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U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
Roseburg District Office 
777 NW Garden Valley Blvd. 
Roseburg, Oregon 97471 

This environmental assessment analyzes proposed unilateral road construction by a private party 
designed in conformance with management direction provided in the 2008 Roseburg District 
Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (ROD/RMP). 

The BLM is providing a 30-day period for public review and comment on the documents, and 
will accept comments until the close of business (4:30 PM, PDT) on June 16, 2011.   

Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying 
information in your comment be advised that your entire comment, including your personal 
identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time.  While you can ask us in 
your comment to withhold from public review your personal identifying information, we cannot 
guarantee that we will be able to do so.  If you choose to submit any written comments, they 
should be directed to Steven Lydick, South River Field Manager at the above address. 

In keeping with Bureau of Land Management policy, the Roseburg District posts Environmental 
Assessments, Environmental Impact Statements, Findings of No Significant Impact, and 
Decision Records/Documentations on the district web page under Plans & Projects at 
www.blm.gov/or/districts/roseburg, on the same day on which an electronic notice of availability 
is transmitted to those individuals and organizations on the District’s NEPA mailing list who 
have expressed an interest in project planning and analysis.  Individuals desiring a paper copy of 
such documents will be provided one upon request. Individuals with the ability to access these 
documents on-line are encouraged to do so.  Internet use reduces paper consumption and 
administrative costs associated with copying and mailing. 
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Chapter One - Purpose and Need for Action 

This chapter provides a description of the purpose and need for the proposed action. 

I. Background 

Christian Futures, Inc. purchased two parcels of land from the State of Oregon.  The first parcel 
is located in Section 26, T. 31 S., R. 5 W., Willamette Meridian (W.M.), the second in Section 
35, T. 31 S., R. 5 W., W.M.   

On August 8, 2007, Rick Christian approached the BLM seeking permission to construct two 
new roads across BLM-administered lands to facilitate cable yarding of the parcel in Section 35 
and construction of a landing from which to yard timber in Section 26.  Mr. Christian also filed a 
permit application for timber hauling that included maintenance on a portion of BLM Road No. 
31-5-35.1. A unilateral permit (R-1480) authorizing timber hauling was issued on August 25, 
2008. A second unilateral permit (R-1484) was issued authorizing the use of existing roads and 
two helicopter landing sites to the north of the private land parcel in Section 26.   

On April 14, 2011, Mr. Christian amended his request limiting it to maintenance on BLM Road 
No. 31-5-35.1 in Section26 and construction of an extension of the road to access the northern 
portion of his holdings in Section 35, T. 31 S., R. 5 W., W.M.  

II. Purpose 

The purpose for the proposed action is to provide an adjacent landowner with access across 
BLM-administered lands for the purpose of managing private timber lands. 

III. Need 

The need for the proposed action is set forth in management objectives contained in the 
Roseburg District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (USDI, BLM 2008a 
(2008 ROD/RMP)). Specifically (p. 45): 

“Provide needed rights-of-way, permits, leases, and easements over BLM-administered lands 
in a manner that is consistent with federal and state laws.” 

IV. Decisions to be Made 

Factors to be considered in deciding between the alternatives will include: 

 The nature and intensity of environmental impacts that would result from the proposed road 
construction, and 

 Compliance with 2008 ROD/RMP management direction, terms of consultation on species 
listed and critical habitat designated under the Endangered Species Act, and BLM programs 
such as Special Status Species. 
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V. Scoping 

A. Internal Scoping 

An interdisciplinary team was assembled at initiation of the project analysis.  Issues 
identified for analysis were determined based on 2008 ROD/RMP management direction for 
utilization and protection of natural resources; circumstances and concerns identified through 
field reconnaissance; and requirements set forth in laws, regulations, policy and court rulings.   

B. External Scoping 

A notice of project initiation was published in the Roseburg District Quarterly Planning 
Update (Winter 2009), informing the general public of the nature of the proposed action.  
Requests for additional information were received but no scoping comments were submitted. 

VI. Issues for Analysis 

Through internal scoping, the interdisciplinary team identified the following issues for analysis. 

A. Wildlife 
 What would be the direct and indirect effects of the alternatives to the Federally-

threatened northern spotted owl in terms of disturbance and modification of habitat? 
 What would the effects of the alternatives be to habitat on lands allocated to Late-

Successional Management Areas? 
 What would be the direct and indirect effects of the alternatives to critical habitat 

designated for survival and recovery of the Federally-threatened northern spotted owl? 
	 What would the direct and indirect effects of the alternatives be to Bureau Sensitive 

species, including birds, mollusks and bat species, and to the habitat provided by BLM-
managed lands in the project area? 

	 What would the direct and indirect effects of the alternatives be on landbirds and habitat 
provided by BLM-managed lands in the project area? 

B 	 Fish, Aquatic Habitat and Water Resources 
	 What would the direct and indirect effects of the alternatives be to the Federally-

threatened Oregon Coast coho salmon and other fish species inhabiting streams in the 
project area? 

	 What effects would the alternatives have on the condition of aquatic habitat, including 
critical habitat designated for the Oregon Coast coho salmon and Essential Fish Habitat 
designated for coho and Chinook salmon? 

	 What effects would the alternatives have on water quality, specifically temperature and 
shade, sediment and turbidity, and timing and quantity of stream flows? 

C. Soils 
 What would the direct effects of the alternatives be in terms of soil displacement and 

compaction? 
 What would the indirect effects of the alternatives be in terms of increased potential for 

erosion, slope stability and risk of slope failures and landslides? 
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D. Recreation and Visual Resources 
	 How would the alternatives affect recreational opportunities? 
	 How would the alternatives affect authorized and unauthorized use of off-highway 

vehicles within the project area, and how would unauthorized uses be discouraged? 
	 How would the alternatives comply with Visual Resource Management objectives? 

VII. Conformance 

A. Applicable Planning Documents 

Effects of natural resource management were analyzed in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Revision of the Resource Management Plans of the Western Oregon 
Bureau of Land Management (USDI, BLM 2008b (2008 FEIS)), with management direction 
provided by the 2008 ROD/RMP. This EA will consider environmental consequences of no 
action and the proposed action to determine if there would be impacts exceeding those 
analyzed in the 2008 FEIS, precluding the issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact 
and requiring preparation of a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.   

B. Applicable Laws and Regulations 

Implementation of the proposed action would conform to applicable laws, regulations and 
Executive Orders that include but are not limited to: 

	 The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA):  Section 302 at 43 U.S.C. 
1732(a), directs that “The Secretary shall manage the public lands . . .in accordance with 
the land use plans developed by him under section 202 of this Act when they are 
available . . .” 

