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Overview 
 
The Roseburg District initiated planning and design for the Calapooya Creek Harvest Plan on May 3, 
2013.  The project conforms to and is consistent with the Roseburg District’s 1995 Record of 
Decision/Resource Management Plan (ROD/RMP 1995).  Analysis of the effects of the proposed actions 
tiers to the analytical assumptions and conclusions of the 1994 Final - Roseburg District Proposed 
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement ((PRMP/EIS) USDI/BLM 1994).  Analysis 
of effects and information from the 2008 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Revision of the 
Resource Management Plans of the Western Oregon Bureau of Land Management is incorporated by 
reference. 
 
The Calapooya Creek Harvest Plan Environmental Analysis (EA) considered a No Action Alternative and 
one Proposed Action Alternative.  As described in the EA (p. 12), the Action Alternative proposes 
treatment of 1,245 acres of mid-seral stands with Variable Density Thinning and Variable Retention 
Harvest.  Thinning would occur on approximately 421 acres within GFMA, 274 acres within C/D, and 
487 acres within Riparian Reserve.  Variable Retention Harvest would be implemented on approximately 
63 acres within GFMA. 
 
The location of prospective units and land use allocations are illustrated Table 2 in the EA (p. 13-14). 
 
 
Both context and intensity must be considered in determining significance of the environmental effects of 
an agency action (40 CFR 1508.27): 
 
Context 
 
The analysis area is within the Calapooya Creek, Elk Creek and Lower North Umpqua fifth-field 
watersheds.  Eighty-eight percent of the project area is within the Calapooya Creek watershed which 
drains approximately 157,194 acres, of which 11,661acres (7.4 percent) are administered by the 
Swiftwater Field Office of the Roseburg District.  The remainder of the project area is evenly divided 
between the Elk Creek and Lower North Umpqua River watersheds (EA p. 1). 
 
Thinning of 1,182 acres under the proposed action alternative would affect 0.7 percent of all lands and 
slightly less than 10 percent of the BLM administered lands in the Calapooya Creek watershed. A very 
small percentage of lands in the Elk Creek and Lower North Umpqua River watersheds would be affected 
by the thinning.  The variable retention harvest would remove approximately 63 acres of mid-seral forest 
representing 0.6 percent of BLM administered lands in the Calapooya Creek Watershed.  This would not 
bear any regional, statewide, national or international importance. 
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Intensity 
 
The Council on Environmental Quality includes the following ten considerations for evaluating 
intensity. 
 
Test for Significant Impacts. 

1. Has significant impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse (40 CFR §1508.27(b) (1))? 
( ) Yes  (√) No 
Remarks:   
The proposed action could have potentially beneficial and adverse impacts but they would be 
consistent with the range and scope of effects analyzed and described in the1994 Final - 
Roseburg District Proposed Resource Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement 
(1994 PRMP/EIS), which analyzed the timber management program for the Roseburg 
District, to which the EA is tiered. 

 
The application of thinning under the proposed action alternative would improve tree health 
and vigor within the treated forest stands as well as enhancing the commercial value of timber 
in the Matrix land use allocation.  Thinning would also accelerate attainment of Aquatic 
Conservation Strategy objectives in the Riparian Reserves (EA p. 106). 
 
The application of a variable retention harvest prescription on 63 acres would result in a small 
increase in the amount of early seral habitat within the Calapooya Creek Watershed (EA pp. 
44-45).  The early seral habitat would provide open canopy conditions, that combined with 
aggregates and thinned forest habitat, would provide vegetative and structural diversity for 
species associated with complex forest habitat (EA p. 82). 
 
Timber harvest would also provide trees for manufacturing, which would in turn provide 
employment, wages to timber workers and employees in associated industries, and generate 
tax revenues for local, state and federal governments. 
 
 

2. Has significant adverse impacts on public health or safety (40 CFR §1508.27(b) (2))? 
( ) Yes  (√) No 
Remarks:   
The proposed action is a timber management project that is located in a rural setting, removed 
from urban and metropolitan areas, on a landscape of Federal and private lands that are 
principally managed for timber production, and as such would not be expected to have any 
demonstrable effects on public health and safety. 
 
As described in the EA (p. 111), the Calapooya Creek project is within the Wildland Urban 
Interface (WUI) as identified in the Fire Management Plan for the Coos Bay/Roseburg Fire 
Management Zone.   
 
Under the proposed action alternative, activity fuels at landings would be machine piled and 
burned during fall or winter months when weather conditions would favor rapid smoke 
dispersion and precipitation would wash particulates from the air.  In addition, small fuels, 3-
6 inches in diameter, would be hand piled and burned within 50 feet of selected roadways, 
resulting in approximately 211 acres of activity fuels reduction (EA p. 112). 

   
There would be no significant effect to air quality because prescribed burning would be 
conducted under the requirements of the Oregon Smoke Management Plan in a manner 
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consistent with the requirements of the Clean Air Act.  Slash would be burned during the late-
fall to mid-spring season when the soil, duff layer (soil surface layer consisting of fine 
organic material), and large down log moisture levels are high and atmospheric conditions are 
conducive to smoke dispersion and particulate removal (EA p.27). 

