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Executive Summary
Myrtle Creek WAU

Characterization

The Myrtle Creek WAU covers approximately 76,265 acres. Approximately 11,466 acres (15
percent) of the WAU is in nonforested conditions, mainly agricultural. About two percent
(approximately 1,618 acres) of the WAU are dominated by hardwoods. The rest of the WAU is
considered to be conifer forests.

The Bureau of Land Management administers approximately 31,008 acres (41 percent) of the WAU.
Approximately 15,493 acres (50 percent) of BLM-administered lands are in the Matrix Land Use
Allocation. This is about 20 percent of the WAU.

Timber harvesting, agriculture, transportation, mining, recreation, service-related activities, and
residential dwellings have been some of the human uses in the WAU. The town of Myrtle Creek is
located in the WAU.

The watershed analysis uses the format presented in the Ecosystem Analysisat the Watershed Scale,
Federal Guide for Watershed Analysis. The Key Issues, Findings, and Recommendations and
Restoration Opportunities summarize the information included in the watershed analysis.

Key Issues

The following issues and concerns were identified during the analysis.

Potential areas for timber harvesting on BLM-administered land in the WAU.

The amount of timber harvesting conducted in the past.

The amount of late-successional habitat in the WAU.

The distribution and condition of habitat used by Special Status Species.

Condition of Riparian Reserves (vegetation conditions and effects of roads).

Water quality.

The impacts roads have on streams due to sediment and road encroachment.

Restoration opportunities in the WAU.
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Findings
Vegetation
Bureau of Land Management administered land comprises about 50 percent of the WAU.
About 50 percent of the BLM-administered land in the WAU is available for timber harvesting. It
is estimated about 24 percent of the BLM-administered land in the WAU will be less than 30 years
old in 2025. The age class distribution would be about the same as it is now.
Port-Orford cedar does not occur in the WAU.

Soils

Approximately 18,105 acres (58 percent) on BLM-administered land are considered to have
Category 1 Soils that are highly sensitive to prescribed slash burning.

Approximately 11,947 acres (39 percent) on BLM-administered land have slopes less than 35
percent and could potentially be harvested with ground based equipment. Ground based harvesting
equipment can compact the soil and affect soil productivity.

Hydrology and Fisheries

Road densities in the WAU range from 3.03 to 5.94 miles per square mile. The averageroad density
in the WAU is 4.36 miles per square mile.

Road densities on BLM-administered land range from zero to 6.82 miles per square mile. The
average road density on BLM-administered land in the WAU is 3.85 miles per square mile.

North Myrtle Creek is on the water quality limited list for habitat modification. South Myrtle Creek
and Riser Creek are on the water quality limited list for temperature. South Myrtle Creek (from the
mouth to Weaver Creek) is on the water quality limited list for flow modification.

Three streams surveyed in the Aquatic Habitat Inventorywere rated as being in poor condition. Nine
streams were rated as being in fair condition.

Pfankuch surveys were conducted in 42 stream segments on 16 creeks in the WAU. Nine stream
segmentswere rated as being in poor condition, 27 were ratedas being in faircondition, and six were
rated as being in good condition.

Sediment in the streams, poor width to depth ratiocs, and the lack of large woody debris and pools
are some of the limiting factors reported in the stream surveys conducted by ODFW.
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Wildlife
The Northern Spotted Owl

The northern spotted owl is the only Federally listed terrestrial wildlife species known to occur in
the Myrtle Creek WAU.

There are 23 known spotted owl centers in the Myrtle Creek WAU.
One peregrine falcon nest site occurs in the WAU. The peregrine falcon is considered to be a Bureau
Sensitive Species. A Habitat Management Plan is being prepared and expected to be completed in

2002.

One northern goshawk site occurs in the WAU. The northern goshawk is considered to be a Bureau
Sensitive Species.

One Townsend’s big-eared bat site occurs at the Continental Mine inthe WAU. The Townsend’s
big-eared bat is considered to be a Bureau Sensitive Species. The Continental Mine Bat Strategy is
being prepared and expected to be completed in 2002.

Survey and Manage Species

There is habitat within the WAU that some Survey and Manage species may use.
Recommendations and Restoration Opportunities

Vegetation

Conduct regeneration harvests on the Matrix Land Use Allocation in conformance with the RMP.

Manage young stands, including those in Riparian Reserves, to maintain or improve growth and
vigor and improve stand structure and composition.

Soils

Appropriate methods should be used for reducing vegetative competition on Category 1 Soils.
Consider using methods other than prescribed burning on Category 1 Soils unless considered
essential for resource management, such as habitat improvement, tree seedling establishment, or
reducing fire risks.

Best Management Practices (BMPs) should be applied during all ground and vegetation disturbing
activities. See Appendix D, Roseburg District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan
(USDI 1995) for a list and explanation of BMPs. Along with the BMPs, the Standards and
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Guidelines in the SEIS Record of Decision (USDA and USDI 1994b) should be implemented in
order to achieve proper soil management. Best Management Practices should be monitored for
implementation and effectiveness to document that soil goals are being achieved.

Maintain or enhance long term soil productivity while meeting management objectives.

Hydrology

Consider conducting density management activities in Riparian Reserves to maintain or improve tree
growth for future stream side shade, channel stability, and potential large woody debris.

Consider placing large woody debris in the stream channel to manipulate channel form and improve
aquatic diversity.

Decommission, obliterate, or improve roads causing or havingthe potential to cause sediment being
delivered to streams.

Fisheries

Consider replacing human-made (i.e. culvert) barriers to fish passage.

Wildlife

The Northern Spotted Owl

Density management activities could be conducted to accelerate development of late-successional
habitat to benefit northern spotted owl productivity and survival. Stands occurring near northern
spotted owl sites with the poorest suitable northern spotted owl habitat, occupation, and reproduction
would be areas to consider first.

Fender’s Blue Butterfly

Consider surveying Kincaid’s lupine sites to determine if the Fender’s blue butterfly occurs in the
WAU.

The Peregrine Falcon

The occupied peregrine falcon sitewould be managed in accordance with the most current peregrine
falcon habitat management plan.

The Northern Goshawk

Follow management direction in the RMP when conducting management activities around the
northern goshawk site.
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Bat Species

The Townsend’s big-eared bat site would be managed in accordance with the most current
Continental Mine Bat Strategy when it is completed.

Consider leaving large diameter, green trees with deeply fissured bark, cavities, or other defectsto
provide roosting habitat for bats.

Invasive Species in Ponds

Consider controlling non-native amphibian and fish species in ponds to benefit native amphibians.
Consider restoration activities in ponds to benefit native aquatic species.

Neotropical Bird Species

Consider implementing projects impacting nesting habitat before April 1 or after July 30 inany given
year.

Consider retaining brush and non-commercial tree species that are not competing with the desired
tree species.

Consider including different prescriptions when brushing or thinning in Riparian Reserves.
Plants
Consider maintaining or restoring the native plant diversity in the WAU.

Follow the management guidelines in the Conservation Strategy for Calochortus coxii.

Follow the management guidelines in the Conservation Strategy for Calochortus umpguaensis.

Follow the management guidelines inthe recovery plan for Kincaid’s lupine after it is completed by
the USFWS.

Noxious Weeds
Consider conducting noxious weed inventories in the WAU.

Consider requiring equipment involving ground disturbing activities be cleaned before traveling onto
BLM-administered lands.
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Use biological control agents, where it is appropriate, on noxious weed infestations on BLM-
administered lands. Prioritynoxious weeds are those considered to be Target Species on the Oregon
Department of Agriculture "T™" list, equivalent county lists, and as otherwise decided in consultation
with BLM representatives.

Provide integrated noxious weed management including prevention/detection, education/awareness,
inventory, planning, weed treatment/control, contract administration, monitoring, evaluation, and
coordination.

Evaluate nonnative species for noxious weed characteristics and control while populations are small.



I. Characterization of the Watershed

Watershed analysis is a systematic procedure to characterize awatershed. The information would
be used for making management decisions to meet ecosystem management objectives. This
watershed analysis follows the format presented in the Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale,
Federal Guide for Watershed Analysis.

Watershed analysis is one component of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS). The other
components of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy are Key Watersheds, Riparian Reserves, and
Watershed Restoration. These components are designed to operate together to maintain and restore
the productivity and resiliency of riparian and aquatic ecosystems. The Myrtle Creek Watershed
Analysis Unit (WAU) is not within a Key Watershed. Riparian Reserves are portions of the
landscape where riparian-dependent and stream resources receive primary emphasis. Riparian
Reserves help meet the Aquatic Conservation Strategy by maintaining streambank integrity, large
woody debris (LWD), riparian shade and microclimate, and surface and groundwater systems (see
Appendix H). Riparian Reserves also provide sediment filtration, travel and dispersal corridors,
nutrient sources, pool habitat, and drainage network connections. Watershed Restorationwould help
in the recovery of fish habitat, riparian habitat, and water quality. A Water Quality Restoration Plan
is included as an appendix to this watershed analysis (see Appendix L).

The Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit is located in the east central portion of the South River
Resource Area on the Roseburg District Bureau of Land Management (see Map 1). The Myrtle
Creek WAU also includes approximately 143 acres (less than one percent) of land administered by
the United States Forest Service (USFS). The Watershed Analysis Unit covers approximately
76,265 acres. Elevation ranges from about 600 feet where Myrtle Creek flows into the South
Umpgqua River in the western portion of the WAU to 4,500 feet near Deadman Mountain in the
eastern portion of the WAU. The town of Myrtle Creek is located in this WAU.

The Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit is interchangeable with the Myrtle Creek Watershed,
which is a fifth field watershed. The fifth field watershed is the scale of analysis used when
determining whether activities retard or prevent attainment of Aquatic Conservation Strategy
objectives (USDI 1995).

The Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit includes four subwatersheds, which are further divided
into 27 drainages. The subwatersheds and their drainages are shown on Map 2 and the acres of each
are listed in Table 1.

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) administers approximately 31,000 acres (41 percent) of
the Myrtle Creek WAU. Privately owned lands cover approximately 45,000 acres (59 percent) of
the WAU.

Bureau of Land Managementadministered lands are composed of Matrix and Riparian Reserve Land
Use Allocations established in the Northwest Forest Plan (USDA and USDI 1994b) and the
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Map 2. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
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Roseburg District Resource Management Plan (RMP). Matrix lands are further delineated into
General Forest Management Areas (GFMA) and Connectivity/Diversity Blocks (CONN). Map 3
and Chart 1 show the percentage of GFMA, Connectivity/Diversity Blocks, and Riparian and Other
Reserves and how they are distributed in the WAU. Table 2 and Chart 2 show the number of acres
by Land Use Allocation.

Table 1. Acres and Percent Ownership by Drainage and Subwatershed.

Drainage Name BLM Forest Service Private Total Acres

Subwatershed Name Acres Percent | Acres | Percent | Acres Percent

Bilger Creek 1,433 26 0 0 4,136 74 5,569
Frozen Creek 947 21 0 0 3,648 79 4,595
Lick Frontal 499 17 0 0 2,441 83 2,940
Myrtle Creek 317 8 0 0 3,716 92 4,033
North Myrtle Park 383 20 0 0 1,495 80 1,878
Lower North Myrtle 3,579 19 0 0] 15436 81 19,015
Subwatershed

Buck Fork 899 30 0 0 2,100 70 2,999
Lee Creek 1,831 47 0 0 2,025 53 3,856
Lower Slide Creek 953 53 0 0 843 47 1,796
Middle North Myrtle 420 20 0 0 1,635 80 2,055
North Myrtle Frontal 140 26 0 0 401 74 541
North Myrtle Headwaters 2,220 54 0 0 1,884 46 4,104
Riser Creek 1,238 62 0 0 774 38 2,012
Upper Slide Creek 983 85 0 0 168 15 1,150
Upper North Myrtle 8,684 47 0 0 9,830 53 18,514
Subwatershed




Table 1. Acres and Percent Ownership by Drainage and Subwatershed.

Drainage Name BLM Forest Service Private Total Acres
Subwatershed Name Acres Percent | Acres | Percent | Acres Percent

Ben Branch 451 39 0 0 706 61 1,157
Cedar Hollow 208 19 0 0 897 81 1,105
Myrtle Links 525 22 0 0 1,857 78 2,381
Pack Saddle 497 19 0 0 2,127 81 2,625
School Hollow 590 27 0 0 1,590 73 2,181
Short Course 310 12 0 0 2,352 88 2,662
Lower South Myrtle 2,581 21 0 0 9,529 79 12,111
Subwatershed

Curtin Creek 1,830 100 0 0 0 0 1,830
Lally Creek 2,222 54 0 0 1,904 46 4,126
Letitia Creek 1,619 36 0 0 2,836 64 4,455
Lower Louis Creek 625 31 0 0 1,421 69 2,046
South Myrtle Headwaters 3,087 92 143 4 129 4 3,359
Upper Louis Creek 2,363 66 0 0 1,199 34 3,562
Weaver Creek 3,118 79 0 0 844 21 3,963
Wiley Creek 1,300 40 0 0 1,984 60 3,285
Upper South Myrtle 16,164 61 143 1] 10,317 39 26,625
Subwatershed

Myrtle Creek WAU 31,008 41 143 0 45,112 59 76,265
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Table 2. Acres and Percentages of Federally Administered Lands by Land Use Allocation.

Land Use Allocation Acres in Acres in Total Acres of | Percent of Percent of
Roseburg | Umpqua Federally Federally Watershed
District National Managed Lands | Managed Lands | Analysis

Forest Unit

Riparian Reserves 12,728 49 12,777 41 17

Other Reserved Areas (Owl 2,767 0 2,767 9 4

Core Areas and TPCC

Withdrawn Areas)

Connectivity/Diversity 4,505 0 4,505 14 6

Blocks

General Forest 10,988 94 (Matrix) 11,082 36 15

Management Area (GFMA)

Total 30,988 143 31,131 100 41




I1. Issues and Key Questions

The purpose of developing issues is to focus the analysis on the key elements of the ecosystem that
are relevant to the management questions, human values, or resource conditions within the WAU.
Areas covered by this watershed analysisreceive more in-depth analysis during project development
and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. New information gathered during the
Interdisciplinary (ID) team process would be appended to the watershed analysis document as an
update.

A. Issue 1 - Harvest Potential

Matrix lands are responsible for contributing to the Probable Sale Quantity (PSQ). Objectives in the
Matrix include producing a sustainable supply of timber and other forest commaodities, providing
connectivity (along with other Land Use Allocations, such as Riparian Reserves) between Late-
Successional Reserves, providing habitat for a variety of organisms associated with both late-
successional and younger forests, providing for important ecological functions such as dispersal of
organisms, carryover of some species from one stand to the next, maintenance of ecologically
valuable structural components such as down logs, snags, and large trees, and providing early-
successional habitat.

Key Questions

Vegetation Patterns

What are the historic and current vegetation conditions? See pages 18 through 70.

What is the current age class distribution in the WAU? Where are the early and mid seral standsin
the WAU? Where are the late-successional/old-growth stands within the WAU? See Table 7 on
page 40 and Map 9 on page 42.

Where are the stands of harvestable age (at least 40 years old) within the Matrix Land Use
Allocation? See Map 10 on page 47.

Can the scale, timing, and spacing of timber harvest areas be adjusted to minimize fragmentation and
the effects on other resources while meeting the objectives for the Matrix Land Use Allocation
established in the SEIS ROD and the Roseburg District RMP? See pages 65 through 70, Map 14
on page 69, pages 192 and 193, Table 46 on page 195, Appendix E, and Appendix |.

B. Issue 2 - Watershed Health and Restoration
Watershed restoration is an integral part of a programto aid recoveryof fish habitat, riparian habitat,

and water quality. One component of a watershed restoration program involves road treatments
(such as decommissioning or upgrading), which would reduce sedimentation and erosion and
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improve water quality. A second componentdeals with riparian vegetation. Silvicultural treatments
in Riparian Reserves, such as plantingunstable areas along streams, thinning densely-stocked young
stands, releasing young conifers overtopped by hardwoods, and reforesting shrub and hardwood
dominated stands with conifers, would improve bank stabilization, increase shade, and accelerate
recruitment of large wood desirable for future in-stream structure. A third watershed restoration
component involves the design and placement of in-stream habitat structure in an effort to increase
channel complexity and the number of pools. Other restoration opportunities may include mine
reclamation or meadow or wetland restoration.

Opportunities may exist to promote the long-term health on lands outside of riparian areas.
Management activities would be designed so forests remain productive, resilient, and stable over
time to withstand the effects of periodic natural or human-caused stresses such as drought, insect
attack, disease, climatic changes, flood, resource management practices, and resource demands.
Key Questions

a. Vegetation Patterns

What processes created the vegetation patterns? See pages 33 to 38.

Where are the opportunities to maintain or restore stand health or vigor in the upland areas of the
WAU? See pages 202 through 206 and Table 47 on page 205.

What is the current condition of Riparian Reserves in the WAU? See pages 48 through 53.

What and where are the opportunities to restore late-successional conditions in Riparian Reserves?
See pages 180 through 185 and Map 11 on page 51.

b. Soils / Erosion

What are the dominant erosion processes within the WAU? Where have these erosion processes
occurred in the past? Where might they occur in the future? See pages 83 through 88 and Map18
on page 88.

Where are the soils that management activities could reduce soil productivity? See pages 89 through
93, Map 19 on page 91, and Map 20 on page 94.

c. Hydrology / Channel Processes

What are the dominant hydrologic characteristics (e.g. total discharge, and peak, base, and low
flows) and other notable hydrologic features and processes inthe WAU? See pages 95 through 135.
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d. Water Quality

What beneficial uses dependant on aquatic resources occur in the WAU and which water quality
parameters are critical to these uses? See pages 121 through 135 and Appendix L.

What are the effects of management activities on hydrologic processes? See pages 95 through 135.

Where are the opportunities to improve water quality and hydrologic conditions? See pages 121
through 135 and Appendix L.

e. Fisheries

Where are the historic and current locations of fish populations? See pages 136 through 155 and
Appendix C.

How have fish habitat and populations been affected by hydrologic processes and human activities?
See pages 136 through 155 and Appendix C.

What and where are the restoration opportunities that would benefit the fisheries resource? See
pages 187 through 193, Appendix G, and Appendix L..

f. Roads
What are the current conditions and distribution of roads in the WAU? See pages 105 through 114.

How are roads impacting other resources within the WAU? See pages 105 through 120, 134, 135,
and Appendix L.

Are there road decommissioning or improvement opportunities in the WAU? Where are the road
treatment opportunities? See pages 187 and 188, Appendix G, and Appendix L.

C. Issue 3 - Special Status Species

Key Questions

Special Status Species and Their Habitats

What are the species of concern important in the WAU (e.g. threatened or endangered species,
special status species, or species emphasized in other plans)? See pages 156 through 179, Appendix

E, and Appendix F

What is the distribution and character of their habitats? See pages 156 through 179.
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I11. Human Uses
A. Reference Conditions

Studies indicate people have been living in the Umpqua Basin for at least 8,000 years, which would
include the Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit. Uses in the WAU have included hunting and
gathering, fur trapping, subsistence and commercial agriculture, mining, transportation, logging and
lumbering, service related activities, residential dwellings, and recreation.

1. Pre-European Settlement

Little knowledge exists of prehistoric use in the WAU prior to European-American settlement.
Twelve prehistoric sites have been identified on BLM-administered land. Nine archaeological sites
are located near White Rock. Two sites are located along Weaver and South Myrtle creeks. Another
site is located on a bench directly north of South Myrtle Creek. Five archaeological sites have been
evaluated for eligibility to be included on the National Register of Historic Places. Two
archaeological sites are eligible, while the other three archaeological sites are not eligible to be
included on the National Register of Historic Places.

Native American Indians followed a seasonal way of life hunting deer and elk, gathering nuts,
berries, seeds, and roots, and fishing. They fished for salmon and gathered camas (which provided
a large portion oftheir diet) in the WAU. The Native American Indians changed the landscape very
little. Although, George Riddle described how they burned areas to control brush making hunting
and the gathering of tar weeds seeds for food easier. Cadastral survey notes recorded in the mid-
nineteenth century described the vegetation as consisting of grasslands and oaks growing in the lower
elevations and timber on the upper slopes.

2. European-American Exploration and Settlement

Fur trappers, miners, and settlers arrived in the Myrtle Creek WAU in the 1800s. Fur trappers from
the Hudson Bay and Northwest Fur companies began exploring the Umpqua Valley in the 1820s.

Jesse and Lindsay Applegate, alongwith Levi Scott, surveyed in the area to establish a new emigrant
trail into Oregon from the south. By the fall of 1846, the Applegate Trail opened a new route for
emigrants into the Willamette Valley through southern Oregon. This event, along with the passage
of the Donation Land Claim Act in 1850, opened the region to settlers.

The primary period of settlement in the WAU was between 1850 and 1900. The early settlers
established homes along Myrtle Creek. The town of Myrtle Creek had a population of 196 in 1860
and had grown to 827 in 1900.
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Early settlers maintained a subsistence lifestyle until a market was established for grain and
livestock. These agricultural products became the main source of income throughout the 1880s and
1890s.

3. Mining

Placer gold deposits were discovered in the Myrtle Creek WAU in 1852. Placer mining for gold
occurred in Lee Creek, Buck Fork Creek, South Myrtle Creek, and North Myrtle Creek. Principal
lode mines were the Chieftain and Continental gold/silver mines located on the north side of South
Myrtle Creek in T29S, R3W, section 20. The ore was discovered in 1898 and produced an estimated
$100,000 by 1928 (Ramp 1968). The Chieftain and Continental gold mines worked a disconnected
vein of quartz which extended about one mile. These mines operated during the early 1900s with
most production occurring prior to the 1930s. The mining town of Nugget sprang up along South
Myrtle Creek to support these mining operations. Little evidence of this settlement remains today.

The China Ditch was constructed in the 1890s to supply water for the proposed placer mining of
2,000 acres in the Lee Creek drainage. The China Ditch is approximately 30 miles long.

4. Timber Harvesting/Logging

The first sawmill to operate in Myrtle Creek was constructed in 1852 by Moses True Dyer. It was
one of the earliest sawmills in the Umpqua Basin (Beckham 1986). Other early saw mills in Myrtle
Creek included C. Luddinton and Son, constructed in 1906, and Jackson Brothers, constructed in
1912 (Beckham 1986). Timber harvesting became a major influence on the WAU landscape in the
1950s. The increased demand for lumber to build houses and transportation system improvements
generated a marked increase in timber harvesting and lumber productionin the WAU. After World
War Il the BLM and private timber companies began to extend roads onto timbered lands in the
WAU.

5. Transportation

Jesse Applegate helped lay out the military wagon road from Myrtle Creek to the Rogue River Valley
in 1853. By 1858 the military wagon road extended from Scottsburg onthe Umpqua River to Camp
Stuart in the Rogue River Valley (Beckham 1986). The California and Oregon Stage Company was
operating between Portland and Sacramento by 1860. The stage connected Myrtle Creek to other
parts of the region.

The Oregon and California Railroad was constructed to Myrtle Creek in 1882. The stage coach, in
1860, and the railroad, in 1882, included Myrtle Creek as a link in the transportation system.

State officials approved construction of the Pacific Highway in 1915, which made improvements to
the California and Oregon Stage Lineroad from Portland to Sacramento. The Pacific Highway was
paved through Douglas County and opened to all-weather travel by 1924. The construction of the
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Interstate freeway through Douglas County began in the 1950s, which allowed faster and increased
travel north and south through the county. Alsoin the 1950s the BLM and private timber companies
constructed more roads into their timbered lands. The improvements in the transportation system
allowed wider distribution of timber and agricultural products, an increase in the numberof travelers,
and people to commute longer distances to work.

B. Current Conditions

The dominant human uses in the WAU have been timber production, transportation, agriculture,
mining, recreation, and service-related activities. Service-related activities include providing food,
gas, and other essentials for tourists, commercial travelers, and local residents. The town of Myrtle
Creek, located at the mouth of Myrtle Creek, is the only population center in the WAU. The
population of Myrtle Creek has grown from 196 people in 1860 to 3,063 people in 1990. There are
no treaty rights or tribal uses in the WAU. Although, individual tribal members may use the area.

Three historic sites are located in the Myrtle Creek WAU. Theyare the White Rock Ranger Station,
White Rock Lookout, and China Ditch. The China Ditch is located in the North Myrtle Creek
Drainage and is on the National Register of Historic Places.

1. Timber

Production of forest products is an important human use in the WAU. The Myrtle Creek WAU
contains approximately 34,257 acres (45 percent of the WAU) of private land capable of forest
production, some are currently being harvested. Bureau of Land Management administered lands
contain potential timber harvest areas, as well. These activities are important to the local economy,
providing both jobs and revenue to local inhabitants.

2. Agriculture

There are approximately 9,943 acres (13 percent of the WAU) of agricultural lands in the WAU.
These lands contain pastures for grazing cattle and sheep, fields for grain production, and farmlands
for seasonal crops of fruits and vegetables. Grazing permits on BLM-administered lands are not a
major factor in the WAU.

3. Mining and Minerals

The WAWU has high and moderate potential areas for gold, silver, copper, mercury, lead/zinc, and
chromium/nickel deposits. There are numerous mining claims in the WAU. Gold has been
produced from placer mines in the Lee Creek Drainage. The production ofgold from placer deposits
is expected to continue.

Road construction in the WAU led to the development and mining of rock quarriesto provide road
surfacing material. Decomposed granite, shale, and sandstone are common, with few viable rock
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sources available. Of the nine quarries existing in the WAU, two are located on private land, and
seven are on BLM-administered land. Most of the quarries have been exhausted of useable rock.
Surfacing rock will continue to be in demand in the WAU and is used to reduce sediment and soil
runoff when improving roads.

4. Special Forest Products

Another use in the WAU is the collection of Special Forest Products. Cedar boughs, greenery, and
firewood were the main Special Forest Products collected in the South River Resource Areain 1999.
Special Forest Product sale prices are strongly influenced by product quality, which varies by product
and the collection area. Salvaging dead and down trees for sawtimber near roads has been the
Special Forest Product affecting the WAU the most. Areas where salvaging sawtimber has occurred
often contain less large woody debris (LWD). Management direction in the RMP provides
guidelines for the salvaging of sawtimber.

5. Recreation

Recreation use in the Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit is determined by the land ownership,
topography, forest types, and stand ages in the area. Most recreation opportunities are limited to
dispersed forms. Three developed recreation sites occur on BLM-administered land in the WAU.
They include the China Ditch Interpretive Auto Tour Loop, the Red Top Ponds Recreation Area, and
the Scenic/Historic Tour Route, which includes the area from Red Top Pond to the town of Myrtle
Creek. Special Use Permits are not required for recreation use in the WAU, unless the event is
commercial or competitive.

a. Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS)

The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) considers the majority of the BLM-administered land
in the WAU to be Roaded Natural. The WAU has a strong rural setting. The areas containing BLM-
administered lands are characterized by predominantly natural appearing environments with
moderate evidence of the sights and sounds of humans. Resource modification and utilization
practices are evident but usually blend with the natural environment. Interaction between users may
be low to moderate but with the evidence of other users prevalent. Rustic facilities are provided for
user convenience as well as for safety and resource protection. Facilities are designed and
constructed to provide for conventional motorized use.

b. Off Highway Vehicles (OHV)

The predominant OHV designation in the RMP for the Myrtle Creek WAU is limited to existing
roads and trails. Underthis designation, existing roads andtrails are open tomotorized accessunless
otherwise identified (i.e., hiking trails). Licensed vehicles may use maintained roads and natural
surface roads and trails. Registered OHVs, such as All Terrain Vehicles (ATVs), and motorcycles



16

not licensed for the public roads may only use existing roads and trails that are not maintained
(graveled).

Two areas are designated as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern/Research Natural Area
(ACEC/RNA). These areas are closed to OHV use because they are unstable or considered to be
fragile. The North Myrtle ACEC/RNA islocated in T28S, R4W, Section 33 and contains 280 acres.
The Tater Hill ACEC/RNA is located in T29S, R2W, Sections 6 and 7; T29S, R3W, Section 1; and
T28S, R3W, Section 37 and contains 472 acres.

New roads and trails may be approved and constructed in limited areas, through the NEPA process.
State funds from gas taxes and registrations may be available to BLM to develop any OHV areas.
If problems occur within road and trail systems, they may be closed on an emergency basis through
43 CFR 8341 and 8364.

c. Visual Resource Management (VRM)

Visual Resource Management classes are assigned through an inventory system and rangefrom Class
I through IV. Class | lands are reserved for their scenic quality and allow for very limited
management. Class IV lands allow for major modifications to the existing character of the
landscape. These classes are based on the combination of scenic quality, sensitivity level, and
distance zones.

The WAU contains VRM Class Il1and Class IV lands. Under the Class 111 designation, management
activities would partially retain the existing visual character of the landscape. Class Il lands are
located in four small parcels along the North and South Myrtle county roads andin the North Myrtle
ACEC/RNA. The remainder of the WAU is designated as Class IV land. Under the Class IV
designation, the extent of change to the character of the landscape can be high. Management
activities may dominate the view and may be the major focus of the viewer’s attention. However,
every attempt should be made to minimize the impact of activities through careful unit location,
minimal disturbance, and repetition of the basic elements of form, line, and texture.

d. Recreation Management

The WAU is in the South River Extensive Recreation Management Area (ERMA). Within the
ERMA, recreation is mainly unstructured and dispersed requiring minimal recreation investments.
The ERMA, which constitutes the bulk of the BLM-administered land, gives recreation visitors the
freedom of choice with minimal regulatory constraints.

Forms of recreation commonly observed in the WAU include driving for pleasure, hunting,
photography, picnicking, camping, shooting or target practice, and gathering (berries, flowers,
mushrooms, greens, and rocks).
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Designated recreation sites do not occur in the WAU, but some areas have more use and
development. Red Top Pond in T29S, R2W, Section 4 receives more recreational use than other
areas of the WAU. It has an improved trail around the larger pond, a boardwalk over a wet area, and
a viewing platform for visitors to observe a wet meadow. The China Ditch Auto Tour Route in
T28S, R3W, Sections 11, 14, 15, and 23 is a loop road with interpretive panels discussing placer
mining and a 33 mile long ditch system. As part of a Scenic/Historic Tour Route visitors drive
through the WAU on a sixty-eight mile back road interpretive tour between the towns of Canyonville
and Myrtle Creek. The tour route designed by the Tiller Ranger District on the Umpgua National
Forest uses one BLM access road in the WAU.