	 The Endangered Species Act:  Section 7(a) (2) directs that each Federal agency shall, in 
accordance with and with the assistance of the Secretary, insure that any action 
authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of any endangered species or threatened species or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of habitat of such species which is determined by the Secretary to 
be critical. 

	 Clean Water Act:  Section 313 and Executive Order 12088 require federal agencies 
comply with all programs and requirements for controlling water pollution from nonpoint 
sources. 

	 Lacey Act, Federal Noxious Weed Act and Executive Order 13112:  Minimize the 
risk of establishment or spread of noxious weeds and invasive non-native plants. 

	 National Historic Preservation Act, 1997 National Programmatic Agreement and 
1998 Oregon State Historic Preservation Office Protocols:  Protection of resources of 
historic or cultural value. 

	 Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186:  Protection of migratory 
birds. 
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Chapter Two - Discussion of Alternatives 

This chapter describes the basic features of the alternatives being analyzed. 

I. Alternative One - No Action 

Under this alternative, the BLM would not grant a Unilateral O&C Permit for road construction.  
Christian Futures, Inc. would need to pursue other available options for yarding timber, including 
helicopter yarding. 

II. Alternative Two – The Proposed Actions 

Under this alternative, the BLM would grant a Unilateral O&C Permit to Christian Futures, Inc. 
for road maintenance on BLM Road No. 31-5-35.1 and construction of a 360-foot extension of 
the road. 

A. Road Construction and Maintenance 

Christian Futures would be authorized to construct approximately 360 feet of road across 
BLM-administered lands in Section 35, T. 31 S., R. 5 W.  Construction would commence at 
the present terminus of BLM Road No. 31-5-35.1 and climb through a 20 year-old plantation 
across relatively steep side-slopes that range from 60-to-90 percent, proceeding in a generally 
southwesterly direction to the private lands to be accessed in Section 35.   

The road would be full bench construction with a 14-foot running native surface and two-foot 
ditch line. Waste material would be end-hauled for use in landing construction on the private 
property. Approximately one-half acre would be cleared in Late-Successional Management 
Areas for the total right-of-way.  

The road would cross a small intermittent stream less than one-foot wide with steep gradients 
above and below. An 18-inch culvert would be installed, sufficient to handle expected 
stream flows.  Engineered fill (stacked ecology blocks, gabion baskets, etc.) would be 
employed to minimize the length of the culvert needed and the amount of excavation on 
approaches to the crossing. 

Christian Futures would be authorized to conduct maintenance on BLM Road No. 31-5-35.1, 
the existing road, in the form of removing two trees blown down across the road, grading the 
road, and removing hazard trees that would pose a safety risk to timber hauling activities.   

Best Management Practices from the 2008 ROD/RMP (Appendix C) would be applied in 
construction of the road extension and in maintenance to BLM Road No. 31-5-35.1.  These 
may include but would not be limited to: 

	 R 1 – Locate roads and landings on stable locations that minimize sediment delivery to 
streams.  To the extent workable, avoid unstable headwalls, and steep channel-adjacent 
side slopes. 
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	 R 2 – Where practical to do so, plan routes to limit new construction, including stream 
crossings. 

	 R 7 – Locate excavated disposal areas outside Riparian Management Areas, floodplains, 
and unstable areas that could transport sediment to waterbodies. 

	 R 8 – Design roads no wider than needed for the specific use. 
	 R 9 – Limit road and landing construction, reconstruction, or renovation activities to the 

dry season, generally from May into October.  When conditions permit operations outside 
the dry season, keep erosion control measures concurrent with ground disturbance to the 
extent that the affected area can be rapidly storm-proofed if weather conditions 
deteriorate. 

	 R 10 – End-haul excavated material to minimize side-casting of waste material if side 
slopes generally exceed 60 percent, or where side-cast material may enter waterbodies, 
wetlands, or floodplains. 

	 R 16 – Complete road construction activities prior to fall rains.  Prevent erosion in areas 
with direct connectivity to streams by stabilizing exposed soil materials. 

	 R 17 – Seed and mulch cut and fill slopes, ditchlines, and waste disposal upon 

construction completion. 


	 R 18 – For new road construction, clear channels and ditches of excess sediment and 
debris above culvert inlets prior to fall rains. 

Prior to mobilization, all construction equipment would be steam-cleaned or pressure-washed 
to remove soil and materials that could transport weed seed or root fragments.  

Use of the road extension would be needed for an estimated three to four years to allow 
logging and replanting of the private forest land.  At the end of each operating season the 
road extension would be seeded and mulched to control erosion, and blocked to vehicular 
access. When use of the new road segment is complete and it is no longer needed, it would 
be decommissioned in the following manner.  The single intermittent stream crossing would 
be removed.  All fill material would be pulled back and disposed of in a stable location where 
it would not erode into the stream.  Waterbars would be constructed, and the road bed would 
be seeded and mulched or covered with slash, and blocked.   

B. Seasonal Restrictions for Wildlife 

Road construction would be seasonally restricted from March 1st to July 15th. This seasonal 
restriction may be waived until March 1st of the following year if current calendar year 
surveys indicate: 1) northern spotted owls are not detected, 2) northern spotted owls are 
present but are not attempting to nest, or 3) northern spotted owls are present but nesting 
attempts have failed. 

Hazard tree removal and road maintenance would not be seasonally restricted because 
projects typically last less than a week and typically less than a day on any quarter-mile 
section of road. These areas receive baseline noise levels because they are spatially limited 
to the vicinity of the roads. Any northern spotted owls within applicable disruption threshold 
distances would likely be acclimated to noise disturbance.   
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III. Resources Not Present or Unaffected by the Alternatives 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, prime or unique farmlands, floodplains, wilderness, 
and Wild and Scenic Rivers are absent from the project area, and hence would be unaffected 
under either of the alternatives. 

Cultural surveys of the project area were previously conducted in conjunction with the Canyon 
Pass timber sale (CRS No. 28620).  No resources of cultural or historical value were identified.   

Surveys did not locate any special status botanical species that would be impacted by the 
proposed road maintenance and road construction. 

IV. Issues Considered but not Analyzed in Detail 

No Native American religious concerns have been identified by the interdisciplinary team or 
through correspondence with local tribal governments.  

The proposed action is consistent with Executive Order 12898 which addresses Environmental 
Justice in minority and low-income populations.  The BLM has not identified potential impacts 
to low-income or minority populations, internally or through the public involvement process.   

The proposed project area is located on lands classified as Visual Resource Management 
(VRM) Class IV.  There are no visual constraints applicable to this VRM class. 

There are infestations of noxious weeds along some of the existing access roads over which 
timber hauling is already authorized.  The two most common are Himalayan blackberry and 
Scotch broom. 

