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* Regenerate 59 acres of forests ; 
* Density Management and gap creation in 19 acres riparian reserve, 
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1. Impacts to adjoining land owner ... 

The EA did not adequately consider impacts of this project on the human environment, 
especially impacts to adjoining landowners. 

The proposed logging in T28s, R3w, Section 17 is adjacent to a rural residence in section 
18. Logging in riparian reserves is proposed near their house . Regeneration harvest will 
occur above their house, along 1!4 mile length of their forested property, which is only 
about 300' wide. Clearcutting 114 mile along a narrow strip of trees will cause the 
neighbors to have increased tree blow down, increased noxious weeds, changes in their 
scenery (and property value and quality of life), potential changes in water quality and 
other negative impacts on their property. The EA considered none of this. This violates 
the basic principles ofNEPA which requires the BLM to : "Use all practicable means ... to 
restore and enhance the quality of the human environment and avoid or minimize any 
possible adverse effects of their actions upon the quality of the human environment." 1 

Concerning blow down : The BLM denies blow down will occur because the winds blow 
from the wrong direction. The Decision says: " ... based on experience and professional 
judgment" the adjacent landowners timber cannot blow down. This seems like a pretty 
iffy situation. What if the winds change direction? 

• 

Is the BLM so sure about their "professional judgment", that they are willing to back it 
up with compensation if they are wrong? Since the adjacent neighbor manages their 
property for quality-of-life aesthetics and future late-sera! wildlife, simply compensating 
stumpage value of their lost timber is not adequate. 

Unit 17A contains category l soils2 
, so the adjoining landowner also has category 1 soils. 

This soil type consists of "both steep slopes and a high proportion of granitic parent 
material" that "would pose a high risk for soil damage and loss of site productivity."3 

Logging for 114 mile adjacent to a boundary on granitic soils poses risks to the neighbor' s 
forest, even increasing the threat of blowdown. 

Concerning noxious weeds: Creating increased sunlight will increase sun-loving 
noxious weeds far into the neighbor's property. This would be a significant economic 
hardship imposed on the neighbors. Since this landowner manages their land organically, 
the BLM would cause them many hours of manual labor removing scotchbroom, thistles, 
and blackberry. The neighbors would also have to continue this work for years and years 
after the BLM is done logging (30 years if the BLM is successful in promoting brush). 

The BLM responded that they would use herbicides and do manual removal of noxious 
weeds, on the BLM land. The BLM offered no remedy for the neighbor' s increased 
noxious weed problem and monetary burden from the BLM' s logging. The family next 
door can't afford to hire out manual control, and they don't use herbicides. Instead, the 

1 40 CFR 1500.2 (f).
2 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 19. 
3 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 19. 
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family deserves to have the BLM manage the public lands next to their property 
according to the promised management under the RMP - by thinning, not clearcutting 
(more on this in section 3 below). 

Also, as we describe later in this document, it is unlikely the BLM will be able to 
encourage native brush (the goal of this project) and at the same time eliminate non
native brush through the control measures described. The very goal of this project will 
harm the adjacent landowner. 

Concerning property values: Removing the overstory on the hillside above the 
neighbor's house will reduce their property value. The landowner's home faces the BLM 
land, a green hillside. Looking at a brown hillside instead, with stumps and weeds, will 
degrade their quality of life and lower their property value. 

The BLM responded that the neighbor ' s land is zoned "as agricultural and forestry", 
implying they deserve whatever impacts happen to them from adjacent forest-land 
clearcuts. We disagree. The BLM' s property is not managed under whatever county 
zoning allows. Instead, it is managed under the Northwest Forest Plan. The NWFP land 
allocation requires the adjacent unit to be thinned, not clearcut (see section 3 below). In 
fact, when the BLM recently sold it as a thinning sale the adjacent landowner did not 
complain. The adjoining landowner does not deserve the BLM' s deviation from their 
RMP. clearcutting a strip along their property, because of county zoning. 

Concerning water: Removing so much of the overstory on the slopes above the 
neighbor's house will likely impact their water supply . It could be increased, decreased, 
or soiled. The BLM denies water will be impacted by claiming the unit is "on the 
opposite side of the drainage." (page 7) . The BLM has it wrong. The property is 
downslope from the logging unit, not on the opposite side of the drainage. 

The BLM also responds that soil will not be transmitted into the groundwater. However. 
the BLM is logging to within 35 feet of the stream, close to the family ' s house, and soil 
could be transported in surface water onto their lands. 

Other impacts: The BLM will also spray herbicides4 on the road-sides uphill from their 
property, and build a new road almost right to the property line. Herbicides can move 
downhill or drift in the air. Soil could also move off of BLM land and onto adjacent 
properties. Hopefully, there would be no landslide risks from logging above their home. 
even though it is granitic soils. Smoke from slash removal would be another problem to 
the neighbors . In the future, a young plantation is more tlammable than older forests. 
Replacing a 50-year-old forest in section 17 with a younger plantation is creating a higher 
fire hazard that could impact adjoining land. 

All of these impacts to the human environment should have been considered in the EA. 

4 
Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA page 33 . 
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The BLM knew about this rural residence and the family ' s adjacent forest long before the 
EA was published. For instance, the landowner talked with BLM personnel when they 
were working along their property boundary, near their house. At that time, the owner 
asked the BLM to not harm their property. The landowner even wrote the BLM a letter 
long before the EA was published with concerns about a clearcut-type harvest next to 
their forest. Even so, the BLM ignored this neighbor in the EA. During all of the EA ' s 
economic discussions of millions of board feet and millions of dollars, the BLM never 
once mentioned the economic impact to a small landowners in the area. This violates 
BLM' s moral requirement not to cause neighbors economic hardships, and violates 
NEPA' s requirements to consider the impacts of this project on the human environment, 
even non-corporate humans. 