Potential trail sites extend from the Red Top Pond area in T29S, R2W, Section 4 to the Windy Camp
area in T29S, R2W, Section 17. Additional trails could travel southeast toward Coffee and Corn
Creeks or south past Deer Springs to Tin Hat Pond. These trails had historic use, and portions of
them are still used, but are unimproved and need extensive renovation.
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IV. Vegetation
A. Reference Conditions

Most of the Lower North Myrtle and Lower South Myrtle Subwatersheds consisted of prairies and
savannahs in the valleys and hardwood, conifer, or mixed species forests on the adjacent foothills
in the early 1800s. The Upper North Myrtle and Upper South Myrtle Subwatersheds were
predominantly mixed-conifer forests in a mosaic of age classes and structures. Most of the forest
stands probably contained overstories with varying amounts of large trees greater than 20 inches in
diameter.

The Native American Indians probably maintained the prairies and savannahs by burning them. The
fires started by the Native American Indians in the prairies and savannahs probably did not burn in
upland areas (LaLande and Pullen 1999 and Agee 1991). After the Native American Indians were
moved to reservations in the 1850s, many settlers continued the practice of burning the prairies and
savannahs. Although, the settlers often applied the practice indiscriminately. The unregulated use
of fire decreased after about 1910. The fires set by the settlers probably affected the moister mixed-
conifer vegetation type more than when the Native American Indians burned the same areas. The
average annual amount of mixed-conifer forest burned in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries was probably more than the area burned by the Native American Indians (LaLande and
Pullen 1999). Some field and hillside pasture burning continues but is less widespread than in the
past because of air quality concerns.

Timber harvesting began in the lower elevations because of the easy access and closeness to the
mills. Timber harvesting on Federally-administered lands in WAU began in the1940s. The current
age class distribution reflects the timber harvesting that has occurred in the WAU.

Range of Natural Variability

Determining the range of natural variability is difficult due to the lack of data. At best, it represents
acomparison of theavailable data at a few pointsin time. Variability of landscapes across space and
time is extreme (USDA 1993). Climate was the principal influence in the development of forest
composition and structure. The forested areas of the Pacific Northwest, including those in the WAU,
developed after the last post-glacial period began. The current forest communities of the Pacific
Northwest developed within the last 5,000 to 6,000 years. Oregon was either too cold and dry or too
warm and dry before that time. This suggests that old-growth Douglas-fir forests probably do not
represent a co-evolved complex of species bound together by tightly linked interactions. Tree
species have responded to climate individually and continuously reassemble in different
combinations to follow the changing climate (Brubaker 1991 and Whitlock 1992).

Even within the last 6,000 years, there have been large variations in climate. In southwestern
Oregon, the high temperatures and dry climate of the Xerothermic Period (8,000 to 4,000 years B.P.)
favored vegetation types consisting of oaks, manzanita, and other chaparral species (Atzet and
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McCrimmon 1990). The Little Ice Age influenced the global climate, including the WAU, from
about 1300 to 1850. The Little Ice Age ended about the time the western United States was being
settled. A global warming trend has been occurring since that time (Fagan 2000).

Short-term precipitation cycles may also influence vegetation by affecting processes, such as fire
frequency and severity or length of the tree regeneration period following disturbance. Theweather
data collected since the 1890s indicates the Pacific Northwest precipitation pattern has a repeating
cycle of wet and dry periods, each lasting between 20 and 25 years (Taylor 1999).

Reports by early explorers, settlers, and surveyors described the vegetative conditions when they
arrived in western Oregon and the Umpgua Valley. The low elevation valleys were dominated by
native prairie and savannah, maintained by aboriginal burning, while the upland areas were either
hardwood or conifer dominated forests (Agee 1990, Riddle 1993, LaLande and Pullen 1999, and
Franklinand Dyrness 1973). Data and maps are available from about 1850 to the present. Mapping
resolutions are at various scales, often quite large, which makes stand structural characteristics and
small scale landscape patterns difficult to determine.

Two data sources were used to estimate reference conditions and the range of natural variability in
the WAU. The 1850 historic vegetation map derived from General Land Office surveyor notes and
a 1936 forest land use and type map prepared by the United States Forest Service (USFS) were the
main data used to describe historic conditions (see Table 3 and Maps 4 and 5). Data from 1910 and
1914 were also used to represent historic conditions in the WAU (see Tables 4, 5, and 6 and Maps
6 and 7).

The data sets were collected using different processes and different levels of mapping resolution.
The 1850 data was collected at one mile intervals. Collecting data to delineate vegetationtypes was
not the objective in 1850. The 1936 data was based on observations from open vantage points
supplemented by some transect data (Andrews and Cowlin 1940). The objective in 1936 was to
assess broad timber inventories and harvest opportunities, not to prepare forest type maps.

The 1850 vegetation data was prepared from interpretations of General Land Office land survey
notes (Nature Conservancy 2000). This map is used as one reference point for estimating pre-
settlement conditions and the range of natural variability. It covers most of the WAU, except for the
eastern portion, which had not been surveyed in 1850. The information included species
composition and topographic positions. It does not provide enough information to determine age
class distinctions. Prairie, savannah, and woodland dominated the Lower North Myrtle and Lower
South Myrtle Subwatersheds. The Upper North Myrtle and Upper South Myrtle Subwatersheds
contained mixed-conifer forests as the predominant vegetation types. The WAU contained about
five percent prairies, 20 percent oak or conifer savannah/open woodlands and 75 percent closed
forests, mostly conifer dominated stands. The prairies and savannah/open woodlands occurred
mainly in the western portion (lower elevations) of the WAU.
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The 1936 data was from a forest type map containing broad scale size class and structure information
and some species information (Andrews and Cowlin 1940). Consequently the mapping resolution
was at a large scale in comparison to type mapping for identifying similar vegetation types and
structures. The first type mapping for the WAU was completed in the early to mid 1950s (Gross
1973). Estimates of historic vegetation age classes have an unknown margin of error.

The amount of late-successional forest area in 1850 was estimated by using the 1936 data. About
15 percent of the WAU was characterized as being between 20 and 40 inches in diameter and
assumed to be between 80 and 160 years old in 1936. Those stands would have been less than 80
yearsold in 1850. The old-growth in 1936 was assumed to be at least 80 years old in 1850. The 30
to 80 year age class stands (six inch to 22 inch sized trees) in 1936 are located in the area considered
to be open woodland in the 1850 data, so these stands were assumed to be less than 30 years old in
1850. Approximately 45 percent of the WAU would have been late-successional conifer stands
using the 1936 data to estimate what the stands were like in 1850. The rest of the WAU was
assumed to be less than 80 years old or nonforest, mostly prairie. Based on this interpretation and
the 1936 data, between 45 and 75 percent of the WAU was at least 80 years old before the time
timber harvesting occurred. The range of natural variability of late-successional forests was
estimated to be between 45 and 75 percent on lands administered by the Forest Service in the South
Umpgqua Basin (USDA 1993). The Forest Service estimate provides a check of reasonableness of
the estimate based on the 1850 and 1936 data.



Table 3. 1936 Age Class Distribution in the Myrtle Creek WAU.

Drainage Name Nonforest | Early Seral [ Mid Seral | Late Seral (At [ Hardwoods
Subwatershed Name (0to 30 (30 to 80 Least 80
Years Old) | Years Old) Years Old)
Acres | % | Acres | % | Acres | % | Acres % Acres | % Total
Acres
Bilger Creek 1,822 | 33 0 O 3,442 | 62 123 2 182 3 5,569
Frozen Creek 993 | 22 0] O 563 | 12 3,039 | 66 0] O 4,595
Lick Frontal 353 | 12 0] O 1,869 | 64 713 | 24 51 0 2,940
Myrtle Creek 2,041 | 51 0] O 1,500 | 37 0 0 492 | 12 4,033
North Myrtle Park 527 | 28 0 O 751 4 1,276 | 68 01 O 1,878
Lower North Myrtle 5,736 | 30 0] O 7,449 | 39 5151 27 679 | 4 19,015
Subwatershed
Buck Fork 91 0 0] O 0] O 2,990 | 100 0] O 2,999
Lee Creek 2351 6 0] O 9| 3 3,522 | 91 0] O 3,856
Lower Slide Creek 214 | 12 0] O 0] O 1,582 | 88 0] O 1,796
Middle North Myrtle 496 | 24 0] O 0] O 1,559 | 76 0] O 2,055
North Myrtle Frontal 202 | 37 o O 01 O 340 | 63 01 O 542
North Myrtle 9221 2 0] O 0] O 4,013 | 98 0] O 4,105
Headwaters
Riser Creek 0] O 0] O 0] O 2,012 | 100 0] O 2,012
Upper Slide Creek 0] O 0] O 01 O 1,150 | 100 0] O 1,150
Upper North Myrtle 1,248 | 7 0] O 99 1] 17,168 | 93 0] O 18,515
Subwatershed
Ben Branch 53 5 0] O 346 | 30 758 | 66 0] O 1,157
Cedar Hollow 175 | 16 0] O 854 | 77 76 7 0] O 1,105
Myrtle Links 604 | 25 0] O 1,228 | 52 100 4 450 | 19 2,382
Pack Saddle 940 | 36 0] O 771 | 29 914 | 35 01 O 2,625
School Hollow 700 | 32 0] O 954 | 44 526 | 24 0] O 2,180
Short Course 1,438 | 54 0] O 861 | 32 363 | 14 0] O 2,662
Lower South Myrtle 3,910 | 32 01 O 5,014 | 41 2,737 | 23 450 | 4 12,111
Subwatershed
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Drainage Name Nonforest | Early Seral [ Mid Seral | Late Seral (At [ Hardwoods
Subwatershed Name (0to 30 (30 to 80 Least 80
Years Old) | Years Old) Years Old)
Acres | % | Acres | % | Acres | % | Acres % Acres | % Total
Acres

Curtin Creek 01 O 0o O 251 | 14 1,579 [ 86 01 O 1,830
Lally Creek 136 3 791 2 01 O 3910 [ 95 01 O 4,125
Letitia Creek 870 | 20 115 3 61 O 3,464 | 78 01 O 4,455
Lower Louis Creek 181 9 0] O 471 2 1,818 [ 89 01 O 2,046
South Myrtle 53 2 654 | 19 320 | 10 2,332 | 69 01 O 3,359
Headwaters
Upper Louis Creek 0 0 159 4 0 0 3,403 | 96 0 0 3,562
Weaver Creek 01 O 103 3 01 O 3,860 [ 97 01 O 3,963
Wiley Creek 694 | 21 8 0 53 2 2,530 | 77 01 O 3,285
Upper South Myrtle 1,934 71 1,118 4 677 3| 22,896 86 0 0 26,625
Subwatershed
Mpyrtle Creek WAU 12,828 | 17 | 1,118 1| 13,239 | 17| 47,952 | 63 1,129 1 76,266




Map 4. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
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Map 5. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
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Table 4. 1900 Vegetation Data.

25

Drainage Name Open Woodland 5to 10 10 to 25 MBM per
Subwatershed Name (Nonforested) | (Hardwoods, MBM per Acre
Brush) Acre (Mid (Merchantable
Seral) Timber, Mid to
Late Seral)
Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Total
Acres
Bilger Creek 2,083 37| 3,486 63 0 0 0 0 5,569
Frozen Creek 790 17 545 12 0 0 3,260 71 4,595
Lick Frontal 1,235 42 | 1,705 58 0 0 0 0 2,940
Myrtle Creek 3,338 83 695 17 0 0 0 0 4,033
North Myrtle Park 1,440 77 32 2 0 0 406 22 1,878
Lower North Myrtle 8,886 47 | 6,463 34 0 0 3,666 19 19,015
Subwatershed
Buck Fork 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,999 [ 100 2,999
Lee Creek 403 10 116 3 0 0 3,337 87 3,856
Lower Slide Creek 1,556 87 0 0 0 0 240 13 1,796
Middle North Myrtle 335 16 0 0 0 0 1,721 84 2,056
North Myrtle Frontal 226 42 0 0 0 0 315 58 541
North Myrtle 67 2 0 0 0 0 4,037 98 4,104
Headwaters
Riser Creek 603 30 0 0 0 0 1,409 70 2,012
Upper Slide Creek 270 23 0 0 0 0 880 77 1,150
Upper North Myrtle 3,460 19 116 1 0 0 14,938 81 18,514
Subwatershed
Ben Branch 147 13 0 0 0 0 1,010 87 1,157
Cedar Hollow 511 46 0 0 0 0 594 54 1,105
Myrtle Links 1,300 55 0 0 0 0 1,081 45 2,381
Pack Saddle 1,050 40 0 0 0 0 1,575 60 2,625
School Hollow 922 42 0 0 0 0 1,259 58 2,181
Short Course 1,613 61 0 0 0 0 1,050 39 2,663
Lower South Myrtle 5,543 46 0 0 0 0 6,569 54 12,112
Subwatershed




Table 4. 1900 Vegetation Data.

26

Drainage Name Open Woodland 5to0 10 10 to 25 MBM per
Subwatershed Name (Nonforested) | (Hardwoods, MBM per Acre
Brush) Acre (Mid (Merchantable
Seral) Timber, Mid to
Late Seral)
Acres % Acres | % | Acres | % Acres % Total
Acres
Curtin Creek 568 31 0 0 0 0 1,262 69 1,830
Lally Creek 24 1 0 0 0 0 4,102 99 4,126
Letitia Creek 715 16 0 0 0 0 3,740 84 4,455
Lower Louis Creek 175 9 0 0 0 0 1,871 91 2,046
South Myrtle 346 10 0 0| 1,808 | 54 1,204 36 3,358
Headwaters
Upper Louis Creek 482 14 0 0 0 0 3,080 86 3,562
Weaver Creek 766 19 0 0 0 0 3,196 81 3,962
Wiley Creek 787 24 0 0 0 0 2,498 76 3,285
Upper South Myrtle 3,863 15 0 0 1,808 7 20,953 79 26,624
Subwatershed
Myrtle Creek WAU 21,752 29 | 6,579 91 1,808 2 46,126 60 76,265




Table 5. 1914 Vegetation Data.
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Drainage Name Non-timber Brush Burned, Burned, Merchantable
Subwatershed Name restocked not timber
restocked

Acres % | Acres | % | Acres | % | Acres | % [ Acres % | Total Acres
Bilger Creek 5,550 | 100 0] O 0] O 010 20 0 5,570
Frozen Creek 3,374 73 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,221 27 4,595
Lick Frontal 2,865 | 97 751 3 0] O 010 0 0 2,940
Myrtle Creek 4,033 | 100 0] O 0] O 010 0 0 4,033
North Myrtle Park 864 | 46 136 | 7 0] O 010 878 | 47 1,878
Lower North Myrtle 16,686 | 88 211 1 01 O 010 2,119 | 11 19,016
Subwatershed
Buck Fork 0 0 0] O 0] O 010 2,999 | 100 2,999
Lee Creek 3 0 0] O 0] O 24 1 3,828 | 99 3,855
Lower Slide Creek 0 0 0] O 0] O 010 1,796 | 100 1,796
Middle North Myrtle 0 0 0] O 0] O 010 2,055 | 100 2,055
North Myrtle Frontal 61 11 0 0 0 0 0f 0 480 | 89 541
North Myrtle 0 0 0] O 0] O 010 4,104 | 100 4,104
Headwaters
Riser Creek 0 0 0] O 0] O 010 2,012 | 100 2,012
Upper Slide Creek 0 0 0] O 0] O 010 1,150 | 100 1,150
Upper North Myrtle 64 0 0O O 0 0 241 0| 18,424 | 100 18,512
Subwatershed
Ben Branch 0 0 539 | 47 01 O 010 619 | 53 1,158
Cedar Hollow 1,105 | 100 0] O 0] O 010 0 0 1,105
Mpyrtle Links 2,381 | 100 0] O 0] O 010 0 0 2,381
Pack Saddle 215 811,073 | 41 0] O 010 1,337 | 51 2,625
School Hollow 0 0| 1,259 | 58 01 O 010 921 | 42 2,180
Short Course 1,858 | 70 725 | 27 0] O 010 79 3 2,662
Lower South Myrtle 5,559 | 46| 3,596 | 30 0] O 010 2,956 | 24 12,111
Subwatershed




Table 5. 1914 Vegetation Data.
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Drainage Name Non-timber Brush Burned, Burned, Merchantable
Subwatershed Name restocked not timber
restocked

Acres % | Acres | % | Acres | % | Acres | % | Acres % Total Acres
Curtin Creek 0 0 0 0 161 9 0 0 1,669 91 1,830
Lally Creek 4,126 | 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,126
Letitia Creek 1,289 | 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,166 71 4,455
Lower Louis Creek 0 0 440 | 22 0 0 0] 0 1,606 78 2,046
South Myrtle 0 0 0 0 721 | 21 0] 0 2,638 79 3,359
Headwaters
Upper Louis Creek 0 0 0] O 01 O 010 3,562 [ 100 3,562
Weaver Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 3,963 | 100 3,963
Wiley Creek 611 19 0 0 0 0 0 O 2,673 81 3,284
Upper South Myrtle 6,026 23 440 2 882 3 0| O 19,277 72 26,625
Subwatershed
Mpyrtle Creek WAU 28,335 37 | 4,247 6 882 1 24 | 0| 42,776 56 76,264

Table 6. Comparison of 1900, 1914, and 1936 Vegetation Type Percentages in the Myrtle

Creek WAU.
Vegetation Type 1900 1914 1936
Open, Non-timber, Brush 38 43 18
Burned, Early Seral 0 1 1
Merchantable Timber 62 56 80




Map 6. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
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Map 7. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
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B. Current Vegetation Conditions
1. Ecological Characterization

The major ecological vegetation zones in the WAU are the Interior Valley and Mixed-Conifer zones
(Franklin and Dyrness 1973). The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) has mapped smaller scale
ecological zones within these broad zones (see Map 8). The SCS zones in the WAU include the
Interior VValleys and Foothills, Grand Fir, Cool Douglas-fir/Western Hemlock, Cold Douglas-fir, and
Western Hemlock (Hickman 1994). A vegetation zone may cover large areas but always has asingle
set of potential native plant communities repeated throughout the zone. The patterns are somewhat
predictablesince they are related to climatic influences, local landscape features such as aspect, soil,
and landform.

a. Interior Valleys and Foothills Zone

This zone occupies the warmest and driest climatic zone within the WAU. Most of Lower North
Myrtle and Lower South Myrtle Subwatersheds fall within this zone. The valley bottoms have been
converted for the most part from native prairie and savanna to agricultural and grazing use. Uplands
with the most favorable soils and moisture conditions support coniferous forests of Douglas-fir and
subordinate species, such as madrone, bigleaf maple, California black oak, Ponderosapine, incense-
cedar, and Oregon white oak. More droughty soils in the uplands support hardwood dominated
stands of madrone, Oregon white oak, and sometimes California black oak but may also contain
minor amounts of Douglas-fir, ponderosapine, and incense-cedar. Some shallow soils support only
oaks and shrubs, such as wedgeleaf ceanothus and poison oak, with an herbaceous ground-cover.

b. Grand Fir Zone

This zone covers the majority of the Upper North Myrtle and Upper South Myrtle Subwatersheds.
It borders the Interior Valleys and Foothills Zone and extends to approximately 3,000 feet in
elevation. Douglas-fir is the dominant species within this zone, with grand/white fir common on
north aspects and absent or a minor component on south aspects. Golden chinquapin is common on
north aspects, with madrone common on the south aspects. Bigleaf maple, western red cedar, and
incense-cedar are often present. Western hemlock and California black oak may also be present
where conditions are favorable. Understory shrubs on north facing slopes include salal, Oregon
grape, western hazel, ocean-spray, and red huckleberry. South slopes may support the same species
but those requiring more moisture such as red huckleberry, Oregon grape, and salal would be minor
components.

c. Cool Douglas-firAMVestern Hemlock Zone
This zone occupies high elevations (above 3,000 feet) and is located in the eastern portion of the

WAU. The dominant tree species in this zone are Douglas-fir and western hemlock. Overstories
may include western red cedar, incense-cedar, sugar pine, Pacific yew, and grand/white fir. Madrone



Map 8. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
Vegetation Zones

Swiftwater Resource Area

T27S

T28S

South River Resource Area

R5W R4W

26
CURTIN CREEK 25

32

R2W

Ll

L

36

CREEK

1
'TH L;z
12

LIGK HRO!

MYRTLE CR}
22

308(]

“ (JEDAR HOLLQW
35 ‘ 36
E LINK
S N

No warranty is made by the Bureau of Land Management as to the accuracy,
reliability, or completeness of these data for individual or aggregate use

with other data. Original data was compiled from various sources. Spatial
information may not meet National Map Accuracy Standards. This information
may be updated without notification.

TH MY

=

0 1 2 3 4 5 Miles
1:135000

33
31 32
MYRTLE HEADWATERS

4

6 3

/\/ Resource Area Boundary
| Drainages
[] Subwatersheds
|| Section and Ownership Lines
Vegetation Zones
Cold Douglas-fir
Cool Douglas-fir'Western Hemlock
Interior Valleys and Foothills
[ Grand Fir
Western Hemlock




33

can occur on warmer positions but is not very common. Stony soils can support canyon live oak on
all aspects. Understory species include rhododendron, Oregon grape, salal, golden chinquapin, red
huckleberry, western sword fern, and bracken fern.

d. Cold Douglas-fir Zone

This zone occurs at the highest elevations (above 3,800 feet) in the WAU. The Cold Douglas-fir
Zone occurs in the Deadman Mountain area. The growingseason is very short in comparison to the
other zones. Important tree species inthis zone are Douglas-fir, westem hemlock and grand/white
fir. Otherspecies may include western red cedar, incense-cedar, sugar pine, Pacific yew, and western
white pine.

e. Western Hemlock Zone

This Western Hemlock Zone occurs in the northeastern portion of the WAU. Douglas-fir is the
dominant species. Western hemlock is a significant understory or dominant overstory species in
older stands on north aspects. It may be present in minor amounts on south aspects. Grand fir,
western red cedar, and chinkapin may also occur. Red alder, bigleaf maple, and cascara buckthorn
occur in favorable locations. Understory species include western sword fern, oxalis, vine maple,
currant, western hazel, creambush oceanspray, Pacific rhododendron, salal, red huckleberry, cascade
Oregon grape, and evergreen huckleberry. Forest managers encounter a variety of competitive
evergreen and deciduous shrubs in tree regeneration efforts. Red alder is especiallyaggressive after
fires or overstory removal on many north aspects.

2. Processes Affecting Vegetation Composition, Seral Stages and Landscape Pattern

Fire is the primary natural disturbance in southwestern Oregon. Other natural processes affecting
landscape and stand level composition are wind, snow, insects, and diseases. Humans also affect
vegetation composition and pattems.

a. Fire

Fire has played a major role in developing vegetation patterns in the WAU. Lightning is the
principal ignition source in southwestern Oregon. Humans are an ignition source, also. Native
American Indians used fire to clear lands, improve hunting areas, and produce desirable plant
species. Miners and settlers also used fire to clear lands for mining activities and agriculture (Atzet
et al. 1988).

Fire regimes are classified from low to high severity (Agee 1990). A detailed fire history for the
Myrtle Creek WAU does not exist. However, there is one for the adjacent Little River Watershed,
which has similar ecological vegetation zones (Van Norman 1998). Based on the study conducted
in the Little River Watershed and the similarity of ecological vegetation zones, the Myrtle Creek
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WAU probably includes a range of fire severity regimes, with low-severity and moderate-severity
regimes being most prevalent.

Most of the Lower North Myrtle and Lower South Myrtle Subwatersheds would be considered to
have a low-severity fire regime. The low-severity fire regime is associated with frequent fires having
low intensity. Lightning and human-caused fires affected the amount of native prairie, savannah,
and closed canopy forest in the lower elevations, maintaining the grassland and savannah/open
woodland vegetation types (Franklin and Dyrness 1973 and LaLande and Pullen 1999). The natural
fire frequency may have been as short as every five to ten years (Agee 1990). Native American
Indians burned the valleys annually to maintain desired conditions (Riddle 1993).

Most of the Upper North Myrtle and Upper South Myrtle Subwatersheds would be considered to
have a moderate-severity fire regime. The moderate-severity fire regime is characteristic of moist-
dry Douglas-fir forests. Multi-aged stand development is common in a moderate-severity regime
with fire removing or thinning stand components and structures (Agee 1991). Figure 1 shows the
stand development sequence with a moderate-severity fire regime. Figure 1 shows a fire occurring
about every fifty years and how stand composition might be altered.

Landscape vegetation patterns created by a moderate-severity fire regime are very patchy, since the
fire intensity varies. Figure 2 shows what an area in the western Cascade Mountains with a
moderate-severity fire regime might look after eight separate fires burned duringa 100-year period
(Morrison and Swanson 1990).

The same patchy vegetation pattern occurs in the White Rock area in the eastern part of the WAU.
Figure 3 shows the vegetation pattern for part of the WAU in the early 1950s before timber
harvesting occurred. The age classes of the understories in the multi-storied stands and overstories
in the single-story stands suggest fire influenced the vegetation composition and landscape
arrangement. The amount of multi-storied stands, various ages of Douglas-fir in the understories,
and absence of shade tolerant conifers in most stands also indicates fire was the principal
disturbance.

Moderate-severity regimes usually have fire frequencies ranging from 25 t0100 years. Detailed
studies in western Cascade Mountain areas similar to the Upper North Myrtle and Upper South
Myrtle Subwatersheds found natural fire frequencies ranging from 95 to 145 years in the 400 years
before fire suppression began (Agee 1991). A studyin the Little River Watershed, which is adjacent
to and has ecological zones similar to the Myrtle Creek WAU, found median fire return intervals
were between 90 and 123 years during the past 700 years (Van Norman 1998).

Depending on the time period examined, the natural fire frequency can varygreatly. Morrison and
Swanson (1990) calculated a fire frequency between 95 and 149 years from 1500 to 1910 in a
western Cascade Mountain watershed with a mixture of high-severity and moderate-severity fire
regimes. However, from 1750 to 1910 the natural fire frequency ranged between 72 and 213 years.



Figure 1. Development Pattern of Old-growth Conditions Under a Moderate-
severity Fire Regime in Moist-dry Douglas-fir Forests (Adapted From Agee 1991).

35




Figure 2. Moderate-severity Fire Regime Tree Mortality Pattern (Adapted From

Morrison and Swanson 1990).
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Figure 3. 1954 Vegetation Type Map Around White Rock Showing Moderate-severity Fire
Regime Pattern.
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The cold, wet, high elevation, Deadman Mountain area would be considered to have a high-severity
fire regime. A high-severity fire regime usually has infrequent, high intensity fires, which kill the
overstory trees.

Fire is still influencing the vegetation composition in the WAU. Wildfires in 1987 were both high-
severity and moderate-severity fires. The fires were started by lightning and burned in the Frozen
Creek, Lee Creek, and North Myrtle Headwaters Drainages. Large areas of trees were Killed but
islands of partially killed stands or areas where the fires burned under the tree canopies with little
or no overstory mortality also occurred.

b. Wind

Severe windstorms, which blow down forests, occur infrequently in western Oregon (Wright and
Lauterbach 1958 and Curtis et al. 1998). Major windstorms in the last 60 years occurred in 1949,
1950, 1951, 1962, and 1975. It is unknown to what extent the Myrtle Creek WAU was affected by
these windstorms. Blowdown can also occur at abrupt stand edges.

c. Snow

Heavy, wet snow can damage forest stands by causingtrees to break. The damage may be minor or
cause the tree to die. The effects of the snow are worse when it is accompanied by high winds
(Wright and Lauterbach 1958 and Curtis et al. 1998). Such an event occurred above 3,000 feet in
elevation in the Upper South Myrtle Subwatershed during the winter of 1995 and1996.

d. Insects and Diseases

Insects and diseases naturally occur in forest stands of all age classes. However, insect levels can
reach epidemic proportions if conditions are favorable. Anexample is the increase in Douglas-fir
bark beetles after large blowdown, snow breakage, or fire events because of the increase in high
quality insect habitat (Wright and Lauterbach 1958). Bark beetles arethe major insect pests affecting
Douglas-fir stands west of the Cascade Mountains (Curtis et al. 1998). Root diseases are the main
disease group infecting Douglas-fir forests (Curtis et al. 1998). Diseases, such as laminatedroot rot,
can cause small long-term growth loss and mortality (USDA 1996). Non-native diseases, such as
white pine blister rust, can also cause growth loss and mortality among susceptible species (USDA
1983).

e. Humans

Human disturbances have affected the vegetation composition and pattern in the Myrtle Creek WAU.
Human disturbances include converting native to non-native vegetation types, such as agriculture,
and altering seral stage amounts and patterns by starting fires, timber harvesting, grazing, and
suppressing fires. Humans have spread noxious weeds, also. Himalayan blackberry and Scotch
broom have become widespread in upland and riparian areas due to human activities.
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3. Current Age Classes

Vegetation conditions in this watershed analysis are classified by the age of the dominant tree species
for each stand, aggregated into age class groupings (see Table 7 and Map 9). Nonforested areas
(such as agricultural and hardwood uses) are also identified. The arrangement of the age classes on
the landscape is a result of disturbance, such as fire, wind, snow, insects, diseases, and human-caused
disturbance (for example land clearing, timber harvesting, road construction, home construction, and
subdivision of land by straight line boundaries). The age class data was summarized from the BLM
Forest Operations Inventory (FOI) and Private Operations Inventory (POI) databases.