In the absence of the proposed road construction weed control measures would still be 
undertaken. Actions to contain, control and eradicate existing infestations are implemented 
under the Roseburg District Integrated Weed Control Plan (USDI, BLM 1995). Actions include 
inventory of infestations, assessment of risk for spread, and application of control measures in 
areas where other management actions are proposed or planned.   

Control measures generally consist of mowing, hand-pulling, and limited use of approved 
herbicides. Herbicide application treats individual plants.  Application methods are limited to 
truck-mounted sprayers, backpack and hand sprayers, and wick wipers.  Time and location of 
herbicide application is restricted based upon forecast weather conditions, proximity to live 
water and riparian areas, and proximity to residences or other places of human occupation.   

As discussed on page 5, if the proposed action is implemented, preventative measures would be 
implemented to minimize or eliminate the risk of introducing new weed infestations or spreading 
existing infestations. As a consequence, negligible changes in noxious weed populations would 
be expected under either of the alternatives.  
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Chapter Three – Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences 

This chapter summarizes the current condition of specific resources present or potentially present 
in the project areas that could be affected by the proposed commercial thinning.  It also addresses 
the anticipated short-term and long-term effects that may result from implementation of the 
alternatives, including those effects that are direct, indirect and cumulative.   

The discussion is organized by resource, addressing the interaction of the effects of thinning with 
current baseline conditions of this environment.  It describes potential effects, how they might 
occur, and the incremental result of those effects, focusing on direct and indirect effects with a 
realistic potential for cumulative effects, rather than those of a negligible or discountable nature. 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) provided guidance on June 24, 2005, as to the 
extent to which agencies of the Federal government are required to analyze the environmental 
effects of past actions when describing the cumulative environmental effect of a proposed action 
in accordance with Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  CEQ noted 
the “[e]nvironmental analysis required under NEPA is forward-looking,” and “[r]eview of past 
actions is only required to the extent that this review informs agency decisionmaking regarding 
the proposed action.” This is because a description of the current state of the environment 
inherently includes effects of past actions.  Guidance further states that “[g]enerally, agencies 
can conduct an adequate cumulative effects analysis by focusing on the current aggregate effects 
of past actions without delving into the historic details of individual past actions.”  

The cumulative effects of BLM resource management on the Roseburg District have been 
described and analyzed in the 2008 FEIS, incorporated herein by reference. 

I. Wildlife 

The Late-Successional Management Area polygon that surrounds the project location is 1,281 
acres in size consisting of 1,109 acres of forested lands and 172 acres of non-forest (rock, 
highway). The distribution of forested acres by age-class is approximately:  20-years – 56 acres, 
30-years – 48 acres, 40-years – 96 acres, 50-years – 10 acres, 60-years – 104 acres, 110-to160-
years – 677 acres, and 250+-years – 186 acres. 

A Affected Environment 

BLM Manual 6840 establishes management direction for two groups of species; those that are 
listed or proposed for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, and those 
designated as Bureau Sensitive by the Bureau of Land Management.  Twenty-four special status 
wildlife species (Appendix A) are known or suspected to occur on the Roseburg District.  The 
proposed action would not affect 18 of these species because the project area is outside their 
range or suitable habitat is absent from the project area.  The remaining six species that may be 
affected are addressed below.  In addition the golden eagle is also discussed.  
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1. 	 Threatened and Endangered Species 

The northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) is designated a Federally-threatened 
species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended.  It is present 
throughout the Roseburg District where it generally inhabits forests older than 80 years of 
age that provide habitat for nesting, roosting and foraging, commonly referred to as suitable 
habitat. Suitable habitat is characterized by multi-layered, multi-species canopies dominated 
by large overstory trees greater than 20 inches in diameter breast height.  Canopy cover is 
typically 60-to-80 percent, with open spaces within and below the canopy of the dominant 
overstory.  Trees with large cavities and other deformities, large snags, and large down wood 
are typically abundant (Thomas et al. 1990; Forsman et al. 1984; Hershey et al. 1997; USDI 
USFWS 1990; USDI, USFWS 2008a). 

A known northern spotted owl site is defined as a location with evidence of continued use by 
northern spotted owls. This may include repeated presence of single or paired birds in a 
single season and/or over a period of several years; presence of a breeding northern spotted 
owl pair; presence of young northern spotted owls prior to dispersal, or other strong 
indicators of occupation.   

A known site may include alternate nest trees located outside of an existing nest patch.  
Known sites are identified with a unique four-digit number plus a letter, called the IDNO.  
The IDNO for an original known site is given the letter O for ‘Original,’ while alternate site 
IDNOs are assigned consecutive letters (USDI BLM 2009).  For example, the original site is 
0513O, and three alternate sites are 0513A, 0513B and 0513C. 

Effects to specific sites are generally assessed by evaluating the amount of suitable and 
dispersal habitat within the areas that represent a home range, a core area, and a nest patch.   

	 A “home range” is a circle centered on a northern spotted owl nest site that represents the 
area northern spotted owls are assumed to use for nesting, roosting, and foraging when 
occupying that site. Home ranges frequently overlap, and habitat within them may be 
shared by adjacent resident northern spotted owls and dispersing northern spotted owls 
(USDI USFWS 2009). Home range radii and acreages vary by physiographic province 
but in the Klamath province the radius is 1.3 miles with an area of 3,340 acres (USDI 
USFWS 2008b). The minimum habitat acres considered essential to maintain northern 
spotted owl life functions in the Klamath Province is 40 percent of the total acres or 
1,336 acres. Because northern spotted owls may use multiple nest sites from year to year, 
the combined acreage used by a given northern spotted owl pair may exceed those 
described above. 

	 The “core area” is an area 500-acres in size, represented by a 0.5-mile radius circle 
centered on the nest tree. It describes the area most heavily used during the nesting 
season and defended by territorial northern spotted owls (USDI USFWS 2008b).  Core 
areas generally do not overlap. The minimum habitat acres considered essential to 
maintain northern spotted owl life history functions in the “core area” is 250 acres (USDI 
USFWS 2008b). 
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  The “nest patch”, located within the core area, is represented by a 300-meter radius circle 
centered on the nest tree (USDI USFWS 2008b).  It is approximately 70-acres in area and 
considered important to the northern spotted owl and any removal or modification of 
habitat within the nest patch could cause adverse effects and likely constitute a take of 
northern spotted owls in the form of harm.  Timber harvest within this area is considered 
likely to affect the reproductive success of nesting northern spotted owls (USDI USFWS 
2008b). 

The proposed project involves the maintenance of 6,880 feet of road and construction of 
approximately 360 feet of new road across BLM-administered lands.  The roads that would 
be maintained are straddled by suitable northern spotted owl habitat. The proposed 360 feet 
of road construction would pass through a 20-year-old plantation that is currently not suitable 
habitat for the northern spotted owl. This area is capable of growing and developing into 
suitable habitat in the over the next 80-to-100 years. 

