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Hydrologic Analysis of the Project

In general terms, a watershed is defined as any bounding area where water drains to a specified outlet. To better
classify and analyze watersheds they are delineated to nest in a multi-level, hierarchical drainage system. The largest
classification of this kind is termed a 1st level hydrologic unit (also called a Region). As part of the ranking system, a
1st level hydrologic unit is delineated into smaller 2nd levels (Subregions) which then can be subdivided into 3rd
levels (Basins), then 4th levels (Subbasins), 5th levels (Watersheds), 6th levels (Subwatersheds), and 7th levels
(Drainage Areas). The Galls Foot Planning Area is within the 1% level Pacific Northwest Region (HUC #17), the 2™
level Oregon-Washington Coastal Subregion (HUC #1710), the 3" level Southern Oregon Coastal Basin (HUC
#171003), the 4™ level Middle Rogue Subbasin (HUC #17103008), the 5 level Rogue River-Gold Hill Watershed
(HUC #1710030802), the 6" level Rogue River-Galls Creek (HUC #171003080204), Rogue River-Sardine Creek
(HUC #171003080205), and Foots Creek (HUC #171003080206) subwatersheds, and the 7" level drainage areas listed
in Table 3-H-1. In this document, for ease of use in referring to 5th level watershed HUC numbers, the Rogue River-
Gold Hill Watershed is referred to using the code “RH” rather than the full “1710030802”. So, for example, in Table
3-H-1, the drainage code for Kane Creek, “RH0409”, refers to the 7" level drainage “09” (which is Kane Creek) within
the 6" level subwatershed “04” (which is the Rogue River-Galls Creek Subwatershed) within the 5" level watershed
“RH” (which is the Rogue River-Gold Hill Watershed).

For purposes of analyzing the affected environment and the proposed project for water resources/hydrology issues, the
Planning Area is divided into drainage areas. Drainage areas are generally less than 10,000 acres in size, often consist
of the watershed area of a single main tributary, with a state-designated beneficial use usually occurring by the time
flow reaches the lower boundary of the drainage. Watershed areas larger than drainage areas (for example entire 5"
field watersheds such as Rogue River — Gold Hill) can mask significant water resource effects simply by their shear
size. The following hypothetical example demonstrates why analysis of effects for water resources is being conducted
at the 7" field drainage size.

As a simple example, consider a hypothetical 100 square mile 5" field watershed called “Big River”. The hypothetical
“Big River” 5" field watershed is made up of 10 7" field drainage areas approximately 10 square miles each in size.
One of these hypothetical 7" field drainages, we’ll call it “Fish Creek”, is part of the large “Big River” project. A
cumulative effects analysis of “Big River” 5" field watershed indicates that water resource concerns focus on road
density, related to fisheries concerns which have identified 5 miles of road per square mile as a critical threshold of
concern for “Big River”. The analysis for “Big River” watershed indicates that there are 150 miles of roads, and the
proposed “Big River” project would build 10 miles of new road, with no road decommissioning, renovation, or other
improvements to watershed condition being proposed. Cumulatively for the watershed, the existing road density is
1.50 miles per square mile, with the project adding only 0.10 miles per square mile of new road density. The analysis
at the 5™ field watershed level concludes that, given a post project road density of only 1.60 miles per square mile, the
effect is insignificant, because it is nowhere near the 5 miles/square mile threshold of concern. This analysis is flawed,
however, because at the 7" field drainage level where our beneficial use is occurring (fisheries), 5 miles of the new
road construction in the “Big River” project is occurring in our 10 square mile “Fish Creek” drainage area. 7" field
drainage analysis indicates that our hypothetical drainage already has 49 miles of existing road, or 4.9 miles/square
mile (much higher than the overall density for the larger “Big River” watershed). Combined with the new road
construction, road density in the Fish Creek drainage would increase to 5.4 miles/square mile, over the 5 mile/square
mile threshold of concern for fisheries, an incremental change in condition for Fish Creek. Although both levels of
analysis analyzed the same project, the analysis results were far different. For analysis of water resource concerns,
analyses of effects at large watershed scales invariably “average out” evidence of adverse effects from proposed
projects, because the projects typically affect such a small percentage of the overall watershed. A meaningful analysis
of “cumulative effects” for water resources therefore must take into account the combined effects of the many
individual site-specific conditions resulting from past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions at a scale where such
effects would be detectable. If effects are not detectable within 7" field drainages, they will not be detectable at larger
analysis scales, either.

The analysis process for assessing water resources-related issues for the Galls Foot Landscape Project began in 2001
with on-the-ground stream surveys and inventory over several years by BLM personnel to identify, map and assess
conditions on over 150 miles of streams and draws on BLM lands in the Planning Area. BLM hydrology specialists
then spent many months mapping and interpreting hundreds of miles of additional streams on non-BLM lands through
stereoscopic aerial photo interpretation. Data from these sources was compiled in the BLM’s Geographic Information
System (GIS) to produce the most accurate mapping of hydrologic features produced for this area to date. Hundreds of



Appendix A: Galls Foot Project Conditions and Effects Analysis on Water Resources 4

pages of field data collected in the stream surveys were compiled into a large dataset (USDI 2006a) to provide analysis
capabilities for the project.

Stream surveyors mapped and marked hydrologic features including every BLM section of stream on-the-ground,
recording all of the physical stream features necessary to make Riparian Reserve determinations as outlined in the
RMP (USDI 1995: Appendix A pp. B-12 to B-17). Specialists took the collected information, and using direction
from the RMP (USDI 1995), information from watershed analysis (USDI 2001), stream survey information on
instability (USDI 2006a), information on site potential tree heights, and location of fish habitat, evaluated each
individual stream and hydrologic feature to make determinations of Riparian Reserve widths on all BLM lands in the
Planning Area. The Riparian Reserves were then mapped in GIS to provide the most accurate tool currently available
for Riparian Reserve analysis and on-the-ground management in the Planning Area.

The analysis process relies on a large quantity of information in addition to that listed above including: aerial photo
interpretation work and extensive on-the-ground inventory to quantify resource conditions (such as vegetation
conditions and fisheries surveys); professional judgment by specialists; and evaluation of the applicability of data
available from many different sources.

Because of the volume of information in the 7" field drainage analyses, the data and analysis provided for each of
these drainage areas is contained in Appendix A. Summaries of the information and effects analysis are provided in
the Chapter 3 Water Resources portion of the Environmental Assessment in enough detail to inform readers of
important findings needed for comparing the effects among alternatives. Appendix A contains the detailed drainage-
by-drainage background analysis and discussion that the tables, data and effects discussion in Chapter 3 are drawn
from.

Risk Factors

The method of analysis used is generally based on guidance provided in the RMP(USDI 1995:153-154), modified as
necessary to address site-specific concerns in the Planning Area. The evaluation of risk factors occurred to assess
current conditions, including those resulting from past actions, and potential for effects of the alternatives related to
water resources and cumulative watershed effects. Discussion of why each risk factor is important, how it is being
assessed and potential limitations in the available data or analysis methods is provided below. Following the
discussion of the risk factors is a summary of key findings from Appendix A providing information on current
condition resulting from past actions, the potential effects of the alternatives being proposed, the potential effects of
other foreseeable future actions, and a summary of the cumulative effects considering all past, current, proposed, and
reasonably foreseeable actions. For each alternative, a determination was made as to whether or not there would be
potential contribution to cumulative effects from implementation of any of the proposed alternatives. The analysis
assumes that all Project Design Features (PDFs) identified in Chapter 2 would be implemented, and that all activities
would incorporate the Best Management Practices (BMPs) described in the Resource Management Plan (USDI
1995: Appendix D). While a summary of information and key findings are presented here, Appendix A provides
important supporting analysis and information in greater detail.

Risk Factor: Is there Disturbance on Highly Erodible or Potentially Unstable Soils?

Highly erodible soils can more easily be impacted from ground disturbance or channelization of water, increasing the
chances that associated fine sediment could enter the downslope aquatic system. Unstable soil areas are also
considered during this assessment. Unstable areas are prone to or mass wasting that could dramatically increase
sediment yields and possibly affect stream function.

To assess whether highly erodible soils are an issue in a given drainage, GIS data was collected on the amount of soil
formed from granite parent material in each drainage area. Granitic soils have low clay particle size content that
provide cohesiveness and, therefore, are highly erodible. Soils formed from granite parent material on slopes over 20
percent are considered highly erosive.

Potentially unstable soil areas were identified using GIS data to locate soils with high rock content and/or low
cohesiveness on slopes over 60 percent. Additional areas of potentially unstable soils were identified through field
investigation or during stream surveys. Proposed harvest units or road construction areas with slopes over 60 percent
were field checked for signs of past or potential soil movement. If there was potential for slope failure as a result of
management actions the area was identified. A map and data base was created to identify the highly erodible or
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potentially unstable soil areas and the data queried for past management activities on public land. On non-public land,
an aerial photo interpretation was completed to determine if mechanical soil disturbance had occurred within the past
30 years. It is estimated that erosion rates on disturbed areas are back to near normal rates within 3 to 5 years but skid
trails take much longer due to compaction so for this exercise disturbance a little further back was identified. An
estimate of disturbed acres on non-public lands was made and compared with the data of past and proposed
management activities on public lands in a particular HUC-7 drainage for an assessment of ground disturbing
management activities on highly erodible soils.

Risk Factor: Has a Large Percentage of Forest Vegetation been Harvested?

Timber harvest activities that expose soil to surface erosion can result in accelerated rates of sediment production.
Skid trails and yarding corridors can expose soil and also cause compaction. Increased large openings in the forest
canopy from intensive harvest activity can result in more snow accumulation and may increase the amount of
streamflow during rain-on-snow events (see Transient Snow Zone discussion). In general, tree crowns intercept
precipitation and can reduce the effect of extreme storm events while the tree roots provide stability to the soil.
Consequently, large open areas without vegetative surface cover may have a greater risk of increased sediment
production.

This risk factor simply looks at how much recent (past 30 years) intensive timber harvest activity (clearcuts or other
similar harvest types that reduce canopy below historic levels) has occurred in the drainage as an indicator of potential
disturbances that could affect water resources. Foreseeable future harvest on non-BLM lands was assumed in all
stands containing conifers over 60 years old (USDI 1994: page 4-5) with the exception of a large area of private
commercial timberland in the Left Fork of Foots Creek and a portion of upper Galls Creek that would not be subject to
foreseeable harvest (Samuelson 2006); recent aerial photos (2005) were used to map all stands and the associated
canopy closure estimated to contain timber over 60 years of age, and multiplying the acres by the canopy closure to
come up with acres of potential harvest. Analysis of other Risk Factors (Sedimentation Potential and Area of
Compacted Soil, for example) takes a closer look at the actual or potential impacts that may result from harvest
activities.

Areas impacted by older harvests are constantly recovering. Because of this, the negative effects of the proposed
project on this risk factor are actually overstated, because current condition is based on conditions at the time of the
analysis, while implementation of the proposed project may not begin for 1 to 2 years and would occur over 2 to 3 year
period. Because the intensity of timber harvests on federal lands has declined dramatically in the past decade or so,
and current management dictates a substantially “lighter touch” than those done many years ago, in reality it is
probable that between the time of this analysis and the time any projects ultimately authorized by this project are
actually implemented, recovery of those old intensive timber harvests would have had a greater positive effect on this
risk factor than any negative effects that could ultimately be generated by the project itself.

A factor of 4.5 acres of harvest per mile of new road construction and one acre per new landing is included in
calculations to cover road and landing construction. These areas are assumed to be new intensive harvest (clearcut) for
this analysis.

In the Planning Area, the Ecoregion Description (WPN 1999: Appendix A) lists historic canopy closure with the
Planning Area as greater than 30 percent, with the exception of the oak woodland/ lowest elevations, which historically
had less than 30 percent canopy closure. Based on this description, canopy closure in most stands is far above historic
percentages.

Risk Factor: Are there Large Areas of Compacted Soil?

Large areas of compacted soil, such as occur on roads, landings, and areas of tractor yarding can be a concern from a
hydrologic perspective because such areas can decrease the infiltration properties of the soil, resulting in increased
surface runoff. This can also contribute to decreased soil moisture within and downslope of the compacted area. In
riparian areas, large areas of compacted soil can indirectly affect stream conditions and water quality by contributing to
reduced productivity of riparian vegetation.

In the project area, overland flow generally does not occur during large peakflow-producing events, because the rate at
which the soil can absorb water (infiltration) is greater than maximum precipitation rates. However, when soil
becomes compacted, the associated reduction in infiltration can cause overland flow to occur over compacted ground.
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If the area of compacted ground is great enough in extent, surface water can flow offsite. If directly adjacent to a
stream, this mechanism could increase the rate of peakflow delivery to streams. One of the functions of Riparian
Reserves is to provide a buffer against such increases; however, where roads cross streams, that function is often
compromised, and is a primary concern for evaluating changes in road/stream interactions. At these locations, any
flow captured by roadside ditches or poorly-designed roads can be delivered directly to the stream system, bypassing
the peakflow delivery buffering effect of the Riparian Reserve. See the High Road Density and High Sedimentation
Potential risk factor discussions for related analysis.

Data on compacted ground was compiled from air photo interpretation and GIS capture of roads and recent (past 30
years) harvest history throughout the drainages of the project area. For purposes of assessing whether compaction may
be an issue warranting further investigation in a given drainage, a rough “worst-case” estimate is made of current area
compacted with ground-based equipment (roads and harvest) across all ownerships in the drainage. In one western
Oregon study, Harr concluded that large peak flows appeared to be increased where at least 12 percent of the
watershed was seriously compacted (Harr, 1976). While the study was not done in this Planning Area, it is perhaps the
most applicable given the limited amount of information on the subject. In field observations by BLM specialists over
the past several decades, there has been nothing to suggest that the findings are not reasonably applicable to southwest
Oregon. Indications of possible compaction of greater than 12 percent of the total HUC-7 drainage area could indicate
the need for special management practices to mitigate water quality/quantity impacts.

The assumptions used to calculate this estimate include: 1.) acres in roads and trails are assumed to be 100 percent
permanently compacted area at rate ranging from 0.25 acres/mile for motorcycle trails up to 1.8 acres/mile for paved
forest roads (2 foot compacted width on small trails up to average 15 foot compacted width for roads). Helicopter
landings were estimated to compact 1 acre per landing (compaction from landings located on drainage boundaries was
attributed to both drainages as a conservative estimate for analysis purposes); and 2.) the logging method (tractor,
cable, helicopter) was determined from a combination of sale records and aerial photos across all ownerships. For this
analysis, tractor logged harvest units were assumed to have 12 percent (or 25 percent depending on photo
interpretation) of the harvest acreage compacted on public lands and 25 percent of the harvest acreage compacted on
non-public lands. For analysis of the alternatives, tractor logging proposed as part of the project would be assumed to
compact 12 percent of the treated acreage due to the required use of designated skid roads (USDI 1995:166).
Compaction from helicopter logging would be about 1 percent while compaction from skyline yarding would be about
4 percent of the unit (Clayton, 1981; Dyrness, 1967). Although some of the mechanical road decommissioning would
somewhat decrease compaction, especially over the long-term, this improvement cannot be easily quantified with any
degree of confidence for purposes of this “worst-case” analysis and, even though the reduction in compaction was
considered, would not be included in the analysis.

Sources of potential error in this estimation are that the potential reduction in compaction on some roads being
mechanically decommissioned is not taken into account, and no “recovery” from harvest compaction impacts is
factored in, even though gradual recovery occurs. On the flip side, no compaction is calculated for harvests over 30
years old, even though some compaction could still be present from much older harvests. The potential overestimation
of recent harvest-induced compaction would more than offset residual compaction that was missed from very old
harvests; this is further bolstered by the fact that many of these more recent harvests are on the same locations as older
harvests, and if both were included, would result in double counting of compacted acres. This magnitude of error is
not of great concern, as this exercise is looking at a “worst-case” scenario, and it is the judgment of the resource
specialists involved that the analysis overestimates rather than underestimates compaction impacts.

Risk Factor: Is there a Large Percent of Nonrecovered Openings in the Transient Snow Zone?

In the Galls Foot Planning Area, the Transient Snow Zone is identified as the elevation range between 3,500 and 5,000
feet where there is a higher probability of rain-on-snow precipitation events (USDI 2001:15). This zone is of interest
to land managers since greater snow accumulation can occur in clearings, producing the potential for higher peak flows
during rain-on-snow events.
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Drainage areas (Chapter 3 Table 3-H-1) in which the Galls Foot Planning Area is located range from 980 feet at the
confluence of Foots Creek and the Rogue River to 4,410 feet at the top of Left Fork Foots Creek. The headwaters of
the Rogue River originate in the snow-dominated precipitation zone of the Cascade and Siskiyou Mountains upstream
of the Planning Area at elevations up to 9,495 feet.

The Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual (OWAM) developed by Watershed Professionals Network (WPN 1999)
for the Governor's Watershed Enhancement Board provides a method for assessing the potential risk for peak flow
increases from runoff originating in the Transient Snow Zone. This risk assessment method compares the percent of
transient snow zone area currently less than 30 percent crown closure to the percent of forestry land use area within the
transient snow zone using the graph shown in Figure 3-H-1."

It - - should be noted that for the
Risk cl'b‘:.s"‘,es'RF‘?"fs":”‘Rd“;‘d Lmpiacys Inland Siskiyous ecoregion the
g - . . ring ! ain orll .Snow'l ven?f | : Planning Area is located in, the
< ' 3 _J' i I - ! : Ecoregion Description (WPN
§ T T TNy e e e = 1999:Appendix A:219) lists
g fmmdo o e SN e 1 e i | historic canopy closure as
- ro-----l———:—--l--J- i e = greater than 30 percent.
£ | ! '
R (T R R T g - -L-- Drainages with more than 25
= ! I Low Risk of ' ! percent of their area at or above
i ‘I' ) e the Transient Snow Zone
g ale—a __L__.;-__:___ elevation (3500 feet in the
E | _:_ | | _; Planning Area) may be at risk
s Y1 - - : _": e i = for possible peak flow increases;
B oafoetecqe - 1' _ _: | drainages with 75 percent or
s ' I | ! ! ; ! : more of their area in the rain
8 ‘°"'_“'-T"T—‘r"‘:" R T zone (below 3500 feet) have a
| S N . | S P P PP [ low potential risk of peak-flow
0 10 0 30 0 50 0 70 80 %0 100 enhancement (WPN 1999:1V-9).
Percent of forestry land use area above rain-on-snow elevation For this anglys_ls, dralnages with
a low potential risk of peak-flow

enhancement (drainages with 75
percent or more area in the
Rainfall Zone) would not be
evaluated further as part of the Transient Snow Zone analysis. Remaining drainages would be evaluated using the
graph shown in Figure 3-H-1.

Figure 3-H-1: Graph for estimation of the risk of peak-flow enhancement from
forestry-related impacts during rain-on-snow events (WPN 1999:1V-11).

This technique is a screening process which only identifies the potential for increases to peak flows from impacts to
forest crown closure; it does not identify the magnitude of potential impacts. If the screening process indicates an
increased probability of flow impacts in the Planning Area, more definitive assessment techniques would be required
to identify the magnitude of potential impacts.

Risk Factor: Do Stream Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair Stability or Condition?

Streams may lack adequate stream channel structure (i.e. debris jams or other structures) to dissipate stream energy,
have degraded channel conditions (sinuosity, width/depth ratio, or gradient), and/or lack things like rocks and woody
debris sufficient to protect the channel from accelerated bank erosion and downcutting during flood events.

! Regarding the graph shown in Figure 4-H-1, the Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual (WPN 1999:1V-11) states “[t]he graph...is adapted from the Washington
State Department of Natural Resources Interim Rain-on-Snow Rules. Although the graph was derived for Washington State, it was developed using rules of thumb
applicable to the Pacific Northwest. For the purpose of screening forested areas of hydrologic concern in Oregon, the risk classes used in the Washington graph
were aggregated from three classes to two classes: low risk and potential risk. The boundary between the two classes was set at a lower threshold of concern, based
on personal communication with the original author of the Washington graphs. The lines were also tested using the Washington State Forest Practices Board rain-
on-snow model for a watershed in the Rogue Basin and a watershed on the western slope of the Cascades in northern Oregon. The line appears to roughly
represent peak-flow increases of 8 to 10 percent, which represents the lower boundary of detectability; the accuracy of good streamflow measurements are within
10 percent of the true value.”
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Streams with a high percentage of streambanks composed of non-erodible material, boulders and cobbles, or stabilized
by vegetation usually indicate a high level of bank stability and ability to withstand high flows. Streams naturally have
some eroding banks resulting from the ongoing processes of scour and deposition. Most of the streams in the Planning
Area are very steep, and many are located on depositional slopes, landslide debris, and mixtures of noncohesive,
colluvial and alluvial deposition. Natural disturbance and active erosion of channels and banks are common features
of these streams. Typical stream bank erosional processes are fluvial entrainment, bank collapse, dry ravel,
freeze/thaw and lateral scour from debris flows (Rosgen 1996:4-4 to 4-6, 5-44 to 5-83). Many streams in the area were
subjected to intensive mining activity beginning in the mid to late 1800’s that modified both riparian and channel
conditions. Streams affected in this way have been gradually recovering, with each successive flood event gradually
moving the channel morphology toward a more pre-mining era condition.

For this analysis, there is no hard-and-fast condition threshold. The percentages of actively eroding streambanks
observed during stream surveys are listed, along with any pertinent discussion and professional judgment as to the
condition of this risk factor.

Risk Factor: Are Riparian Areas in Poor-to-Fair Condition?

Riparian areas need to be in a condition where adequate vegetation, landform, or woody debris is present to: dissipate
stream energy during high flow events to reduce erosion and improve water quality; filter sediment, capture bedload,
and aid in floodplain development; improve floodwater retention and groundwater recharge; develop root masses that
stabilize streambanks against cutting action; develop diverse ponding and channel characteristics to provide the habitat
and the water depth, duration, and temperature necessary for fish production, waterfowl breeding, and other uses; and
to support greater biodiversity (USDI/USDA 1998). When adequate vegetation, landform, or woody debris is not
present along a stream, proper functioning of the physical processes listed above is compromised.

Data collected using Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) assessment protocol (USDI/USDA 1998) is used for an
indication of riparian condition, with the “functional-at-risk-downward” and “nonfunctional” categories being used to
guantify conditions as “fair-to-poor”. Also included is data collected during stream surveys indicating evidence of past
riparian harvest, and GIS vegetation data indicating percentages of riparian areas in young stands and in old growth.

Riparian Reserves, a component of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS), have been determined using the
direction in the RMP (USDI 1995:26-27). Hydrologic feature information necessary to make these determinations was
collected for all streams on BLM during stream surveys conducted since 2001 (USDI 2006a).

All PFC and stream/riparian survey data was collected on-the-ground, and is considered to be an accurate portrayal of
conditions existing at the time collected. The GIS vegetation data is a combination of air photo interpretation and on-
the-ground inventory and validation; the GIS data may include stand characteristics for an entire unit including the
uplands adjacent to the Riparian Reserve, so although it represents the best available information, there is greater
potential to not accurately reflect actual riparian conditions as compared to the on-the-ground stream/riparian surveys.

The RMP directs that silvicultural practices are to be applied to Riparian Reserves to control stocking, reestablish and
manage stands, and acquire desired vegetation characteristics needed to attain ACS and Riparian Reserve objectives
(USDI 1995:27).

Risk Factor: Are there High Impacts from a Catastrophic Event?

High impacts can be present from events such as widespread intense fire, major slides and debris torrents, or large
flood events. The presence of recent catastrophic events within a drainage may indicate the need for closer
examination of potential interrelated effects.

Wildfire is a natural process that is part of the forest maintenance and regeneration cycle. Fire exclusion management
can result in increased fuel build-up with an increased risk of eventually experiencing a hotter, more devastating fire
than would be experienced under a more natural fire regime. Severe fires can be more damaging to streams and water
quality because they often expose more soil by burning the duff layer on the forest floor. The suppression effort
associated with a fire can also be damaging. Dozer lines and hand constructed firelines need to be carefully
rehabilitated to prevent serious resource damage. Also, since more large wood is consumed in a severe fire, a
deficiency of stabilizing wood material can result in increased erosion processes. BLM’s current fire management
strategy is to mimic the effect of small, low intensity fires with a systematic fuel reduction program.
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For analysis of recent wildfire history in the Planning Area, data was used from the Oregon Department of Forestry
(ODF, Southwest Oregon Office, Central Point, OR), and the Rogue River National Forest (RRNF, Supervisor’s
Office, Medford, OR). Because ODF handles fire suppression on all BLM lands in Southern Oregon, the data for fires
on BLM lands should be fairly complete. The ODF dataset contains information on fires from 1967 to 2003 and the
RRNF dataset contains information on fires from 1970 to 2003. The datasets are based on fire location point data with
information on fire year, fire number, fire name, total acres burned, approximate location of the fire start, and cause of
the fire. Using GIS, the ODF and RRNF datasets were intersected with GIS layers containing precipitation zones, 7th
level drainage areas, and property ownership. The points represent fire location, but not exact points of origin—they
are not based on GPS point data. ODF placed the point of origin in the center of a quarter-quarter section or, if the
guarter-quarter section was not available, the point would be placed in the center of the quarter section. It is possible
that some fires originating close to a drainage area boundary are mapped in the wrong drainage area due to the limited
precision of the location data. Information as to how points were located is unknown for USFS points, and the location
precision of these points is somewhat questionable?; however, it is the best data available. It is also possible ODF and
RRNF have duplicate points of origin and fire acreage; however, where duplicate points and fire acreage were
discovered they were removed. Some fires that occurred during the interval from 1967 to 2003 may have been missed
due to the lack of data in the RRNF dataset from 1967 to 1969 and the potential that some fires might not have been
documented by ODF or RRNF. Data for any fire starts since 2003 are not included, but it should be noted that there
have been no major fires in the analyzed drainages between that time and this analysis in late 2006.

Only fires larger than five acres are individually discussed in this analysis. Smaller fires are discussed en masse for
each drainage area. For larger fires that originated near drainage area boundaries on the perimeter of the Planning
Area, aerial photographs were examined to determine whether or not they left the drainage area of origin or entered a
drainage area related to the project from outside of the project boundary. While the point data helped to determine the
location in which a fire originated, the acreage of larger fires could not be calculated by individual 7th level drainage
areas. Polygon data from old BLM field reports and maps as well as collected GPS data was available for some larger
fires. Acreage from this source was not determined for each individual 7th level drainage area. In some cases, the 7th
level watershed acreage burned was estimated from aerial photos. Otherwise, the acreage was not included and a note
was made that an undetermined area from a larger fire burned within the 7th level drainage area.

Other “catastrophic” events also occur as the result of natural processes. The natural recovery from such events can be
affected by ongoing management activities, so analysis for proposed activities in areas where recent major events have
occurred consider this.

Risk Factor: Is Road Density High in the Drainage?

Roads alter the hydrologic network and may increase the magnitude of peak flows and affect the time it takes runoff to
reach the stream. Road cuts intercept subsurface water and road ditches convey it to streams. Road surfaces are in a
permanently compacted state, promoting the collection and runoff of water during storm events; this water can be
transported to streams (Wemple 1994). This effect is more pronounced in areas with high road densities and where
roads are in close proximity to streams (USDI 2001:61). Roads are the primary source of sediment for streams in the
analysis area (USDI 2001:70).

The Klamath Siskiyou Matrix of Pathways and Indicators (USDA/USDI 1996) identifies road densities greater than
3.0 miles per square mile as high. The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality references papers indicating that
hydrology is altered when roads constitute more than 4 percent of the drainage area; this correlates to approximately 4
miles of road per square mile of area (ODEQ 2003b:61).

Roads can be a concern if they change the local drainage pattern and force the natural drainage system, which has
developed over millennia, to adjust to a new regime. For example, a road might intercept storm flow in one stream
catchment transport it into an adjacent catchment. The channel in the catchment receiving the additional flow must
start an adjustment process to accommodate the flow increase while the original channel responds to a reduction in
water.

Well-designed roads with an adequately functioning drainage system would attempt to mimic the local natural
drainage pattern by keeping the local downslope movement of water similar to the pre-road condition. However,
during extreme events (drought or peak flow) any hydrologic differences between the artificial drainage associated

2 Ed Reilly, BLM, E-mail communication to BLM hydrologist David Squyres, January 5, 2005.
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with the road system and the natural system become more critical and can cause noticeable effects to the local
environment.

Road failures can adversely affect the aquatic system in several different ways. A fill or cut slope failure produces soil
material that could potentially increase the sediment input to a stream. Culvert failures can cause the water to be
diverted from one catchment to another thereby affecting the channel stability of both systems.

For this analysis, we started with all roads in the BLM GIS system, added additional roads and OHV trails inventoried
as part of the ongoing Johns Peak EIS process, then added roads not shown on the GIS maps but visible on the most
recent aerial photos, taken in 2005. The BLM hydrologist has estimated that the percentage of additional undetected
roads and trails in the Planning Area may be as much as 30 percent on private lands and 5 percent on federal lands due
to a variety of factors, including roads and trails hidden under tree canopy, and roads and trails constructed since the
time field inventory was completed or air photos taken. The amount of OHV trails is increasing in some portions of
the Planning Area as additional trails are created through intensive use and off-road vehicle activity, so the road
density data represents a “snapshot” of what was out there at the time of analysis.

Risk Factor: Is there High Stream Sedimentation Potential?

The 2004 305(b) Report (ODEQ 2004b) identified thresholds for fine sediment (silt, clay, sand) based on reference
sites throughout Oregon. Using the ODEQ thresholds, streams with substrate composed of less than 22 percent fine
sediment are rated as “Good”, those with 22-35 percent are rated as “Fair”, and those with greater than 35 percent fine
sediment are rated as “Poor” (ODEQ 2004b:19-20). Similar estimates of substrate composition were made by BLM
stream survey crews at representative locations along streams within the Planning Area (USDI 2006a), and BLM then
applied the ODEQ “good-fair-poor” thresholds to the resulting information. The methodologies for collecting this data
were probably somewhat different than those used by DEQ, so the confidence in the exact application of BLM data to
DEQ’s ratings is not high. However, it represents the best information available, and provides some idea of relative
conditions between the drainages being analyzed. BLM perennial and long duration intermittent streams with
continuous surface flow are looked at in each drainage for this rating; channels with interrupted surface flow (for
example, portions subsurface) are not included in this rating, because these are often reaches with lots of instream
structure or other channel characteristics that may show high sediment levels from natural functioning processes rather
than from management-induced degradation.

The interaction of roads with streams is looked at as an indicator of potential for sediment impacts to be conveyed to
the stream. The density of road/stream crossings as well as the presence of mining and irrigation ditches is considered.

Data from Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) surveys (USDI 2006a) is analyzed to determine the percentage of
streams that do not have adequate riparian and channel conditions to store, sort, and transport sediment through the
stream system at natural rates. Such riparian and channel conditions could negatively affect levels of fine sediments
present in the stream.

The alternatives are analyzed as to the numbers of stream crossings that would be constructed or removed, how many
existing stream crossings would be renovated to reduce interactions with the stream, and how many roads would be
renovated to reduce existing erosion/water channelization problems.

Sedimentation rates from pile burning and maintenance underburning are not expected to be substantially different
than what would be expected from natural fire in a low severity fire regime. Observation by BLM resources staff of
conditions during the rainy season following pile burns and underburns at various locations in the Ashland Resource
Area have not indicated evidence of surface flow or sediment movement from these types of burned areas into streams,
even in observations made following major flood events and peakflow events. Because prescribed maintenance fire of
this type is generally low severity, it stands to reason that the impacts to sedimentation would be similar to or less than
what would be expected to occur under natural conditions. Based on this, no additional analysis is being done
regarding the effects of pile burning and maintenance underburning on sedimentation.

Risk Factor: Is there Potential for Violation of the Clean Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act?

This risk factor is a combination of three cumulative impacts criteria listed in the RMP, Appendix D (USDI 1995:153).
The three criteria are: potential for adverse impact on a beneficial use; monitoring data shows that water quality does
not meet state water quality standards; and beneficial use impairment identified in DEQ’s nonpoint source assessment
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and 305(b) reports. These criteria contribute to the determination of whether or not there is a potential for violation of
the Clean Water Act (CWA).

The objective of the CWA is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s
waters and to protect designated beneficial uses. Any adverse impact on a beneficial use would violate the CWA.

Under Section 303(d) of the CWA, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or its state delegates are required to
develop a list of the surface waters in each state that do not meet water quality criteria. In Oregon, these criteria are
developed by DEQ to protect beneficial uses and are approved by EPA. The DEQ is responsible for designating
waterbodies that do not meet established water quality criteria for one or more beneficial uses. These waterbodies are
included on the State’s 303(d) list of water quality limited waterbodies, which is revised every two years, and
submitted to the EPA for approval. Monitoring data showing that water quality does not meet state water quality
standards would place the waterbody on the state’s 303(d) list.

The RMP referenced the 1988 Oregon Statewide Assessment of Nonpoint Sources of Water Pollution and the 1992
Water Quality Status Assessment (305b) reports. The 1988 Nonpoint Source Assessment was a comprehensive survey
of nonpoint source pollution prepared to comply with Section 319 of the CWA. DEQ has not repeated that survey;
instead it produces annual nonpoint source program annual reports, most recently published for 2005 (ODEQ 2006b).
Section 305(b) of the CWA requires the states to submit a report to EPA every two years describing the activities and
accomplishments of the water quality program. The 305(b) report also discusses water quality problems that need to
be addressed.

All three of these cumulative impact criteria from Appendix D of the RMP pertain to the CWA. For analysis in this
environmental assessment they are combined into one risk factor.

Salmon and Trout Rearing and Migration is the most sensitive beneficial uses occurring within the Planning Area .
Other less sensitive beneficial uses include public domestic water supply, private domestic water supply, industrial
water supply, irrigation, livestock watering, boating, aesthetic quality, commercial navigation and transportation,
anadromous fish passage, salmonid fish spawning, salmonid fish rearing, resident fish and aquatic life, wildlife and
hunting, fishing and water contact recreation. In practice, water quality standards have been set at a level to protect the
most sensitive beneficial uses (ODEQ 2003a:10); water quality sufficient to protect the most sensitive beneficial use
would protect the other beneficial uses, as well.

One of the other beneficial uses BLM is required to protect is private domestic water supply. Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality has indicated that this beneficial use is protected when such water can be “beneficially used
with adequate pretreatment (filtration and disinfection) and natural quality to meet drinking water standards” (ODEQ
2003e). Because water quality standards are set to protect the most sensitive beneficial use, the results of analysis of
the effects of BLM actions on water quality standards would be applicable to less sensitive beneficial uses such as
private domestic water supply, as well. Groundwater extracted through wells is used by many residents in the Rogue
River-Gold Hill Watershed as their private domestic water supply. BLM’s management as analyzed for in the
Medford District RMP/EIS would cause no measurable changes in ground water. This was the case for even the most
management-intensive alternatives that were considered in the RMP/EIS. Because one of the more environmentally
conservative alternatives (relating to water resources) in the RMP/EIS was ultimately selected (USDI 1995:4) and is
being implemented (USDI 1995:6), concerns over potential impacts to ground water from BLM activities are
negligible (USDI 1994:4-18).

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality’s 303(d) list (ODEQ 2006A) has identified streams within the
Planning Area that do not meet State Water Quality Standards (OAR 340-041, 2004). These include mainstem
portions of the Rogue River for high year-around stream temperatures and high levels of fecal coliform, and Galls
Creek for high summertime stream temperatures. All streams within the Planning Area are identified as “Salmon and
Trout Rearing and Migration” (USDI 2005:6), where the seven-day-average maximum summer stream temperature
may not exceed 64.4° F. The State of Oregon has not identified any additional water quality parameters for streams
within the Planning Area that do not meet State Water Quality Standards.

No additional beneficial use impairment for the Rogue River or its tributaries within the Galls Foot Planning Area
within this watershed is identified in DEQ’s 2004 Nonpoint Source Assessment report (ODEQ 2004a) or DEQ’s 2004
305(b) report (ODEQ 2004b). The 305(b) report includes an Oregon Water Quality Index (OWQI) designed to
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monitor trends over long periods of time. This index utilizes temperature, dissolved oxygen for percent saturation and
concentration, biochemical oxygen demand, pH, total solids, ammonia and nitrate nitrogens, total phosphorus, and
fecal coliform data to measure cumulative impacts from point and non point sources in a variety of conditions (ODEQ
2004b:16). The 2004 305(b) report indicates that the overall OWQI for the Rogue River adjacent to the Planning Area
is good, with no significant change from 1993-2004 (ODEQ 2004b:17).

The 1996 amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) mandated that state agencies conduct source water
assessments for every public water system. A federally-regulated public water system provides water for human
consumption through pipes or other constructed conveyances to at least 15 service connections or serves an average or
at least 25 people for at least 60 days a year. The states must delineate the groundwater and surface water source areas
which supply public water systems, inventory each of those areas to determine potential sources of contamination, and
determine the most susceptible areas at risk for contamination.

The Galls Foot Project falls within the source water areas for the cities of Rogue River and Grants Pass, Oregon. The
surface water source is the Rogue River downstream from and including Bear Creek. The closest activities proposed
in the Galls Foot Project would occur approximately three miles upstream from the water intake for the city of Rogue
River and more than 10 miles upstream of the intake for Grants Pass.

Source water assessments have been completed by the DEQ and the Oregon Department of Human Services for the
cities of Rogue River and Grants Pass. The assessments include an inventory of potential contaminant sources within
the source water areas. Grazing animals were identified as a potential contaminant source for the Rogue River and
Grants Pass drinking water protection areas. The assessments recognized that concentrated livestock may contribute to
erosion and sedimentation of surface water bodies. Livestock grazing is not an issue in the Galls Foot Project. No
other potential contaminant sources that could occur within the Galls Foot Project area were identified in the state
source water assessments.

Road operations (construction, renovation, and decommissioning), timber harvest, and prescribed fire are additional
possible contaminating activities that are proposed for the Galls Foot Project portion of the source water areas.
Implementation of best management practices (BMPs) and the Aquatic Conservation Strategy would protect the
drinking water source areas and minimize adverse effects. BMPs (included in the Chapter 2 Project Design Features)
would be implemented to minimize sediment delivery to streams during road operations. No harvests would occur
within Riparian Reserves, and riparian areas would be protected during thinning activities to minimize any adverse
effects on water quality. Yarding would be designed to minimize soil compaction and soil disturbance. Prescribed
burning would include handpiles and underburning that would be kept away from streams, seeps, springs, wetlands,
and other waterbodies to minimize the disturbance of riparian vegetation and movement of soil and ash to water
sources.
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Galls Creek

BLM Drainage Area RH0415
Hydrologic Unit 17100308020415

Drainage Area Description

The RH0415 drainage area is 8493 acres, of which 44 percent
are BLM-administered lands and 56 percent are privately
owned (BLM GIS data). The drainage consists of generally
north-flowing Galls Creek, tributary to the west-flowing
Rogue River. Named streams and gulches include Galls
Creek, West Branch Galls Creek, East Branch Galls Creek,
and Alder Gulch. Approximate elevations range from 1040
feet at the lower end to 4120 feet at the high point of the
drainage (data from USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle maps and
Terrain Navigator software). All but five acres of this
drainage area (99.9 percent) is located within the Galls Foot
Planning Area boundary (3717 acres BLM, 4772 acres
private).

All streams on BLM lands within the RH0415 drainage have
been inventoried during stream surveys conducted since
2001 (USDI 2006a). Miles of different types of streams on
BLM lands analyzed here are different than those listed in
the South Rogue-Gold Hill Watershed Analysis because
stream types have now been verified on-the-ground, where
at the time of the Watershed Analysis most stream types
were estimated from aerial photos (USDI 2001:29) without
on-the-ground verification. Streams on non-BLM lands
were determined from a combination of sources, including
aerial photos, USGS quadrangle maps, and extrapolation
from adjacent BLM lands. The stream type information for
all lands has been entered into the BLM GIS system.

On BLM-managed lands there are 1.8 miles of perennial
stream, 5.3 miles of long duration intermittent stream, 7.8
miles of short duration intermittent stream, and 33.7 miles of
dry draws. A total of nine springs have been identified on
BLM lands, located primarily near stream and draw bottoms.
No large wetlands are present in this drainage; small wetland
areas exist along portions of some streams and around some
of the springs. No irrigation ditches or abandoned mining
ditches have been mapped on BLM lands in this drainage.
There are 702 acres of Riparian Reserve on BLM lands in
this drainage.

Non-BLM lands are estimated to have 11.6 miles of
perennial stream, 12.0 miles of long duration intermittent
stream, 25.7 miles of short duration intermittent stream, and
23.8 miles of dry draws. Details on channel dimensions are
not available for streams on non-BLM lands. No springs
have been mapped on non-BLM lands, and little is known
about springs or wetlands in these areas. 1.1 miles of ditches
and associated pipelines have been mapped on non-BLM
lands from sources such as USGS information and aerial
photos; these may be either irrigation ditches or old mining

ditches. Additional ditches may be present, but have not
been mapped. The exact status and use of these ditches are
not known, and obtaining this information is not necessary
for this analysis. There are estimated to be 1997 acres of
riparian areas on non-BLM lands in this drainage.

On BLM-administered land in this drainage, perennial
streams have average bankfull channels® ranging from 2.7-
13.1 feet wide and 0.2-0.5 feet deep, with flood-prone area
widths ranging from 4.1-18.9 feet. Long duration
intermittent streams have average bankfull channels ranging
from 1.3-4.4 feet wide and 0.1-0.5 feet deep, with flood-
prone area widths ranging from 1.7-8.6 feet. Short duration
intermittent streams have average bankfull channels ranging
from 0.7-3.2 feet wide and 0.1-0.3 feet deep, with flood-
prone area widths ranging from 1.4-7.1 feet. (USDI 2006a)

One location on BLM administered lands was identified as
having some type of development for the purpose of
diverting, storing, and/or transporting water. BLM records
do not show any other authorizations for diversion
structures, water storage, or water transport facilities.

Oregon Water Right Certificate 60664 authorizes the use of
.005 cubic feet per second from an unamed tributary to Galls
Creek for domestic use. The point of diversion is in the SE
Y2 NE % of Section 9 in T37S R3W. The point of use is in
the SE ¥ NE ¥ of Section 9. Specific locations for the
points of diversion and use are not known. There are no
proposed management activities being considered as part of
the Galls Foot Project near the diversion. Pre-commercial
thinning and a timber sale unit are proposed in the SW %4
NW ¥4, approximately 2000 feet upstream from this point of
diversion.

Stream surveys conducted by BLM in 2001 identified a
primitive water diversion with PVVC pipe in SE¥2a NW¥4 in
Section 9. This point of diversion is approximately 500 feet
upstream from Oregon Water Right Certificate 60664. It is
assumed that this diversion structure is associated with this
water right.

There are no other known developments on BLM lands in
the drainage for which authorizations could not be identified.

Notable Past Actions and Conditions for this Drainage
In addition to the existing roads and past timber harvests
contributing to the existing condition and discussed in the

® As used here, the bankfull width for a surveyed reach of stream is the
average of three measurements of riffle width that would be present during
a 1-2 year return interval flow event, generally taken near the upper end,
middle, and lower end of a stream reach.
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Risk Factor analyses, below, the following recent past or
ongoing actions were included in the analysis for this
drainage:

o 860 acres (116 acres in Riparian Reserve) of
manual fuels reduction treatments as part of the
Galls Creek Fuels Project.

o Approximately 1308 acres (310 acres in Riparian
Reserve) of precommercial thinning, brushing, and
other manual noncommercial treatments during the
previous five years.

o Thereis atrend in this drainage toward increasing
OHV use and associated increasing mileage of
unplanned, poorly designed and poorly located
user-created OHV trails over time.

Foreseeable Future Actions in this Drainage
The following are known future actions likely to occur in
this drainage, and considered in the analysis:

e Anestimated 1569 acres of merchantable timber is
present on non-BLM lands*, and if logged would
consist of 1343 acres tractor yarding, 121 acres
cable yarding, and 106 acres helicopter yarding;
however, a portion of this timber cannot be
harvested due to spotted owl restrictions
(Samuelson 2006), leaving an estimated 1469 acres
foreseeable future timber harvest on non-BLM
lands®, consisting of an estimated 1340 acres tractor
yarding, 121 acres cable yarding, and 9 acres
helicopter yarding.

e The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV
area would have future impact on OHV roads and
trails on BLM lands in this drainage. The worst
case scenario from a water resources standpoint
would be selection of a “no action” alternative in
the Johns Peak OHV Plan, because without action
to manage the existing and increasing OHV use
there is nothing to indicate any reversal of the trend
in this area toward increasing mileage of
unplanned, poorly designed and poorly located
user-created OHV trails over time. All action
alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS would
establish a managed trail system and limit OHV use
on BLM lands within the Johns Peak OHV area to
that managed system. Implementation of any of the
Johns Peak action alternatives would lead to
reduced mileage of OHV trails and roads within the
drainage, with a corresponding reduction in
road/trail-related impacts over time.

e Upto 2168 acres (426 acres in Riparian Reserve) of
maintenance underburning at 5-10 year intervals on
acreage previously noncommercially treated under
other projects.

Alternative 2 Quick Overview for this Drainage
e 527 acres (none in Riparian Reserve) of
commercial timber prescriptions (see Appendix B).
Approximately 33 acres would be yarded by tractor
using designated skid roads, 400 acres by cable,
and 94 acres by helicopter. There would be slash

* From aerial photos using assumptions in USDI 1994: page 4-5
® From aerial photos using assumptions in USDI 1994: page 4-5

pile and burn approximately 1-2 years after harvest
and underburn approximately 3-10 years after
harvest.

e 991 acres manual precommercial conifer thinning
(PCT). Of this total, 405 acres of PCT would be
completed within the commercial timber
prescription units above, and 177 acres of PCT
would be completed within Riparian Reserve.

e 12 existing helicopter landings would be used; two
of these would be rebuilt (including one on the
ridge between this drainage and drainage RH0609).
One additional of the existing helicopter landings is
located on the ridge between this drainage and
Foots Creek drainage RH0609, and another is
located on the ridge between this drainage and
Millers Gulch drainage RH0524. Two new
helicopter landings would be constructed (one
located on the ridge between this drainage and Left
Fork Foots Creek drainage RH0606). One existing
helicopter landing is partially located within a
Riparian Reserve.

e 1.6 miles (none in Riparian Reserve) new road
construction, including 0.24 miles temporary road
construction.

e 2.7 miles (0.6 mile in Riparian Reserve) of
mechanical road decommissioning, including the
decommissioning of the 0.24 miles temporary road
construction.

e 0.5 miles (0.01 mile in Riparian Reserve and 0.1 in
non-BLM riparian area) of natural road
decommissioning.

e 5 miles (1.1 miles in Riparian Reserve and 0.6
miles in non-BLM riparian area) of road
renovation.

Risk Factor Analysis

Following is analysis of the risk factors being evaluated for
potential effects issues, including cumulative impacts.

é Risk Factor: Is there Disturbance on Highly Erodible or
Potentially Unstable Soils?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are approximately 1,193 acres of erodible or
potentially unstable soils identified in this drainage. There
appears to be about 10 acres of recent (<10 yrs.) ground
disturbance on the highly erodible/potentially unstable soils
in this drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no direct or indirect effects on the risk
factors affecting erodible soils in this HUC-7 drainage.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under this alternative, approximately 41 acres of helicopter
logging is proposed on potentially unstable soils. No tractor
logging is proposed on highly erosive or potentially unstable
soils. There would be about 163 acres of cable yarding on
potentially unstable soils in the drainage. Helicopter logging
only disturbs about 2 percent of the soil surface so the
effects from that operation would be about 1 acre of
disturbance. Skyline cable yarding disturbs about 7 percent
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so about 11 acres would be disturbed on potentially unstable
soils.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are no foreseeable projects planned for this drainage
on BLM land. There is potential that about 241acres of
timber on potentially unstable soil could be harvested on
private land in the near future. That is merely a projection
based on available timber that is mature enough to harvest.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been 10 acres of disturbance in the recent past, no
disturbance would occur from Alternative 1 and possibly 50
acres of disturbance from future proposed projects.
Therefore, it is anticipated that the cumulative impacts on
highly erodible or potentially unstable soils would be
minimal as a result this alternative.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been about 10 acres of disturbance in the recent
past; about 12 acres of disturbance would occur from
Alternative 2 and possibly about 50 acres from possible
future projects. These disturbances would be spread
throughout the 8,493 acre drainage and, therefore, it is
anticipated that the cumulative impacts on highly
erodible/unstable soils would be slight.

é Risk Factor: Has a Large Percentage of Forest Vegetation
been Harvested?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

1041 acres of BLM administered lands in this drainage are
estimated to be conifer stands under 30 years old (trees up to
11” diameter)(BLM GIS data). This may be somewhat of
an overestimation of acres in young stands, because the slow
growth of conifers on many sites in this area means that trees
11” in diameter may be much older than 30 years. An
estimated 1103 acres of conifer forest on non-BLM lands in
the drainage are less than 30 years old. Existing young
conifer stands across all ownerships total approximately 25
percent of the drainage. The majority of these young stands
were harvested in the 1970’s and earlier, so these stands
have high canopy closure and are quickly approaching full
hydrologic recovery.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new young stands created from harvest of vegetation
within the Planning Area, so current percentages would
remain the same.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Each harvest prescription under the Galls Foot Project would
maintain forested area average canopy closure at 30 percent
or greater. The most aggressive prescriptions are Douglas-
fir Regeneration, which would leave an average of 45
percent canopy with some areas of individual units falling to
37 percent canopy, and the Pine Site prescription, where
average remaining canopy closure would be 30 percent with
some areas in individual units falling to as low as 22 percent.
In this drainage, there would be 211 acres (roughly 2 %
percent of the drainage) harvested using the Douglas-fir
Regeneration prescription and 11 acres (roughly one-tenth of

one percent of the drainage) harvested using the Pine Site
prescription (See prescription descriptions in Appendix B).
When the project is completed, estimated average canopy
closure of all forest areas harvested throughout the Project
under Alternative 2 would be 47 percent; the remaining
untreated forested areas would still maintain an estimated 85
percent canopy closure. (Gordon 2006).

New road and helicopter landing construction would create
up to 9.2 acres of new permanent non-forested openings due
to permanent vegetation removal and clearcut harvest
associated with the construction and ongoing maintenance of
these roads and landings.

In the Planning Area, the Ecoregion Description (WPN
1999: Appendix A) lists historic canopy closure within the
Planning Area as greater than 30 percent, with the exception
of the oak woodland/ lowest elevations which historically
had less than 30 percent canopy closure. Because even
following harvest, canopy closure in all but a few of the pine
site units would still be at or above historic percentages, and
the average canopy closure across the landscape would be
much greater than those described in the Ecoregion
Description, implementation of Alternative 2 would have no
effect related to hydrologic processes on this Risk Factor for
the drainage. Related risk factors (such as High
Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted Soil
for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts that
may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An additional 1469 acres of trees appear to be potentially
available for harvest on non-BLM lands, and would be
assumed to be cut in the near future (USDI 1994: page 4-5).

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
With no action proposed under Alternative 1, 2572 acres of
current and potential foreseeable future harvest in the
drainage would result in approximately 43 percent of the
drainage being composed of young stands.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
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term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
9.2 acres of vegetation removal and clearcut harvest related
to road construction proposed under Alternative 2 and 2572
acres of current and potential foreseeable future harvest in
the drainage would result in approximately 30 percent of the
drainage being composed of young stands or permanently
cleared areas. Related risk factors (such as High
Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted Soil
for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts that
may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

é Risk Factor: Are there Large Areas of Compacted Soil?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An estimated 117 acres of BLM administered lands in this
drainage are currently in a compacted state. Approximately
45 acres of this total are the result of compaction due to
existing roads and 72 acres due to past yarding activities.
An estimated 297 acres of non-BLM lands are currently in a
compacted state: 97 acres due to existing roads and 200
acres due to past yarding activities. Total existing
compacted area for the drainage is estimated at
approximately 414 acres or 4.8 percent.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new compacted area as a result of this project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, tractor yarding utilizing designated skid
roads on about 33 acres would potentially increase
compacted area by about 4 acres. Approximately 400 acres
of cable yarding would increase compacted area by about 16
acres; helicopter logging would affect 94 acres resulting in

about 9 acres of compaction, 1.4 miles of road construction
is proposed and would result in about 3 acres of compacted
area. This results in a total of about 32 acres compacted as a
result of the project. Combined with existing compacted
area, overall compaction on BLM lands would be about 149
acres as the result of the proposed project. Approximately
2.5 miles of mechanical road decommissioning could cause
an immediate reduction in compacted area attributable to
roads of about 6 acres. After the project completion,
compacted area for the entire drainage would be
approximately 5.2 percent.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There is no proposed for logging in the foreseeable future in
this drainage that would increase the compacted acres on
BLM land. It is possible that approximately 1469 acres of
non-BLM land could be treated in the foreseeable future. It
is estimated that about 1,340 acres would be tractor yarded,
121 acres cable yarded and about 9 acres helicopter yarded.
This could increase the amount of compacted area in this
drainage by approximately 340 acres.

Increasing OHV use in this drainage would likely result in
additional compacted area over time, although
implementation of any of the action alternatives under the
Johns Peak EIS could limit future impacts on BLM lands
from this source.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Selection of this alternative would result in the Galls Foot
Project not contributing any changes in compaction
cumulative impacts in this drainage. The combined total
compacted area of approximately 414 acres of existing and
340 acres in possible future actions would result in a total
compacted area for the drainage of approximately 8.9
percent, about a 4 percent increase over existing condition.
Additional new compaction on BLM lands due to OHV use
would likely be limited if any of the action alternatives
under the Johns Peak EIS are implemented; OHV-related
compaction on non-BLM lands is likely to continue a
gradual increase.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The combined total compacted area of 414 acres of existing,
32 acres of new under this alternative, and 340 acres
possible in foreseeable future actions would result in a total
compacted area for the drainage of approximately 9.3
percent, a noticeable increase over existing conditions but
only a slight increase due to actions of this alternative.
Approximately 2.5 miles of road decommissioning would
allow 6 acres that are currently in a permanently compacted
state to begin to recover, a process requiring many decades.
When considering all road work involved in this alternative,
road decommissioning would result in a net decrease of 2.5
acres in permanently compacted ground. Compaction due to
yarding activities on BLM lands would decline somewhat
over time. Additional new compaction on BLM lands due to
OHV use would likely be limited if any of the action
alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS are implemented;
OHV-related compaction on hon-BLM lands is likely to
continue a gradual increase.
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é Risk Factor: Is there a Large Percent of Nonrecovered
Openings in the Transient Snow Zone?

The Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual (OWAM)
developed by Watershed Professionals Network 1999 for the
Governor's Watershed Enhancement Board indicates that
Transient Snow Zone is not an issue where less than 25
percent of the drainage is in or above Transient Snow Zone
elevations. Ninety-two percent of this drainage is in the
Rainfall zone. Transient Snow Zone comprises only eight
percent of this drainage (USDI 2001:16); therefore,
Transient Snow Zone is not a concern in this drainage.

é Risk Factor: Do Stream Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair
Stability or Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) on 8.5 miles of stream indicated
that 28 percent of streams did not have either adequate
stream channel structure (i.e. debris jams or other structures)
to dissipate stream energy, had degraded channel conditions
(sinuosity, width/depth ratio, or gradient), and/or lacked
things like rocks and woody debris sufficient to protect the
channel from accelerated bank erosion and downcutting
during flood events.

For perennial and long-duration intermittent streams on
BLM land with continuous flow and stream length data,
stream surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that the substrate
(the material composing the bed of the stream) consisted of
an average of 46 percent silts, clays and sand, and 52 percent
gravel, cobble, and boulder-sized material. Substrate
composed of bedrock averaged two percent.

Streambanks composed of non-erodible material, boulders
and cobbles, or stabilized by vegetation were present along
roughly 93 percent of the streams on BLM lands in the
drainage, indicating a high level of bank stability and ability
to withstand high flows. The presence of high levels of
instream fine sediment where a high percentage of
streambanks and channels are stable suggests that much of
this fine sediment is originating from upland areas rather
than from streambank erosion. The likely source of this fine
sediment is roads and road/stream interactions in the
drainage (see discussion in the Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections).

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change related to this Risk Factor with
implementation of the “No Action” alternative. With no
action to reduce the impact of existing roads on streams,
road erosion or drainage problems could have an increasing
negative impact on channel stability of some streams over
time.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No harvest activities would occur in stream channels with
implementation of Alternative 2. A net reduction in the
number of some stream crossings and streamside roads
could decrease the likelihood of incurring negative effects to
stream channels from increased peak flows or sediment
delivery. Some sediment delivery could occur to one
intermittent stream from a helicopter landing, but would not
cause any incremental change in channel conditions because

conditions have already been degraded by an OHV trail and
past tractor yarding in that stream; sediment delivery from
this source would not be as great an amount as is being
eliminated by the decommissioning work.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Increasing OHV use in the drainage could over time deliver
increasing levels of peakflow and sediment directly to
stream channels (see Road Density and High Sedimentation
Potential sections, below). There are no other known
foreseeable future impacts to stream channels on federal
lands, as stream channels would continue to have protection
as Riparian Reserve, and any treatments in Riparian Reserve
would continue to utilize Project Design Features that would
prevent impact to the channels. Implementation of any of
the action alternatives in the upcoming Johns Peak EIS
would likely reduce OHV interaction with stream channels
on BLM lands. Stream channels on private lands would
continue to be protected by county ordinance and Oregon
Forest Practices Rules.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, stream channels would
continue to have protection as Riparian Reserve, and any
future treatments in Riparian Reserve would continue to
utilize Project Design Features that would prevent impact to
the channels. Implementation of any of the action
alternatives under the upcoming Johns Peak EIS would
likely lead to improving stream channel conditions on BLM
lands as OHV-associated impacts declined. Stream channels
on non BLM lands could continue to decline in condition
due to increasing levels of OHV use in and near the streams.
Stream channels on private lands would continue to be
protected by county ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices
Rules.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, stream channels would continue to
have protection as Riparian Reserve, and treatments in
Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design
Features that would prevent impact to the channels.
Implementation of any of the action alternatives under the
upcoming Johns Peak EIS would likely lead to improving
stream channel conditions on BLM lands as OHV-associated
impacts declined. Stream channels on private lands would
continue to be protected by county ordinance and Oregon
Forest Practices Rules. A reduction in roads adjacent to
streams under this alternative would reduce the risk of future
channel degradation at some locations. Forest management
that more closely mimics a low-severity natural fire regime
could, over time, provide greater inputs of large, stable wood
to channels and more stable peakflows and baseflows,
resulting in improvements in channel stability and condition
over the long term. Implementation of similar management
across all ownerships could further improve the situation;
without similar management on other ownerships, conditions
of stream channels on private lands could remain static or
even decline over time. Stream channels on non BLM lands
could continue to decline in condition due to increasing
levels of OHV use in and near the streams. Stream channel
conditions on BLM lands would gradually improve with
ongoing implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan
related to management of riparian and upland areas.
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é Risk Factor: Are Riparian Areas in Poor-to-Fair Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Stream surveys (USDI 2006a) indicate the presence of at
least some past timber harvest in BLM riparian areas along
62 percent of the 14.1 miles of streams assessed in the
drainage. Although some of this harvest activity is from
many decades ago, it indicates the presence of past harvest
activity in riparian areas in the drainage. Harvest has not
occurred in these areas (now protected within Riparian
Reserve) since implementation of the Forest Plan in the mid
1990s.