Chart 3 shows age class groups for BLM-administered and private lands. Chart 4 shows the percent
ownership and age class groups for the entire WAU. The charts are shown proportional to the total
acres by ownership classification in the WAU. Forest stands greater than 80 years old comprise
about 25 percent of the WAU, concentrated on BLM-administered land. Fifteen percent of the WAU
is classified as nonforest. The nonforested land is mainly agricultural land and located in the western
half of the WAU (Lower North Myrtle and Lower South Myrtle Subwatersheds). About 60 percent
of the WAU consists of forest stands less than 80 years old with a higher proportion on private lands.

a. BLM-administered Lands

The BLM-administered lands comprise approximately 41 percent (31,009 acres) of the WAU. The
eastern portion of the WAU contains a block of land administered by the BLM unlike the usual
checkerboard ownership pattern in the WAU. The Curtin Creek and South Myrtle Headwaters
Drainages contain a larger percentage of mature stands, while the Upper North Myrtle Subwatershed
reflects the impact of the 1987 North Myrtle Fire, which burned many of the mature stands in the
Lee Creek and North Myrtle Headwaters Drainages (see Tables 7 and 8 and Maps 9 and 10).



Table 7. 2001 Age Class Distribution in the Myrtle Creek WAU.
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Area Number of Acres by Age Class and Percent of Total
Nonforest 0to 10 10 to 20 20 to 30 30 to 50 50 to 80 80 to 120 120 to 200 200 + Hardwoods Total

Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %
Bilger Creek 1,677 | 30 300 5 461 8.3 79 1 810 | 15 500 9 354 6 389 7 42 1 954 | 17 5,566
Frozen Creek 1,117 | 24 135 3 616 13 163 4 993 | 22 764 | 17 99 2 338 7 360 8 10 0 4,595
Lick Frontal 502 | 17 37 1 477 16 135 5 325 | 11 794 | 27 296 | 10 163 6 1 0 209 7 2,939
Myrtle Creek 2,148 | 53 0 0 135 3 26 1 600 | 15 499 | 12 392 | 10 20 0 46 1 166 4 4,032
North Myrtle Park 334 | 18 84 4 0 0 90 5 743 | 40 355 |1 19 5 0 46 2 188 10 33 2 1,878
Lower North 5,778 | 30 556 3 1,689 8.9 493 3 3471 | 18 2912 | 15 1146 6 956 5 637 3 1,372 7 19,010
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Buck Fork 63 2 49 2 341 11 352 | 12 1,346 | 45 625 | 21 2 0 66 2 153 5 0 0 2,997
Lee Creek 186 5 197 5 189 5 339 9 1,524 | 40 295 8 236 6 101 3 787 20 0 0 3,854
Lower Slide Creek 106 6 98 5 45 3 127 7 374 | 21 792 | 44 8 0 150 8 97 5 0 0 1,797
Middle North 266 | 13 135 7 153 7 0 0 223 | 11 1,027 | 50 106 5 0 0 144 7 0 0 2,054
Myrtle
North Myrtle 120 | 22 2 0 0 0 0 0 52 | 10 251 | 46 0 0 0 0 116 21 0 0 541
Frontal
North Myrtle 84 2 86 2 1,192 29 141 3 519 | 13 785 | 19 69 2 32 1 1,183 29 11 0 4,102
Headwaters
Riser Creek 0 0 132 7 152 8 149 7 767 | 38 114 6 16 1 6 0 652 32 23 1 2,011
Upper Slide Creek 0 0 0 0 276 24 172 | 15 159 | 14 8 1 0 0 12 1 523 45 0 0 1,150
Upper North 825 4 699 4 2348 13 1280 7 4964 | 27 3,897 | 21 437 2 367 2 3,655 20 34 0 18,506
Myrtle
Subwatershed
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Area Number of Acres by Age Class and Percent of Total
Nonforest 0to 10 10 to 20 20 to 30 30 to 50 50 to 80 80 to 120 120 to 200 200 + Hardwoods Total

Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %
Ben Branch 13 1 33 3 82 7 118 | 10 48 4 620 | 53 88 8 74 6 83 7 0 0 1,159
Cedar Hollow 101 9 0 0 288 26 0 0 248 | 22 256 | 23 183 | 17 27 2 0 0 0 0 1,103
Myrtle Links 639 | 27 78 3 93 4 1 0 679 | 29 269 | 11 342 | 14 4 0 151 6 126 5 2,382
Pack Saddle 571 | 22 70 3 26 1 0 0 862 | 33 773 | 29 80 3 31 1 198 8 13 0 2,624
School Hollow 661 | 30 88 4 84 4 64 3 531 | 24 285 | 13 130 6 180 8 156 7 0 0 2,179
Short Course 1,079 | 41 140 5 16 1 15 1 577 | 22 539 | 20 117 4 125 5 0 0 52 2 2,660
Lower South 3,064 | 25 409 3 589 5 198 2 2,945 | 24 2,742 | 23 940 8 441 4 588 5 191 2 12,107
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Curtin Creek 2 0 61 3 49 3 121 7 46 3 53 3 214 | 12 267 | 15 1,017 56 0 0 1,830
Lally Creek 155 4 830 | 20 234 6 280 7 1,135 | 28 260 6 99 2 180 4 935 23 14 0 4,122
Letitia Creek 683 | 15 181 4 337 8 21 0 891 | 20 1,365 | 31 0 0 308 7 668 15 0 0 4,454
Lower Louis 287 | 14 97 5 66 3 156 8 452 | 22 669 | 33 55 3 15 1 249 12 0 0 2,046
Creek
South Myrtle 110 3 0 0 48 1 73 2 178 5 739 | 22 304 9 1,302 | 39 605 18 0 0 3,359
Headwaters
Upper Louis 51 1 114 3 350 10 605 | 17 771 | 22 355 | 10 18 1 323 9 966 27 7 0 3,560
Creek
Weaver Creek 106 3 382 | 10 216 5 231 6 672 | 17 846 | 21 161 4 7 0 1,340 34 0 0 3,961
Wiley Creek 405 | 12 225 7 222 7 205 6 470 | 14 938 | 29 16 0 211 6 591 18 0 0 3,283
Upper South 1,799 7 1890 7 1522 6 1692 6 4,615 | 17 5,225 | 20 867 3 2613 | 10 6,371 24 21 0 26,615
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Mpyrtle Creek 11,466 | 15 3,554 5 6,148 8 3,663 5 15,995 | 21 14,776 | 19 3,390 4 4,377 6 11,251 15 1,618 2 76,238
WAU




Map 9. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
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Chart 3. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
2001 Forest Age Class Groups by Ownership Type

Private Federally-Administered

0-30

Non-forest

80+




44

Chart 4. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
Ownership and Forest Age Class Groups
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Table 8. 2001 BLM Age Class Distribution in the Myrtle Creek WAU.
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Area Number of Acres by Age Class and Percent of Total
Nonforest 0to 10 10 to 20 20 to 30 30 to 50 50 to 80 80 to 120 120 to 200 200 + Total

Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %
Bilger Creek 153 | 11 214 | 15 98 7 79 6 191 13 7 0 258 | 18 389 27 42 3 1,431
Frozen Creek 85 9 100 | 11 30 3 11 1 35 4 4 0 62 7 259 27 360 | 38 946
Lick Frontal 15 3 1 0 59 | 12 42 8 0 0 25 5 193 | 39 163 33 1 0 499
Myrtle Creek 125 | 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 119 | 38 20 6 46 | 15 315
North Myrtle 26 7 73 1 19 0 0 72 1 19 5 1 7 2 4 1 7 2 188 | 49 382
Park
Lower North 404 | 11 388 | 11 187 5 204 6 231 6 48 1 636 | 18 838 23 637 | 18 3,573
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Buck Fork 0 0 49 5 212 | 24 103 | 11 307 | 34 8 1 0 0 66 7 153 | 17 898
Lee Creek 21 1 176 | 10 188 | 10 222 | 12 215 | 12 26 1 131 7 63 3 787 | 43 1,829
Lower Slide 0 0 9 | 10 45 5 127 | 13 282 | 30 150 | 16 8 1 149 16 97 | 10 954
Creek
Middle North 0 0 69 | 16 128 | 30 0 0 14 3 61 15 4 1 0 0 144 | 34 420
Myrtle
North Myrtle 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 116 | 83 140
Frontal
North Myrtle 16 1 65 3 618 | 28 0 0 231 10 5 0 69 3 32 1 1,183 | 53 2,219
Headwaters
Riser Creek 0 0 132 | 11 149 | 12 149 | 12 141 11 0 0 8 1 6 0 652 | 53 1,237
Upper Slide 0 0 0 0 254 | 26 130 | 13 64 7 0 0 0 0 12 1 523 | 53 983
Creek
Upper North 40 0 587 7 1,594 | 18 731 8 1,275 | 15 250 3 220 3 328 4 3,655 | 42 8,680
Myrtle
Subwatershed




Table 8. 2001 BLM Age Class Distribution in the Myrtle Creek WAU.
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Area Number of Acres by Age Class and Percent of Total
Nonforest 0to 10 10 to 20 20 to 30 30 to 50 50 to 80 80 to 120 120 to 200 200 + Total

Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %
Ben Branch 0 0 33 7 82 | 18 109 | 24 38 8 3 1 29 6 74 16 83 | 18 451
Cedar Hollow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 176 | 85 27 13 0 0 207
Myrtle Links 19 4 0 0 66 | 13 1 0 112 | 21 0 0 172 | 33 4 1 151 | 29 525
Pack Saddle 23 5 70 | 14 26 5 0 0 16 3 53 | 11 80 | 16 31 6 198 | 40 497
School Hollow 1 0 52 9 84 | 14 55 9 0 0 22 4 38 6 180 31 156 | 27 588
Short Course 0 0 50 | 16 1 0 0 0 4 1 25 8 104 | 34 125 40 0 0 309
Lower South 43 2 205 8 259 | 10 165 6 170 7 107 4 599 | 23 441 17 588 | 23 2,577
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Curtin Creek 2 0 61 3 49 3 121 7 46 3 53 3 214 | 12 267 15 1,017 | 56 1,830
Lally Creek 0 0 281 13 178 8 264 | 12 223 | 10 77 3 93 4 180 8 923 | 42 2,219
Letitia Creek 0 0 23 1 133 8 21 1 356 | 22 109 7 0 0 308 19 668 | 41 1,618
Lower Louis 0 0 97 | 16 66 | 11 10 2 94 | 15 51 8 41 7 15 2 249 | 40 623
Creek
South Myrtle 99 3 0 0 36 1 73 2 68 2 739 | 24 246 8 1,250 40 576 | 19 3,087
Headwaters
Upper Louis 2 0 114 5 279 | 12 314 | 13 343 | 15 3 0 18 1 323 14 966 | 41 2,362
Creek
Weaver Creek 22 1 318 | 10 216 7 231 7 247 8 575 | 18 161 5 7 0 1,340 | 43 3,117
Wiley Creek 0 0 20 2 185 | 14 39 3 55 4 211 16 16 1 181 14 591 | 46 1,298
Upper South 125 1 914 6 1,142 7 1,073 7 1,432 9 1,818 | 11 789 5 2,531 16 6,330 | 39 16,154
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Mpyrtle Creek 612 2 2,094 7 3,182 | 10 2,173 7 3,108 | 10 2,223 7 2,244 7 4,138 13 11,210 | 36 30,984
WAU
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b. Riparian Reserves

Riparian Reserves were designated to provide habitat for terrestrial wildlife species. Over two
hundred terrestrial wildlife species expected to occur in the WAU are associated with riparian
habitat. Terrestrial wildlife species associated with riparian habitat are listed in Table E-2 in
Appendix E. Silvicultural treatments applied within Riparian Reserves would be to control stocking
or reestablish, establish, or maintain desired vegetation characteristics to attain Aquatic Conservation
Strategy objectives.

Riparian Reserve widths are defined based on the most limiting criteria of the extent of unstable or
potentiallyunstable areas, the top of the inner gorge, the extent of riparian vegetation, the outer edges
of the 100 year floodplain, or the site potential tree height. The site potential tree height defines the
widest Riparian Reserves in the WAU.

Riparian Reserve widths were developed using the Regional Ecosystem Office approved
methodology in determining site tree heights. This methodology uses average site index computed
from inventory plots throughout the fifth field watershed (Myrtle Creek Watershed), which
corresponds with this WAU. For this watershed analysis, Riparian Reserve widths use a potential
tree height of 160 feet. All first and second order streams, which are considered to be non-fish
bearing streams for this watershed analysis, were analyzed using a Riparian Reserve width of 160
feet on each side of the stream. Third order and larger streams, which are considered to be fish
bearing streams for this watershed analysis, were analyzed using a Riparian Reserve width of 320
feet (two times the site potential tree height) on each side of the stream. Actual projects would use
site specific information, such as if a stream was fish bearing, to determine if a stream needed a
Riparian Reserve width of 160 or 320 feet.

There are approximately 12,718 acres of Riparian Reserves on BLM-administered land in the WAU.
Riparian Reserves within the Myrtle Creek WAU account for approximately 41 percent of the
Federally-administered land. There are approximately 49 acres of Riparian Reserves on the Tiller
Ranger District of the Umpqua National Forest. About 52 percent (6,573 out of 12,718 acres) of the
Riparian Reserves in the WAU are at least 80 years old (see Tables 9 and 10 and Map 11).

In about 60 years, approximately 82 percent of the Riparian Reserves on BLM-administered land
would be at least 80 years old (see Table 9 and Map 12). In approximately 80 years, all of the
forested Riparian Reserves on BLM-administered land would be at least 80 years old.
Approximately one percent of the Riparian Reserves are considered to be nonforested.

Table 9. Percent of Riparian Reserves at Least 80 Years Old in the Myrtle Creek Watershed
(Fifth Field).

Year 2001 | 2011 | 2021 | 2031 | 2041 | 2051 | 2054 | 2061 | 2071 | 2081
Percent 52 52 56 60 67 73 75 82 92 99




Table 10. 2001 Riparian Reserve Age Class Distribution on BLM Administered Land.
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Area Number of Acres by Age Class and Percent of Total
Nonforest 0to 10 10 to 20 20 to 30 30 to 50 50 to 80 80 to 120 120 to 200 200 + Total

Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %
Bilger Creek 32 5 94 | 15 42 7 35 6 109 | 17 5 1 99 | 16 191 30 22 3 629
Frozen Creek 14 5 26 9 12 4 0 0 0 0 2 1 25 9 98 34 109 | 38 286
Lick Frontal 6 4 0 0 12 7 13 8 0 0 11 6 56 | 33 72 42 0 0 170
Myrtle Creek 23 | 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 | 28 7 11 17 | 26 65
North Myrtle Park 9 6 39 | 25 0 0 26 | 16 0 0 3 2 0 0 3 2 79 | 50 159
Lower North 84 6 159 | 12 66 5 74 6 109 8 21 2 198 | 15 371 28 227 | 17 1,309
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Buck Fork 0 0 11 3 100 | 25 56 | 14 174 | 44 0 0 0 0 22 6 36 9 399
Lee Creek 12 1 79 9 85 | 10 118 | 14 128 | 15 8 1 35 4 36 4 331 | 40 832
Lower Slide Creek 0 0 39 9 9 2 60 | 13 156 | 35 96 | 21 3 1 44 10 44 1 10 451
Middle North 0 0 24 | 16 34 | 22 0 0 8 5 26 | 17 1 1 0 0 61 | 40 154
Myrtle
North Myrtle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 81 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 35 | 81 43
Frontal
North Myrtle 4 0 19 2 275 | 28 0 0 150 | 15 1 0 25 3 13 1 496 | 50 983
Headwaters
Riser Creek 0 0 60 | 12 75 | 15 69 | 14 78 | 16 0 0 1 0 4 1 206 | 42 493
Upper Slide Creek 0 0 0 0 130 | 28 65 | 14 50 | 11 0 0 0 0 7 1 220 | 47 472
Upper North 16 0 232 6 708 | 19 368 | 10 752 | 20 131 3 65 2 126 3 1,429 | 37 3,827
Myrtle
Subwatershed
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Area Number of Acres by Age Class and Percent of Total
Nonforest 0to 10 10 to 20 20 to 30 30 to 50 50 to 80 80 to 120 120 to 200 200 + Total

Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %
Ben Branch 0 0 13 6 48 | 23 42 | 20 26 | 12 1 0 26 | 12 29 14 28 | 13 213
Cedar Hollow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 46 | 88 5 10 0 0 52
Myrtle Links 8 4 0 0 30 | 13 0 0 44 | 20 0 0 78 | 35 0 0 64 | 29 224
Pack Saddle 9 6 17 | 12 2 1 0 0 3 2 23 | 16 22 | 16 12 9 52 | 37 140
School Hollow 0 0 17 7 30 | 12 34 | 14 0 0 17 7 13 5 72 29 66 | 27 249
Short Course 0 0 23 | 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 | 15 18 | 19 41 43 0 0 96
Lower South 17 2 70 7 110 | 11 76 8 73 7 56 6 203 | 21 159 16 210 | 22 974
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Curtin Creek 0 0 15 2 28 4 67 | 10 21 3 27 4 44 6 103 15 387 | 56 692
Lally Creek 0 0 90 | 10 71 8 133 | 14 136 | 15 35 4 25 3 81 9 349 | 38 920
Letitia Creek 0 0 0 0 43 7 12 2 189 | 30 21 3 0 0 112 18 252 | 40 629
Lower Louis 0 0 29 | 10 35 | 12 2 1 47 | 16 20 7 28 9 3 1 137 | 46 301
Creek
South Myrtle 62 5 0 0 10 1 30 2 33 3 342 | 28 83 7 480 39 185 | 15 1,225
Headwaters
Upper Louis 1 0 43 5 139 | 15 166 | 18 115 | 13 0 0 6 1 85 9 356 | 39 911
Creek
Weaver Creek 1 0 137 9 81 6 149 | 10 152 | 10 343 | 23 94 6 1 0 502 | 34 1,460
Wiley Creek 0 0 4 1 83 | 18 19 4 16 3 76 | 16 4 1 38 8 230 | 49 470
Upper South 64 1 318 5 490 7 578 9 709 | 11 864 | 13 284 4 903 14 2,398 | 36 6,608
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Mpyrtle Creek 181 1 779 6 1,374 | 11 1,096 9 1,643 | 13 1,072 8 750 6 1,559 12 4264 | 34 12,718
WAU
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Map 12. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
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BLM Riparian Reserve Age Class Distribution in 2054
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Riparian Reserve widths may be adjusted following watershed analysis, asite specific analysis, and
describing the rationale for the adjustment through the appropriate NEPA decision making process
(USDA and USDI 1994b and USDI 1995). Critical hillslope, riparian, channel processes and
features, and the contribution of Riparian Reserves to benefit aquatic and terrestrial species would
be the basis for the analysis. Asaminimum, a fisheries biologist, soil scientist, hydrologist, botanist,
and wildlife biologist would be expected to conduct the analysis for adjusting Riparian Reserve
widths. The Riparian Reserve Module could be used to evaluate adjusting Riparian Reserve widths.

c. Private Lands

Private lands account for approximately 59 percent (45,254 acres) of the Myrtle Creek WAU (see
Table 11 and Map 13). Agricultural lands total approximately 9,943 acres (13 percent of the WAU)
while forested lands account for approximately 35,311 acres (46 percent of the WAU). The privately
owned lands are intermingled with BLM-administered lands in a checkerboard pattern.
Approximately 72 percent of the private forested lands are in the 30 to 80 year old age classes (see
Table 11).

Although private lands are a major component of this Watershed Analysis Unit (59 percent), the
focus of this analysis is on BLM-administered land. Timber harvesting on private forest lands could
be expected to be influenced by tree maturity, market conditions, and other economic factors.
Timber harvest rotation lengths would probably occur every 40 to 60 years on private lands and
stands would probably have an average diameter of less than 15 inches when the final regeneration
harvest occurs (Oregon Department of Forestry 2000).

The Oregon Forest Practices Act addresses timber harvesting on private lands. Private industrial
forest lands would contribute to watershed recovery because changes in Oregon forest practices laws
regarding structural retention and riparian protection were established in 1994. Retention of conifers
in riparian areas has increased from about 17 percent of pre-harvest basal area to 70 percent since
the rules changed (Hairston-Strang and Adams 1997 and Hairston-Strang and Adams 2000). The
number of retained conifers has doubled since 1994. In southwestern Oregon percent canopyclosure
has increased from about 70 percent to 95 percent. Snag densities have increased from an average
of one per acre to eight per acre. Average snag diameter is 15 inches, which is about the same as
before the rules changed (Hairston-Strang and Adams 2000).

Riparian management areas adjacent tofish bearing streams on private lands are between 50 and 100
feet wide compared to 320 feet on Federally-administered lands in the WAU. Non-fish bearing
stream riparian management areas on private lands are between zero and 70 feet wide compared to
160 feet on Federally-administered lands in the WAU (Oregon Department of Forestry 1994).



Table 11. 2001 Non-BLM Administered Land Age Class Distribution in the Myrtle Creek WAU.
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Area Number of Acres by Age Class and Percent of Total
Nonforest 0to 10 10 to 20 20 to 30 30 to 50 50 to 80 80 to 120 120 to 200 200 + Hardwoods Total

Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %
Bilger Creek 1,524 | 37 86 2 363 9 0 0 619 | 15 493 | 12 96 2 0 0 0 0 954 | 23 4,135
Frozen Creek 1,032 | 28 35 1 586 16 152 4 958 | 26 760 | 21 37 1 79 2 0 0 10 0 3,649
Lick Frontal 487 | 20 36 1 418 17 93 4 325 | 13 769 | 32 103 4 0 0 0 0 209 9 2,440
Myrtle Creek 2,023 | 54 0 0 135 4 26 1 600 | 16 494 | 13 273 7 0 0 0 0 166 4 3,717
North Myrtle Park 308 | 21 11 1 0 0 18 1 738 | 49 348 | 23 1 0 39 3 0 0 33 2 1,496
Lower North 5,374 | 35 168 1 1,502 10 289 2 3,240 | 21 2,864 | 19 510 3 118 1 0 0 1,372 9 15,437
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Buck Fork 63 3 0 0 129 6 249 | 12 1,039 | 49 617 | 29 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,099
Lee Creek 165 8 21 1 1 0 117 6 1,309 | 65 269 | 13 105 5 38 2 0 0 0 0 2,025
Lower Slide Creek 106 | 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 92 | 11 642 | 76 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 843
Middle North 266 | 16 66 4 25 2 0 0 209 | 13 966 | 59 102 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,634
Myrtle
North Myrtle 117 | 29 2 0 0 0 0 0 31 8 251 | 63 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 401
Frontal
North Myrtle 68 4 21 1 574 30 141 7 288 | 15 780 | 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 1 1,883
Headwaters
Riser Creek 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 626 | 81 114 | 15 8 1 0 0 0 0 23 3 774
Upper Slide Creek 0 0 0 0 22 13 42 | 25 95 | 57 8 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 167
Upper North 785 8 112 1 754 8 549 6 3,689 | 38 3,647 | 37 217 2 39 0 0 0 34 0 9,826
Myrtle
Subwatershed
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Area Number of Acres by Age Class and Percent of Total
Nonforest 0to 10 10 to 20 20 to 30 30 to 50 50 to 80 80 to 120 120 to 200 200 + Hardwoods Total

Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %
Ben Branch 13 2 0 0 0 0 9 1 10 1 617 | 87 59 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 708
Cedar Hollow 101 11 0 0 288 32 0 0 248 | 28 252 | 28 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 896
Myrtle Links 620 | 33 78 4 27 1 0 0 567 | 31 269 | 14 170 9 0 0 0 0 126 7 1,857
Pack Saddle 548 | 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 846 | 40 720 | 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 1 2,127
School Hollow 660 | 41 36 2 0 0 9 1 531 | 33 263 | 17 92 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,591
Short Course 1,079 | 46 90 4 15 1 15 1 573 | 24 514 | 22 13 1 0 0 0 0 52 2 2,351
Lower South 3,021 | 32 204 2 330 3 33 0 2,775 | 29 2,635 | 28 341 4 0 0 0 0 191 2 9,530
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Curtin Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lally Creek 155 8 549 | 29 56 3 16 1 912 | 48 183 | 10 6 0 0 0 12 1 14 1 1,903
Letitia Creek 683 | 24 158 6 204 7 0 0 535 | 19 1,256 | 44 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,836
Lower Louis 287 | 20 0 0 0 0 146 | 10 358 | 25 618 | 43 14 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,423
Creek
South Myrtle 11 4 0 0 12 4 0 0 110 | 40 0 0 58 | 21 52 | 19 29 11 0 0 272
Headwaters
Upper Louis 49 4 0 0 71 6 201 | 24 428 | 36 352 | 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 1 1,198
Creek
Weaver Creek 84 | 10 64 8 0 0 0 0 425 | 50 271 | 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 844
Wiley Creek 405 | 20 205 | 10 37 2 166 8 415 | 21 727 | 37 0 0 30 2 0 0 0 0 1,985
Upper South 1,674 | 16 976 9 380 4 619 6 3,183 | 30 3,407 | 33 78 1 82 1 41 0 21 0 10,461
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Mpyrtle Creek 10,854 | 24 1,460 3 2,966 7 1,490 3 12,887 | 28 12,553 | 28 1,146 3 239 1 41 0 1,618 4 45,254
WAU
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C. Interpretation

Fire, land conversion, fire suppression, and timber harvesting have had the greatest impacts on
vegetation conditions in the WAU. Land conversion occurred in the lower elevations of the WAU.
Native prairies and savannah were converted to residential, agricultural, and grazing uses.

The Lower North Myrtle and Lower South Myrtle Subwatersheds had experienced vegetation type
changes between 1850 and 1936. Changes in vegetation between 1850 and 1930 probably followed
the same documented processes as in the Willamette Valley (Franklin and Dyrness 1973). By the
1930s, the native prairies and much of the savannah/open woodland in the Myrtle Creek WAU
would have been converted to agricultural uses or grazing pastures. Closed forest conditions would
have replaced the remaining open woodland areas where fire had been excluded in the Lower North
Myrtle and Lower South Myrtle Subwatersheds. Annual pasture burning maintained grassy areas,
although native species would have been replaced by exotic species. Fewer human caused effects
would have occurred before 1936 in the Upper North Myrtle and Upper South Myrtle
Subwatersheds, since these areas were less desirable for agriculture based settlement and timber
harvesting had not yet commenced. However, fire suppression may have influenced vegetation
composition and structure, despite poor access for suppression activities in the eastern part of the
WAU.

Fire suppression resulted in open woodlands developing into closed forest stands, both hardwood
and conifer stands. Fire suppression allowed shade tolerant but fire intolerant understories of
grand/white fir and western hemlock to develop in late-seral stands. The late-seral stands probably
have different densities and species compositions than before fire suppression. Fire suppression has
also lengthened the natural fire cycle of the mixed-conifer forestsin the WAU, resultingin changes
to both the vertical and horizontal structure of the forest. In late-successional stands where timber
harvesting or salvaging has not occurred, coarse woodydebris levels are most likely above the range
of natural variability (Kaufmann 1990).

Human activities have changed the amount and size of seral stage areas, as well as forest stand
structure. Timber harvesting has decreased the amount of late-seral forests and increased the amount
of early-seral forests (see Chart 5 and Tables 12 and 13). Comparing 1954 and 1984 type maps,
produced by the BLM, indicates larger early-seral vegetation patch sizes were created by timber
harvesting. Timber harvesting often removed riparian vegetation, which decreased stream shading
and structures (large woody debris).

Vegetation conditions would probably not reach the historic range of natural variability in the Lower
North Myrtle and Lower South Myrtle Subwatersheds because of the ownership pattern, fire
suppression, and the land uses. Vegetation conditions may move closer to the historic range of
natural variability in the Upper North Myrtle and Upper South Myrtle Subwatersheds where more
Federally-administered land occurs because of the changes in timber harvesting practices, such as
retaining structural components, longer rotation lengths, and a reduction in harvest unit sizes.
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Chart S. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
Comparison of Forest Age Class Groups Between 1936 and 2001
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Table 12. Comparison of 1936 Cover Type with 2001 Age Classes in the Myrtle Creek WAU.

Approximate 1936 Cover Type 2001 Age Class
Seral Stage
Acres Percent Acres Percent
Early Burned, Cut < 1,118 1 0to 30 13,365 18
1920, Less Than 6" Years Old
Mid Conifer 6-20" 13,239 17 30 to 80 30,771 40
Years Old
Late Conifer 20-40", 47,952 63 At Least 80 19,018 25
Greater Than 22" Years Old
Hardwoods Hardwoods 1,129 1 Hardwoods 1,618 2
Non-forest Non-forest, 12,828 17 Non-forest 11,466 15
Agricultural
Total 76,266 100 76,238 100

Table 13. Comparison of 1936 Cover Type with 2001 Age Classes on BLM Administered Land

in the Myrtle Creek WAU.
Approximate 1936 Cover Type 2001 Age Class
Seral Stage
Acres Percent Acres Percent
Early Burned, Cut < 980 3 0to 30 7,449 24
1920, Less Than 6" Years Old
Mid Conifer 6-20" 4,710 15 30 to 80 5,331 17
Years Old
Late Conifer 20-40", 24,372 79 At Least 80 17,592 57
Greater Than 22" Years Old
Hardwoods Hardwoods 40 0 Hardwoods Not 0
Determined
Non-forest Non-forest, 906 3 Non-forest 612 2
Agricultural
Total 31,008 100 30,984 100

Figure 4 shows the difference between more recently and previously harvested stands. Retaining
live trees and snags partially mimics the disturbance effects of the moderate-severity fire regime,
which most of the BLM-administered land in the WAU would be considered to have. These stands
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would develop late-successional vegetation conditions more rapidly than clearcut harvested stands
(Swanson and Franklin 1991 and Franklin et al. 1997). Riparian Reserves and aggregated retention
blocks shown in Figure 5 would also decrease the average patch size, moving it closer to the natural

range of variability.

At least 50 percent of the BLM-administered land in the WAU would be maintained in late-
successional vegetation conditions, because approximately 15,487 acres (50 percent) of BLM-
administered lands are in Riparian Reserves and other areas reserved or withdrawn from timber
harvesting (see Table 14). The range of natural variability for late-successional forest (45 to 75
percent) would be maintained on BLM-administered land.

