
United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


Medford District Office 

3040 Biddle Road 


Medford, Oregon 97504 

email address: BLM_OR_MD_Mail@blm.gov 

IN REPLY REFER TO: I~PR 4 2013 
8353(0RM060) 

Dear Interested Public: 

The Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Sterling Mine Ditch Trail Grub Gulch Connection 
and Armstrong Gulch Bypass Project is now available for public review. The EA is available in 
its entirety online for public review at http://wvvw.blm.gov/or/districts/medforc!Jplans/index.php. 
A hard copy is available for review at the Medford District Office. The Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Ashland Resource Area, proposes to implement the Sterling Mine Ditch 
Trail Grub Gulch Connection and Armstrong Gulch Bypass Project, designed to implement 
specific Management Objectives consistent with the 1995 Medford District Resource 
Management Plan (RMP). The Project involves constructing approximately 1.9 miles of trail for 
non-motorized use in the lower portion of the Grub Gulch drainage and the middle portion of the 
Armstrong Gulch drainage. 

The proposed construction of one mile of trail will connect the end of the Sterling Mine Ditch 
Trail (SMDT) through BLM land to an existing BLM road (#39-2-3.1) in Grub Gulch and will 
help to minimize conflicts with private landowners, to ensure public access into perpetuity. This 
would enhance non-motorized trail opportunities for hikers, runners, equestrians, and bicyclists 
by providing longer loop trail opportunities, as well as creating an additional trailhead access 
point for the SMDT. In Armstrong Gulch, the SMDT crosses through private land for somewhat 
less than a mile. The proposed 0.9 mile of new trail in the Armstrong Gulch area would create a 
connection from the SMDT on the south side of Armstrong Gulch to the SMDT on the north side 
of Armstrong Gulch that would be entirely on BLM lands. 

We welcome your comments on the content of the EA. We are particularly interested in 
comments that address one or more of the following: (1) new information that would affect the 
analysis, (2) information or evidence of flawed or incomplete analysis; (3) BLM's determination 
that there are no significant impacts associated with the proposed action, and (4) alternatives to 
the Proposed Action that would respond to purpose and need. Specific comments are the most 
useful. Although comments are welcome at any time, the comment period will close at 4:30 
PM on Aprill9, 2013. 

Before including your address, telephone number, email address, or other personal identifying 

information in your comment, please be advised that your entire comment, including your 

personal identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While you can 

request that we withhold your personal identifying information from public review, we cannot 

guarantee that we will be able to do so. 


http://wvvw.blm.gov/or/districts/medforc!Jplans/index.php
mailto:BLM_OR_MD_Mail@blm.gov


All comments should be made in writing and mailed or delivered to Ted Hass, Ashland Resource 
Area, 3040 Biddle Road, Medford, OR 97504. Further information on this proposed project is 
available at the Medford District Office, 3040 Biddle Road, Medford, Oregon 97504 or by 
calling Ted Hass, Ashland Assistant Field Manager, at 541-618-2253. 

Sincerely, 

~,~J
Field Manager 
Ashland Resource Area 
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CHAPTER 1 - PURPOSE AND NEED
	

A. INTRODUCTION 

The Sterling Mine Ditch Trail (SMDT) and the proposed new trail segments are located in southern 

Oregon in the Ashland Resource Area of the Medford District BLM. The Sterling Mine Ditch Trail 

(SMDT) is located along the 26-mile historic Sterling Mine Ditch, which runs from the Little Applegate 

River watershed to Sterling Creek.  The trail currently dead-ends at the north end at a private land 

boundary in section 4, T.39S., R.2W., and is an out-and-back route for non-motorized users.  It also 

crosses through private property in the Armstrong Gulch area (Figure 1). 

The ditch itself was completed in December of 1877 for conveyance of water from Little Applegate River 

to Sterling Creek for use in hydraulic mining of gold deposits along Sterling Creek.  The trail was cleared 

for recreational use by the Medford District BLM in the late 1970s.  Over the years, lack of maintenance 

allowed the vegetation to grow back, effectively blocking the trail from public use.  The trail was nearly 

forgotten until 2009, when renewed interest by the Siskiyou Upland Trails Association (SUTA) and the 

local community brought the unusable condition of the trail to the fore once again.  Working in concert 

with the Medford District BLM, SUTA applied for grant funding to re-open the ditch using trail crews 

and volunteers for brush clearing and tread repair and maintenance. On June 4, 2011, National Trails Day, 

the re-opening of the Sterling Mine Ditch Trail was celebrated with a large public gathering at the trail, 

and officiated by BLM officials and SUTA members. 