2. Rural Interface Land Allocation 

The Roseburg BLM RMP requires the BLM to: 
"Consider the interests of adjacent and nearby rural land owners, including residents, 
during analysis, planning, and monitoring related to managed rural interface areas. 
These interests include personal health and safety, improvements to property and 
quality of life. Determine how land owners might be or are affected by activities on 
BLM -administered lands. "5 

The Decision Record responded that the BLM does not have to consider the adjacent land 
owners because the RMP text limits consideration to families who own less than 5 acres, 
while the family living next to unit 17A owns 12 acres. Their "personal health and 
safety" and "quality of life" will not be considered because they own 7 acres over the 
limit described in the RMP text, completely ignoring the different limit described in the 
RMP's glossary. 

The Roseburg BLM RMP glossary defines a qualified Rural Interface land as: 
"Rural Interface Areas- Areas where BLM administered lands are adjacent to or 
intermingled with privately owned lands zoned for 1 to 20-acre lots or that already 
have residential development. "6 

The BLM must treat the 12-acre residential land in section 18, next to unit 17, as a "Rural 
Interface Area". The residence in section 18 qualifies in two ways, it already had 
residential development before 1995, and it is under 20-acres. This means the BLM must: 

''Use design features and mitigation measures to avoid/minimize impacts to health, 
life and property. and quality of life . The following timber management practices will 
not be applied on those lands : herbicide spraying, clearcutting, and broadcast 
burning." 

5 Roseburg BLM RMP. June 1995. page 54. 
6 Roseburg BLM RMP . page 111. 
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"Manage rural interface areas using Visual Resource Management class III standards 
(unless an area is classified as Visual Resource Management class I or II)." 7 

The Decision Record (page 8) is ignoring the glossary definition of "Rural Interface 
Area" because of a conflicting acreage mentioned in the text of the RMP, which limits 
consideration of families to those who own under 5 acres, not the 20 acres described in 
the glossary. 

However, the Decision Record is silent on the second way a family qualifies for 
protections under the Rural Interface Area, that is, families who "already have residential 
development" at the time of the RMP, 1995. While the RMP maps the under-5-acre Rural 
Interface Areas referenced in the text, the maps did not include areas that already had 
residential development. In 1995 the BLM did not have the technology to map those 
areas. Just because this household was not included in the RMP maps of the under-5-acre 
standard, it does not disqualify them from consideration under the existing-residential
development standard. 

The BLM cannot suddenly claim, 17 years after this policy was established, that the 
entire glossary is wrong, and that none of the provisions apply. Every other BLM district 
in western Oregon has the same glossary definition of Rural Interface Area. Only the 
Roseburg RMP text uses "5 acres" instead of 20 acres. If the Roseburg BLM is going to 
negate their entire glossary definition, both determinations of how a family qualifies tor 
protections under the Rural Interface Area land allocation, the BLM must also explain 
why a long-established family who owns 5.1 acres (or 12 acres) doesn't deserve the same 
protections as those that own 5 acres. 

3. BLM's RMP does not allow regeneration harvest of young forests. 

The EATable 3-4 says forests as young as 40 years (unit 17B) are included in the Buck 
Rising timber sale. Unit 17A is only 50 years old, and 17C is 52 years old. The Roseburg 
BLM's Resource Management Plan (RMP) does not allow short-rotation forestry , 
regeneration harvest of young forests. 

All Buck Rising units. 17A B and C, are so young, they have not reached their 
Culmination of Mean Annual Increment (CMAI). The Roseburg BLM RMP states that 
" ... sites on the Roseburg District CMAI occurs from about 80-110 years of age"8

, not 40 
and 50 years old. 

The Roseburg BLM is not allowed to do a regeneration harvest in a forest that has not yet 
met CMAI, or tor any stand under 60 years old in the GFMA or C/0 Blocks. The RMP 
says: "Regeneration harvests will not be programmed for stands under 60 years of age, 
with long term rotation age programmed for culmination of mean annual increment 
(CMAI)."9 The RMP also says: "Schedule regeneration harvests to assure that, over time, 

7 Roseburg BLM RMP. page 54. 
6 Roseburg BLM RMP. page 147. 
9 Roseburg BLM RMP. page 151. 
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harvest will occur in stands at or above the age of volume growth culmination (i.e., 
culmination of mean annual increment)" 10 and "Regeneration harvests may be scheduled 
in stands as young as 60 years, in order to develop a desired age class distribution across 
the landscape." 11 Under 60 years is never allowed. 

Even the Myrtle Creek CT and OM EA was clear that the units in section 17 (the same 
Buck Rising units) had not met the CMAI, and would not do so for many years to 

12 come. 

The Buck Rising units are in the Connectivity/Diversity Block land allocation part of the 
matrix, where regeneration harvest is even more restricted. The RMP (page 152-153) 
requires that: "Regeneration harvests will only be programmed for late successional 
stands. Harvest in stands under 120 years of age will emphasize density management." It 
also says: "Commercial thinning entries would be programmed for stands under 120 
years of age." 