Data from stream PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicates that
of 8.5 miles assessed, 88 percent of riparian areas are in
either Proper Functioning Condition or Functional-at-Risk
with an upward trend, so conditions in those riparian areas
are at or moving towards a level where adequate vegetation,
landform, or woody debris is present to dissipate stream
energy during high flow events and allow physical processes
in the stream to operate properly. 12 percent of riparian
areas were rated as in either a downward trend or as
nonfunctional.

BLM GIS data indicates that within forested BLM Riparian
Reserve in this drainage, 41 percent are young stands
(seedlings/saplings/poles up to 11 inches diameter, due to
more recent [past 30 years or so] harvest or fire), 33 percent
are mid-seral stands (up to 21 inches in diameter), and 26
percent are mature timber or old growth. On non-BLM
forestlands, an estimated 435 acres of riparian areas are
stands under 30 years of age, 22 percent of all riparian areas
on non-BLM lands.

To meet the RMP direction that silvicultural practices are to
be applied to Riparian Reserve areas to control stocking,
reestablish and manage stands, and acquire desired
vegetation characteristics needed to attain ACS and Riparian
Reserve objectives (USDI 1995:27), approximately 426
acres of Riparian Reserve (61 percent of the Reserves) in the
drainage have already been treated or are in the process of
being treated using manual and precommercial thinning
treatments under other projects.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 1 (no action), riparian areas would
continue to be protected per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). There
would be no road-related work in Riparian Reserve areas
under this alternative, so watershed restoration direction
regarding roads under the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
might not be met. See the High Sedimentation Potential risk
factor discussion.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). 177 acres of precommercial thinning in
Riparian Reserve areas under this project would meet the
RMP direction that silvicultural practices are to be applied to

Riparian Reserve areas to control stocking, reestablish and
manage stands, and acquire desired vegetation
characteristics needed to attain ACS and Riparian Reserve
objectives (USDI 1995:27). Road renovation and
decommissioning in some Riparian Reserve areas could
decrease some road-related impacts over the long term (see
discussions in the Road Density and High Sedimentation
Potential sections).

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Up to 426 acres of Riparian Reserve in the drainage could be
treated with periodic maintenance underburning under the
thinning and fuel reduction already authorized under other
projects; this could benefit adjacent riparian areas by helping
restore a more natural vegetation structure/fire regime.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections, below). There are no
other known foreseeable future impacts to riparian areas on
federal lands, as riparian areas would continue to have
protection as Riparian Reserve, and any treatments in
Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design
Features that would ensure meeting Riparian Reserve
objectives. Implementation of any of the action alternatives
in the upcoming Johns Peak EIS would likely reduce OHV-
related impacts in Riparian Reserves. Stream channels on
private lands would continue to be protected by county
ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices Rules.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. No restorative actions such as stream crossing
renovation, road decommissioning, or removal of stream
crossings to improve riparian condition would be
implemented under Alternative 1, so maintenance or
restoration of some riparian processes at some locations
could be compromised that otherwise might have benefited
from these actions.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections, below). Implementation
of any of the action alternatives in the upcoming Johns Peak
EIS would likely reduce OHV-related impacts in Riparian
Reserves.

The vegetation treatments done under the Galls Creek Fuels
Project, other noncommercial projects over the past five
years, and the ongoing protection of Riparian Reserve areas
would allow natural recovery processes to operate and result
in the gradual improvement of riparian condition on BLM
lands, with most areas eventually reaching Properly
Functioning Condition barring a severe wildfire, new
instream mining projects, or continued OHV-related impacts
in the Reserves.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
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jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. In Riparian Reserve areas in this drainage, the
decommissioning of roads (see High Road Density section),
removal of stream crossings (see High Sedimentation
Potential section), the vegetation treatments done under the
Galls Creek Fuels Project, other noncommercial projects
over the past five years, precommercial thinning proposed
under this project, and the ongoing protection of Riparian
Reserve areas would allow natural recovery processes to
operate and result in the gradual improvement of riparian
condition on BLM lands, with most areas eventually
reaching Properly Functioning Condition barring a severe
wildfire, new instream mining projects, or continued OHV-
related impacts in the Reserves.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections, below). Implementation
of any of the action alternatives in the upcoming Johns Peak
EIS would likely reduce OHV-related impacts in Riparian
Reserves.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

é Risk Factor: Are there High Impacts from a Catastrophic
Event?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No large fires, major debris torrents, or other major natural
disturbances have occurred in the recent past within this
drainage that would have the potential to create a high level
of impact. The drainage does not appear to have sustained
major negative impacts on BLM-managed lands during
recent flood events. No information was found identifying
major resource-related flood impacts on non-BLM lands;
flood impacts observed appeared to be related to on-site
modification of floodplains and streamside riparian areas at
the location of the impacts rather than off-site watershed
conditions contributing to an “out-of-the-ordinary” flood.

According to the 1967-2003 data provided by ODF, two
fires greater than five acres were documented in the RH0415
drainage area. A lightning fire burned 20 acres in 1987. An
arsonist started a fire in 1975 that burned 15 acres. Thirty-
two additional small fires burned in the drainage area, all of
which occurred between 1968 and 1998. None of the small
fires were greater than two acres in size. Of the 32 smaller
fires, 8 were caused by lightning, six by equipment use, four
by smoking, three by debris burning, three by juveniles,
three by arson, one by recreation use, and six by
miscellaneous causes. The fires burned a total of 44 acres,
less than one percent of the drainage area.

Approximately 2168 acres in this drainage have been treated
in the past five years or are in the process of being treated
using manual and precommercial thinning methods under
ongoing plantation maintenance and the Galls Creek Fuels
Project. Risk of severe impacts from a major fire is
probably reduced in some of these treated areas.

Many of the older roads in the Planning Area were not
constructed using “watershed-friendly” engineering. Roads
were often constructed where construction was the easiest.
Drainage often focused on simply getting the water off the
road surface without much consideration of how it affected
downslope hydrology, and culverts and drainage systems
were often designed to simply handle typical storm
conditions, not major flood events. Many roads were
created with no provision for drainage at all. Consequently,
many older roads are at risk for failure during flood events,
and can contribute substantial negative impacts to
peakflows, sedimentation, and slope stability. In addition to
the chronic impacts to the downstream aquatic system, this
greatly increases the potential to negatively contribute to
catastrophic slope failures and debris torrents.

Continued interception and transport of stream and
subsurface flow by old mining and or irrigation ditches (like
those present in this drainage) during flood events may
increase the risk of catastrophic slope failures wherever they
are located. No actions are proposed as part of the current
project to address this problem.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there is no effect relating to this risk factor.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there is no effect relating to this risk factor.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent catastrophic events in the
drainage for which foreseeable future actions would be
planned. Portions of the 2168 acres noncommercially
treated under other projects could receive maintenance
underburning at roughly five to ten year intervals.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent major catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there would be no cumulative impacts relating
to impacts from any recent catastrophic event. Ongoing
fuels reduction projects, vegetation management and future
underburning may continue to help reduce current high
density of vegetation brought on by past vegetation
management practices including fire exclusion. Areas
treated and maintained with underburning under other
projects would be less likely to suffer severe impacts in a
major wildfire.

Because no roads would be renovated, relocated or
decommissioned any existing road drainage and location
problems would continue except where corrected during
normal maintenance activities. Nowhere was identified
where this would lead to a catastrophic event.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
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There have been no recent catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there would be no cumulative impacts relating
to impacts from any recent catastrophic event. Areas
treated under the ongoing fuels reduction project, combined
with the commercial timber prescriptions proposed under
this alternative, including the associated vegetation
maintenance and future maintenance underburning, could
allow future wildfire to burn at lower intensities and be less
likely to move into the forest canopy, which could result in
reduced negative fire effects to water and soil resources.
While stand replacement fires could still occur, treated areas
would have a much greater chance of burning at low severity
than they do under present conditions, so the timeframe
between so called “catastrophic” fires could be increased.

Road renovation and decommissioning proposed under this
alternative could somewhat decrease the potential for road-
related catastrophic slope failures and reduce the ability of
some roads to deliver peakflow runoff directly to the stream
network during major flood events.

é Risk Factor: Is Road Density High in the Drainage?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are 102.2 miles of roads in the drainage, 24.9 miles of
which are on BLM-administered lands. Of these roads on
BLM, 4.7 miles are located within Riparian Reserve. The
road mileage figures include Class 2 OHV trails (4x4 trails).

When motorcycle (Class 3) and quad (Class 1) OHV trails
are included in the road mileage figures, there are 114.2
miles of roads and trails in the drainage, 32.9 miles of which
are on BLM-administered lands. Of these roads and trails on
BLM, 5.6 miles are located within Riparian Reserve.

Road density in the drainage is 7.7 miles per square mile,
and the road density including all roads and trails is 8.6
miles per square mile. This road density is high based on
both the Klamath Siskiyou Matrix of Pathways and
Indicators (USDA/USDI 1996) threshold of 3 miles per
square mile and on the ODEQ-cited 4.0 miles per square
mile (ODEQ 2003b:61).

On BLM lands the road density is 4.3 miles per square mile,
and the density including both roads and trails is 5.7 miles
per square mile. The road density on BLM lands is in the
High category in both the figure cited by ODEQ and as
defined by the Klamath Siskiyou Matrix of Pathways and
Indicators.

On BLM lands, road density within Riparian Reserve is 4.3
miles per square mile of Riparian Reserve, and when both
roads and trails are accounted for, the road density is 5.1
miles per square mile of Riparian Reserve. On non-BLM
lands, the density of roads and trails in riparian areas
adjacent to streams is 12.0 miles per square mile.

Ground disturbance due to roads and trails affects
approximately 4.1% of the drainage. Approximately 68% of
this disturbance occurs on private lands and 32% is on
BLM-administered lands.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so road densities would remain unchanged as a result of this
project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be 1.6 miles of new road construction in this
drainage under Alternative 2. This includes 0.24 miles of
temporary operator spurs which would be built, used, and
decommissioned during the project. 3.2 miles of road would
be decommissioned. Of this total, 0.5 miles would be done
using “natural” decommissioning, where culverts, cross
drains, and fill in channels are removed, the road is blocked,
but the remaining road surface is left relatively intact and
allowed to grow over. This is often done where the roadbed
is stable and/or vegetation is already encroaching on the
road, so that extensive machine work to decommission the
road would be counterproductive in attempting to reduce the
impact of the road. 2.7 miles would be decommissioned
“mechanically” (including the 0.24 miles of temporary
road), where compaction would be broken up using a
subsoiler in addition to removing culverts and cross drains,
installing water bars or dips to prevent channelization of
flow, and removing fill material from stream crossings. Of
the roads proposed for decommissioning, 0.61miles are in
Riparian Reserve and 0.1 miles are in non-BLM riparian
areas. To facilitate a return of these roads to productive
forestland and riparian functionality, the roads being
decommissioned in this drainage would be closed to OHV
use until implementation of the Johns Peak OHV Plan; the
Johns Peak OHV Plan would ultimately determine the status
of OHV use in this area.

The road decommissioning could have positive benefits
from a hydrologic/sediment delivery standpoint, helping to
control and prevent road-related runoff and sediment
production. This is one of the most important components of
a watershed restoration program under the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (USDI 1995:23). BLM’s
management direction under the watershed restoration
portion of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy is to focus on
removing and upgrading roads (USDI 1995:23); however,
Aguatic Conservation Strategy watershed restoration is not
the purpose and need for the current project, so work is
focusing on basic road maintenance rather than reducing
long-term drainage impacts. The road decommissioning is
related to meeting transportation objectives rather than
watershed restoration needs, but will ultimately benefit
aquatic resources.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV area would
have future impact on OHV roads and trails on BLM lands
in this drainage. The worst case scenario from a water
resources standpoint would be selection of a “no action”
alternative in the Johns Peak OHV Plan, because without
action to manage the existing and increasing OHV use there
is nothing to indicate any reversal of the trend in this area
toward increasing mileage of unplanned, poorly designed
and poorly located user-created OHV trails over time. All
action alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS would establish
a managed trail system and limit OHV use on BLM lands
within the Johns Peak OHV area to that managed system.
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Implementation of any of the Johns Peak action alternatives
would lead to reduced mileage of OHV trails and roads
within the drainage, with a corresponding reduction in
road/trail-related impacts over time.

There are no other known foreseeable future actions
affecting road density.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so watershed restoration direction regarding roads under the
Agquatic Conservation Strategy might not be met. Trends and
conditions related to road density and associated disturbance
would likely continue a gradual increase due to ongoing and
increasing OHV activity in the drainage as described in the
Current Condition and Foreseeable Future Action sections,
above, with gradual increases in road-related impacts to
water resources (see the High Sedimentation Potential risk
factor discussion). However, because all action alternatives
under the Johns Peak EIS would establish a managed trail
system and limit OHV use on BLM lands within the Johns
Peak OHV area to that managed system, implementation of
any of the Johns Peak action alternatives would lead to
reduced mileage of OHV trails and roads on BLM lands
within the drainage, with a corresponding reduction in
road/trail-related impacts over time.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
The net change in active roads — both open roads and closed
roads (roads that can be used by bypassing a gate or
barricade) — would be a reduction of 1.6 miles. This would
be a reduction of approximately 1.6 percent in roads in the
drainage, and a reduction of 6.4 percent in roads on BLM-
administered land. Roads in BLM Riparian Reserve would
be reduced by 21 percent. Post-project road density in this
drainage would be 7.6 miles per square mile. Road density
on BLM-administered lands would decrease to 4.1 miles per
square mile, and in BLM Riparian Reserve would decrease
to 3.4 miles per square mile. Alternative 2 would reduce the
cumulative impact of BLM roads on the hydrologic system.
Trends and conditions related to road density and associated
disturbance would likely continue a gradual increase due to
ongoing and increasing OHV activity in the drainage as
described in the Current Condition and Foreseeable Future
Action sections, above, with gradual increases in road-
related impacts to water resources (see the High
Sedimentation Potential risk factor discussion). However,
because all action alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS
would establish a managed trail system and limit OHV use
on BLM lands within the Johns Peak OHV area to that
managed system, implementation of any of the Johns Peak
action alternatives would lead to reduced mileage of OHV
trails and roads on BLM lands within the drainage, with a
corresponding reduction in road/trail-related impacts over
time.

é Risk Factor: Is there High Sedimentation Potential?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Roads and OHV trails cross streams and draws at 585
locations in the drainage. On BLM lands, roads and OHV
trails cross streams at 35 locations, including 9 on perennial
streams, 13 on long duration intermittent streams, and 13 on

short duration intermittent streams. Roads and OHV trails
also cross dry draws at an additional 104 locations on BLM
administered lands.

Overall density of roads and OHYV trails crossing streams
and draws is 4.8 crossings per stream mile in this drainage.
On non-BLM lands the density is 6.1 crossings per stream
mile, and on BLM lands the density is 2.9 crossings per
stream mile. It is probable that some of these roads and
ORYV trails currently channel flow to the stream crossings
during storm events. This effectively increases the stream
network in the drainage, carrying additional sediment
directly to streams. Based on the high number of stream
crossings identified, this is likely adversely affecting water
quality.

The irrigation and mining ditches are another potential
source of stream sedimentation in this drainage. During
major storms, irrigation and mining ditches intercept
subsurface flow and flow from draws and transport this flow
to other locations. This can increase peak flows over natural
conditions, causing sedimentation as downstream channels
adjust to the higher flows by eroding out larger channels.
Ditch banks are also prone to failure during high flow
events, releasing large amounts of sediment as the bank
collapses and the sudden rush of water erodes surface
material or carves out a gully below the failure point. The
potential for sedimentation from this source during flood
events is unknown for this drainage. None of theses ditches
were located on BLM lands.

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that only 5 percent of
streams did not have adequate riparian and channel
conditions to store, sort, and transport sediment through the
stream system at natural rates, indicating that channel and
riparian conditions in and of themselves are not likely to
negatively affect levels of fine sediments present in the
stream.

Based on the fine sediment thresholds used by DEQ in the
2004 305(b) report (ODEQ 2006b:19-20), measurement of
stream channel substrate (quantified in the “Do Stream
Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair Stability or Condition”
section) suggests that BLM lands in this drainage are in the
“Poor” category for fine sediment (USDI 2006a).

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change in sedimentation potential under
the “No Action” alternative.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

New crossings would be constructed on two dry draws as
part of the construction of a new road and one temporary
operator spur under this alternative; there would be no new
crossings on perennial or intermittent streams. Road
decommissioning would remove stream crossings at 4
locations: 3 on long duration intermittent streams and 1 on a
short duration intermittent stream. Road crossings would
also be removed at 10 dry draws. The net change in
numbers of stream and draw crossings within the drainage
would be a reduction of 12 crossings, or 2 percent. On BLM
lands, the total number of crossings would be reduced by 12,
or 9 percent: A decrease of 3 crossings on long duration
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intermittent streams (-23 percent), 1 crossing on a short
duration intermittent stream (-8 percent), and 8 crossings on
dry draws (-8 percent). For the drainage, the density of
road/stream crossings (stream crossings per mile of stream)
on streams and draws would be reduced from the current 4.8
to 4.7 post-project. Use, construction and reconstruction of
most helicopter landings in this drainage would occur on
ridgetop locations far from active stream channels; design of
the landings would be such that any channelization of flow
and sediment leaving the landing site would be unlikely, and
soil particles that did move off site would be deposited long
before they could reach active streams and be transported to
the downstream aquatic system. Work on those landings
would have no effect on instream sedimentation. One
existing helicopter landing located in the northwest quarter
of 37S-3W-9 is located partially within a Riparian Reserve;
the presence of ground disturbance and OHYV trails between
the landing and a small intermittent stream below the
landing greatly increase the probability that any
erosion/sediment that is transported off the landing will end
up in the aquatic system. Depending on the level of activity
that occurs in and around this landing, it is conceivable that
as much as a cubic yard of sediment could make its way to
the stream over a several year period as a result of the
project. Project Design Features (EA Chapter 2) would help
minimize the potential for sediment delivery to the stream.

Five miles of existing roads would be renovated in the
drainage, including 1.1 miles within BLM Riparian Reserve
and 0.6 miles in non-BLM riparian areas. Road renovation
would include additional rocking of roads to prevent surface
erosion and associated sediment production and fixing other
road drainage or erosion problems encountered. Of the
roads that would be renovated, all are currently rocked
roads. Road renovation would occur at 26 stream crossings:
5 on long duration intermittent streams currently having
rocked crossings, 8 on short duration intermittent streams
currently having rocked crossings, and 13 on dry draws
currently having rocked crossings. No culverts at stream
crossings would be replaced as part of this renovation.
Because this renovation work would essentially be standard
maintenance rather than installation of new water dips,
improved culverts, or other improvements, any reduction in
sedimentation from the rocking and patching road erosion
problems would probably be offset by the associated
disturbance and use of the roads during the project. The
overall impact on stream sedimentation, while likely to be
minimal, would be positive, as the decreases in
sedimentation resulting from removal of road/stream
interactions would be far greater than the one instance of
increased sedimentation from riparian landing use.

The road decommissioning could have positive benefits
from a hydrologic/sediment delivery standpoint, helping to
control and prevent road-related runoff and sediment
production. This is one of the most important components
of a watershed restoration program under the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (USDI 1995:23). BLM’s
management direction under the watershed restoration
portion of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy is to focus on
removing and upgrading roads (USDI 1995:23); however,
Aguatic Conservation Strategy watershed restoration is not
the purpose and need for the current project, so work is

focusing on basic road maintenance rather than reducing
long-term drainage impacts. The road decommissioning is
related to meeting transportation objectives rather than
watershed restoration needs, but will ultimately benefit
aquatic resources.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV area would
have future impact on OHV roads and trails on BLM lands
in this drainage. The worst case scenario from a water
resources standpoint would be selection of a “no action”
alternative in the Johns Peak OHV Plan, because without
action to manage the existing and increasing OHV use there
is nothing to indicate any reversal of the trend in this area
toward increasing numbers of unplanned, poorly designed
and poorly located user-created OHV roads and trails over
time. All action alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS
would establish a managed trail system and limit OHV use
on BLM lands within the Johns Peak OHV area to that
managed system. Implementation of any of the Johns Peak
action alternatives would lead to reduced interaction of OHV
trails and roads with streams on BLM lands, with a
corresponding reduction in road/trail-related impacts over
time on BLM. Stream impacts from OHV activities on non
BLM lands would likely continue to increase over time.

Potential future harvests on non-BLM lands could
periodically increase levels of fine sediments reaching
streams, followed by gradual stabilization as areas recovered
from harvest-related disturbance.

Stream sedimentation effects from future manual vegetation
treatments and use of prescribed fire on BLM lands are
expected to be very minimal, substantially less than what
would occur under natural low-intensity fire in these same
areas.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on private lands in much the same way and at similar rates
as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from these
lands would be expected to continue with little change,
fluctuating in response to the level of harvest activity.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

With no management proposed on BLM lands under this
alternative, trends resulting from existing conditions and
foreseeable future actions would be expected to continue.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on non-BLM lands in much the same way and at similar
rates as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from
these lands would be expected to continue with little change.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.
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The road decommissioning proposed under Alternative 2
could result in some reduction in sedimentation impacts
during and after major storm events. Road renovation work
would essentially be standard maintenance rather than
installation of new water dips, improved culverts, or other
improvements. Reduction in sedimentation from the rocking
and patching of road erosion problems would probably be
offset by the associated disturbance and use of the roads
during the project. Potential sedimentation from the use of
an existing helicopter landing located partially in a Riparian
Reserve could potentially deliver up to a cubic yard of fine
sediment to the stream system due to the interaction with the
stream from the road, landing, OHV trails and old yarding
ground disturbance adjacent to the landing. The actual
positive or negative impact on stream sedimentation, while
likely to be minimal, is unknown.

Over the long term, improving vegetation conditions on
BLM lands in this drainage and throughout the watershed
could reduce the frequency of stand-replacement wildfire
and allow more low severity fires to burn, restoring a
sediment regime that more closely mimics natural
conditions. Gradual recovery of riparian areas (previously
clearcut or subjected to other high intensity management that
did not mimic more natural disturbance, but now managed
as Riparian Reserve) would allow gradual improvement of
riparian processes and corresponding improvements in
sediment conditions over time. In spite of the improvements
under this alternative, roads and OHV trails would still
remain the largest unnatural contributor to negative
sedimentation impacts in the drainage. Trends resulting
from existing conditions and foreseeable future actions
would be expected to continue

é Risk Factor: Is there Potential for Violation of the Clean
Water Act or the Safe Drinking Water Act?

NOTE: Sedimentation issues are discussed under the “Is there High Sedimentation
Potential” risk factor discussion. Analysis of sedimentation is not repeated here.

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Galls Creek is on the 303(d) list for high summer stream
temperatures (ODEQ 2006A). Data collected in Galls Creek
not far upstream from the mouth between 1997 and 2005
(USDI 2006b) indicates annual 7-day maximum stream
temperatures ranging from 66.9° F. to 75.6° F. Annual
maximum temperatures in the 75° F range would probably
be typical every year if the stream actually had water all
summer, as the cooler maximums in some years were simply
the result of the stream going dry in late spring/early
summer prior to the warmest time of the year. The stream at
this monitoring site had water throughout the summer during
the first three years it was monitored (1997-1999), but was
dry most of the summer for every year since (through 2005),
most likely due to upstream irrigation diversion. No other
data was located indicating that any other streams on BLM
land are not meeting State water quality standards.

Although no streams in the drainage are identified by ODEQ
as having sediment issues, sedimentation is discussed in the
“Is there High Sedimentation Potential” section. Neither the
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality nor the
Bureau of Land Management has identified any other water

quality parameters in this drainage that are not meeting state
water quality standards.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no affect with implementation of the “No
Action” alternative; existing condition would be maintained.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No activity is proposed under this alternative that would
result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in this
drainage (USDI 2005:24), and implementation of Best
Management Practices and other Project Design Features
(EA Chapter 2), and protection of Riparian Reserve areas
would enable the Project to avoid violation of the Clean
Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act. Under
Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be protected
and managed per direction in the Aquatic Conservation
Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). This alternative draws
upon the passive and active restoration management actions
recommended for achieving federal recovery goals as
identified in the Water Quality Restoration Plan for the
Rogue River-Gold Hill Watershed South of the Rogue River
(USDI 2006c:25-26).

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Any foreseeable future actions on federal lands would
follow the same guidance and requirements as the currently
proposed project, and would therefore be required to have no
affect on stream temperature loading. Issues related to
sedimentation are discussed in the previous Risk Factor.
Activities on non-BLM lands are required to meet Clean
Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act requirements.
Increasing OHV use would not likely affect stream shading
and therefore would not be likely to affect stream
temperature; however, if sedimentation and channel
conditions were impacted on a large enough scale, other
water quality parameters could be affected. Such a level of
activity is not anticipated at this time. No other impacts to
water quality are anticipated.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, riparian areas would
continue to be protected and managed per direction in the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. There would be nothing under this alternative that
would result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in
this drainage (ODEQ USDI 2005:24). No other impacts to
water quality are anticipated.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). Riparian
areas where previous harvest activities occurred would
continue to gradually recover from past harvest impacts.
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). No activity is proposed under this
alternative that would result in anthropogenic-caused heating
of streams in this drainage (USDI 2005:24), and
implementation of Best Management Practices and other
Project Design Features (EA Chapter 2), and protection of
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management in the watersheds of the Planning Area would

Riparian Reserve areas would enable the Project to avoid
allow gradual improvement in water quality over time.

violation of the Clean Water Act and the Safe Drinking
Water Act. This Project, other recent riparian vegetation
treatments in the Planning Area, and foreseeable future
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Rogue River between Sardine
Creek and Millers Gulch

BLM Drainage Area RH0521
Hydrologic Unit 17100308020521

Drainage Area Description

The RH0521drainage area is 4603 acres, of which
approximately 37 percent are BLM-administered lands, 60
percent are privately owned, and two percent are State of
Oregon lands (BLM GIS data). The drainage consists of

small generally southeast-facing and northwest-facing streams

located on both sides of the southwest-flowing Rogue River.
Named streams and gulches include the Rogue River and
Colvig Gulch. Approximate elevations range from 990 feet at
the lower end to 2610 feet at the high point of the drainage
(data from USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle maps and Terrain
Navigator software). 1736 acres of this drainage area (38
percent) are located within the Galls Foot Planning Area
boundary (901 acres BLM, 823 acres private, 11 acres State),
all to the south of the Rogue River.

All streams on BLM lands within the RH0521drainage have
been inventoried during stream surveys conducted since
2001 (USDI 2006a). Miles of different types of streams on
BLM lands analyzed here are different than those listed in
the South Rogue-Gold Hill Watershed Analysis because
stream types have now been verified on-the-ground, where
at the time of the Watershed Analysis most stream types
were estimated from aerial photos (USDI 2001:29) without
on-the-ground verification. Streams on non-BLM lands
were determined from a combination of sources, including
aerial photos, USGS quadrangle maps, and extrapolation
from adjacent BLM lands. The stream type information for
all lands has been entered into the BLM GIS system.

On BLM-managed lands there are no perennial streams, 0.2
miles of long duration intermittent stream, 7.6 miles of short
duration intermittent stream, and 14 miles of dry draws. A
total of two springs have been identified on BLM lands,
located primarily near stream and draw bottoms. No large
wetlands are present in this drainage; small wetland areas
exist along portions of some streams and around some of the
springs. 0.1 miles of irrigation ditches and/or abandoned
mining ditches have been mapped on BLM lands in this
drainage. There are 326 acres of Riparian Reserve on BLM
lands in this drainage.

Non-BLM lands are estimated to have 3.5 miles of perennial
stream (the Rogue River), 5.9 miles of long duration
intermittent stream, 23.4 miles of short duration intermittent
stream, and 8.3 miles of dry draws. Details on channel
dimensions are not available for streams on non-BLM lands.
No springs have been mapped on non-BLM lands, and little
is known about springs or wetlands in these areas. 3.2 miles
of ditches and associated pipelines have been mapped on
non-BLM lands from sources such as USGS information and

aerial photos; these may be either irrigation ditches or old
mining ditches. Additional ditches may be present, but have
not been mapped. The exact status and use of these ditches
are not known, and obtaining this information is not
necessary for this analysis. There are estimated to be 1251
acres of riparian areas on non-BLM lands in this drainage.

On BLM-administered land south of the Rogue River in this
drainage, there are no perennial streams. Long duration
intermittent streams have average bankfull channels® ranging
from 1.2-2.2 feet wide and 0.2-0.3 feet deep, with flood-
prone area widths ranging from 2.5-4.9 feet. Short duration
intermittent streams have average bankfull channels ranging
from 1.1-2.4 feet wide and 0.1-0.2 feet deep, with flood-
prone area widths ranging from 1.8-4.0 feet. (USDI 2006a)

Other than ditches, three locations on BLM administered
lands (described below) were identified as having some type
of development for the purpose of diverting, storing, and/or
transporting water. BLM records’ show a right-of-way for
only one of the three points of diversion in the drainage, and
do not show any other authorizations for diversion
structures, water storage, or water transport facilities in this
drainage.

No locations on BLM administered lands in the vicinity of
proposed project activities were identified as having any
type of development for the purpose of diverting, storing,
and/or transporting water. The Oregon Water Resources
Department indicates there are no valid water rights for
either diversion or storage at any location on BLM land
within this drainage.

Notable Past Actions and Conditions for this Drainage

In addition to the existing roads and past timber harvests
contributing to the existing condition and discussed in the
Risk Factor analyses, below, the following recent past or
ongoing actions were included in the analysis for this
drainage:

e 493 acres (66 acres in Riparian Reserve) of manual
fuels reduction treatments as part of the Galls Creek
Fuels Project.

e Approximately 15 acres (none in Riparian Reserve)
of precommercial thinning, brushing, and other
manual noncommercial treatments during the
previous five years.

® As used here, the bankfull width for a surveyed reach of stream is the
average of three measurements of riffle width that would be present during
a 1-2 year return interval flow event, generally taken near the upper end,
middle, and lower end of a stream reach.

" Joe Hoppe, BLM realty specialist, personal communication to BLM
contract hydrologist Dan Bunk.
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Foreseeable Future Actions in this Drainage
The following are known future actions likely to occur in
this drainage, and considered in the analysis:

e Estimated 204 acres future timber harvest on non-
BLM lands®, consisting of 190 acres tractor yarding
and 14 acres cable yarding.

e Upto 508 acres (66 acres in Riparian Reserve) of
maintenance underburning at 5-10 year intervals on
acreage previously noncommercially treated under
other projects.

Alternative 2 Quick Overview for this Drainage

e 182 acres (none in Riparian Reserve) of
commercial timber prescriptions (see Appendix B).
Approximately 35 acres would be yarded by cable
and 147 acres by helicopter. There would be no
tractor yarding in this drainage. There would be
slash pile and burn approximately 1-2 years after
harvest and underburn approximately 3-10 years
after harvest.

e 150 acres manual precommercial conifer thinning
(PCT). Of this total, 113 acres of PCT would be
completed within the commercial timber
prescription units above, and 13 acres of PCT
would be completed within Riparian Reserve.

e Two existing helicopter landing would be used,;
both are located on the ridge between this drainage
and Millers Gulch drainage RH0524; one of these
existing landings would be rebuilt and used. No
new helicopter landings would be constructed. The
landings are not located within Riparian Reserve.

e No new road construction.

e No road decommissioning.

e No road renovation.

Risk Factor Analysis

Following is analysis of the risk factors being evaluated for
potential effects issues, including cumulative impacts.

é Risk Factor: Is there Disturbance on Highly Erodible or
Potentially Unstable Soils?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are approximately 503 acres of erodible or potentially
unstable soils identified in this drainage. There appears to
be about 2 acres of recent (<10 yrs.) ground disturbance on
potentially unstable soils in this drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no direct or indirect effects on the risk
factors affecting erodible soils in this HUC-7 drainage.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under this alternative, approximately 74 acres of helicopter
logging are proposed on potentially unstable soils.
Approximately 24 acres are proposed on possible highly
unstable soils. No tractor logging is proposed on unstable or
highly erosive soils. Helicopter logging only disturbs about
2 percent of the soil surface and skyline cable yarding
disturbs about 7 percent. Therefore, about 3 acres of

® From aerial photos using assumptions in USDI 1994: page 4-5

disturbance on potentially unstable soils would result from
this alternative.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are no foreseeable future BLM projects proposed in
this drainage. There is potential that about 57 acres of
timber on potentially unstable soil could be harvested on
private land in the near future. This is merely a projection
based on available timber that is mature enough to harvest.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been minimal disturbance in the recent past, no
disturbance would occur from Alternative 1 and a relatively
small disturbance from possible future projects. Therefore,
it is anticipated that the cumulative impacts on highly
erodible soils would be minimal.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been 2 acres disturbance in the recent past, 3 acres
of disturbance would occur from Alternative 2 and about 13
acres could occur from possible future projects. This is a
very slight disturbance scattered throughout the drainage.
Therefore, it is anticipated that the cumulative impacts on
highly erodible soils would be minimal.

é Risk Factor: Has a Large Percentage of Forest Vegetation
been Harvested?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

443 acres of BLM administered lands in this drainage are
estimated to be conifer stands under 30 years old (trees up to
11” diameter) (BLM GIS data). This may be somewhat of
an overestimation of acres in young stands, because the slow
growth of conifers on many sites in this area means that trees
117 in diameter may be much older than 30 years. An
estimated 460 acres of conifer forest on non-BLM lands in
the drainage are less than 30 years old. Existing young
conifer stands across all ownerships total approximately 20
percent of the drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new young stands created from harvest of vegetation
within the Planning Area, so current percentages would
remain the same.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Each harvest prescription under the Galls Foot Project would
maintain forested area average canopy closure at 30 percent
or greater. The most aggressive prescriptions are Douglas-
fir Regeneration, which would leave an average of 45
percent canopy with some areas of individual units falling to
37 percent canopy, and the Pine Site prescription, where
average remaining canopy closure would be 30 percent with
some areas in individual units falling to as low as 22 percent.
In this drainage, there would be 134 acres (approximately
three percent of the drainage) harvested using the Douglas-
fir Regeneration prescription. No harvest areas in this
drainage would employ the Pine Site prescription (See
prescription descriptions in Appendix B). When the project
is completed, estimated average canopy closure of all forest
areas harvested throughout the Project under Alternative 2
would be 47 percent; the remaining untreated forested areas



Appendix A: Galls Foot Project Conditions and Effects Analysis on Water Resources 27

would still maintain an estimated 85 percent canopy closure.
(Gordon 2006).

There would be no new road or helicopter landing
construction, so no new permanent non-forested openings
due to permanent vegetation removal and clearcut harvest
associated with the construction and ongoing maintenance of
these roads and landings would occur.

In the Planning Area, the Ecoregion Description (WPN
1999: Appendix A) lists historic canopy closure within the
Planning Area as greater than 30 percent, with the exception
of the oak woodland/ lowest elevations which historically
had less than 30 percent canopy closure. Because even
following harvest, canopy closure in all but a few of the pine
site units would still be at or above historic percentages, and
the average canopy closure across the landscape would be
much greater than those described in the Ecoregion
Description, implementation of Alternative 2 would have no
effect related to hydrologic processes on this Risk Factor for
the drainage. Related risk factors (such as High
Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted Soil
for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts that
may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An additional 204 acres of trees appear to be potentially
available for harvest on non-BLM lands, and would be
assumed to be cut in the near future (USDI 1994: page 4-5).

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
With no action proposed under Alternative 1, 1107 acres of
current and potential foreseeable future harvest in the
drainage would result in approximately 24 percent of the
drainage being composed of young stands.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There would be no vegetation removal and clearcut harvest
related to road construction under Alternative 2. 1107 acres
of current and potential foreseeable future harvest in the
drainage would result in approximately 24 percent of the
drainage being composed of young stands or permanently
cleared areas. Related risk factors (such as High
Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted Soil
for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts that
may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

é Risk Factor: Are there Large Areas of Compacted Soil?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An estimated 19 acres of BLM administered lands in this
drainage are currently in a compacted state. Approximately
9 acres of this total are the result of compaction due to
existing roads and 10 acres due to past yarding activities.

An estimated 143 acres of non-BLM lands are currently in a
compacted state: 92 acres due to existing roads and 51 acres
due to yarding activities. Total existing compacted area for
the drainage is estimated at approximately 162 acres or 3.5
percent.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new compacted area as a result of this project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, no tractor yarding is proposed.
Approximately 35 acres of cable yarding would increase
compacted area by about 1 acre, helicopter logging would
affect 147 acres resulting in about 1 acre of compaction, and
no road construction is proposed. A total of about 2 acres of
soil would become compacted as a result of the project.
Combined with existing compacted area, overall compaction
on BLM lands minimally increase as the result of the
proposed project and compacted area for the entire drainage
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would remain at approximately 3.5 percent. No mechanical
road decommissioning is planned in this drainage under this
alternative.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There is no proposed for logging in the foreseeable future in
this drainage that would increase the compacted acres on
BLM land. It is possible that approximately 204 acres of
non-BLM land could be treated in the foreseeable future. It
is estimated that about 190 acres could be tractor yarded and
14 acres cable yarded. This could increase the amount of
compacted area in this drainage by approximately 48 acres.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Selection of this alternative would result in the Galls Foot
Project not contributing any changes in compaction
cumulative impacts in this drainage. The combined total
compacted area of approximately 162 acres of existing and
48 acres in foreseeable future actions would result in a total
compacted area for the drainage of approximately 4.6
percent, a slight increase over existing condition.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The combined total compacted area of 162 acres of existing,
2 acres of new under this alternative, and 48 acres in
possible future actions would result in a total compacted area
for the drainage of approximately 4.6 percent, a negligible
increase over existing condition, Alternative 1 (no action)
and possible future actions.

é Risk Factor: Is there a Large Percent of Nonrecovered
Openings in the Transient Snow Zone?

The Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual (OWAM)
developed by Watershed Professionals Network 1999 for the
Governor's Watershed Enhancement Board indicates that
Transient Snow Zone is not an issue where less than 25
percent of the drainage is in or above Transient Snow Zone
elevations. All of this drainage is in the Rainfall zone;
therefore, Transient Shnow Zone is not a concern in this
drainage.

é Risk Factor: Do Stream Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair
Stability or Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) on 1.5 miles of stream indicated
that six percent of streams did not have either adequate
stream channel structure (i.e. debris jams or other structures)
to dissipate stream energy, had degraded channel conditions
(sinuosity, width/depth ratio, or gradient), and/or lacked
things like rocks and woody debris sufficient to protect the
channel from accelerated bank erosion and downcutting
during flood events.

For perennial and long-duration intermittent streams on
BLM land with continuous flow and stream length data,
stream surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that the substrate
(the material composing the bed of the stream) consisted of
an average of 72 percent silts, clays and sand, and 25 percent
gravel, cobble, and boulder-sized material. Substrate
composed of bedrock averaged three percent.

Streambanks composed of non-erodible material, boulders
and cobbles, or stabilized by vegetation were present along
roughly 96 percent of the streams on BLM lands in the
drainage, indicating a high level of bank stability and ability
to withstand high flows. The presence of high levels of
instream fine sediment where a high percentage of
streambanks and channels are stable suggests that much of
this fine sediment is originating from upland areas rather
than from streambank erosion. The likely source of this fine
sediment is roads and road/stream interactions in the
drainage (see discussion in the Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections).

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change related to this Risk Factor with
implementation of the “No Action” alternative. With no
action to reduce the impact of existing roads on streams,
road erosion or drainage problems could have an increasing
negative impact on channel stability of some streams over
time.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change related to this Risk Factor with
implementation of Alternative 2. No harvest activities
would be done in Riparian Reserves, and no roadwork
would be done in the drainage. With no action to reduce the
impact of existing roads on streams, road erosion or drainage
problems could have an increasing negative impact on
channel stability of some streams over time.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are no known foreseeable future impacts to stream
channels on federal lands, as stream channels would
continue to have protection as Riparian Reserve, and any
treatments in Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize
Project Design Features that would prevent impact to the
channels. Stream channels on private lands would continue
to be protected by county ordinance and Oregon Forest
Practices Rules.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, stream channels would
continue to have protection as Riparian Reserve, and any
future treatments in Riparian Reserve would continue to
utilize Project Design Features that would prevent impact to
the channels. Stream channels on private lands would
continue to be protected by county ordinance and Oregon
Forest Practices Rules.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, stream channels would continue to
have protection as Riparian Reserve, and treatments in
Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design
Features that would prevent impact to the channels. Stream
channels on private lands would continue to be protected by
county ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices Rules. Forest
management that more closely mimics a low-severity natural
fire regime could, over time, provide greater inputs of large,
stable wood to channels and more stable peakflows and
baseflows, resulting in improvements in channel stability
and condition over the long term. Implementation of similar
management across all ownerships could further improve the
situation; without similar management on other ownerships,
conditions of stream channels on private lands could remain
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static or even decline over time. Conditions on BLM lands
would gradually improve with ongoing implementation of
the Northwest Forest Plan related to management of riparian
and upland areas.

é Risk Factor: Are Riparian Areas in Poor-to-Fair Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Stream surveys (USDI 2006a) indicate the presence of at
least some past timber harvest in BLM riparian areas along
26 percent of the 1.9 miles of streams assessed in the
drainage. Although some of this harvest activity is from
many decades ago, it indicates the presence of past harvest
activity in riparian areas in the drainage. Harvest has not
occurred in these areas (now protected within Riparian
Reserve) since implementation of the Forest Plan in the mid
1990s.

Data from stream PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicates that
of 1.5 miles assessed, 100 percent of riparian areas are in
either Proper Functioning Condition or Functional-at-Risk
with an upward trend, so conditions in those riparian areas
are at or moving towards a level where adequate vegetation,
landform, or woody debris is present to dissipate stream
energy during high flow events and allow physical processes
in the stream to operate properly. No riparian areas were
rated as in either a downward trend or as nonfunctional.

BLM GIS data indicates that within forested BLM Riparian
Reserve in this drainage, 75 percent are young stands
(seedlings/saplings/poles up to 11 inches diameter, due to
more recent [past 30 years or so] harvest or fire), seven
percent are mid-seral stands (up to 21 inches in diameter),
and 18 percent are mature timber or old growth. On non-
BLM forestlands, an estimated 219 acres of riparian areas
are stands under 30 years of age, 18 percent of all riparian
areas on non-BLM lands.

To meet the RMP direction that silvicultural practices are to
be applied to Riparian Reserve areas to control stocking,
reestablish and manage stands, and acquire desired
vegetation characteristics needed to attain ACS and Riparian
Reserve objectives (USDI 1995:27), approximately 66 acres
of Riparian Reserve (20 percent of the Reserves) in the
drainage have already been treated or are in the process of
being treated using manual and precommercial thinning
treatments under other projects.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 1 (no action), riparian areas would
continue to be protected per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). There
would be no road-related work in Riparian Reserve areas
under this alternative, so watershed restoration direction
regarding roads under the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
might not be met. See the High Sedimentation Potential risk
factor discussion.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP

general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). Thirteen acres of precommercial
thinning in Riparian Reserve areas under this project would
help meet the RMP direction that silvicultural practices are
to be applied to Riparian Reserve areas to control stocking,
reestablish and manage stands, and acquire desired
vegetation characteristics needed to attain ACS and Riparian
Reserve objectives (USDI 1995:27). There would be no
road-related work in Riparian Reserve areas under this
alternative, so watershed restoration direction regarding
roads under the Aquatic Conservation Strategy might not be
met. See the High Sedimentation Potential risk factor
discussion.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Up to 66 acres of Riparian Reserve in the drainage could be
treated with periodic maintenance underburning under the
thinning and fuel reduction already authorized under other
projects; this could benefit adjacent riparian areas by helping
restore a more natural vegetation structure/fire regime.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. No restorative actions such as stream crossing
renovation, road decommissioning, or removal of stream
crossings to improve riparian condition would be
implemented under Alternative 1, so maintenance or
restoration of some riparian processes at some locations
could be compromised that otherwise might have benefited
from these actions.

The vegetation treatments done under the Galls Creek Fuels
Project and the ongoing protection of Riparian Reserve areas
would allow natural recovery processes to operate and result
in the gradual improvement of riparian condition on BLM
lands, with most areas eventually reaching Properly
Functioning Condition barring a severe wildfire, new
instream mining projects, or OHV-related impacts in the
Reserves.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. In Riparian Reserve areas in this drainage, the
vegetation treatments done under the Galls Creek Fuels
Project, the precommercial thinning proposed under this
project, and the ongoing protection of Riparian Reserve
areas would allow natural recovery processes to operate and
result in the gradual improvement of riparian condition on
BLM lands, with most areas eventually reaching Properly
Functioning Condition barring a severe wildfire, new
instream mining projects, or OHV-related impacts in the
Reserves.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
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jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

é Risk Factor: Are there High Impacts from a Catastrophic
Event?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Large fires originating in other drainages burned substantial
portions of the drainage north of the Rogue River in 1981
and 1992. These fires had little effect on lands within the
Project Area to the south of the Rogue River. Vegetation
recovered rapidly after these fires as the fire-adapted
sprouting hardwoods that dominate much of the fire areas
regrew quickly. No other large fires, major debris torrents,
or other major natural disturbances have occurred in the
recent past within this drainage that would have the potential
to create a high level of impact. Other fires identified in the
1967-2003 data provided by ODF included six fires greater
than five acres were documented in the RH0521 drainage
area. Three fires caused by arson burned 17, 20, and 45
acres in 2001. A fourth fire caused by arson burned seven
acres in 1998. Two fires caused by equipment use burned 10
and 15 acres in 1973 and 1988, respectively. Seventy-six
additional smaller fires burned in the drainage area, all of
which occurred between 1967 and 2003. None of the smaller
fires were greater than three acres in size. Of the 76 smaller
fires, four were caused by lightning, 19 by smoking, 15 by
equipment use, 12 by arson, seven by railroad use, five by
juveniles, four by debris burning, one by recreation use, and
9 by miscellaneous causes. The fires burned a total of 140
acres, approximately three percent of the drainage area.

Approximately 508 acres of the Project Area in this drainage
have already been treated in the past five years as part of
plantation maintenance or are in the process of being treated
using manual thinning methods under the ongoing Galls
Creek Fuels Project. Risk of severe impacts from a major
fire is probably reduced in these previously treated areas.

The drainage does not appear to have sustained major
negative impacts on BLM-managed lands during recent
flood events. No information was found identifying major
resource-related flood impacts on non-BLM lands; flood
impacts observed appeared to be related to on-site
modification of floodplains and streamside riparian areas at
the location of the impacts rather than off-site watershed
conditions within the drainage contributing to an “out-of-
the-ordinary” flood. Although the Rogue River flows
through this drainage, none of the proposed actions on BLM
land would affect the function of the Rogue River or its
floodplain during periodic major flood events. Almost all of
the flow of the Rogue River in this drainage during floods
originates from upstream of this drainage. With no major
tributaries, the relatively small acreage of the drainage itself
has the ability to contribute no more than small fractions of a
percent to the floodflows in the river. Periodic flooding on
the Rogue River is not in and of itself a “catastrophic event”,
although the consequences of development in flood-prone
areas can be catastrophic to those who ignore the long-term
natural functioning of a river.

Many of the older roads in the Planning Area were not
constructed using “watershed-friendly” engineering. Roads

were often constructed where construction was the easiest.
Drainage often focused on simply getting the water off the
road surface without much consideration of how it affected
downslope hydrology, and culverts and drainage systems
were often designed to simply handle typical storm
conditions, not major flood events. Many roads were
created with no provision for drainage at all. Consequently,
many older roads are at risk for failure during flood events,
and can contribute substantial negative impacts to
peakflows, sedimentation, and slope stability. In addition to
the chronic impacts to the downstream aquatic system, this
greatly increases the potential to negatively contribute to
catastrophic slope failures and debris torrents.

Continued interception and transport of stream and
subsurface flow by old mining and or irrigation ditches (like
those present in this drainage) during flood events may
increase the risk of catastrophic slope failures wherever they
are located. No actions are proposed as part of the current
project to address this problem.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Past large fires in the vicinity did not create ongoing impacts
within the project area. There have been no other recent
major catastrophic events in this drainage, so there is no
effect relating to this risk factor.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Past large fires in the vicinity did not create ongoing impacts
within the project area. There have been no other recent
major catastrophic events in this drainage, so there is no
effect relating to this risk factor.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There have been no recent catastrophic events in the
drainage for which foreseeable future actions would be
planned. Portions of the 508 acres noncommercially treated
under other projects could receive maintenance
underburning at roughly five to ten year intervals.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Past large fires in the vicinity did not create ongoing impacts
within the project area. There have been no other recent
major catastrophic events in this drainage, so there would be
no cumulative impacts relating to impacts from any recent
catastrophic event. Ongoing fuels reduction projects,
vegetation management and future underburning may
continue to help reduce current high density of vegetation
brought on by past vegetation management practices
including fire exclusion. Areas treated and maintained with
underburning under other projects would be less likely to
suffer severe impacts in a major wildfire.

Because no roads would be renovated, relocated or
decommissioned any existing road drainage and location
problems would continue except where corrected during
normal maintenance activities. Nowhere was identified
where this would lead to a catastrophic event.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Past large fires in the vicinity did not create ongoing impacts
within the project area. There have been no other recent
major catastrophic events in this drainage, so there would be
no cumulative impacts relating to impacts from any recent
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catastrophic event. Areas treated under the ongoing fuels
reduction project, combined with the commercial timber
prescriptions proposed under this alternative, including the
associated vegetation maintenance and future maintenance
underburning, could allow future wildfire to burn at lower
intensities and be less likely to move into the forest canopy,
which could result in reduced negative fire effects to water
and soil resources. While stand replacement fires could still
occur, treated areas would have a much greater chance of
burning at low severity than they do under present
conditions, so the timeframe between so called
“catastrophic” fires could be increased.

Because no roads would be renovated, relocated or
decommissioned any existing road drainage and location
problems would continue except where corrected during
normal maintenance activities. No areas were identified
where this would lead to a catastrophic event.

é Risk Factor: Is Road Density High in the Drainage?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are 79.9 miles of roads in the drainage, 8.6 miles of
which are on BLM-administered lands. Of these roads on
BLM, 2.6 miles are located within Riparian Reserve. The
road mileage figures include Class 2 OHV trails (4x4 trails).

There are no additional mapped motorcycle (Class 3) or
quad (Class 1) OHV trails in the drainage.

Road density in the drainage is 11.1 miles per square mile.
This road density is high based on both the Klamath Siskiyou
Matrix of Pathways and Indicators (USDA/USDI 1996)
threshold of 3 miles per square mile and on the ODEQ-cited
4.0 miles per square mile (ODEQ 2003b:61).

On BLM lands the road density is 3.2 miles per square mile.
The road density on BLM lands is below the ODEQ-cited
threshold, but in the High category as defined by the
Klamath Siskiyou Matrix of Pathways and Indicators.

On BLM lands, road density within Riparian Reserve is 5.1
miles per square mile of Riparian Reserve. On non-BLM
lands, the density of roads and trails in riparian areas
adjacent to streams is 17.6 miles per square mile.

Ground disturbance due to roads and trails affects
approximately 5.6% of the drainage. Approximately 90% of
this disturbance occurs on private lands and 9% is on BLM-
administered lands.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so road densities would remain unchanged as a result of this
project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road construction, renovation or
decommissioning in this drainage under Alternative 2, so
road densities would remain unchanged as a result of this
project.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are no known foreseeable future actions affecting road
density in this drainage.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so watershed restoration direction regarding roads under the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy might not be met. Road
density and associated disturbance would continue similar to
current levels as described in the Current Condition and
Foreseeable Future Action sections. See the High
Sedimentation Potential risk factor discussion.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so watershed restoration direction regarding roads under the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy might not be met. Road
density and associated disturbance would continue similar to
current levels as described in the Current Condition and
Foreseeable Future Action sections. See the High
Sedimentation Potential risk factor discussion.

é Risk Factor: Is there High Sedimentation Potential?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Roads and OHYV trails cross streams and draws at 434
locations in the drainage. On BLM lands, roads and OHV
trails cross streams at 22 locations, all on short duration
intermittent streams. Roads and OHYV trails also cross dry
draws at an additional 17 locations on BLM administered
lands.

Overall density of roads and OHV trails crossing streams
and draws is 6.9 crossings per stream mile in this drainage.
On private lands the density is 10.5 crossings per stream
mile, on State of Oregon lands the density is 0.5 crossings
per stream mile, and on BLM lands the density is 1.8
crossings per stream mile. It is probable that some of these
roads and OHYV trails currently channel flow to the stream
crossings during storm events. This effectively increases the
stream network in the drainage, carrying additional sediment
directly to streams. Based on the high number of stream
crossings identified, this is likely adversely affecting water
quality.

The irrigation and mining ditches are another potential
source of stream sedimentation in this drainage. During
major storms, irrigation and mining ditches intercept
subsurface flow and flow from draws and transport this flow
to other locations. This can increase peak flows over natural
conditions, causing sedimentation as downstream channels
adjust to the higher flows by eroding out larger channels.
Ditch banks are also prone to failure during high flow
events, releasing large amounts of sediment as the bank
collapses and the sudden rush of water erodes surface
material or carves out a gully below the failure point. The
potential for sedimentation from this source during flood
events is probably high for this drainage’; most of these
ditches are located on non-BLM land.

° BLM hydrologist David Squyres, professional judgment, based on field
observations of ditch response to peak flow events throughout the Ashland
Resource Area over the past 17 years.
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PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that there were no
streams that did not have adequate riparian and channel
conditions to store, sort, and transport sediment through the
stream system at natural rates, indicating that channel and
riparian conditions in and of themselves are not likely to
negatively affect levels of fine sediments present in streams.

Based on the fine sediment thresholds used by DEQ in the
2004 305(b) report (ODEQ 2006b:19-20), measurement of
stream channel substrate (quantified in the “Do Stream
Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair Stability or Condition”
section) suggests that BLM lands in this drainage are in the
“Poor” category for fine sediment (USDI 2006a).

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change in sedimentation potential under
the “No Action” alternative.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no new road construction, renovation or
decommissioning under this alternative. No stream
crossings would be affected. For the drainage, the density of
road/stream crossings (stream crossings per mile of stream)
on streams and draws would remain unchanged. Use and
reconstruction of helicopter landings in this drainage would
occur on ridgetop locations far from active stream channels;
design of the landings would be such that any channelization
of flow and sediment leaving the landing site would be
unlikely, and soil particles that did move off site would be
deposited long before they could reach active streams and be
transported to the downstream aquatic system. Project
design features to adequately waterbar cable corridors below
the landings, along with the presence of untreated Riparian
Reserves below harvest areas would ensure that the landings
would have no effect on instream sedimentation.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Potential future harvests on non-BLM lands could
periodically increase levels of fine sediments reaching
streams, followed by gradual stabilization as areas recovered
from harvest-related disturbance. There are no other known
foreseeable future actions in this drainage that would impact
this risk factor.

Stream sedimentation effects from future manual vegetation
treatments and use of prescribed fire on BLM lands are
expected to be very minimal, substantially less than what
would occur under natural low-intensity fire in these same
areas.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on private lands in much the same way and at similar rates
as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from these
lands would be expected to continue with little change,
fluctuating in response to the level of harvest activity.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

With no management proposed on BLM lands under this
alternative, trends resulting from existing conditions would
be expected to continue.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on non-BLM lands in much the same way and at similar
rates as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from
these lands would be expected to continue with little change.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

With no transportation system/drainage improvements
proposed under Alternative 2, there would be no immediate
improvement in sedimentation impacts during and after
major storm events from road-related sources. Over the long
term, improving vegetation conditions from fuels reduction
and maintenance underburning on BLM lands in this
drainage and throughout the watershed could reduce the
frequency of stand-replacement wildfire and allow more low
severity fires to burn, restoring a sediment regime that more
closely mimics natural conditions. Gradual recovery of
riparian areas (previously clearcut or subjected to other high
intensity management that did not mimic more natural
disturbance, but now managed as Riparian Reserve) would
allow gradual improvement of riparian processes and
corresponding improvements in sediment conditions over
time. Roads would remain the largest unnatural contributor
to negative sedimentation impacts in the drainage. Trends
resulting from existing conditions and foreseeable future
actions would be expected to continue

é Risk Factor: Is there Potential for Violation of the Clean
Water Act or the Safe Drinking Water Act?

NOTE: Sedimentation issues are discussed under the “Is there High Sedimentation
Potential” risk factor discussion. Analysis of sedimentation is not repeated here.

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The Rogue River through this drainage is on the 303(d) list
for high year-around stream temperatures and high fecal
coliform levels. Water temperatures in the Rogue River
fluctuate in direct response to upstream dam operations;
tributaries along this section of the Rogue have little
influence on river temperatures due to very low tributary
stream flows and the comparatively large volume of water
flowing in the river. There is nothing to suggest that
conditions on BLM lands in this drainage would have any
affect on fecal coliform levels in the river. It is very likely
that the high levels of fecal coliform present in the Rogue
River are the cumulative result of the more than 2000 square
miles of watershed area upstream of this drainage that
contain extensive agricultural land, open range, and
urban/suburban development, along with the associated
impacts to streams which accompany such development.
Although no streams in the drainage are identified by ODEQ
as having sediment issues, sedimentation is discussed in the
“Is there High Sedimentation Potential’” section. No other
data was located indicating that any streams on BLM land
are not meeting State water quality standards. Any decline
in quality of stream temperatures in the small tributaries
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crossing BLM land could possibly have a negative
downstream cumulative effect on the Rogue River; however,
this is not likely to be an issue in this drainage, as tributary
streams on BLM that contain water during the summer
months (and probably those on non-BLM lands, as well)
disappear subsurface or are intercepted by irrigation ditches
well before reaching the river.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no affect with implementation of the “No
Action” alternative; existing condition would be maintained.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No activity is proposed under this alternative that would
result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in this
drainage (USDI 2005:24), and implementation of Best
Management Practices and other Project Design Features
(EA Chapter 2), and protection of Riparian Reserve areas
would enable the Project to avoid violation of the Clean
Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act. Under
Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be protected
and managed per direction in the Aquatic Conservation
Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). This alternative draws
upon the passive and active restoration management actions
recommended for achieving federal recovery goals as
identified in the Water Quality Restoration Plan for the
Rogue River-Gold Hill Watershed South of the Rogue River
(USDI 2006c¢:25-26).

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Any foreseeable future actions on federal lands would
follow the same guidance and requirements as the currently
proposed project, and would therefore be required to have no
affect on stream temperature loading. Issues related to
sedimentation are discussed in the previous Risk Factor.
Activities on non-BLM lands are required to meet Clean

Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act requirements. No
other impacts to water quality are anticipated.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, riparian areas would
continue to be protected and managed per direction in the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. There would be nothing under this alternative that
would result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in
this drainage (USDI 2005:24). No other impacts to water
quality are anticipated.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). Riparian
areas where previous harvest activities occurred would
continue to gradually recover from past harvest impacts.
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). No activity is proposed under this
alternative that would result in anthropogenic-caused heating
of streams in this drainage (USDI 2005:24), and
implementation of Best Management Practices and other
Project Design Features (EA Chapter 2), and protection of
Riparian Reserve areas would enable the Project to avoid
violation of the Clean Water Act and the Safe Drinking
Water Act. This Project, other recent riparian vegetation
treatments in the Planning Area, and foreseeable future
management in the watersheds of the Planning Area would
allow gradual improvement in water quality over time.
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Millers Gulch

BLM Drainage Area RH0524
Hydrologic Unit 17100308020524

Drainage Area Description

The RHO0524 drainage area is 1202 acres, of which 60 percent
are BLM-administered lands and 40 percent are privately
owned; less than 1 acre in the drainage is owned by the State
of Oregon (BLM GIS data). The drainage consists of north-
northwest-flowing Millers Gulch, tributary to the generally
southwest-flowing Rogue River. Apart from Millers Guich,
there are no other named streams or gulches in the drainage.
Approximate elevations range from 990 feet at the lower end
to 3170 feet at the high point of the drainage (data from USGS
7.5 minute quadrangle maps and Terrain Navigator software).
All of this drainage area (100 percent) is located within the
Galls Foot Planning Area boundary (720 acres BLM, 482
acres private and State).