Table 14. Acres of BLM Administered Land by Land Use Allocation.

Reserved or Connectivity/Diversity GFMA
Withdrawn Block

Area Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres | Percent | Total Acres
Bilger Creek 1,003 70 159 11 269 19 1,431
Frozen Creek 602 64 101 11 243 26 946
Lick Frontal 179 36 78 16 240 48 497
Mpyrtle Creek 236 75 79 25 0 0 315
North Myrtle Park 282 74 97 25 3 1 382
Lower North Myrtle 2,302 64 514 14 755 21 3,571
Subwatershed

Buck Fork 408 45 190 21 299 33 897
Lee Creek 895 49 574 31 360 20 1,829
Lower Slide Creek 512 54 0 0 440 46 952
Middle North Myrtle 158 38 16 4 246 59 420
North Myrtle Frontal 140 100 0 0 0 0 140
North Myrtle Headwaters 1,184 53 472 21 563 25 2,219
Riser Creek 590 48 227 18 421 34 1,238
Upper Slide Creek 487 50 218 22 277 28 982
Upper North Myrtle 4,374 50 1,697 20 2,606 30 8,677
Subwatershed




Table 14. Acres of BLM Administered Land by Land Use Allocation.
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Reserved or Connectivity/Diversity GFMA
Withdrawn Block

Area Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres | Percent | Total Acres
Ben Branch 275 61 13 3 161 36 449
Cedar Hollow 54 26 7 3 146 71 207
Mpyrtle Links 238 45 8 2 280 53 526
Pack Saddle 228 46 216 43 53 11 497
School Hollow 252 43 203 35 133 23 588
Short Course 97 31 84 27 128 41 309
Lower South Myrtle 1,144 44 531 21 901 35 2,576
Subwatershed

Curtin Creek 840 46 321 18 668 37 1,829
Lally Creek 935 42 288 13 997 45 2,220
Letitia Creek 803 50 156 10 659 41 1,618
Lower Louis Creek 304 49 0 0 319 51 623
South Myrtle Headwaters 1,587 51 197 6 1,302 42 3,086
Upper Louis Creek 977 41 51 2 1,333 56 2,361
Weaver Creek 1,677 54 386 12 1,055 34 3,118
Wiley Creek 544 42 364 28 391 30 1,299
Upper South Myrtle 7,667 47 1,763 11 6,724 42 16,154
Subwatershed

Mpyrtle Creek WAU 15,487 50 4,505 15 10,986 35 30,978

Management direction from the Northwest Forest Plan and the Roseburg District RMP states that
15 percent of all Federal lands, considering all Land Use Allocations, within fifth field watersheds
should remain in late-successional forest stands. Approximately 57 percent (17,592 acres out of
31,131 acres) of the Federally-administered land in the Myrtle Creek Watershed (the fifth field
watershed) is in forest stands at least 80 years old (late-successional) (see Table 8). The Myrtle
Creek Watershed meets the management direction to retain 15 percent of all Federal lands within
fifth field watersheds in late-successional forest stands. Approximately 28 percent (8,673 acres out
of 31,131 acres) of the Federally administered land in the Myrtle Creek Watershed is in late-
successional forest stands and in reserved or withdrawn areas (see Table 15). Maintaining about
4,670 acres of late-successional forest stands on Federally-administered land in the Myrtle Creek
Watershed would meet the management direction to retain 15 percent of all Federal lands within
fifth field watersheds in late-successional forest stands.
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Figure S. Riparian Reserves and Aggregated Structural Retention Areas (Adapted From
Creating a Forestry for the 21* Century 1997).
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Table 15. Age Class Distribution in Reserved or Withdrawn Areas on BLM Administered Land Within the Myrtle Creek WAU.

Area Number of Acres by Age Class and Percent of Total
Nonforest 0to 10 10 to 20 20 to 30 30 to 50 50 to 80 80 to 120 120 to 200 200 + Total

Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %
Bilger Creek 152 | 15 105 | 10 43 4 37 4 142 | 14 7 1 228 | 23 254 25 35 3 1,003
Frozen Creek 82 | 14 26 4 13 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 42 7 257 43 179 | 30 602
Lick Frontal 14 8 0 0 13 7 13 7 0 0 11 6 56 | 31 72 40 0 0 179
Myrtle Creek 125 | 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 74 | 31 15 6 17 7 236
North Myrtle Park 26 9 39 | 14 0 0 27 | 10 2 1 7 2 4 1 7 2 170 | 60 282
Lower North 399 | 17 170 7 69 3 77 3 145 6 32 1 404 | 18 605 26 401 | 17 2,302
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Buck Fork 0 0 11 3 104 | 25 56 | 14 175 | 43 0 0 0 0 23 6 39 | 10 408
Lee Creek 21 2 79 9 91 10 121 14 131 15 8 1 66 7 36 4 342 | 38 895
Lower Slide Creek 0 0 39 8 9 2 61 12 160 | 31 103 | 20 3 1 73 14 64 | 13 512
Middle North 0 0 251 16 36 | 23 0 0 8 5 26 | 16 1 1 0 0 62 | 39 158
Myrtle
North Myrtle 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 116 | 83 140
Frontal
North Myrtle 15 1 20 2 295 | 25 0 0 158 | 13 2 0 56 5 13 1 625 | 53 1,184
Headwaters
Riser Creek 0 0 62 | 11 75 | 13 78 | 13 83 | 14 0 0 1 0 4 1 287 | 49 590
Upper Slide Creek 0 0 0 0 133 | 27 67 | 14 50 | 10 0 0 0 0 7 1 230 | 47 487
Upper North 39 1 236 5 743 | 17 383 9 786 | 18 139 3 127 3 156 4 1,765 | 40 4,374
Myrtle
Subwatershed
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Area Number of Acres by Age Class and Percent of Total
Nonforest 0to 10 10 to 20 20 to 30 30 to 50 50 to 80 80 to 120 120 to 200 200 + Total

Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %
Ben Branch 0 0 13 5 48 | 17 43 | 16 26 9 1 0 26 9 42 15 76 | 28 275
Cedar Hollow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 48 | 89 5 9 0 0 54
Myrtle Links 19 8 0 0 30 | 13 0 0 44 1 18 0 0 81 | 34 0 0 64 | 27 238
Pack Saddle 23 1 10 17 7 2 1 0 0 3 1 37| 16 22 | 10 12 5 112 | 49 228
School Hollow 1 0 17 7 31 12 34 | 13 0 0 17 7 13 5 72 29 67 | 27 252
Short Course 0 0 23 | 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 | 14 18 | 19 42 43 0 0 97
Lower South 43 4 70 6 111 10 77 7 73 6 70 6 208 | 18 173 15 319 | 28 1,144
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Curtin Creek 0 0 16 2 28 3 68 8 24 3 27 3 72 9 107 13 498 | 59 840
Lally Creek 0 0 91 10 73 8 136 | 15 139 | 15 36 4 27 3 82 9 351 | 38 935
Letitia Creek 0 0 0 0 44 5 12 1 203 | 25 34 4 0 0 125 16 385 | 48 803
Lower Louis 0 0 29 | 10 35 | 12 2 1 47 | 15 21 7 28 9 3 1 139 | 46 304
Creek
South Myrtle 98 6 0 0 10 1 33 2 34 2 345 | 22 90 6 696 44 281 18 1,587
Headwaters
Upper Louis 2 0 46 5 140 | 14 170 | 17 116 | 12 0 0 14 1 86 9 403 | 41 977
Creek
Weaver Creek 22 1 140 8 82 5 153 9 154 9 344 | 21 96 6 5 0 681 | 41 1,677
Wiley Creek 0 0 4 1 83 | 15 19 3 16 3 76 | 14 4 1 38 7 304 | 56 544
Upper South 122 2 326 4 495 6 593 8 733 | 10 883 | 12 331 4 1,142 15 3,042 | 40 7,667
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Mpyrtle Creek 603 4 802 5 1,418 9 1,130 7 1,737 | 11 1,124 7 1,070 7 2,076 13 5,527 | 36 15,487
WAU
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Matrix lands in the Myrtle Creek WAU are to be managed for timber production to help meet the
Probable Sale Quantity (PSQ) established in the Roseburg BLM District RMP. If all of the Matrix
lands greater than 80 years old were to be harvested about 29 percent (8,919 acres) of the BLM-
administered land would be affected. Table 16 and Map 14 show what the age class distribution
would be based on a timber harvesting plan through the year 2024. The timber harvesting plan went
through a rigorous process to identify suitable locations while evaluating impacts to wildlife,
fisheries, and hydrology resources. The process attempted to adjust the scale, timing, and spacing
of timber harvesting to minimize the effects on other resources. The planning process is described
in more detail in Appendix I. The results of the process are shown on Map I-1. Table 17 compares
the 2000 and 2025 age class distribution based on the same timber harvesting plan. The timber
harvesting plan would maintain about 57 percent of the BLM-administered land in the WAU in late-
successional forest in 2025.

Some portion of 19 Connectivity/Diversity Blocks occur in the Myrtle Creek WAU. All of the
Connectivity/Diversity Blocks contain more than 30 percent in late-successional forests (see Table
18). These 19 Connectivity/Diversity Blocks meet the Standard and Guideline to maintain at least
25 percent of each Connectivity/Diversity Block in late-successional forests.  Nine
Connectivity/Diversity Blocks have at least 25 percent that are in reserved areas and late-
successional forests.

Table 16. Potential 2025 BLM Age Class Distribution.

Number of Acres by Age Class and Percent of Total
Area Nonforest | % | 0to30 | % [ 30to 60 | % | 60to 80 | % | Atleast80 | % Total
Years Old
Bilger Creek 153 | 11 391 | 27 198 | 14 0 0 689 | 48 1,431
Frozen Creek 85 9 165 | 17 10 1 4 0 681 | 72 945
Lick Frontal 14 3 102 | 21 0 0 25 5 356 | 72 497
Myrtle Creek 125 | 40 0 0 5 2 0 0 186 | 59 316
North Myrtle 26 7 146 | 38 5 1 7 2 199 | 52 383
Park
Lower North 403 | 11 804 | 23 218 6 36 1 2,111 | 59 3,572
Myrtle
Subwatershed
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Number of Acres by Age Class and Percent of Total

Area Nonforest | % | 0to30 | % [ 30to 60 | % | 60to 80 | % | Atleast80 | % Total
Years Old

Buck Fork 0 0 364 | 41 307 | 34 8 1 219 | 24 898
Lee Creek 21 1 595 | 32 229 | 13 5 0 981 | 54 1,831
Lower Slide 0 0 267 | 28 288 | 30 144 | 15 253 | 27 952
Creek
Middle North 0 0 197 | 47 67| 16 7 2 148 | 35 419
Myrtle
North Myrtle 3 2 0 0 21| 15 0 0 116 | 83 140
Frontal
North Myrtle 16 1 682 | 31 233 | 11 3 0 1,284 | 58 2,218
Headwaters
Riser Creek 0 0 430 | 35 141 | 11 0 0 667 | 54 1,238
Upper Slide 0 0 384 | 39 64 7 0 0 535 | 54 983
Creek
Upper North 40 0 2,919 | 34 1,350 | 16 167 2 4,203 | 48 8,679
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Ben Branch 0 0 224 | 50 38 8 3 1 185 | 41 450
Cedar Hollow 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 203 | 98 207
Myrtle Links 19 4 67| 13 112 | 21 0 0 327 | 62 525
Pack Saddle 23 5 96 | 19 16 3 521 10 310 | 62 497
School Hollow 1 0 191 | 32 0 0 22 4 375 | 64 589
Short Course 0 0 51| 16 20 6 9 3 230 | 74 310
Lower South 43 2 629 | 24 187 7 &9 3 1,630 [ 63 2,578
Myrtle
Subwatershed
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Number of Acres by Age Class and Percent of Total

Area Nonforest | % | 0to30 | % [ 30to 60 | % | 60to 80 | % | Atleast80 | % Total
Years Old

Curtin Creek 2 0 231 | 13 96 5 2 0 1,498 | 82 1,829
Lally Creek 0 0 723 | 33 257 | 12 43 2 1,196 | 54 2,219
Letitia Creek 0 0 177 | 11 359 | 22 106 7 976 | 60 1,618
Lower Louis 0 0 173 | 28 112 | 18 34 5 305 | 49 624
Creek
South Myrtle 99 3 109 4 484 | 16 3221 10 2,071 | 67 3,085
Headwaters
Upper Louis 2 0 706 | 30 343 | 15 3 0 1,306 | 55 2,360
Creek
Weaver Creek 22 1 764 | 25 404 | 13 418 | 13 1,508 | 48 3,116
Wiley Creek 0 0 245 | 19 189 | 15 76 6 787 | 61 1,297
Upper South 125 1 3,128 | 19 2,244 | 14 1,004 6 9,647 | 60 [ 16,148
Myrtle
Subwatershed
Myrtle Creek 611 2 7,480 | 24 3,999 | 13 1,296 4 17,591 | 57 | 30,977
WAU

Table 17. Comparison of Age Class Distributions on BLM Administered Land in the Myrtle

Creek WAU Between 2001 and 2025 (based on a timber harvesting plan through 2024).

Age Classes 2001 2025

Acres Percent Acres Percent
0 to 30 Years Old 7,449 24 7,480 24
30 to 80 Years Old 5,331 17 5,295 17
At Least 80 Years Old 17,592 57 17,591 57
Nonforest 612 2 611 2




Map 14. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
Potential BLM Age Class Distribution in 2025
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Table 18. Acres of Late Successional Stands in Connectivity/Diversity Blocks in the Myrtle

Creek WAU.
Connectivity/Diversity [ Total Amount of Reserved or Total Area 80 Years
Block Acres in | Withdrawn Areas 80 Years Old Old or Older
Block or Older
Acres Percent Acres Percent

Block 11 1,170 502 43 828 71
Block 12 883 114 13 360 41
Block 13 1,464 464 32 730 50
Block 14 373 43 12 245 66
Block 15 839 172 21 357 43
Block 16 986 428 43 758 77
Block 17 528 178 34 383 73
Block 18 195 20 10 67 34
Block 19 626 63 10 199 32
Block 20 581 90 15 245 42
Block 21 618 133 22 261 42
Block 22 633 158 25 277 44
Block 23 638 195 31 303 47
Block 24 612 271 44 577 94
Block 25 581 196 34 372 64
Block 26 611 135 22 249 41
Block 27 642 106 17 239 37
Block 36 648 147 23 322 50
Block 37 600 171 28 322 54
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V. Geology, Soils, and Erosion Processes
A. Geology

Soils in the Myrtle Creek WAU have developed dominantly from granitic and sedimentary rocks.
Geology of the WAU is shown on Map 15. The following unit descriptions are from the Geologic
Map of Oregon by George W. Walker and Norman S. MacLeod (1991).

Ju

Ultramafic and related rocks of ophiolite sequences (Jurassic) - Predominantly harzburgite and
dunite with both cumulate and tectonite fabrics. Locally altered to serpentinite. Includes gabbroic
rocks and sheeted diabasic dike complexes.

Jv

Volcanic rocks (Jurassic) - Lava flows, flow breccia, and agglomerate dominantly of plagioclase,
pyroxene, and hornblende porphyritic and aphyric andesite. Includes flow rocks that range in
composition from basalt to rhyolite as well as some interlayered tuff and tuffaceous sedimentary
rocks. Commonly metamorphosed to greenschist facies; locally foliated, schistose or gneissic.

KJds

Dothan Formation and related rocks (Lower Cretaceous and Upper Jurassic) - Sedimentary
rocks - Sandstone, conglomerate, graywacke, rythmically banded chert lenses.

KJg

Granitic rocks (Cretaceous and Jurassic) - Mostly tonalite and quartz diorite but including lesser
amounts of other granitoid rocks.

KJm

Myrtle Group (Lower Cretaceous and Upper Jurassic) - Conglomerate sandstone, siltstone, and
limestone. Locally fossiliferous.

Qal

Alluvial deposits (Holocene) - Sand, gravel, and silt forming flood plains and filling channels of
present streams. In places includestalus and slope wash. Locally includes soils containing abundant
organic material and thin peat beds.
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Qls

Landslide and debris-flow deposits (Holocene and Pleistocene) - Unstratified mixtures of
fragments of adjacent bedrock. Locally includes slope wash and colluvium.

Tfe

Fisher and Eugene Formations and correlative rocks (Oligocene and upper Eocene) - Thin to
moderately thick bedded, coarse- to fine-grained arkosic and micaceous sandstone and siltstone,
locally highly pumiceous.

Tu

Undifferentiated tuffaceous sedimentary rocks, tuffs, and basalt (Miocene and Oligocene) -
Heterogeneous assemblage of continental, largely volcanogenic deposits of basalt and basaltic
andesite, including flows and breccia, complexly interstratified with epiclastic and volcaniclastic
deposits of basaltic to rhyodacitic composition.

Tus

Sedimentary and volcaniclastic rocks - Lapilli tuff, mudflow deposits (lahars), flow breccia, and
volcanic conglomerate, mostly of basaltic to dacitic composition; rare iron-stained palagonitic tuff
and breccia of basaltic and andesitic composition; and ash-flow, air-fall, and water-laid tuff of dacitic
to rhyolitic composition. The palagonite tuff and breccia grade laterally into peperite and into lava
flows of basalt and basaltic andesite.

Tut

Tuff - Welded to unwelded, mostly vitric crystal and vitric ash-flow tuff of several ages. Glass in
tuff locally altered to clay, zeolites, and secondary silica minerals.

B. Soils
Historic and Current Conditions

The main sources of information for the soils section are the National Cooperative Soil Survey
(NCSS) of Douglas County, conducted by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and
the Timber Production Capability Classification (TPCC) conducted by the Bureau of Land
Management. Interpretations for most of the chemical and physical soil characteristics are included
in the NCSS. Tables and maps built from NCSS data include information on private and BLM-
administered lands. Tables and maps built from TPCC data include information only on BLM-
administered lands.
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Soils in the Myrtle Creek WAU have developed dominantly from granitic and sedimentary parent
materials mostly in the Klamath Mountains Geomorphic Province. The Klamath Mountains
Geomorphic Province is an area of complex geology and rugged topography. The Cascade
Geomorphic Province makes up the rest of the WAU.

Soils are influenced by five soil forming factors consisting of climate (hot, cold, wet, dry), geologic
parent material (the rocks and minerals which soil is made from), topography (aspect, slope,
elevation, and landforms), biological (vegetation and animals), and time (interaction of the four
previous properties to develop soil types). Human influence could be considered the sixth soil
forming factor. Management actions can affect soil depth, structure, organic matter content, texture,
pH, infiltration, permeability, and drainage properties. These soil properties can be improved or
degraded depending on the type and degree of management.

Human influences began in the Myrtle Creek WAU before the 1700s. Native American Indians used
fire to burn grass in the valleys and lower hill sides. They also set many small fires in portions of
the upland forests (Boyd 1899). Cooler buming fires usually affect the soil less than fires that burn
under hot, dry, and windy conditions. Fires may burn organic matter, destroy the soil food web
complexity contained in the upper soil layers, and remove the protective vegetative cover.

European-Americans began settling in the WAU around 1850. They werein search of gold and land
for farming. Placer mining in the 1890s extracted gold from gravel terrace deposits. Ditches were
constructed to supply water to hydraulic hosesthat would wash the soil and gold bearing gravels into
sluice boxes. Scars are still visible from thistype of mining due to a lack of top soil, organic matter,
and nutrient base.

Grain and fruit crops were important until the 1930s, then sheep and cattle grazing became more
prominent. Intensive agricultural practices and overgrazing removed vegetation from hillsides and
along creeks and streams, increasing surface erosion and runoff.

Extensive timber harvesting in the WAU began during the 1950s. Roads were constructed to
transport logs to the lumber mills. Ground based timber harvesting (pulling logs along the ground
behind horses, oxen, or tractors) is generally the most economical way to transport trees to the road.
Soil compaction and displacement can occur with this type of harvesting. Ground based harvesting
generally occurs on slopes less than 45 percent. A little more than half of the Myrtle Creek WAU
has slopes less than 45 percent. Improvements in logging system technology has generally reduced
the soil impacts.

a. General Soil Groups as Defined by Parent Material

The NCSS of Douglas County was used to group soils by parent material type (see Map 16 and Table
A-1 in Appendix A). The information presented here and in Appendix A is based on weighted
averages of the soil types. The information is meant to be a general description of the soil and used
to characterize the soil type. The main soil parent material types in the WAU are the granitic;
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sandstone, siltstone, and metamorphic rock; and metamorphicrock groups. These three groups cover
about 79 percent of the WAU. Volcanic soils make up about six percent of the WAU. Serpentine
soils cover about three percent of the WAU.

(1) Basalt

Basalt parent materials cover less than one percent of the WAU. They occur along the northwest
boundary on foot slopes and ridges of the WAU. The average depth to bedrock is 24 inches. These
soils are well drained with an average subsoil clay content of 50 percent. The shrink-swell potential
is high. Permeability is slow resulting in high surface runoff potential.

(2) Clayey Alluvium

The clayey alluvium parent materials cover less than one percent of the WAU. They are found on
low terraces mainly along South Myrtle Creek. Soil depths average greater than 60 inches to
bedrock. Clayey alluvium soils are poorly drained with an average subsoil clay content of 46
percent. These soils are hydric (wet). Permeabilityis slow resulting in high surface runoff potential.

(3) Mixed Alluvium

Mixed alluvium parent materials cover about six percent of the WAU. They occur mostly on low
and high floodplains, low terraces and alluvial fans. Soils depths average greater than 60 inches to
bedrock. These soils are somewhat poorly to excessively drained with an average subsoil clay
content of 27 percent. Soil permeability is slow to very rapid and the surface runoff potential is
moderate. The majority of prime farmland (areas capable of producing sustained high yield crops)
is found in these solls.

(4) Conglomerate

Conglomerate parent materials cover about three percent of the WAU. These soils are located on
side slopes. Soil depths average 27 inches to bedrock. Conglomerate soils are well drained with an
average subsoil clay content of 18 percent. High rock fragment content can occur on the surface and
in the subsoil. Soil permeability is moderately rapid and the surface runoff potential is low.

(5 Granodiorite

Granodiorite parent materials cover about 58 percent of the WAU. They occur on side and foot
slopes and ridges in the WAU. Soil depths average 55 inches to bedrock. These soils are well
drained with an average subsoil clay content of 30 percent. Soil permeability is moderate and the
surface runoff potential is moderately high. Soil erodibility is high.
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(6) Metamorphic Rock

Metamorphic rock parent materials cover about ten percent of the WAU. They occur on side slopes
inthe WAU. Soil depths average 39 inches to bedrock. These soils are well drained with an average
subsoil clay content of 30 percent. Soil permeability is moderate and the surface runoff potential is
moderate.

(7) Sandstone and Siltstone

Sandstone and siltstone parent materials cover about three percent of the WAU. They occur on side
slopes, alluvial fans, and toe slopes in the WAU. Soil depths average 45 inches to bedrock. These
soils are well drained with an average subsoil clay content of 43 percent. Soil permeability is
moderate and the surface runoff potential is moderate to moderately high. Soil erodibility is high.

(8) Sandstone, Siltstone, and Metamorphic Rock

Sandstone, siltstone, and metamorphic rock parent materials cover about eleven percent of the WAU.
They occur on hill slopes mainly in the western portion of the WAU. Soil depths average 44 inches
to bedrock. These soils are well drained with an average subsoil clay content of 32 percent. Soil
permeability is moderate and the surface runoff potential is moderate.

(9) Serpentinite and Peridotite

Serpentinite and Peridotite parent materials cover about three percent of the WAU. They occur on
side slopes and ridges in the WAU. Soil depths average 28 inches to bedrock. Thesesoils are well
drained with an average subsoil clay content of 44 percent. Soil permeability is slow and the surface
runoff potential is high.

(10) Serpentinized Rock

Serpentinized rock covers less than one percent of the WAU. They occur on alluvial fans in the
WAU. Soil depths average 59 inches to bedrock. These soils are moderately well drained with an
average subsoil clay content of 50 percent. Soil permeability is very slow and the surface runoff
potential is moderate.

(11) Volcanic Rock

Volcanic rock parent materials cover about six percent of the WAU. They occuron ridges and side
slopes mainly in the eastern portion of the WAU and above 2,000 feet in elevation. Soil depths
average 54 inches to bedrock. These soils are well drained with an average subsoil clay content of
36 percent. Soil permeability is moderate and the surface runoff potential is moderate.
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(12) Welded Tuff

Welded tuff parent materials cover less than one percent of the WAU. They occur on south facing
side slopes and headwalls. These soils average 21 inches to bedrock. High rock fragment content
can occur on the surface and in the subsoil. Welded tuff soils are well drained with an average
subsoil clay content of 13 percent. Permeability is moderate and surface runoff potential is
moderate.

b. National Cooperative Soil Survey (NCSS) Information

The main soils related concerns for planning and analysis are the prime farmland, conglomerate,
floodplain, granitic, somewhat poorly drained, hydric, and serpentine soil groups (see Table 19 and
Map 17).

(1) Prime Farmland Soils

Prime farmland has the combination of soil properties, low slope gradient, growing season, and
moisture supply to produce sustained high crop yields. The Farmland Protection Policy Act,
published in the Federal Register, Vol. 43, No. 21, January 31, 1978, directs federal agencies to
identify and take into account the adverse effects of federal programs on the preservation of prime
farmland.

(2) Conglomerate Soils

Conglomerate soils tend to weather rapidly and unevenly when exposed. Slope stability is difficult
to predict because of parent material and cementing agent variability. Dry ravel erosion may occur
on steep slopes producing high coarse fragment content on the surface and in the soil. Droughtiness,
seedling mortality, road maintenance needs, and sediment potential increase as dryravel increases.

(3) Floodplain Soils

Floodplain management objectives on BLM-administered lands include reducing the risk of flood
loss or damage to property, minimizing the impact of flood loss on human safety, health, and
welfare, and restoring, maintaining, and preserving the natural and beneficial functions of
floodplains. These objectives originate from Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management,
Section 1, May 24, 1977.

(4) Granitic Soils

Granitic soils are highly susceptible to surface erosion and shallow slope failure. They have low
organic carbon reserves and are not very resilient. Resiliencyis the ability of a soil to recover from
a disturbance, whether it is natural or human caused. Management options on these soils are
reduced.
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Approximately 17,972 acres of the granitic soils on BLM-administered land occur on slopes greater
than 35 percent. These soils are classified as Category 1 soils, as defined in Monitoring Western
Oregon Records of Decision (USDI 1988).

(5) Somewhat Poorly Drained Granitic Soils

These areas consist of granitic soils that are somewhat poorly drained. Both granitic and somewhat
poorly drained soil concerns would be included in these areas. There are approximately5,012 acres
of somewhat poorlydrained granitic soils on BLM-administered land and approximately 4,114 acres
on private land in the WAU.

(6) Hydric Soils

Hydric soils generally have a watertable within ten inches of the soil surface for at least five percent
of the growing season. The current definition of a hydric soil from the NRCS is “a soil that is
sufficientlywet in the upper part to develop anaerobic conditions during the growingseason.” These
areas have the greatest potential to be classified as wetlands. Hydric or wet soil areas too small for
mapping (NCSS standards of lessthan five acres) commonly exist as minor components within areas
mapped as somewhat poorly drained.

(7) Serpentine Soils

Serpentine soils may contain high amounts of magnesium, chromium, cobalt, nickel, or iron. These
soils may also have low amounts of nitrogen, phosphorus, potassium, and molybdenum.
Productivity of Douglas-fir is poor. However, grasses grow rapidly. Conversion from native forest
vegetation to other commercial forest types is difficult. Serpentine areas are usuallyassociated with
geologic contact zones, indicating an increase in the amount of groundwater present and decreased
slope stability.

(8) Somewhat Poorly Drained Soils

Somewhat poorly drained soils usually have a seasonal high water table within 18 inches of the soil
surface. These soil types are frequently associated with riparian areas and areas with slope stability
problems. Timber is more susceptible to windthrow on these soils.