The Pilot Project EA even admits: ''Stands in the Connectivity/Diversity Block land use 
allocation that are less than 120 years old would not be available for regeneration 
harvest". 13 

Clearly, regeneration harvest of 40-52 year-old stands does not meet these RMP 
requirements for regeneration harvests. The BLM cannot log units in section 1 7 without a 
plan amendment. Neither the EA. nor the Decision Record included a plan amendment. 
Why not? Is it because the BLM claimed all logging would meet RMP standards? 

The Buck Rising decision responded that "This project does not represent 
programmed or scheduled regeneration harvest. It is a demonstration pilot ... " 14 We 
find it incredible for the BLM to claim that since this is a pilot project, the BLM does not 
have to follow their own RMP! Especially since the BLM had promised several times the 
Pilot Projects will follow all standards and guidelines of the RMP and Northwest Forest 
Plan (NFP). For instance, the BLM said: "The proposed actions comply with the Record 
of Decision and the Standards and Guidelines of the NFP and the District Resource 
Management Plan (R\1P, USDI 1995).'' 15 

What is not scheduled or programmed about this project? This sale contributes 1.732 
thousand board feet to the district's ASQ 16

• The auction is scheduled for July 24, right on 
time. The EA says an objective of this project is to ''Provide timber sale volume toward 
the Roseburg District Allowable Sale Quantity of 7.0 million cubic feet .. .'' 17 In what way 

10 
Roseburg BLM RMP page 61. 

11 Roseburg BLM RMP page 61. 
12 

Myrtle Creek CT and OM EA. Roseburg BLM. 2006. page 35. This was the EA that produced the Rise and 
Fall timber sale, proposed for thinning. 
13 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA page 28. 
14 Buck Rising Decision Record. Page 5. 
15 

Biological Opinion on Roseburg District's Secretarial Pilot Project. Page 10. April 2012. 
16 Buck Rising Decision Record. page 1 
17 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 2 
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does this project "not represent programmed or scheduled regeneration harvest"? Does 
nothing in the RMP applying to anything in the project? 

The RMP defines "Unscheduled Harvests" as "Riparian Reserves and Late Successional 
Reserves" 18

. The regeneration harvest part of this project is in the matrix. The RMP also 
speaks to the definition of "scheduled" on page ll 0, where it defines PSQ and ASQ. 

"Probable sale quantity includes only scheduled or regulated yields and does not 
include "other wood" or volume of cull and other products that are not normally part 
of allowable sale quantity calculations." 

The ASQ contribution from this project is not cull and other products. They are a normal, 
scheduled and programed part of the ASQ calculation. 

The Decision Record (page 5) also justifies regeneration harvest of a young stand by 
claiming the RMP requires a mix of stand ages in Connectivity/Diversity Blocks. 
However, the restriction to not regenerate harvest anything less th<m 60-years over-rides 
the age-distribution requirements of C/D Blocks. 

In any case, the BLM is not mixing age classes as the RMP described. The Decision 

compares age groups across the watershed, not the Connectivity Diversity Block. The 

CID Block is what BLM should consider for mix of age groups, which the BLM failed to 

do in either the EA or the Decision Document. 


In C/D Blocks, the BLM must "manage for a minimum of 25 percent late successional 

condition in each block" (RMP page !51). There is not 25% late successional in this C/D 

Block, therefore the BLM is only allowed to enhance these forests for late sera! 

condition. Even if there were 25% late successional forests, the C/D Block requires a 

150-year rotation, not 40 year rotation. 


Ignoring information from the C/D Blocks the BLM claims that only I% of the project 
watershed is in the l 0-year-age class. It is disingenuous for the BLM to apply this 1% 
watershed statistic to the smaller C/D Block. 

The Decision Record argues that, in C/D Blocks, when spreading out age classes, "As 
these acres transition into the 20-year age-class in the next few years, the 1 0-year age
class class would be unrepresented in the project watershed", which. BLM appears to be 
arguing, is inconsistent with requirements for C/D Blocks. 

To begin with, how will this regeneration harvest ·•transition into the 20-year age-class in 
the next few years''? Two decades is not ··a few years" . Besides, the BLM hopes to keep 
this brush for 30 years 19

, so it would take 50 years, a half century to transition into a 20
year age-class, not "a few years". 

18 Roseburg BLM RMP. Page 61. 
19 

Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 3: "The first objective is to demonstrate a variable retention harvesting 
model designed to create complex. early-successional habitat that will function for up to 30 years ... • 
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In any case, this sale is in the matrix land allocation, and the BLM must follow the RMP 
requirements for all matrix lands - no regeneration harvest is allowed in stands less than 
60 years old in any matrix, including C/D Blocks. 

The Decision Record (page 2) claims that the C/D Requirements for green tree retention 
has been met by leaving 17 to 25 Trees Per Acre, meeting the requirement of 12 to 18 
TPA. However, the requirement for green trees in C/D blocks is "represent the total range 
of tree size classes greater than 20 inches in diameter", and if there are not 12 trees 
greater than 20" in diameter, then "Stands whose current level of large green trees do not 
meet retention objectives will not be scheduled for regeneration harvests ... "20 

These units should have been deferred from harvest at this time. The BLM has already 
made a decision to thin these units. The BLM should just implement that decision 
instead. (See more on this existing decision in section l 0 below). 

4. Aquatic Conservation Strategy: 

Unit 17A: There is a spring with running water through the western part of unit 17A. The 
Decision Record says (page 8) the spring runs from BLM land onto private property, and 
that: "Under the Northwest Forest Plan, a seep/spring requires only the protection of the 
riparian vegetation and/or trees immediately surrounding it, which the BLM has done.'' The 
last we saw of the spring, the BLM had painted the trees with a black ring adjacent to the 
spring, indicating they would be cut down. Has the BLM re-painted them with orange, 
for retention? 