The SMDT is part of a larger vision of a non-motorized trail system connecting Jacksonville, Oregon to 

Ashland, Oregon, along the crest of the Siskiyou Mountains, a system known as the "Jack-Ash Trail".  

SUTA and volunteers have been working with BLM staff to identify and map out the route along the crest 

using primarily existing roads and trails, with some future new trail construction envisioned to connect 

non-motorized sections along the route. The Sterling Mine Ditch Trail would provide a significant trail 

loop if it were connected to the Jack-Ash trail at either end. 

Grub /Armstrong Trail Project 1 Environmental Assessment 



 

                                

    
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

  

 

 

    

 

  

  
 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

  

   

  

 

 
   

 
  

 
  

  

   

 

 

 

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

Proposed Action 

1)  Grub Gulch Connection 

In Grub Gulch, one mile of new trail would be constructed to connect the north end of the Sterling Mine 

Ditch Trail (SMDT) to an existing BLM road (Grub Gulch B spur 39-2-3.1) and to the proposed 

Jacksonville-to-Ashland Trail, and would direct trail users away from the end of the ditch where it passes 

onto private property at the north end (Appendix A, Map 2A). The proposed Grub Gulch connecting trail 

is approximately one mile in length and is located approximately 7 miles south of Jacksonville (Map 3A) 

and eleven miles west of Ashland.  The proposed connector is in the lower portion of the Grub Gulch 

drainage. Grub Gulch is a tributary to Sterling Creek, with the confluence near the site of the Sterling 

Mine, which is near the junction of Sterling Creek Road and Griffin Lane. The legal description of the 

proposed trail connector is the NE ¼ of section 4, T.39S., R.2W., Willamette Meridian, Jackson County, 

Oregon. 

The proposed mile of trail would trend east-west and would connect the north terminus of the SMDT at 

about 2,350 feet elevation, to the west terminus of BLM road 39-2-3.1 at 2,760 feet elevation. Average 

tread slope of the proposed trail is about 8 percent, with some areas of steeper gradient.  Average 

topographical slope through which it passes is about 45 percent.  There are no perennial streams crossed 

by the proposed trail, and one moist north-facing draw. 

2)  Armstrong Bypass 

In Armstrong Gulch, a new trail would be constructed to create a continuous trail on BLM lands from the 

SMDT on the south side of Armstrong Gulch, across Armstrong Gulch and Armstrong Gulch Road (BLM 

road #39-2-17), bypassing the private land through which the ditch currently crosses, and connecting back 

to the SMDT on the north side of Armstrong Gulch (Appendix A, Map 2B). The proposed Armstrong 

bypass trail is 0.9 mile in length and is located approximately 9 miles south of Jacksonville (Map 3B) and 

eleven miles west of Ashland.  The proposed bypass is in the middle portion of the Armstrong Gulch 

drainage, a tributary to Sterling Creek.  The confluence is about 2 miles northwest of Buncom. The legal 

description of the proposed trail connector is the east ½ of section 17, T.39S., R.2W., Willamette 

Meridian, Jackson County, Oregon. 

The proposed trail would trend north-south and would connect the SMDT south of Deming-Armstrong 

Road at about 2,440 feet elevation, proceed north downslope to Armstrong Gulch where it would cross 

the road and gulch at about 2,200 feet elevation; thence back uphill to re-connect with the SMDT north of 

the road at about 2,440 feet elevation.  Due to the steep slopes, particularly north of Armstrong Gulch, the 

trail will have several switchbacks, and the tread gradient will roll along the landscape and average about 

8 percent.  

C.  WHY IS THE BLM PROPOSING THIS PROJECT? 

1. Need for the Proposed Grub Gulch/Armstrong Gulch Trail Project 

At the north end of the Sterling Mine Ditch Trail in Section 4 (T.39S., R.2W.) the ditch crosses onto 

private property and the public access trail terminates at the property boundary.  The proposed 

construction of one mile of trail will connect the end of the SMDT through BLM land to an existing BLM 

road (#39-2-3.1) in Grub Gulch and will help to minimize conflicts with private landowners, to ensure 

public access into perpetuity.  The proposed connector would also establish a connection from the SMDT 

to the proposed Jack-Ash trail route.  This would enhance non-motorized trail opportunities for hikers, 

runners, equestrians, and bicyclists by providing longer loop trail opportunities, as well as creating an 

additional trailhead access point for the SMDT. 
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In Armstrong Gulch, the SMDT crosses through private land for somewhat less than a mile.  The 

proposed 0.9 mile of new trail in the Armstrong Gulch area would create a connection from the SMDT on 

the south side of Armstrong Gulch to the SMDT on the north side of Armstrong Gulch that would be 

entirely on BLM lands, thus bypassing the portion of the ditch that runs through private land in section 

16, T.39S., R.2W. 