All streams on BLM lands within the RH0524 drainage have
been inventoried during stream surveys conducted since
2001 (USDI 2006a). Miles of different types of streams on
BLM lands analyzed here are different than those listed in
the South Rogue-Gold Hill Watershed Analysis because
stream types have now been verified on-the-ground, where
at the time of the Watershed Analysis most stream types
were estimated from aerial photos (USDI 2001:29) without
on-the-ground verification. Streams on non-BLM lands
were determined from a combination of sources, including
aerial photos, USGS quadrangle maps, and extrapolation
from adjacent BLM lands. The stream type information for
all lands has been entered into the BLM GIS system.

On BLM-managed lands there are 0.2 miles of perennial
stream, 0.3 miles of long duration intermittent stream, 2.0
miles of short duration intermittent stream, and 7.0 miles of
dry draws. A total of four springs have been identified on
BLM lands, located primarily near stream and draw bottoms.
No large wetlands are present in this drainage; small wetland
areas exist along portions of some streams and around some
of the springs. No irrigation ditches and/or abandoned
mining ditches have been mapped on BLM lands in this
drainage. There are 127 acres of Riparian Reserve on BLM
lands in this drainage.

Non-BLM lands are estimated to have 1.9 miles of perennial
stream, 1.9 miles of long duration intermittent stream, 3.1
miles of short duration intermittent stream, and 1.7 miles of
dry draws. Details on channel dimensions are not available
for streams on non-BLM lands. No springs have been
mapped on non-BLM lands, and little is known about
springs or wetlands in these areas. 0.2 miles of ditches have
been mapped on non-BLM lands from sources such as
USGS information and aerial photos; these may be either
irrigation ditches or old mining ditches. Additional ditches

may be present, but have not been mapped. The exact status
and use of these ditches are not known, and obtaining this
information is not necessary for this analysis. There are
estimated to be 269 acres of riparian areas on non-BLM
lands in this drainage.

On BLM-administered land in this drainage, the one
perennial stream with complete data has an average bankfull
channel™ of 5.6 feet wide and 0.5 feet deep; flood-prone
area widths of two perennial streams range from 5.4-7.2 feet.
Long duration intermittent streams have average bankfull
channels ranging from 0.9-3.8 feet wide and 0.1-0.4 feet
deep, with flood-prone area widths ranging from 2.0-6.1
feet. Short duration intermittent streams have average
bankfull channels ranging from 0.7-1.3 feet wide and 0.1-0.2
feet deep, with flood-prone area widths ranging from 1.0-2.9
feet. (USDI 2006a)

Four locations on BLM administered lands were identified
as having some type of development for the purpose of
diverting, storing, and/or transporting water. BLM records
show a right of way for one of the three water rights on
BLM land in the drainage, but do not show any other
authorizations for diversion structures, water storage, or
water transport facilities.

Oregon Water Right Certificate 16195 authorizes the use of
5.0 cubic feet per second from Miller Gulch for placer
mining. The point of diversion is in the SW ¥, SE ¥4 of
Section 25 in T36S R4W. The point of use is also in the SW
Y, SE Y of Section 25. Specific locations for the points of
diversion and use are not known. Mining claims related to
this water right are assumed to be inactive. Stream surveys
conducted by BLM in 2001 did not identify any active
mining in Miller Gulch in Section 25. There are no proposed
management activities being considered as part of the Galls
Foot Project near the diversion.

Oregon Water Right Certificate 16196 authorizes the use of
.03 cubic feet per second from Left Fork of Miller’s Gulch
for irrigation of 0.5 acre and domestic consumption in SW %
SE % of Section 25 in T36S R4W. The exact location of
diversion is unknown. It is unknown if the point of
diversion is on BLM. Stream survey conducted by BLM in
2001 did not identify any water diversion facilities in
Section 25. There are no proposed management activities
being considered as part of the Galls Foot Project near the
diversion.

0 As used here, the bankfull width for a surveyed reach of stream is the
average of three measurements of riffle width that would be present during
a 1-2 year return interval flow event, generally taken near the upper end,
middle, and lower end of a stream reach.
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Oregon Water Certificate 15479 authorizes the use of .15
cubic feet per second for irrigation, stock, and domestic
consumption. The point of diversion is a concrete box
buried in the channel located 350 feet south and 1050 feet
east from the south % corner of Section 30 in T36S R3W. A
3,000 foot length of pipe delivers water for stock use in the
NWY2 NEY4 of Section 31 in T36S R3W and for domestic
use and irrigation of 10 acres in SW¥%, SWY, of Section 30 in
T36S R3W. BLM records show a right-of-way for this
water development. This water development is currently
used to fill a large steel cylindrical tank approximately 4 feet
in diameter and 20 feet in length in the NWY2 NEY4 of
Section 31. A BLM survey crew documented the location of
this tank in 2001. Based on the current right of way
information in BLM records, water from this tank is piped
for use at a private mining operation in Section 30 of T36S
R3W. Proposed management activities being considered as
part of the Galls Foot Project surround the diversion. This
diversion and its associated facilities are located in timber
sale unit 6 in Section 31. Project design features described in
Chapter 2 would likely protect the facilities from damage
during implementation of the project.

In 2001, a BLM survey crew identified developed facilities
in a spring in NW¥%, SWY, of Section 31 in T36S R3W. The
spring had been excavated to form a pool 5 feet wide by 10
feet long to a depth of 3 feet. One inch diameter black
plastic pipe is installed to transport water to a location on
private land in SW¥%, NWY4 of Section 31. There is no
known authorization for this water development. Proposed
management activities being considered as part of the Galls
Foot Project may be adjacent to the spring development.
Non commercial thinning units in the SW % of Section 31
may include diversion and pipeline. A Project Design
Feature has been included in Chapter 2 to be aware of this
development.

There are no other known developments on BLM lands in
the drainage for which authorizations could not be identified.

Notable Past Actions and Conditions for this Drainage

In addition to the existing roads and past timber harvests
contributing to the existing condition and discussed in the
Risk Factor analyses, below, the following recent past or
ongoing actions were included in the analysis for this
drainage:

e 410 acres (66 acres in Riparian Reserve) of manual
fuels reduction treatments as part of the Galls Creek
Fuels Project.

e Approximately 222 acres (24 acres in Riparian
Reserve) of precommercial thinning, brushing, and
other manual noncommercial treatments during the
previous five years.

e The Bristol Silica Mine is located on private and
BLM land in this drainage.

Foreseeable Future Actions in this Drainage
The following are known future actions likely to occur in
this drainage, and considered in the analysis:

e Estimated 106 acres future timber harvest on non-
BLM lands™, all yarded by tractor.

e Upto 632 acres (90 acres in Riparian Reserve) of
maintenance underburning at 5-10 year intervals on
acreage previously noncommercially treated under
other projects.

Alternative 2 Quick Overview for this Drainage

e 152 acres (none in Riparian Reserve) of
commercial timber prescriptions (see Appendix B).
Approximately 2 acres would be yarded by tractor
using designated skid roads, 77 acres by cable, and
74 acres by helicopter. There would be slash pile
and burn approximately 1-2 years after harvest and
underburn approximately 3-10 years after harvest.

e 130 acres manual precommercial conifer thinning
(PCT). Of this total, 63 acres of PCT would be
completed within the commercial timber
prescription units above, and 30 acres of PCT
would be completed within Riparian Reserve.

e  Six existing helicopter landings would be used; two
of these would be rebuilt, including one on the
ridge between this drainage and drainage RH0521.
One other of the existing landings is located on the
ridge between this drainage and Foots Creek
drainage RH0609, another is located on the ridge
between this drainage and Galls Creek drainage
RH0415, and another is located on the ridge
between this drainage and drainage RH0521. No
new helicopter landings would be constructed.
None of the landings are located within Riparian
Reserve.

e No new road construction.

e 0.3 miles (0.2 miles in Riparian Reserve) of natural
road decommissioning.

¢ No road renovation.

Risk Factor Analysis

Following is analysis of the risk factors being evaluated for
potential effects issues, including cumulative impacts.

é Risk Factor: Is there Disturbance on Highly Erodible or
Potentially Unstable Soils?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are approximately 169 acres of erodible soils
identified in this drainage. There appears to be 3 acres of
recent (<10 yrs.) ground disturbance on highly erodible or
potentially unstable soils in this drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no direct or indirect effects on the risk
factors affecting erodible soils in this HUC-7 drainage.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under this alternative, approximately 37 acres of helicopter
logging are proposed on potentially unstable soils.
Approximately 24 acres of skyline cable logging is proposed
and no tractor yarding is proposed. Helicopter logging only
disturbs about 2 percent of the soil surface and skyline cable
yarding disturbs about 7 percent. The affects on the highly

! From aerial photos using assumptions in USDI 1994: page 4-5
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erodible and potentially unstable soils from this alternative
would be approximately 2 acres of disturbance.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There are no foreseeable future projects proposed in this
drainage.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been 3 acres of disturbance in the recent past, no
disturbance would occur from Alternative 1 and a no
disturbance from future proposed project. Therefore, it is
anticipated that the cumulative impacts on highly erodible
soils would be minimal.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been 3 acres disturbance in the recent past, 2
acres of disturbance would occur from Alternative 2 and no
acres from future proposed project. Therefore, it is
anticipated that the cumulative impacts on highly erodible
soils would be remain minimal.

é Risk Factor: Has a Large Percentage of Forest Vegetation
been Harvested?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

89 acres of BLM administered lands in this drainage are
estimated to be conifer stands under 30 years old (trees up to
11" diameter) (BLM GIS data). This may be somewhat of
an overestimation of acres in young stands, because the slow
growth of conifers on many sites in this area means that trees
11” in diameter may be much older than 30 years. An
estimated 130 acres of conifer forest on non-BLM lands in
the drainage are less than 30 years old. Existing young
conifer stands across all ownerships total approximately 18
percent of the drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new young stands created from harvest of vegetation
within the Planning Area, so current percentages would
remain the same.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Each harvest prescription under the Galls Foot Project would
maintain forested area average canopy closure at 30 percent
or greater. The most aggressive prescriptions are Douglas-
fir Regeneration, which would leave an average of 45
percent canopy with some areas of individual units falling to
37 percent canopy, and the Pine Site prescription, where
average remaining canopy closure would be 30 percent with
some areas in individual units falling to as low as 22 percent.
In this drainage, there would be 64 acres (5.3 percent of the
drainage) harvested using the Douglas-fir Regeneration
prescription. No harvest areas in this drainage would
employ the Pine Site prescription (See prescription
descriptions in Appendix B). When the project is
completed, estimated average canopy closure of all forest
areas harvested throughout the Project under Alternative 2
would be 47 percent; the remaining untreated forested areas
would still maintain an estimated 85 percent canopy closure.
(Gordon 2006).

No new road and helicopter landings would be constructed
under this alternative, so no new permanent non-forested

openings due to permanent vegetation removal and clearcut
harvest associated with the construction and ongoing
maintenance of these roads and landings would occur.

In the Planning Area, the Ecoregion Description (WPN
1999: Appendix A) lists historic canopy closure within the
Planning Area as greater than 30 percent, with the exception
of the oak woodland/ lowest elevations which historically
had less than 30 percent canopy closure. Because even
following harvest, canopy closure in all but a few of the pine
site units would still be at or above historic percentages, and
the average canopy closure across the landscape would be
much greater than those described in the Ecoregion
Description, implementation of Alternative 2 would have no
effect related to hydrologic processes on this Risk Factor for
the drainage. Related risk factors (such as High
Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted Soil
for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts that
may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An additional 106 acres of trees appear to be potentially
available for harvest on non-BLM lands, and would be
assumed to be cut in the near future (USDI 1994: page 4-5).

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
With no action proposed under Alternative 1, 325 acres of
current and potential foreseeable future harvest in the
drainage would result in approximately 27 percent of the
drainage being composed of young stands.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
With no vegetation removal and clearcut harvest related to
road construction proposed under Alternative 2, 325 acres of
current and potential foreseeable future harvest in the
drainage would result in approximately 27 percent of the
drainage being composed of young stands or permanently
cleared areas. Related risk factors (such as High
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Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted Soil
for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts that
may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

é Risk Factor: Are there Large Areas of Compacted Soil?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An estimated 13 acres of BLM administered lands in this
drainage are currently in a compacted state. Approximately
8 acres of this total are the result of compaction due to
existing roads and 5 acres due to past yarding activities. An
estimated 37 acres of non-BLM lands are currently in a
compacted state: 10 acres due to existing roads and 27 acres
due to yarding activities. Total existing compacted area for
the drainage is estimated at approximately 50 acres or 4.1
percent.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new compacted area as a result of this project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, tractor yarding utilizing designated skid
roads on about 2 acres would potentially increase compacted
area by less than 1 acre. Approximately 77 acres of skyline
cable yarding would increase compacted area by about 3
acres, helicopter logging would affect 74 acres resulting in
about 1 acre of compaction, no road construction is
proposed. A total of about 5 acres would be compacted as a
result of the project. Combined with existing compacted
area, overall compaction on BLM lands would about 18
acres. Compaction would minimally increase as the result of
the proposed project and compacted area for the entire
drainage would slightly increase to about 4.6 percent.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There is no proposed for logging in the foreseeable future in
this drainage that would increase the compacted acres on
BLM land. It is possible that approximately 106 acres of
non-BLM land could be treated in the foreseeable future. It
is estimated that all this area could be tractor yarded. This
could increase the amount of compacted area in this drainage
by approximately 27 acres.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Selection of this alternative would result in the Galls Foot
Project not contributing any changes in compaction
cumulative impacts in this drainage. The combined total
compacted area of approximately 50 acres of existing and 27
acres in possible future actions would result in a total
compacted area for the drainage of approximately 77 acres
or 6.4 percent, a slight increase over existing condition.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The combined total compacted area of 50 acres of existing, 5
acres of new under this alternative, and 27 acres in
foreseeable future actions would result in a total compacted
area for the drainage of approximately 6.8 percent, a
negligible increase over existing condition, Alternative 1 (no
action) and possible future harvest.

é Risk Factor: Is there a Large Percent of Nonrecovered
Openings in the Transient Snow Zone?

The Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual (OWAM)
developed by Watershed Professionals Network 1999 for the
Governor's Watershed Enhancement Board indicates that
Transient Snow Zone is not an issue where less than 25
percent of the drainage is in or above Transient Snow Zone
elevations. All of this drainage is in the Rainfall zone
(USDI 2001:16); therefore, Transient Snow Zone is not a
concern in this drainage.

é Risk Factor: Do Stream Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair
Stability or Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) on 2.3 miles of stream indicated
that 20 percent of streams did not have either adequate
stream channel structure (i.e. debris jams or other structures)
to dissipate stream energy, had degraded channel conditions
(sinuosity, width/depth ratio, or gradient), and/or lacked
things like rocks and woody debris sufficient to protect the
channel from accelerated bank erosion and downcutting
during flood events.

For perennial and long-duration intermittent streams on
BLM land with continuous flow and stream length data,
stream surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that the substrate
(the material composing the bed of the stream) consisted of
an average of 69 percent silts, clays and sand, and 31 percent
gravel, cobble, and boulder-sized material. There was no
substrate composed of bedrock.

Streambanks composed of non-erodible material, boulders
and cobbles, or stabilized by vegetation were present along
roughly 96 percent of the streams on BLM lands in the
drainage, indicating a high level of bank stability and ability
to withstand high flows. The presence of high levels of
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instream fine sediment where a high percentage of
streambanks and channels are stable suggests that much of
this fine sediment is originating from upland areas rather
than from streambank erosion. The likely source of this fine
sediment is roads and road/stream interactions in the
drainage (see discussion in the Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections); major input of fine
sediment was also observed from eroding roads, ditchlines,
and other poorly designed drainage associated with non-
BLM access to a silica mining operation in the drainage™.
Although a proposed mitigation measure to correct the
situation was included in the Environmental Assessment
evaluating proposed expansion of the silica mining
operation*, the proposed measure was ultimately rejected in
the Decision Record approving the project.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change related to this Risk Factor with
implementation of the “No Action” alternative. With no
action to reduce the impact of existing roads on streams,
road erosion or drainage problems could have an increasing
negative impact on channel stability of some streams over
time.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change related to this Risk Factor with
implementation of Alternative 2. No harvest activities
would occur in stream channels with implementation of
Alternative 2, and natural decommissioning of road
segments in the outer portion of a Riparian Reserve would
be unlikely to have much effect on channel conditions, since
there is no direct connection between the road and the
stream.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are no known foreseeable future impacts to stream
channels on federal lands, as stream channels would
continue to have protection as Riparian Reserve, and any
treatments in Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize
Project Design Features that would prevent impact to the
channels. Stream channels on private lands would continue
to be protected by county ordinance and Oregon Forest
Practices Rules.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, stream channels would
continue to have protection as Riparian Reserve, and any
future treatments in Riparian Reserve would continue to
utilize Project Design Features that would prevent impact to
the channels. Stream channels on private lands would
continue to be protected by county ordinance and Oregon
Forest Practices Rules. Road-related erosion on a non-BLM
road in a Millers Gulch tributary could continue to input
sediment into Millers Gulch and lead to further degradation
of downstream channels on BLM.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

12 Field visit by a BLM hydrologist, fisheries biologist, and soil scientist in
2002 as part of the Environmental Assessment for Bristol Silica Quarry.
¥ EA No. OR-110-02-035, page 10.

Under Alternative 2, stream channels would continue to
have protection as Riparian Reserve, and treatments in
Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design
Features that would prevent impact to the channels. Stream
channels on private lands would continue to be protected by
county ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices Rules. Road-
related erosion on a non-BLM road in a Millers Gulch
tributary could continue to input sediment into Millers Gulch
and lead to further degradation of downstream channels on
BLM. Forest management that more closely mimics a low-
severity natural fire regime could, over time, provide greater
inputs of large, stable wood to channels and more stable
peakflows and baseflows, resulting in improvements in
channel stability and condition over the long term.
Implementation of similar management across all
ownerships could further improve the situation; without
similar management on other ownerships, conditions of
stream channels on private lands could remain static or even
decline over time. Except for the potential of continued
elevated levels of sediment delivery from eroding roads on
non BLM lands, stream channel conditions on BLM lands
would gradually improve with ongoing implementation of
the Northwest Forest Plan related to management of riparian
and upland areas.

é Risk Factor: Are Riparian Areas in Poor-to-Fair Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Stream surveys (USDI 2006a) indicate the presence of at
least some past timber harvest in BLM riparian areas along
seven percent of the 2.5 miles of streams assessed in the
drainage. Although some of this harvest activity is from
many decades ago, it indicates the presence of past harvest
activity in riparian areas in the drainage. Harvest has not
occurred in these areas (now protected within Riparian
Reserve) since implementation of the Forest Plan in the mid
1990s.

Data from stream PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicates that
of 2.3 miles assessed, 100 percent of riparian areas are in
either Proper Functioning Condition or Functional-at-Risk
with an upward trend, so conditions in those riparian areas
are at or moving towards a level where adequate vegetation,
landform, or woody debris is present to dissipate stream
energy during high flow events and allow physical processes
in the stream to operate properly. No riparian areas were
rated as in either a downward trend or as nonfunctional.

BLM GIS data indicates that within forested BLM Riparian
Reserve in this drainage, nine percent are young stands
(seedlings/saplings/poles up to 11 inches diameter, due to
more recent [past 30 years or so] harvest or fire), 70 percent
are mid-seral stands (up to 21 inches in diameter), and 20
percent are mature timber or old growth. On non-BLM
forestlands, an estimated 44 acres of riparian areas are stands
under 30 years of age, 16 percent of all riparian areas on
non-BLM lands.

To meet the RMP direction that silvicultural practices are to
be applied to Riparian Reserve areas to control stocking,
reestablish and manage stands, and acquire desired
vegetation characteristics needed to attain ACS and Riparian
Reserve objectives (USDI 1995:27), approximately 90 acres
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of Riparian Reserve (71 percent of the Reserves) in the
drainage have already been treated or are in the process of
being treated using manual and precommercial thinning
treatments under other projects.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 1 (no action), riparian areas would
continue to be protected per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). There
would be no road-related work in Riparian Reserve areas
under this alternative, so watershed restoration direction
regarding roads under the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
might not be met. See the High Sedimentation Potential risk
factor discussion.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). ). Thirty acres of precommercial
thinning in some Riparian Reserve areas under this project
would help meet the RMP direction that silvicultural
practices are to be applied to Riparian Reserve areas to
control stocking, reestablish and manage stands, and acquire
desired vegetation characteristics needed to attain ACS and
Riparian Reserve objectives (USDI 1995:27). A small
amount of road decommissioning in one Riparian Reserve
would potentially decrease some road-related impacts.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Up to 90 acres of Riparian Reserve in the drainage could be
treated with periodic maintenance underburning under the
thinning and fuel reduction already authorized under other
projects; this could benefit adjacent riparian areas by helping
restore a more natural vegetation structure/fire regime.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. No restorative actions such as stream crossing
renovation, road decommissioning, or removal of stream
crossings to improve riparian condition would be
implemented under Alternative 1, so maintenance or
restoration of some riparian processes at some locations
could be compromised that otherwise might have benefited
from these actions.

The vegetation treatments done under the Galls Creek Fuels
Project, other noncommercial projects over the past five
years, and the ongoing protection of Riparian Reserve areas
would allow natural recovery processes to operate and result
in the gradual improvement of riparian condition on BLM
lands, with most areas eventually reaching Properly
Functioning Condition barring a severe wildfire, new
instream mining projects, or OHV-related impacts in the
Reserves.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. In Riparian Reserve areas in this drainage, the
decommissioning of roads (see High Road Density section),
the vegetation treatments done under the Galls Creek Fuels
Project, treatments proposed under this project, and the
ongoing protection of Riparian Reserve areas would allow
natural recovery processes to operate and result in the
gradual improvement of riparian condition on BLM lands,
with most areas eventually reaching Properly Functioning
Condition barring a severe wildfire, new instream mining
projects, or OHV-related impacts in the Reserves.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

é Risk Factor: Are there High Impacts from a Catastrophic
Event?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No large fires, major debris torrents, or other major natural
disturbances have occurred in the recent past within this
drainage that would have the potential to create a high level
of impact. The drainage does not appear to have sustained
major negative impacts on BLM-managed lands during
recent flood events. No information was found identifying
major resource-related flood impacts on non-BLM lands;
flood impacts observed appeared to be related to on-site
modification of floodplains and streamside riparian areas at
the location of the impacts rather than off-site watershed
conditions contributing to an “out-of-the-ordinary” flood.

According to the 1967-2003 data provided by ODF, one fire
greater than five acres was documented in the RH0524
drainage area. A fire caused by debris burning burned eight
acres in 2000. Five additional smaller fires burned in the
drainage area, all of which occurred between 1974 and 2000.
None of the smaller fires were greater than one acre in size.
Of the five smaller fires, one was caused by lightning, two
by smoking, and two by equipment use. The fires burned a
total of 10 acres, less than one percent of the drainage area.

Approximately 632 acres in this drainage have already been
treated using manual and precommercial thinning methods
as part of ongoing plantation maintenance and the Galls
Creek Fuels Project. Risk of severe impacts from a major
fire is probably reduced in these previously treated areas.

Many of the older roads in the Planning Area were not
constructed using “watershed-friendly” engineering. Roads
were often constructed where construction was the easiest.
Drainage often focused on simply getting the water off the
road surface without much consideration of how it affected
downslope hydrology, and culverts and drainage systems
were often designed to simply handle typical storm
conditions, not major flood events. Many roads were
created with no provision for drainage at all. Consequently,
many older roads are at risk for failure during flood events,
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and can contribute substantial negative impacts to
peakflows, sedimentation, and slope stability. In addition to
the chronic impacts to the downstream aquatic system, this
greatly increases the potential to negatively contribute to
catastrophic slope failures and debris torrents.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there is no effect relating to this risk factor.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there is no effect relating to this risk factor.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There have been no recent catastrophic events in the
drainage for which foreseeable future actions would be
planned. Portions of the 632 acres noncommercially treated
under other projects could receive maintenance
underburning at roughly five to ten year intervals.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent major catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there would be no cumulative impacts relating
to impacts from any recent catastrophic event. Ongoing
fuels reduction projects, vegetation management and future
underburning may continue to help reduce current high
density of vegetation brought on by past vegetation
management practices including fire exclusion. Areas
treated and maintained with underburning under other
projects would be less likely to suffer severe impacts in a
major wildfire.

Because no roads would be renovated, relocated or
decommissioned any existing road drainage and location
problems would continue except where corrected during
normal maintenance activities. Nowhere was identified
where this would lead to a catastrophic event.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there would be no cumulative impacts relating
to impacts from any recent catastrophic event. Areas
treated under the ongoing fuels reduction project, combined
with the commercial timber prescriptions proposed under
this alternative, including the associated vegetation
maintenance and future maintenance underburning, could
allow future wildfire to burn at lower intensities and be less
likely to move into the forest canopy, which could result in
reduced negative fire effects to water and soil resources.
While stand replacement fires could still occur, treated areas
would have a greater chance of burning at low severity than
they do under present conditions, so the timeframe between
so called “catastrophic” fires could be increased.

A small amount of road decommissioning proposed under
this alternative could somewhat reduce the ability of some
roads to deliver peakflow runoff directly to the stream
network during major flood events, but the effect would be
small.

é Risk Factor: Is Road Density High in the Drainage?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are 12.5 miles of roads in the drainage, 4.7 miles of
which are on BLM-administered lands. Of these roads on
BLM, 0.9 miles are located within Riparian Reserve. The
road mileage figures include Class 2 OHV trails (4x4 trails).
There are no additional mapped motorcycle (Class 3) or
quad (Class 1) OHV trails in the drainage.

Road density in the drainage is 6.7 miles per square mile.
This road density is high based on both the Klamath Siskiyou
Matrix of Pathways and Indicators (USDA/USDI 1996)
threshold of 3 miles per square mile and on the ODEQ-cited
4.0 miles per square mile (ODEQ 2003b:61).

On BLM lands the road density is 4.2 miles per square mile.
The road density on BLM lands is in the High category in
both the figure cited by ODEQ and as defined by the
Klamath Siskiyou Matrix of Pathways and Indicators.

On BLM lands, road density within Riparian Reserve is 4.4
miles per square mile of Riparian Reserve. On non-BLM
lands, the density of roads in riparian areas adjacent to
streams is 11.5 miles per square mile.

Ground disturbance due to roads and trails affects
approximately 3.8% of the drainage. Approximately 56% of
this disturbance occurs on private lands and 44% is on
BLM-administered lands.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so road densities would remain unchanged as a result of this
project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no new road construction in this drainage
under Alternative 2. 0.3 miles of road would be
decommissioned using “natural” decommissioning, where
culverts, cross drains, and fill in channels are removed, the
road is blocked, but the remaining road surface is left
relatively intact and allowed to grow over. This is often
done where the roadbed is stable and/or vegetation is already
encroaching on the road, so that extensive machine work to
decommission the road would be counterproductive in
attempting to reduce the impact of the road. Of the roads
proposed for decommissioning, 0.2 miles are in Riparian
Reserve.

Because this renovation work would essentially be standard
maintenance rather than installation of new water dips,
improved culverts, or other improvements, any reduction in
sedimentation from the rocking and patching road erosion
problems would probably be offset by the associated
disturbance and use of the roads during the project. The
actual positive or negative impact on stream sedimentation,
while likely to be minimal, is unknown.

The road decommissioning could have positive benefits
from a hydrologic/sediment delivery standpoint, helping to
control and prevent road-related runoff and sediment
production. This is one of the most important components of
a watershed restoration program under the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (USDI 1995:23). BLM’s
management direction under the watershed restoration
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portion of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy is to focus on
removing and upgrading roads (USDI 1995:23); however,
Aguatic Conservation Strategy watershed restoration is not
part of the purpose and need for the current project, so work
is focusing on basic road maintenance rather than reducing
long-term drainage impacts. The road decommissioning is
related to meeting transportation objectives rather than
watershed restoration needs.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There are no known foreseeable future actions affecting road
density in this drainage.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so watershed restoration direction regarding roads under the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy might not be met. Road
density and associated disturbance would continue similar to
current levels as described in the Current Condition and
Foreseeable Future Action sections. See the High
Sedimentation Potential risk factor discussion.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
The net change in active roads — both open roads and closed
roads (roads that can be used by bypassing a gate or
barricade) — would be a reduction of 0.3 miles. This would
be a reduction of approximately two percent in roads in the
drainage, and a reduction of six percent in roads on BLM-
administered land. Roads in BLM Riparian Reserve would
be reduced by 22 percent. Post-project road density in this
drainage would be 6.5 miles per square mile. Road density
on BLM-administered lands would decrease to 3.9 miles per
square mile, and in BLM Riparian Reserve would decrease
to 3.5 miles per square mile. Alternative 2 would reduce the
cumulative impact of BLM roads on the hydrologic system
from the decommissioning work and as vegetation recovers
on the decommissioned road segments.

é Risk Factor: Is there High Sedimentation Potential?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Roads and OHYV trails cross streams and draws at 74
locations in the drainage. On BLM lands, roads and OHV
trails cross streams at 7 locations, all on short duration
intermittent streams. Roads and OHYV trails also cross dry
draws at an additional 18 locations on BLM administered
lands.

Overall density of roads and OHV trails crossing streams
and draws is 4.1 crossings per stream mile in this drainage.
On non-BLM lands the density is 5.7 crossings per stream
mile, and on BLM lands the density is 2.6 crossings per
stream mile. It is probable that some of these roads and
OHV trails currently channel flow to the stream crossings
during storm events. This effectively increases the stream
network in the drainage, carrying additional sediment
directly to streams. Based on the high number of stream
crossings identified, this is likely adversely affecting water
quality.

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that there were no
streams that did not have adequate riparian and channel
conditions to store, sort, and transport sediment through the
stream system at natural rates, indicating that channel and

riparian conditions in and of themselves are not likely to
negatively affect levels of fine sediments present in streams.

Based on the fine sediment thresholds used by DEQ in the
2004 305(b) report (ODEQ 2006b:19-20), measurement of
stream channel substrate (quantified in the “Do Stream
Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair Stability or Condition™
section) suggests that BLM lands in this drainage are in the
“Poor” category for fine sediment (USDI 2006a).

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change in sedimentation potential under
the “No Action” alternative.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no new construction or renovation of
crossings on streams under this alternative. Road
decommissioning would remove one crossing at a dry draw.
The net change in numbers of stream crossings within the
drainage would be a reduction of 1 crossing, or about 1
percent. On BLM lands, the total number of stream and
draw crossings would be reduced by 1, or 4 percent: one
crossing on a dry draw (-6 percent of the dry draw
crossings). For the drainage, the density of road/stream
crossings (stream crossings per mile of stream) on streams
and draws would be reduced from the current 4.1 to 3.9 post-
project. Reconstruction and use of helicopter landings in this
drainage would occur on ridgetop locations far from active
stream channels; design of the landings would be such that
any channelization of flow and sediment leaving the landing
site would be unlikely, and soil particles that did move off
site would be deposited long before they could reach active
streams and be transported to the downstream aquatic
system. Work on the landings would have no effect on
instream sedimentation.

No existing roads would be renovated in the drainage. There
would be no road renovation, culvert replacements, or other
road work done at stream crossings.

The road decommissioning could have positive benefits
from a hydrologic/sediment delivery standpoint, helping to
control and prevent road-related runoff and sediment
production. This is one of the most important components of
a watershed restoration program under the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (USDI 1995:23). BLM’s
management direction under the watershed restoration
portion of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy is to focus on
removing and upgrading roads (USDI 1995:23); however,
Aguatic Conservation Strategy watershed restoration is not
part of the purpose and need for the current project, so work
is focusing on basic road maintenance rather than reducing
long-term drainage impacts. The road decommissioning is
related to meeting transportation objectives rather than
watershed restoration needs.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Potential future harvests on non-BLM lands could
periodically increase levels of fine sediments reaching
streams, followed by gradual stabilization as areas recovered
from harvest-related disturbance. There are no other known
foreseeable future actions in this drainage that would impact
this risk factor.
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Stream sedimentation effects from future manual vegetation
treatments and use of prescribed fire on BLM lands are
expected to be very minimal, substantially less than what
would occur under natural low-intensity fire in these same
areas.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on private lands in much the same way and at similar rates
as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from these
lands would be expected to continue with little change,
fluctuating in response to the level of harvest activity.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

With no management proposed on BLM lands under this
alternative, trends resulting from existing conditions would
be expected to continue.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on non-BLM lands in much the same way and at similar
rates as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from
these lands would be expected to continue with little change.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

The road decommissioning could result in a slight
improvement in sedimentation impacts during and after
major storm events. Over the long term, improving
vegetation conditions on BLM lands in this drainage and
throughout the watershed could reduce the frequency of
stand-replacement wildfire and allow more low severity fires
to burn, restoring a sediment regime that more closely
mimics natural conditions. Gradual recovery of riparian
areas (previously clearcut or subjected to other high intensity
management that did not mimic more natural disturbance,
but now managed as Riparian Reserve) would allow gradual
improvement of riparian processes and corresponding
improvements in sediment conditions over time. In spite of
the improvements under this alternative, roads would still
remain the largest unnatural contributor to negative
sedimentation impacts in the drainage. Trends resulting from
existing conditions and foreseeable future actions would be
expected to continue

é Risk Factor: Is there Potential for Violation of the Clean
Water Act or the Safe Drinking Water Act?

NOTE: Sedimentation issues are discussed under the “Is there High Sedimentation
Potential” risk factor discussion. Analysis of sedimentation is not repeated here.

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No streams in this drainage are on the 303(d) list for high
summer stream temperatures. Although no streams in the
drainage are identified by ODEQ as having sediment issues,
sedimentation is discussed in the “Is there High
Sedimentation Potential’” section. No other data was located
indicating that any streams on BLM land are not meeting

State water quality standards. Any decline in quality of
stream temperatures in these small tributaries could have a
negative cumulative effect on the Rogue River, as Miller’s
Gulch is perennial and flows directly into the river.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no affect with implementation of the “No
Action” alternative; existing condition would be maintained.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No activity is proposed under this alternative that would
result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in this
drainage (USDI 2005:24), and implementation of Best
Management Practices and other Project Design Features
(EA Chapter 2), and protection of Riparian Reserve areas
would enable the Project to avoid violation of the Clean
Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act. Under
Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be protected
and managed per direction in the Aquatic Conservation
Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). This alternative draws
upon the passive and active restoration management actions
recommended for achieving federal recovery goals as
identified in the Water Quality Restoration Plan for the
Rogue River-Gold Hill Watershed South of the Rogue River
(USDI 2006c¢:25-26).

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Any foreseeable future actions on federal lands would
follow the same guidance and requirements as the currently
proposed project, and would therefore be required to have no
affect on stream temperature loading. Issues related to
sedimentation are discussed in the previous Risk Factor.
Activities on non-BLM lands are required to meet Clean
Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act requirements. No
other impacts to water quality are anticipated.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, riparian areas would
continue to be protected and managed per direction in the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. There would be nothing under this alternative that
would result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in
this drainage (USDI 2005:24). No other impacts to water
quality are anticipated.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). Riparian
areas where previous harvest activities occurred would
continue to gradually recover from past harvest impacts.
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). No activity is proposed under this
alternative that would result in anthropogenic-caused heating
of streams in this drainage (USDI 2005:24), and
implementation of Best Management Practices and other
Project Design Features (EA Chapter 2), and protection of
Riparian Reserve areas would enable the Project to avoid
violation of the Clean Water Act and the Safe Drinking
Water Act. This Project, other recent riparian vegetation
treatments in the Planning Area, and foreseeable future
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management in the watersheds of the Planning Area would
allow gradual improvement in water quality over time.
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Middle Fork Foots Creek

BLM Drainage Area RH0603
Hydrologic Unit 17100308020603

Drainage Area Description

The RH0603 drainage area is 3390 acres, of which seven
percent are BLM-administered lands and 93 percent are
privately owned (BLM GIS data). The drainage consists of
generally north-flowing Middle Fork Foots Creek, tributary to
Foots Creek, which in turn is tributary to the Rogue River.
Named streams and gulches include Middle Fork Foots Creek
and Moore Gulch. Approximate elevations range from 1360
feet at the lower end to 3720 feet at the high point of the
drainage (data from USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle maps and
Terrain Navigator software). All of this drainage area (100
percent) is located within the Galls Foot Planning Area
boundary (245 acres BLM, 3144 acres private).

All streams on BLM lands within the RH0603 drainage have
been inventoried during stream surveys conducted since
2001 (USDI 2006a). Miles of different types of streams on
BLM lands analyzed here are different than those listed in
the South Rogue-Gold Hill Watershed Analysis because
stream types have now been verified on-the-ground, where
at the time of the Watershed Analysis most stream types
were estimated from aerial photos (USDI 2001:29) without
on-the-ground verification. Streams on non-BLM lands
were determined from a combination of sources, including
aerial photos, USGS quadrangle maps, and extrapolation
from adjacent BLM lands. The stream type information for
all lands has been entered into the BLM GIS system.

On BLM-managed lands there are no perennial streams, 0.3
miles of long duration intermittent stream, 0.5 miles of short
duration intermittent stream, and 3.0 miles of dry draws. No
springs have been identified on BLM lands. No large
wetlands are present in this drainage; small wetland areas
exist along portions of some streams and around some of the
springs. One mile of irrigation ditches and/or abandoned
mining ditches have been mapped on BLM lands in this
drainage. There are 37 acres of Riparian Reserve on BLM
lands in this drainage.

Non-BLM lands are estimated to have 6.6 miles of perennial
stream, 5.8 miles of long duration intermittent stream, 20.8
miles of short duration intermittent stream, and 25.9 miles of
dry draws. Details on channel dimensions are not available
for streams on non-BLM lands. No springs have been
mapped on non-BLM lands, and little is known about
springs or wetlands in these areas. 0.2 miles of ditches have
been mapped on non-BLM lands from sources such as
USGS information and aerial photos; these may be either
irrigation ditches or old mining ditches. Additional ditches
may be present, but have not been mapped. The exact status

and use of these ditches are not known, and obtaining this
information is not necessary for this analysis. There are
estimated to be 1259 acres of riparian areas on non-BLM
lands in this drainage.

On BLM-administered land in this drainage, the one long
duration intermittent stream measured has an average
bankfull channel** width of 2.2 feet and depth of 0.3 feet,
with a flood-prone area width of 4.6 feet. Short duration
intermittent streams have average bankfull channels ranging
from 0.9-1.5 feet wide and 0.1-0.3 feet deep, with flood-
prone area widths ranging from 2.0-2.6 feet. (USDI 2006a)

Other than ditches, no locations on BLM administered lands
were identified as having some type of development for the
purpose of diverting, storing, and/or transporting water. The
Oregon Water Resources Department indicated there are no
valid water rights for either diversion or storage at any
location on BLM land within this drainage. BLM records
show no right-of-ways or any other authorizations for
diversion structures, water storage, or water transport

facilities in this drainage.

There are no other known developments on BLM lands in
the drainage for which authorizations could not be identified.

Notable Past Actions and Conditions for this Drainage

In addition to the existing roads and past timber harvests
contributing to the existing condition and discussed in the
Risk Factor analyses, below, the following recent past or
ongoing actions were included in the analysis for this
drainage:

o Approximately 16 acres (none in Riparian Reserve)
of precommercial thinning, brushing, and other
manual noncommercial treatments during the
previous five years.

o Thereis atrend in this drainage toward increasing
OHYV use and associated increasing mileage of
unplanned, poorly designed and poorly located
user-created OHV trails over time.

Foreseeable Future Actions in this Drainage
The following are known future actions likely to occur in
this drainage, and considered in the analysis:
e Anestimated 887 acres of merchantable timber is
present on non-BLM lands®, and if logged would

1 As used here, the bankfull width for a surveyed reach of stream is the
average of three measurements of riffle width that would be present during
a 1-2 year return interval flow event, generally taken near the upper end,
middle, and lower end of a stream reach.

%5 From aerial photos using assumptions in USDI 1994: page 4-5
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all be yarded by tractor; however, a portion of this
timber cannot be harvested due to spotted owl
restrictions (Samuelson 2006), leaving an estimated
705 acres foreseeable future timber harvest on non-
BLM lands™, all yarded by tractor

e 126 acres (25 acres in Riparian Reserve) of manual
fuels reduction treatments as part of the Foots
Creek Fuels Project.

e Upto 142 acres (25 acres in Riparian Reserve) of
maintenance underburning at 5-10 year intervals on
acreage noncommercially treated under other
projects, including the Foots Creek Fuels Project.

e The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV
area would have future impact on OHV roads and
trails on BLM lands in this drainage. The worst
case scenario from a water resources standpoint
would be selection of a “no action” alternative in
the Johns Peak OHV Plan, because without action
to manage the existing and increasing OHV use
there is nothing to indicate any reversal of the trend
in this area toward increasing mileage of
unplanned, poorly designed and poorly located
user-created OHV trails over time. All action
alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS would
establish a managed trail system and limit OHV use
on BLM lands within the Johns Peak OHV area to
that managed system. Implementation of any of the
Johns Peak action alternatives would lead to
reduced mileage of OHV trails and roads within the
drainage, with a corresponding reduction in
road/trail-related impacts over time.

Alternative 2 Quick Overview for this Drainage

e 39 acres (none in Riparian Reserve) of commercial
timber prescriptions (see Appendix B).
Approximately 1 acre would be yarded by tractor
using designated skid roads, 12 acres by cable, and
25 acres by helicopter. There would be slash pile
and burn approximately 1-2 years after harvest and
underburn approximately 3-10 years after harvest.

e 35 acres manual precommercial conifer thinning
(PCT). Of this total, 20 acres of PCT would be
completed within the commercial timber
prescription units above, and eight acres of PCT
would be completed within Riparian Reserve.

e No existing helicopter landings would be used or
rebuilt. Two new helicopter landings (one located
on the ridge between this drainage and Right Fork
Foots Creek drainage RH0612 and the other located
on the ridge between this drainage and Middle Fork
Foots Creek drainage RH0603) would be
constructed. These landings are not located within
Riparian Reserve.

¢ No new road construction.

e No road decommissioning.

e No road renovation.

Risk Factor Analysis

%8 From aerial photos using assumptions in USDI 1994: page 4-5

Following is analysis of the risk factors being evaluated for
potential effects issues, including cumulative impacts.

é Risk Factor: Is there Disturbance on Highly Erodible or
Potentially Unstable Soils?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are approximately 344 acres of highly erodible or
potentially unstable soils identified in this drainage. There
appears to be very minimal (<1 acre) recent ground
disturbance on highly erodible or potentially unstable soils
in this drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no direct or indirect effects on the risk
factors affecting erodible soils in this HUC-7 drainage.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under this alternative, approximately 1 acre of helicopter
logging is proposed on unstable soils. Approximately 1 acre
of skyline cable logging would occur. Helicopter logging
only disturbs about 2 percent of the soil surface and cable
yarding disturbs about 7 percent so the affects on the
erodible soils from that operation would be miniscule.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are no foreseeable future BLM projects proposed in
this drainage. There is potential that about 127 acres of
timber on potentially unstable soil could be harvested on
private land in the near future resulting in about 33 acres of
disturbed soil. This is merely a projection based on
available timber that is mature enough to harvest.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been minimal disturbance in the recent past, no
disturbance would occur from Alternative 1 and about 33
acres of disturbance from possible future project. Therefore,
it is anticipated that the cumulative impacts on highly
erodible or potentially unstable soils would be minimal.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been minimal disturbance in the recent past, less
than 0.5 acres of disturbance would occur from Alternative 2
and about 33 acres from future proposed project. Itis
anticipated that the cumulative impacts on highly erodible or
potentially unstable soils would be minimal.

é Risk Factor: Has a Large Percentage of Forest Vegetation
been Harvested?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Twenty-two acres of BLM administered lands in this
drainage are estimated to be conifer stands under 30 years
old (trees up to 11” diameter) (BLM GIS data). This may be
somewhat of an overestimation of acres in young stands,
because the slow growth of conifers on many sites in this
area means that trees 11” in diameter may be much older
than 30 years. An estimated 957 acres of conifer forest on
non-BLM lands in the drainage are less than 30 years old.
Existing young conifer stands across all ownerships total
approximately 29 percent of the drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new young stands created from harvest of vegetation
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within the Planning Area, so current percentages would
remain the same.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Each harvest prescription under the Galls Foot Project would
maintain forested area average canopy closure at 30 percent
or greater. The most aggressive prescriptions are Douglas-
fir Regeneration, which would leave an average of 45
percent canopy with some areas of individual units falling to
37 percent canopy, and the Pine Site prescription, where
average remaining canopy closure would be 30 percent with
some areas in individual units falling to as low as 22 percent.
In this drainage, there would be no harvest using the
Douglas-fir Regeneration prescription. Fourteen acres (less
than half of one percent of the drainage) would be harvested
using the Pine Site prescription (See prescription
descriptions in Appendix B). When the project is
completed, estimated average canopy closure of all forest
areas harvested throughout the Project under Alternative 2
would be 47 percent; the remaining untreated forested areas
would still maintain an estimated 85 percent canopy closure.
(Gordon 2006).

There would be no new roads constructed under this
alternative. New helicopter landing construction would
create up to 2 acres of new permanent non-forested openings
due to permanent vegetation removal and clearcut harvest
associated with the construction and ongoing maintenance of
these roads and landings.

In the Planning Area, the Ecoregion Description (WPN
1999: Appendix A) lists historic canopy closure within the
Planning Area as greater than 30 percent, with the exception
of the oak woodland/ lowest elevations which historically
had less than 30 percent canopy closure. Because even
following harvest, canopy closure in all but a few of the pine
site units would still be at or above historic percentages, and
the average canopy closure across the landscape would be
much greater than those described in the Ecoregion
Description, implementation of Alternative 2 would have no
effect related to hydrologic processes on this Risk Factor for
the drainage. Related risk factors (such as High
Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted Soil
for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts that
may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An additional 705 acres of trees appear to be potentially
available for harvest on non-BLM lands, and would be
assumed to be cut in the near future (USDI 1994: page 4-5).

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
With no action proposed under Alternative 1, 1684 acres of
current and potential foreseeable future harvest in the
drainage would result in approximately 50 percent of the
drainage being composed of young stands.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-

scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Up to 2 acres of vegetation removal and clearcut harvest
related to landing construction proposed under Alternative 2
and 1684 acres of current and potential foreseeable future
harvest in the drainage would result in approximately 50
percent of the drainage being composed of young stands or
permanently cleared areas. Related risk factors (such as
High Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted
Soil for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts
that may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

é Risk Factor: Are there Large Areas of Compacted Soil?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An estimated 3 acres of BLM administered lands in this
drainage are currently in a compacted state. Approximately
2 acres of this total are the result of compaction due to
existing roads and 1 acre due to past yarding activities. An
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estimated 296 acres of non-BLM lands are currently in a
compacted state: 35 acres due to existing roads and 261
acres due to yarding activities. Total existing compacted
area for the drainage is estimated at approximately 299 or
8.8 percent.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new compacted area as a result of this project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, tractor yarding utilizing designated skid
roads on about 1 acre would potentially increase compacted
area about ¥ acre. Approximately 12 acres of cable yarding
would increase compacted area by about ¥z acre, helicopter
logging would affect 25 acres resulting in about ¥4 acre of
compaction, no road construction is proposed for a total of
about 1 acre compacted as a result of the project. Combined
with existing compacted area, overall compaction on BLM
lands would minimally increase as the result of the proposed
project and compacted area for the entire drainage would
remain at approximately 8.8 percent

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There is no proposed for logging in the foreseeable future in
this drainage that would increase the compacted acres on
BLM land. It is possible that approximately 705 acres of
non-BLM land could be treated in the foreseeable future. It
is estimated that all this area could be tractor yarded. This
could increase the amount of compacted area in this drainage
by approximately 176 acres.

Increasing OHV use in this drainage would likely result in
additional compacted area over time, although
implementation of any of the action alternatives under the
Johns Peak EIS could limit future impacts on BLM lands
from this source.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Selection of this alternative would result in the Galls Foot
Project not contributing any changes in compaction
cumulative impacts in this drainage. The combined total
compacted area of approximately 299 acres of existing and
176 acres in possible future actions would result in a total
compacted area for the drainage of approximately 14
percent, a substantial increase over existing condition.
Additional new compaction on BLM lands due to OHV use
would likely be limited if any of the action alternatives
under the Johns Peak EIS are implemented; OHV-related
compaction on non-BLM lands is likely to continue a
gradual increase.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
The combined total compacted area of 299 acres of existing,
1 acre of new under this alternative, and 176 acres in
foreseeable future actions would result in a total compacted
area for the drainage of approximately 14 percent, a
negligible increase over existing condition, Alternative 1 (no
action) and possible future actions. Additional new
compaction on BLM lands due to OHV use would likely be
limited if any of the action alternatives under the Johns Peak
EIS are implemented; OHV-related compaction on non-
BLM lands is likely to continue a gradual increase.

é Risk Factor: Is there a Large Percent of Nonrecovered
Openings in the Transient Snow Zone?

The Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual (OWAM)
developed by Watershed Professionals Network 1999 for the
Governor's Watershed Enhancement Board indicates that
Transient Snow Zone is not an issue where less than 25
percent of the drainage is in or above Transient Snow Zone
elevations. Ninety-nine percent of this drainage is in the
Rainfall zone. Ninety-nine percent of this drainage is in the
Rainfall zone. Transient Snow Zone comprises only one
percent of this drainage; therefore, Transient Snow Zone is
not a concern in this drainage.

é Risk Factor: Do Stream Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair
Stability or Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) on half a mile of stream
indicated that streams in this drainage had adequate stream
channel structure (i.e. debris jams or other structures) to
dissipate stream energy, did not have degraded channel
conditions (sinuosity, width/depth ratio, or gradient), and
had things like rocks and woody debris sufficient to protect
the channel from accelerated bank erosion and downcutting
during flood events.

Measurement of one long-duration intermittent stream on
BLM land (USDI 2006a) indicated that the substrate (the

material composing the bed of the stream) consisted of an
average of 50 percent silts, clays and sand, and 50 percent
gravel, cobble, and boulder-sized material. There was no
substrate composed of bedrock.

Streambanks composed of non-erodible material, boulders
and cobbles, or stabilized by vegetation were present along
roughly 96 percent of the streams on BLM lands in the
drainage, indicating a high level of bank stability and ability
to withstand high flows. The presence of high levels of
instream fine sediment where a high percentage of
streambanks and channels are stable suggests that much of
this fine sediment is originating from upland areas rather
than from streambank erosion. The likely source of this fine
sediment is roads and road/stream interactions in the
drainage (see discussion in the Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections). With the low percentage
of BLM ownership in this drainage, stream channel
conditions in Middle Fork Foots Creek would be driven
largely by conditions originating from private lands.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change related to this Risk Factor with
implementation of the “No Action” alternative.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
No harvest activities or road work would occur in or
adjacent to stream channels under this alternative, so no
changes would occur to this risk factor as a result of this
project.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There are no known foreseeable future impacts to stream
channels on federal lands, as stream channels would
continue to have protection as Riparian Reserve, and any
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treatments in Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize
Project Design Features that would prevent impact to the
channels. Implementation of any of the action alternatives
in the upcoming Johns Peak EIS would likely reduce OHV
interaction with stream channels on BLM lands. Stream
channels on non BLM lands could continue to decline in
condition due to increasing levels of OHV use in and near
the streams. Stream channels on private lands would
continue to be protected by county ordinance and Oregon
Forest Practices Rules.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, stream channels would
continue to have protection as Riparian Reserve, and any
future treatments in Riparian Reserve would continue to
utilize Project Design Features that would prevent impact to
the channels. Implementation of any of the action
alternatives under the upcoming Johns Peak EIS would
likely lead to improving stream channel conditions on BLM
lands as OHV-associated impacts declined. Stream channels
on private lands would continue to be protected by county
ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices Rules. Over time,
there may be an increasing risk that, without a mechanism to
begin to mimic a more natural fire regime, there could be
increasing negative impacts to stream channels from
occasional high-severity fire, a lack of large wood due to the
long-term absence of low-severity fire, and other unknown
negative impacts of forest management utilizing either total
fire exclusion or focus on large-tree harvests.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, stream channels would continue to
have protection as Riparian Reserve, and treatments in
Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design
Features that would prevent impact to the channels.
Implementation of any of the action alternatives under the
upcoming Johns Peak EIS would likely lead to improving
stream channel conditions on BLM lands as OHV-associated
impacts declined. Stream channels on private lands would
continue to be protected by county ordinance and Oregon
Forest Practices Rules. Forest management that more
closely mimics a low-severity natural fire regime could, over
time, provide greater inputs of large, stable wood to channels
and more stable peakflows and baseflows, resulting in
improvements in channel stability and condition over the
long term. Implementation of similar management across all
ownerships could further improve the situation; without
similar management on other ownerships, conditions of
stream channels on private lands could remain static or even
decline over time. Conditions on BLM lands would
gradually improve with ongoing watershed restoration of
riparian and upland areas, except where those conditions are
heavily influenced by upstream conditions on private land.
Stream channels on non BLM lands could continue to
decline in condition due to increasing levels of OHV use in
and near the streams.

é Risk Factor: Are Riparian Areas in Poor-to-Fair Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Stream surveys (USDI 2006a) indicate the presence of at
least some past timber harvest in BLM riparian areas along
25 percent of the 0.6 miles of streams assessed in the

drainage. Although some of this harvest activity is from
many decades ago, it indicates the presence of past harvest
activity in riparian areas in the drainage. Harvest has not
occurred in these areas (now protected within Riparian
Reserve) since implementation of the Forest Plan in the mid
1990s.

Data from stream PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicates that
of 0.5 miles assessed, 100 percent of riparian areas are in
either Proper Functioning Condition or Functional-at-Risk
with an upward trend, so conditions in those riparian areas
are at or moving towards a level where adequate vegetation,
landform, or woody debris is present to dissipate stream
energy during high flow events and allow physical processes
in the stream to operate properly. No riparian areas were
rated as in either a downward trend or as nonfunctional.

BLM GIS data indicates that within forested BLM Riparian
Reserve in this drainage, 17 percent are young stands
(seedlings/saplings/poles up to 11 inches diameter, due to
more recent [past 30 years or so] harvest or fire), 72 percent
are mid-seral stands (up to 21 inches in diameter), and 11
percent are mature timber or old growth. On non-BLM
forestlands, an estimated 395 acres of riparian areas are
stands under 30 years of age, 31 percent of all riparian areas
on non-BLM lands.

No Riparian Reserve acreage has been treated or is in the
process of being treated using manual and precommercial
thinning treatments under other projects.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 1 (no action), riparian areas would
continue to be protected per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). There
would be no road-related work in Riparian Reserve areas
under this alternative, so watershed restoration direction
regarding roads under the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
might not be met. See the High Sedimentation Potential risk
factor discussion.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). ). Eight acres of precommercial
thinning in some Riparian Reserve areas under this project
would help meet the RMP direction that silvicultural
practices are to be applied to Riparian Reserve areas to
control stocking, reestablish and manage stands, and acquire
desired vegetation characteristics needed to attain ACS and
Riparian Reserve objectives (USDI 1995:27). There would
be no road-related work in Riparian Reserve areas under this
alternative, so watershed restoration direction regarding
roads under the Aquatic Conservation Strategy might not be
met. See the High Sedimentation Potential risk factor
discussion.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Up to 25 acres of Riparian Reserve in the drainage could be
treated with periodic maintenance underburning under the
thinning and fuel reduction already authorized under other
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projects or proposed under the future Foots Creek Fuels
Project; this could benefit adjacent riparian areas by helping
restore a more natural vegetation structure/fire regime.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections, below). There are no
other known foreseeable future impacts to riparian areas on
federal lands, as riparian areas would continue to have
protection as Riparian Reserve, and any treatments in
Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design
Features that would ensure meeting Riparian Reserve
objectives. Implementation of any of the action alternatives
in the upcoming Johns Peak EIS would likely reduce OHV-
related impacts in Riparian Reserves. Stream channels on
private lands would continue to be protected by county
ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices Rules.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. No restorative actions such as stream crossing
renovation, road decommissioning, or removal of stream
crossings to improve riparian condition would be
implemented under Alternative 1, so maintenance or
restoration of some riparian processes at some locations
could be compromised that otherwise might have benefited
from these actions.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections, below). Implementation
of any of the action alternatives in the upcoming Johns Peak
EIS would likely reduce OHV-related impacts in Riparian
Reserves.

The vegetation treatments done under other noncommercial
projects over the past five years, treatments proposed under
the Foots Creek Fuels Project, the precommercial thinning
proposed under this project, and the ongoing protection of
Riparian Reserve areas would allow natural recovery
processes to operate and result in the gradual improvement
of riparian condition on BLM lands, with most areas
eventually reaching Properly Functioning Condition barring
a severe wildfire, new instream mining projects, or
continued OHV-related impacts in the Reserves.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. In Riparian Reserve areas in this drainage, the
vegetation treatments done under other noncommercial
projects over the past five years, treatments proposed under
the Foots Creek Fuels Project, and the ongoing protection of
Riparian Reserve areas would allow natural recovery

processes to operate and result in the gradual improvement
of riparian condition on BLM lands, with most areas
eventually reaching Properly Functioning Condition barring
a severe wildfire, new instream mining projects, or
continued OHV-related impacts in the Reserves.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections, below). Implementation
of any of the action alternatives in the upcoming Johns Peak
EIS would likely reduce OHV-related impacts in Riparian
Reserves.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

é Risk Factor: Are there High Impacts from a Catastrophic
Event?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No large fires, major debris torrents, or other major natural
disturbances have occurred in the recent past within this
drainage that would have the potential to create a high level
of impact. The drainage does not appear to have sustained
major negative impacts on BLM-managed lands during
recent flood events. No information was found identifying
major resource-related flood impacts on non-BLM lands;
flood impacts observed appeared to be related to on-site
modification of floodplains and streamside riparian areas at
the location of the impacts rather than off-site watershed
conditions contributing to an “out-of-the-ordinary” flood.

According to the 1967-2003 data provided by ODF, one fire
greater than five acres was documented in the RH0603
drainage area. A lightning fire burned 50 acres in 1988.
Eight additional small fires burned in the drainage area, all
of which occurred between 1967 and 1993. None of the
small fires were greater than 2 acres in size. Of the 8
smaller fires, 5 were caused by lightning, 1 by equipment
use, 1 by debris burning, and 1 by miscellaneous cause. The
fires burned a total of 53 acres, less than 2% of the drainage
area.

Approximately 16 acres in this drainage have been treated in
the past five years using manual and precommercial thinning
methods under normal plantation maintenance. Risk of
severe impacts from a major fire may be slightly reduced in
these previously treated areas, but the treated area is a
relatively small portion of the drainage.

