions:  
BSO=Bureau Sensitive Oregon – manage so treatments do not trend species towards listing under ESA (BLM 
Manual 6840);   

S&M B: Survey and Manage Category B – manage all known sites and minimize inadvertent loss of undiscovered 
species (USDA/USDI, 2001).  
1ORBIC List: Oregon Biodiversity Information Center maintains extensive databases of Oregon biodiversity, 
concentrating on rare and endangered plants, animals, and ecosystems. 

1 = taxa which are threatened or endangered throughout their range or which are presumed extinct. 

2 = taxa which are threatened, endangered, or possibly extirpated from Oregon but are stable or more common 
elsewhere. 

3 = taxa for which more information is needed before status can be determined, but which may be threatened or 
endangered in Oregon or throughout their range. 

4 = taxa which are very rare but are currently secure, as well as taxa which are declining in numbers or habitat but 
are still too common to be proposed as threatened or endangered. 

      

            

 

 

 

Table 3-30. Survey and Manage Fungi present in the South Fork Little Butte Analysis Area 

Species name ( followed by number of 
occurrences in proposed treatments) Morphological Habit Status 

Occurrences 
in NWFP 

area1 
Albatrellus ellisii (1) Polypore S&M B 39 

Clavariadelphus sachalinensis (21) Club S&M B 292 
Gomphus kaufmanii (2) Chanterelle S&M B, Str 65 

Status definitions:  
S&M B: Rare, pre-disturbance surveys not practical - manage all known sites and minimize inadvertent loss of undiscovered 
species;  
Str - Bureau Strategic: unknown rarity; collect species information; no protection or NEPA analysis required. 
1BLM Database: Geographic Biological Observations (GeoBOB). 
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Table 3-31. ODA Noxious Weed Control Rating System (ODA, 2012, p.6) 

Category Criteria Recommended Action 

A 

Weeds that occur in the state in small 
enough infestations to make 
eradication or containment possible; or 
are not known to occur, but their 
presence in neighboring states makes 
future occurrence in Oregon seem 
imminent. 

Infestations subject to eradication or intensive 
control when and where found. 

B 
Regionally abundant weed, but which 
may have limited distribution in some 
counties. 

Limited to intensive control at the state, county, 
or regional level as determined on a case-by-
case basis. Where implementation of a fully 
integrated statewide management plan is not 
feasible, biological control (when available) 
shall be the main control approach. 

T A select group of A or B designated 
weeds. 

Identified by the Oregon State Weed Board as a 
priority target on which the Oregon Department 
of Agriculture will develop and implement a 
statewide management plan. 

 

All of the proposed treatment areas were surveyed for noxious weeds by qualified botanists over a time 
period extending from 1998 through 2015. Surveys have documented nine species of ODA listed noxious 
weeds occurring primarily along roads in the Analysis Area (Table 3-32). 

Table 3-32. Noxious Weeds in the South Fork Little Butte Analysis Area 

Species Common 
Name Status 

Number of 
Sites in 

Analysis 
Area 

Ecology and Habitat* 
Ashland Resource 
Area Management 

Strategy 

Centaurea 
solstitialis 
 

Yellow star-
thistle 
 

B/T Over 20 

Annual, occasional biennial. 
Reproduces from seeds; one 
plant can produce more than 
10,000 seeds. Root system 
consumes more water than native 
vegetation. Extensive infestations 
in degraded grasslands and along 
disturbed areas. 

Focus treatments on 
populations along 
roads, in quarries, 
near Special Status 
plant sites or other 
special areas, and in 
fuels reduction units. 

Centaurea 
diffusa 

Diffuse 
Knapweed 
 

B/T 2 
Biennial or short-lived perennial. 
Reproduces by seed. Displaces 
native vegetation via competition 
and allelopathy.  

Relatively uncommon 
on Medford BLM. 
Eradicate small sites, 
control larger ones. 

Chondrilla 
juncea 

Rush 
Skeletonweed 
 

B/T 2 
Perennial, reproduces by seed 
and vegetatively. Roots can reach 
8 feet depth. Root parts can form 
new shoots from 4 foot depth. 

Relatively uncommon 
on Medford BLM. 
Eradicate small sites, 
control larger ones. 

Cirsium 
arvense 

Canada thistle 
 B/T 2  

Perennial herbaceous plant. 
Reproduces from seeds. Common 
along roadsides and disturbed 
moist areas, where soil is 

Treat specific 
populations in high risk 
areas (Special Status 
plant sites, special 
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Species Common 
Name Status 

Number of 
Sites in 

Analysis 
Area 

Ecology and Habitat* 
Ashland Resource 
Area Management 

Strategy 
disturbed and canopy cover 
removed. 

areas) 

Cirsium 
vulgare Bull thistle B 13 

Biennial herbaceous plant. 
Reproduces from seeds. Common 
along roadsides and disturbed 
moist areas, where soil is 
disturbed and canopy cover 
removed. 

Treat specific 
populations in high risk 
areas (Special Status 
plant sites, special 
areas) 

Cytisus 
scoparius Scotch Broom B 2 

Perennial shrub, reproduces from 
seed. Common along roadsides 
and disturbed moist areas, where 
soil is disturbed and canopy cover 
removed. 

Treat specific 
populations in high risk 
areas (Special Status 
plant sites, special 
areas) 

Dipsacus 
laciniatus 

Cutleaf Teasel 
 B 1 

Biennial. Reproduces by seed. 
Common in grasslands, 
savannahs and waste areas. 

Relatively uncommon 
on Medford BLM. 
Eradicate all known 
sites, Early Detection 
and Rapid Response 
(EDRR). 

Hypericum 
perforatum St. Johns wort B 11 

Perennial herbaceous plant. 
Reproduces vegetatively via 
rhizomes. Invades roadsides and 
disturbed areas. 

Treat populations in 
quarries, near rare 
plant sites, special 
areas. A beetle 
introduced as 
biocontrol has been 
somewhat effective at 
lower to mid 
elevations. 

Isatis 
tinctoria 

Dyer’s Woad 
 B 1 

Biennial, winter annual, or short-
lived perennial. Reproduces by 
seed. Taproots to 5 ft depth. 
Disturbed and undisturbed sites. 
Displaces native vegetation, 
allelopathic. 

Treat sites via 
herbicides early, 
digging and pulling 
later. Target small 
outlier sites, control 
larger ones. 

Lathyrus 
latifolia 

Perennial 
Peavine 
 

B 2 

Perennial. Reproduces by seeds 
and vegetatively. Displaces low-
growing native vegetation. 
Occupies wide range of climatic 
conditions. 

Often overlooked as 
invasive, increasingly 
a problem in W 
Oregon. Treat sites 
near activity areas and 
outliers. 

Rubus 
armeniacus 

Himalayan 
blackberry 
 

B 

Abundant 
along roads 
- < 1 
percent of 
BLM land in 
Planning 
Area 

Perennial shrub. Reproduces both 
by seed and vegetatively. Canes 
can grow more than 20 feet per 
season with rootstocks more than 
30 feet long. Seeds dispersed by 
birds and animals. In Jackson 
County, grows in riparian areas, 
pastures, and meadows, and 
along roads. 

Treat specific 
populations in high risk 
areas (Special Status 
plant sites, special 
areas). Trial 
treatments on 
mowed/cut roadsides 
in South Fork Little 
Butte Analysis Area. 

Taeniatheru Medusahead B 3 Winter annual. Reproduces by No effective treatment 
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Species Common 
Name Status 

Number of 
Sites in 

Analysis 
Area 

Ecology and Habitat* 
Ashland Resource 
Area Management 

Strategy 
m caput-
medusae 
 

Rye 
 

seed. Displaces desirable 
vegetation on grasslands. Thatch 
changes soil 
temperature/moisture dynamics.  

method available at 
this time. Properly 
timed Rx burn would 
help, but timing usually 
off. 

Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) Noxious Weed Control Program: provides a statewide leadership role for 
coordination and management of state listed noxious weeds. 

A= a weed of known economic importance which occurs in the state in small enough infestations to make eradication or 
containment possible; or is not known to occur, but its presence in neighboring states make future occurrence in Oregon 
seem imminent.  
B= a weed of economic importance which is regionally abundant, but which may have limited distribution in some    
counties. 
T= a priority noxious weed designated by the Oregon State Weed Board as a target for which the ODA will develop and 
implement a statewide management plan. “T” designated noxious weeds are species selected from either the “A” or “B” 
list. 

* (Oregon State University Extension Service 2003; DiTomaso and Healy, 2007) 

Weeds spread via seeds, which are carried from one location to another by air, water, animals, humans, or 
vehicles. Some weeds also spread when roots or other plant parts break off and re-sprout to create new 
plants. Most weeds have reproductive and life cycle characteristics that give them an advantage over native 
plants in establishing quickly. These characteristics include high seed production, good dispersal 
mechanisms, fall germination and rosette development, production of long taproots that capture water at 
different levels in the soil profile, and early or late season growth and bloom times to avoid competition with 
native species. Noxious weeds also have an advantage over natives because they occupy hostile sites with 
exposed, bare ground; tolerate drought; and form persistent seed banks that lie dormant until the next 
disturbance event provides new openings in which to become established. Because they originated from 
other countries, noxious weeds lack the predators that keep them under control in their native habitats and 
ecological areas.  

Newly disturbed areas are most vulnerable to noxious weed establishment. Soil disturbance creates favorable 
conditions for the establishment of noxious weeds by removing competing vegetation. Weed seeds that have 
been suppressed in the soil have an opportunity to germinate and develop before native species are able to 
become reestablished. The disturbed soil is also a ready seed bed if weed seeds or other plant parts are 
transported or blow into the area by natural processes.  

Roads are common avenues of invasion, as seeds lodge in tire treads or undercarriages and can be carried 
from infested areas into newly disturbed unoccupied areas. Activities that introduce or spread noxious weeds 
include road construction, timber harvest, farming, over-grazing, recreation, and residential development. 
Natural processes, such as wind, seasonal flooding, and migration patterns of birds or animals also contribute 
to the spread of noxious weeds (Table 3-33). 
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Table 3-33. Factors Affecting Noxious Weed Spread 

Activity Role in Dispersing Noxious Weed Seed 

Private Lands Private lands host a perpetual source for noxious weed seed, which can be 
dispersed when seeds attach to tires, feet, fur, feathers, or feces, or when natural 
processes such as wind and/or flooding events transport the seed from its source 
to other geographical vicinities. 

Farming and Grazing Farming creates soil disturbance and openings that noxious weeds can occupy. 
Farming equipment may move noxious weed seed from one area to another. 
Agricultural seed may be contaminated with noxious weed seed and spread 
during farming activities. Overgrazing of pastures or rangelands removes 
vegetation leaving bare, open spaces that noxious weeds may invade. If livestock 
are fed grain or hay containing noxious weed seed or parts, or consume noxious 
weeds, they may disperse them when they move to non-infested pastures or 
range.     

Logging on Private Lands Logging activity presents a key dispersal opportunity for noxious weed seeds. 
They may attach to tires or tracks of mechanized logging equipment, tires of log 
trucks, and various other logging-related substrates and be subsequently 
transported from their source to another geographic vicinity. Logging creates 
openings during ground disturbance and canopy removal which noxious weeds 
may colonize. Not using Project Design Features, such as equipment/vehicle 
washing, etc., also increases the risk of introducing or spreading noxious weed 
seed during logging operations.  