D. DECISION FRAMEWORK 

The Ashland Resource Area Field Manager must decide whether to implement the Proposed Action as 

designed or whether to select the No-Action Alternative. The decision will also include a determination 

whether or not the impacts of the Proposed Action are significant to the human environment. If the 

impacts are determined to be within those impacts analyzed in the Medford District Resource 

Management Plan/EIS (USDI 1995) and the Northwest Forest Plan (USDA/USDI 1994), or otherwise 

determined to be insignificant, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) can be issued and a decision 

implemented. If this EA determines that the significance of impacts are unknown or greater than those 

previously analyzed and disclosed then a project specific EIS must be prepared. 

E.  LAND USE CONFORMANCE AND LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 

Conformance with Land Use Plans 

This project has been reviewed and found to be in conformance with and tiered to the 1995 Medford 

District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (RMP). The 1995 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 Range 

of the Northern Spotted Owl (USDA and USDI 1994). 

On December 17, 2009, the U.S. District Court for the Western District of Washington issued an order in 

Conservation Northwest, et al. v. Sherman, et al., No. 08-1067-JCC (W.D. Wash.), granting Plaintiffs’ 

motion for partial summary judgment and finding NEPA violations in the Final Supplemental to the 2004 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement to Remove or Modify the Survey and Manage Mitigation 

Measure Standards and Guidelines (USDA and USDI, June 2007).  In response, parties entered into 

settlement negotiations in April 2010, and the Court filed approval of the resulting Settlement Agreement 

on July 6, 2011.  Projects that are within the range of the northern spotted owl are subject to the survey 

and management standards and guidelines in the 2001 ROD, as modified by the 2011 Settlement 

Agreement. 

Statutes and Regulations 

The Proposed Action Alternative is designed 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 the BLM’s organization and 

provides the basic policy guidance for the 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. 
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•		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. Section 106 directs all Federal agencies to 

take into account effects of their undertakings (actions and authorizations) on properties included in or 

eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, and Section 110 sets inventory, nomination, 

protection, and preservation responsibilities for federally owned cultural properties. 

•		Protocol For Managing Cultural Resources on Lands Administered By The Bureau of Land 

Management in Oregon (1998). Implements the Bureau of Land Management’s national cultural 

resources Programmatic Agreement in Oregon. 

•		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 

Watershed Analysis (WA) (USDI 1995) 

Watershed Analysis 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 context for subsequent planning, project development, regulatory compliance and agency 

decisions (See Federal Guide for Watershed Analysis 1995, p. 1). 

The Grub Gulch/Armstrong Gulch Project Area falls within the Little Applegate Watershed Analysis 

Areas.  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 Sterling Sweeper Forest Management Project, has been 

collected and is considered, along with existing information provided by the 1995 Little Applegate River 

Watershed Analysis. Management Objectives and Recommendations provided by the Watershed Analysis 

were considered and addressed as they applied to the project proposal. 

The Little Applegate Watershed Analyses describe the condition of the lands affected in the Project Area 

resulting from a multitude of natural processes and human actions that have taken place over many 

decades. The current conditions of the lands affected by the proposed Action Alternative are described in 

Chapter 3 under the Affected Environment sections specific to each resource. The current conditions 

described in the Affected Environment reflect the natural processes and human actions that have taken 

place over many decades within the Watersheds. This EA will address the effects of the Grub 

Gulch/Armstrong Gulch Trail Project by analyzing the potential for cumulative impacts that may result 
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when adding the incremental effects of the proposed action together with the effects of past, current and 

reasonably foreseeable future actions. 

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Western Oregon Districts, Transportation 

Management Plan (1996, updated 2002) 

This transportation management plan is not a decision document; rather, it provides guidance for 

implementing applicable decisions of the 1995 Medford District Resource Management Plan (which 

incorporated the Northwest Forest Plan). 

Southwest Oregon Fire Management Plan 

The Southwest Oregon Fire Management Plan (FMP) provides Southwest Oregon with an integrated 

concept in coordinated wildland fire planning and protection among Federal, State, local government 

entities and citizen initiatives. 

The FMP introduces fire management concepts addressing fire management activities in relation to 

resource objectives stated in the current Land and Resource Plans (parent documents) of the Federal 

agencies, the laws and statutes that guide the state agencies and private protective associations, and serve 

as a vehicle for local agencies and cooperators to more fully coordinate their participation in relation to 

those activities. 