(9) Somewhat Poorly Drained Floodplain Soils

These areas consist of somewhat poorlydrained floodplain soils. Both somewhat poorlydrained and
floodplain soil concerns would be included in these areas. There are approximately 305 acres of
somewhat poorly drained floodplain soils on private land in the WAU. Bureau of Land Management
administered land in the WAU does not include any soils classified as somewhat poorly drained
floodplain.
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Drainage Name Acres of Prime Acres of Acres of Floodplain Acres of Granitic Soils Acres of Granitic and Acres of Hydric Acres of Serpentine Acres of Somewhat Acres of Somewhat
Subwatershed Name Farmland Soils Conglomerate Soils Soils Somewhat Poorly Soils Soils Poorly Drained Soils Poorly Drained and
Drained Soils Floodplain Soils
BLM Private BLM Private BLM Private BLM Private BLM Private BLM Private BLM Private BLM Private BLM Private
Bilger Creek 3 239 363 786 0 22 0 2 0 0 0 203 293 438 0 38 0 19
Frozen Creek 0 142 0 0 0 3 209 2,058 0 0 0 82 328 139 0 21 0 0
Lick Frontal 0 181 0 0 0 89 52 537 0 8 0 59 0 0 0 56 0 6
Myrtle Creek 0 723 142 442 0 306 0 0 0 0 0 7 138 392 0 97 0 18
North Myrtle Park 1 175 0 0 0 125 177 1,035 3 65 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0
Lower North Myrtle 4 1,460 505 1,228 0 545 438 3,632 3 73 0 351 759 969 0 223 0 43
Subwatershed
Buck Fork 0 5 0 0 0 4 315 1,225 239 544 0 0 0 0 36 51 0 0
Lee Creek 9 119 0 0 0 13 713 1,102 32 31 0 0 128 74 0 6 0 43
Lower Slide Creek 30 28 0 0 7 33 336 651 580 130 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Middle North Myrtle 0 59 0 0 0 132 358 1,327 1 44 0 4 0 0 0 21 0 0
North Myrtle Frontal 0 50 0 0 0 34 0 211 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
North Myrtle Headwaters 15 38 0 0 0 4 1,072 714 53 5 0 0 139 112 15 33 0 0
Riser Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 948 484 212 256 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Upper Slide Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 608 82 374 86 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Upper North Myrtle 54 299 0 0 7 220 4,350 5,796 1,491 1,096 0 4 267 186 51 111 0 50
Subwatershed
Ben Branch 0 0 0 0 0 1 429 663 0 0 0 5 0 0 22 38 0 0
Cedar Hollow 0 40 3 77 0 6 47 185 0 0 0 27 0 0 0 18 0 0
Myrtle Links 0 239 204 165 0 130 0 274 0 0 0 67 0 0 0 0 0 8
Pack Saddle 0 140 0 0 0 114 481 1,632 0 0 0 68 0 0 0 20 0 3
School Hollow 1 177 0 0 2 116 539 1,211 0 0 0 79 0 0 0 42 0 34
Short Course 0 340 0 0 0 188 275 1,010 0 0 0 58 0 0 0 29 0 63
Lower South Myrtle 1 936 207 242 2 555 1,771 4,975 0 0 0 304 0 0 22 147 0 108
Subwatershed
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Drainage Name Acres of Prime Acres of Acres of Floodplain Acres of Granitic Soils Acres of Granitic and Acres of Hydric Acres of Serpentine Acres of Somewhat Acres of Somewhat
Subwatershed Name Farmland Soils Conglomerate Soils Soils Somewhat Poorly Soils Soils Poorly Drained Soils Poorly Drained and
Drained Soils Floodplain Soils
BLM Private BLM Private BLM Private BLM Private BLM Private BLM Private BLM Private BLM Private BLM Private
Curtin Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0 590 0 178 0 0 0 0 0 816 0 0 0
Lally Creek 63 190 0 0 0 0 1,574 878 507 758 0 0 0 0 77 87 0 0
Letitia Creek 8 251 0 0 0 22 1,181 1,529 430 762 1 137 0 0 8 43 0 38
Lower Louis Creek 0 70 0 0 2 60 491 1,169 115 113 0 14 0 0 0 3 0 20
South Myrtle Headwaters 0 0 0 0 0 0 336 78 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,430 47 0 0
Upper Louis Creek 0 58 0 0 0 8 1,436 749 809 387 0 6 0 0 3 0 0 23
Weaver Creek 33 12 0 0 0 0 1,533 322 897 497 0 0 0 0 98 0 0 0
Wiley Creek 0 101 0 0 0 93 718 1,293 582 428 0 69 0 0 0 39 0 23
Upper South Myrtle 104 682 0 0 2 183 7,859 6,018 3,518 2,945 1 226 0 0 2,432 219 0 104
Subwatershed
Myrtle Creek WAU 163 3,377 712 1,470 11 1,503 14,418 20,421 5,012 4,114 1 885 1,026 1,155 2,505 700 0 305




Map 17. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
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c. Timber Production Capability Classification (TPCC) Information, Fragile Sites

Soil related data for planning and analysis, using the Timber Production Capability Classification
(TPCC), are the Fragile-Suitable and Fragile-Nonsuitable Classifications (see Table 20 and Map 18).
Timber Production Capability Classification Fragile sites refer to those areas where the timber
growing potential may be reduced due to inherent soil properties and landform characteristics. The
TPCC groups sites into Fragile-Suitable and Fragile-Nonsuitable for timber production
classifications. Fragile-Suitable sites have the potential for unacceptable soil productivity losses as
aresult of forest management activities unless mitigati ng measures (Best Manage ment Practices) are
applied to protect the soil/site productivity (see Best Management Practices, Appendix D, Roseburg
District Resource Management Plan, USDI 1995). Fragile-Nonsuitable sites are considered to be
unsuitable for timber production and are classified as Nonsuitable Woodland. Table 20 lists the
number of acres in each classification on BLM-administered land within the WAU.

(1) Soil Moisture (FS)

Soils on these sites are typically moisture deficient due to soil physical characteristics. These sites
are not considered moisture deficient due to competing vegetation or annual precipitation.

(a) Suitable (FSR)

Soils on these sites typically have sandy or loamy textures with gravelly modifiers. Theygenerally
have between one and one and a half inches of available water holding capacity in the top 12 inches
of soil.

(b) Nonsuitable (FSNW)

Soils on these sites typically have loamy textures that are skeletal (having more than 35 percent
coarse fragments) or fragmental (having more than 60 percent coarse fragments). They have less
than one inch of available water holding capacity in the top 12 inches of soil.

(2) Slope Gradient (FG)

These sites have steep to extremely steep slopes with a high potential for debris type landslides.
Gradients commonly range from 60 to more than 100 percent. Classificationsare based on geology,
geomorphology, physiographic position, climate (especially precipitation), and soil types.

(a) Suitable (FGR)
These sites are less fragile than the nonsuitable areas. Unacceptable soil and organic matter losses

may occur from mass soil movement as a result of forest management activities unless mitigating
measures (Best Management Practices) are used to protect the soil/growing site.
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(b) Nonsuitable (FGNW)
Unacceptable soil and organic matter losses could occur from mass soil movement as a result of

forest management activities. These losses cannot be mitigated even using Best Management
Practices (BMP).

(3) Mass Movement Potential (FP)

These sites consist of deep seated, slump, or earth flow types of mass movements with undulating
topography and slope gradients generally less than 60 percent.

(a) Suitable (FPR)
These sites may contain soil tension cracks and/or sag ponds. Trees on these sites may be curved

at the butt or along the stem. Forest management is feasible on these sites when mitigating measures
(BMP) are used.

(b) Nonsuitable (FPNW)

These sites have active, deep-seated slump-earthflow types of mass movements. They include areas
where the soils have been removed and do not produce commercial forest stands and where the rate
of movement has resulted in jackstrawed trees. Forest management is not feasible on these sites.
Sites with this classification type are usually small in size.

(4) Nutrient (FN)

Soils on these sites are inherently low in nutrients or have a nutrient imbalance that inhibits tree
growth.

(a) Suitable (FNR)

Forest management activities would not reduce site productivity below the threshold considered to
be commercial forest land (20 cubic feet of wood production per acre per year).

(b) Nonsuitable (FNNW)

Forest management activities could reduce site productivity below the threshold considered to be
commercial forest land of 20 cubic feet of wood production per acre per year.
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(5) Surface Erosion Potential (FM)

Soils on these sites have surface horizons that are highly erodible and susceptible to dry ravel. The
maximum annual soil erosion rate for crop productivityto be sustained economicallyand indefinitely
may be reached on these sites. The T Factor is used to evaluate levels of soil erosion (USDI 1986).

(a) Suitable (FMR)

Forest management activities may increase surface erosion but site productivity losses, if they
occurred, would be acceptable on these sites. Acceptable limits are defined as soil loss rates that do
not exceed 20 times the T Factor for five years after timber harvesting.

(b) Nonsuitable (FMNW)

Forestmanagement activities may increase surface erosion resulting in unacceptablesite productivity
losses on these sites. Unacceptable soil loss rates exceed 20 times the T Factor for five years after
timber harvesting.

(6) Groundwater (FW)

These soils contain water at or near the soil surface for sufficient periods of time that vegetation
survival and growth are affected.

(a) Suitable (FWR)

Conifer production is usually limited because the groundwater is close to the surface. Soils typically
have high chroma mottles close to the surface. These sites may support water tolerant species.
Depth to the water table, subsurface flow, or duration of the groundwater is usually altered when a
site is disturbed but the productivity loss is considered to be acceptable. Forest management
activities would not reduce site productivity below the threshold considered to be commercial forest
land of 20 cubic feet of wood production per acre per year or cause noncommercial forest land to be
converted to nonforest land.

(b) Nonsuitable (FWNW)

Water tolerant tree and understory species grow on these sites. Commercial conifer survival and
productivity are severely limited because groundwater is close to the surface. Soils typically have
dark colored surface horizons and low chroma mottles at or near the surface. Depth to the water
table, subsurface flow, or duration of the groundwater is altered when a site is disturbed resulting
in unacceptable productivity losses and/or the loss of water tolerant tree species. Forest management
activities could reduce site productivity belowthe threshold considered to be commercial forest land
of 20 cubic feet of wood production per acre per year or cause noncommercial forest land to be
converted to nonforest land.
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Drainage Name Fragile Soil Fragile Fragile Fragile Mass Fragile Mass Fragile Fragile Fragile Fragile
Subwatershed Name Moisture Gradient Gradient Movement Movement Nutrient Nutrient Surface Groundwater
Nonsuitable | Restrictive | Nonsuitable Potential Potential Restrictive Nonsuitable Erosion Nonsuitable
Woodland (FGR) Woodland Restrictive Nonsuitable (FNR) Woodland Potential Woodland
(FSNW) (FGNW) (FPR) Woodland (FNNW) Restrictive (FWNW)
(FPNW) (FMR)

Bilger Creek 60 528 0 12 2 172 436 0 0
Frozen Creek 14 244 5 0 1 31 326 0 0
Lick Frontal 10 141 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Myrtle Creek 0 0 0 0 0 60 214 0 0
North Myrtle Park 27 319 1 0 2 0 0 0 0
Lower North Myrtle 111 1,232 6 12 6 263 976 0 0
Subwatershed

Buck Fork 0 736 7 47 5 0 0 0 0
Lee Creek 0 840 6 47 9 0 109 115 0
Lower Slide Creek 0 402 7 82 5 0 0 0 0
Middle North Myrtle 0 274 6 32 3 0 0 70 0
North Myrtle Frontal 3 137 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Myrtle Headwaters 0 1,016 60 0 10 0 211 0 0
Riser Creek 0 904 126 39 16 0 0 0 0
Upper Slide Creek 0 713 12 0 7 0 0 0 0
Upper North Myrtle 3 5,022 224 247 55 0 320 185 0

Subwatershed
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Drainage Name Fragile Soil Fragile Fragile Fragile Mass Fragile Mass Fragile Fragile Fragile Fragile
Subwatershed Name Moisture Gradient Gradient Movement Movement Nutrient Nutrient Surface Groundwater
Nonsuitable Restrictive Nonsuitable Potential Potential Restrictive Nonsuitable Erosion Nonsuitable
Woodland (FGR) Woodland Restrictive Nonsuitable (FNR) Woodland Potential Woodland
(FSNW) (FGNW) (FPR) Woodland (FNNW) Restrictive (FWNW)
(FPNW) (FMR)

Ben Branch 0 77 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Cedar Hollow 0 62 2 0 0 0 0 7 0
Myrtle Links 19 298 0 0 0 0 0 52 0
Pack Saddle 0 69 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
School Hollow 0 193 1 3 1 0 0 0 0
Short Course 0 61 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lower South Myrtle 19 760 4 3 2 0 0 59 0
Subwatershed

Curtin Creek 57 271 2 1,499 1 0 0 0 0
Lally Creek 0 1,419 12 456 10 0 0 183 0
Letitia Creek 0 1,016 6 5 1 0 0 0 0
Lower Louis Creek 0 300 2 32 1 0 0 18 0
South Myrtle Headwaters 210 165 1 1,338 286 0 0 0 0
Upper Louis Creek 1,219 17 551 15 0 0 175 0
Weaver Creek 0 1,985 6 236 99 0 0 288 3
Wiley Creek 0 603 0 241 0 0 0 392 0
Upper South Myrtle 267 6,978 46 4,358 413 0 0 1,056 3
Subwatershed

Myrtle Creek WAU 400 13,992 280 4,620 476 263 1,296 1,300 3




Map 18. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit

Fragile Soil Classifications From the Timber Production Capability Classification (TPCC)
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d. Soil Productivity
(1) Category 1 Soils

Category 1 Soils are defined as shallow soils (soils with depths less than 20 inches to bedrock), soils
with less than four inches of A horizon, soils formed from granitic or schistose parent material on
slopes greater than 35 percent, or non-granitic soils on slopes greater than 70 percent. Category 1
Soils are considered highly sensitive to prescribed fire (including burning of hand and machine
piles) because they are highly erodible, nutrient deficient, or low in organic matter (USDI1995).
Approximately 18,105 acres of BLM-administered land in the WAU may be characterized as
consisting of Category 1 Soils (see Table 21 and Map 19). The soil A horizon thickness property
is not presented in Table 21 but is identified in the field by a soil scientist. The information in Table
21 was developed using ten meter Digital Elevation Models (DEM), which were used to identify
slope groups and the Douglas County Soil Survey, which was used to identify the geologic parent
materials and areas with shallow soils.

Table 21. Acres of Category 1 Soils on BLM Administered Land in the Myrtle Creek

WAU.
Acres

Shallow Granitic Soils on Non-Granitic Soils on
Drainage Name Soils Slopes Greater Than 35 | Slopes Greater Than 70
Subwatershed Name Percent Percent
Bilger Creek 54 0 221
Frozen Creek 23 196 110
Lick Frontal 0 42 63
Myrtle Creek 36 0 33
North Myrtle Park 20 146 26
Lower North Myrtle 133 384 453
Subwatershed
Buck Fork 0 514 32
Lee Creek 0 638 88
Lower Slide Creek 0 806 0
Middle North Myrtle 0 349 0
North Myrtle Frontal 0 0 22
North Myrtle Headwaters 0 1,029 125
Riser Creek 0 1,003 3
Upper Slide Creek 0 870 0
Upper North Myrtle 0 5,209 270
Subwatershed




90

Table 21. Acres of Category 1 Soils on BLM Administered Land in the Myrtle Creek

WAU.
Acres

Shallow Granitic Soils on Non-Granitic Soils on
Drainage Name Soils Slopes Greater Than 35 | Slopes Greater Than 70
Subwatershed Name Percent Percent
Ben Branch 0 365 0
Cedar Hollow 0 44 17
Myrtle Links 0 0 82
Pack Saddle 0 438 0
School Hollow 0 516 19
Short Course 0 248 4
Lower South Myrtle 0 1,611 122
Subwatershed
Curtin Creek 0 714 7
Lally Creek 0 2,033 0
Letitia Creek 0 1,572 0
Lower Louis Creek 0 518 0
South Myrtle Headwaters 0 336 153
Upper Louis Creek 0 2,090 7
Weaver Creek 0 2,276 52
Wiley Creek 0 1,229 0
Upper South Myrtle 0 10,768 219
Subwatershed
Myrtle Creek WAU 133 17,972 1,064




Map 19. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
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(2) Soil Compaction

Soil compaction is a soil productivity concern, which could occur from ground based timber
harvesting operations. Management direction is to plan timber harvests to reduce the growth loss
effect to the extent practical, when using ground based yarding systems (USDI 2001a). Soil
compaction and the removal or disturbance of humus layers and coarse woody debris may impact
the soil food web. Minimizing soil and litter disturbance that may occur when using ground based
yarding equipment would help maintain a healthy food web. The soil food web is the living
component interacting with the nonliving (organic and mineral) component of the soil to produce
a complex system of nutrient cycling, soil structure formation, decomposition, and organism cycles.
The soil food web promotes healthy soil functions including biological activity, diversity, and
productivity. It also regulates the flow of water and dissolved nutrients, stores and cycles nutrients
and other elements, and filters, buffers, degrades, immobilizes, and detoxifies organic and inorganic
materials that are potential pollutants (USDA 1999). Table 22 and Map 20 show the amount of
BLM-administered land with slopes less than 35 percent that could potentially be ground based
harvested.

Table 22. Acres of BLM Administered Land by Land Use Allocation With Slopes Less
Than 35 Percent.

Drainage Name Acres

Subwatershed Name GFMA | Connectivity/Diversity Blocks Total
Bilger Creek 103 72 175
Frozen Creek 220 27 247
Lick Frontal 118 17 135
Myrtle Creek 0 49 49
North Myrtle Park 46 42 88
Lower North Myrtle Subwatershed 487 207 694
Buck Fork 125 89 214
Lee Creek 241 334 575
Lower Slide Creek 330 0 330
Middle North Myrtle 175 13 188
North Myrtle Frontal 22 0 22
North Myrtle Headwaters 313 158 471
Riser Creek 189 82 271
Upper Slide Creek 131 144 275
Upper North Myrtle Subwatershed 1,526 820 2,346
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Table 22. Acres of BLM Administered Land by Land Use Allocation With Slopes Less

Than 35 Percent.

Drainage Name

Acres

Subwatershed Name GFMA | Connectivity/Diversity Blocks Total

Ben Branch 182 10 192
Cedar Hollow 25 1 26
Myrtle Links 76 2 78
Pack Saddle 40 221 261
School Hollow 159 53 212
Short Course 34 84 118
Lower South Myrtle Subwatershed 516 371 887
Curtin Creek 656 404 1060
Lally Creek 835 166 1001
Letitia Creek 694 92 786
Lower Louis Creek 234 0 234
South Myrtle Headwaters 1,764 251 2015
Upper Louis Creek 901 13 914
Weaver Creek 957 407 1364
Wiley Creek 331 315 646
Upper South Myrtle Subwatershed 6,372 1,648 8,020
Myrtle Creek WAU 8,901 3,046 | 11,947




Map 20. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
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VI. Hydrology

The Myrtle Creek WAU is about 119 square miles in size. The Roseburg BLM District issued a
Special Land Use Permit to the City of Myrtle Creek to protect where the city obtains water and the
adjoining 190 acres. There are no Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in the WAU.

Much of the land along North and South Myrtle creeks is used for agricultural purposes. In the
agricultural areas many of the tributary streams have been straightened or had their flow patterns
altered. Most of the native vegetation has been replace with low growing vegetation, such asgrasses.
Riparian areas may have deciduous trees along the streambanks.

The higher elevations of the WAU are a combination of Federally-administered and private timber
lands. Timber harvesting and road construction have affected channel complexity, water quality, and
hydraulic processes.

A. Climate

The Myrtle Creek WAU has a Mediterranean type of climate characterized by cool, wet winters and
hot, dry summers. Most of the precipitation occurs as rainfall. However, the higher elevations could
receive a considerable amount of snow. There are no long-term weather stations located in the
WAU. The closest available station isat Riddle, Oregon, located about four miles southwest of the
WAU.

The Riddle weather station is being used to characterize both temperature and precipitation in the
WAU. One Douglas County precipitation station is located in the WAU. Other Douglas County
precipitation stations are located within ten miles of the WAU. The Douglas County precipitation
stations do not have temperature data and the period of record is short. Differences in precipitation
and temperature would be expected to occur throughout the WAU due to the elevation differences.
Precipitation in the WAU is influenced by elevation and the distance from the Pacific Ocean.

Map 21 shows the range in average annual precipitation in the WAU. Annual precipitation in the
WAU ranges from about 35 inches at Myrtle Creek to 60 inches at the highest elevations. The mean
annual precipitation from 1961 to 1990 at the Riddle weather station was 31 inches (Owenby and
Ezell 1992). The mean water year precipitation from 1914 to 1948 was 30 inches and from 1949 to
1999 it was 32 inches. Chart 6 shows the range and variability in the amount of precipitation
measured at the Riddle weather station since 1914. Chart 7 shows about 85 percent of the annual
precipitation occurs between October and April and summer precipitation averages about four inches
at the Riddle weather station.

Chart 8 shows the water year precipitation deviation from the mean at the Riddle weather station
from 1914 to 1948. Chart 9 shows the water year temperature and precipitation deviations from the
mean from 1949 to 1998. Some cyclical patterns between warmer or cooler temperatures and drier
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or wetter precipitation are noticeable. Gaps in the data for Charts 6, 8, and 9 are years when at least
350 daily observations were not recorded.

Seven-day maximum air temperatures at the Riddle weather station are shown in Graph 1. Graph
1 compares the 1998 daily maximum air temperatures with daily mean temperatures between 1949
and 1999 and two standard deviations from the daily mean temperatures. The data can be used to
evaluate stream temperatures as they relate to water quality limiting criteria.

Streams exceeding the seven-day maximum temperature of 64 degrees Fahrenheit are considered to
be water quality limited, except when air temperatures exceed the 90" percentile. Two standard
deviations are at 95 percent. Plotting stream temperature data with Graph 1can help determine if
stream temperatures greater than 64 degrees Fahrenheit may be due to abnormally high air
temperatures (when the air temperature is greater than two standard deviations higher thanthe mean
seven-day maximum air temperature). Air temperature data recorded in 1998 is used asan example
in Graph 1. OnJuly 28, 1998 and from September 2 to September 7, 1998 air temperatures exceeded
or nearly exceeded the mean seven-day maximum air temperature plus two standard deviations (were
abnormally high). If stream temperatures exceed 64 degrees Fahrenheit only on days when the air
temperatures were considered to be abnormally high the streamwould not be included on the water
quality limited list for temperature. All streams could be evaluated using this type of information.

B. Streamflow

No active United States Geological Survey (USGS) gaging stations are operating in the WAU.
Three USGS gaging stations did operate in the WAU. The South Myrtle Creek near Myrtle Creek
(station number 14310700) and North Myrtle Creek near Myrtle Creek (station number 14311000)
were continuous recording gaging stations. The West Fork Frozen Creek near Myrtle Creek gaging
station (station number 14310900) was a crest gage. The crest gage only measured the annual peak
flows. These USGS gaging stations are being used to characterize streamflow in the WAU.
Streamflow at these sites are representative of the flow conditions found in the WAU.

The Douglas County Natural Resources Division operated one continuous recording gaging station
on South Myrtle Creek above Carson Creek near Myrtle Creek (station number 14310800) for eight
years from 1980 to 1987. This station did not have a long enough period of record to use for
developing a flood frequency analysis.

Table 23 presents flood frequencies for the three gaging stations USGS operated in the WAU. The
data presented in Table 23 would be useful for estimating when a peak flow may occur. Flow
magnitude is dependent on the size of the drainage area. The recurrence interval (sometimes called
the return period) is used more often than the exceedence probability. An example would be, an
instantaneous peak flow exceeding 2,940 cubic feet per second (cfs) at the South Myrtle Creek near
Myrtle Creek gage would have a ten percent probability of occurring in any year, or a recurrence
interval of one in ten, which is called a ten-year flood.



Map 21. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
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Chart 6. Water Year Precipitation at the Riddle, Oregon Weather Station From 1914 to
1999.
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Chart 7. Monthly Precipitation at the Riddle, Oregon Weather Station
From 1961 to 1990.
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Chart 8. Annual Precipitation Deviation From the Mean at the Riddle, Oregon Weather
Station From 1914 to 1999.
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Chart 9. Annual Temperature Deviation From the Mean at the Riddle, Oregon Weather
Station From 1949 to 1998.
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Graph 1. Comparison of 1998 Air Temperatures With Mean Air Temperatures From 1949
to 1998 and Mean Air Temperatures From 1949 to 1998 Plus Two Standard Deviations at

the Riddle, Oregon Weather Station.
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Table 23. Magnitude and Probability of Instantaneous Peak Flow for Stream Gaging Stations in the
Myrtle Creek WAU.

Gaging Station Name | Drainage Area | Period of Record | Discharge (cubic feet per second) for Indicated Recurrence

(Number) (square miles) Interval (years) and Annual Exceedence Probability (percent)
1.25 2 5 10 25 50 100
80% 50% | 20% 10% 4% 2% 1%

South Myrtle Creek

near Myrtle Creek 439 1955 to 1972 1,320 | 1,800 | 2,480 | 2,940 | 3,530 -- --

(14310700)

West Fork Frozen

Creek near Myrtle 3.2 1954 to 1968 90 125 225 300 -- -- --

Creek (14310800 ™)

North Myrtle Creek

near Myrtle Creek 54.2 1955 to 1986 1,270 | 1,870 | 2,660 [ 3,160 | 3,740 | 4,160 | 4,550

(14311000)

Data from Wellman et al. 1993
~ Recurrence interval determined by Roseburg District BLM using USGS or Douglas County data.

In general, streamflows follow the precipitation pattern with higher flows in the winter and lower
flows in the summer. Most streamflow occurs from November through May with the maximum
flow in January. Some streams may not flow for up to a week in August in normal years. Also in
dry years, streams may not flow for a few days in July or September. Generally when a stream reach
is dry, the water flows underground for a short distance then resurfaces downstream. Fourth order
and larger streams probably flow year round.

Summer low flows may be affected by human water withdrawals. Most streams in the higher
elevations of the WAU are not impacted by irrigation withdrawals. However, water is withdrawn
from streams in the higher elevations for road maintenance and fire protection. An inventory of
water rights listed 558 appropriated permits totaling approximately 55 cubic feet per second (cfs)
of streamflow within the WAU (Oregon Water Resources Water Rights Information System). The
water is used for domestic, irrigation, livestock, industrial, municipal, fish, mining, and forest
management purposes. The restrictions on these water rights are unknown. Domestic water
withdrawal, irrigation, industrial, and livestock watering use contribute to lower summertime
streamflows. The largest use of appropriated water rights in the WAU is for irrigation. Water
withdrawn during the summer may decrease available habitat for aquatic life, increase summer water
temperatures and pH, and decrease dissolved oxygen because less water is in the stream.

Seventeen permits for water diversion or storage total 35 acre feet. Points of surface water diversion
are shown on Map 22.
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The United States Geological Survey (USGS) method of estimating floods could be used to estimate
the magnitude and frequency of floods for ungaged streams in the WAU (Harris et al. 1979). The
information could be used to determine the size of culvert to install in a particular stream to
accommodate a 100-year flood event. The area of lakes and ponds, precipitation intensity, and
drainage area are information needed to be able to use the USGS method. The area of lakes and
ponds may be insignificant in some drainages of the WAU. Precipitation intensity is the maximum
24-hour rainfall having a recurrence interval of two years. Precipitation intensity can be determined
using a map prepared by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (USDC 1973). The
estimated precipitation intensity ranges from three inches at the lower elevations to four inches in
the higher elevations of the WAU.

1. Effects of Forest Management and Roads

Timber harvesting and road construction can potentially contribute to increased peak flows above
normal rates, add sediment to the stream, increase the risk of landslides, increase stream temperature,
and change stream channel morphology (Beschta 1978, Harr and McCorison 1979, Jones and Grant
1996, and Wemple et al. 1996). Although many of these impacts can be mitigated or lessened with
improved management techniques, past practices would continue having some impacts on the
hydrology of the WAU.

There are about 524 miles of roads in the WAU. Road densities in the WAU rangefrom 3.03t05.94
miles per square mile (see Table 24). The average road densityin the WAU is 4.39 miles per square
mile. There are approximately 1,823 stream crossings in the WAU. Stream crossing densities in the
WAU range from 1.22 to 3.06 crossings per stream mile. The average number of stream crossings
per stream mile in the WAU is 2.08.

There are about 190 miles of roads on BLM-administered land in the WAU. Table 25 shows the
number of miles and densities of roads on BLM-administered land in the WAU. Road densities on
BLM-administered land range from zero to 6.82 miles per square mile. The average road density
on BLM-administered land in the WAU is 3.93 miles per square mile. There are approximately 521
stream crossings on BLM-administered land in the WAU. Stream crossing densities on BLM-
administered land range from zero to 3.81 crossings per stream mile. The average number of stream
crossings per stream mile on BLM-administered land in the WAU is 1.66.

The National Marine Fisheries Service considers an area to be in a properly functioning condition
when the road density is less than two miles per square mile. No drainages in the WAU have less
than two miles per square mile of roads. Four drainages have less than two miles per square mile
of roads when only BLM-administered lands are considered.