Data from the 2010 Roseburg District northern spotted owl database identifies three original 
(0366O, 1982O, and 2292O) and four (2292A, B, C, D) alternate northern spotted owl sites 
within a 1.3 miles distance (Klamath Province) of the area on which road construction is 
proposed. Northern spotted owl nest site IDNO 2292D is centered approximately 0.45 miles 
from the proposed road construction area and 0.3 – 0.45 miles from the road segments that 
would be subject to maintenance under the proposed action.  None of the remaining historic 
or currently occupied nest patches or core areas overlaps the proposed project area.  For this 
reason, and given the limited scope of the project the discussion is focused solely on northern 
spotted owl site IDNO 2292D. 

The home range of northern spotted owl site IDNO 2292D contains approximately 1,696 
acres of BLM-administered lands comprising 51 percent of the total acres within the home 
range. BLM-administered lands constitute 61 percent of the 500-acre core area and 96 
percent of the 70-acre nest patch. 

Over the past three years this northern spotted owl pair has nested or otherwise resided in the 
area described above. Whether and where this pair is nesting in 2011 is currently unknown.  
The project area and the nest site are separated by a ridge that runs north-south, with the 
project area to the east and the nest site to the west.   

Revision of critical habitat for the northern spotted owl was completed by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in 2008 (USDI USFWS. 2008c).  Critical habitat is defined as the habitat on 
which the physical and biological features (e.g. large older trees, snags, stove pipe trees) 
essential to the conservation of the species are found.  It also includes forest land that is 
currently unsuitable habitat, but capable of becoming suitable habitat in the future.   

Proposed road construction would occur in Oregon Managed Owl Conservation Area 
(OMOCA) 28 within the Rogue-Umpqua Critical Habitat Unit OR-CHU-14.  OMOCA 28 
encompasses 24,000 acres of Federal lands consisting of approximately 13,000 of suitable 
habitat, 4,000 acres of dispersal habitat, and another 7,000 acres deemed habitat capable.  
The site of the proposed road construction is at the young forest/shrub development stage and 
lacks the physical and biological features important for the northern spotted owl, but is 
capable of becoming suitable habitat in the future.   
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2. Bureau Sensitive Species 

BLM Manual section 6840 (USDI, BLM 2008c) directs the BLM to initiate proactive 

conservation measures that reduce or eliminate threats to Bureau sensitive species to 

minimize the likelihood of and need for listing of these species under the ESA.   


The Oregon/Washington BLM Special Status Species list, which includes Bureau sensitive 
species, was last updated in January 2008 (USDI BLM 2008d).  Species that could be 
affected by the proposed action are discussed below.  

The Chace sideband snail (Monadenia chaceana) and Oregon shoulderband snail 
(Helminthoglypta hertleini) are endemic to northwestern California and southwestern 
Oregon. These snails require refugia from desiccation during dry periods which may include 
interstices in rock-on-rock habitat, soil fissures, or the interior of large woody debris 
(Weasma 1998a, 1998b; Duncan et al. 2003, Frest and Johannes 2000).  Field review did not 
locate any talus or rocky outcrops, or large wood within the plantation in which the road 
would be constructed. Given the absence of these habitat components there will be no 
further discussion of these species. 

Fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes) are insectivorous bats found throughout the western 
U.S., in a range of habitats that include Douglas-fir forest (reviewed in Verts and Carraway 
1998). Hibernacula and roost sites are known to include caves, mines, buildings, and large 
snags (Weller and Zabel 2001).  

The Pacific pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus pacificus) is another insectivore found in the 
Pacific Northwest, often in forest edge habitat (reviewed in Verts and Carraway 1998).  
Hibernacula and roost sites include caves, mines, rock crevices, bridges, buildings, hollow 
trees and snags (Lewis 1994). 

Townsend’s big-eared bats (Corynorhinus townsendii) are also found in the western U.S. in 
habitats that include conifer forest (reviewed in Verts and Carraway 1998).  They typically 
roost and hibernate in mines and caves, but have also been found roosting in hollow trees 
(Fellers and Pierson 2002). 

All three of these bat species are documented on the Roseburg District.  They are known to 
forage in open areas and/or riparian zones (Cross and Waldien 1995, Marshall et al. 1996, 
Verts and Carraway 1998, Fellers and Pierson 2002) but their numbers and distribution in 
relation to the proposed project area is unknown.   

3. Landbirds 

Guidance for meeting agency responsibilities under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 
Executive Order 13186, “Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds” is 
provided by Instruction memorandum OR-2008-050 (USDI BLM 2008e).  The guidance 
identifies lists of “Game Birds Below Desired Condition” and “Birds of Conservation 
Concern” to be considered and addressed during environmental analysis of agency actions 
and plans. 
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“Game Birds Below Desired Condition” documented or suspected on the Roseburg District 
include the harlequin duck (Histrionicus histrionicus), wood duck (Aix sponsa), band-tailed 
pigeon (Columba fasciata) and mourning dove (Zeneida macroura). 

As described in Appendix A, while trees suitable for nesting habitat for the harlequin ducks 
and wood ducks are present in the area of proposed road construction, the area lacks other 
important features such as fast flowing streams associated with harlequin ducks, or wetlands 
or ponds associated with wood duck (Ehrlich et. al.1988).  Consequently, neither of these 
species would be expected in the project area and they will not be discussed further.   

In western Oregon, band-tailed pigeons nest primarily in closed Douglas-fir stands with 
canopy cover exceeding 70 percent (Leonard 1998).  These forest characteristics are present 
in the vicinity BLM Road No. 31-5-35.1 where maintenance and hazard tree removal is 
proposed, but not in the area of the proposed road construction.  Peak nesting in Oregon is 
June 16- August 15 in Oregon (Keppie and Braun 2000).  No data is available with respect to 
locations of band-tailed pigeon nest that may be present along BLM Road No. 31-5-35.1.  

Mourning doves (Zeneida macroura) range across North and Central America, inhabiting 
forest, desert, shrub/scrub, suburban areas and agricultural lands. They forage in areas with 
little ground cover and nest in edge-habitats between forest/shrubs and open areas (Otis et al. 
2008). They are frequently seen in the Roseburg District along roadsides and forest openings 
similar to the conditions present along BLM Road No. 31-5-35.1.  

The most recent “Birds of Conservation Concern” list (USDI USFWS 2008d) identifies thirty 
two species of concern in Region 5 (North Pacific Rainforest), an area that includes the 
Roseburg District BLM. 

Eight species from this concern list, the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), peregrine 
falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus), rufous 
hummingbird (Selasphorus rufus), Allen’s hummingbird (Selasphorus sasin), olive-sided 
flycatcher (Contopus cooperi), willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii) and purple finch 
(Carpodacus purpureus)) are documented in the Roseburg District.   