G. SCOPING 

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. A letter describing 

the proposal and inviting comments was mailed to interested individuals, organizations, and other 

agencies on February 4, 2013.  An invitation to consult was sent to the Confederated Tribes of the Grand 

Ronde and Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians on February 20, 2013. Five written comments were 

received during the scoping period and all comments were in support of the project. 
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CHAPTER 2 - ALTERNATIVES
 

A. 	INTRODUCTION 
The Sterling Mine Ditch Trail (SMDT) and the proposed new trail segments are located in southwest 

Oregon in the Ashland Resource Area of the Medford District BLM.  The Sterling Mine Ditch Trail 

(SMDT) is located along the 26-mile historic Sterling Mine Ditch, which runs from the Little Applegate 

River watershed to Sterling Creek.  The trail currently dead-ends at the north end at a private land 

boundary in section 4, T.39S., R.2W., and is an out-and-back route for non-motorized users.  It also 

crosses through private property in the Armstrong Gulch area (Figure 1). 

The ditch itself was completed in December of 1877 for conveyance of water from Little Applegate River 

to Sterling Creek for use in hydraulic mining of gold deposits along Sterling Creek.  The trail was cleared 

for recreational use by the Medford District BLM in the late 1970s.  Over the years, lack of maintenance 

allowed the vegetation to grow back, effectively blocking the trail from public use.  The trail was nearly 

forgotten until 2009, when renewed interest by the Siskiyou Upland Trails Association (SUTA) and the 

local community brought the unusable condition of the trail to the fore once again.  Working in concert 

with the Medford District BLM, SUTA applied for grant funding to re-open the ditch using trail crews 

and volunteers for brush clearing and tread repair and maintenance. On June 4, 2011, National Trails Day, 

the re-opening of the Sterling Mine Ditch Trail was celebrated with a large public gathering at the trail, 

and officiated by BLM officials and SUTA members. 

The SMDT is part of a larger vision of a non-motorized trail system connecting Jacksonville, Oregon to 

Ashland, Oregon, along the crest of the Siskiyou Mountains, a system known as the "Jack-Ash Trail".  

SUTA and volunteers have been working with BLM staff to identify and map out the route along the crest 

using primarily existing roads and trails, with some future new trail construction envisioned to connect 

non-motorized sections along the route. The Sterling Mine Ditch will provide a significant trail loop by 

being connected to the proposed Jack-Ash Trail at either end of the SMDT. 

B. ALTERNATIVES DESCRIBED IN DETAIL 

1. ALTERNATIVE 1 (NO ACTION) 

Under the No-Action Alternative there would not be any new trail construction, the SMDT would remain 

a dead-end on the north end, and there would be no option for public access across the Armstrong Gulch 

section (Appendix A, Map 1A and 1B). 

2. ALTERNATIVE 2 (PROPOSED ACTION) 
Grub Gulch Connection: One mile of new trail would be constructed to connect the north terminus of 

the SMDT with the west end of the Grub Gulch B spur road (39-2-3.1).  The new trail segment would 

provide loop opportunities for non-motorized trail users and direct trail users away from private property 

in section 4, T.39S., R.2W.) (Appendix A, Map 2A). 

Armstrong Bypass: Approximately 0.9 mile of new trail would create a connection from the SMDT 

south of Armstrong Gulch to the SMDT north of Armstrong Gulch, crossing Armstrong Gulch Road 

(BLM rd. #39-2-17) and providing trail users with a public land alternative to the private property in 

section 16, T.39 S., R.2 W. (Appendix A, Map 2B). 

C. PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES 

Trail Construction: 

a)	 Trail construction would occur during periods that will minimize disturbance to the soils and 

plants. (May 15 to Oct.15) 
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b) Seeps, springs, and wet areas would be avoided.  Trail construction would occur on the uphill 

side of such features. 

c) Dry draw and channel crossings would be rocked, or stepping stones would be placed at strategic 

locations to reduce the amount of fine sediment entering channels. 

d) If small footbridges are constructed, no pressure-treated wood, concrete, wood laminates, and 

other unnatural building materials would be used. 

e) The grade of the trail should be less than 8 percent and rolling, if possible, and tread should be 

outsloped.  This will promote good drainage and minimize trail maintenance. 

f) All disturbed soil should be seeded with native grass and mulched with native materials or weed-

free straw. 

g)	 Only hand tools and chainsaws for brushing will be used - no heavy equipment. 

h)	 Tread construction would be primarily be done using hand tools. Where accessible a trail 

machine would be used. Season of use of machine will avoid critical seasons for sensitive 

wildlife species, if any, near construction area.  

i)	 No trees over 12 inches diameter at breast height will be cut during trail construction and all trees 

would be directionally felled to avoid objects of cultural significance. 

j)	 An archaeologist will be present during trail construction or will approve exact routes for soil 

disturbance, and will provide guidance to mitigate impacts to any cultural resources discovered. 

k)	 During the construction phase of the project where the trail is connected to the existing Sterling 

Mine Ditch trail system, an archaeologist will be on site to assure the characteristics that make the 

historic Sterling Mine Ditch eligible to the National Register of Historic Places are not adversely 

affected. 

l)	 If, during project implementation, the contractor/workers 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's 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 and concurrence by the Ashland Field Manager and State Historic Preservation 

Office. 