Many of the older roads in the Planning Area were not
constructed using “watershed-friendly” engineering. Roads
were often constructed where construction was the easiest.
Drainage often focused on simply getting the water off the
road surface without much consideration of how it affected
downslope hydrology, and culverts and drainage systems
were often designed to simply handle typical storm
conditions, not major flood events. Many roads were
created with no provision for drainage at all. Consequently,
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many older roads are at risk for failure during flood events,
and can contribute substantial negative impacts to
peakflows, sedimentation, and slope stability. In addition to
the chronic impacts to the downstream aquatic system, this
greatly increases the potential to negatively contribute to
catastrophic slope failures and debris torrents.

Continued interception and transport of stream and
subsurface flow by old mining and or irrigation ditches (like
those present in this drainage) during flood events may
increase the risk of catastrophic slope failures wherever they
are located. No actions are proposed as part of the current
project to address this problem.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there is no effect relating to this risk factor.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there is no effect relating to this risk factor.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There have been no recent catastrophic events in the
drainage for which foreseeable future actions would be
planned. Portions of the 16 acres noncommercially treated
under other could receive maintenance underburning at
roughly five to ten year intervals.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent major catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there would be no cumulative impacts relating
to impacts from any recent catastrophic event.  Areas
treated and maintained with underburning under other
projects would be less likely to suffer severe impacts in a
major wildfire.

Because no roads would be renovated, relocated or
decommissioned any existing road drainage and location
problems would continue except where corrected during
normal maintenance activities. Nowhere was identified
where this would lead to a catastrophic event.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there would be no cumulative impacts relating
to impacts from any recent catastrophic event. Areas
treated under the commercial timber prescriptions proposed
under this alternative, including the associated vegetation
maintenance and future maintenance underburning, could
allow future wildfire to burn at lower intensities and be less
likely to move into the forest canopy, which could result in
reduced negative fire effects to water and soil resources.
While stand replacement fires could still occur, treated areas
would have a greater chance of burning at low severity than
they do under present conditions, so the timeframe between
so called “catastrophic” fires could be increased.

Because no roads would be renovated, relocated or
decommissioned any existing road drainage and location
problems would continue except where corrected during
normal maintenance activities. Nowhere was identified
where this would lead to a catastrophic event.

é Risk Factor: Is Road Density High in the Drainage?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are 28.3 miles of roads in the drainage, 2.0 miles of
which are on BLM-administered lands. Of these roads on
BLM, 0.4 miles are located within Riparian Reserve. The
road mileage figures include Class 2 OHYV trails (4x4 trails).

When motorcycle (Class 3) and quad (Class 1) OHV trails
are included in the road mileage figures, there are 35.1 miles
of roads and trails in the drainage, 2.6 miles of which are on
BLM-administered lands. Of these roads and trails on BLM,
0.5 miles are located within Riparian Reserve.

Road density in the drainage is 5.3 miles per square mile,
and the road density including all roads and trails is 6.6
miles per square mile. This road density is high based on
both the Klamath Siskiyou Matrix of Pathways and
Indicators (USDA/USDI 1996) threshold of 3 miles per
square mile and on the ODEQ-cited 4.0 miles per square
mile (ODEQ 2003b:61).

On BLM lands the road density is 5.3 miles per square mile,
and the density including both roads and trails is 6.8 miles
per square mile. The road density on BLM lands is in the
High category in both the figure cited by ODEQ and as
defined by the Klamath Siskiyou Matrix of Pathways and
Indicators.

On BLM lands, road density within Riparian Reserve is 7.4
miles per square mile of Riparian Reserve, and when both
roads and trails are accounted for, the road density is 9.2
miles per square mile of Riparian Reserve. On non-BLM
lands, the density of roads and trails in riparian areas
adjacent to streams is 8.0 miles per square mile.

Ground disturbance due to roads and trails affects
approximately 2.7% of the drainage. Approximately 94% of
this disturbance occurs on private lands and 6% is on BLM-
administered lands.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so road densities would remain unchanged as a result of this
project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road construction, renovation or
decommissioning in this drainage under Alternative 2, so
road densities would remain unchanged as a result of this
project.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV area could
have future impact on OHV roads and trails in this drainage.
Because that plan is still in the early stages and the
alternatives considered could likely include a broad range of
potential impacts to this risk factor, foreseeable actions
regarding that plan are unknown at this time. Apart from
that plan, there is nothing to indicate a reversal of the trend
in this area toward increasing mileage of unplanned user-
created OHV trails over time. There are no other known
foreseeable future actions affecting road density.
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Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so watershed restoration direction regarding roads under the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy might not be met. Trends and
conditions related to road density and associated disturbance
would continue at levels described in the Current Condition
and Foreseeable Future Action sections, above, with gradual
increases in road-related impacts to water resources. See the
High Sedimentation Potential risk factor discussion.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so watershed restoration direction regarding roads under the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy might not be met. Trends and
conditions related to road density and associated disturbance
would continue at levels described in the Current Condition
and Foreseeable Future Action sections, above, with gradual
increases in road-related impacts to water resources. See the
High Sedimentation Potential risk factor discussion.

é Risk Factor: Is there High Sedimentation Potential?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Roads and OHV trails cross streams and draws at 241
locations in the drainage. On BLM lands, roads and OHV
trails cross streams at 3 locations, including two on long
duration intermittent streams and one on a short duration
intermittent stream. Roads and OHV trails also cross dry
draws at an additional 14 locations on BLM administered
lands.

Overall density of roads and OHV trails crossing streams
and draws is 3.8 crossings per stream mile in this drainage.
On non-BLM lands the density is 3.6 crossings per stream
mile, and on BLM lands the density is 7.5 crossings per
stream mile. The high number on BLM lands is not
significant as it might first appear, being high because of the
relatively small acreage involved. On BLM lands, there are
only 3 crossings on active streams, with another 14 on dry
draws; this is very small in comparison to the 241 stream
and draw crossings across all ownerships in the drainage. It
is probable that some of these roads and OHV trails
currently channel flow to the stream crossings during storm
events. This effectively increases the stream network in the
drainage, carrying additional sediment directly to streams.
Based on the high number of stream crossings identified
across all ownerships, this is likely adversely affecting water
quality.

The irrigation and mining ditches are another potential
source of stream sedimentation in this drainage. During
major storms, irrigation and mining ditches intercept
subsurface flow and flow from draws and transport this flow
to other locations. This can increase peak flows over natural
conditions, causing sedimentation as downstream channels
adjust to the higher flows by eroding out larger channels.
Ditch banks are also prone to failure during high flow
events, releasing large amounts of sediment as the bank
collapses and the sudden rush of water erodes surface
material or carves out a gully below the failure point. The

potential for sedimentation from this source during flood
events is high for this drainage®’.

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that there were no
streams that did not have adequate riparian and channel
conditions to store, sort, and transport sediment through the
stream system at natural rates, indicating that channel and
riparian conditions in and of themselves are not likely to
negatively affect levels of fine sediments present in streams.

Based on the fine sediment thresholds used by DEQ in the
2004 305(b) report (ODEQ 2006b:19-20), measurement of
stream channel substrate (quantified in the “Do Stream
Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair Stability or Condition”
section) suggests that BLM lands in this drainage are in the
“Poor” category for fine sediment (USDI 2006a).

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change in sedimentation potential under
the “No Action” alternative.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no new road construction, renovation or
decommissioning under this alternative. No stream
crossings would be affected. For the drainage, the density of
road/stream crossings (stream crossings per mile of stream)
on streams and draws would remain unchanged.
Construction and use of helicopter landings in this drainage
would occur on ridgetop locations far from active stream
channels; design of the landings would be such that any
channelization of flow and sediment leaving the landing site
would be unlikely, and soil particles that did move off site
would be deposited long before they could reach active
streams and be transported to the downstream aquatic
system. Work on the landings would have no effect on
instream sedimentation. The landing on the west side of the
drainage is close to a Riparian Reserve on the other side of
the ridge; this is discussed in the analysis for Right Fork
Foots Creek.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV area would
have future impact on OHV roads and trails on BLM lands
in this drainage. The worst case scenario from a water
resources standpoint would be selection of a “no action”
alternative in the Johns Peak OHV Plan, because without
action to manage the existing and increasing OHV use there
is nothing to indicate any reversal of the trend in this area
toward increasing numbers of unplanned, poorly designed
and poorly located user-created OHV roads and trails over
time. All action alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS
would establish a managed trail system and limit OHV use
on BLM lands within the Johns Peak OHV area to that
managed system. Implementation of any of the Johns Peak
action alternatives would lead to reduced interaction of OHV
trails and roads with streams on BLM lands, with a
corresponding reduction in road/trail-related impacts over
time on BLM. Stream impacts from OHV activities on non
BLM lands would likely continue to increase over time.

Y BLM hydrologist David Squyres, professional judgment, based on field
observations of ditch response to peak flow events throughout the Ashland
Resource Area over the past 17 years.
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Stream sedimentation effects from future manual vegetation
treatments and use of prescribed fire on BLM lands are
expected to be very minimal, substantially less than what
would occur under natural low-intensity fire in these same
areas.

Potential future harvests on non-BLM lands could
periodically increase levels of fine sediments reaching
streams, followed by gradual stabilization as areas recovered
from harvest-related disturbance.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on private lands in much the same way and at similar rates
as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from these
lands would be expected to continue with little change,
fluctuating in response to the level of harvest activity.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

With no management proposed on BLM lands under this
alternative, trends resulting from existing conditions and
foreseeable future actions would be expected to continue.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on non-BLM lands in much the same way and at similar
rates as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from
these lands would be expected to continue with little change.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

Over the long term, improving vegetation conditions on
BLM lands in this drainage and throughout the watershed
could reduce the frequency of stand-replacement wildfire
and allow more low severity fires to burn, restoring a
sediment regime that more closely mimics natural
conditions. Gradual recovery of riparian areas (previously
clearcut or subjected to other high intensity management that
did not mimic more natural disturbance, but now managed
as Riparian Reserve) would allow gradual improvement of
riparian processes and corresponding improvements in
sediment conditions over time. In spite of vegetation
condition improvements under this alternative, roads and
OHV trails would still remain the largest unnatural
contributor to negative sedimentation impacts in the
drainage. Trends resulting from existing conditions and
foreseeable future actions would be expected to continue

é Risk Factor: Is there Potential for Violation of the Clean
Water Act or the Safe Drinking Water Act?

NOTE: Sedimentation issues are discussed under the “Is there High Sedimentation
Potential” risk factor discussion. Analysis of sedimentation is not repeated here.

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
No streams in this drainage are on the 303(d) list for high
summer stream temperatures. Although no streams in this

drainage are identified by ODEQ as having sediment issues,
sedimentation is discussed in the “Is there High
Sedimentation Potential” section. No other data was located
indicating that any streams on BLM land are not meeting
State water quality standards. Any decline in quality of
stream temperatures in these small tributaries could possibly
have a negative cumulative effect on Foots Creek and the
downstream Rogue River.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no affect with implementation of the “No
Action” alternative; existing condition would be maintained.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No activity is proposed under this alternative that would
result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in this
drainage (USDI 2005:24), and implementation of Best
Management Practices and other Project Design Features
(EA Chapter 2), and protection of Riparian Reserve areas
would enable the Project to avoid violation of the Clean
Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act. Under
Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be protected
and managed per direction in the Aquatic Conservation
Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). This alternative draws
upon the passive and active restoration management actions
recommended for achieving federal recovery goals as
identified in the Water Quality Restoration Plan for the
Rogue River-Gold Hill Watershed South of the Rogue River
(USDI 2006c:25-26).

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Any foreseeable future actions on federal lands would
follow the same guidance and requirements as the currently
proposed project, and would therefore be required to have no
affect on stream temperature loading. Issues related to
sedimentation are discussed in the previous Risk Factor.
Activities on non-BLM lands are required to meet Clean
Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act requirements.
Increasing OHV use would not likely affect stream shading
and therefore would not be likely to affect stream
temperature; however, if sedimentation and channel
conditions were impacted on a large enough scale, other
water quality parameters could be affected. Such a level of
activity is not anticipated at this time. No other impacts to
water quality are anticipated.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, riparian areas would
continue to be protected and managed per direction in the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. There would be nothing under this alternative that
would result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in
this drainage (USDI 2005:24). No other impacts to water
quality are anticipated.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). Riparian
areas where previous harvest activities occurred would
continue to gradually recover from past harvest impacts.
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
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general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). No activity is proposed under this
alternative that would result in anthropogenic-caused heating
of streams in this drainage (USDI 2005:24), and
implementation of Best Management Practices and other
Project Design Features (EA Chapter 2), and protection of
Riparian Reserve areas would enable the Project to avoid
violation of the Clean Water Act and the Safe Drinking
Water Act. This Project, other recent riparian vegetation
treatments in the Planning Area, and foreseeable future
management in the watersheds of the Planning Area would
allow gradual improvement in water quality over time.
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Left Fork Foots Creek

BLM Drainage Area RH0606
Hydrologic Unit 17100308020606

Drainage Area Description

The RH0606 drainage area is 2922 acres, of which 31 percent
are BLM-administered lands and 69 percent are privately
owned (BLM GIS data). The drainage consists of generally
northwest-flowing Middle Fork Foots Creek, tributary to
Foots Creek, which in turn is tributary to the Rogue River.
Named streams and gulches include Left Fork Foots Creek
and Max Gulch. Approximate elevations range from 1400
feet at the lower end to 4410 feet at the high point of the
drainage (data from USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle maps and
Terrain Navigator software). All of this drainage area (100
percent) is located within the Galls Foot Planning Area
boundary (910 acres BLM, 2012 acres private).

All streams on BLM lands within the RH0606 drainage have
been inventoried during stream surveys conducted since
2001 (USDI 2006a). Miles of different types of streams on
BLM lands analyzed here are different than those listed in
the South Rogue-Gold Hill Watershed Analysis because
stream types have now been verified on-the-ground, where
at the time of the Watershed Analysis most stream types
were estimated from aerial photos (USDI 2001:29) without
on-the-ground verification. Streams on non-BLM lands
were determined from a combination of sources, including
aerial photos, USGS quadrangle maps, and extrapolation
from adjacent BLM lands. The stream type information for
all lands has been entered into the BLM GIS system.

On BLM-managed lands there are 0.3 miles of perennial
stream, 1.7 miles of long duration intermittent stream, 1.1
miles of short duration intermittent stream, and 8.7 miles of
dry draws. A total of three springs have been identified on
BLM lands, located primarily near stream and draw bottoms.
No large wetlands are present in this drainage; small wetland
areas exist along portions of some streams and around some
of the springs. 0.3 miles of irrigation ditches and/or
abandoned mining ditches have been mapped on BLM lands
in this drainage. There are 146 acres of Riparian Reserve on
BLM lands in this drainage.

Non-BLM lands are estimated to have 5.9 miles of perennial
stream, 3.5 miles of long duration intermittent stream, 13.2
miles of short duration intermittent stream, and 14 miles of
dry draws. Details on channel dimensions are not available
for streams on non-BLM lands. No springs have been
mapped on non-BLM lands, and little is known about
springs or wetlands in these areas. 0.1 miles of ditches have
been mapped on non-BLM lands from sources such as
USGS information and aerial photos; these may be either
irrigation ditches or old mining ditches. Additional ditches

may be present, but have not been mapped. The exact status
and use of these ditches are not known, and obtaining this
information is not necessary for this analysis. There are
estimated to be 864 acres of riparian areas on hon-BLM
lands in this drainage.

On BLM-administered land in this drainage, the one
perennial stream measured has an average bankfull channe
width of 6.4 feet and depth of 0.4 feet, with a flood-prone
area width of 8.6 feet. Long duration intermittent streams
have average bankfull channels ranging from 2.5-5.2 feet
wide and 0.2-0.4 feet deep, with flood-prone area widths
ranging from 3.5-7.4 feet. Short duration intermittent
streams have average bankfull channels ranging from 1.0-1.8
feet wide and 0.1-0.2 feet deep, with flood-prone area widths
ranging from 2.1-5.4 feet. (USDI 2006a)

|18

Other than ditches, one location on BLM administered lands
was identified as having had some type of development for
the purpose of diverting, storing, and/or transporting water
in the past. BLM records do not show any rights-of-way for
any diversion structures, water storage, or water transport
facilities. Oregon Water Right Certificate 16193 authorizes
use of water from Max Gulch for placer mining. The point
of diversion and point of beneficial use are merely specified
as being located in T37S R3W Section 7. Diversion
structures would most likely have been located within the SE
Y, of Section 7. Stream surveys conducted by BLM in 2001
identified recent mining activity in SE ¥4 SE ¥ of Section 7.
Tailing piles and a small impoundment behind the tailings in
the channel were noted. In 2001, a BLM stream survey crew
also identified several inactive mining ditches intersecting
Max Gulch in SW Y% SE Y. These ditches may have served
as points of diversion. Proposed management activities in
the Galls Foot Project may be adjacent to these old points of
diversion, although after field visits and review of the legal
description, BLM has not been able to locate an existing
facility in the area. A review of mining claims in Section 7
indicates that there are no active claims in this section, so the
mining activity that originally filed for the water right has
fallen into many years of non-use and all claims closed.
With no active claim and abandonment of the water right,
there are no facilities that would be affected by management
activities on BLM lands.

There are no other known developments on BLM lands in
the drainage for which authorizations could not be identified.

'8 As used here, the bankfull width for a surveyed reach of stream is the
average of three measurements of riffle width that would be present during
a 1-2 year return interval flow event, generally taken near the upper end,
middle, and lower end of a stream reach.
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Notable Past Actions and Conditions for this Drainage

In addition to the existing roads and past timber harvests
contributing to the existing condition and discussed in the
Risk Factor analyses, below, the following recent past or
ongoing actions were included in the analysis for this
drainage:

« Approximately 10 acres (none in Riparian Reserve)
of precommercial thinning, brushing, and other
manual noncommercial treatments during the
previous five years.

o Thereis atrend in this drainage toward increasing
OHV use and associated increasing mileage of
unplanned, poorly designed and poorly located
user-created OHV trails over time.

Foreseeable Future Actions in this Drainage
The following are known future actions likely to occur in
this drainage, and considered in the analysis:

e Anestimated 1098 acres of merchantable timber is
present on non-BLM lands®®, and if logged would
consist of 849 acres tractor yarding, 229 acres cable
yarding, and 20 acres helicopter yarding; however,
a portion of this timber cannot be harvested due to
spotted owl restrictions (Samuelson 2006), leaving
an estimated 165 acres foreseeable future timber
harvest on non-BLM lands®, all yarded by tractor.

e 204 acres (21 acres in Riparian Reserve) of manual
fuels reduction treatments as part of the Foots
Creek Fuels Project.

e Upto 214 acres (21 acres in Riparian Reserve) of
maintenance underburning at 5-10 year intervals on
acreage noncommercially treated under other
projects, including the Foots Creek Fuels Project.

e The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV
area would have future impact on OHV roads and
trails on BLM lands in this drainage. The worst
case scenario from a water resources standpoint
would be selection of a “no action” alternative in
the Johns Peak OHV Plan, because without action
to manage the existing and increasing OHV use
there is nothing to indicate any reversal of the trend
in this area toward increasing mileage of
unplanned, poorly designed and poorly located
user-created OHV trails over time. All action
alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS would
establish a managed trail system and limit OHV use
on BLM lands within the Johns Peak OHV area to
that managed system. Implementation of any of the
Johns Peak action alternatives would lead to
reduced mileage of OHV trails and roads within the
drainage, with a corresponding reduction in
road/trail-related impacts over time.

Alternative 2 Quick Overview for this Drainage
e 295 acres (none in Riparian Reserve) of
commercial timber prescriptions (see Appendix B).
Approximately 6 acres would be yarded by tractor
using designated skid roads, 217 acres by cable,
and 72 acres by helicopter. There would be slash

® From aerial photos using assumptions in USDI 1994: page 4-5
2 From aerial photos using assumptions in USDI 1994: page 4-5

pile and burn approximately 1-2 years after harvest
and underburn approximately 3-10 years after
harvest.

e 188 acres manual precommercial conifer thinning
(PCT). Of this total, 71 acres of PCT would be
completed within the commercial timber
prescription units above, and 55 acres of PCT
would be completed within Riparian Reserve.

¢ No existing helicopter landings would be used or
rebuilt. Five new helicopter landing (including one
located on the ridge between this drainage and
Middle Fork Foots Creek drainage RH0603 and
another located on the ridge between this drainage
and Galls Creek drainage RH0415) would be
constructed. None of the proposed landings are
located within Riparian Reserve.

e 2.8 miles (none in Riparian Reserve) new road
construction.

e 1.5 miles (0.7 miles in Riparian Reserve)
mechanical road decommissioning.

e No road renovation.

Risk Factor Analysis

Following is analysis of the risk factors being evaluated for
potential effects issues, including cumulative impacts.

é Risk Factor: Is there Disturbance on Highly Erodible or
Potentially Unstable Soils?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are approximately 468 acres of highly erodible or
potentially unstable soils identified in this drainage. There
appears to be minimal recent ground disturbance on highly
erodible or potentially unstable soils in this drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no direct or indirect effects on the risk
factors affecting erodible soils in this HUC-7 drainage.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under this alternative, approximately 10 acres of helicopter
logging are proposed on potentially unstable soils. About 51
acres of cable logging is proposed on potentially unstable
soils. Helicopter logging only disturbs about 2 percent of
the soil surface and cable yarding disturbs approximately 7
percent. The affects on the highly erodible and potentially
unstable soils from that operation would be about 4 acres.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are no foreseeable future BLM projects proposed in
this drainage. There is potential that about 35 acres of cable
yarding of timber on potentially unstable soil could be
harvested on private land in the near future resulting in about
2 acres of disturbed soil. This is merely a projection based
on available timber that is mature enough to harvest.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been minimal disturbance in the recent past, no
disturbance would occur from Alternative 1 and a relatively
small disturbance from future proposed project. Therefore,
it is anticipated that the cumulative impacts on highly
erodible soils would be minimal.
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Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been minimal disturbance in the recent past, 4
acres of disturbance would occur from Alternative 2 and
about 2 acres from possible future projects. Therefore, it is
anticipated that the cumulative impacts on highly erodible or
potentially unstable soils would be less than one percent of
the total drainage.

é Risk Factor: Has a Large Percentage of Forest Vegetation
been Harvested?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

29 acres of BLM administered lands in this drainage are
estimated to be conifer stands under 30 years old (trees up to
11” diameter) (BLM GIS data). This may be somewhat of
an overestimation of acres in young stands, because the slow
growth of conifers on many sites in this area means that trees
11” in diameter may be much older than 30 years. An
estimated 283 acres of conifer forest on non-BLM lands in
the drainage are less than 30 years old. Existing young
conifer stands across all ownerships total approximately 11
percent of the drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new young stands created from harvest of vegetation
within the Planning Area, so current percentages would
remain the same.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Each harvest prescription under the Galls Foot Project would
maintain forested area average canopy closure at 30 percent
or greater. The most aggressive prescriptions are Douglas-
fir Regeneration, which would leave an average of 45
percent canopy with some areas of individual units falling to
37 percent canopy, and the Pine Site prescription, where
average remaining canopy closure would be 30 percent with
some areas in individual units falling to as low as 22 percent.
In this drainage, there would be 22 acres (seven-tenths of
one percent of the drainage) harvested using the Douglas-fir
Regeneration prescription and 26 acres (nine-tenths of one
percent of the drainage) harvested using the Pine Site
prescription (See prescription descriptions in Appendix B).
When the project is completed, estimated average canopy
closure of all forest areas harvested throughout the Project
under Alternative 2 would be 47 percent; the remaining
untreated forested areas would still maintain an estimated 85
percent canopy closure. (Gordon 2006).

New road and helicopter landing construction would create
20 acres of new permanent non-forested openings due to
permanent vegetation removal and clearcut harvest
associated with the construction and ongoing maintenance of
these roads and landings.

In the Planning Area, the Ecoregion Description (WPN
1999: Appendix A) lists historic canopy closure within the
Planning Area as greater than 30 percent, with the exception
of the oak woodland/ lowest elevations which historically
had less than 30 percent canopy closure. Because even
following harvest, canopy closure in all but a few of the pine
site units would still be at or above historic percentages, and
the average canopy closure across the landscape would be

much greater than those described in the Ecoregion
Description, implementation of Alternative 2 would have no
effect related to hydrologic processes on this Risk Factor for
the drainage. Related risk factors (such as High
Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted Soil
for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts that
may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An additional 165 acres of trees appear to be potentially
available for harvest on non-BLM lands, and would be
assumed to be cut in the near future (USDI 1994: page 4-5).

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
With no action proposed under Alternative 1, 477 acres of
current and potential foreseeable future harvest in the
drainage would result in approximately 16 percent of the
drainage being composed of young stands.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

20 acres of vegetation removal and clearcut harvest related
to road construction proposed under Alternative 2 and 477
acres of current and potential foreseeable future harvest in
the drainage would result in approximately 17 percent of the
drainage being composed of young stands or permanently
cleared areas. Related risk factors (such as High
Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted Soil
for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts that
may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
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regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

é Risk Factor: Are there Large Areas of Compacted Soil?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An estimated 5 acres of BLM administered lands in this
drainage are currently in a compacted state. Approximately
2 acres of this total are the result of compaction due to
existing and 3 acres due to past yarding activities. An
estimated 151 acres of non-BLM lands are currently in a
compacted state: 3lacres due to existing roads and 120
acres due to yarding activities. Total existing compacted
area for the drainage is estimated at approximately 156 acres
or 5.3 percent.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new compacted area as a result of this project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, tractor yarding utilizing designated skid
roads on about 6 acres would potentially increase compacted
area by less than 2 acres. Approximately 217 acres of cable
yarding would increase compacted area by about 9 acres,
helicopter logging would affect 72 acres resulting in about 1
acre of compaction; about 2.7 miles of road construction is
proposed and would add less than 7 acres of compacted area,
for a total of about 19 acres compacted as a result of the
project. Combined with existing compacted area, overall
compaction on BLM lands would be about 24 acres as the
result of the proposed project and compacted area for the
entire drainage would increase to approximately 6.1 percent.
Approximately 1.5 miles of mechanical road
decommissioning could cause a decrease of about 4 acres
immediate reduction in compacted area attributable to roads.
This would bring the overall compacted area to 6.0 percent.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There is no proposed for logging in the foreseeable future in
this drainage that would increase the compacted acres on
BLM land. It is possible that approximately 165 acres of
non-BLM land could be treated in the foreseeable future. It
is estimated that all this area could be tractor yarded. This
could increase the amount of compacted area in this drainage
by approximately 41 acres.

Increasing OHV use in this drainage would likely result in
additional compacted area over time, although

implementation of any of the action alternatives under the
Johns Peak EIS could limit future impacts on BLM lands
from this source.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Selection of this alternative would result in the Galls Foot
Project not contributing any changes in compaction
cumulative impacts in this drainage. The combined total
compacted area of approximately 156 acres of existing and
41 acres in possible future actions would result in a total
compacted area for the drainage of approximately 197 acres
or 6.7 percent, a slight increase over existing condition.

Additional new compaction on BLM lands due to OHV use
would likely be limited if any of the action alternatives
under the Johns Peak EIS are implemented; OHV-related
compaction on non-BLM lands is likely to continue a
gradual increase.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
The combined total compacted area of 156 acres of existing,
19 acres of new under this alternative, and 41 acres in
foreseeable future actions would result in a total compacted
area for the drainage of approximately 7.4 percent, a slight
increase over existing condition, Alternative 1 (no action)
and future harvest. Approximately 1.5 miles of road
decommissioning would allow 4 acres that are currently in a
permanently compacted state to begin to recover, a process
requiring many decades. The new road construction of 2.7
miles would result in a net increase of about 3 acres in
permanently compacted ground.

Additional new compaction on BLM lands due to OHV use
would likely be limited if any of the action alternatives
under the Johns Peak EIS are implemented; OHV-related
compaction on non-BLM lands is likely to continue a
gradual increase.

é Risk Factor: Is there a Large Percent of Nonrecovered
Openings in the Transient Snow Zone?

The Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual (OWAM)
developed by Watershed Professionals Network 1999 for the
Governor's Watershed Enhancement Board indicates that
Transient Snow Zone is not an issue where less than 25
percent of the drainage is in or above Transient Snow Zone
elevations. Ninety-two percent of this drainage is in the
Rainfall zone. Ninety-four percent of this drainage is in the
Rainfall zone. Transient Snow Zone comprises only six
percent of this drainage; therefore, Transient Snow Zone is
not a concern in this drainage.

é Risk Factor: Do Stream Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair
Stability or Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) on 2.6 miles of stream for which
stream length data was available indicated that 29 percent of
streams did not have either adequate stream channel
structure (i.e. debris jams or other structures) to dissipate
stream energy, had degraded channel conditions (sinuosity,
width/depth ratio, or gradient), and/or lacked things like
rocks and woody debris sufficient to protect the channel
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from accelerated bank erosion and downcutting during flood
events.

For perennial and long-duration intermittent streams on
BLM land with continuous flow and stream length data,
stream surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that the substrate
(the material composing the bed of the stream) consisted of
an average of 60 percent silts, clays and sand, and 40 percent
gravel, cobble, and boulder-sized material. There was no
substrate composed of bedrock.

Streambanks composed of non-erodible material, boulders
and cobbles, or stabilized by vegetation were present along
roughly 96 percent of the streams on BLM lands in the
drainage, indicating a high level of bank stability and ability
to withstand high flows. The presence of high levels of
instream fine sediment where a relatively high percentage of
streambanks are stable suggests that much of this fine
sediment is originating from upland areas rather than from
streambank erosion. The likely source of this fine sediment
is roads and road/stream interactions in the drainage (see
discussion in the Road Density and High Sedimentation
Potential sections)

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change related to this Risk Factor with
implementation of the “No Action” alternative. With no
action to reduce the impact of existing roads on streams,
road erosion or drainage problems could have an increasing
negative impact on channel stability of some streams over
time.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
No harvest activities would occur in stream channels with
implementation of Alternative 2. Decommissioning of
stream and draw crossings and streamside roads would
decrease the likelihood of incurring negative effects to
stream channels from increased peak flows or sediment
delivery (see discussion in Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections).

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Increasing OHV use in the drainage could over time deliver
increasing levels of peakflow and sediment directly to
stream channels (see Road Density and High Sedimentation
Potential sections, below). There are no other known
foreseeable future impacts to stream channels on federal
lands, as stream channels would continue to have protection
as Riparian Reserve, and any treatments in Riparian Reserve
would continue to utilize Project Design Features that would
prevent impact to the channels. Implementation of any of
the action alternatives in the upcoming Johns Peak EIS
would likely reduce OHV interaction with stream channels
on BLM lands. Stream channels on private lands would
continue to be protected by county ordinance and Oregon
Forest Practices Rules.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, stream channels would
continue to have protection as Riparian Reserve, and any
future treatments in Riparian Reserve would continue to
utilize Project Design Features that would prevent impact to
the channels. Implementation of any of the action
alternatives under the upcoming Johns Peak EIS would

likely lead to improving stream channel conditions on BLM
lands as OHV-associated impacts declined. Stream channels
on non BLM lands could continue to decline in condition
due to increasing levels of OHV use in and near the streams.
Stream channels on private lands would continue to be
protected by county ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices
Rules. Over time, there may be an increasing risk that,
without a mechanism to begin to mimic a more natural fire
regime, there could be increasing negative impacts to stream
channels from occasional high-severity fire, a lack of large
wood due to the long-term absence of low-severity fire, and
other unknown negative impacts of forest management
utilizing either total fire exclusion or focus on large-tree
harvests. Increasing OHV use in Riparian Reserves would
also contribute to declining conditions over time unless one
of the Johns Peak EIS action alternatives is implemented.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, stream channels would continue to
have protection as Riparian Reserve, and treatments in
Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design
Features that would prevent impact to the channels.
Implementation of any of the action alternatives under the
upcoming Johns Peak EIS would likely lead to improving
stream channel conditions on BLM lands as OHV-associated
impacts declined. Stream channels on private lands would
continue to be protected by county ordinance and Oregon
Forest Practices Rules. Forest management that more
closely mimics a low-severity natural fire regime could, over
time, provide greater inputs of large, stable wood to channels
and more stable peakflows and baseflows, resulting in
improvements in channel stability and condition over the
long term. Implementation of similar management across all
ownerships could further improve the situation; without
similar management on other ownerships, conditions of
stream channels on private lands could remain static or even
decline over time. Stream channel conditions on BLM lands
would gradually improve with ongoing watershed
restoration of riparian and upland areas, although increasing
OHV use in other Riparian Reserves could also contribute to
declining conditions over time unless one of the Johns Peak
EIS action alternatives is implemented. Stream channels on
non BLM lands could continue to decline in condition due to
increasing levels of OHV use in and near the streams.

é Risk Factor: Are Riparian Areas in Poor-to-Fair Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Stream surveys (USDI 2006a) indicate the presence of at
least some past timber harvest in BLM riparian areas along
18 percent of the three miles of streams assessed in the
drainage. Although some of this harvest activity is from
many decades ago, it indicates the presence of some past
harvest activity in riparian areas in the drainage. Harvest has
not occurred in these areas (now protected within Riparian
Reserve) since implementation of the Forest Plan in the mid
1990s.

Data from stream PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that
of 2.6 miles assessed, 100 percent of riparian areas were in
either Proper Functioning Condition or Functional-at-Risk
with an upward trend when surveyed in 2001, so conditions
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in those riparian areas were at or moving towards a level
where adequate vegetation, landform, or woody debris is
present to dissipate stream energy during high flow events
and allow physical processes in the stream to operate
properly. At the time of the surveys, no riparian areas were
rated as in either a downward trend or as nonfunctional.
However, several natural-surface roads within BLM
Riparian Reserve along Max Gulch and its tributaries in
Sections 7, 17 and 18 are now contributing to ongoing
significant sedimentation impact to the aquatic system.
These very steep roads, apparently constructed as part of old
mining exploration activities, are located in the draw
bottoms adjacent to the streams, and total about 1.3 miles in
length with approximately 0.7 mile of that total located in
the Riparian Reserve. Stream surveys in 2001 identified low
erosion rates on these roads, with ruts filling in with organics
amid little use. By 2003, visits during inventories for the
Johns Peak EIS revealed that OHV use was occurring on
these roads and active erosion was occurring with significant
fine sediment delivery directly to streams. Based on current
conditions, the same riparian areas that had been identified
as being in “Proper Functioning Condition” in the 2001
survey have likely now moved into the “Functioning-at-risk,
trend downward” category®, although a formal PFC
reassessment has not been undertaken. The roads involved
are not BLM system roads, and are not used for any timber
management purposes.

BLM GIS data indicates that within forested BLM Riparian
Reserve in this drainage, two percent are young stands
(seedlings/saplings/poles up to 11 inches diameter, due to
more recent [past 30 years or so] harvest or fire), 49 percent
are mid-seral stands (up to 21 inches in diameter), and 49
percent are mature timber or old growth. On non-BLM
forestlands, an estimated 121 acres of riparian areas are
stands under 30 years of age, 14 percent of all riparian areas
on non-BLM lands.

No Riparian Reserve acres in the drainage have been treated
or are in the process of being treated using manual and
precommercial thinning treatments under other projects.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 1 (no action), riparian areas would
continue to be protected per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). There
would be no road-related work in Riparian Reserve areas
under this alternative, so watershed restoration direction
regarding roads under the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
might not be met. See the High Sedimentation Potential risk
factor discussion.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). 55 acres of precommercial thinning in

2 professional judgment of BLM hydrologist David Squyres upon review
of the information and photographs from site visits in 2001 and 2003. Mr.
Squyres has approximately 16 years experience utilizing the protocol for
assessment of Proper Functioning Condition.

some Riparian Reserve areas under this project would help
meet the RMP direction that silvicultural practices are to be
applied to Riparian Reserve areas to control stocking,
reestablish and manage stands, and acquire desired
vegetation characteristics needed to attain ACS and Riparian
Reserve objectives (USDI 1995:27). Road decommissioning
in Riparian Reserve areas around Max Gulch would likely
decrease some road-related impacts and allow improvement
of that riparian area.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Up to 21 acres of Riparian Reserve in the drainage could be
treated with periodic maintenance underburning under the
thinning and fuel reduction already authorized under other
projects or proposed under the future Foots Creek Fuels
Project; this could benefit adjacent riparian areas by helping
restore a more natural vegetation structure/fire regime.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections, below). There are no
other known foreseeable future impacts to riparian areas on
federal lands, as riparian areas would continue to have
protection as Riparian Reserve, and any treatments in
Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design
Features that would ensure meeting Riparian Reserve
objectives. Implementation of any of the action alternatives
in the upcoming Johns Peak EIS would likely reduce OHV-
related impacts in Riparian Reserves. Stream channels on
private lands would continue to be protected by county
ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices Rules.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. No restorative actions such as stream crossing
renovation, road decommissioning, or removal of stream
crossings to improve riparian condition would be
implemented under Alternative 1, so maintenance or
restoration of some riparian processes at some locations
could be compromised that otherwise might have benefited
from these actions.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections, below). Implementation
of any of the action alternatives in the upcoming Johns Peak
EIS would likely reduce OHV-related impacts in Riparian
Reserves.

The vegetation treatments done under other noncommercial
projects over the past five years, treatments proposed under
the Foots Creek Fuels Project, and the ongoing protection of
Riparian Reserve areas would allow natural recovery
processes to operate and result in the gradual improvement
of riparian condition on BLM lands, with most areas
eventually reaching Properly Functioning Condition barring
a severe wildfire, new instream mining projects, or
continued OHV-related impacts in the Reserves.
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Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. In Riparian Reserve areas in this drainage, the
decommissioning of roads (see High Road Density section),
removal of stream crossings (see High Sedimentation
Potential section), the vegetation treatments done under
other noncommercial projects over the past five years,
treatments proposed under the Foots Creek Fuels Project,
precommercial thinning proposed under this project, and the
ongoing protection of Riparian Reserve areas would allow
natural recovery processes to operate and result in the
gradual improvement of riparian condition on BLM lands,
with most areas eventually reaching Properly Functioning
Condition barring a severe wildfire, new instream mining
projects, or continued OHV-related impacts in the Reserves.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections, below). Implementation
of any of the action alternatives in the upcoming Johns Peak
EIS would likely reduce OHV-related impacts in Riparian
Reserves.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

é Risk Factor: Are there High Impacts from a Catastrophic
Event?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No large fires, major debris torrents, or other major natural
disturbances have occurred in the recent past within this
drainage that would have the potential to create a high level
of impact. The drainage does not appear to have sustained
major negative impacts on BLM-managed lands during
recent flood events. No information was found identifying
major resource-related flood impacts on non-BLM lands;
flood impacts observed appeared to be related to on-site
modification of floodplains and streamside riparian areas at
the location of the impacts rather than off-site watershed
conditions contributing to an “out-of-the-ordinary” flood.

According to the 1967-2003 data provided by ODF, one fire
greater than five acres was documented in the RH0606
drainage area. A lightning fire burned 25 acres in 1985.
Twelve additional fires burned in the drainage area, all of
which occurred between 1967 and 2003. None of the small
fires were greater than 1 acre in size. Of the 12 smaller fires,
8 were caused by lightning, 2 by recreation use, and 2 by
debris burning. The fires burned a total of 27 acres, less
than 1% of the drainage area.

Approximately 10 acres in this drainage has been treated
using manual and precommercial thinning methods in the
previous five years. While risk of severe impacts from a
major fire may be reduced in this previously treated areas,
the area is so small that it would be relatively insignificant.

Many of the older roads in the Planning Area were not
constructed using “watershed-friendly” engineering. Roads
were often constructed where construction was the easiest.
Drainage often focused on simply getting the water off the
road surface without much consideration of how it affected
downslope hydrology, and culverts and drainage systems
were often designed to simply handle typical storm
conditions, not major flood events. Many roads were
created with no provision for drainage at all. Consequently,
many older roads are at risk for failure during flood events,
and can contribute substantial negative impacts to
peakflows, sedimentation, and slope stability. In addition to
the chronic impacts to the downstream aquatic system, this
greatly increases the potential to negatively contribute to
catastrophic slope failures and debris torrents.

Continued interception and transport of stream and
subsurface flow by old mining and or irrigation ditches (like
those present in this drainage) during flood events may
increase the risk of catastrophic slope failures wherever they
are located. No actions are proposed as part of the current
project to address this problem.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no other recent major catastrophic events in
this drainage, so there is no effect relating to this risk factor.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent major catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there is no effect relating to this risk factor.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There have been no recent catastrophic events in the
drainage for which foreseeable future actions would be
planned. 204 acres could be treated using manual fuel
reduction methods under the upcoming Foots Creek Fuels
Project.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent major catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there would be no cumulative impacts relating
to impacts from any recent catastrophic event. Future fuels
reduction projects, vegetation management and future
underburning may help reduce current high density of
vegetation brought on by past vegetation management
practices including fire exclusion. Areas treated and
maintained with underburning under other projects would be
less likely to suffer severe impacts in a major wildfire.

Because no roads would be renovated, relocated or
decommissioned any existing road drainage and location
problems would continue except where corrected during
normal maintenance activities. No locations were identified
where this would lead to a catastrophic event.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there would be no cumulative impacts relating
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to impacts from any recent catastrophic event. Areas that
could be treated under the upcoming Foots Creek Fuels
Project, combined with the commercial timber prescriptions
proposed under this alternative, including the associated
vegetation maintenance and future maintenance
underburning, could allow future wildfire to burn at lower
intensities and be less likely to move into the forest canopy,
which could result in reduced negative fire effects to water
and soil resources. While stand replacement fires could still
occur, treated areas would have a much greater chance of
burning at low severity than they do under present
conditions, so the timeframe between so called
“catastrophic” fires could be increased.

Because no roads would be renovated, relocated or
decommissioned any existing road drainage and location
problems would continue except where corrected during
normal maintenance activities. No locations were identified
where this would lead to a catastrophic event.

é Risk Factor: Is Road Density High in the Drainage?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are 22.3 miles of roads in the drainage, 2.0 miles of
which are on BLM-administered lands. Of these roads on
BLM, 1.1 miles are located within Riparian Reserve. The
road mileage figures include Class 2 OHV trails (4x4 trails).

When motorcycle (Class 3) and quad (Class 1) OHV trails
are included in the road mileage figures, there are 26.2 miles
of roads and trails in the drainage, 2.3 miles of which are on
BLM-administered lands. Of these roads and trails on BLM,
1.1 miles are located within Riparian Reserve.

Road density in the drainage is 4.9 miles per square mile,
and the road density including all roads and trails is 5.7
miles per square mile. This road density is high based on
both the Klamath Siskiyou Matrix of Pathways and
Indicators (USDA/USDI 1996) threshold of 3 miles per
square mile and on the ODEQ-cited 4.0 miles per square
mile (ODEQ 2003b:61).

On BLM lands the road density is 1.5 miles per square mile,
and the density including both roads and trails is 1.6 miles
per square mile. The overall road density on BLM lands is
well below thresholds of concern cited by ODEQ and as
defined by the Klamath Siskiyou Matrix of Pathways and
Indicators, but is high within Riparian Reserve (see next
paragraph).

On BLM lands, road and Class 2 OHV trail density within
Riparian Reserve is 5.0 miles per square mile of Riparian
Reserve; there are no known additional OHV trails within
Riparian Reserve areas in this drainage. On non-BLM lands,
the density of roads and trails in riparian areas adjacent to
streams is 8.1 miles per square mile.

Several natural-surface roads within BLM Riparian Reserve
along Max Gulch and its tributaries in Sections 7, 17 and 18
are contributing to ongoing significant sedimentation impact
to the aquatic system. These very steep roads, apparently
constructed as part of old mining exploration activities, are
located in the draw bottoms adjacent to the streams, and total

about 1.5 miles in length with approximately 0.7 mile of that
total located in the Riparian Reserve. Stream surveys in
2001 identified low erosion rates on these roads, with ruts
filling in with organics amid little use. By 2003, visits
during inventories for the Johns Peak EIS revealed that OHV
use was occurring on these roads and active erosion was
occurring with significant fine sediment delivery directly to
streams. The roads involved are not BLM system roads, and
are not used for any timber management purposes.

Ground disturbance due to roads and trails affects
approximately 2.9% of the drainage. Approximately 94% of
this disturbance occurs on private lands and 6% is on BLM-
administered lands.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so road densities would remain unchanged as a result of this
project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be 2.8 miles of new road construction in this
drainage under Alternative 2, none located in Riparian
Reserve. 1.5 miles (0.7 miles in Riparian Reserve) of road
in the Max Gulch area would be decommissioned. The close
proximity of part of the originally proposed new road
construction to these existing roads being used by OHVs in
Section 17 made it very likely that, if left intact, these roads
would become connected by OHV users, leading to creation
of a multi-mile OHV loop trail in the drainage, which would
greatly increase use on the natural-surface riparian reserve
road and further accelerate riparian degradation and fine
sediment delivery to the downstream aquatic system. The
last 0.4 miles of the originally proposed road construction
was dropped to avoid connection of the new construction
with the existing roads in Max Gulch area; decommissioning
of the Max Gulch roads with implementation of Project
Design Features (see EA Chapter 2) to eliminate any OHV
use after decommissioning would eliminate this concern.
The roadwork proposed would immediately reduce sediment
delivery to the downstream aquatic system. See the High
Sedimentation Potential risk factor discussion for more
analysis.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV area would
have future impact on OHV roads and trails on BLM lands
in this drainage. The worst case scenario from a water
resources standpoint would be selection of a “no action”
alternative in the Johns Peak OHV Plan, because without
action to manage the existing and increasing OHV use there
is nothing to indicate any reversal of the trend in this area
toward increasing mileage of unplanned, poorly designed
and poorly located user-created OHV trails over time. All
action alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS would establish
a managed trail system and limit OHV use on BLM lands
within the Johns Peak OHV area to that managed system.
Implementation of any of the Johns Peak action alternatives
would lead to reduced mileage of OHV trails and roads
within the drainage, with a corresponding reduction in
road/trail-related impacts over time.
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There are no other known foreseeable future actions
affecting road density.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so watershed restoration direction regarding roads under the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy might not be met. Stream
sedimentation from the natural-surface roads in riparian
areas (discussed in the Past Actions and Current Condition
section, above) being utilized by OHVs would remain the
largest single contributor of fine sediment from road-related
sources on BLM lands in the drainage. Trends and
conditions related to road density and associated disturbance
would likely continue a gradual increase due to ongoing and
increasing OHV activity in the drainage as described in the
Current Condition and Foreseeable Future Action sections,
above, with gradual increases in road-related impacts to
water resources (see the High Sedimentation Potential risk
factor discussion). However, because all action alternatives
under the Johns Peak EIS would establish a managed trail
system and limit OHV use on BLM lands within the Johns
Peak OHV area to that managed system, implementation of
any of the Johns Peak action alternatives would lead to
reduced mileage of OHV trails and roads on BLM lands
within the drainage, with a corresponding reduction in
road/trail-related impacts over time.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
The net change in active roads — both open roads and closed
roads (roads that can be used by bypassing a gate or
barricade) — would be an increase of 1.3 miles. This would
be an increase of approximately 5.8 percent in roads in the
drainage, and an increase of 65 percent in roads on BLM-
administered land. Roads in Riparian Reserve would decline
by 0.7 miles, a 64 percent decrease. Post-project road
density in this drainage would be 5.2 miles per square mile,
an increase of 0.3 miles per square mile. Road density on
BLM-administered lands would be 2.5 miles per square
mile, an increase of 1 miles/square mile, and in BLM
Riparian Reserve would decrease to 1.4 miles per square
mile. Although overall road density would increase
somewhat, and a portion of the new road is located in a
midslope position (one of the more vulnerable positions on
the landscape due to potential for impacts), Alternative 2
would decrease the risk for cumulative impact of BLM roads
on the hydrologic system, because the decommission work
would immediately remove a significant source of sediment
and peakflow delivery along several intermittent streams,
while the new construction would be located outside of any
Riparian Reserves and would be “overdesigned” to prevent
any channelization of flow into dry draws during flood
events (see the High Sedimentation Potential risk factor
discussion).

Across all ownerships, trends and conditions related to road
density and associated disturbance would likely continue a
gradual increase due to ongoing and increasing OHV
activity in the drainage as described in the Current
Condition and Foreseeable Future Action sections, above,
with gradual increases in road-related impacts to water
resources (see the High Sedimentation Potential risk factor
discussion). However, because all action alternatives under
the Johns Peak EIS would establish a managed trail system

and limit OHV use on BLM lands within the Johns Peak
OHYV area to that managed system, implementation of any of
the Johns Peak action alternatives would lead to reduced
mileage of OHV trails and roads on BLM lands within the
drainage, with a corresponding reduction in road/trail-related
impacts over time from that source.

é Risk Factor: Is there High Sedimentation Potential?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Roads and OHV trails cross streams and draws at 171
locations in the drainage. On BLM lands, roads and OHV
trails cross streams at four locations, including one on a
perennial stream, one on a long duration intermittent stream,
and two on short duration intermittent streams. Roads and
OHV trails also cross dry draws at an additional 12 locations
on BLM administered lands.

Overall density of roads and OHYV trails crossing streams
and draws is 3.5 crossings per stream mile in this drainage.
On non-BLM lands the density is 4.2 crossings per stream
mile, and on BLM lands the density is 1.4 crossings per
stream mile. It is probable that some of these roads and
OHV trails currently channel flow to the stream crossings
during storm events. This effectively increases the stream
network in the drainage, carrying additional sediment
directly to streams. The low number of crossings on BLM
lands at first suggests that there are minimal direct road
interactions with streams on BLM lands in the drainage, but
closer review of several natural-surface roads being utilized
by OHVs in Riparian Reserves on BLM (discussed below)
indicates increasing levels of erosion and stream
sedimentation from that source. The large number of stream
crossings across all ownerships in the drainage is likely
adversely affecting water quality.

Several natural-surface roads within BLM Riparian Reserve
along Max Gulch and its tributaries in Sections 7, 17 and 18
are contributing to ongoing significant sedimentation impact
to the aquatic system. These very steep roads, apparently
constructed as part of old mining exploration activities, are
located in the draw bottoms adjacent to the streams, and total
about 1.5 miles in length with approximately 0.7 mile of that
total located in the Riparian Reserve. Stream surveys in
2001 identified low erosion rates on these roads, with ruts
filling in with organics amid little use. By 2003, visits
during inventories for the Johns Peak EIS revealed that OHV
use was occurring on these roads and active erosion was
occurring with significant fine sediment delivery directly to
streams. The roads involved are not BLM system roads, and
are not used for any timber management purposes.

The irrigation and mining ditches are another potential
source of stream sedimentation in this drainage. During
major storms, irrigation and mining ditches intercept
subsurface flow and flow from draws and transport this flow
to other locations. This can increase peak flows over natural
conditions, causing sedimentation as downstream channels
adjust to the higher flows by eroding out larger channels.
Ditch banks are also prone to failure during high flow
events, releasing large amounts of sediment as the bank
collapses and the sudden rush of water erodes surface
material or carves out a gully below the failure point. The
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potential for sedimentation from this source during flood
events is unknown in this drainage.

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that there were no
streams that did not have adequate riparian and channel
conditions to store, sort, and transport sediment through the
stream system at natural rates, indicating that channel and
riparian conditions in and of themselves are not likely to
negatively affect levels of fine sediments present in streams.

Based on the fine sediment thresholds used by DEQ in the
2004 305(b) report (ODEQ 2006b:19-20), measurement of
stream channel substrate (quantified in the “Do Stream
Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair Stability or Condition”
section) suggests that BLM lands in this drainage are in the
“Poor” category for fine sediment (USDI 2006a). Given
that the stream channels and riparian areas on BLM land are
structurally in reasonably good condition, this suggests that
the high levels of instream fine sediment are originating
from another source of disturbance and all evidence points to
stream-adjacent roads as being that source.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
With no activities proposed that would affect road densities
or condition, there would be no change in sedimentation
potential under the “No Action” alternative.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road renovation under this alternative in
this drainage. There would be no new construction of
crossings on perennial or intermittent streams under this
alternative, but 12 new crossings would be constructed on
dry draws. Decommissioning roads in the Max Gulch area
would remove a total of 8 crossings — one on a perennial
stream and 7 on dry draws. Construction and reconstruction
of helicopter landings in this drainage would occur on
ridgetop locations far from active stream channels; design of
the landings would be such that any channelization of flow
and sediment leaving the landing site would be unlikely, and
soil particles that did move off site would be deposited long
before they could reach active streams and be transported to
the downstream aquatic system. Work on the landings
would have no effect on instream sedimentation.
Construction and use of helicopter landings in this drainage
would occur on ridgetop locations far from active stream
channels; design of the landings would be such that any
channelization of flow and sediment leaving the landing site
would be unlikely, and soil particles that did move off site
would be deposited long before they could reach active
streams and be transported to the downstream aquatic
system. Work on the landings would have no effect on
instream sedimentation.

For all roadwork on BLM lands, the total number of
crossings would increase by 3, or 19 percent: A decrease of
one crossing on a perennial stream (-100 percent — the only
crossing on BLM in the drainage on a perennial stream) and
an increase of 2 crossings on dry draws (17 percent increase
in dry draw crossings). The decommission work would
immediately remove a significant source of sediment and
peakflow delivery along several intermittent streams, while
the new construction would be located outside of any
Riparian Reserves and would be “overdesigned” to prevent

any channelization of flow into dry draws during flood
events. Even though the location of the new road would
increase the risk of a road related slope failure during a flood
event, if such a failure did occur at some point in the future,
most of the material would be deposited even before
entering the Riparian Reserve. The amount of sediment
entering the stream channel far downslope from road would
still be a much lesser amount that what is currently
transported directly into the stream each year by the roads
that are proposed to be decommissioned. The current
eroding roads proposed for decommissioning continuously
bleed sediment into the downstream aquatic system creating
a chronic impact, even during relatively small flow events;
this can be contrasted to what would occur should a road
slope failure occur, such failures typically occur during flood
events, and on a maintained system road would not be
chronic in nature. Aside from the risk of a road failure
during a flood event, the new road construction would have
no effect on instream sedimentation. The implementation of
the combination of roadwork proposed under this alternative
would immediately cause a large decrease in sediment
delivery to the downstream aquatic system.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV area would
have future impact on OHV roads and trails on BLM lands
in this drainage. The worst case scenario from a water
resources standpoint would be selection of a “no action”
alternative in the Johns Peak OHV Plan, because without
action to manage the existing and increasing OHV use there
is nothing to indicate any reversal of the trend in this area
toward increasing numbers of unplanned, poorly designed
and poorly located user-created OHV roads and trails over
time. All action alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS
would establish a managed trail system and limit OHV use
on BLM lands within the Johns Peak OHV area to that
managed system. Implementation of any of the Johns Peak
action alternatives would lead to reduced interaction of OHV
trails and roads with streams on BLM lands, with a
corresponding reduction in road/trail-related impacts over
time on BLM. Stream impacts from OHV activities on non
BLM lands would likely continue to increase over time.

Stream sedimentation effects from future manual vegetation
treatments and use of prescribed fire on BLM lands are
expected to be very minimal, substantially less than what
would occur under natural low-intensity fire in these same
areas.

Potential future harvests on non-BLM lands could
periodically increase levels of fine sediments reaching
streams, followed by gradual stabilization as areas recovered
from harvest-related disturbance.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on private lands in much the same way and at similar rates
as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from these
lands would be expected to continue with little change,
fluctuating in response to the level of harvest activity.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
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fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

With no management proposed on BLM lands under this
alternative, trends resulting from existing conditions and
foreseeable future actions would be expected to continue.

Stream sedimentation from the natural-surface roads in
riparian areas (discussed in the Past Actions and Current
Condition section, above) being utilized by OHVs would
remain the largest single contributor of fine sediment on
BLM lands in the drainage. Trends and conditions related to
road density and associated disturbance would likely
continue a gradual increase due to ongoing and increasing
OHV activity in the drainage as described in the Current
Condition and Foreseeable Future Action sections, above,
with gradual increases in road-related impacts to water
resources. However, because all action alternatives under the
Johns Peak EIS would establish a managed trail system and
limit OHV use on BLM lands within the Johns Peak OHV
area to that managed system, implementation of any of the
Johns Peak action alternatives would lead to reduced
mileage of OHV trails and roads on BLM lands within the
drainage, with a corresponding reduction in road/trail-related
sediment delivery to streams over time.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on non-BLM lands in much the same way and at similar
rates as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from
these lands would be expected to continue with little change.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

For the drainage, the density of road/stream crossings
(stream crossings per mile of stream) on all streams and
draws would increase from the current 3.5 to 3.6 post-
project. Although the overall number of crossings in the
drainage would increase somewhat, and a portion of the new
road is located in a midslope position (one of the more
vulnerable positions on the landscape due to potential for
impacts), Alternative 2 would decrease the risk for instream
sedimentation cumulative impact of BLM roads on the
hydrologic system, because the decommission work would
immediately remove a significant source of sediment and
peakflow delivery along several intermittent streams, while
the new construction would be located outside of any
Riparian Reserves and would be “overdesigned” to prevent
any channelization of flow into dry draws during flood
events. Even though the location of the new road would
slightly increase the risk of a road related slope failure
during a flood event, if such a failure did occur at some point
in the future, most of the material would be deposited even
before entering the Riparian Reserve. The amount of
sediment entering the stream channel far downslope from a
road failure would still be a much lesser amount that what is
currently transported directly into the stream each year by
the roads that are proposed to be decommissioned. The
current eroding roads proposed for decommissioning
continuously bleed sediment into the downstream aquatic

system creating a chronic impact, even during relatively
small flow events; this can be contrasted to what would
occur should a road slope failure occur. Such failures
typically occur during flood events, and on a maintained
system road would not be chronic in nature. Whatever
sediment that actually reached the aquatic system in such a
failure would do so during a flood event, and floodflows
would transport, sort, and deposit the fines in such a way
that they would be captured on point bars or on small
floodplain areas along the stream, leaving clean, well-sorted
gravels in the low flow channel of the stream following the
flood event. This type of impact has many orders of
magnitude less negative impact on the stream channel and
instream sediment conditions than what occurs from the
chronic input of sediment from a poorly-located,
undesigned, eroding streamside road. Aside from the risk of
a road failure during a flood event, the new road
construction would have no effect on instream
sedimentation. The implementation of the combination of
roadwork proposed under this alternative would immediately
cause a large decrease in sediment delivery to the
downstream aquatic system.

Over the long term, improving vegetation conditions on
BLM lands in this drainage and throughout the watershed
could reduce the frequency of stand-replacement wildfire
and allow more low severity fires to burn, restoring a
sediment regime that more closely mimics natural
conditions. Gradual recovery of riparian areas (previously
harvested or subjected to other high intensity management
that did not mimic more natural disturbance, but now
managed as Riparian Reserve) would allow gradual
improvement of riparian processes and corresponding
improvements in sediment conditions over time. In spite of
vegetation condition improvements under this alternative,
roads and OHYV trails throughout the drainage would still
remain the largest unnatural contributor to negative
sedimentation impacts in the drainage.

Across the drainage, trends and conditions related to road
density and associated disturbance would likely continue a
gradual increase due to ongoing and increasing OHV
activity in the drainage as described in the Current
Condition and Foreseeable Future Action sections, above,
with gradual increases in road-related impacts to water
resources. However, because all action alternatives under the
Johns Peak EIS would establish a managed trail system and
limit OHV use on BLM lands within the Johns Peak OHV
area to that managed system, implementation of any of the
Johns Peak action alternatives would lead to reduced
mileage of OHV trails and roads on BLM lands within the
drainage, with a corresponding reduction in road/trail-related
sediment delivery to streams over time.