Motor Vehicle Traffic 
(including Log Trucks) 

Roads on public land are for public use, which results in a plethora of seed-
dispersal activities occurring on a daily basis. Private landowners use public 
roads to haul logs, undertake recreational pursuits, and/or access their 
properties. This transportation often occurs along BLM-administered roads, which 
are situated within a checkerboard ownership arrangement. How or when seed 
detachment occurs is a random event and could take place within feet or miles 
from the work site/seed source, presenting a high likelihood of detachment on 
public lands. 

Recreational Use The public often recreates on BLM-managed lands and can spread seed from 
their residences or other areas to public lands in a variety of ways, including 
attachment to vehicle tires; recreational equipment; hikers’ socks, shoes, or other 
clothing; fur of domestic animals, etc. 

Rural and Urban 
Development 

Because of BLM’s checkerboard land ownership, BLM parcels are generally 
interspersed with private lands, many of which are used for homesites, 
businesses, or agricultural endeavors. Rural and Urban Development often 
involves ground disturbance during building or road construction which creates 
openings for noxious weeds to occupy. See “Motor Vehicle Traffic” and “Private 
Land” for additional information about how this affects the spread of noxious 
weeds from private to public lands.  

Natural Processes Wind, seasonal flooding, fire, and migration patterns of birds or animals are a few 
of the natural processes that contribute to the spread of noxious weeds. Wind, 
water, or wildlife carry seeds or other plant parts and deposit them at new 
locations at random intervals. Wildfire removes ground cover and leaves areas 
open to invasion by noxious weeds if a seed source is nearby.  
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Noxious weed populations are treated on BLM-administered lands under the Medford District Integrated 
Weed Management Plan and Environmental Assessment (EA #OR-110-98-14) (USDI 1998b). The Medford 
District BLM Noxious Weed List is a subset of the state list. It contains category A, B and T species that 
occur in the District and are targeted for detection and control (USDI 1998b: 1-2). The BLM also treats all 
categories of weed species at high priority sites such as Special Status plant sites, special areas (Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)), contiguous blocks of BLM-administered land and within project 
areas that pose a risk of spreading weeds during project implementation. Depending on the species and what 
has been determined to be effective eradication or treatment method, the BLM treats weeds by manual, 
chemical, mechanical or biological means. 

Adjacent private lands in the Little Butte watershed are also known to harbor many populations of various 
noxious weeds.  The BLM is not authorized to survey private lands and as a consequence, the extent of these 
populations and infestations is currently unknown. 

4. Environmental Consequences 

This section discusses the direct and indirect effects of implementing each of the alternatives and the impacts 
it would have on botanical resources.  This section also discusses any cumulative effects, which considers the 
range of alternatives plus the effects of other actions that are currently happening or will be happening in the 
foreseeable future. 

a. Alternative 1 – No Action 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Special Status and S&M Vascular and Non-vascular Plants and Fungi 

Under Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative, the BLM would not implement any new management 
actions. Because no ground disturbance or changes in canopy cover or environmental conditions would 
occur, implementing Alternative 1 would not result in negative direct or indirect impacts to BSO or S&M 
vascular and nonvascular plants and fungi. There would be “no effect” to federally-listed Threatened or 
Endangered plants. Due to the absence of habitat manipulation or mechanical damage, Bureau Sensitive 
plants would not trend toward listing, and Survey and Manage species persistence would not be directly 
affected. 

Forest stands with diverse species composition that are structurally complex and resilient to extreme fire 
behavior or insect or disease outbreaks provide the most favorable habitat for rare forest-associated plants 
and fungi. Different species have different habitat requirements, but the presence of large conifers, large and 
small woody debris, and an intact layer of organic duff are common requirements for many rare species, 
especially fungi.  Without vegetation treatment, these conditions would continue to decline in the Analysis 
Area. Forest structure and species diversity would continue to decline as stand densities increase due to fire 
suppression. Pine and hardwoods would decline and Douglas-fir would increase. As a result, there would be 
a loss of varied habitat types which provide for a diversity of herbaceous and fungi associates. 

Noxious Weeds 

Under the No Action Alternative, the BLM would not implement new management actions that could result 
in ground disturbance, changes in canopy cover, or importation of noxious weed seeds or plant parts into the 
Project Area. Implementing Alternative 1 would result in no direct impacts to noxious weeds. The Analysis 
Area would be a relatively lower priority for weed control other than rare plant sites, contiguous blocks of 
BLM-administered land, or special areas. When the BLM decides to implement a project in a specific area, it 
raises the priority level for treating local infestations. 

Without treatment, noxious weeds and non-native plants will continue to spread where existing and where 
human or natural processes facilitate importation and spread. Without forest stand treatments, the potential 
remains for high intensity stand replacement fires that would produce favorable habitat for weed invasion 
(see Table 3-33). 
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Native plant communities, including rare plant habitat, would continue to degrade due to private land use and 
condition (development, farming/ranching, industrial conversion, etc.), and increased vegetation density and 
fire risk. Human activities and natural disturbances would continue to facilitate the existence and spread of 
noxious weeds and non-native plants.  

b. Alternative 2 – Proposed Action 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
The South Fork Little Butte project is outside the range of known Threatened and Endangered plant species 
including Fritillaria gentneri, and none were found during surveys of the Project Area. There will be no 
effect on these species as a result of implementing the project.  

Bureau Sensitive Oregon and Survey and Manage Plant Species 

Fifteen occurrences of six BSO and S&M plant species are present within units proposed for treatment under 
Alternative 2. All currently known sites of BSO and S&M plant species are protected by no disturbance 
protection buffers.  

If sites are detected during surveys occurring this season (2015) before a Decision Record is issued, they will 
be protected by no disturbance protection buffers, or seasonal restrictions, or prescription modification per 
PDF’s. These additional protection areas and the species they would protect will be clearly identified in the 
Decision Record document. Thus, Alternatives 2 will have no adverse effect on BSO or S&M plant species. 

Although surveys are conducted to ensure a high probability of detecting BSO and S&M species in the 
Analysis Area, individuals may be undetected in the treatment units. These individuals could be impacted by 
commercial harvest, road construction, helicopter landing construction, understory reduction, or post-harvest 
fuels reduction. Impacts to undetected plants could include: 

• Damage to or mortality of individual plants from logging equipment during timber harvest activities, 
road construction, or creation of landings; 

• Mortality of plants, reduced plant vigor, or reproductive success from changes in environmental 
conditions when overstory trees are removed, resulting in increased light or temperature and reduced 
relative humidity; 

• Mortality of plants, reduced vigor or reproductive success as a result of disturbing mycorrhizal 
connections and food cycling between conifers or hardwoods and rare plants when overstory trees 
are removed; 

• Damage to, or mortality of, individual plants from heat or flames during post-harvest slash pile 
burning; 

• Reduced plant vigor as a result of damaging associated mycorrhizal fungi during timber harvest or 
handpile burning; 

• Removal of late-successional forest that provides habitat for expansion of existing BSO or S&M 
vascular plant populations or occupation by new populations; and  

• Competition to BSO or S&M vascular plants from noxious weeds introduced or spread during timber 
harvest, road work, helicopter landing or understory reduction treatments. 

It is expected that the protection measures described in Table 3-34 will protect BSO plants and populations 
by not trending them towards listing, and will assure local persistence of S&M species and their habitat. 
There will be no effect on BSO or S&M plant species as a result of implementing Alternative 2. 
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Table 3-34. Bureau Sensitive Oregon and Survey and Manage Plant Species Protection 
Species name  

( followed by number of 
occurrences) 

Status Protection 

Cypripedium fasciculatum (1) BSO, S&M C 
50-100 foot no treatment buffer depending on relocating site, 
and site conditions – fuels treatments that reduce dense 
understory while retaining canopy can be beneficial – no 
mechanical disturbance 

Hackelia bella (1) BSO 25 foot/variable size buffer depending on population size 

Nemacladus capillaris (2) BSO Variable size buffers depending on population size - no 
mechanical disturbance 

Chaenotheca ferruginea (8) S&M B 25 foot buffer and large conifer retention prescription 

Chaenotheca subroscida (2) S&M E 25 foot buffer and large conifer retention prescription 

Leptogium teretiusculum (1) S&M E 25 foot buffer and large hardwood retention prescription 
BSO=Bureau Sensitive Oregon – manage so treatments do not trend species towards listing under ESA (BLM Manual 6840);   
S&M B: Survey and Manage Category B – manage all known sites and minimize inadvertent loss of undiscovered species (USDA/USDI, 2001). 
S&M C: Survey and Manage Category C – Uncommon, pre-disturbance surveys practical, manage all known sites to provide for reasonable 
assurance of the taxon’s persistence (USDA/USDI, 2001) 
S&M E: Survey and Manage Category E – Rare, status undetermined, manage all known sites while determining if the taxon meets the basic 
criteria for Survey and Manage (USDA/USDI, 2001) 

Protection measures are designed to prevent or reduce direct physical effects that could occur during forest 
management activities. No-treatment buffers would protect rare plant populations from timber harvest, road 
construction, helicopter landing construction, understory reduction, and post-harvest fuels reduction 
treatments. Buffer sizes vary depending on the type of treatment proposed, the species being protected, and 
current environmental and ecological conditions at the site. 

Indirect effects from project activities include increases in sunlight and temperatures due to decreased 
canopy cover. It is likely that these conditions are somewhat closer to historical conditions when fire was 
more pervasive on the landscape. Indirect effects from plant protection buffers include potential habitat 
deterioration within the buffer from slowly increased forest density and vegetation competition for resources. 
Localized fire risk would continue to increase inside the protection buffers. 

Fungi 

Timber harvest can have varying degrees of adverse effects on fungi, depending on the level of tree removal 
and ground disturbance. Activities that remove, disturb, or compact the top layer of organic material and 
mineral soil negatively impact fungi. The main and most extensive part of a fungus consists of a mycelial 
network that resides in the top few inches of mineral soil. In one study, mycelial networks ranged in size 
from 1.5 to 27 square meters (16 to 291 square feet) (Dahlberg and Stenlid 1995). During timber harvest, 
tractors and yarding equipment disturb and compact soil, which could damage fungal mycelia.  

Removing conifers during timber harvest could indirectly affect fungi in the short-term because it could 
break mycorrhizal connections between the trees and fungal mycelia. Removing host trees halts the transfer 
of nutrients produced during photosynthesis to the fungi. Mycorrhizal associations could reestablish as new 
conifers grow if the fungal hyphae persists through the period of stress caused from disruption of the 
mycorrhizal connections and changes in environmental conditions and if large enough conifers remain in the 
vicinity for mycelia to form connections with their root systems.  

Removal of the overstory canopy during timber harvest can change environmental conditions which 
indirectly affects fungi. Relative humidity drops, light exposure increases, and air and soil temperatures rise. 
Hotter, drier conditions inhibit sporocarp production, reproductive success, and fungal persistence.  