Table 24. Miles of Roads and Streams, Number of Stream Crossings, and Densities in the Myrtle Creek WAU.
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Drainage Name Area Area Miles of | Road Density | Miles of | Stream Density | Number Stream
Subwatershed Name | (Acres) | (Square Roads (Miles per Streams (Miles per of Stream | Crossings per
Miles) Square Mile) Square Mile) | Crossings Stream Mile
Bilger Creek 5,569 8.70 34.41 3.96 61.55 7.07 121 1.97
Frozen Creek 4,595 7.18 29.48 4.11 48.49 6.75 92 1.90
Lick Frontal 2,940 4.59 14.68 3.20 37.48 8.17 70 1.87
Myrtle Creek 4,033 6.30 34.78 5.52 39.02 6.19 111 2.84
North Myrtle Park 1,878 2.93 11.15 3.81 21.90 7.47 52 2.37
Lower North Myrtle | 19,015 29.71 124.50 4.19 208.44 7.02 446 2.14
Subwatershed
Buck Fork 2,999 4.69 23.44 5.00 38.24 8.15 77 2.01
Lee Creek 3,856 6.03 35.81 5.94 45.73 7.58 140 3.06
Lower Slide Creek 1,796 2.81 15.98 5.69 21.80 7.76 64 2.94
Middle North Myrtle 2,055 3.21 17.16 5.35 24.35 7.59 44 1.81
North Myrtle Frontal 541 0.85 3.34 3.93 5.06 5.95 15 2.96
North Myrtle 4,104 6.41 24.22 3.79 45.15 7.04 53 1.17
Headwaters
Riser Creek 2,012 3.14 15.15 4.82 21.01 6.69 26 1.24
Upper Slide Creek 1,150 1.80 7.56 4.20 13.10 7.28 18 1.37
Upper North Myrtle 18,514 28.93 142.66 4.93 214.44 7.41 437 2.04

Subwatershed




Table 24. Miles of Roads and Streams, Number of Stream Crossings, and Densities in the Myrtle Creek WAU.
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Drainage Name Area Area Miles of | Road Density | Miles of | Stream Density | Number Stream
Subwatershed Name | (Acres) [ (Square Roads (Miles per Streams (Miles per of Stream | Crossings per
Miles) Square Mile) Square Mile) | Crossings Stream Mile
Ben Branch 1,157 1.81 6.16 3.40 14.58 8.06 31 2.13
Cedar Hollow 1,105 1.73 8.94 5.17 13.83 7.99 29 2.10
Myrtle Links 2,381 3.72 11.27 3.03 27.04 7.27 46 1.70
Pack Saddle 2,625 4.10 20.56 5.01 29.24 7.13 73 2.50
School Hollow 2,181 3.41 15.89 4.66 31.74 9.31 94 2.96
Short Course 2,662 4.16 19.86 4.77 29.27 7.04 75 2.56
Lower South Myrtle 12,111 18.92 82.68 4.37 145.70 7.70 348 2.39
Subwatershed
Curtin Creek 1,830 2.86 9.07 3.17 16.82 5.88 30 1.78
Lally Creek 4,126 6.45 31.23 4.84 48.66 7.54 106 2.18
Letitia Creek 4,455 6.96 26.51 3.81 53.72 7.72 100 1.86
Lower Louis Creek 2,046 3.20 12.24 3.83 30.04 9.39 65 2.16
South Myrtle 3,359 5.25 16.33 3.11 32.54 6.20 44 1.35
Headwaters
Upper Louis Creek 3,562 5.57 30.17 5.42 38.59 6.93 99 2.57
Weaver Creek 3,963 6.19 25.08 4.05 49.11 7.93 80 1.63
Wiley Creek 3,285 5.13 19.57 3.81 37.31 7.27 62 1.66
Upper South Myrtle | 26,625 41.60 170.20 4.09 306.79 7.37 586 1.91
Subwatershed
Myrtle Creek WAU 76,265 119.16 520.04 4.36 875.37 7.35 1,817 2.08
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Table 25. Miles of Roads and Streams, Number of Stream Crossings, and Densities on BLM Administered Land in the Myrtle

Creek WAU.
Drainage Name Area Area Miles of | Road Density | Miles of | Stream Density | Number Stream
Subwatershed Name | (Acres) | (Square Roads (Miles per Streams (Miles per of Stream | Crossings per
Miles) Square Mile) Square Mile) Crossings Stream Mile
Bilger Creek 1,433 2.24 7.74 3.46 15.80 7.05 31 1.96
Frozen Creek 947 1.48 3.67 2.48 7.48 5.05 1 0.13
Lick Frontal 499 0.78 0.46 0.59 3.83 491 0 0
Myrtle Creek 317 0.50 0 0.00 1.38 2.76 0 0
North Myrtle Park 383 0.60 1.67 2.78 4.13 6.88 6 1.45
Lower North Myrtle 3,579 5.59 13.54 242 32.62 5.84 38 1.16
Subwatershed
Buck Fork 899 1.40 9.55 6.82 9.53 6.81 27 2.83
Lee Creek 1,831 2.86 15.03 5.26 20.70 7.24 55 2.66
Lower Slide Creek 953 1.49 8.99 6.03 11.29 7.58 36 3.19
Middle North Myrtle 420 0.66 3.65 5.53 3.33 5.05 6 1.80
North Myrtle Frontal 140 0.22 0.02 0.09 1.04 4.73 0 0
North Myrtle 2,220 3.47 10.32 2.97 23.83 6.87 25 1.05
Headwaters
Riser Creek 1,238 1.93 9.12 4.73 12.33 6.39 12 0.97
Upper Slide Creek 983 1.54 6.29 4.08 11.75 7.63 18 1.53
Upper North Myrtle 8,684 13.57 62.97 4.64 93.80 6.91 179 1.91

Subwatershed
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Table 25. Miles of Roads and Streams, Number of Stream Crossings, and Densities on BLM Administered Land in the Myrtle

Creek WAU.
Drainage Name Area Area Miles of | Road Density | Miles of | Stream Density | Number Stream
Subwatershed Name | (Acres) | (Square Roads (Miles per Streams (Miles per of Stream | Crossings per
Miles) Square Mile) Square Mile) Crossings Stream Mile
Ben Branch 451 0.70 3.48 4.97 5.31 7.59 13 2.45
Cedar Hollow 208 0.33 0.70 2.12 1.04 3.15 1 0.96
Myrtle Links 525 0.82 2.42 2.95 5.68 6.93 4 0.70
Pack Saddle 497 0.78 3.21 4.12 3.50 4.49 6 1.71
School Hollow 590 0.92 4.20 4.57 6.49 7.05 16 2.47
Short Course 310 0.48 0.86 1.79 2.37 4.94 3 1.27
Lower South Myrtle 2,581 4.03 14.87 3.69 24.39 6.05 43 1.76
Subwatershed
Curtin Creek 1,830 2.86 9.07 3.17 16.82 5.88 30 1.78
Lally Creek 2,222 3.47 17.02 4.90 22.73 6.55 47 2.07
Letitia Creek 1,619 2.53 6.55 2.59 16.02 6.33 17 1.06
Lower Louis Creek 625 0.98 4.94 5.04 7.87 8.03 30 3.81
South Myrtle 3,087 4.82 14.82 3.07 29.72 6.17 40 1.35
Headwaters
Upper Louis Creek 2,363 3.69 18.33 4.97 21.66 5.87 37 1.71
Weaver Creek 3,118 4.87 19.40 3.98 35.81 7.35 46 1.28
Wiley Creek 1,300 2.03 5.23 2.58 11.91 5.87 8 0.67
Upper South Myrtle 16,164 25.26 95.36 3.78 162.54 6.43 255 1.57
Subwatershed
Myrtle Creek WAU 31,008 48.45 186.74 3.85 313.35 8.97 515 1.64
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Roads have the potential to increase peak flows by delivering water to the stream faster than in a
non-roaded landscape. Roads can also increase the stream drainage network by routing water into
culverts, which if not properly located can cause gullying, effectively acting as another stream
channel (Wemple et al. 1996). Increased sedimentation from roads can occur if culverts drain onto
unstable or erodible slopes or if too few culverts are placed along the road and erode the ditchline.

Drainages with the most streamcrossings and subsequently the most culverts would havethe greatest
risk of culverts failing or becoming blocked during storm events. Blocked or failed culverts can
cause debris slides to occur or roads to erode or fail. Culverts can influence the stream channel by
limiting stream meandering, changing stream gradient, limiting bedload movement, and increasing
sediment. A limited number of the culverts in the WAU have been inspected and/or maintained.
The Resource Management Plan (RMP) states new and replacement culverts should accommodate
a 100-year flood event.

Table 26 shows the number of miles and densities of roads within Riparian Reserves and 100 feet
of streams on BLM-administered land. About 65 miles of roads are located within Riparian
Reserves and about 34 miles of roads are within 100 feet of a stream. Roads within 100 feet of a
stream are more likely to add sediment to the stream, since the limited amount of vegetation between
the road and stream cannot capture the sediment before it reaches the stream.

Many roads in the WAU are in need of some maintenance. Maintenance needing to be performed
may include removing slides blocking ditch lines or culverts or installing additional cross drain
culvertsand/or waterbars on the roads to reduce the amount of runoff entering the stream. Installing
cross drains would disperse the water flowing in the ditchline keeping it from flowing into the
stream. This would decrease the potential for larger peak flows, increase the amount of subsurface
flow, and provide more sediment filtration.

Maintenance needs may also include grading roadsto reduce the amount of water flowing in ruts on
the road. Water in a rut may flow past several culverts carrying sediment from the road surface into
a stream. Mulching bare cutbanks and fill slopes, and limiting access on natural surfaced roads in
the wet season could decrease surface erosion and minimize the amount of sediment flowing into
streams from roads.

Natural surfaced spur and jeep roads that need maintenance, improvements, or could be
decommissioned occur on BLM-administered land in the WAU. The main water quality problems
observed in the WAU were erosion and sedimentation, culverts restricting the stream causing
excessive downcutting in the channel, and roads restricting the natural meandering of streams.
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Table 26. Miles of Roads and Road Densities Within Riparian Reserves and Within 100 Feet of a Stream
on BLM Administered Land in the Myrtle Creek WAU.

Riparian Reserves

Within 100 Feet of a Stream

Drainage Name Area Area Miles Road Area Area Miles Road
Subwatershed Name | (Acres) | (Square of Density (Acres) | (Square of Density
Miles) | Roads | (Miles per Miles) | Roads | (Miles per
Square Mile) Square Mile)
Bilger Creek 629 0.98 2.88 2.93 366 0.57 1.86 3.26
Frozen Creek 287 0.45 0.31 0.69 178 0.28 0.19 0.68
Lick Frontal 171 0.27 0.05 0.19 100 0.16 0 0.00
Myrtle Creek 65 0.10 0 0.00 35 0.05 0 0.00
North Myrtle Park 158 0.25 0.65 2.63 96 0.15 0.30 2.00
Lower North Myrtle 1,310 2.05 3.89 1.90 775 1.21 2.35 1.94
Subwatershed
Buck Fork 399 0.62 3.25 5.21 229 0.36 1.84 5.14
Lee Creek 832 1.30 6.58 5.06 483 0.75 3.19 4.23
Lower Slide Creek 450 0.70 4.58 6.51 262 0.41 2.68 6.55
Middle North Myrtle 155 0.24 0.89 3.67 87 0.14 0.45 3.31
North Myrtle Frontal 42 0.07 0.02 0.30 26 0.04 0.02 0.49
North Myrtle 983 1.54 3.67 2.39 556 0.87 2.30 2.65
Headwaters
Riser Creek 494 0.77 2.14 2.77 288 0.45 1.09 242
Upper Slide Creek 471 0.74 2.19 2.98 269 0.42 0.98 2.33
Upper North Myrtle 3,826 598 | 23.32 3.90 2,200 344 12.55 3.65
Subwatershed
Ben Branch 215 0.34 1.65 491 128 0.20 0.85 4.25
Cedar Hollow 52 0.08 0.05 0.62 30 0.05 0.04 0.85
Myrtle Links 224 0.35 0.42 1.20 134 0.21 0.20 0.96
Pack Saddle 139 0.22 0.46 2.12 87 0.14 0.30 2.21
School Hollow 250 0.39 1.70 4.35 152 0.24 1.06 4.46
Short Course 97 0.15 0.16 1.06 58 0.09 0.11 1.21
Lower South Myrtle 977 1.53 4.44 291 589 0.92 2.56 2.78
Subwatershed
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Table 26. Miles of Roads and Road Densities Within Riparian Reserves and Within 100 Feet of a Stream
on BLM Administered Land in the Myrtle Creek WAU.

Riparian Reserves

Within 100 Feet of a Stream

Drainage Name Area Area | Miles Road Area Area | Miles Road
Subwatershed Name | (Acres) | (Square of Density (Acres) | (Square of Density
Miles) | Roads | (Miles per Miles) | Roads (Miles per
Square Mile) Square Mile)
Curtin Creek 691 1.08 3.20 2.96 396 0.62 1.65 2.67
Lally Creek 920 1.44 5.96 4.15 534 0.83 2.64 3.16
Letitia Creek 630 0.98 1.74 1.77 375 0.59 1.05 1.79
Lower Louis Creek 303 0.47 2.98 6.29 181 0.28 1.61 5.69
South Myrtle 1,225 1.91 5.83 3.05 698 1.09 2.84 2.60
Headwaters
Upper Louis Creek 912 1.43 4.98 3.49 514 0.80 2.35 2.94
Weaver Creek 1,462 2.28 6.94 3.04 845 1.32 3.54 2.68
Wiley Creek 470 0.73 0.85 1.16 281 0.44 0.37 0.84
Upper South Myrtle 6,613 10.33 | 32.48 3.14 3,824 598 | 16.05 2.69
Subwatershed
Myrtle Creek WAU 12,726 19.88 | 64.13 3.23 7,388 11.54 | 33.51 2.90

The Transportation Management Objectives (TMO) identified roads which could be
decommissioned or improved to decrease the impact of roads in the WAU. Information derived
from the TMO process for potential road treatments is presented in Appendix G. Only roads
controlled by the BLM are addressed by the TMO process. Since 1996, about 16 miles of roads
have been improved and approximately six miles of roads have been decommissioned in the WAU
(see Appendix G). Table 27 compares the miles and densities of roads and stream crossing
information before and after road decommissioning occurred in some Drainages of the WAU. Table
28 compares the miles and densities of roads and stream crossing information on BLM-administered
land before and after road decommissioning occurred in some Drainages of the WAU. Table 29
compares the miles and densities of roads within Riparian Reserves and within 100 feet of a stream
before and after road decommissioning occurred in some Drainages of the WAU.




Table 27. Comparison of Road Miles and Densities in Drainages Before and After Roads Were
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Decommissioned.
Before After
Drainage Name Miles Road Stream Stream Miles Road Stream Stream
of Density | Crossings | Crossings of Density | Crossings | Crossings
Roads per Stream | Roads per Stream
Mile Mile

North Myrtle 25.19 3.93 55 1.22 24.22 3.79 53 1.17
Headwaters
Upper North Myrtle | 143.63 4.96 439 2.05 | 142.66 4.93 437 2.04
Subwatershed
Curtin Creek 11.24 3.93 32 1.90 9.07 3.17 30 1.78
South Myrtle 16.84 3.21 46 1.41 16.33 3.11 44 1.35
Headwaters
Upper South Myrtle | 172.88 4.16 590 1.92 | 170.20 4.09 586 1.91
Subwatershed
Myrtle Creek WAU | 523.69 4.39 1,823 2.08 | 520.04 4.36 1,817 2.08

Table 28. Comparison of Road Miles and Densities on BLM Administered Land in Drainages Before and
After Roads Were Decommissioned.

Before After
Drainage Name Miles Road Stream Stream Miles Road Stream Stream
of Density | Crossings | Crossings of Density | Crossings | Crossings
Roads per Stream | Roads per Stream
Mile Mile

North Myrtle 11.26 3.24 27 1.13 10.32 2.97 25 1.05
Headwaters
Upper North Myrtle 63.91 4.71 181 1.93 62.97 4.64 179 1.91
Subwatershed
Curtin Creek 11.24 3.93 32 1.90 9.07 3.17 30 1.78
South Myrtle 15.33 3.18 42 1.41 14.82 3.07 40 1.35
Headwaters
Upper South Myrtle 98.04 3.88 259 1.59 95.36 3.78 255 1.57
Subwatershed
Myrtle Creek WAU | 190.36 3.93 521 1.66 | 186.74 3.85 515 1.64
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Table 29. Change in Road Miles and Densities in Riparian Reserves and Within 100 Feet of a Stream
on BLM Administered Land in Drainages Before and After Roads Were Decommissioned.

Riparian Reserves Within 100 Feet of a Stream
Before After Before After
Drainage Name Miles of | Road | Milesof | Road [ Milesof [ Road | Milesof | Road
Roads | Density [ Roads [ Density [ Roads | Density [ Roads | Density
North Myrtle 4.39 2.86 3.67 2.39 2.84 3.27 2.30 2.65
Headwaters
Upper North Myrtle 24.04 4.02 23.32 3.90 13.09 3.81 12.55 3.65
Subwatershed
Curtin Creek 3.34 3.09 3.20 2.96 1.73 2.80 1.65 2.67
South Myrtle 6.04 3.16 5.83 3.05 2.92 2.68 2.84 2.60
Headwaters
Upper South Myrtle 32.83 3.18 32.48 3.14 16.21 2.71 16.05 2.69
Subwatershed
Myrtle Creek WAU 65.20 3.28 64.13 3.23 34.21 2.96 33.51 2.90

2. Peak Flows

Timber harvesting and road construction within the Transient Snow Zone (TSZ) can result in
increased peak flows during rain-on-snow events. The Transient Snow Zone is defined as land
between 2,000 and 5,000 feet in elevation. Map 23 shows where the TSZ occurs in the WAU.
Snow melts slower when it is under a forest canopy with at least a 70 percent crown closure than
when snow is in an opening (Harr and Coffin 1992). Rapid snowmelt may cause a large amount of
water to flow into streams. Increased peak flows following timber harvesting in the TSZ could lead
to an increase in landslides and erosion (Harr 1981).

Hydrologists on the Umpqua National Forest developed the Hydrologic Recovery Procedure (HRP)
to evaluate the cumulative effects of timber harvesting in the TSZ on streamflow in the Umpqua
River Basin (USDA 1990). The Myrtle Creek WAU is characterized as having a rain dominated
precipitation regime, since about 77 percent of the WAU is below 2,000 feet in elevation (see Table
30). The HRP assumes the area less than 2,000 feet in elevation is 100 percent recovered and not
affected by rain-on-snow events. However, rain-on-snow events could increase peak flows where
more than 25 percent of a Drainage has been harvested in the TSZ (USDA 1990). Increased peak
flows during a rain-on-snow event may occur if a Drainage is less than 75 percent hydrologically
recovered, when determined by using the Hydrologic Recovery Procedure. Eight Drainages have
at least 25 percent of the area in the TSZ. However, all of the Drainages in the WAU are more than
75 percent hydrologically recovered, as determined by using the HRP (see Table 30).




Map 23. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
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Table 30. Number of Acres and Percent of Drainage in the Transient Snow Zone in the

Myrtle Creek WAU.
Drainage Name BLM Acres Total Percent of Entire | HRP (Percent of
Subwatershed Name in Transient | Acres in Drainage in the Drainage
Snow Zone | Transient Transient Snow Recovered)
Snow Zone Zone
Bilger Creek 394 1,003 18 98
Frozen Creek 519 959 21 99
Lick Frontal 0 0 0 100
Myrtle Creek 126 301 7 100
North Myrtle Park 2 3 0 100
Lower North Myrtle 1,041 2,266 12 99
Subwatershed
Buck Fork 264 1,093 36 96
Lee Creek 384 1,100 29 96
Lower Slide Creek 0 0 0 100
Middle North Myrtle 5 6 0 100
North Myrtle Frontal 0 0 0 100
North Myrtle Headwaters 1,031 2,090 51 88
Riser Creek 367 457 23 97
Upper Slide Creek 36 37 3 100
Upper North Myrtle 2,087 4,783 26 96
Subwatershed
Ben Branch 3 3 0 100
Cedar Hollow 0 0 0 100
Myrtle Links 10 10 0 100
Pack Saddle 16 50 2 100
School Hollow 3 6 0 100
Short Course 0 0 0 100
Lower South Myrtle 32 69 1 100

Subwatershed
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Table 30. Number of Acres and Percent of Drainage in the Transient Snow Zone in the
Myrtle Creek WAU.

Drainage Name BLM Acres Total Percent of Entire | HRP (Percent of
Subwatershed Name in Transient | Acres in Drainage in the Drainage
Snow Zone | Transient Transient Snow Recovered)
Snow Zone Zone

Curtin Creek 1,626 1,627 89 92
Lally Creek 1,076 1,315 32 92
Letitia Creek 267 346 8 99
Lower Louis Creek 60 87 4 99
South Myrtle Headwaters 3,012 3,192 95 98
Upper Louis Creek 1,285 1,393 39 92
Weaver Creek 1,961 1,986 50 90
Wiley Creek 65 214 7 99
Upper South Myrtle 9,352 10,160 38 95
Subwatershed

Myrtle Creek WAU 12,512 17,278 23 97

Approximately 25 percent of the forested BLM-administered land and 21 percent of the forested
land in the WAU is less than 30 years old (see Table 31). The Bilger Creek, North Myrtle
Headwaters, Upper Slide Creek, Lally Creek, and Upper Louis Creek Drainages have at least 30
percent of the forested area less than 30 years old.

Drainages with high road densities, high stream crossing densities, more than 25 percent in the TSZ,
and a large percentage less than 30 years old may be susceptible to increased peak flows. During
rain-on-snow events in the TSZ, water is routed to the streams faster because snow accumulation
is greater in stands less than 30 years old and they have less canopy to intercept the rain.
Management activities, such as regeneration harvesting and road construction, may magnify the
effects of increased peak flows in these Drainages.
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Table 31. Acres and Percentages of Forested Land Less Than 30 Years Old by Drainage in the Myrtle

Creek WAU.

Drainage Total Percent of Total | Total Percent of Total | Total Percent of Total
Forested | Forested BLM Forested | Forested Non- Forested | Forested Acres
BLM Acres Less Than | Non- BLM Acres Less | Acres Less Than 30
Acres 30 Years Old BLM Than 30 Years Years Old

Acres Old

Bilger Creek 1,277 31 2,612 29 3,889 30

Frozen Creek 861 16 2,615 30 3,476 26

Lick Frontal 484 21 1,953 28 2,437 27

Myrtle Creek 190 0 1,695 10 1,885 9

North Myrtle 356 41 1,186 2 1,542 11

Park

Lower North 3,168 25 10,061 23 13,229 23

Myrtle

Subwatershed

Buck Fork 897 41 2,036 19 2,933 25

Lee Creek 1,808 32 1,860 7 3,668 20

Lower Slide 952 28 737 0 1,689 16

Creek

Middle North 419 47 1,368 7 1,787 16

Myrtle

North Myrtle 138 0 284 1 422 0

Frontal

North Myrtle 2,203 31 1,815 41 4,018 35

Headwaters

Riser Creek 1,238 35 774 0 2,012 22

Upper Slide 982 39 167 38 1,149 39

Creek

Upper North 8,637 34 9,041 16 17,678 24

Myrtle

Subwatershed
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Table 31. Acres and Percentages of Forested Land Less Than 30 Years Old by Drainage in the Myrtle

Creek WAU.

Drainage Total Percent of Total | Total Percent of Total | Total Percent of Total
Forested | Forested BLM Forested | Forested Non- Forested | Forested Acres
BLM Acres Less Than | Non- BLM Acres Less | Acres Less Than 30
Acres 30 Years Old BLM Than 30 Years Years Old

Acres Old

Ben Branch 450 50 695 1 1,145 20

Cedar Hollow 208 0 796 36 1,004 29

Myrtle Links 505 13 1,235 9 1,740 10

Pack Saddle 474 20 1,579 1 2,053 5

School Hollow 588 32 930 5 1,518 16

Short Course 310 16 1,273 10 1,583 12

Lower South 2,535 25 6,508 9 9,043 13

Myrtle

Subwatershed

Curtin Creek 1,828 13 0 0 1,828 13

Lally Creek 2,220 33 1,743 36 3,963 34

Letitia Creek 1,618 11 2,153 17 3,771 14

Lower Louis 624 28 1,135 13 1,759 18

Creek

South Myrtle 2,987 4 261 5 3,248 4

Headwaters

Upper Louis 2,360 30 1,149 32 3,509 30

Creek

Weaver Creek 3,095 25 760 8 3,855 21

Wiley Creek 1,299 19 1,579 26 2,878 23

Upper South 16,031 20 8,780 22 24,811 21

Myrtle

Subwatershed

Mpyrtle Creek 30,371 25 34,390 18 64,761 21

WAU
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Roads have been found to extend the stream network 60 percent over winter base flow stream
lengths and 40 percent over storm event stream lengths (Wemple 1994). Road densities were 1.6
miles per square mile in Wemple’s study area. Road densities in the WAU averages 4.39 miles per
square mile (see Table 24). However, road densities may be higher since all roads may not be on
the Geographic Information System (GIS). Roads may increase winter peak flows in streams in the
WAU. The majority of roads within the WAU were constructed with ditches and/or insloped road
surfaces designed to carry water off of the road surface. Once the water is in the ditch, much of it
may reach the stream faster than in an unroaded area. In fact, some ditchlines effectively function
as stream channels extending the actual length of flowing streams during rain storms. Increased
drainage density due to road construction may increase peak flows and mean annual floods.
Drainages with fewer streams per square mile experience higher winter peak flows as a result of
roads than drainages with a lot of streams. Fewer streams to carry the rapid runoff increases
streamflow, potentially leading to down cutting, stream bank failures, stream bed scouring, and mass
wasting where streams undercut adjacent slopes. The dominant factor affecting peak flow in the
smaller drainages is how quickly the water gets to the stream channel. Land managementand urban
development activities may lead to increased surface runoff.

C. Stream Channel

There are approximately 875 miles of streams in the WAU (see Table 24). Stream density is about
7.35 miles of streams per square mile (see Table 24). Stream (or drainage) density can be related
to erosion potential. A higher stream (drainage) density means the drainage is more complex and
streamflow would respond faster to rainfall (Chow 1964). The faster response to rainfall may erode
soils easier, causing streams to become wider or deeper. Also, steeper slopes may occur where the
stream density is higher.

The Rosgen stream classification method may be used to characterize channel morphology for
stream reaches in the WAU. The Rosgen Classification can be used as an indicator to determine
stability, sensitivity to disturbance, recovery potential, sediment supply, streambank erosion
potential, and influence of vegetation on the stream channel (Rosgen 1994). Streams maybe divided
into sediment source, transport, and depositional areas based on the slope or gradient of the stream
channel. Stream channels tend to be steeper in the upper reaches and flatter in the lower reaches.
High gradient streams (A and Aa+ type streams) are source areas for debris torrents. Medium
gradient streams (B type streams) are transport areas that do not change much over time. Medium
gradient streams probably lack large woody debris (LWD), since sediment passes through them
rather than being deposited. Low gradient streams (F or C type streams) are the stream type most
likely to change due to deposition and erosion of sediments. Low gradient streams provide the best
quality fish habitat because they have meanders, under cut banks, deep pools, large woody debris,
and gravel accumulates in these reaches. Many low gradient stream reaches inthe WAU have been
eroded to bedrock, probably due to increased peak flows as a result of timber harvesting, road
construction, Himalayan blackberry noxious weeds dominating some riparian areas, channel down
cutting due to overgrazing on streambanks, and the lack of LWD due to stream cleaning practices.
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The Rosgen Level | classification is a first look at determining stream types. The Level |
characterization uses topographic maps, aerial photographs, or GIS to delineate stream types based
on gradient and sinuosity (Rosgen 1996). Levels Il through IV classifications require field surveys
to determine priorities for restoration, potential for changes in stream morphology due to
management activities, and design restoration projects.

Regional hydraulic geometry curves of bankfull streamflow, mean depth, width, and cross-sectional
area were developed for the South Umpqua River Basin using Rosgen’s Level 1 classification (see
Graph D-1 in Appendix D). Regional curves can be used to refine the initial estimates of bankfull
channel dimensions for ungaged streams, if the curves represent the hydro-physiographic province
(Rosgen 1996). Correct and reliable interpretations of the interrelationships between dimension,
pattern, profile, and streamflow depends upon correctly identifying bankfull stage or elevation and
the related discharge. The Level Il classification system can also be used to determine the feasibility
of restoration projects, what structures are needed to enhance and promote channel stability, and the
size of culverts or bridges to install. Regional curves are required to develop and conduct the
Shadow Model, which may be used to develop a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) and
establish Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLSs).

Bankfull discharge transports most of the available sediment over time (Wolman and Miller 1960).
Channel formation and maintenance are influenced the mast by bankfull discharge (Leopold et al.
1964). Bankfull flows provide the annual maintenance of transporting sediment supplied from
upstream sources, forming and removing bars, and forming or changing be nds that create the average
morphologic characteristics of the channel (Dunne and Leopold 1978).

Proper Functioning Condition

Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) surveys were conducted on 14 miles of streams in the WAU
from 1996 through 2001 using methods established in Barrett et al. (1995). Thirty-two percent of
the stream reaches surveyed in the WAU were considered to be in a proper functioning condition,
34 percent were considered to be functioning-at-risk with an upward trend, 21 percent were
considered to be functioning-at-risk with a downward trend, and 13 percent were considered to be
functioning-at-risk with no apparent trend, no stream reaches were considered to be nonfunctional.
Problems associated with channelization, road encroachment on the stream channel, tree removal
from riparian areas, noxious weeds, and upstream channel conditions were noted on the PFC
surveys. The PFC survey notes indicated some, but not all, of the problems could be corrected by
the BLM.

Restoration activities could be conducted in areas the PFC surveys noted problems. However, higher
priority restoration sites in the WAU may be identified during site specific analysis.

D. Water Quality
1. Water Quality Standards Set by Law and Beneficial Uses
The Federal Clean Water Act of 1972, Section 303(d) directs each state to identify streams which

do not meet the States water quality standards. Waters may be included in the 303(d) list if they are
identified in Oregon’s Water Quality Status Assessment 305(b) Report; dilution calculations or
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agencies, institutions, or the public; or identified as impaired or threatened in the State's nonpoint
assessment submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) under Section 319 of the
Clean Water Act (Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 1994). The objective of the Clean
Water Act of 1977 is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the
nations' waters (Bureau of National Affairs 1977). Water quality would be managed to protect and
recognize beneficial uses. The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) monitors water
quality conditions of the streams in Oregon.

The Oregon Administrative Rules Antidegradation Policy (OAR 340-41-026) is to prevent
unnecessary degradation from point and nonpoint sources of pollution; protect, maintain, and
enhance existing surface water quality; and protect all existing beneficial uses. The Oregon
Administrative Rules (OAR 340-41-282) set the Standards to be used in the Umpqua River Basin.
Beneficial Uses for surface waters in the Umpqua River Basin include public and private domestic
water supply, industrial water supply, irrigation, livestock watering, anadromous fish passage,
salmonid fish rearing, salmonid fish spawning, resident fish and aquatic life, wildlife, hunting,
fishing, boating, water contact recreation, aesthetic quality, and hydroelectric power.

The Oregon DEQ water quality parameters and their affected beneficial uses are listed in Table 32.
The criteria used to list a stream as water quality limited are in Listing Criteria for Oregon’s 1998
303(d) List of Water Quality Limited Water Bodies (Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
1998).

Table 32. Water Quality Parameters and Beneficial Uses.

Water Quality Parameter Beneficial Uses Affected
Aquatic Weeds or Algae Water Contact Recreation, Aesthetics, Fishing
Bacteria (E. coli) or Fecal Coliform Water Contact Recreation
Biological criteria Resident Fish and Aquatic Life
Chlorophyll a Water Contact Recreation, Aesthetics, Fishing, Water Supply, Livestock
Watering
Dissolved Oxygen Resident Fish and Aquatic Life, Salmonid Spawning and Rearing
Habitat Modification Resident Fish and Aquatic Life, Salmonid Spawning and Rearing
Flow Modification Resident Fish and Aquatic Life, Salmonid Spawning and Rearing
Nutrients Aesthetics or Use Identified Under Related Parameters
pH Resident Fish and Aquatic Life, Water Contact Recreation
Sedimentation Resident Fish and Aquatic Life, Salmonid Spawning and Rearing
Temperature Resident Fish and Aquatic Life, Salmonid Spawning and Rearing
Total Dissolved Gas Resident Fish and Aquatic Life
Toxics Resident Fish and Aquatic Life, Drinking Water
Turbidity Resident Fish and Aquatic Life, Water Supply, Aesthetics
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Table 33 shows water quality data for the WAU from the 1998 303(d) list (Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality 1998). The table contains the site descriptions, the water quality limited
parameter and criteria for listing, miles of stream listed (only the length within the WAU), season
of concern, and the affected beneficial uses, as identified by the 1998 303(d) list. North Myrtle
Creek, Riser Creek, and South Myrtle Creek are the streams included in the 1998 303(d) list.