Peak Flows: The EA for the 2007 Rise and Fall timber sale decision is the Myrtle Creek 
CT/DM EA. The Rise and Fall timber sale thinned the same units that Buck Rising is 
regenerating. In that EA. page 27, the BLM found that harvest in the Transient Snow 
Zone will have little risk of increasing peak flows because increases are associated with 
areas with less than 30 percent canopy closure. Section 17 post-thinning canopy closure 
was expected to remain above 40 percent in the Rise and Fall sale. 21 

The Buck Rising post-logging canopy closure will be 0% in the regeneration harvest 
areas. If the Myrtle Creek CT determined there would be peak flow increases associated 
with areas with less than 30 percent canopy closure. the Pilot Project EA has no basis to 
reach a different conclusion. 

The Buck Rising Decision Record responds that the BLM has a newer method of 
calculating peak-flows, which finds there will be none. It refers to the EA analysis on 
page 120 and described in Table 3-22, which lists the 6th field subwatersheds. Neither the 
Decision Record, nor the EA, identifies which subwatersheds Buck Rising is located in. 
Lets assume it is completely within the Upper North Myrtle Creek 6th field subwatershed, 
a watershed that has been ravaged by recent private land clearcutting. The ECA for this 

20 Roseburg BLM RMP. page 152. 

21 

Rise and Fall decision document. Roseburg BLM. 2007. page 7. 
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watershed is 3,262 acres, or 18% of the watershed. That is just l percent shy of 19%, the 
level to cause peak flows . Since clearcutting is occurring right now, the ECA is higher 
than when the BLM measured it. 

It is also not clear if the ECA acres are federal lands only. The BLM has consistently 
denied being able to determine stand ages on private lands. Since the 3,262 acres is likely 
just federal lands, including the entire subwatershed would raise the percentage 
significantly. 

Especially since this is a watershed that impacts families downstream, the BLM should 
have done a clear description of peak-flow increases, and when showing increases, defer 
harvest. 

Thinning in Riparian Reserves: We are not opposed to responsible thinning in riparian 
reserves. We were not opposed to the thinning project that thinned in the reserves (Rise 
and Fall sale) . However, thinning the reserves while they are next to virtual clearcuts will 
increase edge impacts farther into the reserves, such as increased blow down and 
increased sunlight and drying of the forest. The EA also failed to justify logging Y. acre 
gaps next to the huge gap in the clearcut upland. Riparian reserves gaps and thinning 
were not included in Drs. Franklin and Johnson ' s proposal for the pilot projects. 

The Decision Record responds that the design of the riparian treatments was done in 
collaboration with fisheries biologist, as if fisheries biologist can predict blow down and 
other edge-effects adjacent to clearcuts. In any case, the EA failed to consider the extra 
impact to the reserve from the adjacent regeneration harvest, including blow down, the 
spread of noxious weeds into the reserve edges and gaps, and increased drying and 
increased fire dangers. 

Gaps in Riparian Reserves: In general we are not opposed to variable density 
management with skips and gaps. However, the creation of gaps in a riparian reserve that 
is adjacent to a virtual clearcut is not necessary. We are also opposed to gaps created in 
riparian reserves that leave no snags or other structure representative of natural canopy 
openings. Clearcut gaps in these riparian reserve, up to 114 acre, adjacent to rural families, 
will significantly raise the board feet being sold, but has little apparent ecological value. 

The EA (page 92) described how all the moths and buttertlies would like these riparian 
gaps. However, the larger unit regeneration harvests was supposed to be for moths and 
butterflies. The EA never described how many acres early-sera! dependent moths and 
butterflies really need in one place. 

The EA failed to show that gap creation in the reserves, up to Y. acre, where all trees will 
be put on a log truck and removed, is needed. The EA also failed to show that thinning 
outside of the gaps, next to the regeneration harvest, is "needed" to meet Aquatic 
Conservation Strategy (ACS) objectives. The Northwest Forest Plan requires the BLM to : 
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"Apply silvicultural practices for Riparian Reserves to control stocking, reestablish 
and manage stands, and acquire desired vegetation characteristics needed to attain 
Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives."22 

The EA also failed to show that thinning outside of gaps is needed to attain ACS 

objectives. The EA and the Decision Record states that the thinning will accelerate 

growth of the retained trees, and "Accelerated growth of large conifers would provide 

large instream wood ... "23 Studies have shown otherwise, that heavy thinning (leaving 

under l 00 trees per acre) did not produce larger trees in the long term: 


"Thinning accelerated the development of large diameter trees by about 20 years such 
that there were more live trees > 18" dbh in the two decades following thinning, 
relative to the unthinned stand, but this advantage was short-lived. Three decades 
after thinning, there were more live trees > 18" dbh in the unthinned stand and 
five decades after thinning there were twice as many live trees > 18" dbh in the 
unthinned stand relative to the thinned stand. A similar trajectory was observed for 
the live trees> 24" dbh."24 

The study found: 
'' ... under most conditions, heavy thinning (i .e., below 100 trees per acre) of riparian 
conifer forests will probably not lead to more instream wood . . .. Thinning does 
accelerate the diameter growth rate of the remaining trees, but the tradeoff is that 
there are fewer trees available to fall into the stream .... An unthinned stand will 
produce a high number of very large diameter trees. but it will take a couple of 
decades longer relative to a heavily thinned stand. Overall. an unthinned stand will 
produce a higher number of both live and dead trees across a range of diameter 
classes and will produce far more dead wood over a much longer time frame relative 
to a heavily thinned stand. "25 

The thinning should be dropped until the BLM can document it will actually benefit large 
wood in streams, or that any aquatic species (moths and butterflies are not aquatic 
species) will get additional benefit from reserve logging. This is especially important in 
17A, where the logging will be near the neighbor's house, and has the potential to impact 
water quality in Buck Creek. 