Construction of 3.84 miles of new roads would impact an estimated 15 acres. It is expected that this small of 
an area would not affect fungi in the Analysis Area. Decommissioning old roads would not impact fungi as 
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compacted old roads do not provide suitable habitat for BSO or S&M fungi. Road maintenance and 
renovation would not affect fungi as the road prism and ditches do not provide suitable habitat for fungi. 

Burning post-treatment slash piles also poses potential impacts to rare fungi. After timber harvest and non-
commercial understory treatments, the remaining slash is often piled and burned, or scattered in lighter fuel 
accumulations. If rare fungi are present beneath the slash piles, the mycelia and spores would be damaged or 
destroyed by the intense heat generated during burning. Other detrimental effects to fungi from slash burning 
include loss of litter and organic matter, resulting in reduced moisture retention capability and a loss of 
nutrient sources. The effect of these activities on fungi is a loss of species diversity and abundance 
(Amaranthus et al. 1996). Under Alternative 2, the BLM would pile and burn post-treatment slash on up to 
2,488 acres. The total area potentially impacted by burn piles would be 3 to 5 percent (see Soil Resources 
section) of the units for a total of 75 to 124 acres impacted within the Analysis Area.  

Thinning forested stands presents some risks of impacting BSO and S&M species as described above, but it 
would also create more open conditions that a fire could burn through without causing a high intensity burn 
or stand-replacing wildfire. Late-successional forest lands not proposed for timber harvest or other treatments 
would provide refugia and sources for mycelia and mycorrhizal fungi that could spread to treated areas after 
harvest and burning activities thus restoring fungal communities. 

Furthermore, the BLM assumes that conducting surveys for BSO and S&M fungi in 180-plus year old 
stands, protecting known and future found populations, and the presence of late-successional forest stands in 
reserves (i.e., Riparian, Late-successional, RA 32, NSO nest patches and other special management areas) 
across the landscape would prevent Sensitive species from trending toward listing or threaten S&M species’ 
persistence (USDI 2004, p. 5-2). 

Noxious Weeds 

Historic and recent inventories detected twelve species of Oregon State designated noxious weeds within the 
Analysis Area: Yellow starthistle, Diffuse knapweed, Rush skeletonweed, Canada thistle, Bull thistle, Scotch 
broom, Cutleaf teasel, St. John’s wort, Dyers woad, Perennial peavine, Armenian (Himalayan) blackberry, 
and Medusahead rye (Table 3-32). Currently, treatments and monitoring of weed infestations show that 
Yellow starthistle has decreased due to weed control efforts during the past two years. Most other 
infestations were treated during the 2014 growing season. It is expected that the treatments in the Analysis 
Area will contribute to their control and/or local eradication. 

Timber harvest and the associated road work and fuels treatments could introduce or spread noxious weeds 
within the Analysis Area unless Project Design Features (Chapter 2) in conjunction with active weed control 
are applied. Management activities which disturb the soil and remove existing vegetation leave areas open 
for possible invasion by noxious weeds. Burning post-harvest slash and non-commercial excess vegetation in 
handpiles would also remove ground cover under the piles leaving those areas open to occupation by weeds. 
Burning fuels could occur on up to 2,488 acres in the Analysis Area.  

Noxious weed seeds or plant parts could be transported from infested areas outside the Analysis Area to non-
infested areas within the Analysis Area along the 122.28 miles of haul routes on equipment or vehicles used 
for timber harvest or road work. Implementing vehicle washing prior to deployment of equipment would 
mitigate this risk (see Chapter 2, PDFs). 

In the short-term (approximately 1 to 5 years), proposed timber harvest activities within the Analysis Area 
could result in a moderate probability of introducing or spreading noxious weeds and non-native introduced 
plants. Non-native annual grasses may invade newly disturbed areas. However, the rate at which weeds could 
potentially spread as a result of these activities cannot be predicted due to the indistinguishable causal effect 
of other activities and factors listed in Table 3-33. Implementing PDFs and continuing weed treatments 
would mitigate the risk of overall spread, as well as likely improve habitat in the watershed by eliminating 
small infestations and decreasing larger ones. 
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c. Alternative 3 
The acreages of harvest and other silvicultural treatments, road construction (none proposed), helicopter 
landing construction, haul routes, and fuels treatments are less than Alternative 2 (see Comparison of 
Alternatives). Therefore, the impacts to BSO and S&M plants and fungi, and noxious weeds, are less than 
but not sufficiently different to warrant separate analysis in this section. There is a decreased risk for weed 
spread under Alternative 3 due to less proposed harvest acreage and no road construction. Otherwise, the 
qualitative effects remain the same as described in Alternative 2, but on a lesser spatial scale. 

d. Cumulative Effects - Alternatives 2 and 3  

Bureau Sensitive Oregon and Survey & Manage Plants and Fungi 
Land ownership within the South Fork Little Butte Planning Area is a mix of BLM-administered and 
privately owned lands. Landscape conditions in the sub-watersheds are strongly influenced by conditions and 
activities on private lands. 

Forested private lands are likely to be intensively managed for timber production and are not likely to 
provide good habitat for BSO or S&M plant and fungi species. The proposed Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline 
construction may impact BSO and/or S&M plant and fungi species, but is not expected to trend any BSO 
species towards listing nor insufficiently provide for persistence of S&M species (FERC 2014). Most BLM-
administered lands in the Planning Area are open to grazing during spring to fall. Open areas and water 
sources receive the most grazing activity within the allotments. The forested areas receive much less use 
except perhaps shady areas near opening and water sources. Although opening the canopy may slightly 
increase cattle use, it is unlikely that continued grazing would have detectable increased impacts on BSO and 
S&M species occurring in forested stands. Various recreational activities including OHV use on private and 
BLM-administered lands are likely to continue. Implementing road decommissioning and closures may 
protect some populations of BSO and S&M species, as well as potentially lessen the risk of noxious weed 
spread. Because the BLM surveys and protects BSO and S&M species from impacts as a result of its various 
activities, other foreseen BLM projects will not affect BSO or S&M species. 

As the BLM has surveyed proposed treatment units, landings, and areas proposed for road 
construction/decommissioning for BSO and S&M vascular and nonvascular plants and for BSO and S&M 
fungi in 180-plus year old stands, and would protect any sites discovered, project activities proposed under 
both Alternatives 2 and 3 would not result in any direct or indirect effect to these species; therefore, there is 
no potential for cumulative impacts. 

Noxious Weeds 
Human activities (development, farming/ranching, industrial conversion, etc.) and natural processes will 
likely continue to present a risk of introducing new noxious weeds and spreading existing populations. 
However, the BLM has an on-going program of inventory and treatment of noxious weeds in and around the 
South Fork Little Butte Analysis Area. Treatments in the past few years have focused on quarries and road 
systems, with populations treated by herbicide spraying and manual removal. On-going treatments and 
monitoring by the BLM and continued collaboration with outside groups, such as the Jackson County Roads 
Dept., participants in the Jackson County Cooperative Weed Management Area board, and The Nature 
Conservancy’s Early Detection and Rapid Response (EDRR) program, increase the chances of containing or 
reducing noxious weed populations on BLM-administered lands in the watershed and the Analysis Area. 

Added to past, current, and reasonably foreseeable future activities, the proposed commercial timber harvest 
and related road, landings, and activity fuels treatments, as well as non-commercial treatments, could add 
cumulative effects to noxious weeds in the Analysis Area without the use of the proposed PDFs and an active 
control program. The risk of introducing or spreading noxious weeds as a result of activities proposed in 
Alternative 2 is low-moderate if weed treatments continue to be funded and remain moderate if not funded. 
The proper implementation of PDFs would reduce the risks that activities in Alternatives 2 and 3 would add 
cumulative effects to noxious weeds in the Analysis Area.  
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I.  RECREATION 

1. Issues 

• Timber harvest and hauling operations could impact winter recreation use along the Table Mountain 
winter use trails system. 

• Forest management activities may affect recreation values that may be provided by unroaded 
sections of public lands within the Project Area.  

• Decommissioning roads may affect public access to some areas and limit enjoyment of public lands, 
and should be left open instead of decommissioned.  

2. Affected Environment  

Recreational resources in the South Fork Little Butte Planning Area are managed under the Medford District 
BLM’s 1995 Resource Management Plan.  Recreation use across the Medford District BLM is described in 
the Medford District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (USDI 1994).  
BLM-administered lands fall into two recreation management categories; Special Recreation Management 
Areas (SRMA) and Extensive Recreation Management Areas (ERMA).  ERMAs are all BLM-administered 
lands not included in SRMAs identified in the Medford District PRMP/FEIS (USDI 1994, p. 3-71) that 
provide for dispersed recreation opportunities across the Medford District BLM. SRMAs are those areas 
identified with high concentrations of recreation use and developed facilities. 

a. Dispersed Recreation 
The South Fork Little Butte Planning Area encompasses a large swath of land in the Little Butte Creek 
watershed. The dispersed recreation occurring within the South Fork Little Butte Planning Area includes 
hiking, horseback riding, mountain biking, driving for pleasure, hunting, target practice, dispersed camping, 
winter recreation activities, and some Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) use. An extensive network of BLM 
system roads provides the recreation user opportunities to discover a multitude of recreation activities. Road 
densities are reported as high for lands in the Planning Area, providing access for most BLM-administered 
land parcels within the Planning Area. Most dispersed camping occurs in association with hunting (primarily 
deer season). 

An estimated 799,243 acres provide for dispersed recreation use across the Medford District (USDI 1994, p. 
3-84).  The majority of the South Fork Little Butte Planning Area is an ERMA. These areas are characterized 
as low use recreational areas where no developed or designated recreational sites or activities exist. However, 
the southern end of the South Fork Little Butte Planning Area is overlain by the Hyatt Lake-Howard Prairie 
SRMA (USDI 1995, Map 9). The majority of summer recreation in this SRMA occurs south to southeast of 
the South Fork Little Butte Planning Area in dispersed and developed recreation areas (trails, campgrounds, 
resorts, wildlife viewing areas) surrounding Howard Prairie and Hyatt Lake Reservoirs. Recreation in the 
Planning Area includes hiking, sightseeing, OHV activities, fishing, driving for pleasure, hunting, and winter 
recreation activities. 

b. Hyatt-Howard Special Recreation Management Area 
Roughly 10 percent of the South Fork Little Butte Planning Area is within the Hyatt-Howard Special 
Recreation Management Area (SRMA).  The Hyatt-Howard SRMA is approximately 17,000 acres and 
encompasses the lakes, facilities, and slopes around Hyatt Lake and Howard Prairie Reservoir on the Dead 
Indian Plateau, approximately 18 miles east of Ashland, OR.  SRMAs are managed to realize their potential 
to provide appropriate/prescribed recreational experience opportunities while protecting sensitive resources, 
increasing public awareness, reducing conflicts and diversifying the regional economy (USDI 1995). Due to 
its year around accessibility and many resource values there are numerous outdoor recreational opportunities 
available in the SRMA.  A heavily used multi-use winter trails system (32 miles), open to both motorized 
and non-motorized uses, exists within the Hyatt-Howard SRMA.  Based on field observation, administrative 
file documentation and comments from the public the major recreation activities that people take part in 



South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project 3-147                             Environmental Assessment 

include hiking, photography, equestrian use, Nordic Skiing, snowmobiling, fishing, camping, hunting, and 
sledding at Table Mountain Winter Play Area within the SRMA.    

c. Buck Prairie Nordic Trail System 
The Buck Prairie Nordic skis trails could be affected from timber harvesting activities in Units 29-1 and 20-
1. Located at the summit of the Dead Indian Memorial Highway approximately 13 miles east of Ashland is 
the Buck Prairie Cross Country Ski Trail parking area. The trail system consists of approximately 17 miles of 
interconnected trails on public and private lands on the ridges just west of Howard Prairie and Hyatt 
Reservoirs. All trails share the same route for the first 1.25 miles from the parking area. All trails return to 
the parking area by the same route.  

d. Winter Snowmobile and Snowshoe Use 
Dispersed winter recreation occurs in the southern end of the Planning Area and SRMA when adequate snow 
accumulations allow. Roads and trail south of Dead Indian Memorial Highway are used by recreationists for 
snowshoeing and snowmobiling. The primary winter recreation use period occurs generally from mid-
November to mid-April, but varies annually depending on snow fall. 

e. Winter Play Area  
Table Mountain downhill sledding area is located in the vicinity, but there are no proposed units adjacent to 
it. Visitors may experience trucks in the general area and some additional noise from operations. Overall, 
there would not be any direct affect to this area due to timber harvest and hauling operations in the Planning 
Area. 

f. OHV Use and Non-System Routes 
OHV activity in the area shows moderate levels of use. There are several active trails in the 38-3E-17 and 
37-2E-02 road areas adjacent to Units 31-2a, 30-1a, and 30-2a. There are trails that either branch off the 
terminus of the system roads, go around certain barricades or earthen berms, or attempt to go off of 
established routes.  