Table 33. Water Quality Limited Parameters in the Myrtle Creek WAU.

Name and Parameter Listing Criteria Miles | Season Beneficial Uses
Description Affected
North Myrtle Creek Habitat -- 16.6 -- Resident Fish and
Mouth to Headwaters | Modification Aquatic Life, Salmonid
Spawning and Rearing
South Myrtle Creek Temperature Greater Than 17.8 20.5 | Summer Resident Fish and
Mouth to Headwaters Degrees Celsius (64 Aquatic Life, Salmonid
Degrees Fahrenheit) Spawning and Rearing
South Myrtle Creek Flow -- 14.6 -- Resident Fish and
Mouth to Weaver Modification Aquatic Life, Salmonid
Creek Spawning and Rearing
Riser Creek Temperature Greater Than 17.8 4.1 Summer Resident Fish and

Mouth to Headwaters

Degrees Celsius (64
Degrees Fahrenheit)

Aquatic Life, Salmonid
Spawning and Rearing

Water quality samples were collected by BLM hydrologists from five streams in the summer and
three streams in the winter of 1996 in the WAU (see Map 24 and Table 34). The chemicals tested
for in the water samples did not exceed EPA drinking water standards. Although, the water samples
had such low ionic concentrations that the data in Table 34 probably has some errors due to the low
detection levels. The non-suppressed ion chromatography laboratory method may have been the
reason for the low concentrations of calcium and magnesium and the 30 percent imbalance between
cations and anions (Michael T. Land, personnel communication, 2000).




Map 24. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
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Table 34. Water Quality Data for Streams in the Myrtle Creek WAU.
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Lee Creek [Louis Creek | Slide Creek | South Myrtle South Myrtle Tributary to | Weaver Creek | Weaver Creek
Creek Creek Weaver Creek
Date 8/22/96 2/29/96 8/22/96 2/29/96 8/6/96 8/6/96 2/29/96 8/6/96
Time 1530 1430 1400 1000 1230 1400 1200 1400
Discharge (cfs) 0.44 7.5 0.83 14.9 0.92 0.06 9.9 0.6
Specific Conductance 189 114 230 70 208 208 111 214
(uS/cm at 25°C)

Dissolved Oxygen (mg/1) 8.5 10.4 8.9 11.8 9.4 10 10.8 10
H (standard units) 8.1 7.7 7.9 7.6 7.9 8.1 7.9 8.1
'Water Temperature (°C) 16.0 7.0 15.0 5.0 14.0 12.0 6.0 12.0
Calcium (mg/1) 2.6 2.1 3.9 0.7 1.3 4.2 1.8 26.0
Magnesium (mg/1) 1.9 0.5 1.1 0.3 0.4 1.1 0.5 6.5
Sodium (mg/1) 5.1 3.7 8.2 4.0 6.2 4.9 4.3 6.1
Potassium (mg/1) 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.6

Alkalinity (as CaCO3) 99 50 159 54 48 108 51 96
(mg/l)

Sulfate (as SO4) (mg/l) 4.5 6.9 8.5 1.1 1.1 3.2 7.9 12.4
Chloride (mg/1) 2.8 1.9 15.9 1.3 4.1 2.5 1.9 2.9
Fluoride (mg/1) <0.2 0.2 <0.2 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Nitrogen (as NO2) <0.01 <0.01 0.04 <0.01 <0.01 0.02 <0.01 <0.01
Nitrogen (as NO3) 0.02 <0.02 <0.02 <0.02 0.02 0.02 <0.02 <0.02
Nitrogen (as NH3) <0.05 <0.1 <0.05 <0.1 <0.05 <0.05 <0.1 <0.05
Phosphate (as PO4) <0.2 0.3 <0.2 <0.3 <0.2 0.3 <0.3 <0.2
Bromide (mg/1) <0.3 <0.2 <0.3 0.2 <0.3 0.8 0.2 <0.3
Lithium (mg/1) <0.05 <0.1 <0.05 <0.1 <0.05 <0.05 <0.1 <0.05
Strontium (mg/1) 0.9 <0.3 <1.0 <0.3 <1.0 <1.0 <0.3 <1.0
Barium (mg/1) <0.5 <0.3 <0.5 <0.3 <0.5 <0.5 <0.3 <0.5

2. Stream Temperature

Stream temperature is an important water quality parameter monitored in the WAU. Stream
temperature affects resident fish, aquatic life, and salmonid fish spawning and rearing. Currently,
streams with salmonids meet the Oregon DEQ water quality for stream temperature criteria when
maintained at or below 64 degrees Fahrenheit (17.8 degrees Celsius) for the seven-day moving
average daily maximum temperature.

The Roseburg BLM District has collected stream temperature data on 11 streams in the WAU (see
Map 24 and Table 35). The number of sites has varied from year to year. For example, there were
eight sites in 1999 and 13 sites in 2000. The sites were selected to provide current stream conditions
and water temperatures on BLM-administered land in the WAU.

Eight streams in the WAU had seven-day maximum temperatures exceeding 64 degrees Fahrenheit
(17.8 degrees Celsius). The upper Weaver Creek site did have temperatures greater than 64 degrees
Fahrenheit (17.8 degrees Celsius) for five days in 1998 but the seven-day maximum temperature was
less than 64 degrees Fahrenheit (17.8 degrees Celsius). Also, the maximum water temperature at



the upper Weaver Creek site occurred on July 28,1998, which happened to be when the air

temperatures were abnormally high (see Graph 1).
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Table 35. Water Temperature Data Collected by the Roseburg BLM District in the Myrtle Creek WAU.

Stream Name Year Data Drainage Site Range of Maximum Low
was Area Elevation | Seven-Day Number of Days | Flow at
Collected Above Site | (Feet) Maximum Temperature Sites for
(Acres) Temperatures | Exceeded 17.8 °C | 2001
(°O) (Year) (cfs)
Buck Fork Creek 2001 2,950 1,145 18.7 24 (2001) -
Curtin Creek 1994,1996 to 980 1,575 15.5-17.0 1 (1998) -
1999
Johnson Creek 1996 to 1999 800 1,575 150-17.3 0 -—--
Letitia Creek 2001 1,970 1,145 18.0 8 (2001) 0.14
Louis Creek (upper site) 1997 to 1,180 1,600 14.6 - 16.7 0 -—--
1999, 2001
Louis Creek (lower site) 2001 3,920 1,050 20.4 59 0.41
North Myrtle Creek 2000 1,690 1,390 16.0 0 -
(upper site)
North Myrtle Creek 2000 to 2001 3,900 1,140 16.8 - 19.1 24 (2000) 0.3
(middle site)
North Myrtle Creek 2001 13,370 850 24.1 88 (2001) ----
(lower site)
Unnamed Tributary of 1999 985 1,160 16.4 0 -—--
North Myrtle Creek
Riser Creek 1997 to 1,920 1,060 17.5-21.2 53 (1997) 0.1
1999, 2001
Slide Creek (above Riser | 1997 to 2000 1,030 1,060 16.7 - 18.5 31(1997) -—--
Creek)
Slide Creek (middle site) 2000 3,540 985 18.3 14 (2000) -—--
Slide Creek (lower site) 2000 3,970 930 19.7 40 (2000) -—--
Slide Creek (near mouth) 2001 4,610 870 21.1 81 (2001) 0.25




127

Table 35. Water Temperature Data Collected by the Roseburg BLM District in the Myrtle Creek WAU.

Stream Name Year Data Drainage Site Range of Maximum Low
was Area Elevation | Seven-Day Number of Days | Flow at
Collected Above Site | (Feet) Maximum Temperature Sites for
(Acres) Temperatures | Exceeded 17.8 °C | 2001
(°O) (Year) (cfs)
South Myrtle Creek 1996 to 2000 3,370 1,565 16.7 - 18.8 23 (1998) -
(upper site)
South Myrtle Creek 2000, 2001 5,180 1,530 17.1-19.3 8 (2001) 0.26
(below Johnson Creek)
South Myrtle Creek 2000, 2001 6,410 1,360 19.0 - 19.1 17 (2000) -
(T29S,R3W, Section 11)
South Myrtle Creek 2001 7,830 1,230 18.6 11 (2001) 0.66
(above Lally Creek)
South Myrtle Creek 1994, 1995 28,330 840 20.2-22.5 56 (1994) -
(lower site)
Weaver Creek (upper 1997 to 2001 2,500 1,470 16.5-17.6 5(1998) 0.24
site)
Weaver Creek (lower 2001 3,490 1,230 19.5 38 (2001) 0.41

site)

Stream temperature data are separated by water year in Table 36. The seven-day maximum water
temperatures correlated well with each other and with the seven-day maximum air temperatures at

the Riddle weather station.

Water temperatures in the WAU were more related to the elevation of a stream than to the size of

the upstream drainage area. Data from Table 36 were used to create Graphs 2 and 3.
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Graph 2. Comparison of the Annual Maximum Seven-day Average Stream Temperature to
Drainage Area for Streams in the Myrtle Creek WAU.
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Graph 3. Comparison of the Annual Maximum Seven-day Average Stream Temperature to
Elevation for Streams in the Myrtle Creek WAU.
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Table 36. Summer Stream Temperature Data Summarized by the Year Collected in the Myrtle Creek
WAU by the Roseburg BLM District.

Stream Name Date Maximum Date Minimum ar Seven-Day Averages Days
Temperature Temperature |(°C) Greater
(°C) (°C) Date |Maximum [ #T [Than 17.8
(°C) °C
Buck Fork Creek 08/10/01 19.4 06/04/01 8.9 5.7 | 08/09/01 18.7 3.8 24
Curtin Creek 07/21/94 17.4 10/16/94 7.0 2.6 | 07/22/94 16.5 1.9 0
Curtin Creek 07/29/96 17.0 09/23/96 8.6 2.3 | 07/27/96 16.8 1.4 0
Curtin Creek 08/06/97 16.1 06/06/97 9.8 2.3 | 08/05/97 15.5 1.4 0
Curtin Creek 07/28/98 18.0 06/17/98 9.5 2.5 | 07/26/98 17.0 1.7 1
Curtin Creek 08/28/99 16.1 06/09/99 6.9 2.5 | 08/26/99 15.6 1.0 0
Johnson Creek 07/29/96 17.5 09/23/96 8.4 2.5 | 07/27/96 17.3 1.6 0
Johnson Creek 08/14/97 15.4 06/06/97 9.5 2.2 | 08/14/97 15.0 1.0 0
Johnson Creek 07/28/98 17.3 06/17/98 8.9 2.7 | 07/26/98 16.5 1.8 0
Johnson Creek 08/28/99 16.4 06/09/99 7.2 2.3 | 08/26/99 15.8 1.0 0
Letitia Creek 08/12/01 18.5 05/17/01 8.8 6.1 | 08/12/01 18.0 3.2 8
Louis Creek (upper site) 07/21/97 15.1 06/22/97 9.6 2.6 | 07/23/97 14.6 2.0 0
Louis Creek (upper site) 07/28/98 16.7 06/17/98 9.0 2.8 | 07/26/98 15.7 2.0 0
Louis Creek (upper site) 08/28/99 15.3 10/16/99 6.4 2.5 | 08/26/99 14.8 1.2 0
Louis Creek (upper site) 08/10/01 17.1 06/04/01 7.5 5.0 | 08/12/01 16.7 3.2 0
Louis Creek (lower site) 08/10/01 21.0 05/17/01 8.7 7.3 | 08/12/01 20.4 4.3 59
North Myrtle Creek (upper site) 08/08/00 16.4 06/10/00 8.9 3.0 | 08/06/00 16.0 2.2 0
North Myrtle Creek (middle site) 08/08/00 19.6 06/10/00 9.7 5.8 | 08/06/00 19.1 4.4 24
North Myrtle Creek (middle site) 08/12/01 17.3 06/04/01 8.1 3.4 ] 08/12/01 16.8 2.5 0
North Myrtle Creek (lower site) 08/10/01 24.9 06/04/01 11.2 7.6 | 08/12/01 24.1 6.7 88
Unnamed Tributary to North Myrtle Creek | 08/28/99 17.0 10/17/99 5.7 3.1 | 08/26/99 16.4 1.9 0
Riser Creek 08/06/97 20.8 06/08/97 13.1 4.3 | 08/04/97] 20.1 3.7 53
Riser Creek 07/28/98 22.2 09/11/98 9.7 4.8 | 07/27/98 21.2 3.3 51
Riser Creek 08/10/99 19.2 10/17/99 5.8 4.1 | 07/12/99 18.5 3.2 45
Riser Creek 08/10/01 18.3 09/07/01 10.1 4.5 | 08/10/01 17.5 2.2 5
Slide Creek (above Riser Creek) 08/06/97 19.3 09/07/97 12.4 4.7 | 08/06/97 18.5 3.9 31
Slide Creek (above Riser Creek) 07/28/98 15.4 06/17/98 9.3 2.6 | 07/26/98 14.9 1.6 0
Slide Creek (above Riser Creek) 08/10/99 17.2 10/17/99 5.4 3.9 | 07/31/99 16.7 2.8 0
Slide Creek (above Riser Creek) 08/08/00 17.7 09/10/00 10.1 3.3 | 08/07/00 17.3 2.4 0
Slide Creek (middle site) 07/31/00 19.0 09/10/00 10.7 3.8 | 08/07/00 18.3 2.6 14
Slide Creek (lower site) 07/31/00 20.4 09/09/00 10.7 5.7 | 08/06/00 19.7 4.2 40
Slide Creek (near mouth) 8/10/01 21.8 5/19/01 9.4 8.7 | 08/12/01 21.1 4.5 81
South Myrtle Creek (upper site) 07/29/96 18.3 09/22/96 9.2 3.4 | 07/27/96 18.0 2.5 5
South Myrtle Creek (upper site) 08/14/97 18.0 06/08/97 9.6 3.5 | 08/07/97 17.5 3.1 2
South Myrtle Creek (upper site) 09/01/98 19.3 06/17/98 9.3 5.6 | 09/03/98 18.8 4.5 23
South Myrtle Creek (upper site) 08/28/99 17.2 06/09/99 7.0 3.3 | 08/25/99 16.7 1.7 0
South Myrtle Creek (upper site) 08/08/00 17.9 06/11/00 9.1 3.0 | 08/06/00 17.5 2.3 1
South Myrtle Creek (below Johnson Creek) | 08/08/00 17.7 06/11/00 8.1 3.7 | 08/06/00 17.1 3.1 0
South Myrtle Creek (below Johnson Creek) | 08/10/01 19.3 05/17/01 7.6 4.4 | 08/12/01 18.7 3.4 8
South Myrtle Creek (T29S/R3W-11) 08/08/00 19.7 06/11/00 9.3 4.8 | 08/06/00 19.0 3.8 17
South Myrtle Creek (T29S/R3W-11) 08/10/01 19.7 05/17/01 7.7 5.3 108/12/01 19.1 3.7 14
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Table 36. Summer Stream Temperature Data Summarized by the Year Collected in the Myrtle Creek
WAU by the Roseburg BLM District.

Stream Name Date Maximum Date Minimum ar Seven-Day Averages Days
Temperature Temperature |(°C) Greater
(°C) (°C) Date |Maximum [ #T [Than 17.8
(°C) °C
South Myrtle Creek (above Lally Creek) 08/10/01 19.2 06/04/01 8.1 5.0 | 08/12/01 18.6 3.2 11
South Myrtle Creek (lower site) 07/21/94 24.1 10/13/94 7.5 5.2 1 07/21/94] 22.5 3.7 56
South Myrtle Creek (lower site) 07/28/95 21.0 06/21/95 10.0 4.6 | 07/20/95 20.2 2.6 38
Weaver Creek (upper site) 08/06/97 17.3 06/06/97 9.5 3.3 | 08/08/97 16.5 2.7 0
Weaver Creek (upper site) 07/28/98 18.6 06/17/98 9.0 3.4 | 07/26/98 17.6 2.5 5
Weaver Creek (upper site) 08/28/99 17.6 06/09/99 6.8 3.7 | 08/26/99 16.9 2.2 0
Weaver Creek (upper site) 08/08/00 17.7 06/10/00 9.0 3.6 | 08/07/00 17.2 2.5 0
Weaver Creek (upper site) 08/12/01 18.0 06/04/01 7.7 4.5 | 08/12/01 17.6 2.6 2
Weaver Creek (lower site) 08/12/01 20.0 05/17/01 7.9 7.3 | 08/12/01 19.5 3.7 38

Definitions:

AT = Highest value of the daily difference between the maximum and minimum temperatures for the season.

Seven-Day Maximum = Average value of daily maximum temperatures for the highest consecutive seven days.

Seven-Day Minimum = Average value of daily minimum temperatures for the same seven days.

Seven-Day 2T = Average of the daily difference between the maximum and minimum temperatures for the same seven days.

3. pH

The pH standard set by DEQ for aquatic life in the Umpqua River Basin is 6.5 to 8.5. MacDonald
et al. (1990) found pH levels less than 6.5 and greater than 9 can have adverse affects on fish and
aquatic insects. However, non-lethal affects of pH levels on fish are unknown.

The Little River Watershed Analysis (USDA and USDI 1995) reported algae accumulations in
streams can affect pH. The process of photosynthesis by aquatic organisms uses dissolved carbon
dioxide and consumes hydrogen ions during the daylight hours, raising pH levels (more alkaline).
Respiration by aquatic organisms at night releases carbon dioxide, decreasing pH levels. Diurnal
algae-driven pH cycles in Little River were found to range from 7.8 in the morning to 9.1 in the late
afternoon. Photosynthesis occurs less on shaded stream reaches or on cloudy days and pH levels
are lower. Maximum pH values of 9.0 may occur in streams unaffected by pollution (Hem 1985).

Bureau of Land Management hydrologists set out instruments to collect pH data on three streams
inthe WAU. The pH data was collected every half-hour for up to seven consecutive days. The data
are presented in Chart 10. The pH data met water quality standards. Data collected from 1996
through 2001 at the same sites also met the pH water quality standards.

4. Dissolved Oxygen

Dissolved oxygen (DO) is required for resident fish and aquatic organism survival and salmonid
spawning and rearing. Temperature and air pressure affect the amount of DO in water. The Oregon
DEQ set minimum DO standards at 6.5 mg/l for cool-water aquatic resources, which became
effective July 1, 1996. Greater than ten percent of the samples must exceed the standard with at
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two samples collected per season in order for the stream to be considered water quality limited for
DO. The minimum DO standards for salmonid spawning streams were set at eleven mg/l, except
where barometric pressure, altitude, and naturally occurring temperatures preclude attainment ofthe
standard, then DO levels should not be less than 95 percent saturation. The minimum DO standards
for cold water aquatic resources were set at eight mg/l, unless the same conditions mentioned for
salmonid spawning streams are present, then the DO levels should not be less than 90 percent
saturation.

The BLM attempted to collected continuous DO at three sites in the WAU in August 2001. The
instruments malfunctioned sothe data are not presented. Dissolved oxygen data could be collected
in the WAU later.

5. Turbidity and Sedimentation

Turbidity is a function of suspended sediments and algal growth in a stream. Turbidity varies
naturally from stream to stream depending upon geology, slope stability, rainfall, and temperature.
Turbidity causing activities are allowed no more than a ten percent cumulative increase in stream
turbidities, as measured relative to a control point upstream. High turbidity levels can impact
salmonid feeding and fish growth (McDonald etal. 1990). Turbidity may also impact drinking water
quality and recreational and aesthetic uses of water. Turbidity reduces the depth sunlight penetrates,
altering the rate of photosynthesis, and impairing a fish’s ability to capture food. Turbidity increases
with, but not as fast as, suspended sediment concentrations. Turbidity data have not been collected
by the BLM in the WAU. The DEQ did not identify any problems with turbidity.

Roads have the potential to affect the sediment regime. Erosional effects can occur when culverts
become plugged or cannot handle peak flows, diverting streams to out of the original channel,
flowing down the road, and entering another stream channel. Road surface erosion varies greatly
with the type and amount of traffic, season of use, and the type and quality of road surfacing material
(Reid and Dunne 1984). The types of road-related surface erosion were not quantified for this
analysis. The quantity of sediment associated with mass wasting and potential stream crossing
failures need to be evaluated. Sediment data have not been collected by the BLM in this WAU.

6. Trace Metals

Trace metals should not be introduced into waters of the state in amounts, concentrations, or
combinations above natural background levels, which may be harmful, may chemically change to
harmful forms in the environment, or may accumulate in sediments or bioaccumulate in aquatic life
or wildlife to levels that adversely affect public health, safety, or welfare, aquatic life, wildlife, or
other designated beneficial uses. Trace metal water quality criteria should not exceed the criteria
established for the various metals by the Environmental Protection Agency (Environmental
Protection Agency 1986). Trace metal data have not been collected in the WAU. No streams in the
WAU have been listed as water quality limited due to trace metal toxicity.
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7. Nitrogen

Forest fertilization can impact water quality by increasing nitrogen levels in streams. Nitrogenin
streams can lead to an increase in primary productivity, particularly algal blooms. Algae
accumulations in streams may affect pH. Aquatic organisms release carbon dioxide at night causing
stream pH to decrease. During the day aquatic organisms use carbon dioxide and hydrogen during
photosynthesis causing stream pH to increase. Aquatic organism respiration can lead to large
changes in pH between night and day. Peak nitrogen concentrations coinciding with optimum
growing conditions for aquatic organisms would have the greatest effect on a stream (Fredriksen et
al. 1975). However, maximum nitrogen concentrations and losses have been measured in the winter
when the water was cold and photosynthesis was minimal (Fredriksen et al. 1975).

Studies have measured less than 0.5 percent of the total nitrogen applied reached streams with
adequate buffers, whereas two to three percent of the applied nitrogen was measured in streams with
inadequate buffers (Moore 1975). Water samples were collected from four sites in the WAU in
1997. A slight increase in nitrogen levels in three of the streams occurred after fertilization of
forested stands. At the fourth site, the nitrogen level increased 0.2 mg/l two weeks after fertilizer
was applied. The natural range of nitrogen in the streams was not determined, so it is unknown if
the increase of nitrogen in the streams was due to applying fertilizer to the forested stands.

8. Groundwater

Groundwater in the WAU is chemically diverse in character (Frank 1979). The water type is
generallysodium bicarbonate. However, sodium/calcium bicarbonate and calcium bicarbonate water
types have been found in the WAU. The variations depend mainly on the rock type forming the
aquifer, the topography, and in some places, the depth of the well. The majority of the WAU
contains Jurassic volcanic and sedimentary rocks with small areas of alluvium, Cretaceous
sedimentary rocks, and Cretaceous and Jurassic intrusive rocks (Frank 1979). Yields from wells in
the WAU range from less than one gallon per minute to 40 gallons per minute. Most of the wells
yield less than ten gallons per minute.

E. Interpretation

Many Drainages in the WAU have been impacted by human activities. Agricultural uses can have
anegative impact on streams. Water withdrawn for irrigation and removing riparian vegetation can
lead to decreased flows and increased stream temperatures in the summer. Fertilizers, which canadd
nutrientsand livestock in riparian areas, which can cause increased sediment, can negatively impact
water quality.

Studies have documented road construction and timber harvesting affect stream channels and the
hydrology of a watershed (Beschta 1978, Harr et al. 1979, Harr and McCorison 1979, Jones and
Grant 1996, and Wemple et al. 1996). Roads can intercept water that would normally move through
the ground as subsurface flow. When the water is routed to the stream channel faster it can cause
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increases in peak flows. Thismeans less waterwould be stored asgroundwater to be released in the
summer for supporting fish and other aquatic organisms. Road density in the WAU is 4.39 miles
per square mile. Fifteen Drainages have road densities greater than four miles per square mile,
which can affect the hydrology in the WAU. Drainages with road densities greater than four miles
per square mile, numerous stream crossings, and intensive timber harvesting activities probably have
experienced peak flows greater than what would have occurred in an undisturbed drainage.

The Riparian Reserve age class distribution indicates the stream channels are less complex, the
substrate has been degraded, and fish habitat is poor in many areas of the WAU. Table C-1 in
Appendix C shows the percentage of Riparian Reserves that contain stands at least 80 years old.
Removing LWD from the stream channels in the past and harvesting vegetation along streams has
reduced the amount of LWD available for instream structures. Timber harvesting and road
construction in and adjacent to riparian areas have lead to higher stream temperatures within the
WAU. Riparian Reserves would help prevent increases in stream temperatures because of timber
harvesting activities on BLM-administered land.

Many roads in the WAU have not been maintained on aregular schedule. Routine road maintenance
could decrease sedimentation from roads, landslides from road failures, and the risks associated with
culverts.

Water quality in the WAU is impacted during the summer low flows (Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality 1998). Many streams have been impacted from agriculture, timber
harvesting, and urban settlement and development. The BLM administers a small percentage of land
in some of the Drainages. Improving water quality may require more than making improvements
on BLM-administered land.



136

VII1. Species and Habitats
A. Fisheries
1. Historic Fish Population Conditions

Accurate historic fish population data are not available since extensive fish population and
distribution studies were not conducted in the Myrtle Creek WAU. Agquatic habitat and fish
populations in Myrtle Creek are similar to the South Umpqua River but on a smaller scale.
Information from the South Umpqua River is included in this watershed analysis because it is the
available data that is the closest to characterizing the historic fish population status in the Myrtle
Creek WAU.

The South Umpqua River historically supported healthy populations of resident and anadromous
salmonid fish. A survey conducted by the Umpqua National Forest in 1937 reported salmon,
steelhead, and cutthroat trout were abundant throughout many reaches of the upper South Umpqua
River and its tributaries (Roth 1937). Excellent fishing opportunities for resident trout and
anadromous salmon and trout historically existed in the South Umpqua River (Roth 1937). These
species survived in spite of the naturally low streamflows and warm water temperatures that occurred
historically within the South Umpqua River Basin (Nehlsen 1994).

2. Current Fish Population Conditions

Ocean and freshwater conditions affect anadromous salmon populations because these fish live in
both environments. Enhanced streamflows and nearshore ocean mixed layer conditions favor high
Alaskan salmon productivity (Mantua et al. 1997). Generally, the converse appears to be true for
Pacific Northwest salmon (Mantua et al. 1997).

Scientistsare trying to evaluate the importance of suitable freshwater habitat in relationship to ocean
conditions for sustaining healthy salmon populations. Decreased streamflows and water quality,
dams, and spawning and rearing habitat degradation in Pacific Northwest streams has impacted
salmon populations in the last fifty years. The South Umpqua River once supported abundant
populations of chinook and coho salmon, steelhead, and cutthroat trout. A 1991 status report
identified 214 native, naturally spawning fish stocks throughout the Pacific Northwest were
vulnerable and at-risk of extinction (Nehlsen et al. 1991). According to the 1991 report, within the
South Umpqua River, summer steelhead was considered to be extinct, spring chinook and coho
salmon were considered to be at-risk of extinction, and winter steelhead and fall chinook salmon
were not considered to be at-risk.

Winter steelhead and resident rainbow trout (Oncorynchus mykiss), fall and spring chinook salmon
(Oncorynchus tshawytscha), coho salmon (Oncorynchuskisutch), and sea-run and resident cutthroat
trout (Oncorynchus clarki) have been documented by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
(ODFW) using streams in the Myrtle Creek WAU. Anadromous fish distribution limits and




Map 25. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
Anadromous Fish Distribution and Barriers

Swiftwater Resource Area

T278 South River Resource Area 41 ]
R5W RAW N / | R3W R2W
NORTH MYRTLE éADWATE ‘
l,/ 6 |
2 )
ﬂ/ KTLE, [, W
10 s ,
T28S ? -~ !
LEE CREEK]
16 *
2 25 a\
ICURTIN CREH
»/ 35
BILGE!
2 [
T298 2/
a
o
9 W IOL
16 3 RJL 17‘ ’_
MYRTLE € ﬂ]A
2 20

may be updated without notification.

information may not meet National Map Accuracy Standards. This information

0
[
N .
Drainages
No warranly is made by Lhe Bureau of Land Management as Lo Lhe accuracy,
reliability, or completeness of these data for individual or aggregate use N D Subwatersheds
wilh olher dala. Original data was compiled from various sources, Spalial

/\/ Resource Area Boundary
Natural Barriers

5 Miles 3 Culvert Barriers to Fish Migration

1:135000 Coho Salmon and Winter Steelhead Trout Present

Winter Steelhead Trout Present

[ ] Section and Ownership Lines
Streams
[ ] BLM Administered Land

137

Fall Chinook Salmon, Coho Salmon, and Winter Steelhead Trout Present




138

documented stream barriers in the Myrtle Creek WAU have been mapped, using GIS (see Map 25).
Distribution limits are determined by the extent fish are ableto migrate upstream. Natural waterfalls,
log or debris jams, beaver dams, and road crossings are potential barriers to fish migration. Other
barriers to fish migration may occur because of water quality impairment, such as high or low pH,
or high water temperatures.

a. Steelhead

Historically, steelhead runs in the South Umpqua River were strongest in the winter (Roth 1937).
Currently, winter steelhead are considered to be the most abundant anadromous salmonid in the
South Umpqua River (Nehlsen 1994). This is probably because of the extremely low stream flows
and high water temperatures that occur in the South Umpqua River system during the summer.

The Oregon Coast steelhead trout Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) is a candidate for listing
under the Endangered Species Act (Federal Register, Vol.63 No0.53/Thursday, March, 19, 1998/
Rules and Regulations). An ESU is defined as a distinct population or group of populations that are
reproductively isolated from other population units and represent an important component in the
evolutionary legacy of the species.