Habitat for the marbled murrelet, bald eagle, peregrine falcon, willow flycatcher, olive-sided 
flycatcher, purple finch, and Allen’s hummingbird would not be affected by the proposed 
project and these species will not be discussed further.  The remaining species, the rufous 
hummingbird could be directly/indirectly affected by the proposed road construction and is 
discussed below. 

The golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) is one of North America’s largest predatory bird 
generally found in the western U.S.A., and known to breed and winter in southwestern 
Oregon (Kochert et al. 2002), including Douglas County.  Although usually associated with 
open grassland, pasture, and shrub land conditions (Csuti et al. 1997;), in southwestern 
Oregon golden eagles nest in a variety of trees including ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, oak 
species, and madrone (Kochert et al. 2002).   
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Forest stands adjacent BLM Road No. 31-5-35.1 would be suitable habitat for the golden 
eagle. Given that there is no information regarding occupied golden eagle territories in the 
vicinity of the proposed project area, and that previous field reviews did not locate any 
obvious eagle nests upslope and down slope from the road, golden eagles will not be 
discussed further. 

Rufous hummingbirds are present throughout the Roseburg District, primarily associated 
with forest edges and openings with a diversity of flowering plants for feeding and open 
space for aerial displays of courtship behavior.  This most frequently occurs in open habitats 
that are shrub-dominated, and late-successional forest with a highly developed and diverse 
understory of herbaceous plants and shrubs, particularly within large openings (e.g., tree fall 
gaps, blowdown) that naturally occur in these forests (Altman 1999).  These habitat 
conditions are present in the road construction area. 

Early nests (April/May) are placed near the ground and late nests (June), higher up to 
maintain a desired microclimate around nests.  Food, primarily nectar, is a limiting factor and 
territory size is a function of the number of flowering plants present.  Shrubs and trees are 
needed for nesting, and insects for feeding young and dispersing juveniles (Altman 1999).  
Flowers and shrubs are generally limited to road edges and small openings in the proposed 
action area. 

Partners In Flight is an international coalition of government agencies, conservation groups, 
academic institutions, private organizations, and citizens dedicated to long-term maintenance 
of healthy populations of native landbirds. Their Conservation Strategy for Landbirds in 
Coniferous Forests of Western Oregon and Washington (Altman 1999) provides information 
on habitat used by bird species native to the Pacific Northwest. The information may be used 
as guidelines by private and government organizations, including the BLM when conducting 
vegetation management activities.  The species below are present in the road construction 
area and were identified as focal species to consider during forest management actions in the 
Conservation Strategy. 

Wilson’s warbler (Wilsonia pusilla) is an insectivorous species that uses deciduous shrub 
and sub-canopy layers in a wide range of forest age classes (Altman 1999).  Other species 
with similar habitat needs include Swainson’s thrush and warbling vireo.  Data indicates a 
declining trend in populations of Wilson’s warbler.  The plantation through which the 
proposed road would be built contains early-seral forest/shrub habitat suitable for utilization 
by Wilson’s warblers.  

The hermit warbler (Dendroica occidentalis) inhabits conifer forests with a high level of 
canopy cover. It is not associated with a particular forest age class, and is common in stands 
greater than 30 years in age and dominated by Douglas-fir where dense canopy provides 
foraging and nesting habitat (reviewed by Altman 1999).  Hermit warblers are known to use 
the forest stands in the proposed project area. 
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A. Alternative One – Effects 

1. Threatened and Endangered Species 

In the absence of the proposed action, the 20 year old plantation would continue to grow.  
Generally the forest would not attain suitable habitat characteristics for the northern 
spotted owl for over 80 years. The entire suitable habitat associated with IDNO site 
2292D would continue to change based on natural events. 

Habitat conditions within OMOCA 28 and Rogue-Umpqua Critical Habitat Unit OR-
CHU-14 would remain unchanged and continue to function for the intended purpose of 
survival and recovery of the northern spotted owl. 

2. Bureau Sensitive Species 

Absent the removal of any hazard trees along BLM Road No. 31-5-35.1 there would be 
no reduction in the availability of large trees and snags that may provide roosting 
opportunities for fringed myotis, Pacific pallid bats, and Townsend’s big-eared bats that 
may inhabit the adjacent forest stands. 

3. Landbirds 

In the absence of the proposed road construction the BLM forest stands would continue 
to provide the same levels of early-seral forest/shrub habitat that provides foraging 
opportunities for foraging for mourning doves, rufous hummingbirds, Wilson’s warblers 
and hermit warblers. 

B. Alternative Two – Effects 

1. Threatened and Endangered Species 

There would be no direct effect on the northern spotted owl. 

As discussed in Chapter Two hazard tree removal and road maintenance typically last 
less than a week and typically less than a day on any quarter-mile section of road, and 
these areas receive baseline noise levels because they are spatially limited to the vicinity 
of existing roads. Consequently, any northern spotted owls within applicable disruption 
threshold distances would likely be acclimated to noise disturbance.   

Application of seasonal restrictions described in Chapter Two would ensure that any 
northern spotted owls occupying unsurveyed suitable habitat within one-quarter mile of 
the proposed road construction would not be subject to noise disturbance that could result 
in nest abandonment or premature fledging of young.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
has defined noise disturbance occurring after the critical northern spotted owl nesting 
period as discountable and unlikely to cause nest abandonment or failure of a breeding 
northern spotted owl pair (USDI BLM 2009). 
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The removal, for safety reasons, of an estimated two to four hazard trees and snags along 
BLM Road No. 31-5-35.1 would have no appreciable or discernible effect on the function 
of the stands as suitable habitat for the northern spotted owl, or on the function of 
OMOCA 28 and OR-CHU-14 in providing for the survival and recovery of the northern 
spotted owl, because none of the trees and snags possess cavities or platforms that would 
provide nesting structure. 

Removal of approximately one-half acre of early-seral forest/shrub habitat for 
construction of 360 feet of new road would not alter the function of OMOCA 28 and OR-
CHU-14. Upon completion of timber management activities on the adjoining private 
land, estimated at approximately three to four years, the road would be decommissioned 
and allowed to revert to forest habitat that would be capable of developing into suitable 
habitat for the northern spotted owl approximately 80-years in the future.  

2. Bureau Sensitive Species 

The removal of two to four hazard trees and snags along BLM Road No. 31-5-35.1 could 
directly affect individual fringed myotis, Pacific pallid and Townsend’s big-eared bats if 
they use those trees and snags for roosting. Overall, this level of stand modification 
would not affect the capacity of the stands to provide roosting and foraging for any 
members of these species that may be present and the action would not be likely to 
contribute to a need to list any of these species under the ESA. 