Through a recent inventory process, there have been approximately 169 miles of non-system roads and trails 
identified in the SFLB drainages (see Water Resources section).  The majority of these routes are located on 
non-BLM-administered lands, owned by private individuals or companies. These routes range in length from 
0.08 miles to 1.42 miles in length. The classifications of these routes and trails range from user created trails, 
old Jeep routes, skid trails, to widened vehicle routes. The majority of the routes are overgrown with 
vegetation, showing little recent activity. Some however, are being utilized by OHV traffic, 4x4 type 
vehicles, and mountain bike use on BLM administered lands.   

3. Environmental Consequences 

a. Alternative 1 - No Action 
People who enjoy the use of public lands in the South Fork Little Butte Planning Area for their outdoor 
recreation experiences would continue to use the area undisturbed from any timber sale operations on public 
lands. 

b. Alternative 2 – Proposed Action  
The greatest potential for impacts to recreation use from the implementation of the SFLB Project is 
associated with the winter cross country skiing and snowmobiling trails if roads are plowed for winter timber 
hauling. However, Project Design Features are included to restrict plowing on designated cross country ski 
trails from mid-November to mid-April to avoid conflicts with this popular winter cross country ski and 
snowmobile use area. 
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(1) Sounds from chainsaws and yarding equipment associated with timber operations occurring in the 
southern portions of the SFLB Planning Area may be noticed by people recreating around the 
northern end of Howard Prairie Reservoir. However, these sounds would not be a significant impact 
to recreation as other ambient sounds such as motorboats, private citizens utilizing chainsaws, and 
road noise from Dead Indian Memorial Highway can all be heard in the Planning Area as well. The 
addition of new haul routes, or the maintenance of overgrown roads could lead to the development of 
new OHV routes in the Planning Area. New OHV activity would be minimized through careful 
transportation management planning, route decommissioning, signage, and staff monitoring. 
Blockage for new road entrances shall consist of constructing an earthen trench barrier to prevent 
motorized vehicle use for an extended/indefinite period. Prior to closure the road will be left in an 
erosion-resistant condition. These blockages will be monitored by staff to ensure OHVs are not 
accessing areas behind the earthen berms.  

Timber operations occurring intermittently in the SFLB Planning Area could disrupt Extensive Recreation 
Use Areas in several ways:  1) timber sale units and landing areas could be closed or generally just avoided 
by the public while operations are taking place for public safety concerns; 2) noise disturbance from 
helicopters, logging trucks, and other timber harvesting equipment, 3) increased road congestion from 
logging trucks and timber operators. It is difficult to predict or quantify the degree of effect to each person as 
people may be affected differently depending on the values each person places on the various uses of public 
lands. Regardless of the degree each person may be affected, the loss of use of less than 0.2 percent of the 
Extensive Recreation Management Areas available across the Medford District, intermittently, would 
minimally impact the recreating public for the following reasons:  1) standard safety precautions such as 
signing and closures would be used to avoid conflicts between the recreating public and timber sale 
operations; and 2) recreation use for Extensive Recreation Management Areas is considered relatively light 
across the Medford District.  

Thirteen treatment units are within the roughly 10 percent of the Planning Area that falls within the Hyatt-
Howard Special Recreation Management Area. These units are located on the periphery of the high visitation 
recreation sites such as Hyatt Lake Recreation Area, Table Mountain Snow Play area, Pacific Crest National 
Scenic Trail and as such would not cause adverse effects to the users of the areas.  Additionally, timber sale 
operations would not take place on the entire area simultaneously; disruptions would last the life of the 
contracts only, and would occur intermittently as seasonal operating restrictions would limit operations 
during certain time of the year.  

c. Alternative 3 
Alternative 3 would treat fewer acres throughout the Planning Area than Alternative 2. Alternative 3 would 
also not propose any new road construction. Acres within the Special Recreation Management Area would 
remain the same for Alternative 3. Alternative 3 proposes similar methods to harvest the timber, and similar 
times of year and methods for vehicle hauling. The same PDFs would be in place to protect the winter cross 
country trails at Buck Prairie. Therefore, the effects under Alternative 3 would be similar to Alternative 2. 
Through implementation of PDFs, cross country ski trails would be kept un-plowed for winter use. 

J.  VISUAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

1. Issues 

• Forest management activities may alter visual character (evidence of management) and may impact 
attainment of Visual Resource Management Objectives.  

2. Affected Environment 
“Visual Resources are the land, water, vegetation, structures, and cultural modifications that make up the 
scenery of BLM-administered land” (USDI 1994, p. 3-70).  Medford District BLM-administered lands have 
been classified under a Visual Resource Management (VRM) Inventory Class system established by the 
BLM. The criteria used to determine VRM classes were scenery quality ratings, public sensitivity ratings and 
distance zone-seen area mapping criteria.   
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Approximately 60 percent of the viewsheds in the Medford District have fragmented land ownership patterns 
with private lands dominating the viewed landscape (USDI 1994, p. 3-70).  The majority of the project units 
in the South Fork Little Butte Planning Area are classified as VRM Class III; however, there are roughly 10 
percent of units near VRM Class II managed lands.  

Class II Objective. The objective of this class is to retain the existing character of the landscape.  
The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be low.  Management activities may be 
seen, but should not attract the attention of the casual observer.  Any changes must repeat the basic 
elements of form, line, color, and texture found in the predominant natural features of the 
characteristic landscape. 

Class III Objective. The objective of this class is to partially retain the existing character of the 
landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be moderate. The level of 
change to the characteristic landscape should be moderate and not dominate the view of the casual 
observer. Changes should repeat the basic elements of form, line, color, and texture found in the 
predominant natural features of the characteristic landscape.  

The VRM Class II lands located within the South Fork Little Butte Planning Area are within the boundary of 
the Hyatt Lake-Howard Prairie Lake SRMA. The SRMA designation provides that recreation management 
issues will be included within watershed analysis and project planning efforts (USDI 1995, p. 68). Units in 
T.38S., R.03E., Sections 11, 19, 21, 22, and 27 fall within this VRM Class II zone. The characteristic 
landscape within this zone is typical of an area that has had much vegetative manipulation, and retains the 
look of a fragmented forest and landform view. 
 
All other units within the SFLB Planning Area that are not located within the Hyatt Lake-Howard Prairie 
Lake SRMA are in the VRM Class III zone, comprising the majority of the Planning Area. The characteristic 
landscape within this zone is typical of a highly managed and altered forest scene. Past activities such as 
extensive road building, complete conifer harvest on adjacent private lands and extensive hardwood stands 
scattered throughout, create a highly modified forest scene.  

3. Environmental Consequences 

a. Alternative 1 - No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no immediate change to the visual resources on BLM 
administered lands as viewed from various locations throughout the Planning Area. Changes to the 
characteristic landscape over time may occur as a result of tree mortality or wildfire. Changes may be 
gradual, if small cases of individual or group mortality occur, or the changes may become more noticeable if 
a large-scale stand replacement wildfire occurred. 

b. Alternatives 2 and 3 
The proposed treatments and harvest methods for units within the VRM Class II zone would result in a less 
fragmented view, more in concert with the appearance of adjacent stands. A know observation point (KOP) 
for this zone is located along the main access road for the Buck Prairie cross country ski area, BLM road 38 
3E 29.3. Views are brief from this aspect, mostly screened by foreground vegetation or topographical 
features. These units will not be detectable to the casual observer. The units in the VRM Class II will have 
sufficient foreground vegetation and be small enough in size to meet VRM Class II objectives. 
 
For units within the VRM Class III zone, comprising the majority of the Planning Area, the proposed 
treatments and harvest methods will not increase visual contrasts. A known observation point (KOP) is 
located on the western edge of the Planning Area, along Conde Shale road (Hole in the Rock ACEC in the 
background). Other viewpoints are scattered throughout the area on the various roads and are not subject to 
scenic viewing by the public due to their remote location and difficulty of access. These units will meet 
VRM Class III objectives. 
 



South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project 3-150                             Environmental Assessment 

The Planning Area was evaluated through the VRM Contrast Rating Worksheet in the field. This tool is used 
to evaluate the existing visual scene, and assess the probable change to the characteristic landscape from 
proposed actions. This analysis concluded that the Proposed Action meets visual resource management 
objectives for the two different VRM classes inventoried within the Planning Area. Therefore, no adverse 
effects to visual resources would occur as a result of implementing Alternatives 2 and 3. 

K.  SPECIAL AREA DESIGNATIONS 

1. Affected Environment 

There are two areas located within the South Fork Little Butte Planning Area that are designated under the 
Medford District RMP to be managed as Special Areas to protect the primary values for which they are 
recognized. The two areas are:  1) Hole-in-the-Rock Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and 2) 
Lost Lake Research Natural Area (RNA). The following text provides a brief summary of the areas. 

a. Hole-in-the-Rock ACEC   
The Hole-in-the-Rock ACEC was established for its scenic and geological values. The 63-acre Hole-in-the-
Rock ACEC encompasses natural arches spanning over 35 feet. The arches occupy an area of about 50 by 
200 feet (about 0.25 acre). The Hole-in-the-Rock arches are the only documented geomorphic feature of this 
type in southern Oregon and northern California within the Cascade Range. Although no documented 
visitation records exist for this area, the area is assumed to receive low use due to lack of roads and steep 
terrain. A trail is reported to have been constructed by a volunteer group in the late 1980s to provide access 
to the site. But the trail was inadequately designed and received little if any use.  

b. Lost Lake RNA   
The Lost Lake RNA was established to protect Lost Lake, the primary feature for which the RNA is named. 
Lost Lake is a small, narrow lake formed as a result of a landslide across Lost Creek. Lost Lake is protected 
for its value as the best representation of a low elevation natural lake within the southern Cascades. The 
Medford District RMP set aside about 400 acres of BLM-administered land surrounding the lake feature. 
This 400-acre area is of sufficient size to protect the lake feature from adjacent forest management activities 
(USDI 1994, p. 4-83).  