In addition to the above, to minimize the spread of invasive plants: 

m) Vehicle and equipment use on existing roads in the project area would be limited to the dry 

season. (May 15 to Oct. 15) 

n) All Project tools and equipment (e.g. shoes, shovels, rakes, pulaskis, trail machine, etc.) would be 

washed and cleaned of soil and vegetative material before entering the project area. 

o) Project tools and equipment (e.g. shoes, shovels, rakes, pulaskis, trail machine, etc.) would be 

brushed clean of all soil and vegetative material before leaving known weed sites and entering 

sites currently free of weed populations. 

p) Seeding of native grasses and/or an approved seed mix on highly disturbed soil (trail cuts and 

fills, project staging areas) would occur. 

q) Noxious weeds along proposed and existing trails and roads in the project area will be inventoried 

and treated by BLM.  Inventories may occur the first three years after completion of trail 

construction and then periodically thereafter, depending on available funding and workforce. 

r) Chemical and/or manual treatments of known existing noxious weed populations will occur prior 

to the start of project activity, depending on available funding and workforce.  

s) Subsequent chemical and/or manual treatments, pending inventory results, will be scheduled by 

priority and will occur based on the potential of the weed population to cause economic or 

environmental harm or harm to human health.  These weed treatments would occur depending on 

available funding and workforce. 

To minimize impact to wildlife: 

t) Any raptor nests located before or during trail construction would be protected.  No work would 

occur within 200 feet of such a nest until the young have left the nest area.  

Grub /Armstrong Trail Project 7	 Environmental Assessment 



 

                                

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

  

 

    

 

   

 

  

   

   

  

    

  

 

   
 

   

 

 

   

   

 
 

 

    

 

 

  

   

 

   

  

     

CHAPTER 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT &
	
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
	

A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the present conditions of each affected resource, followed by a comparison of the 

estimated environmental effects of implementing the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed Action 

Alternative(s).  The Environmental Effects portion of this chapter provides the analytical basis for the 

comparisons of the alternatives (40 CFR § 1502.16) and the reasonably foreseeable environmental 

consequences to the human environment of each alternative on the relevant resources.  Impacts can be 

beneficial, neutral or detrimental.  The affected environment is described to the level of detail needed to 

determine the significance of impacts to the environment of implementing the Proposed Action.  The 

analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects is organized by resource and the Analysis Areas for 

actions proposed under this EA vary by resource.  Analyses for all resources include the Project Area, 

which encompasses the areas where actions are proposed for the Sterling Mine Ditch Trail (SMDT) 

Project. 

1. Project Area and Analysis Area 

The terms Project Area and Analysis Areas are used throughout this chapter.  The following defines 

each term: 

The terms Project Area and treatment area are used interchangeably to describe where action is 

proposed, such as units where forest thinning is proposed and where road construction or road 

improvements are proposed. 

The term Planning Area is used to describe the overall area of consideration that was reviewed 

for the development of the Heppsie Forest Management Proposed Action. 

Analysis Areas vary by resource and include those areas that could potentially be affected by the 

Proposed Action Alternatives.  In some cases the Analysis Area is confined to the Project Area 

and in others the Analysis Area extends beyond the Project Area.  

B. SOIL RESOURCES 

1)  Grub Gulch Connection 

According to the Soil Survey of Jackson County, Oregon (USDA 1987), the soils in the area of 

the proposed 1 mile (approximately) connector trail are mapped as follows:
 
 Map Unit 196E at the western end, 0.35 mile (Vannoy silt loam, 12-35% south slopes)
 
 Map Unit 197F in the middle portion, 0.35 mile (Vannoy-Voorhies complex, 35-55% slopes)
 
 Map Unit 25G at the eastern end, 0.28 mile (Caris-Offenbacher gravelly loam, 50-80% north 


slopes 

Detailed characteristics of these map units are described in the soil survey. 