5. Purpose and need 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that the BLM provide an accurate, 
substantiated purpose and need contained in an Environmental Assessment (EA).26 The 
purpose and need as stated in the Roseburg Pilot Project's EA is deticient. The number 
one purpose for this project is: 

22 Northwest Forest Plan. C-32. Emphasis ours . 

23 Buck Rising Decision Record page 10. 

~:Issue Paper for Western Oregon. Oregon State Habitat Office. NMFS. Kim Kratz. PhD. 7-23-10. page 9. 


Issue Paper for Western Oregon. Oregon State Habitat Office. NMFS. Kim Kratz , Ph .D. 7-23-10. 
Appendix 1. pg 38 . 
26 40 C.F.R. § 1502.13. 
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(T]o demonstrate a variable retention harvesting model designed to create complex, early-successional habitat that will function for up to 30 years and: support birds that 
depend on flowering and fruiting plants, provide forage for ungulates (deer and elk), 
provide habitat for cavity-nesting birds, provide forage for a variety of moths and 
butterflies, and provide forage and habitat for small mammals (wood rats, deer mice, 
brush hares, etc.) that may provide greater prey abundance for the northern spotted 
owl. 27 

This need is not substantiated in the EA, as required by NEPA28 
. With the exception of 

cavity-nesting birds, none of the wildlife species mentioned in the stated purpose above, 
need more early-successional habitat than what is provided for already in the watershed. 
Habitat suitable for cavity nesting birds can be achieved without regeneration harvesting. 
Moreover, this "need" appears to be a manufactured excuse to move away from thinning 
in managed plantations. 

Concerning cavity-nesting birds: While we agree that there is a shortage of snags for 
cavity-nesting birds, this Project does not provide a more exceptional remedy than other 
BLM projects. Regeneration harvests could be even worse for cavity nesters because 
there are fewer options for snag development over time. The pilot project does not focus 
on restoration for cavity nesting birds, and in fact, it sells most future snags. 

• 

Buck Rising units have an existing, current decision to be thinned, the Rise and Fall 
timber sale decision29 

, which the BLM could still implement to help provide for cavity
nesting birds. Another option is to not salvage log after a wildland fire. An example is the 
near-by Bland Mountain fire on BLM land near this project. BLM salvaged logged this 
fire instead of providing for the most amount of the highest-quality early-sera! habitat. 

Because the BLM claims Buck Rising is a "restoration'' project of early-sera! habitat, the 
BLM should have provided for 100% of the woodpecker and cavity nesting 
population, not just 40% 30 

. Just the fact that 60% of the cavity nesters will lose their 
habitat means the Purpose and Need of this project, to provide for cavity nesting birds, is 
suspect. 

Concerning moth and butterflies: The EA claims that "there exists a relatively large 
number of butterfly and moth species that require open meadow-like habitats. About 30 
species of rare or uncommon butterflies and moths have been identified that require open 
areas in the forest''. 31 However, the EA failed to specifically name any rare butterfly or 
moth species in this watershed that depends on open meadow-like habitats that this 
project will benefit. 

27 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 2. 
28 40 CFR 1502.13. 
29 

Rise and Fall decision is 8-21-07 for section 17. It was sold, but returned to BLM, as many other sales 
have been recently. But unlike these other sales, the BLM is notre-offering Rise and Fall for some reason. 
30 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA page 13. 
31 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 74. 

• 
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The EA claims their habitat is diminished because of fire suppression. But this is a moist 
forest, wherein Drs. Johnson and Franklin say the effects from fire suppression are not 
yet evident in moist forests32

. · 

Not only does the EA fail to describe which species of rare butterflies or moths depend 

on openings in moist forests in the project area, the EA also failed to develop a 

monitoring plan to see if this pilot project will increase their abundance. In fact, the EA 

even says that butterflies and months will have increases in foraging just by density 

management in riparian reserves. 33 Implementing the existing density management 

decision (Rise and Fall decision) would benefit these species. Regeneration harvest is not 

needed. 
 .... 

Concerning industrial forest lands: The EA states, page 76: " For species dependent on 
early-sera! forests, private lands are not expected to provide quality habitat as these lands 
are intensively managed for conifer growth employing practices such as heavy replanting 
or herbicide application, to the exclusion of competing vegetation that includes flowering 
plants, shrubs and hardwood trees." 

The BLM has presented no evidence to support its claim that private lands are not 
expected to provide adequate habitat for species dependent on early-seral forests. This 
statement is questionable simply because there are no threatened or endangered species 
protected under the ESA that depend on this habitat. 

The EA states that private lands do not provide quality early-sera! habitat because of no
retention-clearcuts and herbicide use. However, private lands, by their sheer quantity of 
clearcuts in the project area, always provide some brush habitat for earl seral species. Out 
ofthe thousands of acres clearcut in the South Umpqua watershed, there are always some 
acres with prolific brush after the herbicide spraying and before young forests close their 
canopy. While each industrial land clearcut might not provide a brush stage for long, 
collectively, thousands of acres of private land clearcuts will always provide a significant 
amount of brushy early-seral habitat. So much is available at any one time, the pilot 
project adds just a drop in the bucket. There is a far greater shortage of older forests that 
only public lands can provide. This C/0 Block had been slated to stand until it was at 
least 120 years old, and it's 50 years into it. It makes no sense to set-back this forest by 
50 years, to keep it early-sera] for 30 years to provide for wildlife with no documented 
need. 