2. Environmental Consequences 

a. Alternative 1 – No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the two areas with special designations would receive no change in their 
respective management or appearance.  

b. Alternatives 2 and 3 
The Hole-in-the-Rock ACEC would not be affected by the South Fork Little Butte Project because timber 
harvest and road building activities are not allowed in this ACEC. Additionally, the 63 acre buffer around the 
0.25 acre site occupied by the arches would sufficiently buffer the arches themselves and the vegetation 
surrounding the arches. 

Because Research Natural Areas are to be managed to preserve natural features in as nearly an undisturbed 
state as possible, recreation use of the area has the greatest potential to impact the values for which it is set 
aside. Access to the Lost Lake RNA is somewhat difficult due to the steep terrain surrounding the lake which 
limits the amount of use in the area. However, the area has and continues to experience some recreation use; 
people access the lake from the north on an old Jeep road. The South Fork Little Butte Project does not 
propose any activities that would increase human access to the Lost Lake RNA, therefore, no adverse 
impacts are anticipated as a result of implementing either action alternative (Alternatives 2 and 3). People 
would likely continue to access the lake along the old Jeep road.  Steep canyon walls would continue to 
prohibit any vehicle access from the upstream area.  
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In summary, the two areas that are managed under Special Area designations, Lost Lake RNA and Hole in 
the Rock ACEC do not have timber activities proposed within their boundaries under either action alternative 
(Alternatives 2 and 3). Each of these areas has a buffer around the perimeter which will provide a visual 
barrier to their respective locations. Visitors will still be able to utilize access points to these areas.  

Therefore, the South Fork Little Butte Project would have no effect on any lands with Special Area 
designations. 

L.  RANGELAND RESOURCES/GRAZING 

1. Affected Environment 

There are seven active grazing allotments within the 35,383-acre South Fork Little Butte Forest Management 
Project Planning Area, which will be the Analysis Area for this section.  Conde Creek, Deer Creek-Reno 
Lease, and Poole Hill allotments are entirely encompassed by the Planning Area boundary, while only 
portions of the Deadwood, Grizzly, Lake Creek Spring, and Lake Creek Summer allotments are within the 
Planning Area boundary (Map 3-9).  There are 18,035 acres of BLM-administered lands within the Planning 
Area, of which 15,071 acres are within an active allotment.   Therefore, 85 percent of BLM-administered 
lands and 43 percent of all lands in the Planning Area are available for grazing.  There are four lessees who 
have a total of seven grazing leases within the Planning Area for authorization to graze 1,162 cattle, utilizing 
2,992 AUMs. The 1,162 cattle authorized to graze 2,992 AUMs is calculated using entire allotment acreage, 
which includes use outside of the Analysis Area. 

The former Keene Creek Allotment is also within the Planning Area boundary. The allotment was donated to 
the Secretary of the Interior and the livestock grazing was permanently ended on that allotment in accordance 
with Public Law 111-011.        

Allotment information in Table 3-35 includes active allotment acreage within the Planning Area.   
Authorized cattle numbers, authorized AUMs, and season of use in Table 3-35 are calculated for the whole 
grazing allotment. 

An AUM is the amount of forage required to sustain a cow/calf pair for one month.  The seasons of use range 
from May 1st to October 15th annually. 

Grazing leases that expire, are transferred, or are waived are temporarily renewed under The Consolidated 
Appropriations Act (Public Law 113-76) with the same terms and conditions as the expired, transferred, or 
waived lease until the lease can be processed in compliance with applicable laws and regulations. The 
Omnibus Bill passed in December 2014 making the Appropriation Act permanent to annually extend grazing 
leases until the federal agency has completed the environmental review for lease renewal that is targeted to 
occur every 10 years.   Leases operating under the Appropriation Act are shown under lease status in Table 
3-35 below.   An environmental analysis for lease renewals on the Conde and Deadwood allotments is 
anticipated to be completed in 2015. The timing of the environmental analysis for the remainder of the lease 
renewals is unknown at this time. The terms and conditions contained in the expired, transferred, or waived 
leases “shall continue in effect under the renewed permit or lease until such time as the Secretary of the 
Interior . . . completes processing of such permit or lease in compliance with all applicable laws and 
regulations (Public Law 113-76).” 
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Table 3-35. Active Grazing Allotments in the South Fork Little Butte Planning Area 
Allotment Name 

(number of 
leases) 

 Allotment 
Acres in 

SFLB 

Percent 
Allotment 

Acres 

Current. 
Authorized 

AUMs 

Current 
Authorized  

(#cattle) 

Season of 
Use 

Lease 
Status 

Conde Ck (2) 5,349 100% 591 168 6/16 – 9/30 Appropriation 
Act 

Deadwood (2) 511 6% 789 393 6/16 – 8/15 Appropriation 
Act 

Deer Ck-Reno 
Lease (1) 

4,063 100% 312 62 5/1 – 9/30 Appropriation 
Act 

Grizzly (2) 511 10% 378 84 6/1 – 10/15 Appropriation 
Act 

Lake Ck Spring 
(1) 

214 5% 347 173 5/16 – 7/15 Appropriation 
Act 

Lake Ck Summer 
(1) 

2,698 49% 550 182 7/16 – 
10/15 

Appropriation 
Act 

Poole Hill (1) 1,725 100% 25 100 10/1 – 
10/15 Expires 2018 

Total 15,071 43% 2,992 1,162 5/1-10/15  

2. Environmental Consequences 

a. Alternative 1 - No Action 
The forested portions of these grazing allotments are seldom accessed by livestock resulting in utilization 
levels that are generally none to slight (0-10 percent) within the forest plant community. The AUM 
rates/carrying capacities that are approved in a grazing lease account for the 0-10 percent use in forested 
areas.  If the proposed silvicultural treatments are not implemented, forest stands would remain dense with 
no increase in forage production for livestock. Forest encroachment on meadows and other open areas that 
receive sunlight and produce grass species foraged by cattle, would continue to decrease in size and 
gradually decrease AUM availability over time for the seven grazing allotments listed in Table 3-35. 

b. Alternative 2 – Proposed Action  
The South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project would decrease stand density which would increase 
forage production by allowing more light to the forest floor for understory growth of herbaceous vegetation 
in the seven allotments in Table 3-35.  Harvest and hauling activities could influence known patterns of 
grazing use and distribution, but is not likely due to treatment locations and the amount of acres treated in 
comparison to the amount of acres that are available for grazing use.  Annual compliance and utilization 
monitoring occurs within these seven allotments and would occur where timber harvest and hauling is 
proposed. 

Proposed new temporary and permanent road construction under Alternative 2 would not likely influence 
livestock distribution or use patterns in any considerable way.  Cattle distribution from temporary and 
permanent road construction would be minimal because proposed road lengths are mostly short in duration, 
or they are located in areas where livestock distribution patterns are already established.  There would be 
minimal effect on the upland vegetation, wetland use would be monitored, and coordination with the lessee 
would result in management changes of livestock, if needed.   

Ongoing monitoring established in areas of concern would identify any increases to grazing effects resulting 
from the implementation of South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project. The monitoring and 
coordination with the lessees along with the terms and conditions of leases that requires herding and salting 
livestock away from riparian areas are key to minimizing resource effects.   Effects following timber harvest 
and hauling activities are expected to remain as currently authorized; however, usable forage would increase 
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in areas where forest canopy has been reduced enough to allow new forage production.  New forage 
availability may draw and spread livestock into harvested units that were previously unused.  This may 
disperse grazing intensity in small portions of the allotment, which could result in reduced utilization and 
compaction on meadow and riparian resources as cattle move into upland areas where there would be little to 
no effects from the grazing.   

c. Alternative 3 
Alternative 3 would have nearly the same effect as Alternative 2 on the seven grazing allotments identified in 
Table 3-35.  There would most likely be less forage production due to harvest activities because there is less 
acres proposed for treatment in Alternative 3. Forage production from timber harvest is dependent on the 
amount of forest canopy removed to provide enough sunlight to allow herbaceous species to grow.  High 
canopy cover retention would is not likely to increase forage production.  

With the elimination of any new road construction under Alternative 3, there would be no anticipated change 
to livestock usage patterns or grazing intensity related to road construction or renovation. 

M.  OTHER EFFECTS 

1.  Cultural Resources 

In accordance with the State Protocol for Managing Cultural Resources on Lands Administered by the BLM 
and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (specifically, Section 106), as amended, a literature 
review and archaeological reconnaissance was conducted for the South Fork Little Butte (SFLB) Project 
Area. One new site and one isolated find were located during the cultural resource survey. Previous survey 
has occurred within the designated boundary of the SFLB Project. There are previously recorded cultural 
sites within the project boundary. Proposed management direction includes protecting and managing the 
integrity of all historic/prehistoric sites identified in the cultural survey and within the Area of Potential 
Effect (APE). Activities which could potentially damage cultural resources include timber removal, road 
building, controlled burning, fuel hazard reduction methods and restoration projects. The minimum level of 
protection for sites is avoidance.   

The SFLB Project Area was reviewed for the potential for adverse impacts to cultural resources. Any known 
cultural sites within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) have been flagged for avoidance and unit boundaries 
adjusted for protection of the resource. When coupled with the Project Design Features listed in Chapter 2, 
no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts are expected for cultural resources within the SFLB Forest 
Management Project.  

If, during project implementation, the contractor encounters or becomes aware of any objects or sites of 
cultural value on federal lands, such as historical or pre-historical ruins, graves, grave markers, or artifacts, 
the contractor shall immediately suspend all operations in the vicinity of the cultural value and notify the 
Contracting Officer Representative (COR). The project may be redesigned to protect the cultural resource 
values present, or evaluation and mitigation procedures would be implemented based on recommendations 
from the Resource Area Archaeologist with concurrence by the Ashland Field Manager and the State 
Historic Preservation Office.  Therefore, no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on cultural resources are 
anticipated. 

2.  Air Quality 

a. Effects on Air Quality - Use of Plastic Covering for Burn Piles  
The Oregon Department of Forestry Smoke Management Plan addresses the issue of utilizing plastic to cover 
piles.  In section 629-048-0210, Best Burn Practices; Emission Reduction Techniques, it states that “Best 
burn Practices” involves methods that ensure the most rapid and complete combustion of forest fuels.  
Covering of handpiles is a “Best Burn Practice”.  Also in this section it states “When covers will not be 
removed and thus will be burned along with the piled forest fuels, the covers must not consist of materials 
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prohibited under OAR 340-264-0060 (3), except that polyethylene sheeting that complies with the following 
may be used: a) Only polyethylene may be used. All other plastics are prohibited”.   