 
 

3. Adversely effects such unique geographic characteristics as historic or cultural resources, 
park, recreation, or refuge lands, wilderness areas, wild or scenic rivers, sole or principal 
drinking water aquifers, prime farmlands, wetlands, floodplains or ecologically significant or 
critical areas including those listed on the Department's National Register of Natural 
Landmarks (40 CFR §1508.27(b) (3))? 
( ) Yes  (√) No 
Remarks:  Unique geographic characteristics (such as those listed above) are absent from the 
project area and would not be affected EA, pg. 30). 
 
As described in the EA (pg. 31), cultural resource clearances have been completed. The most 
recent surveys identified two previously undocumented sites including OR-10-326 and OR-
10-327.  Site OR-10-326 is located outside of the project area and will not be impacted by 
proposed actions.  Site OR-10-327 is a historic trail, in use in modern times, with no historic 
integrity.  This site, which runs through the proposed project area, is not eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places and will not be managed for conservation.  
Ultimately, the proposed Calapooya project will have no impact on documented historic 
properties.  Consequently, no effects to cultural resources are anticipated. 

 
 
4. Has highly controversial effects on the quality of the human environment (40 CFR 

§1508.27(b) (4))? 
( ) Yes  (√) No 
Remarks:     
The environmental effects of the project are within the scope of those considered in the 1994 
Roseburg District PRMP/EIS. The BLM has conducted timber management across western 
Oregon for decades. Effects are expected to be consistent with those of the published 
literature cited in the EA, and are not expected to be highly controversial, in a scientific 
sense. 
 
The public has been afforded the opportunity to comment on this (EA p. 119) and other 
projects of a similar nature and none of the comments have established scientific controversy 
over the nature of the effects on the human environment.  As such, the BLM has concluded 
that effects of the project would not be highly controversial on the human environment.   
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5. Has highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks to the human environment (40 CFR 

§1508.27(b) (5))? 
( ) Yes  (√) No 
Remarks:   
This project is not unique as the BLM has been conducting timber management across 
western Oregon for many decades. There is also a wide body of literature describing the 
environmental effects of such forest management activity.  As such, the BLM has concluded 
that effects would not be highly uncertain.  The environmental effects of the proposed action 
alternative are fully analyzed in Chapter 3 of the EA (pp. 32-117). 
 
Climate change and greenhouse gas emissions have been identified as an emerging resource 
concern by the Secretary of the Interior (Secretarial Order No. 3226; January 16, 2009), the 
OR/WA BLM State Director (IM-OR-2010-012, January 13, 2010), and by the general public 
through comments on recent project analyses.  
 
The U.S. Geological Survey, in a May 14, 2008 memorandum (USDI USGS 2008) to the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, summarized the latest science on greenhouse gas emissions 
and concluded that it is currently beyond the scope of existing science to identify a specific 
source of greenhouse gas emissions or sequestration and designate it as the cause of specific 
climate impacts at a specific location. 
 
As described in the EA (pp. 114-117) the total direct carbon release under the action 
alternative is 5,736 tonnes.  Direct release of carbon under this action alternative would be 
undetectable at only 0.0003 percent of annual emissions in the United States, and 0.00008 
percent of annual global emissions. 

 
 

6. Establishes a precedent for future actions with significant effects or represents a decision in 
principle about a future consideration (40 CFR §1508.27(b) (6))? 
( ) Yes  (√) No 
Remarks:  The advertisement, auction, and award of a timber sale contract are part of a well-
established practice for BLM forest management and completion of that process for the 
proposed action would not establish a precedent for future actions or decisions.  Any new 
proposals for timber management would be subject to site-specific evaluation and analysis 
independent of the analysis and decision completed for this project. 
 
 

7. Is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts 
(40 CFR §1508.27(b) (7))? 

( ) Yes  (√) No 
Remarks:   
The interdisciplinary team considered the proposed action in the context of past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions.  The cumulative impacts to forest vegetation (p. 44), wildlife 
(pp. 73-75, 78, 82, 85, 88), soils (p. 94), hydrology, aquatic habitat and fisheries (pp. 105-
106), noxious weeds (p. 108), and carbon storage (pp. 116-117) were analyzed in the EA and 
were found to not be significant. 
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8. Has adverse effects on districts, sites, highways, structures, or objects listed in or eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause loss or destruction of 
significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources (40 CFR §1508.27(b) (8))? 

( ) Yes  (√) No 
Remarks:   
Cultural resource inventories within proposed harvest units and locations of proposed road 
construction are complete.  The most recent surveys identified two previously undocumented 
sites including OR-10-326 and OR-10-327.  Site OR-10-326 is located outside of the project 
area and will not be impacted by proposed actions.  Site OR-10-327 is a historic trail, in use 
in modern times, with no historic integrity.  This site, which runs through the proposed 
project area, is not eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places and will not 
be managed for conservation.  Ultimately, the proposed Calapooya project will have no 
impact on documented historic properties. (EA p. 31) 
 
 
No cultural resources will be affected by this project.  Consequently, the BLM is in 
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act under the guidance of 
the 2012 National Programmatic Agreement and the 2015 Oregon Protocol.  (EA pp. 31, 119) 
 
 

9. May adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or its habitat that has been 
determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (40 CFR §1508.27(b) 
(9))? 