Concerning the need for "restoration": The EA claims that this "restoration of moist 
forests" project is "intended to accelerate the development of older complex forest ... ".34 

Nothing could be further from the reality of what this project does. It sets back a 50-year
old forest to 0 years old, the opposite of accelerating the development of older forests . It 

32 ...
Applying Restoration Principles on the BLM O&C Forests in Southwest Oregon . Franklin-Johnson. 11-30

10. Page 3. "Moist Forest ecosystems evolved with infrequent. .. wildfires .... Generally , silvicultural 

treatments are not needed to maintain existing older forests on Moist Forest sites and can actually 

contribute to degradation of such forests ." 

33 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 92 and page 97. 

34 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 1. 
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increases the opportunity for wildland fire impacts, not creating resistance. Y ounf forests 
are much more likely to experience a stand-replacement fire than mature forests 3 

. 

NEPA requires that the BLM provide an accurate, substantiated purpose and need. The 
BLM has failed to do so for this project. 

5. Wildlife: 

NSO Critical Habitat: All of the forests in Buck Rising have been proposed as critical 
habitat for the northern spotted owl. This project would remove 59 acres of dispersal 
habitat within the home range of the High Riser spotted owl, and 13 acres within its core 
nest area36

. The Lucky Buck owl site would also be impacted. The home range for these 
owls is already below adequate levels. The Connectivity/Diversity Block, which should 
have been allowed to grow to 120 years old before a regeneration harvest, will be cut 70 
years too early, further delaying older forest habitat in this critical habitat. There is also a 
barred owl near-by that this project could benefit. 

Logging sets back these forests by 80 years (50 years is the age of the forest, and it will 
be kept young for another 30 years). The northern spotted owl is in far worse trouble than 
moths and butterflies. The LSRs that were set aside to protect the spotted owl have not 
yet recovered from past clearcutting. These reserves should be allowed to recover before 
removing Connectivity Diversity forests in proposed critical habitat. The EA failed to 
accurately consider this situation. 

The BLM claims37 that the small retention blocks within the regeneration harvest units 
would accelerate the "re-attainment of suitable habitat conditions". We disagree. The 
BLM failed to explain how leaving a tiny patch of standing trees, clearcutting all around 
them, would accelerate spotted owl suitable habitat conditions. Spotted owls can't live in 
such small patches. These units, currently a tree plantation, will never re-attain suitable 
habitat conditions. The BLM is violating the Connectivity Diversity standards of the 
RMP now, and could very well plan tore-harvest this area every 50 years. And it doesn't 
really matter if the stand would become old again in 120 years, because the owl 
population is declining so precipitously now that they could be gone in I 00 years. 

Table 3-31, page 63 of the EA documents that the NSO habitat availability near this 
project is counted only on federal lands. If private land had been included, there would be 
a lower percent of suitable habitat. 

35 Wildfire Effects Evaluation Project. UNF. March 2003. This WEEP report was for a fire just 10 miles east 

of this project. Page 4: "The young vegetation, including plantations, experienced a disproportionately high 

amount of stand-replacement mortality caused by crown fires as compared to older, unmanaged forests ... 

Plantations had a tendency to increase the rate of fire spread and increase the overall area of stand

replacement fire effects by spreading to neighboring stands." 

36 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 80. And decision record page 14. 

37 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 80. And decision record page 14. 
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The BLM claims "we do not have reliable data on the condition of private lands"38. We 
suggest the BLM look at this project's watershed on Google Earth. That is reliable 
enough data. The BLM also claims that "private lands are not considered to be a 
dependable long-term source of habitat". True, but they are a dependable long-term 
source of non-habitat, and so should have been included in the calculation of what is and 
is not long-term habitat. 

Finally, the BLM claims that even if they did include private land, the percentage of 
suitable habitat would be higher, not lower. This is because, the BLM calculates, there 
are l ,481 acres of suitable habitat if private land were counted, and 968 acres of suitable 
habitat if private land were not counted. The fact that there is 513 acres39 of suitable 
nesting habitat, forests over 80 years old, on private land within a 2,955 acre owl home 
range, is remarkable. But the BLM just said they didn't have reliable data to figure this 
out. What is important is that the BLM include the calculations on all ownerships in the 
home range, in the EA, for the public and the decision maker to consider. The BLM 
failed to do that. 

One of the main threats to the northern spotted owl's continued survival is habitat loss 
from timber harvest, exactly what this project proposes doing40

. 

NSO Recovery Plan: The EA claims (page 82) it is consistent with the 2011 NSO 
recovery plan. We disagree. Buck Rising does not comply with Recovery Action 10. 

The Spotted Owl Recovery Plan recommends, in Recovery Action 10, conserving 
northern spotted owl sites, even historic sites. It identifies a number of activities that 
could be undertaken that might reduce NRF habitat at owl sites, but these do not include 
regeneration harvest. 

In section 17, the Buck Rising timber sale, the home range of impacted owls has less than 
40% suitable habitat in their home range. High Riser has only 33% and Lucky Buck has 
only 16% suitable habitat respectively. Logging here violates Recovery Action 10. 