An addendum to the original Wrobel and Reinhart literature review (2003) on the use of polyethylene 
sheeting to enhance combustion efficiency, discusses the rules affecting polyethylene (PE) burning.  Oregon 
and New Mexico are the only western states that allow burning of PE pile covers.  Oregon has addressed the 
issue based on the findings reported by Wrobel and Reinhart (2003).  The Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality and the Oregon Department of Forestry developed an MOU for PE that was adopted 
in 2005.  The MOU suggests that the plastic material is removed prior to burning when practicable.  
Adequate debris/slash is placed over the plastic sheeting to ensure the plastic remains covering the piles until 
the piles are burned.  As stated above this ensures the most rapid and complete combustion of slash debris.  
Due to the difficulty of removing the plastic cover from below the debris, especially after long-term exposure 
to the elements, it is operationally and economically impractical to remove the plastic prior to burning.  
Therefore, the plastic is usually left in place and burned along with the pile. As required, polyethylene 
sheeting is used to cover piles.  In a 2009 study, Jung et al. concluded that no increase in any hazardous 
chemical species as a function of low density polyethylene was found. 

Commenters have suggested from pervious projects that Kraft Paper should be used in place of PE to cover 
the burn piles.  Combustion studies involving lignocellulosic materials suggest that uncoated Kraft Paper 
may produce some of the same substances as polyethylene (Garcia and others 2003).  It also states that from 
an operational standpoint, Kraft paper is a more expensive, less durable, and less effective means of 
minimizing moisture intrusion into the pile because of its tendency to degrade more rapidly than PE.  In turn, 
fuel moisture is increased, combustion efficiency is reduced, and more accelerants may be needed for pile 
ignition.   

Additionally, the weight and means of packaging Kraft paper contributes to decreased production and 
increased per unit cost of covering piles.  The use of Kraft paper averages 55 pounds per square bundle 
compared to 12 pounds per roll for polyethylene use.  It takes 3 bundles of Kraft paper (165 pounds) to cover 
the same number of piles that one roll of PE (12 pounds) will cover.  Kraft paper bundles are 4 by 4 foot 
square and are awkward to pack into a unit compared to a roll of polyethylene that can be easily packed into 
the unit.  The size and shape of Kraft paper bundles combined with increased weight could also contribute to 
increased potential for worker injuries (e.g. knee, back, and ankle sprains) during operations.   

b. Effects on Air Quality - Smoke Impacts 
The Proposed Action proposes to use prescribed fire so consequently there would be some smoke related 
impacts.  Prescribed burning would comply with the guidelines established by the Oregon Smoke 
Management Plan (OSMP) and the Visibility Protection Plan.  Prescribed burning is not expected to affect 
visibility within the Crater Lake National and neighboring wilderness smoke sensitive Class I areas 
(Kalmiopsis and Mountain Lakes Wilderness Areas) during the visibility protection period (July 1 to 
September 15).  Prescribed burning is not routinely conducted during this period primarily due to the risk of 
an escape wildfire. 

Prescribed burning emissions are not expected to adversely affect annual PM 2.5 attainment within the 
Grants Pass, Klamath Falls, and Medford/Ashland SSRA.  Any smoke intrusions into these areas from 
prescribed burning are anticipated to be light and of short duration.  

Handpiles would be covered to keep material dry to permit burning during the rainy season where there is a 
stronger possibility of atmospheric mixing and/or scrubbing.  Prescribed burning would be scheduled 
primarily during the period starting in November and ending in June.  This treatment period minimizes the 
amount of smoke emissions. Smoke dispersal is easier to achieve due to the general weather conditions that 
occur at this time of year.  Finally, prescribed burning operations would follow all requirements of the 
Oregon Smoke Management Plan and the Department of Environmental Quality Air Quality and Visibility 
Protection Program. 
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Finally, prescribed burning operations would follow all requirements of the Oregon Smoke Management 
Plan and the Department of Environmental Quality Air Quality and Visibility Protection Program.  Under the 
authority of the State Forester, prescribed burning throughout southwest Oregon is administered, 
coordinated, and in situations where air quality of the entire State or part thereof is, or would likely become 
adversely affected by smoke, additional restrictions are applied to avoid cumulative effects of prescribed 
burning across multiple ownerships. 

3. Economics 

The Medford District RMP directs that all silvicultural systems (forest system strategies) applied to achieve 
forest stand objectives would be economically practical (USDI 1995, p. 180).  The economic feasibility of 
forest management actions is affected by the ease of access from the existing transportation system.  Tractor 
yarding is usually the least expensive logging system, followed by cable yarding.  Helicopter yarding is 
usually the most expensive system.  As the yarding distance increases, so does the cost for each of the 
yarding methods.    

Under Alternative 2, the BLM proposes to construct twenty (20) new segments of road (Tables 2-5 and 2-6), 
to improve the economic feasibility of logging nineteen (19) units in the South Fork Little Butte Project.  An 
estimated 0.80 miles of new roads would be permanent and an estimated 3.04 miles of new roads would be 
temporary.  For these units, the economic effect of building the proposed roads results in reducing the 
logging costs by $602,012.25 ($669,652.21 less the cost of the road construction $67,639.96, (Tables 3-36 
and 3-37).  The savings that would be experienced is attributed to the change in logging systems from 
helicopter yarding to conventional yarding systems (tractor or cable), or reduced yarding distances for cable 
or tractor systems.  This analysis of the logging systems is for this entry only and does not model or amortize 
future harvest entries back to net present value.  It does not model fuels management project savings that 
would be expected in some cases due to improved access to units, nor does it model any differences in log 
haul costs.  

Table 3-36. Logging Cost Summary of Harvest Units Affected by Proposed Road Construction* 

Unit Logging with new roads as proposed Logging without new roads as proposed Yarding Cost 
Difference 

  Logging 
Method 

Yarding cost 
(per MBF) 

Estimated 
MBF 

Total Unit 
Logging 
Cost 

Logging 
Method 

Yarding cost 
(per MBF) 

Total Unit 
Logging Cost   

1-4a Cable $224.10  8 $1,792.80  Cable $298.79  $2,390.32  $597.52  

5-4 Tractor $122.26  174 $21,273.24  Helicopter $682.87  $118,819.38  $97,546.14  

13-1a Cable $298.79  154 $46,013.66  Helicopter $438.99  $67,604.46  $21,590.80  

17-4 Tractor $122.26  102 $12,470.52  Helicopter $682.87  $69,652.74  $57,182.22  

17-5 Tractor $122.26 102 $12,470.52  Helicopter $472.76  $48,221.52  $35,751.00  

15-1a Tractor $122.26  540 $66,020.40  Helicopter $614.59 $331,878.60  $265,858.20  

15-1b Tractor $122.26  36 $4,401.36  Helicopter $614.59  $22,125.24  $17,723.88  

15-3 Tractor $122.26  56 $6,846.56  Helicopter $438.99  $24,583.44  $17,736.88  

15-5 Tractor $122.26  20 $2,445.20  Helicopter $438.99  $8,779.80  $6,334.60  

18-4c Cable $224.10  60 $13,446.00  Helicopter $438.99  $26,339.40  $12,893.40  

19-1a Tractor $122.26  270 $33,010.20  Tractor $146.71  $39,611.70  $6,601.50  

22-4 Cable $298.79  225 $67,227.75  Helicopter $438.99  $98,772.75  $31,545.00  

22-1 Tractor $122.26  48 $5,868.48  Tractor $183.39  $8,802.72  $2,934.24  

25-3b Cable $224.10  285 $63,868.50  Helicopter $438.99  $125,112.15  $61,243.65  
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30-2b Cable $224.10  16 $3,585.60  Helicopter $438.99  $7,023.84  $3,438.24  

30-2c Tractor $122.26  266 $32,521.16  Tractor $146.71  $39,024.86  $6,503.70  

30-3b Cable $224.10  92 $20,617.20  Helicopter $438.99  $40,387.08  $19,769.88  

20-1 Tractor $122.26  36 $4,401.36  Tractor $183.39  $6,602.04  $2,200.68  

20-3 Tractor $122.26  36 $4,401.36  Tractor $183.39  $6,602.04  $2,200.68  

Total       $422,681.87      $1,092,334.08  $669,652.21  
* The estimates for logging costs were derived from, Logging Costs Estimates by Synergy Consulting, Inc. 

Table 3-37. Road Construction Cost Summary 
Road Number Construction Cost* 
37-2E-14.00C $1,256.77 
37-2E-5.00 $13,075.91 
37-2E-24.04C $1,256.77 
37-2E-15.00A $3,979.62 
T37 R2E Spur 13-1 $628.39 
T37 R2E Spur 15-1 $7,674.99 
T37 R2E Spur 15-4 $8,243.51 
T37 R2E Spur 17-1 $10,808.26 
T37 R2E Spur 17-2 $3,016.26 
T37 R3E Spur 18-1 $628.39 
T37 R2E Spur 20-3 $2,890.58 
T37 R2E Spurs 25-1, 25-2, 25-3 $1,759.48 
T37 R3E Spur 20-1 $628.39 
T37 R3E Spur 30-1 $1,508.13 
T37 R3E Spur 30-2 $1,989.81 
T38 R2E Spur 1-1 $754.06 
T38 R3E Spur 20-2 $1,759.48 
T38 R3E Spur 23-1 $5,781.16 
Total $67,639.96 

* Road Construction Estimates were derived from Civil Engineering Technicians at the Bureau of Land Management Medford, OR. 

4. Environmental Justice 

This project was reviewed for the potential for disproportionately high or adverse effects on minority or low-
income populations. No adverse impacts to minority or low-income populations would occur, per Executive 
Order 12898 (Environmental Justice). 
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CHAPTER 4 - PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
A letter briefly describing the preliminary Proposed Action and inviting comments was mailed to adjacent 
landowners, interested individuals, organizations, and other agencies on xx. The scoping letter requested 
that people contact the BLM using an attached Interest Response Form (IRF), or by sending a comment 
letter if they wanted to be updated as the project progressed.  

During the scoping process the BLM received four (4) written comment letters and 26 IRFs regarding the 
proposed project. As described in Chapter 1 of the EA, the BLM interdisciplinary team of resource 
specialists reviewed public input received, and identified relevant issues to be addressed during the 
environmental analysis.  Some issues identified as relevant to this project proposal were analyzed in 
association with broader level environmental analyses. Where appropriate, this EA incorporates by 
reference the analysis from broader level NEPA documents (40 CFR § 1508.28), to be considered along 
with project specific analysis.   

This South Fork Little Butte Forest Management Project EA will be made available online, through 
publication of a legal notice in the Medford Mail Tribune newspaper, and at the Medford District BLM 
office to all individuals for a 30-day public comment period. A copy of the EA will be sent to those parties 
who submitted an Interest Response Form or provided scoping comments, and to the Organizations and 
Agencies listed below.  Copies will be sent either via email or via standard mail depending on what was 
requested. 