é Risk Factor: Is there Potential for Violation of the Clean
Water Act or the Safe Drinking Water Act?

NOTE: Sedimentation issues are discussed under the “Is there High Sedimentation
Potential” risk factor discussion. Analysis of sedimentation is not repeated here.

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No streams in this drainage area are on the 303(d) list for
high summer stream temperatures. Although no streams in
the drainage are identified by ODEQ as having sediment
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issues, sedimentation is discussed in the “Is there High
Sedimentation Potential” section. No other data was located
indicating that any other streams on BLM land are not
meeting State water quality standards. Any decline in
quality of stream temperatures in these small tributaries
could possibly have a negative cumulative effect on Foots
creek and the downstream Rogue River.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no affect with implementation of the “No
Action” alternative; existing condition would be maintained.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No activity is proposed under this alternative that would
result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in this
drainage (USDI 2005:24), and implementation of Best
Management Practices and other Project Design Features
(EA Chapter 2), and protection of Riparian Reserve areas
would enable the Project to avoid violation of the Clean
Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act. Under
Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be protected
and managed per direction in the Aquatic Conservation
Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). This alternative draws
upon the passive and active restoration management actions
recommended for achieving federal recovery goals as
identified in the Water Quality Restoration Plan for the
Rogue River-Gold Hill Watershed South of the Rogue River
(USDI 2006c¢:25-26).

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Any foreseeable future actions on federal lands would
follow the same guidance and requirements as the currently
proposed project, and would therefore be required to have no
affect on stream temperature loading. Issues related to
sedimentation are discussed in the previous Risk Factor.
Activities on non-BLM lands are required to meet Clean
Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act requirements.
Increasing OHV use would not likely affect stream shading
and therefore would not be likely to affect stream

temperature; however, if sedimentation and channel
conditions were impacted on a large enough scale, other
water quality parameters could be affected. Such a level of
activity is not anticipated at this time. No other impacts to
water quality are anticipated.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, riparian areas would
continue to be protected and managed per direction in the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. There would be nothing under this alternative that
would result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in
this drainage (USDI 2005:24). No other impacts to water
quality are anticipated.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). Riparian
areas where previous harvest activities occurred would
continue to gradually recover from past harvest impacts.
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). No activity is proposed under this
alternative that would result in anthropogenic-caused heating
of streams in this drainage (USDI 2005:24), and
implementation of Best Management Practices and other
Project Design Features (EA Chapter 2), and protection of
Riparian Reserve areas would enable the Project to avoid
violation of the Clean Water Act and the Safe Drinking
Water Act. This Project, other recent riparian vegetation
treatments in the Planning Area, and foreseeable future
management in the watersheds of the Planning Area would
allow gradual improvement in water quality over time.
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Foots Creek between Middle/Left Fork

Confluence and Right Fork

BLM Drainage Area RH0609
Hydrologic Unit 17100308020609

Drainage Area Description

The RH0609 drainage area is 2947 acres, of which 62 percent
are BLM-administered lands and 38 percent are privately
owned (BLM GIS data). The drainage consists of the section
of northwesterly-flowing Foots Creek (a tributary to the
Rogue River) downstream of the confluence of the Middle
and Left forks of Foots Creek and upstream of the confluence
with Right Fork Foots Creek. Named streams and gulches
include Foots Creek, Lyons Gulch, Womens Gulch,
Lonesome Gulch, Brushy Gulch, and Horn Gulch.
Approximate elevations range from 1100 feet at the lower end
to 3400 feet at the high point of the drainage (data from USGS
7.5 minute quadrangle maps and Terrain Navigator software).
All of this drainage area (100 percent) is located within the
Galls Foot Planning Area boundary (1820 acres BLM, 1127
acres private).

All streams on BLM lands within the RH0609 drainage have
been inventoried during stream surveys conducted since
2001 (USDI 2006a). Miles of different types of streams on
BLM lands analyzed here are different than those listed in
the South Rogue-Gold Hill Watershed Analysis because
stream types have now been verified on-the-ground, where
at the time of the Watershed Analysis most stream types
were estimated from aerial photos (USDI 2001:29) without
on-the-ground verification. Streams on non-BLM lands
were determined from a combination of sources, including
aerial photos, USGS quadrangle maps, and extrapolation
from adjacent BLM lands. The stream type information for
all lands has been entered into the BLM GIS system.

On BLM-managed lands there are 1.6 miles of perennial
stream, 1.4 miles of long duration intermittent stream, 4.4
miles of short duration intermittent stream, and 17.8 miles of
dry draws. A total of eight springs have been identified on
BLM lands, located primarily near stream and draw bottoms.
No large wetlands are present in this drainage; small wetland
areas exist along portions of some streams and around some
of the springs. 0.3 miles of irrigation ditches and/or
abandoned mining ditches have been mapped on BLM lands
in this drainage. There are 330 acres of Riparian Reserve on
BLM lands in this drainage.

Non-BLM lands are estimated to have 3.5 miles of perennial
stream, 3.2 miles of long duration intermittent stream, 6.3
miles of short duration intermittent stream, and 7.2 miles of
dry draws. Details on channel dimensions are not available
for streams on non-BLM lands. One spring has been
mapped on non-BLM lands; little is known about springs or
wetlands in these areas. Only 30 feet of ditches have been
mapped on non-BLM lands from sources such as USGS

information and aerial photos; these may be either irrigation
ditches or old mining ditches. Additional ditches may be
present, but have not been mapped. The exact status and use
of these ditches are not known, and obtaining this
information is not necessary for this analysis. There are
estimated to be 526 acres of riparian areas on non-BLM
lands in this drainage.

On BLM-administered land in this drainage, perennial
streams have average bankfull channels? ranging from 3.5-
4.6 feet wide and 0.3-0.4 feet deep, with flood-prone area
widths ranging from 5.3-8.7 feet. Long duration intermittent
streams have average bankfull channels ranging from 2.4-4.1
feet wide and 0.2-0.4 feet deep, with flood-prone area widths
ranging from 4.8-5.8 feet. Short duration intermittent
streams have average bankfull channels ranging from 0.9-2.6
feet wide and 0.1-0.2 feet deep, with flood-prone area widths
ranging from 1.5-5.9 feet. (USDI 2006a)

Other than ditches, six locations on BLM administered lands
(described below) were identified as having some type of
development for the purpose of diverting, storing, and/or
transporting water. BLM records show a right of way for
one of the four water rights on BLM land in the drainage.

Oregon Water Right Certificate 9748 authorizes irrigation,
mining, and domestic use of water from three locations.
Two points of diversion for irrigation and mining use are
authorized from Lonesome Gulch and right hand fork Lyons
Gulch in NE ¥ SE ¥4 SE ¥4 of T37S R4W Section 1. Water
from these two points is authorized for the irrigation of 7.6
acres in SW ¥, SE ¥, SE ¥4 SE ¥4 of Section 1 and NW %
NE Y of Section 12. Points of use for placer mining are in
SW ¥, SE Y4, and SE Y4 SE ¥4 of Section 1. The routes of
transportation for these waters are unknown. Domestic use
is authorized from a third location, a spring in SE % SE %
SE ¥ of Section 1. BLM records show a right-of-way for a
waterline and service road from the spring to a private
residence in SW ¥ SE ¥4 of Section 1. There are no
proposed management activities being considered as part of
the Galls Foot Project near the diversion.

Oregon Water Right Certificate 41314 authorizes use of
water from the same spring as OWRD cert. 9748 (mentioned
above). The certificate identifies domestic use and irrigation
of 3 acres of pasture, garden, and lawn in SW ¥4 SE ¥ of
Section 1 in T37S R4W. The certificate also identifies the
source as a concrete headgate 10 feet by 12 feet with a depth

22 As used here, the bankfull width for a surveyed reach of stream is the
average of three measurements of riffle width that would be present during
a 1-2 year return interval flow event, generally taken near the upper end,
middle, and lower end of a stream reach.
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of 14 feet with a 900 foot pipeline ending in SW ¥4 SE Ya.
BLM stream survey in 2001 confirmed the location of the
diversion facility. As stated above, BLM records show a
right-of-way for the waterline and service road from this
facility. There are no proposed management activities being
considered as part of the Galls Foot Project near the
diversion.

Oregon Water Right Certificate 13814 authorizes use of
water from Lonesome Gulch for placer mining in the east %2
of NW ¥ SWY, of Section 6 in T37S 3W. The point of
diversion is in the E¥2 NW ¥, SWY4 of Section 6. BLM
records show no right of ways or any authorization for
diversion structures, water storage, or water transport
facilities for this water right. This claim is assumed to be
inactive. A BLM stream survey crew in 2001 did not
document any recent mining activity near these locations.
Proposed precommercial thinning activities as part of the
Galls Foot Project in the SW % of section 6 may be adjacent
to the diversion, although after field visits and review of the
legal description, BLM has not been able to locate an
existing facility in the area. There is no BLM right-of-way
associated with the diversion or transport mechanism, the
location of any facilities is unknown.

Oregon Water Right Certificate 16193 authorizes use of
water from Horn Gulch and Brushy Gulch. It is assumed
that two points of diversion exist for this certificate: one
from each Gulch. The points of diversion and point of
beneficial use are merely specified as being located in T37S
R3W Section 7. Diversion structures locations are unknown
for this water right. Stream surveys conducted by BLM in
2001 did not identify any active mining in Brushy or Horn
Gulch in Section 7. Proposed management activities being
considered as part of the Galls Foot Project may be adjacent
to the diversion, although after field visits and review of the
legal description, BLM has not been able to locate any
existing facilities in the area. Precommercial thinning units
in Section 7 may include diversion structures for the water
right. Although not in Horn Gulch or Brushy Gulch, timber
sale units 23 and 24 are in Section 7. Since there is no BLM
right-of-way associated with the diversion or transport
mechanism, the location of any facilities is unknown.

There are no other known developments on BLM lands in

the drainage for which authorizations could not be identified.

Notable Past Actions and Conditions for this Drainage

In addition to the existing roads and past timber harvests
contributing to the existing condition and discussed in the
Risk Factor analyses, below, the following recent past or
ongoing actions were included in the analysis for this
drainage:

e 121 acres (14 acres in Riparian Reserve) of manual
fuels reduction treatments as part of the Joint Fire
Sciences Project. This project, evaluating the
effects of fuels and prescribed fire treatments in
Riparian Reserve, does not employ the “no-
treatment” buffers usually applied to these types of
noncommercial treatments.

o Approximately 215 acres (13 acres in Riparian
Reserve) of precommercial thinning, brushing, and

other manual noncommercial treatments during the
previous five years.

« Thereisatrend in this drainage toward increasing
OHV use and associated increasing mileage of
unplanned, poorly designed and poorly located
user-created OHV trails over time.

Foreseeable Future Actions in this Drainage
The following are known future actions likely to occur in
this drainage, and considered in the analysis:

e Estimated 162 acres future timber harvest on non-
BLM land®, all yarded by tractor.

e 309 acres (38 acres in Riparian Reserve) of manual
fuels reduction treatments as part of the Foots
Creek Fuels Project.

e Upto 645 acres (65 acres in Riparian Reserve) of
maintenance underburning at 5-10 year intervals on
acreage noncommercially treated under other
projects, including the Foots Creek Fuels Project.

e The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV
area would have future impact on OHV roads and
trails on BLM lands in this drainage. The worst
case scenario from a water resources standpoint
would be selection of a “no action” alternative in
the Johns Peak OHV Plan, because without action
to manage the existing and increasing OHV use
there is nothing to indicate any reversal of the trend
in this area toward increasing mileage of
unplanned, poorly designed and poorly located
user-created OHV trails over time. All action
alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS would
establish a managed trail system and limit OHV use
on BLM lands within the Johns Peak OHV area to
that managed system. Implementation of any of the
Johns Peak action alternatives would lead to
reduced mileage of OHV trails and roads within the
drainage, with a corresponding reduction in
road/trail-related impacts over time.

Alternative 2 Quick Overview for this Drainage

e 236 acres (none in Riparian Reserve) of
commercial timber prescriptions (see Appendix B).
Approximately 1 acre would be yarded by tractor
using designated skid roads, 42 acres by cable, and
193 acres by helicopter. There would be slash pile
and burn approximately 1-2 years after harvest and
underburn approximately 3-10 years after harvest.

e 341 acres manual precommercial conifer thinning
(PCT). Of this total, 143 acres of PCT would be
completed within the commercial timber
prescription units above, and 71 acres of PCT
would be completed within Riparian Reserve.

e Two existing helicopter landings would be used
(one on the ridge between this drainage and Galls
Creek drainage RH0415 and the other on the ridge
between this drainage and Millers Gulch drainage
RHO0524). An additional existing helicopter landing
(located on the ridge between this drainage and
Galls Creek drainage RH0415) would be rebuilt
and used. One new helicopter landing would be

2 From aerial photos using assumptions in USDI 1994: page 4-5
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constructed. None of the landings are located
within Riparian Reserve.

e 0.5 miles (none in Riparian Reserve) new road
construction.

e 0.9 miles (none in Riparian Reserve) of natural road
decommissioning.

¢ No road renovation.

Risk Factor Analysis

Following is analysis of the risk factors being evaluated for
potential effects issues, including cumulative impacts.

é Risk Factor: Is there Disturbance on Highly Erodible or
Potentially Unstable Soils?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are approximately 275 acres of erodible soils
identified in this drainage. There appears to be very minimal
recent ground disturbance (<1 acre) on highly erodible or
potentially unstable soils in this drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no direct or indirect effects on the risk
factors affecting erodible soils in this HUC-7 drainage.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under this alternative, approximately 47 acres of helicopter
logging are proposed on potentially unstable soils. Less than
13 acres of skyline cable logging is proposed on potentially
unstable soils. Helicopter logging only disturbs about 2
percent of the soil surface and cable yarding disturbs about 7
percent. The affects on the potentially unstable soils from
that operation would be about 2 acres disturbed.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are no foreseeable future BLM projects proposed in
this drainage. There is potential that about 38 acres of
tractor yarding on potentially unstable soil could be
harvested on private land in the near future resulting in about
9 acres of disturbed soil. This is merely a projection based
on available timber that is mature enough to harvest.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been minimal disturbance in the recent past, no
disturbance would occur from Alternative 1 and a relatively
small disturbance from future proposed project. Therefore,
it is anticipated that the cumulative impacts on highly
erodible soils would be minimal.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been minimal disturbance in the recent past, 2
acres of disturbance would occur from Alternative 2 and
about 9 acres from possible future project. Therefore, it is
anticipated that the cumulative impacts on highly erodible
soils would be slight.

é Risk Factor: Has a Large Percentage of Forest Vegetation
been Harvested?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

84 acres of BLM administered lands in this drainage are
estimated to be conifer stands under 30 years old (trees up to
11” diameter) (BLM GIS data). This may be somewhat of

an overestimation of acres in young stands, because the slow
growth of conifers on many sites in this area means that trees
11” in diameter may be much older than 30 years. There are
no known acres of conifer forest on non-BLM lands in the
drainage less than 30 years old. Existing young conifer
stands across all ownerships total approximately three
percent of the drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new young stands created from harvest of vegetation
within the Planning Area, so current percentages would
remain the same.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Each harvest prescription under the Galls Foot Project would
maintain forested area average canopy closure at 30 percent
or greater. The most aggressive prescriptions are Douglas-
fir Regeneration, which would leave an average of 45
percent canopy with some areas of individual units falling to
37 percent canopy, and the Pine Site prescription, where
average remaining canopy closure would be 30 percent with
some areas in individual units falling to as low as 22 percent.
In this drainage, there would be no harvest using the
Douglas-fir Regeneration prescription. Twenty-four acres
(eight-tenths of one percent of the drainage) would be
harvested using the Pine Site prescription (See prescription
descriptions in Appendix B). When the project is
completed, estimated average canopy closure of all forest
areas harvested throughout the Project under Alternative 2
would be 47 percent; the remaining untreated forested areas
would still maintain an estimated 85 percent canopy closure.
(Gordon 2006).

New road and helicopter landing construction would create
three acres of new permanent non-forested openings due to
permanent vegetation removal and clearcut harvest
associated with the construction and ongoing maintenance of
these roads and landings.

In the Planning Area, the Ecoregion Description (WPN
1999: Appendix A) lists historic canopy closure within the
Planning Area as greater than 30 percent, with the exception
of the oak woodland/ lowest elevations which historically
had less than 30 percent canopy closure. Because even
following harvest, canopy closure in all but a few of the pine
site units would still be at or above historic percentages, and
the average canopy closure across the landscape would be
much greater than those described in the Ecoregion
Description, implementation of Alternative 2 would have no
effect related to hydrologic processes on this Risk Factor for
the drainage. Related risk factors (such as High
Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted Soil
for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts that
may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An additional 162 acres of trees appear to be potentially
available for harvest on non-BLM lands, and would be
assumed to be cut in the near future (USDI 1994: page 4-5).

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
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With no action proposed under Alternative 1, 246 acres of
current and potential foreseeable future harvest in the
drainage would result in approximately 8 percent of the
drainage being composed of young stands.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Three acres of vegetation removal and clearcut harvest
related to road construction proposed under Alternative 2
and 246 acres of current and potential foreseeable future
harvest in the drainage would result in approximately 8
percent of the drainage being composed of young stands or
permanently cleared areas. Related risk factors (such as
High Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted
Soil for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts
that may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-

term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

é Risk Factor: Are there Large Areas of Compacted Soil?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An estimated 12 acres of BLM administered lands in this
drainage are currently in a compacted state. Approximately
8 acres of this total are the result of compaction due to
existing roads and 4 acres due to past yarding activities. An
estimated 30 acres of non-BLM lands are currently in a
compacted state: 20 acres due to existing roads and 10 acres
due to yarding activities. Total existing compacted area for
the drainage is estimated at approximately 42 acres or 1.4
percent.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new compacted area as a result of this project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, tractor yarding utilizing designated skid
roads on about 1 acre would potentially increase compacted
area by about ¥ acre. Approximately 42 acres of cable
yarding would increase compacted area by about 2 acres and
helicopter logging would affect 217 acres resulting in about
2 acres of compaction. Approximately %2 mile of road
construction is proposed which would add about than 1 acre
of compacted area, for a total of about 5 acres compacted as
a result of the project. Combined with existing compacted
area, overall compaction on BLM lands would be 17 acres as
the result of the proposed project and compacted area for the
entire drainage would be approximately 1.6 percent.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There is no proposed for logging in the foreseeable future in
this drainage that would increase the compacted acres on
BLM land. It is possible that approximately 162 acres of
non-BLM land could be treated in the foreseeable future. It
is estimated that all this area could be tractor yarded. This
could increase the amount of compacted area in this drainage
by approximately 41 acres.

Increasing OHV use in this drainage would likely result in
additional compacted area over time, although
implementation of any of the action alternatives under the
Johns Peak EIS could limit future impacts on BLM lands
from this source.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Selection of this alternative would result in the Galls Foot
Project not contributing any changes in compaction
cumulative impacts in this drainage. The combined total
compacted area of approximately 42 acres of existing and 41
acres in possible future actions would result in a total
compacted area for the drainage of approximately 2.8
percent, a slight increase over existing condition. Additional
new compaction on BLM lands due to OHV use would
likely be limited if any of the action alternatives under the
Johns Peak EIS are implemented; OHV-related compaction
on non-BLM lands is likely to continue a gradual increase.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
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The combined total compacted area of 41acres of existing, 5
acres of new under this alternative, and 42 acres in possible
future actions would result in a total compacted area for the
drainage of approximately 3 percent, a minimal increase
over existing condition, Alternative 1 (no action) and
possible future actions. Additional new compaction on
BLM lands due to OHV use would likely be limited if any of
the action alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS are
implemented; OHV-related compaction on non-BLM lands
is likely to continue a gradual increase.

é Risk Factor: Is there a Large Percent of Nonrecovered
Openings in the Transient Snow Zone?

The Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual (OWAM)
developed by Watershed Professionals Network 1999 for the
Governor's Watershed Enhancement Board indicates that
Transient Snow Zone is not an issue where less than 25
percent of the drainage is in or above Transient Snow Zone
elevations. All of this drainage is in the Rainfall zone;
therefore, Transient Snow Zone is not a concern in this
drainage.

é Risk Factor: Do Stream Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair
Stability or Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) on 6.7 miles of stream indicated
that 74 percent of streams did not have either adequate
stream channel structure (i.e. debris jams or other structures)
to dissipate stream energy, had degraded channel conditions
(sinuosity, width/depth ratio, or gradient), and/or lacked
things like rocks and woody debris sufficient to protect the
channel from accelerated bank erosion and downcutting
during flood events.

For perennial and long-duration intermittent streams on
BLM land with continuous flow and stream length data,
stream surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that the substrate
(the material composing the bed of the stream) consisted of
an average of 59 percent silts, clays and sand, and 41 percent
gravel, cobble, and boulder-sized material. There was no
substrate composed of bedrock.

Streambanks composed of non-erodible material, boulders
and cobbles, or stabilized by vegetation were present along
roughly 84 percent of the streams on BLM lands in the
drainage, indicating a fair level of bank stability and ability
to withstand high flows. The presence of high levels of
instream fine sediment and poor instream structure suggests
that fine sediment is both being transported into the stream
from upland areas and is not being adequately stored and
routed within some of the riparian areas. The likely source
of this fine sediment is roads and road/stream interactions in
the drainage (see discussion in the Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections).

Fuel reduction treatments are being completed on 14 acres of
Riparian Reserve in this drainage as part of the Joint Fire
Science project®*; these manual treatments differ from
typical treatments in that they are reducing fuels in Riparian

2 Environmental Assessment for JFS Fire Study, June 2006, EA #OR 116-
06-04.

Reserves without leaving a no-treatment buffer along
streams. This research project will be measuring effects of
this treatment including any detectable changes in water
yield, water quality, and channel morphology from these
types of treatments.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change related to this Risk Factor with
implementation of the “No Action” alternative. With no
action to reduce the impact of existing roads on streams,
road erosion or drainage problems could have an increasing
negative impact on channel stability of some streams over
time.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
No harvest activities or road work would occur in or
adjacent to stream channels under this alternative, so no
changes would occur to this risk factor as a result of this
project.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Increasing OHV use in the drainage could over time deliver
increasing levels of peakflow and sediment directly to
stream channels (see Road Density and High Sedimentation
Potential sections, below). There are no other known
foreseeable future impacts to stream channels on federal
lands, as stream channels would continue to have protection
as Riparian Reserve, and any new treatments in Riparian
Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design Features
that would prevent impact to the channels. Implementation
of any of the action alternatives in the upcoming Johns Peak
EIS would likely reduce OHV interaction with stream
channels on BLM lands. Stream channels on private lands
would continue to be protected by county ordinance and
Oregon Forest Practices Rules.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, stream channels would
continue to have protection as Riparian Reserve, and any
future treatments in Riparian Reserve would continue to
utilize Project Design Features that would prevent impact to
the channels. Significant or potential cumulative impacts to
stream channels are not expected from the Joint Fire
Sciences research project, but conditions are being
monitored to determine what (if any) changes occur.
Implementation of any of the action alternatives under the
upcoming Johns Peak EIS would likely lead to improving
stream channel conditions on BLM lands as OHV-associated
impacts declined. Stream channels on non BLM lands could
continue to decline in condition due to increasing levels of
OHV use in and near the streams. Stream channels on
private lands would continue to be protected by county
ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices Rules.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, stream channels would continue to
have protection as Riparian Reserve, and treatments in
Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design
Features that would prevent impact to the channels.
Significant or potential cumulative impacts to stream
channels are not expected from the Joint Fire Sciences
research project, but conditions are being monitored to
determine what (if any) changes occur. Implementation of
any of the action alternatives under the upcoming Johns



Appendix A: Galls Foot Project Conditions and Effects Analysis on Water Resources 71

Peak EIS would likely lead to improving stream channel
conditions on BLM lands as OHV-associated impacts
declined. Stream channels on non BLM lands could
continue to decline in condition due to increasing levels of
OHYV use in and near the streams. Stream channels on
private lands would continue to be protected by county
ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices Rules. Forest
management that more closely mimics a low-severity natural
fire regime could, over time, provide greater inputs of large,
stable wood to channels and more stable peakflows and
baseflows, resulting in improvements in channel stability
and condition over the long term. Implementation of similar
management across all ownerships could further improve the
situation; without similar management on other ownerships,
conditions of stream channels on private lands could remain
static or even decline over time. Stream channel conditions
on BLM lands would gradually improve with ongoing
implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan related to
management of riparian and upland areas.

é Risk Factor: Are Riparian Areas in Poor-to-Fair Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Stream surveys (USDI 2006a) indicate the presence of at
least some past timber harvest in BLM riparian areas along
15 percent of the 7.3 miles of streams assessed in the
drainage. Although some of this harvest activity is from
many decades ago, it indicates the presence of past harvest
activity in some riparian areas in the drainage. Harvest has
not occurred in these areas (now protected within Riparian
Reserve) since implementation of the Forest Plan in the mid
1990s.

Data from stream PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicates that
of 6.7 miles assessed, 83 percent of riparian areas are in
either Proper Functioning Condition or Functional-at-Risk
with an upward trend, so conditions in those riparian areas
are at or moving towards a level where adequate vegetation,
landform, or woody debris is present to dissipate stream
energy during high flow events and allow physical processes
in the stream to operate properly. Seventeen percent of
riparian areas were rated as in either a downward trend or as
nonfunctional.

BLM GIS data indicates that within forested BLM Riparian
Reserve in this drainage, 8 percent are young stands
(seedlings/saplings/poles up to 11 inches diameter, due to
more recent [past 30 years or so] harvest or fire), 71 percent
are mid-seral stands (up to 21 inches in diameter), and 21
percent are mature timber or old growth. On non-BLM
forestlands, there are no known acres of riparian areas under
30 years of age.

To meet the RMP direction that silvicultural practices are to
be applied to Riparian Reserve areas to control stocking,
reestablish and manage stands, and acquire desired
vegetation characteristics needed to attain ACS and Riparian
Reserve objectives (USDI 1995:27), approximately 27 acres
of Riparian Reserve (8 percent of the Reserves) in the
drainage have already been treated or are in the process of
being treated using manual and precommercial thinning
treatments under other projects. Included in this acreage
total are 14 acres of fuel reduction treatments in Riparian

Reserve areas in this drainage as part of the Joint Fire
Science project %*; these manual treatments differ from
typical treatments in that they are reducing fuels in Riparian
Reserves without leaving a no-treatment buffer along
streams. This research project will be measuring effects of
this treatment including any detectable changes in water
yield, water quality, and channel morphology from these
types of treatments.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 1 (no action), riparian areas would
continue to be protected per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). There
would be no road-related work in Riparian Reserve areas
under this alternative, so watershed restoration direction
regarding roads under the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
might not be met. See the High Sedimentation Potential risk
factor discussion.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). 71 acres of precommercial thinning in
some Riparian Reserve areas under this project would help
meet the RMP direction that silvicultural practices are to be
applied to Riparian Reserve areas to control stocking,
reestablish and manage stands, and acquire desired
vegetation characteristics needed to attain ACS and Riparian
Reserve objectives (USDI 1995:27). There would be no
road-related work in Riparian Reserve areas under this
alternative, so watershed restoration direction regarding
roads under the Aquatic Conservation Strategy might not be
met. See the High Sedimentation Potential risk factor
discussion.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Up to 65 acres of Riparian Reserve in the drainage could be
treated with periodic maintenance underburning under the
thinning and fuel reduction already authorized under other
projects or proposed under the future Foots Creek Fuels
Project; this could benefit adjacent riparian areas by helping
restore a more natural vegetation structure/fire regime.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections, below). There are no
other known foreseeable future impacts to riparian areas on
federal lands, as riparian areas would continue to have
protection as Riparian Reserve, and any treatments in
Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design
Features that would ensure meeting Riparian Reserve
objectives. Implementation of any of the action alternatives
in the upcoming Johns Peak EIS would likely reduce OHV-
related impacts in Riparian Reserves. Stream channels on
private lands would continue to be protected by county
ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices Rules.

% Environmental Assessment for JFS Fire Study, June 2006, EA #OR 116-
06-04.
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Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. No restorative actions such as stream crossing
renovation, road decommissioning, or removal of stream
crossings to improve riparian condition would be
implemented under Alternative 1, so maintenance or
restoration of some riparian processes at some locations
could be compromised that otherwise might have benefited
from these actions. Significant or potential cumulative
impacts to Riparian Reserves are not expected from the Joint
Fire Sciences research project, but conditions are being
monitored to determine what (if any) changes occur.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections, below). Implementation
of any of the action alternatives in the upcoming Johns Peak
EIS would likely reduce OHV-related impacts in Riparian
Reserves.

The vegetation treatments done under the Joint Fire Sciences
research project, other noncommercial projects over the past
five years, treatments proposed under the Foots Creek Fuels
Project, and the ongoing protection of Riparian Reserve
areas would allow natural recovery processes to operate and
result in the gradual improvement of riparian condition on
BLM lands, with most areas eventually reaching Properly
Functioning Condition barring a severe wildfire, new
instream mining projects, or continued OHV-related impacts
in the Reserves.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. In Riparian Reserve areas in this drainage, the
vegetation treatments done under the Joint Fire Sciences
research project, other noncommercial projects over the past
five years, treatments proposed under the Foots Creek Fuels
Project, the precommercial thinning proposed under this
project, and the ongoing protection of Riparian Reserve
areas would allow natural recovery processes to operate and
result in the gradual improvement of riparian condition on
BLM lands, with most areas eventually reaching Properly
Functioning Condition barring a severe wildfire, new
instream mining projects, or continued OHV-related impacts
in the Reserves.

Significant or potential cumulative impacts to Riparian
Reserves are not expected from the Joint Fire Sciences
research project, but conditions are being monitored to
determine what (if any) changes occur.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High

Sedimentation Potential sections, below). Implementation
of any of the action alternatives in the upcoming Johns Peak
EIS would likely reduce OHV-related impacts in Riparian
Reserves.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

é Risk Factor: Are there High Impacts from a Catastrophic
Event?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No large fires, major debris torrents, or other major natural
disturbances have occurred in the recent past within this
drainage that would have the potential to create a high level
of impact. The drainage does not appear to have sustained
major negative impacts on BLM-managed lands during
recent flood events. No information was found identifying
major resource-related flood impacts on non-BLM lands;
flood impacts observed appeared to be related to on-site
modification of floodplains and streamside riparian areas at
the location of the impacts rather than off-site watershed
conditions contributing to an “out-of-the-ordinary” flood.

According to the 1967-2003 data provided by ODF, no fire
greater than five acres was documented in the RH0609
drainage area. One fire caused by arson burned 5 acres in
2003. Seven additional smaller fires burned in the drainage
area, all of which occurred between 1984 and 2003. None of
the smaller fires were greater than 1 acre in size. Of the 7
smaller fires, 1 was caused by lightning, 3 by equipment use,
1 by juveniles, and 2 by miscellaneous causes. The fires
burned a total of 6 acres, less than 1% of the drainage area.

Approximately 336 acres in this drainage have been treated
in the past five years or are in the process of being treated as
part of ongoing plantation maintenance or using manual
thinning methods under the ongoing Joint Fire Sciences
Project. Risk of severe impacts from a major fire is
probably reduced in these previously treated areas.

Many of the older roads in the Planning Area were not
constructed using “watershed-friendly” engineering. Roads
were often constructed where construction was the easiest.
Drainage often focused on simply getting the water off the
road surface without much consideration of how it affected
downslope hydrology, and culverts and drainage systems
were often designed to simply handle typical storm
conditions, not major flood events. Many roads were
created with no provision for drainage at all. Consequently,
many older roads are at risk for failure during flood events,
and can contribute substantial negative impacts to
peakflows, sedimentation, and slope stability. In addition to
the chronic impacts to the downstream aquatic system, this
greatly increases the potential to negatively contribute to
catastrophic slope failures and debris torrents.

Continued interception and transport of stream and
subsurface flow by old mining and or irrigation ditches (like
those present in this drainage) during flood events may
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increase the risk of catastrophic slope failures wherever they
are located. No actions are proposed as part of the current
project to address this problem.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent major catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there is no effect relating to this risk factor.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent major catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there is no effect relating to this risk factor.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There have been no recent catastrophic events in the
drainage for which foreseeable future actions would be
planned. 204 acres could be treated using manual fuel
reduction methods under the upcoming Foots Creek Fuels
Project.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent major catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there would be no cumulative impacts relating
to impacts from any recent catastrophic event. Future fuels
reduction projects, vegetation management and future
underburning may help reduce current high density of
vegetation brought on by past vegetation management
practices including fire exclusion. Areas treated and
maintained with underburning under other projects would be
less likely to suffer severe impacts in a major wildfire.

Because no roads would be renovated, relocated or
decommissioned any existing road drainage and location
problems would continue except where corrected during
normal maintenance activities. No locations were identified
where this would lead to a catastrophic event.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there would be no cumulative impacts relating
to impacts from any recent catastrophic event. Areas that
could be treated under the upcoming Foots Creek Fuels
Project, combined with the commercial timber prescriptions
proposed under this alternative, including the associated
vegetation maintenance and future maintenance
underburning, could allow future wildfire to burn at lower
intensities and be less likely to move into the forest canopy,
which could result in reduced negative fire effects to water
and soil resources. While stand replacement fires could still
occur, treated areas would have a much greater chance of
burning at low severity than they do under present
conditions, so the timeframe between so called
“catastrophic” fires could be increased.

Because no roads would be renovated or relocated, any
existing road drainage and location problems would continue
except where corrected during normal maintenance
activities. A 0.9 section of road would be decommissioned,
somewhat reducing the chances of any slope failures
associated with that road. No locations were identified
where this would lead to a catastrophic event.

é Risk Factor: Is Road Density High in the Drainage?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are 20.7 miles of roads in the drainage, 6.4 miles of
which are on BLM-administered lands. Of these roads on
BLM, 2.0 miles are located within Riparian Reserve. The
road mileage figures include Class 2 OHYV trails (4x4 trails).

When motorcycle (Class 3) and quad (Class 1) OHV trails
are included in the road mileage figures, there are 26.2 miles
of roads and trails in the drainage, 2.3 miles of which are on
BLM-administered lands. Of these roads and trails on BLM,
1.1 miles are located within Riparian Reserve.

Road density in the drainage is 4.5 miles per square mile,
and the road density including all roads and trails is 5.0
miles per square mile. This road density is high based on
both the Klamath Siskiyou Matrix of Pathways and
Indicators (USDA/USDI 1996) threshold of 3 miles per
square mile and on the ODEQ-cited 4.0 miles per square
mile (ODEQ 2003b:61).

On BLM lands the road density is 2.3 miles per square mile,
and the density including both roads and trails is 2.6 miles
per square mile. The road density on BLM lands is below
the thresholds cited by ODEQ and as defined by the
Klamath Siskiyou Matrix of Pathways and Indicators.

On BLM lands, road density within Riparian Reserve is 3.9
miles per square mile of Riparian Reserve, and when both
roads and trails are accounted for, the road density is 4.4
miles per square mile of Riparian Reserve. On non-BLM
lands, the density of roads and trails in riparian areas
adjacent to streams is 9.7 miles per square mile.

Ground disturbance due to roads and trails affects
approximately 2.4% of the drainage. Approximately 71% of
this disturbance occurs on private lands and 29% is on
BLM-administered lands.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so road densities would remain unchanged as a result of this
project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be 0.5 miles of new road construction (none in
Riparian Reserve) in this drainage under Alternative 2. 0.9
miles of road would be decommissioned using “natural”
decommissioning, where drainage structure are removed, the
road is blocked, but the remaining road surface is left
relatively intact and allowed to grow over. This is often
done where the roadbed is stable and/or vegetation is already
encroaching on the road, so that extensive machine work to
decommission the road would be counterproductive in
attempting to reduce the impact of the road. None of the
roads proposed for decommissioning are in Riparian
Reserve.

The road decommissioning could have positive benefits
from a hydrologic/sediment delivery standpoint, helping to
control and prevent road-related runoff and sediment
production. This is one of the most important components of
a watershed restoration program under the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (USDI 1995:23). BLM’s
management direction under the watershed restoration
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portion of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy is to focus on
removing and upgrading roads (USDI 1995:23); however,
Aguatic Conservation Strategy watershed restoration is not
part of the purpose and need for the current project, so work
is focusing on basic road maintenance rather than reducing
long-term drainage impacts. The road decommissioning is
related to meeting transportation objectives rather than
watershed restoration needs.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV area would
have future impact on OHV roads and trails on BLM lands
in this drainage. The worst case scenario from a water
resources standpoint would be selection of a “no action”
alternative in the Johns Peak OHV Plan, because without
action to manage the existing and increasing OHV use there
is nothing to indicate any reversal of the trend in this area
toward increasing mileage of unplanned, poorly designed
and poorly located user-created OHV trails over time. All
action alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS would establish
a managed trail system and limit OHV use on BLM lands
within the Johns Peak OHV area to that managed system.
Implementation of any of the Johns Peak action alternatives
would lead to reduced mileage of OHV trails and roads
within the drainage, with a corresponding reduction in
road/trail-related impacts over time.

There are no other known foreseeable future actions
affecting road density.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so watershed restoration direction regarding roads under the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy might not be met. Trends and
conditions related to road density and associated disturbance
would likely continue a gradual increase due to ongoing and
increasing OHV activity in the drainage as described in the
Current Condition and Foreseeable Future Action sections,
above, with gradual increases in road-related impacts to
water resources (see the High Sedimentation Potential risk
factor discussion). However, because all action alternatives
under the Johns Peak EIS would establish a managed trail
system and limit OHV use on BLM lands within the Johns
Peak OHV area to that managed system, implementation of
any of the Johns Peak action alternatives would lead to
reduced mileage of OHV trails and roads on BLM lands
within the drainage, with a corresponding reduction in
road/trail-related impacts over time.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
The net change in active roads — both open roads and closed
roads (roads that can be used by bypassing a gate or
barricade) — would be a reduction of 0.4 miles. This would
be a reduction of approximately 1.9 percent in roads in the
drainage, and a reduction of 6.3 percent in roads on BLM-
administered land. Roads in BLM Riparian Reserve would
remain unchanged. Post-project road density in this
drainage would be 4.4 miles per square mile. Road density
on BLM-administered lands would decrease to 2.1 miles per
square mile, and in BLM Riparian Reserve would remain
unchanged. Alternative 2 actions could reduce the
cumulative impact of BLM roads on the hydrologic system,
although the reduction would be minimal because all road-

related work is located outside of Riparian Reserves. Trends
and conditions related to road density and associated
disturbance would likely continue a gradual increase due to
ongoing and increasing OHV activity in the drainage as
described in the Current Condition and Foreseeable Future
Action sections, above, with gradual increases in road-
related impacts to water resources (see the High
Sedimentation Potential risk factor discussion). However,
because all action alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS
would establish a managed trail system and limit OHV use
on BLM lands within the Johns Peak OHV area to that
managed system, implementation of any of the Johns Peak
action alternatives would lead to reduced mileage of OHV
trails and roads on BLM lands within the drainage, with a
corresponding reduction in road/trail-related impacts over
time.

é Risk Factor: Is there High Sedimentation Potential?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Roads and OHV trails cross streams and draws at 118
locations in the drainage. On BLM lands, roads and OHV
trails cross streams at 15 locations, including five on
perennial streams and 10 on short duration intermittent
streams. Roads and OHV trails also cross dry draws at an
additional 14 locations on BLM administered lands.

Overall density of roads and OHV trails crossing streams
and draws is 2.6 crossings per stream mile in this drainage.
On non-BLM lands the density is 4.4 crossings per stream
mile, and on BLM lands the density is 1.1 crossings per
stream mile. It is probable that some of these roads and
OHV trails currently channel flow to the stream crossings
during storm events. This effectively increases the stream
network in the drainage, carrying additional sediment
directly to streams. While the density of crossings on BLM
lands is relatively low (indicating minimal direct road
interactions with streams), based on the high number of
stream crossings identified on all ownerships throughout the
drainage, this is likely adversely affecting water quality.

The irrigation and mining ditches are another potential
source of stream sedimentation in this drainage. During
major storms, irrigation and mining ditches intercept
subsurface flow and flow from draws and transport this flow
to other locations. This can increase peak flows over natural
conditions, causing sedimentation as downstream channels
adjust to the higher flows by eroding out larger channels.
Ditch banks are also prone to failure during high flow
events, releasing large amounts of sediment as the bank
collapses and the sudden rush of water erodes surface
material or carves out a gully below the failure point. The
potential for sedimentation from this source during flood
events is low for this drainage because of the small amount
of these ditches present.

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that 36 percent of
streams did not have adequate riparian and channel
conditions to store, sort, and transport sediment through the
stream system at natural rates, which could negatively affect
levels of fine sediments present in the stream.
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Based on the fine sediment thresholds used by DEQ in the
2004 305(b) report (ODEQ 2006b:19-20), measurement of
stream channel substrate (quantified in the “Do Stream
Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair Stability or Condition”
section) suggests that BLM lands in this drainage are in the
“Poor” category for fine sediment (USDI 2006a).

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change in sedimentation potential under
the “No Action” alternative.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no new construction of crossings on streams
under this alternative. Road decommissioning would
remove crossings at 2 dry draws. The net change in
numbers of stream crossings within the drainage would be a
reduction of 2 crossings, or roughly 2 percent. On BLM
lands, the total number of crossings would be reduced by 2,
or roughly 7 percent. With both of the crossings being
removed on dry draws, total dry draw crossings on BLM
would decrease by 14 percent). For the drainage, the density
of road/stream crossings (stream crossings per mile of
stream) on streams and draws would be reduced from the
current 4.6 to 4.5 post-project. Construction and use of
helicopter landings in this drainage would occur on ridgetop
locations far from active stream channels; design of the
landings would be such that any channelization of flow and
sediment leaving the landing site would be unlikely, and soil
particles that did move off site would be deposited long
before they could reach active streams and be transported to
the downstream aquatic system. Work on the landings
would have no effect on instream sedimentation.

No existing roads would be renovated in the drainage. There
would be no road renovation or replacement of culverts at
stream crossings as part of this project.

The road decommissioning could have positive benefits
from a hydrologic/sediment delivery standpoint, helping to
control and prevent road-related runoff and sediment
production. This is one of the most important components of
a watershed restoration program under the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (USDI 1995:23). BLM’s
management direction under the watershed restoration
portion of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy is to focus on
removing and upgrading roads (USDI 1995:23); however,
Aguatic Conservation Strategy watershed restoration is not
part of the purpose and need for the current project, so work
is focusing on basic road maintenance rather than reducing
long-term drainage impacts. The road decommissioning is
related to meeting transportation objectives rather than
watershed restoration needs. Any effects would be minimal
since all roadwork is located outside of Riparian Reserve.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV area would
have future impact on OHV roads and trails on BLM lands
in this drainage. The worst case scenario from a water
resources standpoint would be selection of a “no action”
alternative in the Johns Peak OHV Plan, because without
action to manage the existing and increasing OHV use there
is nothing to indicate any reversal of the trend in this area
toward increasing numbers of unplanned, poorly designed

and poorly located user-created OHV roads and trails over
time. All action alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS
would establish a managed trail system and limit OHV use
on BLM lands within the Johns Peak OHV area to that
managed system. Implementation of any of the Johns Peak
action alternatives would lead to reduced interaction of OHV
trails and roads with streams on BLM lands, with a
corresponding reduction in road/trail-related impacts over
time on BLM. Stream impacts from OHV activities on non
BLM lands would likely continue to increase over time.

Stream sedimentation effects from future manual vegetation
treatments and use of prescribed fire on BLM lands are
expected to be very minimal, substantially less than what
would occur under natural low-intensity fire in these same
areas.

Potential future harvests on non-BLM lands could
periodically increase levels of fine sediments reaching
streams, followed by gradual stabilization as areas recovered
from harvest-related disturbance.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on private lands in much the same way and at similar rates
as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from these
lands would be expected to continue with little change,
fluctuating in response to the level of harvest activity.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

With no management proposed on BLM lands under this
alternative, trends resulting from existing conditions and
foreseeable future actions would be expected to continue.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on non-BLM lands in much the same way and at similar
rates as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from
these lands would be expected to continue with little change.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

Over the long term, improving vegetation conditions on
BLM lands in this drainage and throughout the watershed
could reduce the frequency of stand-replacement wildfire
and allow more low severity fires to burn, restoring a
sediment regime that more closely mimics natural
conditions. Gradual recovery of riparian areas (previously
clearcut or subjected to other high intensity management that
did not mimic more natural disturbance, but now managed
as Riparian Reserve) would allow gradual improvement of
riparian processes and corresponding improvements in
sediment conditions over time. In spite of vegetation
condition improvements under this alternative, roads and
OHV trails would still remain the largest unnatural
contributor to negative sedimentation impacts in the
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drainage. Trends resulting from existing conditions and
foreseeable future actions would be expected to continue.

é Risk Factor: Is there Potential for Violation of the Clean
Water Act or the Safe Drinking Water Act?

NOTE: Sedimentation issues are discussed under the “Is there High Sedimentation
Potential” risk factor discussion. Analysis of sedimentation is not repeated here.

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No streams in this drainage area are on the 303(d) list for
high summer stream temperatures. Although no streams in
this drainage area are identified by ODEQ as having
sediment issues, sedimentation is discussed in the “Is there
High Sedimentation Potential” section. No other data was
located indicating that any other streams on BLM land are
not meeting State water quality standards. Any decline in
quality of stream temperatures in these small tributaries
could possibly have a negative cumulative effect on
downstream Foots Creek and the Rogue River.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no affect with implementation of the “No
Action” alternative; existing condition would be maintained.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No activity is proposed under this alternative that would
result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in this
drainage (USDI 2005:24), and implementation of Best
Management Practices and other Project Design Features
(EA Chapter 2), and protection of Riparian Reserve areas
would enable the Project to avoid violation of the Clean
Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act. Under
Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be protected
and managed per direction in the Aquatic Conservation
Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). This alternative draws
upon the passive and active restoration management actions
recommended for achieving federal recovery goals as
identified in the Water Quality Restoration Plan for the
Rogue River-Gold Hill Watershed South of the Rogue River
(USDI 2006c¢:25-26).

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Any foreseeable future actions on federal lands would
follow the same guidance and requirements as the currently
proposed project, and would therefore be required to have no

affect on stream temperature loading. Issues related to
sedimentation are discussed in the previous Risk Factor.
Activities on non-BLM lands are required to meet Clean
Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act requirements.
Increasing OHV use would not likely affect stream shading
and therefore would not be likely to affect stream
temperature; however, if sedimentation and channel
conditions were impacted on a large enough scale, other
water quality parameters could be affected. Such a level of
activity is not anticipated at this time. No other impacts to
water quality are anticipated.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, riparian areas would
continue to be protected and managed per direction in the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. There would be nothing under this alternative that
would result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in
this drainage (USDI 2005:24). No other impacts to water
quality are anticipated.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). Riparian
areas where previous harvest activities occurred would
continue to gradually recover from past harvest impacts.
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). No activity is proposed under this
alternative that would result in anthropogenic-caused heating
of streams in this drainage (USDI 2005:24), and
implementation of Best Management Practices and other
Project Design Features (EA Chapter 2), and protection of
Riparian Reserve areas would enable the Project to avoid
violation of the Clean Water Act and the Safe Drinking
Water Act. This Project, other recent riparian vegetation
treatments in the Planning Area, and foreseeable future
management in the watersheds of the Planning Area would
allow gradual improvement in water quality over time.
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Right Fork Foots Creek

BLM Drainage Area RH0612
Hydrologic Unit 17100308020612

Drainage Area Description

The RHO0612 drainage area is 5925 acres, of which 42 percent
are BLM-administered lands and 58 percent are privately
owned (BLM GIS data). The drainage consists of
north/northeast-flowing Right Fork Foots Creek, tributary to
Foots Creek, which in turn is tributary to the Rogue River.
Named streams and gulches include Right Fork Foots Creek
and Long Gulch. Approximate elevations range from 1100
feet at the lower end to 4160 feet at the high point of the
drainage (data from USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle maps and
Terrain Navigator software). All of this drainage area (100
percent) is located within the Galls Foot Planning Area
boundary (2464 acres BLM, 3461 acres private).

All streams on BLM lands within the RH0612 drainage have
been inventoried during stream surveys conducted since
2001 (USDI 2006a). Miles of different types of streams on
BLM lands analyzed here are different than those listed in
the South Rogue-Gold Hill Watershed Analysis because
stream types have now been verified on-the-ground, where
at the time of the Watershed Analysis most stream types
were estimated from aerial photos (USDI 2001:29) without
on-the-ground verification. Streams on non-BLM lands
were determined from a combination of sources, including
aerial photos, USGS quadrangle maps, and extrapolation
from adjacent BLM lands. The stream type information for
all lands has been entered into the BLM GIS system.

On BLM-managed lands there are 3.2 miles of perennial
stream, 2.0 miles of long duration intermittent stream, 5.9
miles of short duration intermittent stream, and 31.3 miles of
dry draws. A total of 10 springs have been identified on
BLM lands, located primarily near stream and draw bottoms.
No large wetlands are present in this drainage; small wetland
areas exist along portions of some streams and around some
of the springs. 3.9 miles of irrigation ditches and/or
abandoned mining ditches have been mapped on BLM lands
in this drainage. There are 477 acres of Riparian Reserve on
BLM lands in this drainage.

Non-BLM lands are estimated to have 4.6 miles of perennial
stream, 9.5 miles of long duration intermittent stream, 20.5
miles of short duration intermittent stream, and 24.6 miles of
dry draws. Details on channel dimensions are not available
for streams on non-BLM lands. One spring has been
mapped on non-BLM lands; little is known about springs or
wetlands in these areas. 1.3 miles of ditches have been
mapped on non-BLM lands from sources such as USGS
information and aerial photos; these may be either irrigation
ditches or old mining ditches. Additional ditches may be
present, but have not been mapped. The exact status and use

of these ditches are not known, and obtaining this
information is not necessary for this analysis. There are
estimated to be 1369 acres of riparian areas on non-BLM
lands in this drainage.

On BLM-administered land in this drainage, perennial
streams have average bankfull channels® ranging from 2.5-
10.0 feet wide and 0.2-0.5 feet deep, with flood-prone area
widths ranging from 3.1-13.6 feet. Long duration
intermittent streams have average bankfull channels ranging
from 2.1-5.9 feet wide and 0.2-0.7 feet deep, with flood-
prone area widths ranging from 3.3-8.4 feet. Short duration
intermittent streams have average bankfull channels ranging
from 0.7-2.3 feet wide and 0.1-0.3 feet deep, with flood-
prone area widths ranging from 1.2-4.0 feet. (USDI 2006a)

Other than ditches, two locations on BLM administered
lands were identified as having some type of development
for the purpose of diverting, storing, and/or transporting
water. BLM records do not show any rights-of-way for any
diversion structures, water storage, or water transport
facilities.

Oregon Water Right Certificate 16183 authorizes the use of
water from the left and middle forks of Right Fork Foot
Creek for placer mining in the south ¥ of Section 22 in
T37S R4W and north %2 of Section 27 in T37S R4AW. A total
of 15.0 cubic feet per second is authorized. It is assumed
that the two points of diversion are in SW¥% SEY4 of Section
22, one diverted from the left and one diverted from the
middle fork of Right Fork Foots Creek. The exact locations
for the diversion are unknown. BLM records show no right
of ways or any authorization for diversion structures, water
storage, or water transport facilities for this water right.
Proposed precommercial thinning activities in the south ¥ of
Section 22 may be adjacent to the diversion, although after
field visits and review of the legal description, BLM has not
been able to locate any existing facilities in the area. Since
there is no BLM right-of-way associated with the diversion
or transport mechanism, the location of any facilities is
unknown.

There are no other known developments on BLM lands in
the drainage for which authorizations could not be identified.

Notable Past Actions and Conditions for this Drainage
In addition to the existing roads and past timber harvests
contributing to the existing condition and discussed in the

% As used here, the bankfull width for a surveyed reach of stream is the
average of three measurements of riffle width that would be present during
a 1-2 year return interval flow event, generally taken near the upper end,
middle, and lower end of a stream reach.
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Risk Factor analyses, below, the following recent past or
ongoing actions were included in the analysis for this
drainage:

o Approximately 99 acres (12 acres in Riparian
Reserve) of precommercial thinning, brushing, and
other manual noncommercial treatments during the
previous five years.

o Thereis atrend in this drainage toward increasing
OHV use and associated increasing mileage of
unplanned, poorly designed and poorly located
user-created OHV trails over time.

Foreseeable Future Actions in this Drainage
The following are known future actions likely to occur in
this drainage, and considered in the analysis:

e  Estimated 929 acres future timber harvest on non-
BLM lands?, all yarded by tractor.

e 502 acres (121 acres in Riparian Reserve) of
manual fuels reduction treatments as part of the
Foots Creek Fuels Project.

e Upto 601 acres (133 acres in Riparian Reserve) of
maintenance underburning at 5-10 year intervals on
acreage noncommercially treated under other
projects, including the Foots Creek Fuels Project.

e The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV
area would have future impact on OHV roads and
trails on BLM lands in this drainage. The worst
case scenario from a water resources standpoint
would be selection of a “no action” alternative in
the Johns Peak OHV Plan, because without action
to manage the existing and increasing OHV use
there is nothing to indicate any reversal of the trend
in this area toward increasing mileage of
unplanned, poorly designed and poorly located
user-created OHV trails over time. All action
alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS would
establish a managed trail system and limit OHV use
on BLM lands within the Johns Peak OHV area to
that managed system. Implementation of any of the
Johns Peak action alternatives would lead to
reduced mileage of OHV trails and roads within the
drainage, with a corresponding reduction in
road/trail-related impacts over time.

Alternative 2 Quick Overview for this Drainage

e 312 acres (none in Riparian Reserve) of
commercial timber prescriptions (see Appendix B).
Approximately 4 acres would be yarded by tractor
using designated skid roads, 71 acres by cable, and
237 acres by helicopter. There would be slash pile
and burn approximately 1-2 years after harvest and
underburn approximately 3-10 years after harvest.

e 1033 acres manual precommercial conifer thinning
(PCT). Of this total, 239 acres of PCT would be
completed within the commercial timber
prescription units above, and 164 acres of PCT
would be completed within Riparian Reserve.

e Three existing helicopter landings would be used
without improvement. One new helicopter landing
(located on the ridge between this drainage and

% From aerial photos using assumptions in USDI 1994: page 4-5

Middle Fork Foots Creek drainage RH0603) would
be constructed. None of the landings are located
within Riparian Reserve.

e No new road construction.

e 0.3 miles (0.2 miles in Riparian Reserve) of
mechanical road decommissioning.

e 0.3 miles (none in Riparian Reserve) of natural road
decommissioning.

e 1.1 miles (0.2 miles in Riparian Reserve, 0.6 miles
in non-BLM riparian area) of road renovation.

Risk Factor Analysis

Following is analysis of the risk factors being evaluated for
potential effects issues, including cumulative impacts.

é Risk Factor: Is there Disturbance on Highly Erodible or
Potentially Unstable Soils?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are approximately 697 acres of highly erodible or
potentially unstable soils identified in this drainage. There
appears to be about 14 acres of ground disturbance on highly
erodible or potentially unstable soils in this drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no direct or indirect effects on the risk
factors affecting erodible soils in this HUC-7 drainage.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under this alternative, approximately 38 acres of helicopter
logging are proposed on highly erodible soils. Less than 28
acres skyline cable logging is proposed. Helicopter logging
only disturbs about 2 percent of the soil surface and cable
logging would disturb about 7 percent of the soil surface, so
the affects on the erodible soils from that operation would be
about 3 acres.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are no foreseeable future BLM projects proposed in
this drainage. There is potential that about 124 acres of
tractor yarding on potentially unstable soil could be
harvested on private land in the near future resulting in about
31 acres of disturbed soil. This is merely a projection based
on available timber that is mature enough to harvest.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been about 14 acres of disturbance in the recent
past, no disturbance would occur from Alternative 1 and
about 31 acres from possible future projects. Therefore, it is
anticipated that the cumulative impacts on highly erodible
soils would be about 45 acres or less than one percent of the
entire drainage area.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been 14 acres of disturbance in the recent past, 3
acres of disturbance would occur from Alternative 2 and
about 31 acres from possible future project. Therefore, it is
anticipated that the cumulative impacts on highly erodible or
potentially unstable soils would be about 48 acres or less
than one percent of the drainage area.
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é Risk Factor: Has a Large Percentage of Forest Vegetation
been Harvested?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

817 acres of BLM administered lands in this drainage are
estimated to be conifer stands under 30 years old (trees up to
11” diameter) (BLM GIS data). This may be somewhat of
an overestimation of acres in young stands, because the slow
growth of conifers on many sites in this area means that trees
117 in diameter may be much older than 30 years. An
estimated 377 acres of conifer forest on non-BLM lands in
the drainage are less than 30 years old. Existing young
conifer stands across all ownerships total approximately 20
percent of the drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new young stands created from harvest of vegetation
within the Planning Area, so current percentages would
remain the same.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Each harvest prescription under the Galls Foot Project would
maintain forested area average canopy closure at 30 percent
or greater. The most aggressive prescriptions are Douglas-
fir Regeneration, which would leave an average of 45
percent canopy with some areas of individual units falling to
37 percent canopy, and the Pine Site prescription, where
average remaining canopy closure would be 30 percent with
some areas in individual units falling to as low as 22 percent.
In this drainage, there would be two acres (three-hundredths
of one percent of the drainage) harvested using the Douglas-
fir Regeneration prescription and 33 acres (approximately
half of one percent of the drainage) harvested using the Pine
Site prescription (See prescription descriptions in Appendix
B). When the project is completed, estimated average
canopy closure of all forest areas harvested throughout the
Project under Alternative 2 would be 47 percent; the
remaining untreated forested areas would still maintain an
estimated 85 percent canopy closure. (Gordon 2006).

There would be no new road construction under this
alternative. New helicopter landing construction would
create up to an acre of new permanent non-forested openings
due to permanent vegetation removal and clearcut harvest
associated with the construction and ongoing maintenance of
this landing.

In the Planning Area, the Ecoregion Description (WPN
1999: Appendix A) lists historic canopy closure within the
Planning Area as greater than 30 percent, with the exception
of the oak woodland/ lowest elevations which historically
had less than 30 percent canopy closure. Because even
following harvest, canopy closure in all but a few of the pine
site units would still be at or above historic percentages, and
the average canopy closure across the landscape would be
much greater than those described in the Ecoregion
Description, implementation of Alternative 2 would have no
effect related to hydrologic processes on this Risk Factor for
the drainage. Related risk factors (such as High
Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted Soil
for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts that
may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An additional 929 acres of trees appear to be potentially
available for harvest on non-BLM lands, and would be
assumed to be cut in the near future (USDI 1994: page 4-5).