The EA claims this project meets the recovery plan goals because "It would emulate 
natural disturbance processes". 41 This project doesn't emulate natural processes at all. 
This is a regeneration harvest that builds new roads, with logging trucks removing most 
of the volume, and leaving an OHV playground legacy, all within a watershed ravished 
by private industrial land clearcuts. If this were a natural event, old-growth dependent 
species could survive in the adjacent watershed after a severe wildland fire, but here, the 
adjacent watershed is also clearcut. There is nothing natural about this project. NEPA 
does not allow false claims like this. 

36 Buck Rising Decision Record. page 4 

39 1481-968=513 

40 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 64. 

41 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 82. 
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Early-Sera) Obligates: The BLM's section on Early-Sera! Obligates is slanted toward 
proving the project's purpose and need, instead of presenting accurate facts . For instance, 
the EA and the Decision claim that federal forestlands are lacking in adequate forage 
conditions for elk. There is nothing presented to substantiate that claim. In fact, elk 
populations could be higher now than pre-European times. Instead the EA should have 
said that elk population numbers have decreased since the 1980 ' s heyday of clearcutting. 
It is not BLM's obligation to increase elk population number higher than historic 
averages. The same goes for black-tailed deer. 

The EA's claim (page 87) that this project is good for top predators is also off base. The 
big predators are already there, and they already enjoy all of the open, recently logged 
private industrial forest lands, as well as the cover the BLM forest provides. Removing 
that cover is not going to increase their population numbers. Anyway, increasing 
populations of black bear and mountain lions will upset Myrtle Creek residents, and 
could also result in increased killing of bears and lions by Wildlife Services. 

Under the section of Early-Sera! Obligates, the EA claims several times that increased 
fire-suppression is a cause of their decline. However, this project is supposed to be the 
"moist forest" pilot project. Fire suppression is not supposed to be an issue in moist
forests , according to Drs. Norm Johnson and Jerry Franklin42 

. Therefore, any early-sera! 
species that are in decline because of fire-suppression are not relevant to this project. 

Several early-sera! species listed in this section that are in decline thrive in riparian areas, 
such as the Pacific jumping mouse. Since this project does not regenerate harvest riparian 
areas, they are not relevant to this project. The Decision Record should have corrected 
these errors in the EA. 

7. Alternatives 

The no-action alternative failed to fully disclose the status quo- that this project has an 
existing decision to thin it (the Rise and Fall sale), and that the BLM is free to implement 
that decision at any time. Instead, the no-action alternative assumes that nothing can be 
done to these units so they would just stagnate and ·'growth trajectory would be 
unfavorable to development of mature and late-successional forest attributes"43 

. This is 
not true. Implementing the status quo would implement a beneficial thinning project. On 
the other hand, implementing the action alternative would set the trajectory to mature 
forest back by 50 years. 

42 Applying Restoration Principles on the BLM O&C Forests in Southwest Oregon . Dr. Jerry Franklin . Dr. 
Norman Johnson. November 30 , 2010 . Page 3. "The composition and structure of intact existing older 
forests in Moist Forests have not been significantly affected by human activities . Generally, silvicultural 
treatments are not needed to maintain existing older forests on Moist Forest sites and can actually 
contribute to degradation of such forests." 
Also see Restoration of Federal Forests in the Pacific Northwest. Strateg1es and Management Implications 
Same authors. August 15, 2009. Page 2-3 . 
43 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. Page 76. 
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The Buck Rising Decision Record claims that decision (the Rise and Fall 2007 decision 
to thin these units) is too old, 5 years old, so it can no longer be implemented. However, 
the BLM has been re-auctioning all of the returned thinning sales, even ones older than 
this one. The BLM routinely does EAs to be implemented over a decade, like the Upper 
North Umpqua timber sale EA, or the herbicide NEPA document. A 2007 decision is not 
too old. The "EA is too old" is not a valid excuse why the BLM cannot simply implement 
the existing decision to thin these stands. 

The BLM also failed to include a range of alternatives, as required by NEP A, such as 
alternatives to implement the original design of little replanting, or alternatives to exclude 
critical habitat or alternatives to implement the Rural Interface requirements of the RMP. 

8. Noxious Weeds: 

This project will manage brush, including non-native, noxious weeds like scotch broom, 
thistles and blackberry. If the BLM is successful in delaying a canopy cover, these non
native plants will thrive. The EA failed to describe how enhancing brush, the main 
purpose and need of this project, would enhance the right brush and not undesirable non
native brush. We raised this issue in our comments, but the BLM failed to address it. 

While discussing how to control brush near the adjoining private landowner, the BLM 
seemed to say the noxious weed solution would be to douse more than the usual amount 
of herbicides on the units. The EA failed to describe this, especially how herbicides 
would not also be detrimental to the native brush the BLM hopes to perpetuate for 30 
years. The calculations of what herbicides would be used, how much would be used, how 
much more would be used in a regeneration harvest than a thinning, was left out of the 
EA. There was no plan presented to encourage native brush and discourage non-native 
brush. 

The EA said (page 33): "Any new infestations would be treated and periodically 
monitored to determine whether further treatments or alternative treatments are indicated. 
Given that regular weed treatments would continue, there would be no perceptible 
difference in the risk of weed establishment and spread across the alternatives." 

The EA fails to recognize that this project is specifically meant to promote native brush, 
and non-native noxious weeds will take full advantage of that promotion. There is a 
difference between the no-action alternative (no harvest), and regeneration harvest, in the 
amount of noxious weeds promoted. The BLM made an error in claiming there is no 
difference. 