Organizations and Agencies 
American Forest Resource Council 
Bureau of Reclamation: Bend Field Office 
Cascadia Wildlands  
Center for Biological Diversity 
Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands Center 
Little Butte Creek Watershed Council 
Oregon Wild 
Soda Mountain Wilderness Council 
Southern Oregon Forest Restoration Collaborative 
Southern Oregon Timber Industry Association 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
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APPENDIX A. SFLB PROPOSED PROJECT UNITS AND HAUL 
ROUTES TABLES 

ALTERNATIVE 2 – PROPOSED ACTION 

Table 2-2. Alternative 2: Proposed Non-Commercial Units  

Unit Non-Commercial 
Prescription NSO Habitat Type1 Acres 

01-9 Understory Reduction Capable 62 
01-10 Understory Reduction Dispersal 100 

03-10 Understory Reduction Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging 17 

03-11 Understory Reduction Roosting/Foraging 3 
03-12 Understory Reduction Capable 17 
03-13 Understory Reduction Dispersal 15 
06-8 Understory Reduction Capable 34 
06-9 Understory Reduction Dispersal 79 
21-2 Understory Reduction Capable 69 
21-3 Understory Reduction Dispersal 14 
21-8 Understory Reduction Dispersal 110 
21-9 Understory Reduction Dispersal 24 
22-15 Understory Reduction Dispersal 10 
23-13 Understory Reduction Capable 10 
23-14 Understory Reduction Capable 22 
25-7 Understory Reduction Capable 3 
25-8 Understory Reduction Roosting/Foraging 2 
30-5 Understory Reduction Dispersal 9 
30-6 Understory Reduction Capable 9 
30-7 Understory Reduction Capable 4 
30-8 Understory Reduction Capable 2 
33-1 Understory Reduction Roosting/Foraging 49 
33-10 Understory Reduction Roosting/Foraging 3 

33-13 Understory Reduction Capable, 
Roosting/Foraging 2 

33-14 Understory Reduction Dispersal 9 
33-15 Understory Reduction Capable 8 
33-16 Understory Reduction Dispersal 72 
33-17 Understory Reduction Capable 35 

33-5 Understory Reduction Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging 11 

33-6 Understory Reduction Roosting/Foraging 8 
Total 812 

  

                                                      
1 NSO habitat types are defined in the Terrestrial Wildlife section of the EA (Chapter 3, Section G.4.b) 
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Table 2-3. Alternative 2: Proposed Commercial Harvest Units by Silvicultural Prescription, Harvest 
Method, and NSO Habitat 

                                                      
2 Silvicultural prescriptions are defined on pages 2-26 to 2-29 of the EA. 
3 NSO habitat types are defined in the Terrestrial Wildlife section of the EA (Chapter 3, Section G.4.b). 

Unit Harvest 
Method 

Silvicultural 
Prescription2 

Associated  
Non-Commercial Prescription 

NSO Habitat 
Type3 Acres 

1-1 Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 3 
1-2 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 1 
1-3 Tractor IDM Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 20 
1-4a Cable Salvage Activity Fuels Nesting 3 
1-4b Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 1 
1-5 Helicopter SR Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 4 
1-6 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 5 
1-7 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 3 
1-8 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 2 

3-1 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging 5 

3-2 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable, Dispersal 19 
3-5a Cable Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 19 
3-5b Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 14 
3-6 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 8 
3-7 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 8 
3-8 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 6 
5-1 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Roosting/Foraging 17 

5-2 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging 12 

5-3 Cable Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging 5 

5-4 Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 28 

6-1 Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging 18 

6-3 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 4 
6-4 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 1 
6-5 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 7 
6-6 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 2 
6-7 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Roosting/Foraging 5 

11-1 Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging 79 

11-2 Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 7 
11-3 Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 2 
11-4 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 4 
13-1a Cable ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 23 
13-1b Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 6 
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13-1c Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 1 
13-2 Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 7 
13-3 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 1 
14-1 Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 40 
14-2a Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 24 
14-2b Cable ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 3 
14-2c Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 1 

15-1a Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging 48 

15-1b Tractor DM Activity Fuels Roosting/Foraging 12 
15-3 Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 13 
15-4 Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 9 
15-5 Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 4 
17-1a Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 16 
17-1b Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 2 
17-1c Helicopter GS-60 Activity Fuels Roosting/Foraging 4 
17-1d Helicopter GS-60 Activity Fuels Roosting/Foraging 6 
17-2a Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 24 
17-2b Helicopter GS-60 Activity Fuels Roosting/Foraging 1 
17-2c Helicopter GS-60 Activity Fuels Roosting/Foraging 4 
17-3 Tractor ST/PP Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 3 
17-4 Tractor ST/PP Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 16 
17-5 Tractor ST/PP Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 16 
17-6 Helicopter ST/PP Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 10 
17-7 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 4 
17-8 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 4 
18-1 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 3 
18-2 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels Dispersal 3 
18-3 Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 5 
18-4a Cable ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 31 
18-4b Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 29 
18-4c Cable ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 4 
19-1a Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable, Dispersal 10 
19-1b Cable ST/DF Activity Fuels Capable, Dispersal 34 
19-1c Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels Capable, Dispersal 15 
19-3 Tractor ST/PP Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 4 
19-4a Tractor ST/PP Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 3 
19-4b Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 3 
19-5 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 3 
19-6 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels Capable, Dispersal 6 
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20-1 Tractor ST/WF Activity Fuels Dispersal 47 
20-3 Tractor ST/PP Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 6 
20-4 Tractor ST/PP Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Roosting/Foraging 5 
21-1 Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Roosting/Foraging 43 
21-4 Helicopter ST/PP Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 23 
21-6 Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 1 
21-7 Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 7 
22-1 Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels Dispersal 70 
22-2 Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 19 
22-3a Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 13 
22-3b Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels Capable, Dispersal 5 
22-3c Helicopter GS-60 Activity Fuels Roosting/Foraging 3 
22-4 Cable ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 7 
23-10a Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 2 
23-10b Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 12 
23-11 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 3 
23-12 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Roosting/Foraging 3 
23-2a Cable ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 10 
23-2b Cable ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 10 
23-2c Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 2 
23-2d Tractor ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 9 
23-3a Tractor ST/PP Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 10 
23-3b Bull-line ST/PP Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 3 
23-4a Cable ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 16 
23-4b Bull-line ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 1 
23-4c Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 1 
23-9 Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 6 
25-1a Cable DM Activity Fuels Roosting/Foraging 8 
25-1b Cable ST/DF Activity Fuels Capable 7 
25-3a Tractor IDM Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 12 
25-3b Cable IDM Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 15 
25-3c Helicopter IDM Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 6 

25-4 Cable Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable, 
Roosting/Foraging 9 

25-5 Cable ST/DF Activity Fuels Capable, Dispersal 6 
25-6 Bull-line ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 2 
27-1 Tractor SR Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 14 

27-2 Tractor SR Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction 
Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging, 
Nesting 

46 

27-3 Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels Dispersal 11 
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27-4 Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels Roosting/Foraging 14 
27-5a Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 28 
27-5b Helicopter GS-60 Activity Fuels Roosting/Foraging 36 
27-6 Helicopter ST/DF Activity Fuels Dispersal 17 
27-8 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 12 
29-1 Tractor ST/WF Activity Fuels Dispersal 8 
29-2 Tractor GS-40 Activity Fuels Dispersal 14 
29-3 Cable Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 6 
29-4 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 7 
29-5 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 3 
29-6 Cable Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Roosting/Foraging 5 
29-7 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 16 
29-8 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels Dispersal 3 
30-1a Tractor DM Activity Fuels Roosting/Foraging 12 
30-1b Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels Dispersal 14 
30-1c Helicopter ST/MC Activity Fuels Dispersal 6 
30-2a Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 5 

30-2b Cable ST/MC Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging 18 

30-2c Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging 5 

30-3a Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging 11 

30-3b Cable ST/MC Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Roosting/Foraging 4 
30-4 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels Dispersal 6 
31-1 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels Roosting/Foraging 14 
31-10 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels Dispersal 2 
31-2a Cable ST/MC Activity Fuels Roosting/Foraging 7 
31-2b Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels Roosting/Foraging 4 
31-3 Tractor SR Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 9 

31-4 Tractor GS-40 Activity Fuels Capable, 
Roosting/Foraging 31 

31-5 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels Capable, Dispersal 8 

31-6 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels Capable, 
Roosting/Foraging 2 

31-7 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 7 
31-8 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels Capable 9 
31-9 Bull-line Salvage Activity Fuels Dispersal 4 
33-11 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Roosting/Foraging 7 

33-12 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging 7 

33-2 Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 2 
33-4 Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 1 
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Table 2-4. Alternative 2: Proposed Haul Routes on Existing Roads in the Project Area 

Road Number 
Approximate 

Length 
(miles) 

Existing 
Surface Control 

Possible Road 
Stabilization or 

Drainage 
Improvements 

Seasonal 
Restriction 

(for log 
hauling) 

 
Comments 

37-2E-3.00 A 0.90 NAT PVT B 1 Install Temporary 
Bridge 

37-2E-3.00 B 0.52 NAT BLM B 1   
37-2E-3.00 C 0.68 NAT PVT B 1   
37-2E-7.02 A1-H 8.41 ASC BLM A 2   
37-2E-7.04 A-B 0.55 NAT BLM B 1 Construct Rock Ford 
37-2E-7.04 C1 1.12 NAT PVT B 1 Construct Rock Ford 
37-2E-7.04 C2 0.69 NAT PVT A 1   
37-2E-7.04 D 0.05 NAT BLM A 1   
37-2E-11.00 A 0.46 NAT BLM B 1   
37-2E-11.00 B 0.10 NAT PVT B 1   
37-2E-11.00 C 0.41 NAT BLM B 1   
37-2E-11.00D 0.25 NAT PVT B 1   
37-2E-11.00E 0.06 NAT BLM C 1 Road is overgrown 
37-2E-13.00 A2 0.32 ASC PVT A 2   
37-2E-13.00 B1 0.17 ASC PVT A 2   
37-2E-13.00 B2 0.20 ASC PVT A 2   
37-2E-13.00 C 0.85 ASC PVT A 2   
37-2E-13.00 D1 0.85 ASC PVT A 2   
37-2E-13.00 D2 0.67 ASC PVT A 2   
37-2E-13.00 E 0.61 ASC BLM A 2   
37-2E-13.00 F1 0.39 ASC PVT A 2   
37-2E-13.00 F3 0.31 NAT PVT C 1 Reshape Road/Spot 

Rock 
37-2E-13.00 G 0.56 ASC PVT A 2   
37-2E-13.00 H 0.58 ASC BLM A 2   

33-8 Tractor IDM Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 2 
33-9 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Roosting/Foraging 3 

35-1a Cable ST/MC Activity Fuels Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging 17 

35-1b Tractor ST/MC Activity Fuels Dispersal, 
Roosting/Foraging 4 

35-4 Tractor GS-40 Activity Fuels Roosting/Foraging 11 
35-5a Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 2 
35-5b Cable Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 2 
35-5c Helicopter Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Dispersal 10 
35-7 Tractor IDM Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 5 
35-8 Tractor Salvage Activity Fuels, Understory Reduction Capable 18 
DM = Density Management                              GS-40 = Group Selection > 40%      
IDM = Insect and Disease Management          GS-60 = Group Selection >60% 
SR = Structural Retention                                ST/DF =  Selective Thinning-Douglas Fir          
ST/MC = Selective Thinning-Mixed Conifer     ST/WF = Selective Thinning-White Fir 
ST/PP = Selective Thinning-Ponderosa Pine  

Total Acres 1,676 
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Road Number 
Approximate 

Length 
(miles) 

Existing 
Surface Control 

Possible Road 
Stabilization or 

Drainage 
Improvements 

Seasonal 
Restriction 

(for log 
hauling) 