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
With no action proposed under Alternative 1, 2123 acres of
current and potential foreseeable future harvest in the
drainage would result in approximately 36 percent of the
drainage being composed of young stands.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Up to one acre of vegetation removal and clearcut harvest
related to landing construction proposed under Alternative 2
and 2123 acres of current and potential foreseeable future
harvest in the drainage would result in approximately 36
percent of the drainage being composed of young stands or
permanently cleared areas. Related risk factors (such as
High Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted
Soil for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts
that may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
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harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

é Risk Factor: Are there Large Areas of Compacted Soil?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An estimated 60 acres of BLM administered lands in this
drainage are currently in a compacted state. Approximately
22 acres of this total are the result of compaction due to
existing roads, 38 acres due to past yarding activities. An
estimated 145 acres of non-BLM lands are currently in a
compacted state: 53 acres due to existing roads and 92 acres
due to yarding activities. Total existing compacted area for
the drainage is estimated at approximately about 98 acres or
1.7 percent.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new compacted area as a result of this project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, tractor yarding utilizing designated skid
roads on about 4 acres would potentially increase compacted
area by about 1 acre. Approximately 71 acres of cable
yarding would increase compacted area by about 3 acres,
helicopter logging would affect 237 acres resulting in about
2 acres of compaction, no road construction is proposed.
This equates to a total of about 6 acres compacted as a result
of the project. Combined with existing compacted area,
overall compaction on BLM lands would increase slightly as
the result of the proposed project and compacted area for the
entire drainage would remain at approximately 1.7 percent.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There is no proposed logging in the foreseeable future in this
drainage that would increase the compacted acres on BLM
land. It is possible that approximately 929 acres of non-
BLM land could be treated in the foreseeable future. It is
estimated that all this area could be tractor yarded. This
could increase the amount of compacted area in this drainage
by approximately 232 acres.

Increasing OHV use in this drainage would likely result in
additional compacted area over time, although
implementation of any of the action alternatives under the
Johns Peak EIS could limit future impacts on BLM lands
from this source.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Selection of this alternative would result in the Galls Foot
Project not contributing any changes in compaction
cumulative impacts in this drainage. The combined total
compacted area of approximately 98 acres of existing and
232 acres in possible future actions would result in a total
compacted area for the drainage of approximately 5.6
percent, a moderate increase over existing condition.
Additional new compaction on BLM lands due to OHV use

would likely be limited if any of the action alternatives
under the Johns Peak EIS are implemented; OHV-related
compaction on non-BLM lands is likely to continue a
gradual increase.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The combined total compacted area of 98 acres of existing, 6
acres of new under this alternative, and 232 acres in possible
future actions would result in a total compacted area for the
drainage of approximately 5.7 percent, a negligible increase
over existing condition, Alternative 1 (no action) and
possible future actions. Additional new compaction on
BLM lands due to OHV use would likely be limited if any of
the action alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS are
implemented; OHV-related compaction on non-BLM lands
is likely to continue a gradual increase.

é Risk Factor: Is there a Large Percent of Nonrecovered
Openings in the Transient Snow Zone?

The Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual (OWAM)
developed by Watershed Professionals Network 1999 for the
Governor's Watershed Enhancement Board indicates that
Transient Snow Zone is not an issue where less than 25
percent of the drainage is in or above Transient Snow Zone
elevations. Ninety-five percent of this drainage is in the
Rainfall zone. Transient Snow Zone comprises only five
percent of this drainage; therefore, Transient Snow Zone is
not a concern in this drainage.

é Risk Factor: Do Stream Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair
Stability or Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) on 9.8 miles of stream indicated
that 20 percent of streams did not have either adequate
stream channel structure (i.e. debris jams or other structures)
to dissipate stream energy, had degraded channel conditions
(sinuosity, width/depth ratio, or gradient), and/or lacked
things like rocks and woody debris sufficient to protect the
channel from accelerated bank erosion and downcutting
during flood events.

For perennial and long-duration intermittent streams on
BLM land with continuous flow and stream length data,
stream surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that the substrate
(the material composing the bed of the stream) consisted of
an average of 47 percent silts, clays and sand, and 50 percent
gravel, cobble, and boulder-sized material. Substrate
composed of bedrock averaged 2 percent.

Streambanks composed of non-erodible material, boulders
and cobbles, or stabilized by vegetation were present along
roughly 89 percent of the streams on BLM lands in the
drainage, indicating a high level of bank stability and ability
to withstand high flows. The presence of high levels of
instream fine sediment where a relatively high percentage of
streambanks and channels are stable suggests that much of
this fine sediment is originating from upland areas rather
than from streambank erosion. The likely source of this fine
sediment is roads and road/stream interactions in the
drainage (see discussion in the Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections).
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Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change related to this Risk Factor with
implementation of the “No Action” alternative. With no
action to reduce the impact of existing roads on streams,
road erosion or drainage problems could have an increasing
negative impact on channel stability of some streams over
time.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No harvest activities or road construction would occur in
stream channels with implementation of Alternative 2.
Decommissioning of some stream and draw crossings and
streamside roads would decrease the likelihood of incurring
negative effects to stream channels from increased peak
flows or sediment delivery (see discussion in Road Density
and High Sedimentation Potential sections).

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Increasing OHV use in the drainage could over time deliver
increasing levels of peakflow and sediment directly to
stream channels (see Road Density and High Sedimentation
Potential sections, below). There are no other known
foreseeable future impacts to stream channels on federal
lands, as stream channels would continue to have protection
as Riparian Reserve, and any new treatments in Riparian
Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design Features
that would prevent impact to the channels. Implementation
of any of the action alternatives in the upcoming Johns Peak
EIS would likely reduce OHYV interaction with stream
channels on BLM lands. Stream channels on private lands
would continue to be protected by county ordinance and
Oregon Forest Practices Rules.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, stream channels would
continue to have protection as Riparian Reserve, and any
future treatments in Riparian Reserve would continue to
utilize Project Design Features that would prevent impact to
the channels. Implementation of any of the action
alternatives under the upcoming Johns Peak EIS would
likely lead to improving stream channel conditions on BLM
lands as OHV-associated impacts declined. Stream channels
on non BLM lands could continue to decline in condition
due to increasing levels of OHV use in and near the streams.
Stream channels on private lands would continue to be
protected by county ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices
Rules.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, stream channels would continue to
have protection as Riparian Reserve, and treatments in
Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design
Features that would prevent impact to the channels.
Implementation of any of the action alternatives under the
upcoming Johns Peak EIS would likely lead to improving
stream channel conditions on BLM lands as OHV-associated
impacts declined. Stream channels on non BLM lands
could continue to decline in condition due to increasing
levels of OHV use in and near the streams. Stream channels
on private lands would continue to be protected by county
ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices Rules. Forest
management that more closely mimics a low-severity natural
fire regime could, over time, provide greater inputs of large,
stable wood to channels and more stable peakflows and

baseflows, resulting in improvements in channel stability
and condition over the long term. Implementation of similar
management across all ownerships could further improve the
situation; without similar management on other ownerships,
conditions of stream channels on private lands could remain
static or even decline over time. Stream channel conditions
on BLM lands would gradually improve with ongoing
implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan related to
management of riparian and upland areas.

é Risk Factor: Are Riparian Areas in Poor-to-Fair Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Stream surveys (USDI 2006a) indicate the presence of at
least some past timber harvest in BLM riparian areas along
40 percent of the 10.63 miles of streams assessed in the
drainage. Although some of this harvest activity is from
many decades ago, it indicates the presence of past harvest
activity in many of the riparian areas in the drainage.
Harvest has not occurred in these areas (now protected
within Riparian Reserve) since implementation of the Forest
Plan in the mid 1990s.

Data from stream PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicates that
of 9.8 miles assessed, 96 percent of riparian areas are in
either Proper Functioning Condition or Functional-at-Risk
with an upward trend, so conditions in those riparian areas
are at or moving towards a level where adequate vegetation,
landform, or woody debris is present to dissipate stream
energy during high flow events and allow physical processes
in the stream to operate properly. Four percent of riparian
areas were rated as in either a downward trend or as
nonfunctional.

BLM GIS data indicates that within forested BLM Riparian
Reserve in this drainage, 46 percent are young stands
(seedlings/saplings/poles up to 11 inches diameter, due to
more recent [past 30 years or so] harvest or fire), 26 percent
are mid-seral stands (up to 21 inches in diameter), and 28
percent are mature timber or old growth. On non-BLM
forestlands, an estimated 123 acres of riparian areas are
stands under 30 years of age, 9 percent of all riparian areas
on non-BLM lands.

To meet the RMP direction that silvicultural practices are to
be applied to Riparian Reserve areas to control stocking,
reestablish and manage stands, and acquire desired
vegetation characteristics needed to attain ACS and Riparian
Reserve objectives (USDI 1995:27), approximately 12 acres
of Riparian Reserve (3 percent of the Reserves) in the
drainage have already been treated or are in the process of
being treated using manual and precommercial thinning
treatments under other projects.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 1 (no action), riparian areas would
continue to be protected per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). There
would be no road-related work in Riparian Reserve areas
under this alternative, so watershed restoration direction
regarding roads under the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
might not be met. See the High Sedimentation Potential risk
factor discussion.
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Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). 164 acres of precommercial thinning in
some Riparian Reserve areas under this project would help
meet the RMP direction that silvicultural practices are to be
applied to Riparian Reserve areas to control stocking,
reestablish and manage stands, and acquire desired
vegetation characteristics needed to attain ACS and Riparian
Reserve objectives (USDI 1995:27). A small amount of
road decommissioning on the edge of a Riparian Reserve
would likely decrease some road-related impacts and allow
gradual improvement in conditions in that Reserve.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Up to 133 acres of Riparian Reserve in the drainage could be
treated with periodic maintenance underburning under the
thinning and fuel reduction already authorized under other
projects or proposed under the future Foots Creek Fuels
Project; this could benefit adjacent riparian areas by helping
restore a more natural vegetation structure/fire regime.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections, below). There are no
other known foreseeable future impacts to riparian areas on
federal lands, as riparian areas would continue to have
protection as Riparian Reserve, and any treatments in
Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design
Features that would ensure meeting Riparian Reserve
objectives. Implementation of any of the action alternatives
in the upcoming Johns Peak EIS would likely reduce OHV-
related impacts in Riparian Reserves. Stream channels on
private lands would continue to be protected by county
ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices Rules.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. No restorative actions such as stream crossing
renovation, road decommissioning, or removal of stream
crossings to improve riparian condition would be
implemented under Alternative 1, so maintenance or
restoration of some riparian processes at some locations
could be compromised that otherwise might have benefited
from these actions.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections, below). Implementation
of any of the action alternatives in the upcoming Johns Peak
EIS would likely reduce OHV-related impacts in Riparian
Reserves.

The vegetation treatments done under other noncommercial
projects over the past five years, treatments proposed under
the Foots Creek Fuels Project, and the ongoing protection of
Riparian Reserve areas would allow natural recovery

processes to operate and result in the gradual improvement
of riparian condition on BLM lands, with most areas
eventually reaching Properly Functioning Condition barring
a severe wildfire, new instream mining projects, or
continued OHV-related impacts in the Reserves.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. In Riparian Reserve areas in this drainage, the
decommissioning of roads (see High Road Density section),
removal of stream crossings (see High Sedimentation
Potential section), , the vegetation treatments done under
other noncommercial projects over the past five years,
treatments proposed under the Foots Creek Fuels Project, the
precommercial thinning proposed under this project , and the
ongoing protection of Riparian Reserve areas would allow
natural recovery processes to operate and result in the
gradual improvement of riparian condition on BLM lands,
with most areas eventually reaching Properly Functioning
Condition barring a severe wildfire, new instream mining
projects, or continued OHV-related impacts in the Reserves.

Increasing OHV use in the drainage could degrade riparian
areas across all ownerships, contributing to additional
impacts over time (see Road Density and High
Sedimentation Potential sections, below). Implementation
of any of the action alternatives in the upcoming Johns Peak
EIS would likely reduce OHV-related impacts in Riparian
Reserves.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

é Risk Factor: Are there High Impacts from a Catastrophic
Event?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No large fires, major debris torrents, or other major natural
disturbances have occurred in the recent past within this
drainage that would have the potential to create a high level
of impact. The drainage does not appear to have sustained
major negative impacts on BLM-managed lands during
recent flood events. No information was found identifying
major resource-related flood impacts on non-BLM lands;
flood impacts observed appeared to be related to on-site
modification of floodplains and streamside riparian areas at
the location of the impacts rather than off-site watershed
conditions contributing to an “out-of-the-ordinary” flood.

According to the 1967-2003 data provided by ODF, no fire
greater than five acres was documented in the RH0612
drainage area. Two lightning fires burned 1 acre each in
1974 and 1984. Thirty-seven additional smaller fires burned



Appendix A: Galls Foot Project Conditions and Effects Analysis on Water Resources 83

in the drainage area, all of which occurred between 1967 and
1993. Of the 37 smaller fires, 18 were caused by lightning,
2 by equipment use, 4 by smoking, 5 by debris burning, 7 by
juveniles, and 1 by miscellaneous cause. The fires burned a
total of 6 acres, less than 1% of the drainage area.

Approximately 99 acres in this drainage have already been
treated in the past five years using manual and
precommercial thinning methods as part of ongoing
plantation maintenance. Risk of severe impacts from a
major fire could be reduced in these previously treated areas.

Many of the older roads in the Planning Area were not
constructed using “watershed-friendly” engineering. Roads
were often constructed where construction was the easiest.
Drainage often focused on simply getting the water off the
road surface without much consideration of how it affected
downslope hydrology, and culverts and drainage systems
were often designed to simply handle typical storm
conditions, not major flood events. Many roads were
created with no provision for drainage at all. Consequently,
many older roads are at risk for failure during flood events,
and can contribute substantial negative impacts to
peakflows, sedimentation, and slope stability. In addition to
the chronic impacts to the downstream aquatic system, this
greatly increases the potential to negatively contribute to
catastrophic slope failures and debris torrents.

Continued interception and transport of stream and
subsurface flow by old mining and or irrigation ditches (like
those present in this drainage) during flood events may
increase the risk of catastrophic slope failures wherever they
are located. No actions are proposed as part of the current
project to address this problem.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent major catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there is no effect relating to this risk factor.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent major catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there is no effect relating to this risk factor.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There have been no recent catastrophic events in the
drainage for which foreseeable future actions would be
planned. 502 acres could be treated using manual fuel
reduction methods under the upcoming Foots Creek Fuels
Project.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent major catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there would be no cumulative impacts relating
to impacts from any recent catastrophic event. Future fuels
reduction projects, vegetation management and future
underburning may help reduce current high density of
vegetation brought on by past vegetation management
practices including fire exclusion. Areas treated and
maintained with underburning under other projects would be
less likely to suffer severe impacts in a major wildfire.

Because no roads would be renovated, relocated or
decommissioned any existing road drainage and location
problems would continue except where corrected during

normal maintenance activities. No locations were identified
where this would lead to a catastrophic event.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there would be no cumulative impacts relating
to impacts from any recent catastrophic event. Areas that
could be treated under the upcoming Foots Creek Fuels
Project, combined with the commercial timber prescriptions
proposed under this alternative, including the associated
vegetation maintenance and future maintenance
underburning, could allow future wildfire to burn at lower
intensities and be less likely to move into the forest canopy,
which could result in reduced negative fire effects to water
and soil resources. While stand replacement fires could still
occur, treated areas would have a greater chance of burning
at low severity than they do under present conditions, so the
timeframe between so called “catastrophic” fires could be
increased.

Road renovation and decommissioning proposed under this
alternative could decrease the potential for road-related
catastrophic slope failures and reduce the ability of some
roads to deliver peakflow runoff directly to the stream
network during major flood events.

é Risk Factor: Is Road Density High in the Drainage?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are 49.6 miles of roads in the drainage, 14.1 miles of
which are on BLM-administered lands. Of these roads on
BLM, 4.3 miles are located within Riparian Reserve. The
road mileage figures include Class 2 OHV trails (4x4 trails).

When motorcycle (Class 3) and quad (Class 1) OHV trails
are included in the road mileage figures, there are 62.9 miles
of roads and trails in the drainage, 18.3 miles of which are
on BLM-administered lands. Of these roads and trails on
BLM, 4.8 miles are located within Riparian Reserve.

Road density in the drainage is 5.4 miles per square mile,
and the road density including all roads and trails is 6.8
miles per square mile. This road density is high based on
both the Klamath Siskiyou Matrix of Pathways and
Indicators (USDA/USDI 1996) threshold of 3 miles per
square mile and on the ODEQ-cited 4.0 miles per square
mile (ODEQ 2003b:61).

On BLM lands the road density is 3.7 miles per square mile,
and the density including both roads and trails is 4.8 miles
per square mile. The road density on BLM lands is in the
High category in both the figure cited by ODEQ and as
defined by the Klamath Siskiyou Matrix of Pathways and
Indicators. , although is slightly below the ODEQ level of
concern when trails are not included.

On BLM lands, road density within Riparian Reserve is 5.7
miles per square mile of Riparian Reserve, and when both
roads and trails are accounted for, the road density is 6.4
miles per square mile of Riparian Reserve. On non-BLM
lands, the density of roads and trails in riparian areas
adjacent to streams is 9.7 miles per square mile.



Appendix A: Galls Foot Project Conditions and Effects Analysis on Water Resources 84

Ground disturbance due to roads and trails affects
approximately 3.2% of the drainage. Approximately 70% of
this disturbance occurs on private lands and 30% is on
BLM-administered lands.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so road densities would remain unchanged as a result of this
project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no new road construction in this drainage
under Alternative 2. 0.6 miles of road would be
decommissioned. Of this total, 0.3 miles (none in Riparian
Reserve) would be done using “natural” decommissioning,
where culverts, cross drains, and fill in channels are
removed, the road is blocked, but the remaining road surface
is left relatively intact and allowed to grow over. This is
often done where the roadbed is stable and/or vegetation is
already encroaching on the road, so that extensive machine
work to decommission the road would be counterproductive
in attempting to reduce the impact of the road. 0.3 miles
(0.2 miles in Riparian Reserve) would be decommissioned
“mechanically”, where compaction would be broken up
using a subsoiler in addition to removing culverts and cross
drains, installing water bars or dips to prevent channelization
of flow, and removing fill material from stream crossings.

The road decommissioning could have positive benefits
from a hydrologic/sediment delivery standpoint, helping to
control and prevent road-related runoff and sediment
production. This is one of the most important components of
a watershed restoration program under the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (USDI 1995:23). BLM’s
management direction under the watershed restoration
portion of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy is to focus on
removing and upgrading roads (USDI 1995:23); however,
Aguatic Conservation Strategy watershed restoration is not
part of the purpose and need for the current project, so work
is focusing on basic road maintenance rather than reducing
long-term drainage impacts. The road decommissioning is
related to meeting transportation objectives rather than
watershed restoration needs.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV area would
have future impact on OHV roads and trails on BLM lands
in this drainage. The worst case scenario from a water
resources standpoint would be selection of a “no action”
alternative in the Johns Peak OHV Plan, because without
action to manage the existing and increasing OHV use there
is nothing to indicate any reversal of the trend in this area
toward increasing mileage of unplanned, poorly designed
and poorly located user-created OHV trails over time. All
action alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS would establish
a managed trail system and limit OHV use on BLM lands
within the Johns Peak OHV area to that managed system.
Implementation of any of the Johns Peak action alternatives
would lead to reduced mileage of OHV trails and roads
within the drainage, with a corresponding reduction in
road/trail-related impacts over time.

There are no other known foreseeable future actions
affecting road density.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so watershed restoration direction regarding roads under the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy might not be met. Trends and
conditions related to road density and associated disturbance
would likely continue a gradual increase due to ongoing and
increasing OHV activity in the drainage as described in the
Current Condition and Foreseeable Future Action sections,
above, with gradual increases in road-related impacts to
water resources (see the High Sedimentation Potential risk
factor discussion). However, because all action alternatives
under the Johns Peak EIS would establish a managed trail
system and limit OHV use on BLM lands within the Johns
Peak OHV area to that managed system, implementation of
any of the Johns Peak action alternatives would lead to
reduced mileage of OHV trails and roads on BLM lands
within the drainage, with a corresponding reduction in
road/trail-related impacts over time.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
The net change in active roads — both open roads and closed
roads (roads that can be used by bypassing a gate or
barricade) — would be a reduction of 0.6 miles. This would
be a reduction of approximately 1.2 percent in roads in the
drainage, and a reduction of 4.3 percent in roads on BLM-
administered land. Roads in BLM Riparian Reserve would
be reduced by 0.2 miles, or 4.7 percent. Post-project road
density in this drainage would be 5.3 miles per square mile.
Road density on BLM-administered lands would decrease to
3.5 miles per square mile, and in BLM Riparian Reserve
would decrease to 5.4 miles per square mile. Alternative 2
actions would reduce the cumulative impact of BLM roads
on the hydrologic system. Overall trends and conditions
related to road density and associated disturbance would
likely continue a gradual increase due to ongoing and
increasing OHV activity in the drainage as described in the
Current Condition and Foreseeable Future Action sections,
above, with gradual increases in road-related impacts to
water resources (see the High Sedimentation Potential risk
factor discussion). However, because all action alternatives
under the Johns Peak EIS would establish a managed trail
system and limit OHV use on BLM lands within the Johns
Peak OHV area to that managed system, implementation of
any of the Johns Peak action alternatives would lead to
reduced mileage of OHV trails and roads on BLM lands
within the drainage, with a corresponding reduction in
road/trail-related impacts over time.

é Risk Factor: Is there High Sedimentation Potential?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Roads and OHV trails cross streams and draws at 347
locations in the drainage. On BLM lands, roads and OHV
trails cross streams at 24 locations, including six on
perennial streams, seven on long duration intermittent
streams, and eleven on short duration intermittent streams.
Roads and OHYV trails also cross dry draws at an additional
89 locations on BLM administered lands.
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Overall density of roads and OHV trails crossing streams
and draws is 3.4 crossings per stream mile in this drainage.
On non-BLM lands the density is 3.7 crossings per stream
mile, and on BLM lands the density is 3.1 crossings per
stream mile. It is probable that some of these roads and
OHV trails currently channel flow to the stream crossings
during storm events. This effectively increases the stream
network in the drainage, carrying additional sediment
directly to streams. Based on the high number of stream
crossings identified, this is likely adversely affecting water
quality.

The irrigation and mining ditches are another potential
source of stream sedimentation in this drainage. During
major storms, irrigation and mining ditches intercept
subsurface flow and flow from draws and transport this flow
to other locations. This can increase peak flows over natural
conditions, causing sedimentation as downstream channels
adjust to the higher flows by eroding out larger channels.
Ditch banks are also prone to failure during high flow
events, releasing large amounts of sediment as the bank
collapses and the sudden rush of water erodes surface
material or carves out a gully below the failure point. The
potential for sedimentation from this source during flood
events is high for this drainage®®.

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that seven percent of
streams did not have adequate riparian and channel
conditions to store, sort, and transport sediment through the
stream system at natural rates, which could negatively affect
levels of fine sediments present in some streams.

Based on the fine sediment thresholds used by DEQ in the
2004 305(b) report (ODEQ 2006b:19-20), measurement of
stream channel substrate (quantified in the “Do Stream
Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair Stability or Condition”
section) suggests that BLM lands in this drainage are in the
“Poor” category for fine sediment (USDI 2006a).

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change in sedimentation potential under
the “No Action” alternative.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no new construction of crossings on streams
under this alternative. Road decommissioning would
remove a stream crossing at one location on a long duration
intermittent stream. Road crossings would also be removed
at 5 dry draws. The net change in numbers of stream
crossings within the drainage would be a reduction of 6
crossings, or roughly 2 percent. On BLM lands, the total
number of crossings would be reduced by 6, or 5 percent: A
decrease of one crossing on a long duration intermittent
stream (-14 percent) and 5 crossings on dry draws (-6
percent). For the drainage, the density of road/stream
crossings (stream crossings per mile of stream) on streams
and draws would be reduced from the current 3.4 to 3.3 post-
project. Construction and use of helicopter landings in this
drainage would mostly occur on ridgetop locations far from
active stream channels; design of the landings would be such

% BLLM hydrologist David Squyres, professional judgment, based on field
observations of ditch response to peak flow events throughout the Ashland
Resource Area over the past 17 years.

that any channelization of flow and sediment leaving the
landing site would be unlikely, and soil particles that did
move off site would be deposited long before they could
reach active streams and be transported to the downstream
aquatic system. Work on those landings would have no
effect on instream sedimentation. An existing helicopter
landing in the northeast quarter of 37s-4w-22 is
approximately 75% surrounded by Riparian Reserve. The
road accessing the landing is located in Riparian Reserve.
Slopes around the landing and in the Reserve are very low
gradient, so any sediment delivery to streams would only
occur via the roads; this sediment delivery would be minor
(if any), less than a cubic yard in a major flood event. It is
possible that Project Design Features and use of Best
Management Practices would eliminate any sediment
delivery to streams altogether.

1.1 miles of existing roads would be renovated in the
drainage, including 0.2 miles within BLM Riparian Reserve
and 0.6 miles in non-BLM riparian areas. Road renovation
would include rocking roads to prevent surface erosion and
associated sediment production and fixing other road
drainage or erosion problems encountered. Of the roads that
would be renovated, all already have rock surfacing. Road
renovation would improve 5 stream crossings: 1 on a
perennial stream currently having a rocked crossing, 2 on
long duration intermittent streams currently having rocked
crossing, 1 on a short duration intermittent currently having
a rocked crossing, and 1 on a dry draw currently having a
rocked crossing. No culverts at stream crossings would be
replaced as part of this renovation.

The road decommissioning could have positive benefits
from a hydrologic/sediment delivery standpoint, helping to
control and prevent road-related runoff and sediment
production. This is one of the most important components of
a watershed restoration program under the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (USDI 1995:23). BLM’s
management direction under the watershed restoration
portion of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy is to focus on
removing and upgrading roads (USDI 1995:23); however,
Aguatic Conservation Strategy watershed restoration is not
part of the purpose and need for the current project, so work
is focusing on basic road maintenance rather than reducing
long-term drainage impacts. The road decommissioning is
related to meeting transportation objectives rather than
watershed restoration needs.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

The BLM planning process currently underway to
implement management in the Johns Peak OHV area would
have future impact on OHV roads and trails on BLM lands
in this drainage. The worst case scenario from a water
resources standpoint would be selection of a “no action”
alternative in the Johns Peak OHV Plan, because without
action to manage the existing and increasing OHV use there
is nothing to indicate any reversal of the trend in this area
toward increasing numbers of unplanned, poorly designed
and poorly located user-created OHV roads and trails over
time. All action alternatives under the Johns Peak EIS
would establish a managed trail system and limit OHV use
on BLM lands within the Johns Peak OHV area to that
managed system. Implementation of any of the Johns Peak
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action alternatives would lead to reduced interaction of OHV
trails and roads with streams on BLM lands, with a
corresponding reduction in road/trail-related impacts over
time on BLM. Stream impacts from OHV activities on non
BLM lands would likely continue to increase over time.

Stream sedimentation effects from future manual vegetation
treatments and use of prescribed fire on BLM lands are
expected to be very minimal, substantially less than what
would occur under natural low-intensity fire in these same
areas.

Potential future harvests on non-BLM lands could
periodically increase levels of fine sediments reaching
streams, followed by gradual stabilization as areas recovered
from harvest-related disturbance.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on private lands in much the same way and at similar rates
as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from these
lands would be expected to continue with little change,
fluctuating in response to the level of harvest activity.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

With no management proposed on BLM lands under this
alternative, trends resulting from existing conditions and
foreseeable future actions would be expected to continue.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on non-BLM lands in much the same way and at similar
rates as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from
these lands would be expected to continue with little change.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

Over the long term, improving vegetation conditions on
BLM lands in this drainage and throughout the watershed
could reduce the frequency of stand-replacement wildfire
and allow more low severity fires to burn, restoring a
sediment regime that more closely mimics natural
conditions. Gradual recovery of riparian areas (previously
clearcut or subjected to other high intensity management that
did not mimic more natural disturbance, but now managed
as Riparian Reserve) would allow gradual improvement of
riparian processes and corresponding improvements in
sediment conditions over time. In spite of vegetation
condition improvements under this alternative, roads and
ORYV trails would still remain the largest unnatural
contributor to negative sedimentation impacts in the
drainage. Trends resulting from existing conditions and
foreseeable future actions would be expected to continue.

é Risk Factor: Is there Potential for Violation of the Clean
Water Act or the Safe Drinking Water Act?

NOTE: Sedimentation issues are discussed under the “Is there High Sedimentation
Potential” risk factor discussion. Analysis of sedimentation is not repeated here.

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No streams in this drainage area are on the 303(d) list for
high summer stream temperatures. Stream temperature data
collected in Section 22 on BLM during 2000 and 2001
indicated a 7-day maximum temperature in Right Fork Foots
Creek of 60.2 degrees Fahrenheit. This section of stream
went dry during a severe drought year in 2001. Although no
streams in this drainage area are identified by ODEQ as
having sediment issues, sedimentation is discussed in the “Is
there High Sedimentation Potential” section. No other data
was located indicating that any other streams on BLM land
are not meeting State water quality standards. Any decline
in quality of stream temperatures in these small tributaries
could have a negative cumulative effect on downstream
Foots Creek and the Rogue River.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no affect with implementation of the “No
Action” alternative; existing condition would be maintained.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No activity is proposed under this alternative that would
result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in this
drainage (USDI 2005:24), and implementation of Best
Management Practices and other Project Design Features
(EA Chapter 2), and protection of Riparian Reserve areas
would enable the Project to avoid violation of the Clean
Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act. Under
Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be protected
and managed per direction in the Aguatic Conservation
Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). This alternative draws
upon the passive and active restoration management actions
recommended for achieving federal recovery goals as
identified in the Water Quality Restoration Plan for the
Rogue River-Gold Hill Watershed South of the Rogue River
(USDI 2006c¢:25-26).

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Any foreseeable future actions on federal lands would
follow the same guidance and requirements as the currently
proposed project, and would therefore be required to have no
affect on stream temperature loading. Issues related to
sedimentation are discussed in the previous Risk Factor.
Activities on non-BLM lands are required to meet Clean
Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act requirements.
Increasing OHV use would not likely affect stream shading
and therefore would not be likely to affect stream
temperature; however, if sedimentation and channel
conditions were impacted on a large enough scale, other
water quality parameters could be affected. Such a level of
activity is not anticipated at this time. No other impacts to
water quality are anticipated.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, riparian areas would
continue to be protected and managed per direction in the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. There would be nothing under this alternative that
would result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in
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this drainage (USDI 2005:24). No other impacts to water
quality are anticipated.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). Riparian
areas where previous harvest activities occurred would
continue to gradually recover from past harvest impacts.
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). No activity is proposed under this
alternative that would result in anthropogenic-caused heating

of streams in this drainage (USDI 2005:24), and
implementation of Best Management Practices and other
Project Design Features (EA Chapter 2), and protection of
Riparian Reserve areas would enable the Project to avoid
violation of the Clean Water Act and the Safe Drinking
Water Act. This Project, other recent riparian vegetation
treatments in the Planning Area, and foreseeable future
management in the watersheds of the Planning Area would
allow gradual improvement in water quality over time.
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Foots Creek between Right Fork
Foots Creek and the Rogue River

BLM Drainage Area RH0615
Hydrologic Unit 17100308020615

Drainage Area Description

The RHO615 drainage area is 1307 acres, of which 22 percent
are BLM-administered lands and 78 percent are privately
owned (BLM GIS data). The drainage consists of northerly
flowing Foots Creek below the mouth of Right Fork Foots
Creek down to the confluence with the Rogue River. Named
streams and gulches include Foots Creek and Gold Gulch.
Approximate elevations range from 980 feet at the lower end
to 2440 feet at the high point of the drainage (data from USGS
7.5 minute quadrangle maps and Terrain Navigator software).
All of this drainage area (100 percent) is located within the
Galls Foot Planning Area boundary (293 acres BLM, 1014
acres private).

All streams on BLM lands within the RH0615 drainage have
been inventoried during stream surveys conducted since
2001 (USDI 2006a). Miles of different types of streams on
BLM lands analyzed here are different than those listed in
the South Rogue-Gold Hill Watershed Analysis because
stream types have now been verified on-the-ground, where
at the time of the Watershed Analysis most stream types
were estimated from aerial photos (USDI 2001:29) without
on-the-ground verification. Streams on non-BLM lands
were determined from a combination of sources, including
aerial photos, USGS quadrangle maps, and extrapolation
from adjacent BLM lands. The stream type information for
all lands has been entered into the BLM GIS system.

On BLM-managed lands there are no perennial streams, 0.2
miles of long duration intermittent stream, 1.1 miles of short
duration intermittent stream, and 2.6 miles of dry draws. No
springs have been identified on BLM lands in this drainage.
No large wetlands are present in this drainage; small wetland
areas exist along portions of some streams and around some
of the springs. No irrigation ditches and/or abandoned
mining ditches have been mapped on BLM lands in this
drainage. There are 52 acres of Riparian Reserve on BLM
lands in this drainage.

Non-BLM lands are estimated to have 0.7 miles of perennial
stream, 2.1 miles of long duration intermittent stream, 7.5
miles of short duration intermittent stream, and 4.9 miles of
dry draws. Details on channel dimensions are not available
for streams on non-BLM lands. No springs have been
mapped on non-BLM lands, and little is known about
springs or wetlands in these areas. 1.1 miles of ditches and
associated pipelines have been mapped on non-BLM lands
from sources such as USGS information and aerial photos;
these may be either irrigation ditches or old mining ditches.
Additional ditches may be present, but have not been

mapped. The exact status and use of these ditches are not
known, and obtaining this information is not necessary for
this analysis. There are estimated to be 417 acres of riparian
areas on non-BLM lands in this drainage.

On BLM-administered land in this drainage, the one long
duration intermittent stream measured has an average
bankfull channel®® 3.2 feet wide and 0.4 feet deep, with a
flood-prone area width of 4.3 feet. Short duration
intermittent streams have average bankfull channels ranging
from 1.0-1.9 feet wide and 0.1-0.3 feet deep, with flood-
prone area widths ranging from 1.3-5.3 feet. (USDI 2006a)

One location on BLM administered lands was identified as
having some type of development for the purpose of
diverting, storing, and/or transporting water. BLM records
do not show any rights-of-way for any diversion structures,
water storage, or water transport facilities.

Oregon Water Right Certificate 2465 authorizes the
diversion of 0.1 cubic feet per second of water for domestic
use. The point of diversion is south 95 feet, west 35 feet
from the NE corner of Section 2 in T 37S R 4W. From the
concrete diversion at that point, a 1” galvanized pipeline is
laid over a distance of 3800 feet of private land to the point
of use in NWY4 SEY4 in Section 35 of T36S R4W. BLM
records do not show a right of way for this facility. A
stream survey crew in 2001 identified black plastic pipe
headed downstream from this location. There are no
proposed management activities being considered as part of
the Galls Foot Project near the diversion.

There are no other known developments on BLM lands in
the drainage for which authorizations could not be identified.

Notable Past Actions and Conditions for this Drainage
In addition to the existing roads and past timber harvests
contributing to the existing condition and discussed in the
Risk Factor analyses, below, the following recent past or
ongoing actions were included in the analysis for this
drainage:

e None identified

Foreseeable Future Actions in this Drainage
The following are known future actions likely to occur in
this drainage, and considered in the analysis:

% As used here, the bankfull width for a surveyed reach of stream is the
average of three measurements of riffle width that would be present during
a 1-2 year return interval flow event, generally taken near the upper end,
middle, and lower end of a stream reach.
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e Estimated 29 acres future timber harvest on non-
BLM lands®, yarded by tractor.

e 172 acres (15 acres in Riparian Reserve) of manual
fuels reduction treatments as part of the Foots
Creek Fuels Project.

e Upto 172 acres (15 acres in Riparian Reserve) of
maintenance underburning at 5-10 year intervals on
acreage noncommercially treated under the Foots
Creek Fuels Project.

Alternative 2 Quick Overview for this Drainage
e No commercial timber harvest.
e No precommercial conifer thinning.
¢ No helicopter landings would be used, rebuilt, or
constructed in this drainage.
e No new road construction.
e No road decommissioning.
e No road renovation.

Risk Factor Analysis

Following is analysis of the risk factors being evaluated for
potential effects issues, including cumulative impacts.

é Risk Factor: Is there Disturbance on Highly Erodible or
Potentially Unstable Soils?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are approximately 46 acres of erodible soils identified
in this drainage. There appears to be about 4 acres of recent
ground disturbance on highly erodible soils in this drainage
and the highly erodible soils are in stable condition.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no direct or indirect effects on the risk
factors affecting erodible soils in this HUC-7 drainage.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under this alternative, no treatment is proposed.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are no foreseeable future BLM projects proposed in
this drainage. There is potential that about 8 acres of tractor
yarding on potentially unstable soil could be harvested on
private land in the near future resulting in about 2 acres of
disturbed soil. This is merely a projection based on
available timber that is mature enough to harvest.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been about 4 acres of disturbance in the recent
past, no disturbance would occur from Alternative 1 and
about 2 acres of disturbance from possible future project.
Therefore, it is anticipated that the cumulative impacts on
highly erodible soils would be minimal.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There has been 4 disturbance in the recent past, no
disturbance would occur from Alternative 2 and about 2
acres from possible future project. Therefore, it is
anticipated that the cumulative impacts on highly erodible
soils would be minimal.

* From aerial photos using assumptions in USDI 1994: page 4-5

é Risk Factor: Has a Large Percentage of Forest Vegetation
been Harvested?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

39 acres of BLM administered lands in this drainage are
estimated to be conifer stands under 30 years old (trees up to
11” diameter) (BLM GIS data). This may be somewhat of
an overestimation of acres in young stands, because the slow
growth of conifers on many sites in this area means that trees
117 in diameter may be much older than 30 years. An
estimated 16 acres of conifer forest on non-BLM lands in the
drainage are less than 30 years old. Existing young conifer
stands across all ownerships total approximately four percent
of the drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new young stands created from harvest of vegetation
within the Planning Area, so current percentages would
remain the same.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

This Alternative does not propose any timber harvest
activity within this drainage, so implementation would result
in no new young stands created under the Project; current
percentages of young stands would remain the same.

No new road and helicopter landing construction would
occur under this alternative, so there would be no new
permanent non-forested openings created.

In the Planning Area, the Ecoregion Description (WPN
1999: Appendix A) lists historic canopy closure within the
Planning Area as greater than 30 percent, with the exception
of the oak woodland/ lowest elevations which historically
had less than 30 percent canopy closure. Because even
following harvest, canopy closure in all but a few of the pine
site units would still be at or above historic percentages, and
the average canopy closure across the landscape would be
much greater than those described in the Ecoregion
Description, implementation of Alternative 2 would have no
effect related to hydrologic processes on this Risk Factor for
the drainage. Related risk factors (such as High
Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted Soil
for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts that
may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

An additional 29 acres of trees appear to be potentially
available for harvest on non-BLM lands, and would be
assumed to be cut in the near future (USDI 1994: page 4-5).

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
With no action proposed under Alternative 1, 84 acres of
current and potential foreseeable future harvest in the
drainage would result in approximately six percent of the
drainage being composed of young stands.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
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a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
No new vegetation removal and clearcut harvest related to
road construction is proposed under Alternative 2. 84 acres
of current and potential foreseeable future harvest in the
drainage would result in approximately 6 percent of the
drainage being composed of young stands or permanently
cleared areas. Related risk factors (such as High
Sedimentation Potential and Large Area of Compacted Soil
for example) take a closer look at the potential impacts that
may result from other aspects of the proposed harvest
activities.

Assuming that future management of BLM lands would
generally continue to limit intensive timber harvest and
focus on thinning-type prescriptions and use of maintenance
underburning, it is anticipated that new young stands would
only be created from areas of regeneration timber harvest, as
a result of future stand-replacement wildfire, or from stand-
scale mortality caused by forest pathogens. Future
regeneration harvests in this area under current management
plans would generally maintain canopy closures greater than
those described as historic in the Ecoregion Description
(WPN 1999:Appendix A), and both stand replacement fire
and stand-scale mortality could be reduced over the long-
term compared to current conditions due to the gradual
creation of more fire-resilient stand structure. This, along
with the gradual recovery of riparian areas affected by past
harvest, would benefit riparian restoration and maintenance
of late successional characteristics along streams.

It is assumed that private lands would continue to be
intensively managed for timber production on approximately
a 60-year rotation (USDI 1994: page 4-5), so over the long-
term under this assumption private commercial timberlands
would be comprised of young stands less than 30 years old
roughly half of the time.

é Risk Factor: Are there Large Areas of Compacted Soil?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No BLM administered lands in this drainage are currently in
a compacted state. An estimated 24 acres of non-BLM
lands are currently in a compacted state: 20 acres due to

existing roads and 4 acres due to yarding activities. Total
existing compacted area for the drainage is estimated at
approximately 24 acres or 1.8 percent.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of the “No Action” alternative would result
in no new compacted area as a result of this project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in no new
compacted area as a result of this project.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There is no proposed logging in the foreseeable future in this
drainage that would increase the compacted acres on BLM
land. It is possible that approximately 29 acres of non-BLM
land could be treated in the foreseeable future. Itis
estimated that all this area could be tractor yarded. This
could increase the amount of compacted area in this drainage
by approximately 7 acres.

Increasing OHV use in this drainage would likely result in
additional compacted area over time, although
implementation of any of the action alternatives under the
Johns Peak EIS could limit future impacts on BLM lands
from this source.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Selection of this alternative would result in the Galls Foot
Project not contributing any changes in compaction
cumulative impacts in this drainage. The combined total
compacted area of approximately 24 acres of existing and 7
acres in possible future actions would result in a total
compacted area for the drainage of approximately 2.4
percent, a slight increase over existing condition.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Selection of this alternative would result in the Galls Foot
Project not contributing any changes in compaction
cumulative impacts in this drainage. The combined total
compacted area of approximately 24 acres of existing and 7
acres in possible future actions would result in a total
compacted area for the drainage of approximately 2.4
percent, a slight increase over existing condition.

é Risk Factor: Is there a Large Percent of Nonrecovered
Openings in the Transient Snow Zone?

The Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual (OWAM)
developed by Watershed Professionals Network 1999 for the
Governor's Watershed Enhancement Board indicates that
Transient Snow Zone is not an issue where less than 25
percent of the drainage is in or above Transient Snow Zone
elevations. All of this drainage is in the Rainfall zone;
therefore, Transient Snow Zone is not a concern in this
drainage.

é Risk Factor: Do Stream Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair
Stability or Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) on 1.2 miles of stream indicated
that 13 percent of streams did not have either adequate
stream channel structure (i.e. debris jams or other structures)
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to dissipate stream energy, had degraded channel conditions
(sinuosity, width/depth ratio, or gradient), and/or lacked
things like rocks and woody debris sufficient to protect the
channel from accelerated bank erosion and downcutting
during flood events.

For the one long-duration intermittent stream on BLM land
with continuous flow and stream length data, stream surveys
(USDI 2006a) indicated that the substrate (the material
composing the bed of the stream) consisted of 65 percent
silts, clays and sand, and 35 percent gravel, cobble, and
boulder-sized material. There was no substrate composed of
bedrock.

Streambanks composed of non-erodible material, boulders
and cobbles, or stabilized by vegetation were present along
roughly 84 percent of the streams on BLM lands in the
drainage, indicating a fair level of bank stability and ability
to withstand high flows.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change related to this Risk Factor with
implementation of the “No Action” alternative.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No harvest or road-related activities would occur in stream
channels with implementation of Alternative 2, so channel
conditions would not be affected by this project.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are no known foreseeable future impacts to stream
channels on federal lands, as stream channels would
continue to have protection as Riparian Reserve, and any
treatments in Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize
Project Design Features that would prevent impact to the
channels. Stream channels on private lands would continue
to be protected by county ordinance and Oregon Forest
Practices Rules.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, stream channels would
continue to have protection as Riparian Reserve, and any
future treatments in Riparian Reserve would continue to
utilize Project Design Features that would prevent impact to
the channels. Stream channels on private lands would
continue to be protected by county ordinance and Oregon
Forest Practices Rules. Forest management that more
closely mimics a low-severity natural fire regime could, over
time, provide greater inputs of large, stable wood to channels
and more stable peakflows and baseflows, resulting in
improvements in channel stability and condition over the
long term. Implementation of similar management across all
ownerships could further improve the situation; without
similar management on other ownerships, conditions of
stream channels on private lands could remain static or even
decline over time. Stream channel conditions on BLM lands
would gradually improve with ongoing implementation of
the Northwest Forest Plan related to management of riparian
and upland areas.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, stream channels would continue to
have protection as Riparian Reserve, and treatments in
Riparian Reserve would continue to utilize Project Design

Features that would prevent impact to the channels. Stream
channels on private lands would continue to be protected by
county ordinance and Oregon Forest Practices Rules. Forest
management that more closely mimics a low-severity natural
fire regime could, over time, provide greater inputs of large,
stable wood to channels and more stable peakflows and
baseflows, resulting in improvements in channel stability
and condition over the long term. Implementation of similar
management across all ownerships could further improve the
situation; without similar management on other ownerships,
conditions of stream channels on private lands could remain
static or even decline over time. Stream channel conditions
on BLM lands would gradually improve with ongoing
implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan related to
management of riparian and upland areas.

é Risk Factor: Are Riparian Areas in Poor-to-Fair Condition?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Stream surveys (USDI 2006a) indicate the presence of at
least some past timber harvest in BLM riparian areas along
13 percent of the 1.2 miles of streams assessed in the
drainage. Although some of this harvest activity is from
many decades ago, it indicates the presence of past harvest
activity in some riparian areas in the drainage. Harvest has
not occurred in these areas (now protected within Riparian
Reserve) since implementation of the Forest Plan in the mid
1990s.

Data from stream PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicates that
of 1.2 miles assessed, 87 percent of riparian areas are in
either Proper Functioning Condition or Functional-at-Risk
with an upward trend, so conditions in those riparian areas
are at or moving towards a level where adequate vegetation,
landform, or woody debris is present to dissipate stream
energy during high flow events and allow physical processes
in the stream to operate properly. 13 percent of riparian
areas were rated as in either a downward trend or as
nonfunctional.

BLM GIS data indicates that within forested BLM Riparian
Reserve in this drainage, 25 percent are young stands
(seedlings/saplings/poles up to 11 inches diameter, due to
more recent [past 30 years or so] harvest or fire), 50 percent
are mid-seral stands (up to 21 inches in diameter), and 25
percent are mature timber or old growth. On non-BLM
forestlands, only one acre is estimated to be in riparian area
under 30 years of age, less than one percent of all riparian
areas on non-BLM lands.

No Riparian Reserve areas in the drainage have been treated
or are in the process of being treated using manual and
precommercial thinning treatments under other projects.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 1 (no action), riparian areas would
continue to be protected per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). There
would be no road-related work in Riparian Reserve areas
under this alternative, so watershed restoration direction
regarding roads under the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
might not be met. See the High Sedimentation Potential risk
factor discussion.
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Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). No action related to vegetation
management is proposed in Riparian Reserve areas in this
drainage under Alternative 2. There would be no road-
related work in Riparian Reserve areas under this alternative,
so watershed restoration direction regarding roads under the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy might not be met. See the
High Sedimentation Potential risk factor discussion.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Up to 15 acres of Riparian Reserve in the drainage could be
treated with periodic maintenance underburning under the
thinning and fuel reduction already authorized under other
projects or proposed under the future Foots Creek Fuels
Project; this could benefit adjacent riparian areas by helping
restore a more natural vegetation structure/fire regime.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. No restorative actions such as stream crossing
renovation, road decommissioning, or removal of stream
crossings to improve riparian condition would be
implemented under Alternative 1, so maintenance or
restoration of some riparian processes at some locations
could be compromised that otherwise might have benefited
from these actions.

The treatments proposed under the Foots Creek Fuels
Project and the ongoing protection of Riparian Reserve areas
would allow natural recovery processes to operate and result
in the gradual improvement of riparian condition on BLM
lands, with most areas eventually reaching Properly
Functioning Condition barring a severe wildfire.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. In Riparian Reserve areas in this drainage, the
treatments proposed under the Foots Creek Fuels Project,
and the ongoing protection of Riparian Reserve areas would
allow natural recovery processes to operate and result in the
gradual improvement of riparian condition on BLM lands,
with most areas eventually reaching Properly Functioning
Condition barring a severe wildfire, new instream mining
projects, or OHV-related impacts in the Reserves.

Riparian protection on non-federal lands would continue to
be governed by county ordinance and the Oregon Forest
Practices Act. Riparian areas on lands under these
jurisdictions would continue to have minimal riparian
protection, especially on intermittent streams.

é Risk Factor: Are there High Impacts from a Catastrophic
Event?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No large fires, major debris torrents, or other major natural
disturbances have occurred in the recent past within this
drainage that would have the potential to create a high level
of impact. The drainage does not appear to have sustained
major negative impacts on BLM-managed lands during
recent flood events. No information was found identifying
major resource-related flood impacts on non-BLM lands;
flood impacts observed appeared to be related to on-site
modification of floodplains and streamside riparian areas at
the location of the impacts rather than off-site watershed
conditions contributing to an “out-of-the-ordinary” flood.

According to the 1967-2003 data provided by ODF, no fire
greater than five acres was documented in the RH0615
drainage area. A 1975 fire caused by juveniles burned 3
acres. Another fire started by debris burning burned 2 acres
in 1987. Twelve additional smaller fires burned in the
drainage area, all of which occurred between 1974 and 2003.
None of the small fires were greater than 1 acre in size. Of
the 12 small fires, 2 were caused by lightning, 5 by
equipment use, 1 by smoking, 1 by juveniles, and 3 by
miscellaneous causes. The fires burned a total of 6 acres,
less than 1% of the drainage area.

Many of the older roads in the Planning Area were not
constructed using “watershed-friendly” engineering. Roads
were often constructed where construction was the easiest.
Drainage often focused on simply getting the water off the
road surface without much consideration of how it affected
downslope hydrology, and culverts and drainage systems
were often designed to simply handle typical storm
conditions, not major flood events. Many roads were
created with no provision for drainage at all. Consequently,
many older roads are at risk for failure during flood events,
and can contribute substantial negative impacts to
peakflows, sedimentation, and slope stability. In addition to
the chronic impacts to the downstream aquatic system, this
greatly increases the potential to negatively contribute to
catastrophic slope failures and debris torrents. Roads in this
drainage are primarily of non-BLM lands, with only 0.4
miles located on BLM.

Continued interception and transport of stream and
subsurface flow by old mining and or irrigation ditches (like
those present in this drainage) during flood events may
increase the risk of catastrophic slope failures wherever they
are located. No ditches were located on BLM lands, and no
actions are proposed as part of the current project to address
ditch drainage.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent major catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there is no effect relating to this risk factor.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent major catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there is no effect relating to this risk factor. No
activities are proposed in this drainage under Alternative 2.
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Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There have been no recent catastrophic events in the
drainage for which foreseeable future actions would be
planned. 172 acres could be treated using manual fuel
reduction methods under the upcoming Foots Creek Fuels
Project.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent major catastrophic events in this
drainage, so there would be no cumulative impacts relating
to impacts from any recent catastrophic event. Future fuels
reduction projects, vegetation management and future
underburning may help reduce current high density of
vegetation brought on by past vegetation management
practices including fire exclusion. Areas treated and
maintained with underburning under other projects would be
less likely to suffer severe impacts in a major wildfire.

Because no roads would be renovated, relocated or
decommissioned any existing road drainage and location
problems would continue except where corrected during
normal maintenance activities. No locations were identified
where this would lead to a catastrophic event. A very
minimal amount of roads are present on BLM lands.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There have been no recent catastrophic events in this
drainage and no activities are proposed in this drainage
under this alternative, so there would be no cumulative
impacts relating to impacts from any recent catastrophic
event. Areas that could be treated under the upcoming Foots
Creek Fuels Project could allow future wildfire to burn at
lower intensities and be less likely to move into the forest
canopy, which could result in reduced negative fire effects to
water and soil resources. While stand replacement fires
could still occur, treated areas would have a much greater
chance of burning at low severity than they do under present
conditions, so the timeframe between so called
“catastrophic” fires could be increased.

Because no roads would be renovated, relocated or
decommissioned any existing road drainage and location
problems would continue except where corrected during
normal maintenance activities. No locations were identified
where this would lead to a catastrophic event. A very
minimal amount of roads are present on BLM lands.

é Risk Factor: Is Road Density High in the Drainage?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

There are 14.6 miles of roads in the drainage, 0.4 miles of
which are on BLM-administered lands. Of these roads on
BLM, none are located within Riparian Reserve. The road
mileage figures include Class 2 OHV trails (4x4 trails).
There are no additional mapped motorcycle (Class 3) or
quad (Class 1) OHV ftrails in the drainage.

Road density in the drainage is 7.1 miles per square mile.
This road density is high based on both the Klamath Siskiyou
Matrix of Pathways and Indicators (USDA/USDI 1996)
threshold of 3 miles per square mile and on the ODEQ-cited
4.0 miles per square mile (ODEQ 2003b:61).

On BLM lands the road density is 0.3 miles per square mile.
The road density on BLM lands is far below levels of
concern both in the figure cited by ODEQ and as defined by
the Klamath Siskiyou Matrix of Pathways and Indicators.

On BLM lands, there are no roads within Riparian Reserve.
On non-BLM lands, the density of roads and trails in
riparian areas adjacent to streams is 9.9 miles per square
mile.

Ground disturbance due to roads and trails affects
approximately 3.8% of the drainage. Approximately 99% of
this disturbance occurs on private lands and 1% is on BLM-
administered lands.

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so road densities would remain unchanged as a result of this
project.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road construction, renovation or
decommissioning in this drainage under Alternative 2, so
road densities would remain unchanged as a result of this
project.

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There are no known foreseeable future actions affecting road
density in this drainage.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so watershed restoration direction regarding roads under the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy might not be met. Road
density and associated disturbance would continue similar to
current levels as described in the Current Condition and
Foreseeable Future Action sections. See the High
Sedimentation Potential risk factor discussion.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no road-related work under this alternative,
so watershed restoration direction regarding roads under the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy might not be met. Road
density and associated disturbance would continue similar to
current levels as described in the Current Condition and
Foreseeable Future Action sections. See the High
Sedimentation Potential risk factor discussion.

é Risk Factor: Is there High Sedimentation Potential?

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Roads and OHYV trails cross streams and draws at 68
locations in the drainage. On BLM-administered lands,
roads and OHYV trails do not cross streams or draws at any
location.

Overall density of roads and OHV trails crossing streams
and draws is 3.6 crossings per stream mile in this drainage.
On non-BLM lands the density is 4.5 crossings per stream
mile, and on BLM lands the density is O crossings per stream
mile. It is probable that some of these roads and OHV trails
currently channel flow to the stream crossings on non-BLM
lands during storm events. This effectively increases the
stream network in the drainage, carrying additional sediment
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directly to streams. Although there are no stream crossings
on BLM, the high number of stream crossings identified
across all ownerships in the drainage is likely adversely
affecting water quality.

The irrigation and mining ditches are another potential
source of stream sedimentation in this drainage. During
major storms, irrigation and mining ditches intercept
subsurface flow and flow from draws and transport this flow
to other locations. This can increase peak flows over natural
conditions, causing sedimentation as downstream channels
adjust to the higher flows by eroding out larger channels.
Ditch banks are also prone to failure during high flow
events, releasing large amounts of sediment as the bank
collapses and the sudden rush of water erodes surface
material or carves out a gully below the failure point. The
potential for sedimentation from this source during flood
events is unknown for this drainage, but no such ditches are
present on BLM land that could potentially cause a problem.

PFC surveys (USDI 2006a) indicated that there were no
streams that did not have adequate riparian and channel
conditions to store, sort, and transport sediment through the
stream system at natural rates, indicating that channel and
riparian conditions in and of themselves are not likely to
negatively affect levels of fine sediments present in streams.

Based on the fine sediment thresholds used by DEQ in the
2004 305(b) report (ODEQ 2006b:19-20), measurement of
stream channel substrate (quantified in the “Do Stream
Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair Stability or Condition”
section) suggests that BLM lands in this drainage are in the
“Poor” category for fine sediment (USDI 2006a).

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no change in sedimentation potential under
the “No Action” alternative.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no new road construction, renovation or
decommissioning under this alternative. No stream
crossings would be affected. For the drainage, the density of
road/stream crossings (stream crossings per mile of stream)
on streams and draws would remain unchanged

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Potential future harvests on non-BLM lands could
periodically increase levels of fine sediments reaching
streams, followed by gradual stabilization as areas recovered
from harvest-related disturbance.

Stream sedimentation effects from future manual vegetation
treatments and use of prescribed fire on BLM lands are
expected to be very minimal, substantially less than what
would occur under natural low-intensity fire in these same
areas.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

With no management proposed on BLM lands under this
alternative, trends resulting from existing conditions and
foreseeable future actions would be expected to continue

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on non-BLM lands in much the same way and at similar

rates as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from
these lands would be expected to continue with little change.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

Over the long term, improving vegetation conditions
resulting from other projects on BLM lands in this drainage
and throughout the watershed could reduce the frequency of
stand-replacement wildfire and allow more low severity fires
to burn, restoring a sediment regime that more closely
mimics natural conditions. Gradual recovery of riparian
areas (previously harvested or subjected to other high
intensity management that did not mimic more natural
disturbance, but now managed as Riparian Reserve) would
allow gradual improvement of riparian processes and
corresponding improvements in sediment conditions over
time. In spite of vegetation condition improvements under
this alternative, roads and OHV trails would still remain the
largest unnatural contributor to negative sedimentation
impacts in the drainage. Trends resulting from existing
conditions and foreseeable future actions would be expected
to continue. The contribution for BLM lands would
continue to be minimal due to very low levels of ground
disturbance from roads or past harvest.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
With no management proposed on BLM lands under this
alternative, trends resulting from existing conditions and
foreseeable future actions would be expected to continue

It is anticipated that management activities would continue
on non-BLM lands in much the same way and at similar
rates as they have in the past. Sedimentation impacts from
these lands would be expected to continue with little change.

Sedimentation from natural sources (for example erosional
processes, bedload transport in streams) would continue,
fluctuating in response to things such as variations in annual
weather, climate cycles, and wildfire return intervals.

Over the long term, improving vegetation conditions
resulting from other projects on BLM lands in this drainage
and throughout the watershed could reduce the frequency of
stand-replacement wildfire and allow more low severity fires
to burn, restoring a sediment regime that more closely
mimics natural conditions. Gradual recovery of riparian
areas (previously harvested or subjected to other high
intensity management that did not mimic more natural
disturbance, but now managed as Riparian Reserve) would
allow gradual improvement of riparian processes and
corresponding improvements in sediment conditions over
time. In spite of vegetation condition improvements under
this alternative, roads and OHV trails would still remain the
largest unnatural contributor to negative sedimentation
impacts in the drainage. Trends resulting from existing
conditions and foreseeable future actions would be expected
to continue. The contribution for BLM lands would
continue to be minimal due to very low levels of ground
disturbance from roads or past harvest.
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é Risk Factor: Is there Potential for Violation of the Clean
Water Act or the Safe Drinking Water Act?

NOTE: Sedimentation issues are discussed under the “Is there High Sedimentation
Potential” risk factor discussion. Analysis of sedimentation is not repeated here.

Past Actions and Current Condition of this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No streams in this drainage area are on the 303(d) list for
high summer stream temperatures. Although no streams in
this drainage area are identified by ODEQ as having
sediment issues, sedimentation is discussed in the “Is there
High Sedimentation Potential” section. No other data was
located indicating that any other streams on BLM land are
not meeting State water quality standards. Any decline in
quality of stream temperatures in these small tributaries
could possibly have a negative cumulative effect on
downstream Foots Creek and the Rogue River, although this
is not likely, as there are no perennial streams on BLM and
surface flow from the intermittent streams does not likely
reach the mainstem of Foots Creek during the time of year
that stream temperatures are a concern..

Alternative 1 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage
There would be no affect with implementation of the “No
Action” alternative; existing condition would be maintained.