Even ifthe BLM has a separate NEPA document pertaining to herbicides, the Buck 
Rising project will have cumulative impacts on many facets of this issues, including 
impacts to adjoining landowners. The noxious weed problems and solutions should have 
been included in this EA. 
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9. Monitoring 

Monitoring is a critical component of this project. Since the number one objective is to 
enhance rare (not common) early-sera) wildlife species, monitoring must be in place to 
verify those assumptions. The EA failed to even list the rare early-seral wildlife species 
this project is meant to help. Monitoring will be difficult without a list or any base-line 
information. The EA (page 154) and the Decision (page 20) only references the 
monitoring required by the BLM's RMP, which does not include monitoring for the 
purposes, goals, and objectives of this Pilot Project. 

In the Decision the BLM insisted Buck Rising is not a programmed or scheduled timber 
sale. The RMP monitoring, described for a programmed, scheduled timber sale cannot 
get applied to a non-programmed project. If this is a separate "pilot project", it should 
have it's separate monitoring program. The Pilot Project itself must be monitored to see if 
it meets early-seral objectives. Otherwise, it cannot be used as a ''pilot". 

The BLM has suggested that this type of harvest will be a part of the new BLM RMPs in 
Moist Forests. If it is to be applied across thousands of acres, the pilot should be 
monitored to see if it really does what the BLM claims it does. There is no peer review of 
Drs. Johnson and Franklin's theories that more regeneration harvest is needed for wildlife 
in the checkerboard. It's not wise to implement this practice widely without some peer
review, monitoring-- something that validates the assumption that we need more early
sera! forest for wildlife on public lands in the checkerboard. 

10. Forest Carbon and climate change 

The EA used the 2008 WOPR EIS calculations to determine the carbon impact of this 
project. Use of this old and non-relevant method will cause incorrect conclusions. For 
instance, the 2008 EIS considered normal reforestation, planting 600 TPA, in carbon 
calculations. The BLM insists this pilot project reforestation prescription is not normal. 
Therefore, carbon calculations cannot assume it is. With fewer planted trees, there will be 
less carbon sequestration after the harvest. Appendix F, page 3, confirms the BLM is 
considering that stands 5-34 years old will sequester 67.8 tonnes of carbon per year. This 
does not reflect reduced reforestation, 200 TP A, in this calculation. 

The BLM modeled the project for carbon impacts extending out 50 yearsH, but failed to 
explain what relevance 50 years has. If the BLM goes back to complying with the RMP, 
the tree plantations being established now in a C/D Block cannot be clearcut again for 
about 120 years. In 50 years, if all goes right, this forest will only be 20 years old. The 
EA failed to explain how a 20-year-old forest could sequester the same carbon as a 50
year-old forest. 

If the BLM were to show the full lifetime carbon impact of these forests, 200-300 years, 
carbon stored in wood products would be much lower, while the standing, live carbon 
calculation would be higher. 

Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 147. 
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Table 3-27 appears to be skewed to show that the BLM can cut down a 50- I 00 year old 
forest, and in 50 years end up with MORE carbon in standing trees than before they 
started (44,807 vs. 44,963 tonnes respectively) 45 

. This would not be true even ifthis were 
not a pilot project with brush expected for the first 30 years. 

The EA says that in the first 50 years: "carbon storage would increase approximately 
22,450 tonnes, or an average of about 4,490 tonnes per decade, representing a 23 percent 
increase over the current condition, and a 3 I percent increase over post-harvest 
conditions."46 Our comments asked the question: Does this mean that in the first 30 years 
of brush, that the brush fields will generate over 4,000 tonnes per decade? That would be 
about 12,000 metric tonns stored by brush in 30 years. The Decision failed to address this 
question. Please address it in the protest response. 

What is more mysterious is that under Reference Analysis Two, a traditional regeneration 
harvest, there would be "an increase at an average rate of about 4.104 tonnes per 
decade ... "47 How can a traditional regeneration harvest sequester less carbon than the 
proposed alternative? 

This might be an EA misprint, as the next paragraph seems to say the same thing, but 
uses a 7,450 tonnes per decade figure. But this raises another question. How can a 
traditional regeneration harvest sequester almost 40% more carbon-18 than the proposed 
alternative, even though it extracts less volume over less acres? 

Typo or not, the BLM must have this questionable carbon calculation method peer
reviewed. Even the Coos Bay BLM Pilot Project EA showed a loss of carbon in 50 years, 
not a gain49

. NEPA does not allow for inaccurate data to be used. 

This concludes our Protest of the Buck Rising Roseburg Pilot Project. Pilot Project 
theories and assumptions need to be considered in an EIS because they are precedent 
setting and no peer review has been done. Near-by landowner impacts need to be 
assessed. The BLM must follow all RMP standards, as promised. 

Sincerely 

Francis Eatherington 
Cascadia Wildlands 
P.O. Box I 0455, Eugene Oregon. 97440 

541-643-1309 Please email a copy of any responses to francis@cascwild.org 

:: Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 154 Table 3-27. Alternative Two, sub a it A. Standing Live Carbon. 
Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 149. 

47 Roseburg BLM Pilot Project EA. page 152. 
48 

386 tonns less carbon . 4,490 vs. 4,104 tonns 
49 

Wagon Road EA. Coos Bay BLM. January 12, 2012 . Page 57. Present stored carbon in 134 acres is 
22,045 tonns. After regeneration harvest and at 50 years there is 21,062 tonns left. 
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