 
Comments 

37-2E-14.00A 0.41 NAT BLM B 1   
37-2E-14.00B 1.17 NAT PVT B 1   
37-2E-15.00 A 0.18 NAT BLM B 1   
37-2E-15.00 D 0.40 NAT PVT B 1   
37-2E-15.00 E 0.09 NAT BLM B 1   
37-2E-15.00 F 0.50 NAT PVT B 1   
37-2E-15.01 0.39 NAT PVT C 1 Road is overgrown 
37-2E-16.00 A 0.66 ASC PVT B 1   
37-2E-16.00 B 0.48 ASC BLM B 1   
37-2E-16.00 C 0.26 NAT PVT B 1   
37-2E-17.00 B3 0.11 NAT PVT B 1   
37-2E-17.00 C 0.30 NAT BLM B 1   
37-2E-17.00 D 0.04 NAT BLM B 1   
37-2E-21.01 0.15 NAT BLM B 1  37-2E-23.00 A 1.34 ASC BLM A 2   
37-2E-23.02 0.72 ASC BLM A 2   
37-2E-23.04 A 0.37 ASC BLM A 1   
37-2E-23.04 B 0.12 ASC PVT A 1   
37-2E-24.01 A 0.80 ASC BLM A 1   
37-2E-24.01 B-D2 2.21 ASC BLM A 1   
37-2E-24.04 A 0.12 ASC PVT A 2   
37-2E-24.04 B 0.65 NAT PVT B 1 Close After Use 
37-2E-24.04 C 0.06 NAT BLM B 1 Close After Use 
37-2E-24.05 A 0.11 ASC PVT A 2   
37-2E-24.05 B 0.84 ASC BLM A 2   
37-2E-25.03 0.25 NAT BLM C 1 Open Existing Closed/ 

Reclose After Use 
37-2E-25.05 A 0.09 PRR BLM A 1   
37-2E-25.05 B 0.37 PRR BLM A 1   
37-2E-25.06 0.10 NAT BLM C 1 Open Existing Closed/ 

Reclose After Use 
37-2E-33.00 1.36 ASC BLM A 2   
37-2E-33.01 A 0.57 NAT BLM A 1   
37-2E-33.01 B 0.23 NAT PVT A 1   
37-2E-33.05 0.30 NAT BLM C 1 Open Existing Closed/ 

Reclose After Use 
37-2E-36.00A 0.13 PRR BLM A 1   
37-2E-36.00B 0.47 PRR BLM A 1 Remove Gate Barricade 

  37-2E-36.01 0.78 NAT BLM A 1   
37-2E-36.02 0.25 NAT BLM A 1   
37-2E-36.04 0.63 NAT PVT B 1   
37-3E-18.01 A1-B 2.13 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-18.03 0.60 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-18.04 A 0.58 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-18.04 B 0.02 NAT PVT A 1   
37-3E-18.05 0.10 NAT BLM C 1 Open Existing Closed/ 

Reclose After Use 
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Road Number 
Approximate 

Length 
(miles) 

Existing 
Surface Control 

Possible Road 
Stabilization or 

Drainage 
Improvements 

Seasonal 
Restriction 

(for log 
hauling) 

 
Comments 

37-3E-18.06 0.26 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-18.07 0.17 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-19.00 3.60 ASC BLM B 2   
37-3E-19.01 A1 0.59 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-19.01 A2 0.19 ASC PVT A 2   
37-3E-19.01 A3-B 1.30 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-19.04 0.20 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-21.01 0.58 NAT PVT B 1   
37-3E-21.02 0.44 NAT PVT B 1   
37-3E-29.00 0.50 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-29.01 A 0.43 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-29.01 B 0.28 PRR PVT A 2   
37-3E-29.02 0.40 ASC BLM C 1 Road is overgrown 
37-3E-30.00 0.50 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-30.04 0.50 ASC BLM B 2   
37-3E-30.06 0.56 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-31.00 A-B 2.09 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-31.01 1.28 PRR BLM A 2   
37-3E-31.03 0.60 PRR BLM A 2   
37-3E-32.00 A1 0.29 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-32.00 B 0.93 PRR BLM A 2   
37-3E-32.02 0.25 ASC BLM A 2   
37-3E-32.05 0.93 NAT BLM C 1 Open Existing Closed/ 

Reclose After Use 
38-2E-1.00 A 0.20 NAT BLM B 1   
38-2E-1.04 A 0.32 NAT BLM B 1   
38-2E-1.05 0.32 NAT BLM A 1   
38-2E-1.07 0.54 NAT UKN B 1 Install Temporary 

Bridge / Close After Use 
38-2E-3.00 0.16 GRR BLM A 1   
38-2E-3.01 1.15 ASC BLM B 2   
38-2E-3.02 A 0.58 ASC BLM A 2   
38-2E-3.02 B 0.15 ASC BLM B 1 Open Existing Closed/ 

Reclose After Use 
38-2E-3.03 0.22 ASC BLM A 2   
38-2E-3.08 A 0.11 PRR BLM A 2   
38-2E-3.08 B 0.20 PRR PVT A 2   
38-2E-3.08 C 0.71 PRR BLM A 2   
38-2E-3.10 0.23 NAT BLM B 1   
38-2E-9.1 C 0.40 ASC BLM A 2   
38-2E-11 A 0.25 ASC BLM A 2   
38-2E-11 B 0.37 ASC PVT A 2   
38-2E-11 C 0.28 ASC BLM A 2   
38-2E-11 D 0.14 ASC BLM A 2   
38-2E-11 E 0.15 ASC BLM A 2   
38-2E-11 F 0.03 ASC BLM A 2   
38-2E-11 G-K 4.92 ASC BLM A 2   
38-2E-27 A1-A2 2.30 BST BLM A 0   
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Road Number 
Approximate 

Length 
(miles) 

Existing 
Surface Control 

Possible Road 
Stabilization or 

Drainage 
Improvements 

Seasonal 
Restriction 

(for log 
hauling) 

 
Comments 

38-2E-27 A3 0.37 BST PVT A 0   
38-2E-27 B1-B2 1.07 BST BLM A 0   
38-2E-27 C1 0.85 BST BLM A 0   
38-2E-27 C2 1.14 BST BLM A 0   
38-2E-27 C3 1.15 BST BLM A 0   
38-2E-27 D1 1.50 BST BLM A 0   
38-2E-27 D2 1.28 BST BLM A 0   
38-2E-27 D3 0.47 BST BLM A 0   
38-3E-5.00 1.46 ASC BLM A 2   
38-3E-6.00 0.50 NAT BLM B 1   
38-3E-6.01 0.40 NAT BLM B 1   
38-3E-6.02 0.70 NAT BLM B 1   
38-3E-9.00 1.29 ASC BLM A 2   
38-3E-11.00 1.62 PRR BLM A 2   
38-3E-11.06 0.44 GRR BLM A 1   
38-3E-11.07 0.14 NAT BLM C 1 Open Existing Closed/ 

Reclose After Use 
38-3E-11.08 0.16 NAT BLM B 2   
38-3E-17.00 A-B 3.74 BST BLM A 0   
38-3E-17.00 C1-

 
1.60 BST BLM A 0   

38-3E-17.00 D-F 6.00 BST BLM A 0   
38-3E-19.00 A-C 4.99 BST BLM A 0   
38-3E-19.00 C 0.44 ASC BLM A 2   
38-3E-19.00 D 1.52 ASC BLM A 2   
38-3E-20.00 0.80 NAT BLM C 1 Reshape Road/Spot 

Rock Repair 
38-3E-20.01 0.29 NAT BLM C 1 Open Existing Closed/ 

Reclose After Use 
38 3E-21.00 A1-B 0.66 ASC BLM A 1  
38-3E-21.02 0.60 ASC BLM A 1  
38-3E-22.00 0.40 NAT BLM B 1   
38-3E-23.01 0.14 NAT BLM A 1   
38-3E-23.03 0.32 NAT BLM A 1   
38-3E-23.04 0.36 NAT BLM A 1   
38-3E-27.00 1.50 NAT BLM B 1   
38-3E-27.02 0.35 NAT BLM B 1 Close After Use 
38-3E-27.03 0.60 NAT BLM B 1 Close After Use 
38-3E-27.05 0.32 NAT BLM A 1   
38-3E-29.00 A-B 0.72 PRR BLM A 2   
38-3E-29.03 0.77 PRR BLM A 2   
38-3E-33.00 2.90 ASC BLM A 2   
38-3E-33.01 0.55 ASC BLM A 2   
38-3E-34.02 0.91 NAT BLM A 1   
USFS 800 4.51 ASC USFS A 2   
USFS 830 0.22 NAT USFS A 1  

T37 R2E Spur 23-2 0.09 NAT BLM C 1 
Existing Non System 
Road to be Opened and 
Re-Barricaded After 
Use 
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output of the various renewable resources without 
impairment of the productivity of the land. 

T 

Tier 1 Key Watershed: areas that either provide, or 
are expected to provide, high-quality aquatic habitat. 
These watersheds are intended to serve as refugia for 
maintaining and recovering habitat for at-risk stocks 
of anadromous salmonids and resident fish species. 

Tiering: Using the coverage of general matters in 
broader NEPA documents in subsequent, narrower 
NEPA documents, allowing the tiered NEPA 
document to narrow the range of alternatives and 
concentrate solely on the issues not already 
addressed.  

Topography: The configuration of a surface area 
including its relief, or relative elevations, and position 
of its natural and anthropogenic features. 

Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs): Pollution 
load limits calculated by DEQ for each pollutant 
entering a water body.  TMDLs describe the amount 
of each pollutant a waterway can receive and still not 
violate water quality standards.  Both point and non-
point source pollution are accounted for in TMDLs as 
well as a safety margin for uncertainty and growth 
that allows for future discharges to a water body 
without exceeding water quality standards. 

Transient Snow Zone (TSZ): The area where a 
mixture of snow and rain occurs, sometimes referred 
to as the rain-on-snow zone. The snow level in this 
zone fluctuates throughout the winter in response to 
alternating warm and cold fronts.  Rain-on-snow 
events originate in the transient snow zone. 

Turbidity: The cloudy condition caused by 
suspended solids, dissolved solids, natural or human-
developed chemicals, algae, etc. in a liquid; a 
measurement of suspended solids in a liquid. 

U 

Understory: That portion of trees or other woody 
vegetation which forms the lower layer in a forest 
stand which consists of more than one distinct layer. 

V 

Vascular: Plants having phloem- and xylem-
conducting elements that facilitate the moving of 
water and nutrients. 

Vertebrate Species: Any animal with a backbone or 
spinal column. 

W 

Watershed: All land and water within the confines of 
a drainage divide. 

Watershed Analysis: A systematic procedure for 
characterizing watershed and ecological processes to 
meet specific management and social objectives.  
Watershed analysis provides a basis for ecosystem 
management planning. 

Wetlands: Lands including swamps, marshes, bogs, 
and similar areas, such as wet meadows, river 
overflows, mud flats, and natural ponds. 

Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI): The area where 
structures and other human development meet or 
intermingle with undeveloped wildland. 

Windthrow: A tree or trees uprooted or felled by the 
wind. 

Y 

Yarding: The act or process of conveying logs or 
whole trees to a landing, particularly by cable, tractor, 
or helicopter.
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