3. Landbirds 

Road construction would remove approximately one-half acre of early-seral forest/shrub 
habitat consisting of shrubs, herbaceous plants, hardwood trees, and conifer trees where 
the road crosses BLM-administered lands.  

Removal of the habitat might result in hermit warblers, Wilson’s warblers, and rufous 
hummingbirds having to use other habitat of similar character in the vicinity and 
elsewhere across the landscape.  Overall, the loss of one-half acre of habitat is unlikely to 
affect these species to a point that it would suppress their ability to persist in the area.  
The loss of the habitat would also be short in duration as the area would be allowed to 
revegetate when the road is no longer needed in three or four years. 

Road maintenance would remove from two to four hazard trees and snags that might be 
used for nesting by the band-tailed pigeon. Individual open trees like the trees selected 
for removal may not be used for nesting given the band-tail’s given habit to select nesting 
sites with high (70%) canopy cover. 

Mourning doves may benefit indirectly from openings created by roads as they tend to 
forage in areas with little ground cover and nest in edge habitat between forest/shrub 
habitat and open areas (Otis et al. 2008; Csuti et al. 1997).   
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II. Fish, Aquatic Habitat and Water Resources 

A. Affected Environment 

1. Fish Species 

Fish species present in the Headwaters Canyon Creek 7th field catchment include Oregon 
Coast coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch), steelhead trout (O. mykiss) and cutthroat trout 
(O. clarki). Resident cutthroat are found in headwater reaches above streams accessible to 
anadromous fish, and are present in West Fork Canyon Creek approximately one-quarter of a 
mile from the project area. 

Oregon Coast coho salmon are a BLM Special Status Species and listed under the 
Endangered Species Act as a threatened species (Federal Register 2008).  Essential Fish 
Habitat and Critical Habitat are concurrent with the occupied habitat. 

2. Aquatic Habitat, Oregon Coast Coho Critical Habitat, and Essential Fish Habitat 

Habitat for fish, including Oregon Coast coho salmon, throughout the 7th field drainage has 
been affected by past timber management on private and federal lands.  Removal of trees 
alongside streams has reduced the number of large trees available for recruitment into the 
stream channel.  Large wood has an important role in the formation of pool habitat, 
accumulation of spawning gravels and maintenance of off-channel and high flow rearing 
areas (Bilby and Ward 1989).  This reduction in the amount of large wood in streams has 
affected spawning and rearing habitat by reducing pool habitat and the accumulation of 
suitable spawning gravel in riffles. Large wood capable of forming debris jams is found 
infrequently along fish bearing reaches.    

Roads and stream crossings have increased the amount of sediment that enters streams during 
winter runoff.  When roadside ditches route sediment-laden flow into live stream channels, it 
can affect fish and fish habitat by increasing turbidity, and depositing sediment in riffles 
reducing the quality of spawning habitat. 

Interstate 5 parallels West Fork Canyon Creek throughout the catchment.  Stream crossings 
on the highway limit upstream movement of salmon and steelhead.  Management of the 
interstate corridor has also removed much of the historic large wood that would have entered 
the stream during landslide events. 

The ridge-top location where the road construction is proposed is over 2.5 miles up slope 
from the nearest occupied Oregon Coast coho salmon habitat in West Fork Canyon Creek.  
There are no fish bearing stream crossings associated with the project area that would drain 
directly into Oregon Coast coho salmon bearing streams that are designated as critical habitat 
or Essential Fish Habitat. 
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3. Water Resources 

Road maintenance and road construction as proposed by Christian Futures, Inc. lies within 
the Headwaters Canyon Creek drainage of the Canyon Creek subwatershed in the South 
Umpqua River watershed.  For the purpose of this analysis, conditions and impacts will be 
evaluated at the drainage scale unless otherwise noted.  

There are approximately 17 miles of intermittent headwater streams in the drainage which 
typically cease flowing the dry season. These headwater tributaries feed perennial Canyon 
Creek, which flows year-round, and comprises another nine miles of the stream network.  
There are no filed water rights in the entire drainage.  Average annual precipitation in the 
drainage ranges between 44 and 52 inches, occurring primarily between October and April.   

Both rain and rain-on-snow dominated hydroregions can be found within the drainage.  The 
segment of Road No. 31-5-35.1 to be maintained is at elevations between approximately 
2,050 and 2,100 feet. The proposed extension of the road would rise to an elevation of 
approximately 2,130 feet.   

Canyon Creek, approximately 800 feet down slope from the proposed project area at its 
nearest point, was previously listed on the Oregon 303(d) list for exceeding temperature 
standards of the Clean Water Act. This stream is now covered under the Oregon Department 
of Environmental Quality 2006 Umpqua Basin Total Maximum Daily Load and Water 
Quality Management Plan.  Approved actions include BLM land management activities 
provided that Best Management Practices and project design features are followed to prevent 
exceeding the Total Maximum Daily Load. 

Roads can increase drainage density as they interrupt hydrologic processes.  These processes 
include changes in transpiration rates, forest canopy interception, snowfall and snowmelt 
rates, surface and subsurface flow interception and soil infiltration rates.  Based on a 
compilation of small catchment studies in the Northwest, a peak flow response is only 
detected where at least 29 percent of the drainage area is harvested (Grant et al., 2008). 

There are no peak flow experimental study results in the rain dominated hydroregion 
showing a peak flow increase where less than 29 percent of a drainage area is harvested 
(2008 FEIS, pg. 353). The Canyon Creek subwatershed is not considered susceptible to 
increases in peak flow (2008, FEIS, pg. 355). 

Currently, there are approximately 16.2 miles of roads in the Headwaters Canyon Creek 
drainage, approximately 80 percent of which are paved or surfaced with rock, while the 
remainder is native surface.  The average road density is 3.5 miles per square mile.  Roads 
under private control comprise 36 percent of total road mileage in the drainage, while the 
BLM administers the remainder.  These roads occupy approximately 60 acres and represent 
slightly less than two percent of the drainage area. 
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B. Effects – No Action 

1. Fish Species 

Absent renovation of the segment of Road No. 31-5-35.1 in Section 26 and construction of a 
360-foot extension of the road onto private timber lands in Section 35 there would be no 
effect on anadromous and resident fish in the Headwaters Canyon Creek drainage.   

2. Aquatic Habitat, Oregon Coast Coho Critical Habitat, and Essential Fish Habitat 

Absent renovation of the segment of Road No. 31-5-35.1 in Section 26 and construction of a 
360-foot extension of the road onto private timber lands in Section 35 there would be no 
effect on aquatic habitat, designated critical habitat for the Oregon Coast coho salmon, or 
Essential Fish Habitat for Oregon Coast coho salmon and Chinook salmon in the drainage.   