Botanical Species    ( ) Yes  (√) No 
Fish Species     ( ) Yes  (√) No 
Wildlife Species    ( ) Yes  (√) No 
 

Remarks: Surveys did not identify the presence of any federally threatened or 
endangered botanical species; therefore the proposed thinning would have no effect 
on listed botanical species (EA, p. 109). 
 
Analysis in the EA has determined that any impacts to water temperature, substrate/sediment 
quality, large wood, pool quality, or habitat access within the project area would be non-
existent or immeasurable above background levels.  Aquatic habitat in Coon Creek, Gossett 
Creek, Haney Creek, Mill Creek, Boyd Creek, Oldham Creek, Gassy Creek, Slide Creek, and 
Field Creek would be unaffected, except for short-term reductions in the amount of large and 
small functional wood available to the stream.  Due to the high volume of wood already in 
the streams and the high density of trees in the no-harvest buffers, fish species and 
populations in the streams in the project area would be unaffected.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not have an effect on Oregon Coast coho salmon or its habitat (EA p. 105). 
 
As described in the EA (p. 61) there would be no effect to northern spotted owls due to 
disturbance/disruption because all harvest activities would be conducted outside of the 
minimum disruption thresholds for northern spotted owl sites in the project area.  Effects 
would be solely associated with modification or removal of dispersal habitat. 
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Thinning would remove canopy cover however the stands would continue to function as 
dispersal habitat because canopy closure would be maintained between 44 and 76 percent 
(EA p. 61).  Large remnant trees, hardwoods, snags, and coarse down wood would be 
reserved and over time, the proposed thinning treatments would enhance nesting, roosting, 
and foraging habitat, improve habitat connectivity, and reduce the risk of habitat loss from 
stand-replacing wildfires.  Consequently, the proposed action would result in a beneficial 
effect to northern spotted owl habitat in the long-term (EA p. 62). 
 
Application of variable retention harvest would not occur within any spotted owl home range, 
core area or nest patch.  However, application of variable retention harvest on 63 acres within 
two units would fragment forest habitat resulting in the downgrade of 91 acres of northern 
spotted owl dispersal habitat (EA p. 65-66). 

 
Variable retention harvest would allow retention trees to grow larger faster, to develop 
suitable wildlife habitat characteristics, such as large limbs and crowns, and would promote 
habitat conditions that would have a beneficial effect on northern spotted owl prey species 
(EA p. 67).  Development of these habitat components would have beneficial effects on 
future northern spotted owl suitable habitat by providing multiple canopy structure and 
diversity within the treated stands (EA p. 71). 
 
As structural components, such as large diameter trees and snags, multiple canopy layers, 
large coarse woody debris, and hunting perches develop following thinning, the amount of 
northern spotted owl nesting habitat would increase resulting in a beneficial effect to northern 
spotted owl critical habitat (EA p. 71). 
 
Variable retention harvest would remove and downgrade 84-acres of dispersal habitat to 
capable habitat, affecting 0.1 percent of Critical Habitat Sub-Unit WCS-6 (EA p. 71).  Stand 
canopy cover would recover to 40 percent or more in approximately 25 years and the 
resulting dispersal habitat would be of higher quality than would develop under pre-treatment 
conditions (EA p. 71). 

 
 

10. Threatens to violate Federal, State, or local law or requirements imposed for the protection of 
the environment (40 CFR §1508.27(b) (10))? 
( ) Yes  (√) No 
Remarks:   
The project conforms to and is consistent with the Roseburg District’s 1995 Record of 
Decision/Resource Management Plan (EA p. 6).  Furthermore, the design features described 
within the EA ensure that the proposed action complies with all applicable laws (EA p. 8). 
 
With respect to environmental justice, the proposed action would be consistent with 
Executive Order 12898 which addresses Environmental Justice (EA, p. 30). No potential 
impacts to low-income or minority populations have been identified by the BLM internally or 
through public involvement. Employment associated with the sales would involve local 
contractors who engage in similar work throughout Douglas County.  No Native American 
religious concerns were identified through correspondence with local tribal governments (EA 
p. 30).  Correspondence with local tribal governments did not identify Native American 
religious concerns about the Calapooya Creek project. 
 
 
 



7 
 

Finding 
 
Based on the analysis of potential impacts contained in the EA, I have determined that the Calapooya 
Creek Harvest Plan would not have a significant impact on the human environment within the meaning of 
Section 102(2) (c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, and that an environmental impact 
statement would not be required.  I have further determined that the proposed action conforms to 
management direction from the Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan approved by the 
Oregon/Washington State Director on June 2, 1995. 
 
 
 
__________________________________   ________________ 
Max Yager     Date 
Field Manager         
Swiftwater Field Office 
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