Alternative 2 Direct and Indirect Effects on this Risk Factor for this Drainage

No activity is proposed under this alternative that would
result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in this
drainage (USDI 2005:24), and implementation of Best
Management Practices and other Project Design Features
(EA Chapter 2), and protection of Riparian Reserve areas
would enable the Project to avoid violation of the Clean
Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act. Under
Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be protected
and managed per direction in the Aquatic Conservation
Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). This alternative draws
upon the passive and active restoration management actions
recommended for achieving federal recovery goals as
identified in the Water Quality Restoration Plan for the
Rogue River-Gold Hill Watershed South of the Rogue River
(USDI 2006c¢:25-26).

Foreseeable Future Actions affecting this Risk Factor for this Drainage

Any foreseeable future actions on federal lands would
follow the same guidance and requirements as the currently
proposed project, and would therefore be required to have no
affect on stream temperature loading. Issues related to
sedimentation are discussed in the previous Risk Factor.
Activities on non-BLM lands are required to meet Clean
Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act requirements. No
other impacts to water quality are anticipated.

Alternative 1 Summary Effects analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under the “No Action” alternative, riparian areas would
continue to be protected and managed per direction in the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23).
Riparian areas where previous harvest activities occurred
would continue to gradually recover from past harvest
impacts. There would be nothing under this alternative that
would result in anthropogenic-caused heating of streams in
this drainage (USDI 2005:24). No other impacts to water
quality are anticipated.

Alternative 2 Cumulative Impacts analysis of this Risk Factor for this Drainage
Under Alternative 2, riparian areas would continue to be
protected and managed per direction in the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS) (USDI 1995:22-23). Riparian
areas where previous harvest activities occurred would
continue to gradually recover from past harvest impacts.
Management of Riparian Reserve would follow the RMP
general management guidelines for Riparian Reserves
(USDI 1995:26-27). No activity is proposed under this
alternative that would result in anthropogenic-caused heating
of streams in this drainage (USDI 2005:24), and
implementation of Best Management Practices and other
Project Design Features (EA Chapter 2), and protection of
Riparian Reserve areas would enable the Project to avoid
violation of the Clean Water Act and the Safe Drinking
Water Act. This Project, other recent riparian vegetation
treatments in the Planning Area, and foreseeable future
management in the watersheds of the Planning Area would
allow gradual improvement in water quality over time.
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Cumulative Impacts Summary Tables
By Risk Factor

The data compiled in the following tables summarizes the information
from the preceding Drainage Analyses.
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Table Al: ¥ Risk Factor: Is there Disturbance on Highly Erodible or Potentially Unstable Soils?
Analysis for this risk factor is based on the professional judgment of the Soil Scientist regarding amount of area disturbed and
potential for off-site erosion (see the discussion for this Risk Factor in Chapter 3).

Galls Foot Landscape

Current Condition/ Possible Future Cumulative Total

Drainage Past actions Change Alternative Project Post Project
Change
14 % erodible/ unstable soils: 1 0 60 acres (<1%)
RHO0415 | 10 acres recently disturbed 50 acres
2 12 acres 72 acres (<1%)
11 % erodible/ unstable soils: 1 0 15 acres (<1%)
RHO0521 2 acres recently disturbed 13 acres
2 3 acres 18 acres (<1%)
14 % erodible/ unstable soils: 1 0 3 acres (<1%)
RHO0524 3 acres recently disturbed 0
2 2 acres 5 acres (<1%)
10 % erodible/ unstable soils: 1 0 33 acres (<1%)
RH0603 0 acres disturbed 33
2 0.5 acre 33.5 acres (<1%)
16 % erodible/ unstable soils: 1 0 2 acres (<1%)
RHO0606 0 acres disturbed 2
2 4 acres 6 acres (<1%)
9 % erodible/ unstable soils: 1 0 9 acres (<1%)
RH0609 0 acres disturbed 9
2 2 acres 11 acres (<1%)
12 % erodible/ unstable soils: 1 0 45 acres (<1%)
RH0612 14 acres disturbed 31
2 3 acres 48 acres (<1%)
4 % erodible/ unstable soils: 1 0 6 acres (<1%)
RHO0615 4 acres disturbed 2
2 0 6 acres (<1%)

Table A2: A Risk Factor: Has a Large Percentage of Forest Vegetation been Harvested?
This risk factor simply puts into perspective the percentage of young forest stands created by intensive timber harvest activities,
useful as context for interpreting other conditions in the watershed (see the discussion for this Risk Factor in Chapter 3).

Galls Foot Landscape

Past actions/ Foreseeable Future Cumulative Total

Drainage Current Condition percent percent Change Alternative Project percent Post Project
percent Change

1 0 43
RH0415 25 17

2 <1 43

1 0 24
RHO0521 20 4

2 0 24

1 0 27
RH0524 18 9

2 0 27

1 0 50
RH0603 29 21

2 <1 50

1 0 16
RHO0606 11 6

2 <1 17

1 0 8
RH0609 3 5

2 <1 8

1 0 36
RH0612 20 16

2 <1 36

1 0 6
RHO0615 4 2

2 0 6
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Table A3: #4Risk Factor: Are there Large Areas of Compacted Soil?
The analysis for this risk factor uses 12 percent compacted area as the level at which compacted area begins to be a concern (see
the discussion for this Risk Factor in Chapter 3).

Past actions/

Foreseeable Future

Galls Foot Landscape

Cumulative Total

Drainage Current Condition percent percent Change Alternative Project percent Post Project
percent Change
414 acres/ 340 acres/ 1 0 8.9% compacted
RHO415 1 896 of drain mpacted 4.1%
.67 of drainage compacte 470 2 32 acres/ <1% 9.3% compacted
162 acres/ 48 acres/ 1 0 4.6% compacted
RHO521 | 3 506 of drai ted 1.1%
-070 Ol drainage compacte 70 2 2 acres/ <1% 4.6%compacted
50 acres/ 27 acres/ 1 0 6.4%compacted
RHO524 1 4 106 of drai ted 2.3%
-170 OF drainage compacte 570 2 5 acres/ <1% 6.8%compacted
299 acres/ 176 acres/ 1 0 14.0% compacted
RHO0603 8.8% of drainage compacted 5.2%
8% g p £70 2 1 acre/ <1% 14.0% compacted
156 acres/ 41 acres/ 1 0 6.7% compacted
RHO606 | 5 306 of drai ted 1.4%
-570 Of drainage compacte 70 2 19 acres/ <1% 7.4% compacted
42 acres/ 41 acres/ 1 0 2.8% compacted
RHOB09 | 1 496 of drai ted 1.4%
-470 O drainage compacte 70 2 5 acres/ <1% 3.0% compacted
98 acres/ 232 acres/ 1 0 5.6% compacted
RHO612 |1 794 of drain mpacted 3.9%
-(%0 O drainage compacte 970 2 6 acres/ <1% 5.7% compacted
24 acres/ 7 acres/ 1 0 2.4% compacted
RHO615 1.8% of drainage compacted 0.6%
8% g p 07 2 0 2.4% compacted

Table A4: # Risk Factor: Is there a Large Percentage of Nonrecovered Openings in the Transient Snow Zone? (TSZ)
The level at which this risk factor becomes a concern varies depending on the percent of the drainage in the TSZ; where TSZ

comprises less than 25 percent of the Drainage, Transient Snow Zone openings are not a hydrologic issue (see the discussion for
this Risk Factor in Chapter 3).

Past actions/

Foreseeable Future

Galls Foot Landscape

Cumulative Total

Drainage Current Condition percent percent Change Alternative Project percent Post Project
percent Change

1 NA NA
RH0415 NA NA

2 NA NA

1 NA NA
RH0521 NA NA

2 NA NA

1 NA NA
RH0524 NA NA

2 NA NA

1 NA NA
RH0603 NA NA

2 NA NA

1 NA NA
RH0606 NA NA

2 NA NA

1 NA NA
RH0609 NA NA

2 NA NA

1 NA NA
RH0612 NA NA

2 NA NA

1 NA NA
RH0615 NA NA

2 NA NA
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Table A5: #4Risk Factor: Do Stream Channels exhibit Poor-to-Fair Stability or Condition?
There is no hard-and-fast level of concern; assessment of current condition for this risk factor is based on professional
interpretation of PFC and streambank data by the hydrologist (see the discussion for this Risk Factor in Chapter 3).

Galls Foot Landscape

Past actions/ Effect of Foreseeable Cumulative Total

Drainage Current Condition Future Actions Alternative Project - Trend
Effect on Condition
) » . n . 1 No change Declining conditions
RHO0415 Fair Condition, Good Stability Declining conditions
2 + Declining conditions
) . N 1 No change No change
RHO0521 Fair Condition, Good Stability No change
2 No change No change
. . . 1 No change No change
RHO0524 Fair Condition, Good Stability No change
2 No change No change
) » . n . 1 No change Declining conditions
RH0603 Fair Condition, Good Stability Declining conditions
2 No change Declining conditions
ir- iti 1 No change Declining conditions
RHO0606 Fair PoorSCtokrjl_?lttlon, Good Declining conditions & &
ability 2 + Declining conditions
» . » o . 1 No change Declining conditions
RHO0609 Poor Condition, Fair Stability Declining conditions
2 No change Declining conditions
. » . . . . 1 No change Declining conditions
RH0612 Fair Condition, Fair Stability Declining conditions
2 + Declining conditions
) . ) N 1 No change No change
RHO0615 Fair Condition, Fair Stability No change
2 No change No change

Table A6: #4Risk Factor: Are Riparian Areas in Poor-to-Fair Condition?
There is no hard-and-fast level of concern; assessment of current condition for this risk factor is based on interpretation of PFC and
riparian vegetation data by the hydrologist (see the discussion for this Risk Factor in Chapter 3).

Drainage Past actions/ Effect of Foreseeable Alternative Effect of Galls Foot Cumulative Trend
9 Current Condition Future Actions Landscape Project Post Project

) o B 1 No change Declining conditions

RHO0415 Fair Declining conditions
2 + Declining conditions
. 1 No change Slow improvement

RH0521 Poor Slow improvement
2 + Slow improvement
) 1 No change Slow improvement

RHO0524 Good Slow improvement
2 + Slow improvement
) o B 1 No change Declining conditions

RHO0603 Fair Declining conditions
2 + Declining conditions
. o . 1 No change Declining conditions

RHO0606 Fair Declining conditions
2 + Declining conditions
. . . 1 No change Declining conditions

RHO0609 Fair Declining conditions
2 + Declining conditions
o . 1 No change Declining conditions

RHO0612 Poor Declining conditions
2 + Declining conditions
. . 1 No change Slow improvement

RH0615 Fair Slow improvement
2 No change Slow improvement
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Table A7: #4Risk Factor: Are there High Impacts from a Catastrophic Event?
The analysis of this risk factor is based on the professional judgment of the Hydrologist regarding amount of area affected, how
long ago the event occurred, and the potential for negative impacts (see the discussion for this Risk Factor in Chapter 3).

) Changes due to Galls Foot Landscape .
. Past actions/ . Project Affect Cumulative Changes
Drainage o Foreseeable Future Alternative ) :
Current Condition : Post Project
Actions (+, -, 0or NA)

1 NA NA
RH0415 NA NA

2 NA NA

1 NA NA
RH0521 NA NA

2 NA NA

1 NA NA
RH0524 NA NA

2 NA NA

1 NA NA
RH0603 NA NA

2 NA NA

1 NA NA
RH0606 NA NA

2 NA NA

1 NA NA
RH0609 NA NA

2 NA NA

1 NA NA
RH0612 NA NA

2 NA NA

1 NA NA
RH0615 NA NA

2 NA NA

Table A8: #4Risk Factor: Is Road Density High in the Drainage?
For the Galls Foot Project, the level of concern for this risk factor is 3.0 miles per square mile indicating high road density (see the
discussion for this Risk Factor in Chapter 3).

Drainage Past actions/Current Foreseeable Future Alternative Galls Foot Project Cumulative Total
9 Condition (miles/mile®) Change (miles/mile®) (miles/mile®) Change | Post Project (miles/mile®)
) ) 1 0 7.7 plus OHV
RH0415 7.7 plus ohv 0 plus increasing OHV
2 -0.1 7.6 plus OHV
1 0 11.1
RH0521 111 0
2 0 11.1
1 0 6.7
RH0524 6.7 0
2 -0.2 6.5
) ) 1 0 5.3 plus OHV
RH0603 5.3 plus OHV 0 plus increasing OHV
2 0 5.3 plus OHV
) ) 1 0 4.9 plus OHV
RHO0606 4.9 plus OHV 0 plus increasing OHV
2 +0.3 5.2 plus OHV
. ) 1 0 4.5 plus OHV
RHO0609 4.5 plus OHV 0 plus increasing OHV
2 -0.1 4.4 plus OHV
) ) 1 0 5.4 plus OHV
RH0612 5.4 plus OHV 0 plus increasing OHV
2 -0.1 5.3 plus OHV
1 0 7.1
RH0615 7.1 0
2 0 7.1




Table A9: & Risk Factor: Is Road Density High in the Drainage? (in BLM Riparian Reserve)
This Table takes a closer look at the Road Density issue, specifically within BLM Riparian Reserve, to better identify riparian
impacts that might be overlooked using the broader data in Table A8. The level of concern for this risk factor is 3.0 miles per
square mile indicating high road density (see the discussion for this Risk Factor in Chapter 3).
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Past actions/Current

Foreseeable Future

Galls Foot Project

Cumulative Total

Drainage Condition (miles/mile?) Change (miles/mile?) Alternative (miles/mile’) Change | Post Project (miles/mile?)

1 0 4.3 plus OHV
RH0415 4.3 plus OHV 0

2 -0.9 3.4 plus OHV

1 0 5.1
RH0521 5.1 0

2 0 5.1

1 0 4.4
RHO0524 4.4 0

2 -0.9 35

1 0 7.4 plus OHV
RH0603 7.4 plus OHV 0

2 0 7.4 plus OHV

1 0 5.0
RH0606 5.0 0

2 -3.6 1.4

1 0 3.9 plus OHV
RH0609 3.9 plus OHV 0

2 0 3.9 plus OHV

1 0 5.7 plus OHV
RH0612 5.7 plus OHV 0

2 -0.3 5.4 plus OHV

1 0 0
RH0615 0 0

2 0 0

Table A10: #4Risk Factor: Is there High Sedimentation Potential?
State of Oregon categories are used to characterize current condition of in-channel sediment; the risk of sedimentation potential is
based on the professional judgment of the hydrologist considering management-affected sediment conditions (see the discussion

for this Risk Factor in Chapter 3).

Past actions/

Change due to

Galls Foot Landscape

Cumulative Trend

Drainage Current Condition Foreseeaple Future Alternative Project Post Project
Actions Change
it . 1 0 Declining conditions
RHO0415 Cur_rent Copdltlon BLM..qur Declining conditions 2
Sedimentation Potential: High 2 + Declining conditions
" . 1 0 No change
RH0521 Current Condition BLM: Poor None 9
Sedimentation Potential: High 2 0 No change
e . 1 0 No change
RHO524 Cur_rent CO!"IdItIOﬂ BL!\/I.'qur None 9
Sedimentation Potential: High 2 + No change
it . 1 0 Declining conditions
RHO0603 Cur_rent Copdltlon BLM..qur Declining conditions 2
Sedimentation Potential: High 2 0 Declining conditions
" . 1 0 Declining conditions
RHO0606 Current C°.”d'“°” BLM..Pc‘)or Declining conditions £
Sedimentation Potential: High 2 + Declining conditions
e . 1 0 Declining conditions
RHO0609 Current CO!"IdItIOﬂ BL!\/I.'qur Declining conditions 2
Sedimentation Potential: High 2 + Declining conditions
it . 1 0 Declining conditions
RHO0612 Cur_rent Copdltlon BLM..qur Declining conditions 2
Sedimentation Potential: High 2 + Declining conditions
" . 1 0 No change
RHOB15 Current Condition BLM: Poor None 9
Sedimentation Potential: High 2 0 No change
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Table A11: #4Risk Factor: Is there Potential for Violation of the Clean Water Act or the Safe Drinking Water Act?
The threshold of concern for this risk factor is failure to meet State Water Quality Standards (WQS) within the drainage (see the
discussion for this Risk Factor in Chapter 3). Impacts related to sediment are in the previous table.

. Past actions/ Foreseeable Future . Galls Foot !_andscape Cumulative Total
Drainage o Alternative Project .
Current Condition Change Post Project
Change
. . 1 0 Slow improvement
RH0415 Temperature—fails WQS Slow improvement
2 0 Slow improvement
1 0 Slow improvement
RHO0521 Tgn}geraturi qlrldv\ljec:sal Slow improvement &
oliform —fails WQ 2 0 Slow improvement
o . 1 0 Slow improvement
RHO0524 No observed violations Slow improvement
2 0 Slow improvement
. ) 1 0 Slow improvement
RH0603 No observed violations Slow improvement
2 0 Slow improvement
o ) 1 0 Slow improvement
RHO0606 No observed violations Slow improvement
2 0 Slow improvement
o . 1 0 Slow improvement
RHO0609 No observed violations Slow improvement
2 0 Slow improvement
. ) 1 0 Slow improvement
RH0612 No observed violations Slow improvement
2 0 Slow improvement
o ) 1 0 Slow improvement
RHO0615 No observed violations Slow improvement
2 0 Slow improvement




Galls Foot Project Environmental Assessment

Appendix B

Galls Foot Forest Management Project
Past Harvest Activities
1970-2006



Galls Foot Appendix B — Past Harvest

BLM Past Harvest (since 1970)

Harvest System Acres Compaction Acres
Harvest
Drainage Area | Year CABLE | Heli SKYLINE | Tractor | Total | Cable | Heli | Sky | Trac | Total
1975 1 1
1976 12 6 18
1977 41 41
Galls Creek
RH0415 1978 2 2
1982 20 20
1983 239 110 349
1984 295 295
1989 1 1
1990 68 1 69
1991 232 232
1992 567 567
1996 14 14
2000 3 20 23
RHO0415 Total 675 818 0 139 1632 47 8 17 72
1991 489 489
Rogue River 1992 114 114
between 1995 2 2
Sardine
Creek and 1998 165 165
Millers Gulch 1999 107 22 129
RHO0521 Total 0 877 22 0 899 9 1 10
Millers Gulch 1991 135 135
RH0524 1992 20 20
1999 88 81 169
RHO0524 Total 243 81 0 324 2 3 5
Middle Fork 1988 7 7
Foots Creek 1990 23 23
1992 6 6
1993 11 11
2003 16 16
RHO0603 Total 56 | O 0 63 0.3 0.6 1
Left Fork Foots 1977 4 4
Creek
RHOB06 1984 19 19
1991 2 2
1992 74 74
RHO0606 Total 23 76 0 0 99 2 1 3
Foots Creek 1990 20 20
between
Middle/Left 1992 177 177
Confluence and
Right Fork 2002 4 4
RH0609 Total 20 181 0 0 201 2 2 0 0 4




BLM Past Harvest (since 1970)

Harvest System Acres Compaction Acres
Harvest
Drainage Area | Year CABLE | Heli SKYLINE | Tractor | Total | Cable | Heli | Sky | Trac | Total
Right Fork
Foots Creek 1979 97 55 152
1980 5 5
1982 24 30 54
1983 22 22
1990 33 494 9 536
1992 156 156
1993 49 49
1994 21 21
RH0612 Total 225 650 0 122 995 16 7 0 15 38
Grand Total 943 | 2,845 103 261 | 4,150 70 29 4 32 133
Past Harvest on Private Land and Resulting Compaction
Harvest System (acres) Area Compacted (acres)
Remaining
Canopy
Drainage after Harvest Grand Harvested
Area Harvest Year Cable | Heli Tractor Total Area Cable | Heli | Tractor | Total
Galls 0.1 1998 3.8 3.8
Creek 2000 29.2 29.2
RHO415 2001 4.8 4.8
0.1 Total 4.8 33.0 37.8 34.0 0.3 7.5 7.8
0.2 1980 12.6 12.6
1990 38.2 20.1 58.3
1996 114 114
2000 48.1 48.1
2001 4.6 4.6
2002 63.3 63.3
0.2 Total 86.4 111.9 198.3 158.6 4.8 22.4 27.2
0.3 1992 10.0 10.0
1994 26.3 26.3
1995 8.9 8.9
2000 17.4 17.4
0.3 Total 62.6 62.6 43.8 11.0 11.0
0.4 1965 34.6 34.6
1990 57.5 57.5
1995 53 5.3
1997 7.1 7.1
2002 7.6 7.6
0.4 Total 57.5 54.6 112.1 67.3 2.4 8.2 10.6
0.5 1965 13.6 13.6
1970 47.1 47.1




Past Harvest on Private Land and Resulting Compaction

Harvest System (acres)

Area Compacted (acres)

Remaining
Canopy
Drainage after Harvest Grand Harvested
Area Harvest Year Cable | Heli Tractor Total Area Cable | Heli | Tractor | Total
1990 328.6 328.6
1992 263.2 263.2
1994 195.9 45.1 241.0
1995 52.8 52.8
1996 15.0 15.0
1997 38.9 38.9
2000 21.0 21.0
2001 35.5 35.5
0.5 Total 35,5 | 195.9 825.4 1,057 317.1 1.2 1.0 103 105.2
0.6 1990 68.5 52.4 120.9
1993 68.2 68.2
1994 5.0 5.0
1998 154.9 154.9
2000 44.2 44.2
2001 48.8 48.8
0.6 Total 117.3 324.7 442.0 176.8 3.3 32.5 35.8
0.7 1981 36.3 36.3
1990 13.5 13.5
1994 22.2 22.2
0.7 Total 13.5 58.6 72.1 21.6 0.3 1.0 1.3
0.8 | 1965 14.1 14.1
0.8 Total 14.1 14.1 2.8 0.7 0.7
RHO0415 Total 315 | 195.9 1485 1996 822.0 | 12.3 1.0 | 186.3 199.6
0.1 ‘ 1982 36.3 36.3
Rogue
River 0.1 Total 36.3 36.3 327 2.3
betw_een 0.2 | 1977 7.2 7.2
g‘?ég'li‘znd 0.2 Total 7.2 7.2 5.8 1.4
Millers 0.4 1978 44.5 445
Sﬂgg ) 1982 67.5 67.5
1990 23.4 23.4
1993 40.4 40.4
0.4 Total 175.9 175.9 105.5 26.4
0.5 | 1982 55.7 55.7
0.5 Total 55.7 55.7 27.8 7.0
0.6 | 1965 38.7 52.2 90.9
0.6 Total 38.7 52.2 90.9 36.4 11 5.2
0.7 1970 41.0 41.0
1985 16.2 16.2
1992 19.9 19.9
0.7 Total 77.1 77.1 23.1 5.8
0.8 1965 26.7 26.7
0.8 Total 26.7 26.7 53 1.3
RHO0521 Total 75.1 394.8 469.9 236.7 3.4 47.1 50.5




Past Harvest on Private Land and Resulting Compaction

Harvest System (acres)

Area Compacted (acres)

Remaining
Canopy
Drainage after Harvest Grand Harvested
Area Harvest Year Cable | Heli Tractor Total Area Cable | Heli | Tractor | Total
Millers 0.1 1982 6.3 6.3
Sl‘j'ggz , | 0iTotal 6.3 6.3 5.7 1.4
0.2 2001 32.7 32.7
0.2 Total 32.7 32.7 26.2 6.5
0.3 1982 10.9 10.9
2004 51.6 51.6
0.3 Total 62.5 62.5 43.7 10.9
0.4 | 1970 4.1 4.1
0.4 Total 4.1 4.1 2.4 0.6
0.5 | 1992 12.7 12.7
0.5 Total 12.7 12.7 6.4 1.6
0.6 | 1977 47.4 47.4
0.6 Total 47.4 474 19.0 4.7
0.7 | 1980 10.2 10.2
0.7 Total 10.2 10.2 3.1 0.8
RH0524 Total 175.9 175.9 106.5 26.6 26.6
Middle | 02 1988 2862 |  286.2
Creek 1994 130.8 130.8
RHE03 0.2 Total 417.0 | 417.0 3336 83.4
0.3 1970 | 22.8 351.8 374.6
1980 180.5 180.5
1990 142.7 142.7
1994 270.9 270.9
0.3 Total 22.8 945.9 968.7 678.1 0.6 165.5
0.4 1987 45.9 45.9
0.4 Total 45.9 45.9 27.5 6.9
0.6 1970 46.6 46.6
0.6 Total 46.6 46.6 18.6 4.7
RH0603 Total 22.8 1,455.4 1,478.2 1,057.8 0.6 260.5 261.1
Left Fork 0.4 1970 167.2 167.2
Foor 1980 18.6 18.6
RHO0606 1990 55.9 55.9
0.4 Total 241.7 241.7 145.0 36.2
0.5 1970 114.2 114.2
1980 42.4 42.4
1994 39.5 39.5
0.5 Total 39.5 156.6 196.0 98.0 0.2 19.6
0.6 1970 189.3 189.3
1990 211.3 211.3
0.6 Total 400.6 400.6 160.2 40.1
0.7 1970 242.0 242.0




Past Harvest on Private Land and Resulting Compaction

Harvest System (acres)

Area Compacted (acres)

Remaining
Canopy
Drainage after Harvest Grand Harvested
Area Harvest Year Cable | Heli Tractor Total Area Cable | Heli | Tractor | Total
1980 156.7 156.7
0.7 Total 156.7 242.0 398.6 119.6 3.3 18.1
0.8 | 1980 | 148.8 148.8
0.8 Total 148.8 148.8 29.8 2.1
RHO0606 Total 305.5 39.5 1040.8 1385.7 552.6 5.4 0.2 | 114 119.6
Foots 0.3 | 1970 54.3 54.3
Creek
between 0.3 Total 54.3 54.3 38.0 9.5
Middle/Left 05 1970 5.2 5.2
Confluence
and Right 0.5 Total 5.2 5.2 2.6 0.7
Fork
RH609 Total 0 59.5 59.5 40.6 10.2 10.2
Ec')%*:; Fork | g.2 2003 1215 | 1215 97.2 24.3
Creek 0.2 Total 121.5 121.5 97.2 24.3
0.3 1994 196.3 196.3 137.4 34.4
1990 20.7 20.7 14.4 3.6
0.3 Total 217 217 151.8 38.0
0.4 1970 80.7 80.7 48.4 12.1
1987 115.7 115.7 69.4 17.4
0.4 Total 196.4 196.4 117.8 29.5
RH0612 Total 0 534.9 534.9 366.8 91.8 91.8
Foots 0.3 2001 226 22.6 15.8 4.0
Creek
between 0.3 Total 22.6 22.6 15.8 4.0
Right Fork
Foots
Creek and
the Rogue
River
RHO0615 Total 0 22.6 22.6 15.8 4.0 4.0
Grand Total 695.6 931 3,713.5 | 4,644.5 2,133.2 21.1 1.2 | 480.0 | 502.3
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Silvicultural Prescription
Galls-Foot Timber Sale Project
(FY -2008)

l. Management Direction and Objectives

The prescribed vegetation treatments in this document are designed to comply with both
the Medford District Approved Resource Management Plan (RMP) (USDI, 1994) and the
Record of Decision (ROD) within the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) on Management of Habitat of Late-Successional and Old-Growth
Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (USDA, 1994).
This prescription also complies with the April 1994 interagency ROD and Standards and
Guidelines for the Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest
Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (USDA, USDI, 1994),
the Western Oregon Program-Management of Competing Vegetation Record of Decision
(ROD)(USDI), 1989), and the South Rogue-Gold Hill Watershed Analysis (USDI BLM
Medford District, Ashland Resource Area, 2001).

The Ashland Resource Area Interdisciplinary (ID) team and area manager developed and
considered certain objectives for this silvicultural prescription. The objectives are as
follows:

A. Reduce the density of all vegetation condition classes across the landscape
to improve vegetation vigor and reduce the fire hazard while creating
desired vegetation structural characteristics.

B. Maintain and restore natural functions and processes necessary for the
stability of ecosystem health and productivity.

C. For the commercial forest stands, create stands with trees of varying size
and age (diverse stand structure), and with various seral patterns across the
landscape to promote mature / old-growth stand characteristics.

D. Manage mature / old-growth timber stands to maintain their existence,
structure, and function.

E. Increase the species composition of pine species and incense cedar into
forest stands where appropriate (these species are more fire and drought
tolerant than Douglas-fir or true fir).

F. Create a favorable microenvironment for the natural establishment of
seedlings (especially pine species and incense cedar) by providing
adequate available growing space and woody material of various size
classes.



G. Reduce timber stand basal area to increase individual tree vigor, growth,

and quality.

H. Minimize impacts to the northern spotted owl and other sensitive species
and their habitat.

L. Maintain stream condition and stability in affected watersheds by

maintaining appropriate stream buffers, by leaving trees in non-buffered
draw bottoms, and by avoiding slumps or slide areas.

J. Maintain the stability and productivity of the soils in the sale area.

K. Maintain the integrity and functions of oak woodlands and shrublands and
increase early seral stages of vegetation within.

L. Minimize the negative affects of vegetation competing with conifer
establishment and growth.

1. Site / Stand Description

A. General Description of the Site
1. Legal Description

The Galls Creek portion of the project lies east of and adjacent to the Foots Creek
watershed and 2 miles southeast of the town of Rogue River, Oregon. The southern
boundary is just north of Timber Mountain and the northern boundary is south of the
Rogue River and the town of Gold Hill, Oregon. The project area is between Willow
Creek and Foots Creek. The project area comprises 12 full and 16 partial sections within
Township 36 South, Ranges 3 and 4 West, and Township 37 South, Range 3 West of the
Willamette Meridian.

The Foots Creek portion of the project is positioned between the Galls Creek drainage
and the Birdseye Creek Project. This portion of the project area is located just north of
Old Blue Mountain, directly south of the Rogue River, and eight miles west of Medford,
Oregon. It comprises 10 full and 15 partial sections within Township 36 South, Ranges 3
and 4 West, and Township 37 South, Ranges 3 and 4 West of the Willamette Meridian.

2. Drainage / Watershed

The Galls Creek portion of the project area is located within the Rogue River-Galls Creek
and Rogue River-Sardine Creek subwatersheds of the Rogue River-Gold Hill Watershed.
Major drainages include Galls Creek and Millers Gulch with smaller tributaries including
Colvig Gulch and Harris Gulch. Many other small unnamed tributaries drain into the
Rogue River in the Galls Creek and Sardine Creek subwatersheds.



The Foots Creek portion of the project area is located within the Foots Creek
subwatershed of the Rogue River-Gold Hill Watershed. Major drainages include Right
Fork Foots Creek with smaller tributaries including Schoolhouse Gulch, Eads Gulch, Iron
Gulch, and Bailey Gulch; Middle Fork Foots Creek with smaller tributaries including
Moore Gulch; and Left Fork Foots Creek with smaller tributaries including Lyons Gulch,
Lonesome Gulch, Brushy Gulch, Horn Gulch, and Max Gulch. Many other small
unnamed tributaries drain into the Rogue River in the Foots Creek subwatershed. More
details can be found in the hydrology discussion of the Galls-Foot Landscape Design
Project environmental assessment.

B. Abiotic Conditions
1. Geomorphology / Soil Type

Tree height growth and the quantity of wood grown on any site is determined by the soil
characteristics and properties. The characteristics and properties of soils are determined
by physical and chemical processes that result from the interaction of five factors:
climate, plants and animals, parent material, topography, and time. Parent material,
climate, and topography account for most of the differences among soils in our area.

The project area is on the northern flank of the Klamath Mountain Province. This area’s
geologic history shows that the area around the Applegate River uplifted under Condrey
Mountain an estimated 23,000 feet (USDA and USDI, 1998). The mountaintops have
since eroded away, depositing sediment and creating the broad, relativity flat valley
bottoms seen in the lower sections of the Applegate River. Uplifting continues today at a
much slower rate. Numerous rock types exist in the area including limestone, marble,
granite, mica, schist, and serpentine. During past climate changes, the Klamath Province
provided a geologic “bridge” that still functions today for plants and animals migrating in
all directions. The Klamath River provides a “corridor” originating in the Great Basin
and flowing west to the Pacific Ocean through the province (Atzet, 1995).

Widespread great soil groups in this province include Haploxeralfs, Haploxerolls, and
Xerochrepts. Mollic Haploxeralfs describe soils with thick, dark colored, high base
saturation, and strong structure, formed in a warm and continuously dry summer for long
periods, moist in winter but with a minimum horizon. Typic Xerochrepts describe soils
formed in a dry climate with thin or light colored surface horizons and little organic
matter.

The slopes have long concave profiles with steep ridge lines and moderate toe slopes.
The soils grade from shallow, skeletal soils near the ridge tops to deeper, finer textured
on the lower slopes.

This landscape is highly dissected but is notable for the lack of perennial streams. The
mid to upper reaches of the south slopes tend to be non-forested due to the shallow soils,



low rainfall and high evaporation rates. By contrast the northern slopes are cooler and
are favorable for conifer growth.

The most common upland soil series in the project area include Caris Offenbacher,
Vannoy, and Vannoy-Voorhies complex. Also found, to a lesser extent, are the
McMullin, Ruch, Selmac, Shefflein, and Tallowbox soil series.

The Caris Offenbacher series is widespread and commonly occurs on steep to very steep
slopes (50 to 80%). Both soils are well drained colluviums. Typically the soils range
from 20 to 40 inches in depth and overlay fractured metamorphosed volcanic bedrock.
Caris contains a dark brown gravelly loam over dark, very gravelly clay loam subsoil.
Offenbacher has a grayish brown gravelly loam over reddish brown loam subsoil. Both
soils are stable and permeable (0.6 to 2.0 inches/hour). The available water capacity
ranges from 0.03 to 0.19 inches/inch of soil and the Douglas-fir site index ranges from 65
to 75 depending upon the aspect (50-year site curve basis).

Vannoy, another widespread series, developed on moderate to steep slopes from
metamorphic material. It is well drained and ranges from 20 to 40 inches in depth.
Vannoy has a dark brown silt loam surface over yellowish red clay loam subsoil.
Permeability is only moderate due to the dense subsoil (B horizon; 0.2 to 0.6
inches/hour). Surface protection is warranted due to the slow infiltration rate. The
available water capacity ranges from 0.12 to 0.20 inches/inch of soil and the Douglas-fir
site index ranges from 75 to 80 depending upon the aspect (50-year site curve basis).

The Voorhies series has a dark brown gravelly loam over brown gravelly clay loam
subsoil. Permeability ranges from 0.6 to 2.0 inches/hour. The available water capacity
ranges from 0.07 to 0.12 inches/inch of soil and the Douglas-fir site index ranges from 65
to 75 (50-year site curve basis).

2. Topography / Elevation / Aspect

Elevations in the Galls Creek portion of the project area range from 1,000 feet near the
confluence of the Rogue River and Colvig Gulch to 4,080 feet above sea level
approximately %2 mile north of Timber Mountain which is the southern tip of the project
area.

Elevations in the Foots Creek portion area range from 1,080 feet near the Rogue River to
4,125 feet above sea level at Old Blue Mountain at the south end of the project area.
Generally, major ridges in the Galls-Foot project area are oriented in a north to south
direction and most forest stands have an east to west aspect.

3. Precipitation / Snowfall / Temperature Extremes
The Interior Valley area, characterized by mild, wet winters and hot, dry summers, is one

of the driest areas west of the Cascade Mountain Range. Average annual precipitation
ranges from approximately 24 to 36 inches from the lower to higher elevations,



respectively. Precipitation usually occurs in the form of rain with the majority occurring
in the late fall, winter, and early spring comprising 66-76% of the yearly total. A
transient snow zone exists between 3,500 and 4,080 feet producing a mixture of rain and
snow with the snow level fluctuating throughout the winter. The nearest NOAA weather
stations are at the Medford Experiment Station (elevation 1,457 feet) and Grants Pass
(elevation 925 feet) recording a 30-year average annual precipitation of 21.2 inches and
31.1 inches, respectively (Oregon Climate Service, 2000). The Rogue/Galls Creek
subwatershed averages 25.1 inches of mean annual precipitation (Oregon State
Climatological Service, 2003).

Greater temperature extremes occur here than from other areas west of the Cascades. Hot
dry summers result from the area being dominated by the Pacific high pressure system.
Occasional summer rainstorms occur over a limited area and are usually of short
duration. Prevailing winds during the summer are from the north or northwest and are
usually light. Summer thunderstorms can have winds in excess of 50 mph from any
direction, but most of the storms enter the area from the south or southwest. The 30-year
maximum summer daytime temperature from the Medford Experiment Station and the
Grants Pass station averages 89 degrees Fahrenheit during July and August. Minimum
nighttime temperatures average 31 degrees Fahrenheit in January and 52 degrees
Fahrenheit in July. Overall, the average yearly temperature is 54 degrees Fahrenheit.

C. Biotic Conditions
1. Tree Series / Plant Associations

There are three tree series in the Galls-Foot project area: Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine, and
white oak. Plant association descriptions within these series can be found in Preliminary
Plant Associations of the Siskiyou Mountain Province (Atzet and Wheeler, 1984) and
Field Guide to the Forested Plant Associations of Southwestern Oregon (USDA, 1996;
see Table 1).

North slopes have the Douglas-fir tree series plant associations. Because the aspect is
more conducive to cooler, moister conditions, the PSME (Douglas-fir)/BENE (dwarf
Oregongrape) and PSME-PIPO (Ponderosa pine) plant associations are typically found.
In the southern tip of the project area, white fir is prevalent in the forest understory, but
Douglas-fir should be preferred.

On drier sites the PSME/RHDI (poison oak) and PSME/RHDI-BEPI (Piper's
Oregongrape) plant associations are most prevalent. Pine and white oak series forests are

usually found on south and west aspects and the lowest elevations ((PTPO-QUKE
(California black oak) and PIPO-PSME)).



Table 1. Tree Series / Plant Associations Common to the Galls-Foot Project Area

Douglas-fir Series/Plant Ponderosa Pine White Oak Series/Plant
Associations Series/Plant Associations
Associations

PSME (Douglas-fir)/BENE PIPO — QUKE (California | QUGA (Oregon white

(dwarf Oregongrape) black oak) 0ak)/CYEC (Hedgehog
dogtail)

PSME/RHDI (Poison oak) — | PIPO — PSME QUGA - PSME/RHDI

BEPI (Piper’s Oregongrape)

PSME/RHDI QUGA - CEMO (Birchleaf
Mountain Mahogany)

PSME/DEPAUPERATE

PSME - PIPO (Ponderosa

pine)

2. Stand History

The landscape pattern in the project area emerged over time from processes influenced by
nature and man. Patchy nonforested areas of grass and/or shrublands, indicative of a hot
and dry aspect or shallow soil conditions, are scattered across the project area. The
species composition of the forest varies as influenced by aspect, soils, and topography.
Disturbance events such as fire, bark beetle attacks, windthrow, drought, and human
activity also determine the structure and species composition of the forest.

Fire profoundly influenced upland systems and was used extensively by Native
Americans and European-American settlers until fire suppression began in the early
1900's. The lack of frequent, low-intensity fire in recent history has changed the
landscape. Stands of widely spaced large diameter trees, such as ponderosa pine and
Douglas-fir, were common in the lower elevations. Grass or light underbrush was often
found under large trees. Records from the General Land Office surveys in the late 1800's
describe the lower elevation slopes generally as “open ridges” or “rolling, open timber
with undergrowth manzanita and chaparral” (Lalande, 1995). Mid to upper elevations
consisted of mature “old-growth” pine and fir stands, remnant oak and cedar openings,
brush fields, and numerous patches of young seedlings.

The project area has been identified as having a low or moderate severity fire regime.
Characterized by near continual summer drought, a low severity fire regime exhibits
frequent, widespread, low intensity fires occurring every 1-25 years. In this regime,
grasses, shrubs, hardwoods, and mixed pine are fire dependent plant communities that
recover rapidly from fire. Dominant trees with thick bark have adapted to and are
resistant to fire. With this disturbance frequency, historic forest lands were generally
more open, contained fewer trees per acre, sustained large diameter trees, and provided
species variability. These stands generally grew large ponderosa and sugar pine, oak
species, incense cedar, and native grasses. On dry sites, Douglas-fir probably never
reached the climax stage because of the frequent disturbance regime.




A moderate severity fire regime, associated with mixed conifer stands, is characterized by
long summer dry periods with fires occurring every 25-100 years. Often positioned
between low and high elevation forests, this regime exhibits stand replacement and low
intensity fires creating a mosaic burn pattern on the landscape level.

In this project area, most of the commercial stands originated between 1873 and 1963.
Most of the forest stands became established within 10 years after a fire, although the
harsher sites may have taken 30 to 40 years to become forested. The oldest forest stands
are found in riparian areas with north to east aspects. The oldest trees found were 340
and 400 years-old.

3. Structure Description

The Medford District Watershed Analysis Committee (1994) designated vegetation
condition classes to describe vegetation type and tree sizes by diameter classes.
Vegetation condition classes (see Table 2) present the next level of dichotomy from tree
series/plant associations.

Table 2. BLM Vegetation Condition Classes for the Galls-Foot Project Area

Vegetation Condition Class Total
Acres
Grass, Forbs, Herbaceous 126
Shrubs, Non-forest Land 375
Hardwood/Woodland 3,291
Early (0-5 years) and Seedlings/Saplings (0-4.9 inches DBH) | 669
Poles (5-11 inches DBH) 1,729
Mid (11-21 inches DBH) 2,626
Mature/Old-growth (21+ inches DBH) 2,255
TOTAL ACRES | 11,068
TOTAL FOREST LAND ACRES | 7,279

a. Grass, Forbs, Herbaceous

There are 126 acres of grassland in the project area. The grasslands in the project area
are limited to areas with severe environmental conditions such as south to west aspects
with shallow, rocky soils. Mixtures of grasses, shrubs, and multi-layered tree stands can
occur here. Common grasses include California fescue, blue wildrye, and hedgehog
dogtail. During the nineteenth century areas of open grassland were more extensive
because of frequent disturbance. Since that time the ecological processes of relay and
initial floristics have occurred and grasslands have given way to shrubs and tree species.

Common herbs in moist areas include snow queen, western starflower, woods strawberry,
Oregon fairybell, pathfinder, catchweed bedstraw, rattlesnake plantain, miner's lettuce,
starry false solomon's seal, and western swordfern. On dry Douglas-fir and pine sites,
hairy honeysuckle, white-flowered hawkweed, woodland tarweed, mountain sweet root,
common yarrow, and hedge parsley are typically found.



b. Shrubs / Non-forest Land

There are approximately 372 acres of shrubland in the project area. The shrublands have
been influenced by a lack of fire disturbance. As a result, extremely dense stands of
shrubs and tree species are present. Most of the shrublands are heterogeneous in species
composition, arrangement, and structure. The vegetation tends to be late seral with a lack
of early seral stages.

Whiteleaf manzanita is the most abundant species and is tree-like in form. Scattered
throughout the manzanita patches are clumps of wedgeleaf ceanothus, deerbrush
ceanothus, poison oak, mountain mahogany, hardwood trees, and various size classes of
conifer species. Conifer tree species migrate into the shrublands during wet climatic
cycles but retreat when harsh climatic conditions occur. Five layers of vegetation are
possible. Other dry land shrubs include Piper's Oregongrape and silk tassel. Moist
microenvironment shrubs, most frequently found on northerly aspects, include
snowberry, California hazel, creambrush oceanspray, dwarf Oregongrape, serviceberry,
Indian plum, thimbleberry, black raspberry, trailing blackberry, ribes species, vine maple,
and Pacific yew.

c. Hardwood / Woodland

There are 3,291 acres of woodland in the project area. Oak woodlands characterize the
lower elevation limit for forest vegetation and are transitional to savanna and grasslands.
Oregon white oak occupies sites where available soil moisture is between that supporting
grasses or ponderosa pine and the greater amount supporting Douglas-fir. The floristic
composition and structure of the woodlands have also been disturbed by fire suppression,
livestock grazing, the introduction of exotic species, and firewood harvest. Common
plant associations include QUGA-CYEC (hedgehog dogtail), QUGA-CEMO (Birchleaf
mountain mahogany), and QUGA-PSME/RHDI. Other plant species common to the
associations include Pacific madrone, California black oak, ponderosa pine, whiteleaf
manzanita, wedgeleaf and deerbrush ceanothus, poison oak, snowberry, hairy
honeysuckle, woodland strawberry, wild carrot, and Torilis arvensis.

The oak woodlands commonly have 3 to 4 layers of vegetation; the mature oaks,
dominant ponderosa pine or Douglas-fir, grass, and conifer or oak regeneration. When
shrubs are present, the stands can have 5 or more layers of vegetation. It is common for
whiteleaf manzanita to exhibit tree-like form.

d. Early (0 to 5 years) and Seedlings / Saplings (0 to 4.9
inches DBH)

There are 669 acres of plantations in the project area and these plantations are in the stand
initiation stage of development. This represents only 6 percent of the project area; 9
percent of the forestland base. These two condition classes are grouped together because
both classes are young trees established after logging or some natural disturbance.



Douglas-fir is planted on cool moist sites with northwest to northeast aspects. Ponderosa
pine and incense cedar are planted on low elevation sites and on areas with hot, dry
aspects (northwest, west, southwest, south, and southeast aspects). Many plantations are
a mixture of species including hardwoods, with Pacific madrone as the most prevalent
hardwood. As many as 4 layers of vegetation could exist when residual conifers remain
from the previous stand: newly planted seedlings, hardwood sprouts overtopping the
planted seedlings, residual saplings to poles, and residual overstory trees. Most often just
two layers are present, the seedlings and overtopping hardwoods. After a disturbance
event, this is the stage in which new individual plants and species continue to appear.

e. Poles (5 to 11 inches DBH)

There are 1,729 acres of pole size trees in the project area, originating after fire or
logging operations, and most of these stands are under 70 years of age. Some pole sized
forest stands may be found on ridge tops or on poor sites and are over 100 years of age.
There is a wide range of stand densities with some (13%) having over 2,700 trees per
acre (TPA). In some stands, crown ratios (length of tree crown divided by total tree
height) are less than 30% and released trees would probably not respond to thinning.
Trees of the smallest diameter classes have stem diameters less than one percent of the
total tree height (tall and skinny appearance) subjecting these trees to snow, ice, and wind
damage. Healthy pole stands will often be found on northerly aspects, are in the stem
exclusion stage (the time period when new plants do not appear and some of the existing
ones die) and are predominantly single layered. Sometimes older residual overstory trees
are scattered throughout the pole stands and no understory vegetation is usually present
except for scattered forbs. Young, managed pole stands which have a low relative
density index are showing exceptional growth (Figure 1).

f. Mid (11 to 21 inches DBH)

According to stand inventory data, there are 2,626 acres of large pole size stands in the
sale area. Douglas-fir is the predominant tree species and because of its shade tolerant
characteristic is now invading pine sites. Ponderosa pine stands tend to be small in size
and have a Douglas-fir component. Sugar pine is found most often in Douglas-fir stands
with moist conditions and in areas with granitic soils. Incense cedar is also scattered
thoughout the stands and seems to be found most often on dry sites. Canyon live oak,
Pacific madrone, and California black oak are often found in the understory. These
stands became established over a 10 to 40 year period following a disturbance and most
of the stands are now between 46 and 140 years of age. Many of these stands are
beginning to enter the understory reinitiation stage (later when a disturbance creates an
opening in the forest canopy layer, forest floor herbs, shrubs, and trees again appear and
sustain in the understory). As mortality from wind damage, bark beetles, and pathogens
create small openings in the crown canopy of the trees, regeneration begins to occur in
the cleared area below. Two to three canopy layers are present in most of the stands and
four layers are present when old-growth trees are found in the overstory. Commonly
found in these stands are suppressed and intermediate crown class conifers, suppressed
hardwood trees, dominant and codominant crown class conifers, and old-growth trees.



Douglas-fir that invaded the dry pine sites are experiencing moisture stress and are also
being killed by Douglas-fir bark beetle. Pine series stands have experienced high levels
of tree mortality due to stress caused by the competition from Douglas-fir trees and
subsequent attacks by the western pine beetle.

g. Mature / Old-growth (21 inches + DBH)

The majority of the commercial timber stands in the project area are in the mature/old-
growth condition class comprising 2,255 acres. In the project area, 2 to approximately
108-acre timber stands in this condition class are usually found in cool, moist
microenvironments. In the center of the project area mature stands which are adjacent to
each other create an approximate 300 acre patch of mature forest. The oldest trees are
found along streams and in topographic areas with favorable north to east aspects where
protected from fire. Most of these stands are in the mature seral stage with multiple
canopy layers. Dominant crown class trees 400 years of age and younger exhibit large
diameters and large diameter limbs. Beneath these are a variety of other age class trees
creating a vertical, multi-cohort stand structure. A minimum of 4 canopy layers are
present.

The ROD and RMP define the mature seral stage from the point in time when stand
growth slows to the time when the forest develops structural diversity; approximately age
80 to 200. Old-growth is defined as the stage which constitutes the potential plant
community capable of existing on a site given the frequency of natural disturbance
events. This stage exists from approximately age 200 until stand replacement occurs and
secondary succession begins again (Understory Reinitiation stage of forest development).
For purposes of inventory, old-growth stands on BLM-administered lands are identified if
they are at least 10% stocked with trees of 200 years or older and are 10 acres or more in
size. For purposes of habitat or biological diversity, the BLM uses the appropriate
minimum and average definitions as provided by PNW publications 447 (USDA, 1986)
and GTR-285 (Franklin, 1981). GTR-285 states that the size of old-growth units should
be at least 300 acres in size to function as old-growth forests, and that the working
definition emphasizes structural and compositional characteristics rather than the
conceptually important functional features that are difficult to measure (Objective D,

page 1).

The landscape pattern of the project area can be considered "coarse-grained" because of
aspect change and associated vegetation condition classes that are dependent upon aspect.
However, at the stand level, the landscape pattern can be considered more fine-grained
when compared to historic stands for all vegetation condition classes.

Subtle changes in species composition and stand structure are occurring over the
landscape. Many trees with old-growth characteristics are dying as a result of increased
competition for limited resources with second growth trees. Douglas-fir, the climax
species for some of the forested area, is replacing ponderosa pine, sugar pine, and incense
cedar because of its more shade-tolerant nature. Douglas-fir is also encroaching upon the
edges of the oak woodlands, although mortality of Douglas-fir along these edges has been
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noticeable during the last few years. Whiteleaf manzanita and ceanothus species are
migrating into the oak woodlands, consequently replacing the oaks, pines, and native
grass species. In the mid-size vegetation condition class, suppressed shrubs and
hardwood trees beneath the dominant tree canopy layer are dying. Pacific madrone,
canyon live oak, white oak, and black oak have dropped out of some conifer stands where
light and water have become limiting. Dead whiteleaf manzanita may be found in the
understory of some conifer stands indicating a vegetation shift from shrubs to trees. This
trend also indicates that whiteleaf manzanita will probably pioneer the site following
future disturbance. Other shrub species exiting the conifer stands include deerbrush and
wedgeleaf ceanothus, creambush oceanspray, and serviceberry.

Recognizing that landscape vegetative patterns are in a constant state of dynamics we are
merely observing the landscape vegetation of today at one single point in time. Although
current vegetation stem densities are high and are mostly in the mid and late seral stages,
the vegetation condition classes of today are atypical when compared to historic patterns.
This is due primarily to the effects of fire suppression on the landscape. With or without
silvicultural management, the vegetation will continually change because of natural
succession. There is no single state of a forest that is the only natural state.

The recommended prescriptions in this document will be cultivating late-successional
characteristics such as variable stand structure and more vigorous growth within the
stands. Latham and Tappeiner (2002) found that old trees were not harmed and
sometimes benefited from density reduction activities. Growth increased by 10 percent
or more for 68 percent of trees in treated stands, and nearly 30 percent of trees increased
growth by over 50 percent. When forest stands were not treated, Latham and Tappeiner
found that 64 percent of the old trees decreased in growth. Ten to forty years from now
the mature stands will be composed of trees larger than 20 inches DBH. Although the
forest stands are even-aged, mid size stands without residual old-growth, trees may still
require an additional 100 years to develop mature/old-growth characteristics.

4. Coarse Woody Material

Many ecological processes have created the even and uneven-aged forest stand structure
over the last century. These same processes produce the variable amounts of coarse
woody material (CWM) across the landscape. The Guidelines for Snag and Down Wood
Prescriptions in Southwestern Oregon (White 2001) states that amounts of coarse woody
material across landscapes are highly variable and should vary over time with stand
development. Amounts of CWM are influenced by forest stand history, soils and
respective plant associations, climate, and topography. A Memorandum of
Understanding was signed on January 19, 2001 with the Provincial Interagency Executive
Committee (PIEC) to implement the guidelines on a trial basis in southwest Oregon for 5
years.

Bark beetles can kill large diameter Douglas-fir and pine trees among areas of high

stocking or where the species is not best adapted to the site. Group mortality has
occurred in Douglas-fir adjacent to oak woodlands and shrublands especially on south
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slopes. Windthrow occurs with single or small groups of trees when the shallow soil
profile becomes saturated with water. In dry Douglas-fir prescription areas, overstocked
stands have been subject to small scale bark beetle attack and suppression tree mortality
in the understory.

On 19,400 feet of transect line within the Galls Creek portion of the project area, the
average amount of coarse woody material (CWM) equaled 6.7 tons per acre. CWM
ranged from 2.4 to 17.8 tons per acre. The CWM stem diameters were concentrated in
the 3 to 15 inch classes at the large end although some sites contained pieces over 40
inches in size. The average total length per acre equaled 1,160 feet.

On 24,200 feet of transect line within the Foots Creek portion, the average amount of
CWM was 6.9 tons per acre. CWM ranged from 0.5 to 14.5 tons per acre. The CWM
stem diameters were concentrated in the 8 to 11 inch diameter class although many sites
contained pieces over 40 inches in size and one site contained stems in the 44 to 47 inch
diameter class. The average total length per acre equaled 1,069 feet.

For the Galls-Foot project area, collectively, CWM was distributed across all decay
classes, although decomposition classes 3 (twigs and branches gone but bole is still
round, hard and in large pieces) and 4 (bark and branches are gone and bole is now round
to oval) were most common. For 43,600 feet of transect line, the average amount of
CWM equaled 6.8 tons per acre. CWM pieces sampled must first meet a minimum
intersect diameter of 5 inches and a minimum length of 8 feet.

According to White’s data (2001), the Douglas-fir/Poisonoak (PSME/RHDI) plant
association group (PAG) accumulates an average of 8.9 tons per acre. This PAG is most
common in the project area along with the pine series. In the project area the
PSME/RHDI PAG averaged 6.5 tons per acre. The Moist Douglas-fir PAG should
accumulate an average of 19.8 tons per acre. Moist Douglas-fir sites in the project area
contained 7.5 tons of CWM per acre with an average length of 1,457 feet of downed
wood.

D. Insects, Disease, Forest Health

Bark beetle infestations are readily attacking stands in the project area. Drought
conditions and high stocking levels are physiologically stressing the trees, predisposing
them to subsequent death from bark beetle attacks.

Pine bark beetles are initially attracted to pines that are under stress. Once a
stressed tree has been successfully invaded, pheromones emitted by invading
beetles attract additional beetles to the same tree, overpowering its defenses. A
vigorous tree is able to eject invading beetles with its pitch; a tree under stress has
a reduced capability of responding to the invasion. As a general rule, stands where
growth rates are greater than or equal to 1.5 inches of diameter growth per decade
or with less than 150 square feet of basal area per acre are less prone to pine bark

12



beetle attack. Stands on south and east aspects below 3,500 foot elevations are
particularly vulnerable when their densities are high (USDA, 1998).

Figure 1 illustrates the dramatic and current rise in acres of tree mortality resulting from
bark beetle infestations statewide. Between 2001 and 2002 tree mortality on federal land
leaped, from a 5 year level trend of near 100,000 acres of beetle kill, to 250,000 acres of
beetle kill. Ever since the spike in 2002, mortality on federal lands has been sharply
increasing by at least 150,000 additional acres per year. According to the statewide
survey, acres of ponderosa pine mortality reached its highest point in nearly a decade.
Ips. spp beetle infestations rose sharply in 2004 causing the most destruction statewide
since 1993 (USFS & ODF, 2004). Damaged ponderosa pine in the Galls-Foot project
area, the aftermath of local wildfires, wind events, and snowstorms (particularly in
January 2004), has resulted in a large increase of breeding material for both Ips and
Dendroctonus beetles.
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Figure 1. Acres infested with bark beetles in Oregon as detected during annual aerial surveys.

Western pine beetle infestations (Dendroctonus brevicomis) account for most of the pine
mortality and are currently killing pine in the project area. Statewide in 2005, the
mountain pine beetle (Dendroctonus ponderosae) affected 757,969 acres, compared to
543,631 acres affected in 2004 (USFS & ODF, 2005). The 2005 Aerial Insect Survey
Data map (USFS & ODF, 2005) displays annual infestation patterns (Figure 2). Field
surveys confirm that Flathead fir borers (Melanophila drummondi) and Douglas-fir
beetles (Dendroctonus pseudotsugae) are killing Douglas-fir in the project area.

Trees with vigor ratings below 30 will succumb to attack from bark beetles of relatively
low intensity. Trees with vigor from 30-70 can withstand progressively higher attacks
but are still in danger of mortality from infestation. Trees with a vigor rating of 70-100
can generally survive one or more years of relatively heavy attacks and trees with ratings
above 100 cannot be killed by bark beetles (Waring, et. al., 1980). As measured by leaf
area index, the average Douglas-fir tree vigor rating for the project area is 53, from
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sampling 774 trees. Therefore, trees are still in danger of mortality from infestation.
Since the trees were sampled beginning in the year 2000, vigor probably continued to
decline through the drought years.

Isolated instances of Western dwarf mistletoe (Arceuthobium campylopodum) infections
occur on single trees throughout the project area. Infections are usually systemic and
form globose brooms occurring mostly in the lower third of the tree canopy. Heavy
infections result in growth loss, wood quality reduction, top-killing, and mortality.
Although the spread of the infection is slow, infected trees lose vigor and become
increasingly susceptible to other infectious diseases and insect attack.

Forest pathogens also change the forest stand structure and forest development pattern.
Red ring rot (Phellinus pini) is affecting Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine. This pathogen
is most common in stressed trees. Some of the infected trees are beginning to die or are
subject to stem breakage thus allowing light to reach the forest floor and the understory
reinitiation stage to begin. Brown cubical butt rot (Phaelous schweinitzii) is also present.

Trees in the Galls-Foot project area are growing at the lowest levels since stand
establishment in the mid 1800’s and early 1900°s. Ten year radial growth for sampled
trees established after 1933 is approximately .88 inches (Figure 3), while the figure for all
sample trees is .68 inches (Figure 4). Current tree growth is now lower than at any time
over the last 300 years. The figure also illustrates a long period of satisfactory tree
growth due to lower tree stocking levels (from 1803 to 1913). During this time, periodic
frequent fires probably kept stocking levels low and tree vigor high.
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Figure 3. 10-Year Diameter Increment Growth for Trees <70 Years Old
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Figure 4. 10-Year Diameter Increment Growth

Dolph (1985) found that bark beetle attack occurred in unmanaged stands when trees
grew a slow 20 or more annual rings per inch (less than or equal to one inch diameter
growth per decade). A decrease in stand vigor is expected with continued overstocking
and increasing stand age. A relative density index rating of .55 for any given stand marks
the point of imminent mortality and suppression; crown closure occurs at a RDI of .15
(Drew and Flewelling, 1979). Many stands in the project area have a relative density of
over .60, so in regard to stand growth and vigor the forest is unhealthy. All environments
with finite resources can only support a finite amount of living biomass (Oliver and
Uzoh, 1997). Furthermore, even if some of the stands are thinned in the near future, tree
mortality may continue because of the loss of sapwood (cavitation). Tree roots with a
xylem diameter of less than 5 millimeters, were more vulnerable to cavitation than stems
(Sperry and Ikeda, 1996). Decreases in tree vigor and growth have contributed to an
overall decline in forest health. Some of the treated timber stands may only experience
improved tree vigor with increased precipitation and time.