3. Water Resources 

Road maintenance and construction as proposed by Christian Futures, Inc. would not occur.  
Road maintenance would be conducted on an as-needed basis but would not fully correct 
existing sediment problems associated with aging infrastructure, culvert failures, erosion of 
natural surface roads, fill slope and cutslope failures, etc.  

Road density in the drainage would remain unchanged.  Existing roads and landings may 
modify storm peaks by reducing infiltration allowing for more rapid surface runoff (Ziemer, 
1981). Roads may also intercept subsurface flow and surface runoff and channel it more 
directly into streams (Ziemer, 1981).   

C. Effects – The Proposed Action 

1. Fish Species 

There would be no effects to anadromous or resident fish species as a result of the proposed 
action. The project area is 800 feet or more upslope of Canyon Creek, the nearest occupied 
fish habitat. Road construction, road maintenance and timber hauling would be restricted to 
the dry season when the single intermittent stream crossed by the road extension would be 
dry. Absent persistent precipitation there would be no mechanism through which sediments 
would be mobilized and transported by this intermittent channel to Canyon Creek where fish 
would be affected. 

2. Aquatic Habitat, Oregon Coast Coho Critical Habitat, and Essential Fish Habitat 

There would be no direct effects to aquatic habitat and spawning habitat because of the 
spatial separation of Canyon Creek from the project area.  The nearest occupied Oregon 
Coast coho salmon habitat is 2.5 miles downstream.  At this distance, there would be no 
affect from the proposed renovation and construction on Oregon Coast coho salmon Critical 
Habitat or Essential Fish Habitat. 
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3. Water Resources 

The proposed road extension would cross a spatially interrupted, intermittent stream near its 
inception point. Streamflow is seasonal but could be augmented by ditch flow from the road 
extension. The new road would be decommissioned after a period of three or four years, 
however, and subject to ditch cleaning, culvert cleaning, and winterizing prior to the onset of 
autumn rains.  The proposed road extension would be located in a stable location and 
hydrologic connectivity is limited.  These factors contribute little risk for stream channel and 
stream bank disturbance, changes to the stream temperature, or sediment regimes.   

The potential for peak flow effects varies for different stream types (Grant et al., 2008). The 
2008 Final EIS (pg. 758) indicates that within the high gradient cascade and step-pool stream 
types there is little potential to affect sediment transport and peak flow enhancement.  All of 
the streams in the project area fall into these stream type categories. 

New road construction would amount to approximately 360 feet and would increase road 
density from 3.46 miles per square mile to 3.47 miles per square mile.  The new road 
construction would add approximately one-half acre to the total roaded area which would 
increase the total roaded area by less than 0.01 percent.  Risk for peak flow enhancement due 
to an increase in roaded area would not be a concern. 

The streams encountered within the project area pose little potential to affect peak stream 
flows. The Canyon Creek subwatershed is not susceptible to peak flow enhancement.  New 
road construction would not increase road density or total roaded area within the project area 
by a perceptible level and would not increase susceptibility for peak flow enhancement in the 
subwatershed. 

III. Soils 

A. Affected Environment 

The topography in the BLM lands in the project area is characterized by narrow ridges and steep 
to very steep side slopes of 60 to 90 percent.  The soils are mainly derived from sandstone, 
siltstone and metamorphosed sedimentary rock (Johnson 2004).   

Bedrock types on the ridges are very hard to moderately hard.  Soils are shallow, less than 20 
inches deep, to moderately deep, 20-40 inches.  On the steeper slopes the soils are shallow to 
moderately deep, with moderately hard to hard bedrock.  Soil textures range from sandy loams, 
loams, and silt loams to clay loams.   

Existing roads are predominantly stable with cut slopes, fill slopes, and ditches vegetated with 
small trees, grass and forbs.  Soil erosion is almost non-existent.  Some small cut bank sloughing 
has deposited material into ditch lines.   

The location of the proposed extension of Road No. 31-5-35.1 is on moderately stable slopes, as 
indicated by the transition from convex, smooth slopes to somewhat undulating slopes, on steep 
to very steep terrain that ranges from approximately 60 to 90 percent.   
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Analysis of historical aerial photos from 1953, 1967, 1970, 1978, 1983, 1992-96 and 2004 did 
not reveal any other areas of slope instability within the project area associated with past road 
construction and timber harvest, except for the previously described cut slope failures.   

B. Effects – No Action 

There would be no direct effects to soils in the project area.  Over time, organic matter, forest 
litter and down wood would continue to accumulate and enrich soils.  Occasional cut bank 
failures would continue to periodically occur along existing roads.  There would be no soil 
compaction, displacement, erosion or loss of organic matter as a result of road construction.   

C. Effects – The Proposed Action 

Limited and localized soil displacement, erosion, compaction and loss of organic matter could be 
expected as a result of road maintenance and construction.  Maintenance work in Section 26 on 
Road No. 31-5-15.1 would create some soil displacement and surface erosion.  Limiting work to 
the dry season and requiring the application of erosion control measures described on page 6 
would largely eliminate the risks, however.   

The construction of an extension to Road No. 31-5-15.1 would create bare cut and fill slopes.   
Surface erosion would increase for a short period of time. Applying seed, fertilizer and mulch on 
the exposed cuts and fills would minimize the resulting soil erosion.   

As evidenced from current road conditions, cut bank failures along the newly constructed road 
segment may occur.  Ditch cleaning and removal of failed cut bank material would be needed 
during the life of the right-of-way permit.  

The amount of expected soil erosion would be small and of short duration, as Best Management 
Practices described in Chapter Two would be applied.  Road maintenance would not be expected 
to influence slope stability, as the majority of Road No. 31-5-35.1 is located on stable ridge tops 
or near-ridge top locations. On the extension of the road, full bench construction and endhaul of 
excavated material would minimize the risk for any slope movement.   

With the implementation of Best Management Practices previously described in Chapter Two, 
the effects to soils from the road extension would be consistent with those described in the 2008 
FEIS (pp. 4-837 to 4-38). No cumulative effects to the soils would be anticipated, as effects 
would remain confined to the existing and proposed road prisms.   

IV. Recreation 

A. Affected Environment 

The project setting is in a remote area near the ridgeline of a steep mountainside above Interstate 
Highway 5. There are no developed recreational areas or facilities.  The nature of the terrain 
would limit recreational activities to those of a dispersed nature such as wildlife viewing or 
hunting. 
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Off-highway vehicle use is limited by management direction from the ROD/RMP (p. 53) to 
designated roads and trails. There are no off-highway emphasis areas in the project area. 

B. Effects – No Action 

Opportunities for dispersed recreation in the area would not be affected by road construction and 
timber hauling traffic. 