Map unit 196E consists of Vannoy silt loam, a moderately deep, well-drained soil derived 

dominantly from metamorphic rock. Runoff is medium and the hazard of water erosion is 

moderate, due primarily to slope. 

Map unit 197F consists of about 60% Vannoy soil and 30% Voorhies soil. These soils are 

moderately deep and well drained and have formed from metamorphic rock.  They have medium 

runoff potential and moderate erosion hazard due to slope. 
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Map Unit 25G consists of about 60% Caris gravelly loam and 30% Offenbacher gravelly loam.  

These soils are moderately deep and well drained, and have formed from metamorphic rock. 

Runoff is rapid and erosion hazard is high due to steep slopes.  

2)  Armstrong bypass  

According to the Soil Survey of Jackson County, Oregon (USDA, 1987), the soils in the area of 

the Armstrong bypass proposal are mapped as: 

 Map Unit 108E in the middle section and at the south end where it joins the SMDT, 0.46 mile 

(Manita loam, 20-35% slopes) 

	 Map Unit 195F on the south side of Armstrong Gulch, 0.22 mile (Vannoy silt loam, 35-55% 

slopes), 

	 Map Unit 197F on the north side of Armstrong Gulch, 0.12 mile (Vannoy-Voorhies complex, 

35-55% slopes) 

The characteristics of these soil types are described in the soil survey. 

Map unit 108E consists of Manita loam, a deep, well-drained soil derived dominantly from 

alluvium and colluvium from metamorphic rock. Runoff is medium and the hazard of water 

erosion is moderate, due primarily to slope. 

Map unit 195F consists of Vannoy silt loam, a moderately deep, well-drained soil derived 

dominantly from metamorphic rock. Runoff is medium and the hazard of water erosion is 

moderate, due primarily to slope. 

Map unit 197F consists of about 60% Vannoy soil and 30% Voorhies soil. These soils are 

moderately deep and well drained and have formed from metamorphic rock.  They have medium 

runoff potential and moderate erosion hazard due to slope. 

The implementation of the project would disturb the soil surface in an approximate three foot width along 

the length of the proposed trail(s).  Although the project would occur on slopes ranging from 20 to 55 

percent it is anticipated that the disturbed soil would only move a short distance and the project design 

features would minimize off-site sediment delivery during and immediately following trail construction.  

The only area of soil that will be removed from vegetation production will be the area of the tread itself 

(approx. 1.9 miles total).  There would be approximately ¾ of an acre of land removed from vegetation 

production and other than that minimal adverse impacts to the soil resource are anticipated as a result of 

project implementation.  

C.  	WATER RESOURCES 

1)  Grub Gulch connection 

The proposed trail would be constructed within the Grub Gulch HUC7 drainage, and the Sterling 

Creek below Hopkins HUC7 drainage.  Both are part of the larger Sterling Creek sub-watershed, 

a tributary to the Little Applegate River Watershed.  The trail would not cross any perennial 

streams, and would cross one draw on the west-facing slope above Sterling Creek, and one draw 

on the north-facing slope above Grub Gulch. 

2)  Armstrong bypass 

The proposed trail would be constructed within the Armstrong Gulch HUC7drainage, about 1 

mile southeast of the confluence with Sterling Creek sub-watershed.  Sterling Creek is a tributary 

to the Little Applegate River.  The trail would cross Armstrong Gulch, an intermittent stream, at 

the location of the trailhead parking lot at the east edge of section 7, T.39 S., R.2W.  At this 

crossing there is an existing 36 inch metal culvert, thus the trail would not cross through the gulch 

Grub /Armstrong Trail Project 9	 Environmental Assessment 



 

                                

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

     

 

  

    

  

 

   

 

 
 

 

 

  

 

  

  

  

 
  

  

  

  

  

itself. On the south side of Armstrong Gulch the trail would cross one draw on the north-facing 

slope, just below the junction with the SMDT. 

D.  AQUATIC HABITAT & FISH 

Aquatic Habitat 

Both proposed trail construction projects are within the Sterling Creek catchment.  Sterling Creek is a 

tributary to the Little Applegate River, which joins the Applegate River, which in turn is a tributary to the 

Rogue River. 

1)  The proposed Grub Gulch connector trail would be within the drainage area of Grub Gulch, a 

tributary to Sterling Creek.  The proposed trail crosses several dry draws in the Grub Gulch
 
drainage.
 
2)  The proposed Armstrong bypass trail would be within the drainage area of Armstrong Gulch,
 
a tributary to Sterling Creek.  The proposed trail would cross Armstrong Gulch at the location of
 
the Armstrong Gulch trail head on Armstrong Gulch Road.
 