Wood production per unit of foliage decreases as the total canopy leaf area increases.

The rate of that decrease depends not only on competition among trees for light, but also
on competition with understory plants for water and nutrients. Low production of stem
wood per unit of foliage has been associated with a tree’s inability to accumulate reserves
or to produce defensive compounds. Stem growth occurs only after the resource
demands of foliage and root growth have been accommodated. In addition, a reduction in
stem wood production per unit foliage is particularly rapid in warm environments,
because respiration increases exponentially with temperature (Waring, 1987). In old
trees, growth decline is caused by reduced net photosynthesis. Stomatal disfunction in
older trees causes lower hydraulic conductance and reduces photosynthesis activity
(Yoder et. al., 1994). Net photosynthesis per unit area of 1-year-old foliage from old
lodgepole and ponderosa pine averaged 14 to 30 percent lower than the same-aged
foliage in younger trees (Yoder et. al., 1994).
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Forest health is quantified by assessing the physical environment itself, the forest's
resistance to catastrophic change, tree mortality, changes in tree growth and vigor,
changes in species composition, erosion, water drainage, stream flow, and nutrient
cycling. A healthy forest ecosystem contains the physical environment, biotic resources,
and trophic networks necessary to sustain processes and viable populations of indigenous
species. When these criteria are met, the ecosystem is able to maintain its productivity
and resilience over time when exposed to drought, wildfire, insect attack, or man-caused
changes.

The Galls-Foot project area may not be resilient to catastrophic change. As mentioned
earlier, vegetation densities are very high and ladder fuels are abundant. Vegetation
mortality is already occurring because of plant competition and expanding bark beetle
populations. The stage is being set for catastrophic, stand replacing fires. Shifts in stand
species composition and structure, discussed in the vegetation class description sections,
could also be considered unhealthy. The replacement of ponderosa pine and sugar pine
by Douglas-fir increases the percentage of drought-susceptible trees on droughty sites
that cannot sustain their productivity such as sites found throughout the Galls-Foot
project area. Subsequently, this increases the risk of beetle infestation and/or wildfire
within the project area.

E. Specific Stand Data

ORGANON (Hann et.al., 1992) was used to analyze data from 218 plots distributed
throughout the project area. For individual stands, trees per acre ranged from 217 to
1,580; basal area per acre (BA/AC) from 94 to 292 ft*; and relative density index from
.38 to 1.140. Table 3 presents stand information for some of the Operations Inventory
(OI) units sampled in the Galls-Foot project area.

Currently, the stocking levels of stands throughout the project area are high. This is
primarily due to the lack of large-scale natural disturbance, fire suppression, and no
silvicultural treatments. For the Galls Creek portion 97 plots were analyzed with the
average stocking at 513 trees per acre (TPA). Average radial growth for the past ten
years was .49 inches. Average incremental radial growth for the growing seasons of
2003, 2004, and 2005 equaled .06, .03, and .06 inches, respectively. The average relative
density index was .643 exceeding the rating of .55 that marks the beginning of imminent
mortality and suppression (Drew and Flewelling, 1979).

Likewise, data from 121 plots was also analyzed using ORGANON across the Foots
Creek portion. The data revealed an average count of 547 TPA and an average quadratic
mean diameter of 8.8” DBH. Average radial growth for the past ten years was .70 inches.
Average incremental radial growth for the 2005 growing season was .05 inches. The
average relative density index was .64 indicating the overall conditions of the trees in this
portion are undergoing suppression and mortality.

F. Maps of Proposed Project
(See Attached Maps)
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I11.  Analysis In Support of Prescription

A. Desired Future Condition

A "coarse grained" landscape pattern should be the broad goal of forest management.
Over time a wide range of stand densities, stand structural characteristics, age classes,
species composition, and arrangement of stand components should be developed to create
stands with late-successional characteristics (this implies uneven-aged management). A
variety of species in various seral stages of development is necessary to provide for a
variety of habitats and perhaps ecosystem functions. The landscape must be managed so
that connectivity of mature/old-growth stands is maintained where possible after
considering anthropogenic influences. This may only be possible by maintaining the
connectivity of the riparian areas and where northern aspects and better soils are located.
The south facing slopes with poor forest soils will be able to grow fewer large diameter
trees per acre thus a forest appearing more open. To reiterate, the present day even-aged,
single storied stands without residual mature/old-growth trees may still require an
additional 100 years to develop the desired characteristics. These stands must be shifted
from the stem exclusion stage, to the understory reinitiation stage, and finally to the old-
growth stage.

Stand densities should not be allowed to reach the point of imminent mortality and
suppression. This point is reached when the relative density index is .55 or greater. The
relative density index of Douglas-fir stands should range between .35 and .55 (Drew and
Flewelling, 1979). Table 4 shows the recommended stocking levels necessary to lower
stand relative densities to an acceptable level. Harvesting greater amounts of basal area
per acre would result in the removal of more trees than necessary.

In order to maintain maximum health and stand resiliency stand densities should be lower
on pine sites, ridges, droughty areas, and on uneven-aged/understory reinitiation stands
where variable relative density indices are required. The Applegate Adaptive
Management Area Ecosystem Health Assessment (1994) recommends these areas
maintain 60 to 120 ft* BA/AC as an acceptable level. On these sites the relative density
index may be below .35 because there is evidence that heavy thinning to a relative
density index of .25 is necessary for the development of the understory and vertical
diversity (Hayes et.al., 1997). In contrast, this is considered to be a heavy thinning in
Douglas-fir stands and landscape designing should be used for locating the desired areas
for heavily thinned stands.

Dense pole and mid-sized trees should be harvested from around the crowns of trees with
old-growth characteristics to ensure their survival. Table 3 compares projected diameter
growth in thinned versus unthinned stands as modeled in ORGANON. In every case,
thinning the stand projected larger diameter averages than left untreated. The
prescription aims to release the largest diameter trees while harvesting the competing, yet
less productive trees from below. Resulting stand densities should be lower than present
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levels though the stand densities will still be higher than historic levels as discussed
previously. Biologically, good sites in interior southwest Oregon can support
approximately 20 healthy, 50-inch DBH trees per acre. At this stocking level there is
likely to be a rich understory.

On harsh sites the species composition of stands should contain at least 75% drought
resistant ponderosa pine. This species exhibits characteristics that allow them to avoid
and tolerate desiccation. Stomatal closure characteristics and hydration of the protoplasm
affect the rate of photosynthesis. Stomatal closure occurs at higher water stress levels in
ponderosa pine than in Douglas-fir, grand fir, or sugar pine. As stomata close, resistance

to CO, transfer increases and rates of photosynthesis decreases. Closure of the stomata
allows trees to conserve water. Ponderosa pine can maintain higher levels of

photosynthesis as foliar stress builds up to -12 atmospheres and then drops as stress
increases. On these harsh sites, hardwood species, especially large diameter trees, should

also be maintained in stands. In some conifer stands, where hardwoods dominate the

understory, prescribed fire will be needed to control the sprouts.

Variety in the arrangement of species is also important. A diverse stand structure
(horizontal and vertical) supports a wide variety of species. Wildlife species respond to
ecological characteristics of trees regardless of forest age. Future stands should be multi-
cohort stands with as many vertical layers of vegetation as the endemic species permits.
Trees should develop large crowns, large diameter limbs, and deep fissures in the bark.
A variety of seral stages adds to the diversity. The end result should be a healthy forest
ecosystem with the physical environment, biotic resources, and trophic networks capable
of sustaining the processes and viable populations of indigenous species. An ecosystem
exposed to dynamic processes such as drought, wildlife, insect attack, and human-
induced changes, remains productive and resilient over time.

Table 3. Diameter Growth in Thinned vs. Unthinned Stands Grown For 20 Years
O.1.# STAND PRESENT | PRESENT | PRESENT PRESENT PROJECTED| PROJECTED| PROJECTED
POLES AGE BA/AC TREES 10-YEAR AVERAGE | DBH AFTER | DBH IN DBH IN
MID (BREAST (f'tz) PER INCREMENT| DBH INITIAL 20 YEARS 20 YEARS
MATURE | HEIGHT ACRE (INCHES) HARVEST (INCHES) (INCHES)
AGE) UNTHINNED| THINNED
POLES
129300 63 184 866 .79 6.2 12.9 8.8 15.2
156469 41 156 333 1.33 9.3 12.6 12.4 16.5
156426* 72 222 803 .65 7.1 15.7 10.6 18.6
158394* 40 106 395 2.22 7.0 10.3 12.9 16.7
158406* 128 234 471 .55 9.6 15.0 13.1 18.3
158395* 129 146 749 .69 6.0 12.1 7.8 14.3
MID
156407 117 241 308 45 12.0 19.0 13.7 20.9
156410 121 194 222 .66 12.7 22.9 17.5 26.8
156461 91 222 326 .66 11.2 17.1 14.8 21.2
158298 78 165 551 1.07 7.4 12.8 10.5 16.2
158347* 99 178 233 .78 11.8 21.8 15.8 25.0
155921* 110 176 532 45 7.8 13.8 11.5 16.6
158399* 109 223 217 .66 13.7 20.5 17.6 25.4
157697* 148 183 247 A7 11.6 18.7 15.8 21.8
LATE
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O.1.# STAND PRESENT | PRESENT | PRESENT PRESENT | PROJECTED| PROJECTED| PROJECTED
POLES AGE BA/AC TREES 10-YEAR AVERAGE | DBH AFTER | DBH IN DBH IN
MID (BREAST | (ft%) PER INCREMENT| DBH INITIAL 20 YEARS 20 YEARS
MATURE | HEIGHT ACRE (INCHES) HARVEST (INCHES) (INCHES)
AGE) UNTHINNED| THINNED
156951 100 163 527 .80 7.5 15.1 10.9 18.8
128983 140 213 775 .39 7.1 254 10.8 28.1
126323 143 177 833 .60 6.2 15.7 8.9 17.9
156937 159 292 991 .39 7.3 36.4 10.3 39.7
158369 134 176 313 a7 10.2 25.0 13.7 31.9
155910* 143 176 145 .57 14.9 20.6 174 22.6
156770* 117 192 539 .56 8.1 20.5 11.8 23.4
158357* 118 205 671 .60 7.5 19.2 10.3 22.6
156771* 104 205 172 .68 14.8 21.7 18.8 25.7
124703 122 200 479 71 8.8 16.4 12.4 20.7

* Stands within the Foots Creek Portion of Galls-Foot

Table 4. Recommended BA/AC (ft?) In Order to Lower Stand Relative Density to an

Acceptable Level
O.1# PRESENT PRESENT | RECOMMENDED| REMAINING | RESULTING
BA/AC RELATIVE | BA/AC TREES/ACRE | RELATIVE
(ft%) DENSITY | (ft) DENSITY
POLES
129300 184 .766 112 123 .349
159994 130 .498 76 226 .290
156469 156 555 111 128 .349
156426* 222 .878 121 90 .349
158394* 106 423 102 178 .349
158406* 234 .825 119 96 .349
158395* 146 .618 83 104 .265
MID
156407 241 776 130 66 .349
156410 194 611 140 49 .349
156458 170 .683 107 147 .349
156461 222 .735 125 78 .349
158371 99 435 93 256 .349
158298 165 .643 111 125 .349
158347* 178 574 137 53 .349
155921* 176 .670 115 111 .349
158399* 223 .680 120 53 313
157697* 247 594 129 68 .349
LATE
156951 163 .631 119 96 .349
128983 213 .843 146 41 .349
129302 128 481 83 160 .290
126323 177 .736 120 90 .349
156937 292 1.140 168 23 .349
158369 176 .606 145 42 .349
155910* 176 518 134 58 .349
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156770* 192 721 134 59 .349
158357* 205 .796 131 65 .349
156771* 205 .606 137 54 .349
124703* 200 129 123 83 .349

* Stands within the Foots Creek Portion of Galls-Foot

B. Silvicultural Options Considered
The environmental assessment for the Galls-Foot project lists 2 Alternatives:

Alternative 1. No Action.

Alternative 2. Treat the entire landscape with a variety of
silvicultural prescriptions, leaving various numbers
of trees per acre, in diverse structures, based on
distinct tree series and plant association
requirements. New roads would be constructed as
required.

C. Recommended Treatment or Action

In order to reduce the density of all vegetation over the landscape, reduce fuel loading,
support ecosystem based management, and create structurally diverse forest stands,
Alternative 2 of the environmental assessment is recommended to be the proposed action.
A combination of 2 silvicultural methods will be used to treat the landscape vegetation
(low thinnings and selection methods).

All of the recommended prescriptions are designed to retain the largest tree DBH classes,
restore the vigor of the forest lands, and keep silviculture options open for the future. The
selection harvest treatments will help to promote vertical stand structure, match species to
appropriate site conditions, and encourage species diversity.

1. Commercial Thinning of the Mid and Mature/Old-growth
Condition Classes

The majority of the commercial acreage to be treated would be commercially thinned.
The areas to be thinned have the highest stocking densities and will be located between
the group selection and single tree selection areas. The treatment will be a combination
of crown spacing and basal area thinning. Homogeneous Douglas-fir stands with
constant amounts of basal area that fall within the range of 94 to 292 ft> per acre will be
treated using basal area guidelines to reduce basal area to between 80 and 140 ft> per acre
depending upon the site conditions. Dry sites may have the minimum amount and moist
sites may have the maximum amount of basal area. Heterogeneous stands with a wide
range of basal areas when trees tend to be clumped will be treated using crown spacing
guidelines. Crown spacing will be used to release old-growth trees and desired early
seral species (single tree selection).
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Trees on moist Douglas-fir timber sites will be thinned to a 3 to 15-foot crown spacing,
but not exceeding 140 ft* basal area per acre. On dry Douglas-fir and pine sites, trees
will be thinned to 10 to 25-foot crown spacing. In areas where tree mortality is occurring
because of bark beetles, stands will be thinned to 15 to 35-foot crown spacing. Trees
recommended for harvest include suppressed, intermediate, and some codominant crown
class trees with live crown ratios of less than 30%, trees lacking branches on one or more
sides of the bole that are not conical in shape, dying trees with pitch tubes, trees with
fungus conks, and trees with broken or forked tops. Second growth trees will also be
thinned from around trees with old-growth characteristics to assure the survival of the
dominant, structurally unique, old-growth trees. Table 5 shows the benefits of
commercial thinning in regard to the capture of future tree mortality and an increase in
tree growth. Three OI units from the mid and mature vegetation classes were modeled in
ORGANON to provide the data for Table 5. After thinning, the stands will be more
similar to historical stands by having larger and fewer trees per acre.

Table 5. Description of O.I. Unit Nos. 158298, 126323, and 124703 with and without
Silvicultural Treatment

Existing Stand: 158298 (Mid Stand)

Stand Trees/ Basal Scribner 10 Year Change
Age Acre Area Volume in Volume

78 551 165 15,464 ----

Future Growth of Stand if Not Treated (note the decline in trees/acre from natural
mortality)

88 441 194 23,670 8,207

98 363 218 33,033 9,363

108 303 238 42,428 9,395

118 258 254 51,255 8,827

128 223 268 59,748 8,493

Future Growth of Stand if Thinned to a Relative Density Index of .349 (111 ft?
BA/AC)

88 121 137 21,703 7,052

98 118 169 31,128 9,424

108 116 198 41,517 10,390

118 112 225 51,960 10,443

128 109 248 62,253 10,293

Existing Stand: 126323 (Mature Stand)

Stand Trees/ Basal Scribner 10 Year Change
Age Acre Area Volume in Volume

143 833 177 28,625 ----

Future Growth of Stand if Not Treated (note the decline in trees/acre from natural
mortality

153 594 188 32,859 4,233

163 460 199 37,068 4,209

173 372 209 41,065 3,997
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183 310 219 45,553 4,489

193 263 228 49,546 3,992

Future Growth of Stand if Thinned to a Relative Density Index of .349 (146 ft2
BA/AC)

153 86 132 28,594 3,714

163 84 146 32,398 3,804

173 81 159 36,447 4,049

183 78 173 40,361 3,914

193 75 185 44,169 3,808

Existing Stand: 124703 (Mature Stand)

Stand Trees/ Basal Scribner 10 Year Change
Age Acre Area Volume in Volume

122 479 200 34,090 ----

Future Growth of Stand if Not Treated (note the decline in trees/acre from natural
mortality)

132 382 237 43,151 9,061

142 315 266 51,366 8,215

152 267 290 58,937 7,570

162 231 310 65,884 6,947

172 202 328 72,506 6,622

Future Growth of Stand if Thinned to a Relative Density Index of .349 (123 ft?
BA/AC)

132 80 151 30,622 6,612

142 77 180 37,710 7,088

152 75 208 44912 7,201

162 72 233 51,694 6,782

172 70 256 58,296 6,602

The Stand Visualization System (SVS) illustrates the prescriptions to portray what
existing forest stands look like today and after application of the proposed prescriptions
(U.S.D.A. and University of Washington, 1995). ORGANON plot data was input into
the SVS program for the simulations. The following data is for individual forest stands
previously described in Table 5. Many similar stands of each vegetation type were
studied to develop the prescriptions. Even though stand stocking potentials differ,
individual stands will be marked approaching the simulation figures because of
similar stand structure and existing TPA.

Figure 5 illustrates the pre and post-harvest stand conditions of a mid-sized Douglas-fir
stand that has moist site characteristics (T37S-R3W-22). Currently the stand has 551
TPA, a relative density index of .643, and a tree diameter range from 1 to 40 inches
DBH. There are 447 TPA that are less than 8 inches DBH. Illustration 158298sTC
shows the stand after harvest (125 TPA at a RDI of .349). Illustration 158298s005 shows
the treated stand 50 years later (109 trees per acre, RDI of .646, with trees ranging in size
from 10 to 44 inches DBH).
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Figure 5. SVS Illustration: Stand 158298. Previous page: current condition; left: post-harvest condition;
right: 50-year post harvest condition.

Figure 6 illustrates the pre and post-harvest stand conditions of a late-sized class
Douglas-fir stand with dry site characteristics (T37S-R3W-11). Currently the stand has
833 TPA, a relative density index of .736, and a tree diameter range from 1 to 46 inches
DBH. Illustration 126323sTC shows the stand after harvest (90 TPA at a RDI of .349).
Ilustration 1263235005 shows the treated stand 50 years later (75 trees per acre, RDI of
475, with trees ranging in size from 10 to 52 inches DBH).

A'GKO21A ALL SPECIES Age: 143 . 1263235
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Figure 6. SVS Illustration: Treatment of Stand 126323. Top: current condition; Bottom left: post-harvest
condition; Bottom right: 50-year post-harvest condition.

2. Group Selection Openings

On dry ponderosa pine or Douglas-fir sites, group selection areas up to 1-acre in size
(236-foot diameter opening) will be harvested adjacent to suitable pine trees creating
openings arranged in a random, natural pattern. Old-growth yellow bark pine can be
centered in the group selection openings. These openings are needed to increase the
stocking level of pine species (ponderosa pine needs 25% full sunlight to grow) and
incense cedar. Eighty ft* BA/AC of timber will be left standing around the group
selection areas to allow more light to enter the openings and to create spatial variability.
In areas with a cool, moist microenvironment 1/7 to 1/6-acre group selection areas (88 to
96-foot diameter openings) around suitable Douglas-fir seed trees will be created to
establish Douglas-fir seedlings.

3. Single Tree Selection Harvesting for the Purpose of Creating
Vertical Stand Structure (Understory Reinitiation Stage / Variable
Relative Density Index)

Twenty-three Douglas-fir stands have been selected for regeneration harvest (159993,
124771, 150011, 156208, 158309, 129303, 156470, 156933, 156934, 156937, 124786,
156475, 158323, 158366, 159971, 156394/156395, 126311, 156928, 156947, 129031,
158369, 159530, and 156772). These stands comprise 5.3 percent of the forestland base,
or 433 acres. The RMP discusses the objectives of this prescription and some trees with
late-successional characteristics will have to be harvested to meet the objectives. These
trees are most likely in the suppressed, intermediate, and codominant crown classes and
subject to bark beetle attack because of low vigor. The trees may also be infected with
dwarf mistletoe. Treatment is needed to release natural regeneration and to create
multiple-canopied stands over time. Treatment within these stands may be variable as
stand structure conditions are not always homogeneous. The RMP describes Modified
Even-Aged Silvicultural Systems as those involving a retention structure at levels below
those detailed for Structural Retention Systems; Structural Retention Systems would
retain on the average 16-25 large green TPA (USDI, 1994). Therefore, the retention level
in Modified Even-Aged Silvicultural Systems is at levels below 16-25 large green TPA.
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Four of these stands will be harvested to leave 10 large green TPA >20” DBH. This
treatment is needed to release natural regeneration and to create multiple-canopied stands
over time. Treatment within these stands may be variable as stand structure conditions
are not always homogeneous. Stands remaining after final harvest will generally
resemble reserve seed tree cuts.

Unit #47 (stand 124786) is a dry Douglas-fir site with a combined estimated average of
36 overstory TPA from the top two canopy layers with diameters ranging from 15-38”
DBH. A vibrant understory greater than 2,700 TPA is in need of release and PCT. The
stand has a favorable species composition with strong releasability potential and a cooler
NW aspect favorable for dry Douglas-fir growing conditions; these considerations
coupled with the feasibility of logging the stand without significant damage to the
understory confer the rationale for this prescription as it will supply growing space to an
overstocked understory.

Unit #42 (stand 156470) has an overstory top two canopy layer average of 37 TPA with
an associated canopy cover of 120% (of this overstory the top layer alone comprises an
estimated 75% canopy cover). Currently, the dense overstory is restraining healthy
growing conditions in the diverse, but overstocked understory of Douglas-fir, maple,
madrone, black oak, ponderosa pine, and incense cedar. In addition to leaving 10 large
green TPA >20” DBH in the overstory, Pre-commercial thinning the understory will
release the favorable species composition and stimulate a healthy, diverse, emergent
stand. The feasibility of harvesting without significant damage to the understory
provides further rationale for this prescription.

Unit #4 (stand 124771) is a northeast aspect dry Douglas-fir site with a uniform overstory
canopy cover of 115% with 75% of this overstory composed of trees from 10-34 inches
in diameter. The shaded understory is thrifty and diverse in species composition
(Douglas-fir, California black oak, pacific madrone, and bigleaf maple) with strong
releasability potential. In addition, past stand history shows that California hazel will
extensively occupy the available growing space following commercial treatment. A
regeneration harvest prescription to leave 10 large green overstory TPA >20” DBH will
adequately release an emergent conifer forest predominantly of Douglas-fir (92%).
Currently trees are spaced from 8-78 average 43 ft. apart or 23 TPA. Leaving more than
10 TPA in the overstory will not adequately release the thrifty Douglas-fir understory. In
addition to leaving 10 overstory TPA, brushing Pre-commercial thinning the understory
will further stimulate the release of well spaced Douglas-fir and keep California hazel
from pervasively occupying the site.

Unit #50 (stand 156934) is a northerly aspect Douglas-fir stand with an overstory
component of Douglas-fir (95-98%) and ponderosa pine (2-5%) from 7 to 50, average 15
TPA. The sparsest portions ranged from 5-10, average 7 large green overstory TPA,
while the densest areas ranged from 42-67, average 50 large green overstory TPA. Basal
area ranged from 60-100 average 85 square feet per acre. The lush understory is
composed of 92% Douglas-fir followed by madrone, incense cedar, bigleaf maple, white
fir, ponderosa pine, golden chinquapin, and pacific dogwood at 1,200 TPA and 100%
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canopy cover. A variety of shrubs and forbs blanket the forest floor. The understory is
densely overcrowded and needing release. Dense portions of the overstory will require
thinning to sustain a productive healthy forest. Core samples reveal the vigor of trees in
both stories. Last year’s incremental growth in an understory Douglas-fir showed a
vigorous 0.2 cm. of annual growth. In comparison however, an overstory tree produced a
mere 0.1 cm. of annual growth in the same growing season Leaving the stand untreated
with an overall average of 15 overstory TPA will not release the understory and will
contribute to further decline in overstory vigor by retaining a dense structure and
subsequently, furthering tree to tree competition. The prescription to leave 10 overstory
TPA will transfer water and nutrient uptake from a competing nonvigorous overstory to a
a thrifty understory and to a well spaced overstory which would stimulate the stand to a
healthy trajectory. Pre-commercial thinning and brushing the understory after harvest
will control a pervasive brush release and maintain well spaced conifers to further
improve forest health in the emergent stand.

A selection harvest prescription will apply in areas (approximately 1/5 to 1 acre in size)
where 3 or more trees with old-growth characteristics are encountered. Second growth
trees will be selectively harvested from around old-growth trees and for a radius of 200-
feet around the old-growth patch. An average of 16 to 25 TPA will be left in the 200-foot
radius area. The purpose of this is to ensure the survival of the old-growth trees and to
create vertical stand structure over time. The leave trees should be healthy and composed
of all crown classes with live crown ratios of 30% or more, straight boles and full, conical
shaped crowns. This technique will help to develop stands that are multi-species and
uneven-aged.

Pine series sites with oak species and whiteleaf manzanita present will be harvested to
reduce stocking levels of undesired species (mainly Douglas-fir), to improve the vigor of
early seral species, and release the large diameter legacy pine. This will also create
diverse stand structure when a new age class of pine trees is established below the
existing vegetation. 10 to 20 ft* BA/AC of 7 to 11 inch DBH trees would remain as well
as all hardwood trees over 8 inches DBH. Smaller hardwoods would be Pre-
commercially thinned. The RMP describes condition objectives of the pine series that
include the management of units where lower levels than 40% canopy cover are required,
where a mix of various sized seral patches may be desired, where prescriptions would
discriminate in favor of a higher proportion of ponderosa pine in the stand than current
proportion, and target reduction in understory densities (USDI, 1994).

Unit #30 (stand 129303) is a harsh pine site with white oak present and significant
Douglas-fir mortality. The prescription to regeneration harvest this particular stand to
leave 8 large green TPA >20” DBH will reduce overstory mortality thereby minimizing
loss, vary the size of seral patches to satisfy landscape composition objectives, favor a
higher proportion of ponderosa pine in the stand, and release the understory through
understory density reduction treatments. Currently the two-storied stand is dilapidating
and in the stem exclusion stage. In the stem exclusion stage, individual plants fail to
establish successfully and some existing plants die and are excluded from the stand. The
overstory canopy cover is 95% while the understory canopy also covers 95% with only
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three species of shrubs, herbs, and forbs. The stand is naturally excluding Douglas-fir
from the site and over 50% of the Douglas-fir are already dead. Because the harsh site
has reached its growing capacity, the overstory and understory have become stagnant or
senescent. A pine site with an understory canopy of 95% cannot support this overstocked
condition and will not release adequately with 222 TPA in the overstory. Thinning the
understory alone will not restore stand health. Both an open overstory and a thinned
understory would restore stand health and satisfy landscape diversity objectives.
Harvesting the senescent Douglas-fir, would reduce overstory mortality, sufficiently
release the understory, and restore the stand to a more natural pine site condition. The
emergent stand, utilizing the available growing space, would assume a more natural pine
series ecological process and diversify crown structure.

Ponderosa pine/native grass plant associations are also present. These areas will be
treated so that pine regeneration can be established beneath the existing pine trees. All of
the Douglas-fir trees that have encroached upon the pine sites will be removed, except for
60 to 80 ft* BA/AC that will be left standing around these areas for a radius equal to the
average height of the existing stand.

4. Selection Harvest for the Purpose of Releasing Natural Douglas-fir
Seedlings and Saplings

In areas where closely spaced Douglas-fir seedlings and saplings are found beneath an
overstory of mature trees, selection harvesting can be employed to remove some of the
mature trees. It is recommended that no less than 10 of the largest, healthiest trees per
acre of various crown classes be left over the Douglas-fir regeneration. The areas of
regeneration must be 1/7-acre in size (88-foot diameter) or larger. By removing
overstory trees, the seedlings will be released to grow and vertical stand structure will be
enhanced over time.

5. Commercial Thinning of Pole Stands

Three situations commonly occur: 1) dense, decadent pole stands on aspects that receive
sun for most of the day; the Douglas-fir is short in height and poison oak and grasses are
common in the understory; 2) decadent patches of trees with the majority of trees with
crown ratios of 30% or less; and 3) thrifty, young stands with good crown ratios (30% or
more) on cool, moist sites.

For the first two situations, trees with crown ratios of 30% or more will be marked to
leave on a crown spacing of 3 to 15-ft. Trees with crown ratios of less than 30% will be
harvested. Sometimes openings less than 1-acre in size may result. Thrifty stands should
also be marked to 3 to 15-ft. crown spacing, but due to better site conditions and trees
with high crown ratios, more basal area per acre will probably remain. Table 6 shows the
benefits of commercial thinning in regard to the capture of future tree mortality and an
increase in tree growth. Pole stands OI unit numbers 156469 and 158406 were modeled
in ORGANON to provide data for the table.
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Table 6. Description of O.I. Unit Nos. 156469 and 158406 with and without Silvicultural

Treatment

Existing Stand: 156469 (Pole Stand)

Stand Trees/ Acre | Basal Scribner | 10 Year Change

Age Area Volume in Volume

41 333 156 18,195 ----

Future Growth of Stand if Not Treated (note the decline in trees/acre from natural
mortality

51 299 190 29,292 11,098

61 260 219 41,552 12,259

71 228 244 54,801 13,249

81 198 265 67,988 13,187

91 172 282 80,387 12,399

Future Growth of Stand if Thinned to a Relative Density Index of .349 (109 ft2 BA /
AC)*

51 125 145 24,957 10,196

61 124 184 38,552 13,595

71 122%% 220 53,508 14,956

81 113 240 65,754 12,246

91 105 258 77,555 11,801

*Treated stands grow more consistently than untreated stands with less tree mortality.

**A second thinning at age 71 may be required to maintain consistent growth and limit

tree mortality. RDI at this age would reach .600 exceeding the point of imminent
mortality and suppression, hence the greater loss of TPA in subsequent years.

Existing Stand: 158406 (Pole Stand)

Stand Trees/ Basal Scribner | 10 Year Change

Age Acre Area Volume in Volume

128 471 234 29,998 ----

Future Growth of Stand if Not Treated (note the decline in trees/acre from natural
mortality)

138 367 258 37,331 7,332

148 296 275 43,828 6,497

158 245 289 50,053 6,225

168 207 301 55,761 5,709

178 179 311 61,260 5,499

Future Growth of Stand if Thinned to a Relative Density Index of .349 (119 ft2 BA /
AC)

138 92 140 21,873 5,026

148 89 164 27,620 5,747

158 86 187 33,495 5,875

168 83 207 39,417 5,921

178 79 226 45,095 5,679

Figure 7 illustrates the pre and post-harvest stand conditions of a pole sized Douglas-fir
stand (trees from 2 to 24 inches DBH) that has moist site characteristics (T37S-R3W-17).
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Presently the stand has 333 TPA and a relative density index (RDI) of .555. Illustration
156469sTC shows the stand after harvest (128 TPA at a RDI of .349). Illustration
156469s005 shows the treated stand 50 years later (105 TPA, RDI of .662, and trees
ranging in size from 12 to 34 inches DBH).

A:GKOD4B ALL SPECIES Age: 41 ) 156469

A:GKOO4B ALL SPECIES Age: 41 CUT ] 1564685TC
.

o 4 gy

Figure 7. SVS Illustration: Treatment of Stand 156469. Top: current condition; Bottom left: post-harvest
condition; Bottom right: 50-year post-harvest condition.

Figure 8 illustrates the pre and post-harvest stand conditions of a pole sized Douglas-fir
stand (tress from 1 to 38 inches DBH) that has dry site characteristics (T37S-R4W-27).
Presently the stand has 471 TPA and a RDI of .825. Illustration 158406.001 shows the
stand after harvest (96 TPA at a RDI of .349). Illustration 158406 50yr shows the
treated stand 50 years later (79 TPA, RDI of .564, and trees ranging in size from 12 to 50
inches DBH).
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Figure 8. SVS Illustration: Treatment of Stand 158406. Top: current condition; Bottom left: post-harvest
condition; Bottom right: 50-year post-harvest condition.

6. Selection Harvesting of Dwarf Mistletoe Trees

The stands that will be treated with the Dwarf-Mistletoe prescription are single and multi-
storied natural stands consisting of large poles (11 to 21 inches DBH) and/or mature/late-
successional trees. Stand structure is mostly in the understory reinitiation stage but some
areas of stem exclusion stage will be encountered. Basal area and species composition
are variable. A large percentage of the trees are infected with dwarf mistletoe and have
DMR ratings of 2-6 (Hawksworth, 1977). There are dead and dying trees in the stand
with evidence of bark beetles attacking the less vigorous trees.

The objective of treating these stands is twofold. One objective is to insure the future
health and growth of the existing regeneration and to prevent the spread of dwarf
mistletoe to uninfected mature trees. The second objective is to increase the species
composition of early seral species such as pine and incense cedar thus enhancing species
diversity and species resistance to mistletoe.

These areas will be divided into three zones with different treatments in each. The first
zone is within 150 feet of a ridge top. All trees with visible dwarf mistletoe shall be
removed with the largest openings being created no greater than 1 acre. If areas of 100%
infection greater than 1 acre are found, infected trees with the lowest DMR ratings, or
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trees with broom types 2 and 3, will have to be left. ZONE 2 prescriptions will then
apply. Openings shall not exceed one-third of this zone. For example, there should be at
least 360 feet of timber between 1-acre openings.

Zone 2 starts past 150 feet from the ridge top and extends to the draw bottom. In this
zone the mistletoe will be managed in clumps. All trees with visible mistletoe shall be
removed without creating openings larger than 1-acre. Uniform patches of mistletoe
infected trees will be removed by the group selection method. Where possible, group
selection areas up to 1-acre in size will be created by marking infected trees around or
adjacent to resistant species. If resistant species are not present, the group selection areas
will be created where the highest concentrations of dwarf mistletoe are found. Openings
shall not exceed one-fifth of this zone. The remaining patches of uninfected trees will be
thinned to no more than 15-foot crown spacing.

In areas of 100% infection greater than 1 acre, infected trees with the lowest DMR ratings
will be left, or trees with broom types 2 and 3. One %2-acre patch of infected trees will
remain for every 20 acres. A 30-foot crown spacing shall be created around remaining
infected patches removing all susceptible species. If there is more than one patch in the
40 acres, the remaining infected trees will be thinned to a 15-foot crown spacing.
Uniform patches of dwarf mistletoe trees up to '2-acre in size will be left every 660 feet.
An effort will be made to create the leave patches around infected old-growth trees.

The third zone is in the riparian areas. If possible, infected areas adjacent to riparian
zones (ZONE 3) will be left. Between all infected areas, 30-foot crown spacing will be
created with adjacent uninfected forest stands. Resistant species will not be removed
in this canopy opening area and throughout all zones.

In all zones, infected old-growth trees and trees 34 inches DBH and larger with a DMR
rating of 1 and 2 shall remain. A 30-foot crown spacing will be created around these
trees, by removing susceptible species. One ¥2-acre patch of infected trees will remain
for every 20 acres. When infected trees remain, trees with broom types 2 or 3 will be
favored.

It is recognized that Douglas-fir dwarf mistletoe is a necessary and often beneficial part
of a healthy landscape. Mistletoe brooms provide a unique microenvironment and tree
mortality resulting from infection creates natural openings in the stands. These
prescriptions are an effort to confine the mistletoe to the areas where it is most desirable
for silviculture and wildlife.

7. Shrubland and Woodland Treatments
Selected noncommercial treatment areas (shrublands and woodlands) will be treated by

intermediate treatments (Pre-commercial and commercial thinning), the individual tree
selection method, and prescribed burning.
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The objectives for treating the woodlands are as follows: reduce the fire hazard by
thinning specified vegetation and eliminating most ladder fuels; restore oak/native grass
plant associations; enhance the vigor and quality of the hardwood species (mainly oak to
induce acorn crops); use the coppice method to introduce another age class of hardwood
species; and decrease the abundance of Douglas-fir and shrub species.

Individual, merchantable Douglas-fir trees can be harvested if ponderosa pine trees are
also present to save the possible habitat and woody debris component of the ecosystem.
Where favorable aspects and microenvironments exist, thin out strips or patches of
merchantable conifers and hardwoods to approximately 36 TPA, (1 to 10 of these trees
being conifers). Cut Douglas-fir seedlings through the pole size classes. An occasional
Douglas-fir tree may be left if no pine or incense cedar is available to leave. Leave all
trees with old-growth characteristics and cut all the vegetation beneath these trees to
ensure their survival. Retain all ponderosa pine and incense cedar. Cut suppressed and
intermediate crown class oak trees to establish stump sprouts. Leave all oak trees except
for trees less than 6 inches DBH with crown ratios of less than 10%.

The objectives for treating the shrublands are as follows: increase wildlife forage
production and quality, decrease fire hazard by reducing the stocking levels and ladder
fuels of the shrub species, eliminate or reduce the abundance of noxious weeds, and
prevent the encroachment of Douglas-fir.

Leave old and tall whiteleaf manzanita shrubs that produce large berry crops at 15 to 25-
foot crown spacing (but prune the lower ladder fuel branches). All younger whiteleaf
manzanita should also be thinned to the 15 to 25-foot crown spacing. Cut wedgeleaf
ceanothus to various heights from 6 inches to 3 feet to stimulate sprouting.

Dense manzanita patches can be thinned by cutting a series of trails to desired vegetation
such as oak trees. Perform prescribed burning where understory fuels are light in both
the shrublands and woodlands. Place burn piles on starthistle patches to eradicate.

D. Prevention / Avoidance Strategies

Competing vegetation can be shrub, tree, or herbaceous species. When the land
management objective is timber production, shrub and hardwood tree species are
considered undesirable competitors for the available growing space. When the land
management objective is forage production, tree species may be considered undesirable.

Competing vegetation may become a problem in the areas harvested by the single tree
selection method. Here large openings in the crown canopy layer will be created.
Openings as large as 20 to 35 feet between tree crowns may be created and heavy slash
accumulations are anticipated. In the PSME/BENE plant association, California hazel,
dwarf Oregongrape, thimbleberry, and creambrush oceanspray may become established
or resprout at the same time as conifer regeneration. Gravelly soils can compound this
problem. It is recommended that prescribed fire (cool underburning) be used in these
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areas to alleviate the fire hazard and for establishing Douglas-fir regeneration. As an
alternative, slash could be handpiled on top of existing patches of shrubs and burned.

In the PSME/RHDI-BEPI or PSME/RHDI plant associations, poison oak, deerbrush
ceanothus, whiteleaf manzanita, and grass species are likely to invade. Prescribed
burning may suppress these species long enough for conifers to become established, but
fire will also stimulate the growth of grass and ceanothus species. Fire may also kill
desired tree species if their roots are too close to the soil surface (this may occur where
the organic matter on the soil surface is 2 inches deep or greater). Prescribed
underburning is appropriate for reducing areas of dense grass, shrubs, and herbaceous
species for the purpose of reducing competition for available soil water. In the pine
series forests, prescribed fire is also essential for preparing suitable seedbeds for the pine
seed. Scalping is an alternative for reducing the competing grass and ceanothus species.
Deerbrush ceanothus and hardwood stump sprouts may also become a problem in these
plant associations after the use of fire. Therefore, in the area harvested by the single tree
selection method it is recommended that logging slash be handpiled and burned where
the regeneration of deerbrush ceanothus would be a severe problem. Prescribed burning
can then be used at a later time (3 to 10 years) to control competing vegetation. From an
economics standpoint, prescribed underburning is less expensive than mechanical
removal. Invasive species will likely regenerate in the group selection harvest areas and
the same treatment is prescribed.

After commercial thinning, shrub and grass species may become established after
harvest, but this vegetation will again become suppressed as the crown canopy layer
closes. Thinned areas with available growing space should not experience problematic
competition from Pacific madrone and oak woodland species. Most of these species are
suppressed, well below the height of the codominant and dominant conifers and will
probably not release. Nevertheless, the number of these small diameter hardwoods in the
understory of some stands (with densities greater than 100 trees/acre) is excessive;
therefore, the slashing of hardwoods with less than 30 percent live crown ratio would
increase stand vigor and reduce fire ladder fuels.

Prescribed underburning would be appropriate where dense mats of grass and other
herbaceous vegetation will compete with tree species for nutrients and water. By
implementing prescribed fire, as planned, to maintain shrubland and woodland areas, no
problems with competing vegetation are anticipated. In some oak woodland areas,
whiteleaf manzanita and Douglas-fir will probably encroach again, but cool underburning
every 3 to 10 years after the first manual treatment should control invasion. The oak
woodlands may also be seeded with native grass species and the grasses may out-
compete the manzanita, Douglas-fir, and even noxious weed and non-native grass
species. The same approach applies to the shrublands.

V. Implementation Plan

A. Marking Guidelines

33



B. Recommended Design Features
The following treatments should be applied to respective EA units:
I. Commercial Timber Harvest Units
2. Slash Disposal to Prevent Ips Pine Beetle Outbreaks

In all pine series stands, under any circumstance, shall no logging slash be handpiled as
this benefits Ips pini and their destructive impact. Ips have several generations per year,
so some dispersed small green slash (preferably smaller than 4 inches in diameter) should
be available spring through summer to absorb populations. Logging slash should be as
small as possible and scattered into openings, which would allow the slash to dry and kill
the beetle larvae. Slash should only be created between the months of August and
December. The last emerging adults will overwinter in the duff and, if there is no fresh
green slash available when they emerge in the spring, they will disperse. Slash generated
from January to July will be colonized which may lead to a large second generation that
is the one capable of killing trees. Cool, fall prescribed burning is an option for slash
removal as long as tree roots are not damaged. Stressed trees are subject to beetle attack.

In all pine series stands, all pine logging slash shall remain within the units to avoid large
accumulations of non-merchantable pine material in logging decks.

3. Noncommercial Hardwood / Woodland Units
a. Seed native grasses after treatment.
b. Leave a 350 x 125-foot untreated area for every 10 acres in
every unit.
c. Harvest and yard specified merchantable conifer timber
within shrublands and woodlands where stand densities are
too high.

C. Coarse Woody Material

Information Bulletin No. OR-97-064 (USDOI, 1996) states, "prescriptions should
account for current habitat conditions and the timing and development of subsequent
snags and coarse woody material (CWM) until the next stand once again begins to
contribute CWM. Leaving green trees and felling to provide a source for CWM should
be part of the partial harvest prescription."”

Historically, much of the project area was very open with few old conifer trees per acre.
Only on northerly aspects with moist environments were uniform forest stands found.
Today’s forests emerged from the late 1800 and early 1900 fires. As a result of fire
suppression the present day forests are now overstocked. Tree vigor began to decline as
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early as 1913. Forest stands are young (most under 130 years of age) and have small
diameter trees. The overstocked stands along with recent drought conditions have
allowed for extensive tree mortality. In some places there may be more snags today than
in historic times. Therefore, the 6.8 tons/acre of CWM on the ground at this time may
well reflect average conditions for mid to mature seral stands on harsh sites.

Because of the unique habitat created by the large coarse wood and the surrounding
vegetation it is recommended that the existing microenvironment remain intact. Where
coarse woody material is found that is 20 inches in diameter at the small end, and a
minimum of 8§ feet long, all trees immediately surrounding this wood shall be left
standing to provide shade. This recommendation will apply to all prescription areas.

The majority of the project area will receive intermediate type harvest methods
(commercial thinning). It is suggested that all Stage 1 snags be left in the interior of
homogeneous conifer stands. Homogeneous conifer stands should be inventoried after
harvesting by wildlife biologists to see if snag requirements have been met. If not,
damaged or diseased trees should be designated for girdling. In areas adjacent to
shrublands and woodlands where tree mortality has been high, it is recommended that all
snags be retained.

Stand inventory data for the Galls Creek portion of the project area indicates that in the
mid condition class forest stands (11 to 21 inches DBH) there is an average of 7.6
damaged trees per acre with an average of 18.2 inches DBH. The mid sized stands also
have an average of 13.5 dead standing trees per acre with an average DBH of 13.4 inches.
The mature size class stands (21 inches DBH and larger) have an average of 11.7
damaged trees per acre with an average DBH of 23.2 inches. In the mature stands there
is an average of 8.5 standing dead trees per acre with an average DBH of 22.4 inches.
Damaged live trees ranged from 3.3 to 20.3 per acre with a mean quadratic diameter of
10.3 to 33.8 inches. Dead standing trees per acre ranged from 0 to 31.8 with a mean
quadratic diameter of 11.6 to 33.3 inches. Snags over 40 inches DBH were found in
several stands namely in T37S-R3W-Sections 9, 11, and 15. Some of the damaged trees
will be retained for green tree retention.

The information bulletin also states that 15 to 20% ground cover of downed woody
material or 4.5 to 10 tons of fresh downed woody debris is adequate after timber harvest
(6,500-feet of post-harvest CWM transects has shown an average of 5.21 tons per acre
and a range of 2.2 to 8.1 tons per acre of additional CWM that has an intercept diameter
of 5 inches or greater after commercial harvest; BLM 2002, unpublished data).
Therefore, the debris created by partial harvesting in combination with existing CWM
and the recommended snags to be retained is sufficient to meet CWM requirements.

D. Subsequent Treatment Planned
The proposed silvicultural methods of Alternative 2 suggests uneven-aged management

over very long periods of time (over 100 years) to create structurally diverse, multi-
cohort timber stands as proposed in the Medford District RMP.
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After the proposed treatments are performed, the options for future treatment are many.
Future management objectives will determine when the commercial forest lands are
harvested again. Landscape analysis and design should also determine which types of
silvicultural treatments are applied and in what pattern across the landscape. If the
objective is to perform a regeneration harvest when there are 16 trees per acre, 20 inches
DBH and larger available to leave, ORGANON analysis shows that the mid-sized and
mature vegetation condition classes could be entered in 40 to 50 years. For pole stands to
reach this condition it would take more than 50 years (pole stands need to be thinned
again 20 to 40 years after the first commercial thinning). Figure 1 shows the importance
of thinning the young pole stands. To maintain their excellent vigor and diameter growth
(almost 2 inches per decade) the pole stands should be thinned to an RDI of .35 as soon
as possible. Species composition of the stands can also be regulated at the same time. If
the management objective is to manage strictly by density levels (high RDI), pole stands
through mature stands can be entered in 20 to 70 years.

At the time of the next stand entry, existing group selection areas can be released and
additional group selection areas can be created.

The single tree selection and group selection harvested stands should be planted with the
appropriate planting stock. The 1/6 and 1/7-acre Douglas-fir group selection areas should
not need planting. The pine group selection areas should be planted with a mixture of 1-0
or 1-1 ponderosa pine, sugar pine, and incense cedar stock at a 16-foot spacing (40
trees/acre).

The single tree selection harvest areas around the patches of mature/old-growth trees
should be planted also. These areas should be mapped as pine or Douglas-fir sites and
planted accordingly. Two years or older planting stock should be used. The pine sites
should be planted with 70% ponderosa pine, 25% sugar pine, and 5% incense cedar at
16x16 ft. spacing. Douglas-fir sites should be planted with 100% Douglas-fir at 12x12 ft.
spacing. The planted sites should have stocking surveys and maintenance performed as
recommended by BLM standards.

After manually treating the hardwood/woodland and shrubland areas prescribed fire
should be used for their maintenance. In the oak woodlands, where the production of
frequent acorn crops is desired, cool, underburns should occur every 3 to 5 years. The
shrublands can be burned as necessary to develop the desired seral stages of vegetation.

E. Avoidance Strategies for Animal Damage and Forest Health

At this time no problems with animals are anticipated. After performing density
management, more early seral stage vegetation will become established and blacktail deer
populations may increase. Unburned slash piles may create habitat for rodents and
isolated pockets of seedling damage may result. Tree tubing may be required at a later
date.
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After trees respond to release, they should be more resilient to pathogens and insects.
Density control of the forest stands is essential to prevent the occurrence of these biotic
agents. In the group selection areas seedlings and saplings with mistletoe should be
thinned-out.

F. Monitoring Recommendations

The monitoring plan for the Galls-Foot project has been expatiated by an interdisciplinary
team during the environmental analysis process. Monitoring will be focused on selected
study areas. In general, site characteristics and trends will be described and measured
before and after activities take place. Monitoring is necessary to validate proposed
prescriptions and assumptions made about the prescriptions to see that stated objectives
are attained. The following disciplines will be monitored as described:

1. Silviculture / Forest Health

a. Vigor of forest stands using relative density, leaf area
index, and sapwood radial growth.

b. Individual tree growth in representative stands over time in
a release study on permanent plots. Large and old-growth
ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir are of particular interest.

C. Occurrence of natural regeneration and survival of planted
seedlings in established group selection and regeneration
harvest areas.

d. Oak woodlands will be monitored for vegetational response
to fire and thinning.

2. Fuel Hazard and Risk

Fuel characteristics (loading) will be measured before and after treatments in all
vegetation types. Size and composition of fuels related to structure will be assessed at
regular intervals. The potential fire hazard and rate of spread will be evaluated for treated
and untreated areas. Particulate matter generation will be measured during selected
prescribed burning episodes.

3. Soils

Soils will be monitored for erosion and compaction by type and location before and after
prescribed treatments.

4. Wildlife
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Wildlife populations and habitat will be inventoried on both treated and untreated areas.
In addition, the layout of protection buffers, Siskiyou salamander habitat, spotted owl
sites, and great grey owl sites will be monitored.

5. Air Quality

Particulate matter and air opacity are being monitored at the Provolt Seed Orchard air
quality facility as part of the Rogue River Basin Interagency Smoke Monitoring Plan.

6. Contracts
Contract work will be developed and performed to meet watershed analysis objectives.

Contract work results will be monitored.
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Glossary

Advance Regeneration The stems under an existing stand naturally or artificially
developed to replace older trees. These can endure beneath
old stands as stunted seedlings and saplings or as perennial
rootstocks for many years until some disturbance event
releases them.

Basal Area a) Of a tree: the cross-sectional area, expressed in square
feet, of a tree stem measured at breast height. b) Of a forest
stand: the total cross-sectional area of all the trees in a
stand, measured at breast height, expressed in square feet
per acre. Measurement of how much of a site is occupied
by trees. Directly related to stand volume and density.

Basal Area Factor (BAF) A factor that makes it possible to convert stem count per
acre to basal area per acre.

Bole The main stem or trunk of a tree.

Breast Height The standard height (4.5 feet) at which the diameter of a
standing tree is measured. On sloping ground, breast
height is measured on the uphill side of the tree.

Defensible Fuel Profile An area where tree densities are low enough to reduce the

Zone (DFP2Z) occurrence of catastrophic wildfire by lowering the spread,
rate, and the resistance to control. The zone has light
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Fire Regime

ORGANON

Plant Association

Relative Density Index

SVS

ground fuels shaded by a stand of larger, fire resistant trees
where crown closure typically does not exceed 40%.

The frequency, severity, and extent of fires occurring in an
area.

Oregon Growth Analysis and Projection. Growth and yield
model for southwest Oregon forest stands.

A stand or group of stands made up of plants characterized
by a definite floristic composition consisting of uniformity
in physiognomy and structure and uniform habitat
conditions. The term generally is reserved for a climax
community.

The ratio of actual stand density to the maximum stand
density attainable in a stand with the same mean tree
volume.

Stand Visualization System. A computer simulation model
that generates graphics depicting forest stand conditions.
[lustrates individual stand components (e.g., trees, shrubs,
and down material) to display silvicultural treatments and
forest management alternatives.
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The Northwest Forest Plan’s (NWFP) Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) has four
components: Riparian Reserves, Key Watersheds, Watershed Analysis, and Watershed
Restoration. It is guided by nine objectives which are meant to focus agency actions to protect
ecological processes at the 5"-field hydrologic scale, or watershed. How the four components of
ACS relate to the Galls Foot Forest Management Project is explained below:

1. Riparian Reserves: Riparian Reserve widths for streams, springs, wetlands, and unstable soils
have been determined according to the protocol outlined in the NWFPs Aquatic Conservation
Strategy and are listed in the PDFs for the Galls Foot Forest Management Project.

2. Key Watersheds: Tier 1 Key Watersheds contribute directly to conservation of at-risk
anadromous salmonids, bull trout, and resident fish species. They also have a high potential of
being restored as part of a watershed restoration program. The Rogue River Gold Hill (RRGH)
Fifth Field Watershed is not a Key Watershed.

3. Watershed Analysis: BLM S completed the Rogue River Gold Hill (South) Watershed
Analysis in 2001. The Watershed Analysis covers the southern half of the watershed only. No
activities are proposed under the Galls Foot Forest Management Project in the northern half of
the watershed.

4. Watershed Restoration: Most of the restoration activities in the watershed have focused on
restoring fish passage to provide better access to habitat on upstream private and federal lands.
Projects by the local watershed council, ODFW and/or BLM include culvert removal and
replacement, dam removal, road decommissioning, and irrigation ditch fish screens and
siphoning.

Evaluation of This Action’s Consistency with Northwest Forest Plan Aquatic Conservation
Strategy Objectives

1. Maintain and restore the distribution, diversity, and complexity of watershed and landscape-
scale features to ensure protection of the aquatic systems to which species, populations and
communities are uniquely adapted.

Topography, slope, forest fire regime, climate, and the distribution of soil types and plant
communities are some of the landscape-scale features affecting aquatic systems in the
RRGH Watershed. One of the objectives of the Galls Foot Forest Management Project is
to compensate for an altered fire regime and restore certain plant communities. The
intent of this objective is to restore the function of landscape scale processes like wildfire
in order to protect the complexity and distribution of plant communities (including
riparian areas) across the landscape.

2. Maintain and restore spatial and temporal connectivity within and between watersheds.
Lateral, longitudinal, and drainage network connections include floodplains, wetlands, upslope
areas, headwater tributaries, and intact refugia. These network connections must provide
chemically and physically unobstructed routes to areas critical for fulfilling life history
requirements of aquatic and riparian-dependent species.

In the RRGH Watershed, BLM-managed land is concentrated in the steeper slopes of the
tributary streams of the Rogue River. Here, longitudinal connectivity and road densities



are the primary issues for aquatic species. No planned activities proposed under the Galls
Foot Forest Management Project would affect positively or negatively spatial or temporal
connectivity.

3. Maintain and restore the physical integrity of the aquatic system, including shorelines,
banks, and bottom configurations.

Decommissioning the “Max Gulch”, “Foots”, and “West Branch” riparian road segments
would help restore the integrity of these drainages, especially Max Gulch, a tributary to
the Left Fork of Foots Creek. The road that parallels Max Gulch exists literally in the
channel in areas, and is a chronic source of sediment input to the stream system. Over
time, Max Gulch would recover, and come to resemble a natural and properly functioning
creek. Likewise, decommissioning the “Foots” and “West Branch” segments would
eliminate a chronic source of sediment delivery to the respective stream channels. These
benefits would only be noticeable at the site level.

4. Maintain and restore water quality necessary to support healthy riparian, aquatic and wetland
ecosystems. Water quality must remain within the range that maintains the biological, physical,
and chemical integrity of the system and benefits survival, growth, reproduction, and migration
of individuals composing aquatic and riparian communities.

There would be no effect on water temperature, because shade would be maintained or
improved along all stream channels. Short term (one to three years) there would likely be
some amount of fine sediment (total estimated at 6 cubic yards, spread amongst three 7
field watersheds) entering stream channels in the vicinity of the riparian road
decommissioning, downstream of one existing helicopter landing, and adjacent to certain
roads used as haul. Upland work would have no effect on fine sediment levels, due to the
filtering action of Riparian Reserve buffers, extensive PDFs designed to prevent overland
sediment movement, and normal BMPs. In the long term, the riparian road
decommissioning would reduce fine sediment inputs to channels to below what is
currently occurring. Any sediment increases resulting from the proposed road work and
use of one landing would be minor relative to existing sediment levels and would be
offset by the substantial sediment decreased resulting from road decommissioning. This
would ultimately benefit aquatic systems at site scales. The beneficial effects of these
actions would be unnoticeable at the large spatial scale of the RRGH Watershed, due to
continuing water quality problems from historical and present-day activities.

5. Maintain and restore the sediment regime under which aquatic ecosystems evolved.
Elements of the sediment regime include the timing, volume, rate, and character of sediment
input, storage, and transport.

Decommissioning the four riparian roads would decrease chronic sources of fine
sediment input to the aquatic system. These improvements are too minor to be noticed at
the watershed scale. Also see ACS Objective #4. In general, high road densities,
extensive OHV use, and the legacy of past mining in the RRGH Watershed will continue
to impact the sediment regime.

6. Maintain and restore instream flows sufficient to create and sustain riparian, aquatic, and
wetland habitats and to retain patterns of sediment, nutrient, and wood routing. The



timing, magnitude, duration, and spatial distribution of peak, high, and low flows must be
protected.

Peak flows and summer low flows are unlikely to be affected by the Galls Foot Forest
Management Project. Please see the Hydrology report in the Environmental Assessment
for details. Any effects on ground water availability from the project would be too
insignificant to be noticeable at the site, much less the watershed scale. Water
withdrawals for agriculture and residential use have the most significant impacts in
stream flows in the watershed.

7. Maintain and restore the timing, variability, and duration of floodplain inundation and water
table elevation in meadows and wetlands.

Pre-commercial thinning is the only proposed activity in Riparian Reserves that could
possibly influence this objective. Large vegetation would not be treated; therefore, any
additional water released would likely be used by these trees and riparian vegetation
along channels. It is very unlikely that the few riparian meadows and wet areas would
experience any restoration of water table inundation. Any extra water in the soil would
be used by the remaining trees and shrubs and would not be measurable in the adjacent
streams. At the watershed scale, the adverse impacts from over a century of road network
development, agricultural irrigation, and settlement in the floodplains dwarf any impacts
from this project.

8. Maintain and restore the species composition and structural diversity of plant communities
in riparian areas and wetlands to provide adequate summer and winter thermal regulation,
nutrient filtering, appropriate rates of surface erosion, bank erosion, and channel migration and to
supply amounts and distributions of coarse woody debris sufficient to sustain physical
complexity and stability.

This project would benefit riparian areas at site levels, as riparian road decommissioning
would allow those areas to recover to natural states. Pre-commercial thinning operations
in the reserves would reduce tree density and thus free up water and nutrients for the
remaining large trees to utilize and assume old growth characteristics sooner. Both
actions would benefit shade and hence stream temperatures, and eventually yield
potential woody debris inputs to channels. However, benefits to riparian areas would not
be sufficient to compensate for the many miles of degraded riparian areas that exist in
developed areas on private land in the watershed.

9. Maintain and restore habitat to support well-distributed populations of native plant,
invertebrate and vertebrate riparian-dependent species.

See objectives # 3, 4, 5, and 8. Site level benefits to aquatic and riparian habitat would,
at a minimum, maintain populations of native plant, invertebrate, and vertebrate
dependent species at particular sites. The amount of habitat affected would be
insignificant to be beneficial to the RRGH watershed compared to the past and ongoing
degradation that has impacted habitat in this watershed.