There would be no effect on authorized and unauthorized off-highway vehicle use.  Areas 
authorized for off-highway vehicle use would continue to be limited to designated roads and 
trails. Absent the construction of any new roads, whether permanent or temporary, there would 
be no additional opportunities for authorized or unauthorized off-highway vehicle use. 

C. Effects – The Proposed Action 

Log truck traffic could result in user conflicts and safety issues, but given the intermittent nature 
of truck traffic combined with the remoteness of the area these would be expected to be few. 

Under the proposed action, the road would be constructed for the express purpose of access to 
private timber lands.  As described on page 5, when use of the road segment is complete and it is 
no longer needed, it would be decommissioned.  Waterbars would be constructed, the road bed 
would be seeded and mulched or covered with slash, and the road would be blocked.  The single 
intermittent stream crossing would be removed.  All fill material would be pulled back and 
disposed of in a stable location where it would not erode into the stream.  Use of the 
decommissioned road for off-highway vehicle use would not be authorized and would be 
considered unlikely given the terrain and very small area that the road would access. 

V. Monitoring 

Monitoring would be conducted in accordance with requirements set for in Appendix B of the 
2008 ROD/RMP, focused on the following program elements:  Late-Successional Management 
Area (p. B-7) and Wildlife (p. B-15). 
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Chapter Four List of Agencies and Individuals Contacted; 
Preparers; and Literature Cited  

A notice of initiation of the analysis was published in the Winter 2009 Quarterly Planning 
Update. Upon completion and release of the EA, an electronic Notice of Availability for public 
review and comment will be transmitted to individuals and organizations on the Roseburg 
District NEPA mailing list.   

I. Agencies & Persons Contacted: 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

II. Agencies, organizations, and individuals to be notified of the completion of the EA:  

Cascadia Wildlands Project  
Douglas Timber Operators, Robert Ragon - Executive Director  
Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands Center  
National Marine Fisheries Service  
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality  
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife  
Oregon Wild  
Pacific Northwest 4-Wheel Drive Association  
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
Umpqua Valley Audubon Society  
Umpqua Watersheds, Inc.  
Ronald S. Yockim, Attorney-at-Law  

III. List of Preparers:  

Paul Ausbeck Environmental Coordinator  Writer/Editor  
Isaac Barner Archaeologist  Cultural/Historical Resources 
Gary Basham Botanist   Botany and Noxious Weeds 
Roli Espinos  Wildlife Biologist  Special Status Wildlife  
Ward Fong Soil Scientist Soils 
Don Scheleen Realty  Access 
Cory Sipher Fisheries Biologist Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat  
Jonas Parker Hydrology Technician  Water Quality/Resources 
Jay Besson Supervisory   Forester Management Representative 
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Appendix A – Wildlife 

Status Common Name Scientific Name Key Habitat Features 

Reason 
Eliminated 

Bureau 
Sensitive 

American 
peregrine falcon 

Falco peregrinus 
Cliffs and rocky outcrops with shear vertical 
structure often near water (White et al. 2002) 

Habitat not 
present 

Bureau 
Bald eagle 

Haliaeetus Large trees near large bodies of water (Buehler 2000, Habitat not 
Sensitive leucocephalus Anthony and Isaacs 1989) present 

Bureau 
Sensitive 

Columbian 
White-tailed 

deer 

Odocoileus 
virginianus 

leucurus 

Oak woodland habitats near and north of Roseburg, 
OR (USDI USFWS 1983) 

Out of species’ 
range 

Bureau 
Fisher Martes pennanti 

Large contiguous blocks of mature forest with Habitat not 
Sensitive structural complexity (Verts and Carraway 1998) present 
Bureau 

Sensitive 
Foothill yellow-

legged frog 
Rana boylii 

Low-gradient streams with bedrock or gravel 
substrate (Corkran and Thoms 1996) 

Habitat not 
present 

Bureau 
Sensitive 

Green sideband 
snail 

Monadenia fidelis 
beryllica 

Deciduous trees and brush in wet forest, low 
Out of species’ 

range
elevation; strong riparian associate (USDA/USDI 

1994, Frest and Johannes 2000) 

Bureau 
Sensitive 

Crater Lake 
tightcoil snail 

Pristiloma articum 
crateris 

Wet habitats such as springs, seeps, and wetlands. 
Habitat features include large coarse woody debris, 
rocks, surface vegetation, moss, and uncompacted 

soil (Duncan et al. 2003). 

Out of species’ 
range 

Bureau 
Sensitive 

Harlequin duck 
Histrionicus 
histrionicus 

Larger fast-flowing streams and riparian areas 
(Thompson et al. 1993, Robertson and Goudie 1999) 

Habitat not 
present 

Bureau 
Sensitive 

Lewis' 
woodpecker 

Melanerpes lewis 
Open woodland with ground cover and snags 

(Tobalske 1997) 
Out of species’ 

range 

Bureau 
Sensitive 

Marbled 
murrelet 

Brachyramphus 
marmoratus 

Forests where trees have large diameter branches, 
Out of species’ 

range 
mistletoe brooms, or other nesting platforms within 
50 miles of the Oregon Coast( Hamer and Nelson 

1995, McShane et al. 2004). 

Bureau 
Sensitive 

Northwestern 
pond turtle 

Actinemys 
marmorata 
marmorata 

Marshes, ponds, lakes, streams, and rivers with 
emergent structure (Csuti et al. 1997). 

Habitat not 
present 

Bureau 
Sensitive 

Oregon Vesper 
sparrow 

Pooecetes 
gramineus affinis 

Grassland, farmland, sage. Dry, open habitat with 
Habitat not 

present 
moderate herb and shrub cover (Jones and Cornely 

2002) 
Bureau 

Sensitive 
Purple Martin Progne subis 

Snags, woodpecker cavities; typically found in open 
areas near water (Brown 1997, Horvath 2003). 

Habitat not 
present 

Bureau Round Lanx 
Lanx subrotunda 

Umpqua River and major tributaries (USDA/USDI Habitat not 
Sensitive snail 1994) present 

Bureau 
Sensitive 

Scott’s 
Apatanian 
caddisfly 

Allomyia scotti 
Low-gradient streams with gravel and cobble 

substrates (Wiggins 1977) 

Habitat not 
affected by 

action 

Bureau 
Sensitive 

Spotted tail-
dropper (Slug) 

Prophysaon 
vanattae pardalis 

Moist mature forest (Frest and Johannes 2000) 
Out of species’ 

range 

Bureau 
Sensitive 

Western ridged 
mussel 

Gonidea angulata 
Low to mid-elevation streams with cobble, gravel, or 

mud substrates (Nedeau et al 2005) 
Habitat not 

present 
Bureau 

White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus 
Low-elevation grassland, farmland or savannah and Habitat not 

Sensitive nearby riparian areas (Dunk 1995) present 
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