Listed Fish 

On June 18, 1997, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS, now National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) fisheries) listed Southern Oregon/Northern California (SONC) 

coho salmon as "Threatened" under the Endangered Species Act [FR 62(17):33038].  On May 5, 1999, 

NMFS designated "Critical Habitat" (CCH) for SONC coho:  the habitat necessary to promote the species' 

survival [FR64(86):24049].  "Essential Fish Habitat" (EFH) as defined by NMFS includes habitat 

historically occupied by salmonids of commercial importance (including coho). Coho have not been 

described in Sterling Creek, but steelhead have and are often used as a surrogate for predicting the historic 

range of coho.  For this reason the mainstem of Sterling Creek is CCH and EFH.  Project areas are 

approximately ½ to 1 mile upslope from designated CCH and EFH. 

By adhering to the project design features, no effects on fish or aquatic organisms are expected, because 

seeps, springs, and wet areas would be avoided and hence this project would lack hydrological 

connectivity with aquatic habitat. The one channel crossing over Armstrong Gulch would utilize an 

existing road and culvert, and disturbance to Riparian Reserve vegetation would be limited to ground 

covering species and minimal, given the proposed trail width.  For these reasons, Aquatic Conservation 

Strategy objectives would not be impacted at any spatial scale of analysis. 

E.  TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE 

The trail construction will not remove trees and will thus alter habitat only minimally and on a very small 

scale (trail width). The proposed trail construction is anticipated to have little impact on wildlife in the 

area. The only Federally Threatened or Endangered species whose habitat this trail would pass through is 

the Northern Spotted Owl.  This action is not anticipated to alter the forest habitat in a way that would 

have any impacts on the NSO.  The nearest known nest location for a NSO is more than one mile away.  

This action is anticipated to have no effect on NSOs. 

Survey and Manage species known or suspected to occur in the area of the proposed project include: 

 Great Gray Owl (Strix nebulosa)
 
 Chace Sideband snail (Monodenia chaceana)
 

Bureau Sensitive species known or suspected to occur in the area of the proposed project include: 

 Fisher (Martes pennanti) 

 Pallid Bat (Antrosus pallidus) 

 Townsend’s Big-eared Bat (Corynorhinus townsendii) 

 Fringed Myotis (bat) (Myotis thysanodes) 
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 Black Salamander (Aneides flavipunctatus) 

 Oregon Shoulderband (snail) (Helminthoglypta hertleini) 

 Traveling Sideband (snail) (Monodenia fidelis celeuthia) 

 Siskiyou Hesperian (snail) (Vespericola sierranus) 

 Johnson’s Hairstreak (butterfly) (Callophrys johnsoni) 

Surveys are not required for these species prior to a trail construction project such as this due to the fact 

that canopy closure will not be significantly decreased.  No effect is anticipated on Survey and Manage 

and Bureau Sensitive species.  Any of these species that are currently present would be expected to persist 

and continue to use the habitat around the trail as they did prior to construction. 

F.  BOTANY 

The plant community along the north eastern portion of the Grub Gulch connector trail and the southern 

portion of the Armstrong Gulch bypass trail are dominated by ponderosa pine and Douglas fir. Hardwood 

trees include black oak and Pacific madrone. Other trees, which occur in minor amounts, include incense 

cedar, and Oregon white oak. Understory shrubs include Pacific serviceberry, Oregon grape, snowberry, 

deerbrush, birchleaf mountain mahogany, manzanita, and poison oak. Grasses are abundant, particularly 

in areas where the canopy is open. Grasses include California brome, California fescue, prairie junegrass, 

Idaho fescue, and blue wild rye. Forbs include iris, strawberry, hawkweed, and snow queen. 

The plant community along the south western portion of the Grub Gulch connector trail and the northern 

end of the Armstrong Gulch bypass trail are dominated by stands of ceanothus and manzanita. Oregon 

white oak is the dominant tree, with California black oak and ponderosa pine growing in some areas. 

Other shrubs include poison oak, Pacific serviceberry, and hairy honeysuckle. Idaho fescue may be 

codominant with Lemmon's needle grass and California brome in the understory. Other grasses include 

prairie junegrass, California oatgrass, and Luzula. Forbs include lomatium, wooly eriophyllum, carrot-

leaved horkelia, western buttercup, and yampa. The annual grasses that invade deteriorated stands include 

medusahead rye, hedgehog dogtail, soft brome, and bulbous blue grass. Forbs that invade deteriorated 

sites include field hedge-parsley, tarweed, and willow weed. 

The project area was surveyed for Bureau Special Status and Survey and Manage vascular and non

vascular plants, and noxious weeds during spring/summer of 2012. The project area is suitable habitat for 

Gentner’s Fritillary – a federally-listed flowering plant, among other less rare species. No special status 

plant species or noxious weed species were found during surveys, and no historic sites exist in the 

immediate area. There will be no effect to Gentner’s Fritillary, or any other Bureau Special Status, or 

Survey and Manage plant species. 

G.  RECREATION AND VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

1)  Grub Gulch Connection 

Construction of the 1 mile Grub Gulch connector trail would enhance the Sterling Mine Ditch Trail 

system by providing a loop option for trail users, as an alternative to the current out-and-back option that 

currently exists, and it would help to deflect users away from the private land into which the historic mine 

ditch passes at the northern end.  The new segment will connect the north end of the SMDT with the 

existing BLM road in Grub Gulch. 

The Grub Gulch connector would increase vista opportunities for recreationists by bringing users up the 

slope from the SMDT to a west-facing open slope where the viewshed is more open.  Otherwise, the 

proposed trail is in fairly closed canopy forest and views involve only the immediate forested vicinity.  

There are no adverse VRM impacts anticipated as a result of the trail. 
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2) Armstrong Bypass 

Recreational opportunities for hikers on the SMDT will be preserved by providing a public access option 

to the portion which currently crosses private land. 

The Armstrong bypass trail would be entirely in closed canopy forest, or thinned shrublands surrounded 

by forest.  No VRM impacts are anticipated as a result of the trail project. 

H. OTHER EFFECTS 

1. Cultural Resources 

In accordance with the protocol for managing cultural resources on lands administered by the Bureau of 

Land Management (BLM) and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (specifically section 106), 

as amended, a literature review and/or archaeological reconnaissance was conducted for the Armstrong 

Gulch By-Pass (OR110-13-10) and Grub Gulch Connector Trail (OR110-12-58) Project.  The project is 

being proposed in order to re-route the Sterling Mine Ditch Trail system off of private lands along 

Armstrong Gulch and to provide a long distance loop opportunity for the public along the trail at Grub 

Gulch. 

The Sterling Mine Ditch (35HS11-12; 35JA557) was constructed in 1877 by the newly founded Sterling 

Mine Company.  The ditch is said to have been built with mostly Chinese labor and at times amounted to 

over 400 workers.  The ditch diverted water approximately 23 miles from the upper Little Applegate to 

the placer gravels of Sterling Creek and the lower Little Applegate (LaLande 1995).  The Sterling Mine 

quickly became the largest hydraulic mine in Oregon.  By 1900 the Sterling Mine controlled about 1,200 

acres of ground.  Millions of dollars in gold were realized from the Sterling Mine because of the water 

supplied by the ditch to the hydraulics.  The ditch was in operation from 1877 to 1958. 

This project will not adversely affect the Sterling Mine Ditch's integrity of location, design, setting, 

workmanship and feeling that accurately conveys the historic associations for which it is significant. 

Therefore, there is no adverse impact to this National Register eligible site. 

Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has been initiated.  Prior to the 

implementation of this project, concurrence from SHPO must be received by the Ashland Resource Area, 

Bureau of Land Management. 

No new cultural resources were located during the field survey.  The Sterling Mine Ditch is located within 

the project area and both the connector and by-pass routes will tie back into the existing Sterling Mine 

Ditch Trail system. 

This project would not result in restricting access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian 

religious practitioners, or adversely affect the physical integrity of such sacred sites.  No sites have been 

identified in the project areas.  Executive Order 13007 (Indian Sacred Sites). 

This project would have no effect on Indian Trust Resources as none exist in the project areas. 

2.  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. 

Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice). 
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CHAPTER 4 - PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
 

Scoping has occurred for these two non-motorized trail construction projects.  Letters were sent to 

adjacent landowners and other interested organizations and individuals on February 4, 2013. An 

invitation to consult was sent to the tribal entities listed below on February 20, 2013. A copy of this EA 

is available upon request from the Ashland Resource Area, Bureau of Land Management, 3040 Biddle 

Road, Medford, OR 97504.  Phone 541-618-2200. 

This EA was made available to adjacent landowners and to the following agencies, organizations, 

companies, and tribes: 

Organizations and Agencies: 

Applegate Trails Association 

Jackson County Horseman's Association 

Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands Center 

NOAA Fisheries 

Oregon Department of Forestry, SW Oregon District 

Oregon Equestrian Trails 

Rogue Riders Endurance Group 

Rogue Valley Mountain Bike Association 

Siskiyou Upland Trails Association 

Southern Oregon Runners 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Tribal Entities: 

Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde 

Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians 
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