Smolt trap data collected in Myrtle Creek between 1997 and 2000 provides some information about
the steelhead population in the WAU. Although the amount of data collected represents a short
amount of time, steelhead population trends show a steady increase in emigrating steelhead smolts.
Steelhead distribution in the WAU is shown on Map 25.

b. Chinook Salmon

Historically, the principal chinook runin the South Umpqua River was in the late spring and summer
(Roth 1937). The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) considered spring chinook runs
to be depressed with 92 to 716 juvenile fish migrating to the ocean from 1985 to 1995 (ODFW
unpublished data). The spring chinook run is considered to be at high risk of extinction (Nehlsen
etal. 1991). Fall chinook runs were considered to be healthy by ODFW in 1994 (Nehlsen 1994).

Juvenile chinook salmon exhibit two general fresh water rearing patterns, stream-type rearing and
ocean-type rearing. Stream-type chinook salmon delay migrating to the sea for one or two years
(Healey 1983, as cited by Groot and Margolis1991). The stream-type chinook salmon often move
out of the tributary streams and into the main river where they occupy deep pools or crevices
between boulders and cobble during the winter. Ocean-type chinook salmon migrate to the sea
during their first year of life, normally within three months.

Chinook spawning surveys have not been conducted in the Myrtle Creek WAU. However, data
collected by ODFW indicates the ocean-type chinook salmon use about 2.8 miles of North Myrtle
Creek and about 2.7 miles of South Myrtle Creek for spawning.
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Smolt trap data collected in Myrtle Creek from 1997 to 2000 indicated the number of chinook smolt
emigrating fluctuated during the four years the data was collected. The fluctuation may indicate
changes in rainfall patterns, ocean conditions, sampling error, or migration timing.

¢. Coho Salmon

Coho salmon were considered abundant in the South Umpqua River system in 1972 by the Oregon
State Game Commission (Lauman et al. 1972). About 4,000 coho salmon spawned in the South
Umpgua River system with 1,450 spawning in Cow Creek. Coho salmon in the South Umpqua
River system are suffering the same declines as other coastal stocks. These declines may be due to
the degradation of coho salmon habitat, the effects of extensive hatchery releases, and overfishing
(Nehlsen 1994). No coho salmon were observed in the upper stream reaches of the South Umpqua
River systemduring the 1937 survey (Roth 1937). Coho salmon were documented in Jackson Creek,
a major tributary to the South Umpqua River, in the summer of 1989 (Roper et al. 1994). The
documentation of coho salmon in Jackson Creek suggests this species exists in other tributaries in
the upper reaches of the South Umpqua River system.

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) listed the Oregon Coast Coho salmon Evolutionary
Significant Unit (ESU) as a threatened species in 1998 under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of
1973 (Federal Register, Vol.63, No. 153/ Monday, August 10, 1998/Rules and Regulations). Judge
Michael Hogan ruled on September 12, 2001 that the coho salmon listing should have included
hatchery fish, which meant coho salmon was to be considered as a candidate species. The ninth
circuit court of appeals ordered a stay to Judge Hogan’s ruling on December 12, 2001, which means
coho salmon is considered to be a threatened species until a final ruling is made by the ninth circuit
court.

Critical habitat for Oregon Coast coho salmon was designated on February 16, 2000 and includes
all waterways below naturally impassable barriers. Critical habitat is designated based on physical
and biological features considered essential for a listed species. Essential features of designated
critical habitat for the coho salmon include substrate, water quality, stream flow, water temperature,
food, riparian vegetation, and safe fish migration. This designation also includes the adjacent
riparian zone, which is defined as the area that provides shade, sediment, nutrient or chemical
regulation, streambank stability, and large woody debris or organic matter.

Random coho spawning surveys were conducted by ODFW in the Myrtle Creek WAU from 1996
to 1999 (see Table C-4 in Appendix C). Cohosalmon were usingspawning habitat in North Myrtle
Creek and South Myrtle Creek, as well as some tributaries of both creeks.

Smolt trap data collected in Myrtle Creek from 1997 to 2000 indicated the number of coho salmon
smolt emigrating fluctuated. The limited amount of datais insufficient to estimate the coho salmon
population trend.
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d. Cutthroat Trout

Cutthroat trout potentially found in the Myrtle Creek WAU can be divided into three distinct groups
based on differences in life histories. The three groups include resident, fluvial (in-river migratory),
and anadromous (or sea-run). Resident cutthroat trout do not migrate long distances, instead they
remain in tributaries near spawning and rearing areas and maintain small territories (Trotter 1989,
as cited by Johnson et al.1994). They appear to be slower growing than their fluvial and sea-run
counterparts,seldom growing larger thansix to eight inches in length. Resident cutthroattrout rarely
live longer than two or three years (Wyatt 1959, Nicholas 1978, as cited by Johnson et al. 1994).

Fluvial cutthroat trout rear in large river basins but do not migrate to the sea. Similar to sea-run
cutthroat trout, fluvial cutthroat trout migrate into smaller tributaries to spawn. Little is known about
fluvial cutthroat trout. This life history group was discovered only recently in the Umpqua River
Basin. Fluvial cutthroat trout have been reported below barriers or in locations occupied by
anadromous fish on rare occasions (Johnson et al. 1994).

Anadromous (sea-run) cutthroat trout rear in estuaries or make short ocean migrations and then
return to freshwater streams to spawn. Unlike other anadromous salmonids, sea-run cutthroat trout
do not overwinter in the ocean and rarely make long migrations across large bodies of water.

The Oregon Coast cutthroat trout ESU is being reviewed whether to consider it as a candidate
species under the Endangered Species Act by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
Jurisdiction for the Oregon Coast cutthroat trout was transferred from the National Marine Fisheries
Service to the USFWS on April 21, 2000 (Federal Register, Vol. 65, No.78/Friday, April 21, 2000).

Sea-run cutthroat trout are assumed to be depressed from historic levels. Cutthroat trout were
common or abundant throughout the stream segments surveyed in the upper South Umpqua River
system in 1937 (Roth 1937). Historical information about cutthroat trout population size in the
South Umpqua River system is limited.

The assumption that sea-run cutthroat trout abundance is currently below historic levels throughout
the Umpqua River Basin is based upon the information provided by the fish counting station at
Winchester Dam on the North Umpqua River. Although sea-run cutthroat trout populations may
vary greatly between the South and North Umpqua Rivers, the number of fish counted at Winchester
Dam are the best estimate of sea-run cutthroat populations inthe Umpqua Basin. Between 1947 and
1957, sea-run cutthroat trout runs in the North Umpqua River averaged about 900 fish per year. The
highest number of sea-run cutthroat trout returning to the North Umpgua River between 1947 and
1957 was 1,800 fish in 1954. The lowest number was 450 sea-run cutthroat trout in 1949. In the
late 1950s, the sea-run cutthroat trout returns declined drastically.

The stocking of Alsea River cutthroat trout into the Umpqua River Basin began in 1961 and
continued until the late 1970s. Introducing this genetically distinct trout stock into the Umpqua
River Basin has apparently compounded the problem for sea-run cutthroat trout native to the
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Umpqua River Basin. Sea-run cutthroat trout returns have been extremely low since discontinuing
the hatchery releases inthe late 1970s. The levels of returns resemble prehatchery release conditions
of the late 1950s, with an average return of less than100 fish per year (ODFW 1994 - overhead
packet). Graph 4 shows the number of sea-run cutthroat trout that returned to the North Umpqua
River from 1992 through 2000.

According to the data available, the South Umpqua River appears to have supported a larger run of
sea-run cutthroat trout than the North Umpqua River. Ten thousand sea-run cutthroat trout were
estimated to have returned to the South Umpqua River in 1972. Sea-run cutthroat trout populations
have the highest occurrence in streams occupied by and accessible to coho salmon (Lauman et al.
1972). Sea-run cutthroat trout are currently limited to the upper reaches ofthe South Umpqua River
and Cow Creek, one of themajor tributaries to the South Umpqua River. Warmwater temperatures,
lack of over-summering pool habitats, and low flows prevent sea-run cutthroat trout from using the
lower stream reaches of the South Umpqua River system (Nehlsen 1994).

The various life histories and migration patterns of cutthroat trout makes population estimates and
trends virtually impossible to determine using the limited smolt trap data. No marked cutthroat trout
were recaptured in the smolt trap operated on Myrtle Creek between 1997 and 2000 (see Table C-5
in Appendix C). Sea-run cutthroat trout smolts were captured in the trap indicating they spawn and
rear in the WAU. Population estimates are calculated when fish are recaptured in the smolt trap.
The number of cutthroat trout emigrants captured in the smolt trap increased during the four years.
The number of cutthroat trout captured in the smolt trap can be misleading because of sampling
differences between years.

e. Native Non-salmonid Species

The smolt trap captured native non-salmonid fish species inhabiting Myrtle Creek. These species
included Pacific lamprey (Lampetratridentata), Umpqua pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus oregonensis),
redside shiner (Richardsonius balteatus), sculpin (Cottus spp.), speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus),
Umpqua dace (Rhinichthys cataractae), western brook lamprey (Lampetra richardsoni), and
largescale sucker (Catostomus macrocheilus).

The Pacific lamprey (Lampetra tridentata ) is considered to be a Species of Concem by the USFWS.
The USFWS needs additional information before a Species of Concern is proposed for listing. The
Pacific lamprey and Umpqua chub (Oregonichthys kalawatseti) are Bureau Sensitive Species.
Bureau Sensitive Species and their habitats are to be managed so as not to contribute to the need for
listing. The Umpgua chub has not been documented as occurring in the WAU.

f. Non- native Species

Non-native species inhabit the WAU during various times of their life cycles. The brown bullhead
(Ameiurus nebulosus) and pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus) have been captured in the smolt trap
operated on Myrtle Creek. Other non-native species, such as bluegill, crappie, sunfish, and
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Graph 4. Number of Returning Adult Sea-run Cutthroat Trout in 1949, 1954, and the
1980s and Counted at Winchester Dam on the North Umpqua River From 1992 to 2001.
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smallmouth bass living in the South Umpqua River may move into the lower portion of the Myrtle
Creek WAU during summer low flows.

3. Historic Stream Habitat Conditions

During the last 150 years, salmonids have had to survive dramatic changes in the environment.
Streams and rivers in the Pacific Northwest have been altered by European-American settlement,
urban and industrial development, and land management practices. Modifications in the landscape
and waters of the South Umpqua River Basin, beginning with the first settlers, have made the South
Umpgua River less habitable for salmonid species (Nehlsen 1994).

The historical condition of the riparian zone along the upper South Umpqua River favored conditions
typical of old-growth forests found in the Pacific Northwest (Roth 1937). Roth noted the shade
component that existed along the surveyed stream reaches. The majority of the stream reaches
surveyed were "arboreal” in nature, meaning "tall timber along the banks, shading most of the
stream" (Roth 1937). The river and its tributaries were well shaded by the canopy closure associated
with mature trees. Streambanks were provided protection by the massiveroot systems of these trees.

Since 1937, many changes have occurred within the South Umpqua River Basin and in the stream
reaches surveyed by Roth. A comparative study conducted by the Umpqua National Forest during
summer low flows between 1989 and 1993 surveyed the same stream reaches as in the 1937 report.
The results of the study show that 22 of the 31 surveyed stream segments were significantly different
than in 1937. Nineteen stream reaches were significantly wider while the remaining three stream
segments were significantly narrower. Of the eight streams surveyed within designated wilderness
areas, one stream channel increased in width since 1937. Thirteen of the 14 stream reaches located
in areas where timber harvesting occurred were significantly wider than in 1937.

The stream widening may have resulted from increased peak flows. Peak flows may occur after
vegetation (tree canopy) is removed and soil compaction increases within a watershed, especially
within the Transient Snow Zone (Meehan 1991). Peak flows can introduce sediment into the stream
channel from upslope and upstream, which can simplify the channel by rearranging instream
structure. Fine sediment instreams changes stream channel characteristics and configuration. The
stream channel depth, number of pools, and the space available for rearing fish decrease (Meehan
1991).

Results from the most recent Umpqua National Forest study document changes in low flow channel
widths that have occurred in the upper South Umpqua River Basin since 1937 (Dose and Roper
1994). Land management activities (road construction and timber harvesting) may have contributed
to the changes in stream channel characteristics. These channel condition changes may have
contributed to the observed decline in three of the four anadromous salmonid stocks occurring in the
South Umpqua River Basin (Dose and Roper 1994).
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4. Current Stream Habitat Conditions

The ODFW conducted Aquatic Habitat Inventories on ten streamsin the Myrtle Creek WAU. About
74 miles out of approximately 875 stream miles in the Myrtle Creek WAU were inventoried (see
Table 37). A stream survey involves collecting general information from maps and other sources
and direct observation of stream characteristics in the field (Moore 1997). Channel form, valley
type, width, depth, streamside vegetation, temperature, flow, habitat type, woody debris, and bank
erosion data are collected, summarized, and calculated for various parameters on each stream (see
Tables C-8 through C-20 in Appendix C).

The inventories are used to describe the current condition of the aquatic habitat with a focus on the
fish bearing stream reaches. The data collected through the ODFW Aquatic Habitat Inventory can
be used to analyze the components that may limit the aquatic habitat and the fishery resource from
reaching their optimal functioning condition. Each stream contains different limiting factors.
Limiting factors for the fishery resource may include reduced instream habitat structure, increased
sedimentation, the absence of a functional riparian area, decreased water quantity or quality, or the
improper placement of drainage (i.e. culverts) and erosion control devices associated with roads.

The Habitat Benchmark Rating System is a method developed by the Umpqua Basin Biological
Assessment Team to rank aquatic habitat conditions. The Umpqua Basin Biological Assessment
Team consists of fisheries biologists from the Southwest Regional Office of the ODFW, Coos Bay
BLM District, RoseburgBLM District,Umpqua National Forest, and Pacific Power Company. This
group of local fisheries biologists address and resolve local questions and problems associated with
the fisheries resource in the Umpqua River Basin. The matrix designed by the Umpqua Basin
Biological Assessment Team provides a framework to easily and meaningfully categorize habitat
condition. This matrix is not intended to reflect equality of the habitat condition of each stream
reach but to summarize the overall condition of the surveyed reaches. The matrix consists of four
rating categories Excellent, Good, Fair, and Poor (see Table C-2 in Appendix C).

Data from the 1994 ODFW Aquatic Habitat Inventories conducted in the Myrtle Creek WAU were
analyzed to determine an overall aquatic habitat rating (AHR) for each surveyed stream reach. How
the ratings correlate to the NMFS Matrix of Pathways and Indicators is shown in Table 38. The
Matrix of Pathwaysand Indicators is used to evaluate current stream conditions and what effects an
action may have on those conditions during the Threatened and Endangered Species Section 7
consultation process (see Table C-3 in Appendix C).
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Table 38. Fish Distribution and Stream Summary Data in the Myrtle Creek WAU.

Subwatershed Name Total Total Miles of Total Miles of Miles of Anadromous Total Miles of Miles of Resident ODFW
Stream name Miles of Streams on BLM- | Anadromous Fish-bearing Streams Resident Fish- Fish-bearing Aquatic
Streams administered Fish-bearing on BLM-administered | bearing Streams on BLM- Habitat
Land Streamst Landt Streams administered Land Rating#
Upper South Myrtle 307 163
South Myrtle CreekE 11.8 33 13.9 5.4 Fair
Curtin Creek 0.05 0.05 0.4 0.4 n/a
Johnson Creek 0.05 0.05 1.1 1.1 n/a
Lally Creek 2.2 0.4 *n/a 0.4 n/a
Weaver CreekE 4.8 24 6.3 3.9 Fair
Letitia Creek 2.6 0.6 3.1 1.1 n/a
Long Wiley Creek 2.7 0.7 n/a 1.1 n/a
Short Wiley Creek 1.7 0.0 n/a 0 n/a
Louis Creek 4.8 0.4 5.8 4.0 n/a
Lower South Myrtle 146 24
South Myrtle CreekE 9.8 0.05 9.8 0.05 Poor
Ben Branch Creek 1.0 0.4 n/a n/a n/a
School Hollow 2.0 0.1 n/a n/a n/a
Cedar Hollow 3.2 0.0 n/a n/a n/a
Upper North Myrtle 214 94
North Myrtle CreekE 16.5 1.0 3.0@ 2.0 Fair
Lee CreekE 35 0.5 42@ 3.0 Fair
Riser CreekE 2.0 0.5 3.0@ 20. Fair
Slide CreekE 2.7 0.9 3.9@ 3.0 Fair
Buck Fork CreekE 2.0 0.4 3.1@ 0.5 Fair
Lower North Myrtle 208 33
North Myrtle CreekE 10.5 0.0 9.8@ 0 Fair
Frozen CreekE 2.7 0.0 3.3 n/a Fair
West Fork of Frozen 1.2 0.0 2.6 0.25 Poor
CreekE
Big Lick Creekh 1.2 0.0 n/a 0 n/a
Little Lick Creek 0.2 0.0 n/a n/a n/a
Bilger CreekE 4.2 0.0 4.8 0.5 Poor

E Streams surveyed by ODFW Aquatic Habitat Inventory methodology.

# ODFW Aquatic Habitat Rating (AHR) methodology used to rate aquatic conditions.

% Potential presence of warm water fish species.

@  Fish distribution data from Aquatic Habitat Inventory (by visual observation only).

n/a  Data not available, not sampled, not surveyed, or no information.

*n/a  Fish distribution is unknown, because upper limits are located upstream from BLM-administered land.
€  Anadromous limits according to ODFW/ODSL fish distribution maps.
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Table 38. Comparison of the Aquatic Habitat Ratings (AHR) to the NMFS Matrix Ratings.

ODFW Aquatic Habitat Inventories NMEFS Matrix

Excellent or Good Properly Functioning
Fair At Risk

Poor Not Properly Functioning

The BLM conducted Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) surveys in the Myrtle Creek WAU from
1996 through 2001 (see Table C-6 in Appendix C). These surveys can discover potential fish habitat
and the need for restoration activities. The PFC survey provides a consistent qualitative approach
to consider hydrology, vegetation, and erosion/deposition (soils) attributes and processes to assess
the condition of riparian and wetland areas. The first step in the PFC assessment process is
identifying a representative stream reach to evaluate. Information collected from the representative
stream reach would be extrapolated to other similar streams. Once sample reaches are identified an
interdisciplinary (ID) team consisting of soil, vegetation, hydrology, and biology specialists conduct
the stream surveys. A checklist is used to determine the overall health of a riparian or wetland area.
The Proper Functioning Condition is determined by the ID team in the field.

Stream reach inventory and channel stability evaluation (Pfankuch) surveys were also conducted by
the BLM in the Myrtle Creek WAU from 1995 through 2001 (see Table C-7 in Appendix C). The
earlier Pfankuch surveys used a modified version developed by the Umpqua National Forest. More
recent Pfankuch surveys incorporate Rosgen stream channel types into the evaluation. Pfankuch
surveys can help identify sources of fish habitat degradation, such as sediment in gravels
downstream from an eroding stream bank, and can help identify where to conduct restoration
activities. The Pfankuch survey procedure was developed to evaluate the resistive capacity of a
stream channel to the detachment of bed and bank materials and provide information about the
capacity of the stream to adjust and recover from changes in flow or increases in sediment. The
channel and adjacent floodplain banks are subjectively rated, item by item, after a field inspection
(Pfankuch 1975).

a. Lower South Myrtle Subwatershed

The overall aquatic habitat inventory rating for lower South Myrtle Creek is Poor (see Table C-9 in
Appendix C). Four stream reaches were designated along lower South Myrtle Creek (see Map 26).
Survey access was denied on portions of reach number two and all of reach number four. Most of
the land in the Lower South Myrtle Subwatershed is privately owned (79 percent) and the main land
use is agriculture (32 percent). The limiting factors in lower South Myrtle Creek appear to be the
lack of large woody debris (LWD) and the volume of LWD located in the stream channel. The
potential for future recruitment of LWD to enter the stream from the adjacent riparian areas are low.
The riparian areas adjacent to South Myrtle Creek contain stands of red alder (Alnus rubra) and
other hardwood species (i.e. myrtlewood, cottonwood, and various oak species). The land use in
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reach numbers one through three is dominantly residential. Some of the residential areas have
intermingled fields and pastures used for grazing livestock.

The Drainages within the Lower South Myrtle Subwatershed containing major fish-bearing streams
include Ben Branch, School Hollow, and Cedar Hollow. Aquatic habitat inventories have not been
conducted by ODFW in these Drainages.

Ben Branch Creek

A Pfankuch survey was conducted on Ben Branch Creek in 2001. This survey indicated
erosion/deposition, downcutting, and the lack of large woody debris available for future recruitment
were problems. Other Pfankuch surveys were not conducted because the BLM manages a small
percentage of the Lower South Myrtle Subwatershed.

b. Upper South Myrtle Subwatershed

The overall aquatic habitat rating for upper South Myrtle Creek is Fair (see Table C-10 in Appendix
C). Ten reaches were identified in this portion of the stream (see Map 26). Access was denied to
reach number six. The majority of the Upper South Myrtle Subwatershed consists of Federally
managed lands (60 percent) and the main land use is forests. The remaining 40 percent of the
Subwatershed is privately owned land. Seventeen percent of the private ownership is agricultural
land. The aquatic habitat data reflects the impacts from the land uses. Habitat components lacking
in upper South Myrtle Creek include the number of LWD pieces and the volume of LWD in fish-
bearing stream reaches, especially those occupied by anadromous fish (i.e. upper portion of reach
number five through reach nine). The lack of deep pools (greater than one meter in depth), the
relatively high amounts of silt, sand, and organics (i.e. fines), and the lack of future recruitment
potential of LWD into the stream reaches accessible to anadromous fish (i.e. reach numbers five
through nine) are all limiting factors in upper South Myrtle Creek.

There are large landslide areas in reach numbers ten and thirteen along South Myrtle Creek. These
landslides have introduced upslope materials into the stream channel. The Tater Hill slide located
along reach number ten is a major deep seated earthflow contributing fines, gravel, and woody
debris to South Myrtle Creek. The Tater Hill slide is designated as an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC) by the Roseburg BLM District. A relatively large amount of fines
were observed in the stream channel in the vicinity and downstream from the landslides. Reach
numbers nine through fourteen have greater than 20 percent gravel substrates within the riffle
habitat. There is good future recruitment potential of gravel substrates into lower gradient, fish-
bearing portions of South Myrtle Creek (i.e. reach numbers one through eight).

Pfankuch and PFC surveys were conducted on South Myrtle Creek and on a tributary in Section 11
of T29S, R3W (see Table C-6 and C-7 in Appendix C). These surveys indicated mass wasting,
downcutting, and the lack of instream LWD or recruitment potential as limiting habitat factors. The
PFC surveys indicated a downward trend was occurring in South Myrtle Creek.



Map 26. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
ODFW Aquatic Habitat Surveys 148

Swiftwater Resource Area

T278 South River Resource Area ]
R5W R4W S S ‘ R3W R2W
1 |
‘ |
2 75
NORTH MYRTLE HEADWATERS,
1 . T T
12
; 10 9
T28S :
UPPHR NOR' f[—* M% TLE/ 13
16 15
17 LEE CREEK| f 14
\ MIPDLE WORTHMYRT| m
A 20
23
19 ) 21 22 24
e [/ 5 = [ ot = LI
FROZEN CREEK Nk ;
0 | Q3 /
L] 26 D) 26 l
2 \ 29 25 3
LOWER P CURTIN CREH
32 ORITH MYTL) §LIDE CREEK\ 32 WEAVER CREEK
A5 FRONTAL
31 33 34 35 36 31 - 34 35
BILGER CREEK °® £ 3
s 2
A 3 LICK FRONTAL | T\ ) URPER [/OUIS CREEK 4 .
. 5 4 3 ¥y . 6 5 3 87, "
T29S LOWER NORTH MYR ORT&RERTLE PPERSOUTH MYRTL Y
[] LALLY CREFK
[ I OWER LOUI§ CREEK 12
N BRANC 7 8 9 10
f 10 20 . ! 1 » i
9
WILEY CREEK [ ]
@ i 7 1
16 1 v 18 ! 15
16
15 13 16 15 14 B 9 17 =
MYRTLE CREEK |~ SCHOOL HOLLO £
g LY ﬂIA CREEK] 5
5 L g
. n » { 4 % 7 19 20 21
1 SHORT COURSE o 2 24
) 30 I/
- 2 —|3—|—  pack sappLh J2 /\/ Resource Area Boundary
e ISSEOWER SOULHMYRTL || Drainages
2
2 30 a2 [] Subwatersheds
CEDAR HOLLO . . .
3 2 [ ] Section and Ownership Lines
4 2 ¥ ODFW Aquatic Habitat Inventory Rating
MYRTLE LINKS Fair
T30S ; > /\/ Good
Poor
N ty is made by the B f Land M t as to th 1 NUIIS eyed
0 warranty Is made e bureau ol n anagement as to the accuracy,
reliability, uyr complelexess of these data for indivi%iual or aggregate use Y 0 1 2 3 4 5 Miles [ ] ODFW Stream Reach Break
with other data. Original data was compiled from various sources. Spatial 3
information may not meet National Map Accuracy Standards. This information L ! Streams
may be updated without notification. 1:135000

[ | BLM Administered Land




149

Major tributaries of South Myrtle Creek in the Upper South Myrtle Subwatershed include Curtin
Creek, Lally Creek, Letitia Creek, Long Wiley Creek, Short Wiley Creek, Louis Creek, and Weaver
Creek. Weaver Creek is the only tributary of South Myrtle Creek inventoried by ODFW.

(1) Weaver Creek

The overall aquatic habitat inventory rating for Weaver Creek is Fair (see Table C-11 in Appendix
C). Four reach breaks were identified in Weaver Creek (see Map 26). Seventy-nine percent of the
Weaver Creek Drainage is Federallymanaged land and the main land use is forests. Grazing occurs
along the lower portion of Weaver Creek. Four pools greater than one meter deep were located
during the aquatic habitat inventory. Landslide activity was observed in reach numbers three and
four. Beaver activity was prevalent in reach number two.

Proper Functioning Condition surveys were conducted in Weaver Creek on BLM-administered lands
and on some private land in Section 4 of T29S, R3W (see Table C-6 in Appendix C). The survey
on private land indicated properly functioning conditions with large debris jams, floodplain
inundation and formation of large point bars. Surveys conducted on BLM-administered land
indicated the lack of instream LWD and future LWD recruitment, downcutting, and erosion. The
upper reaches of Weaver Creek were determined to be properly functioning with large conifers in
the riparian areas and large debris jams. Several small tributaries to Weaver Creek were also
surveyed (see Table C-6 in Appendix C).

(2) Curtin, Johnson, Louis, and Letitia Creeks

Proper Functioning Condition surveys were conducted in Curtin Creek, Johnson Creek, Louis Creek
and Letitia Creek (see Table C-6 in Appendix C). Pfankuch surveys were conducted in Curtin Creek
and Louis Creek (see Table C-7 in Appendix C). Good habitat conditions in Curtin Creek were due
to a high percentage of pool habitat with instream LWD and boulders present to dissipate energy.
Johnson, Louis, and Letitia Creeks were observed to have downcut, sediment in the stream, and lack
instream LWD and future LWD recruitment potential.

c. Lower North Myrtle Subwatershed

The overall aquatic habitat rating for lower North Myrtle Creek is Fair (see Table C-12 in Appendix
C). Four reach breaks were identified in lower North Myrtle Creek (see Map 26). Most of the
Lower North Myrtle Subwatershed is privately owned (81 percent) and the major land use is
agriculture (36 percent). Limiting factors of the aquatic habitat includes a lack of LWD pieces and
volume, a relatively high width to depth ratio (W/D), and a low potential for LWD to be added to
the stream channel in the next ten to 20 years. The lower reaches of North Myrtle Creek have low
gradients, which are important for spawning salmonids. Pfankuch and PFC surveys were not
conducted in lower North Myrtle Creek because the BLM does not manage any land along the low
gradient reaches.
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Tributaries of North Myrtle Creek in the Lower North Myrtle Subwatershed considered to be fish-
bearing are Big Lick Creek, Little Lick Creek, Frozen Creek, the West Fork of Frozen Creek, and
Bilger Creek. Streams that have been inventoried by ODFW are Frozen, the West Fork of Frozen,
and Bilger Creeks. Big Lick Creek and Little Lick Creek have not been inventoried.

(1) Frozen Creek

The overall aquatic habitat rating for Frozen Creek is Fair (see Table C-13 in Appendix C). Four
stream reaches were identified on Frozen Creek (see Map 26). About 79 percent of the land along
Frozen Creek is privately owned. The major land use is agriculture (i.e. livestock grazing). Several
irrigation dams and beaver activity occur in the lower reaches of Frozen Creek. The aquatic habitat
survey indicated the obstructions did not impair upstream anadromous fish passage. The number
of pools are probably due to the natural and human-made structures in the stream channel and not
LWD. There are approximately 2.7 miles of anadromous salmonid habitat in Frozen Creek. The
BLM does not administer lands along the anadromous fish habitat. Resident fish were observed in
approximately 3.3 miles of Frozen Creek but they probably use more of Frozen Creek.

(2) West Fork of Frozen Creek

The overall aquatic habitat rating for the West Fork of Frozen Creek is Poor (see Table C-14 in
Appendix C). Three stream reaches were identified in the West Fork of Frozen Creek (see Map 26).
Forests are the main land use along the West Fork of Frozen Creek. The West Fork of Frozen Creek
had a low pool area percentage. Reach number one had the lowest gradient (2.9 percent) and best
percentage of pools of the three reaches. Stream gradient influences habitattype. Stream gradients
greater than ten percent typically have fewer pool and more riffle or cascade habitat types than lower
stream gradients. When a stream contains few steps or pools more energy is available to move
sediment and stream substrates resulting in a simplified, high-gradient channel (Meehan 1991).
These conditions create less than optimum salmonid habitat. Low amounts of LWD pieces and
volume and a low potential for recruitment of LWD were observed in the West Fork of Frozen
Creek.

(3) Bilger Creek

The overall aquatic habitat rating for Bilger Creek is Poor (see Table C-15 in Appendix C). Three
reaches were identified in Bilger Creek (see Map 26). About 74 percent of the land along Bilger
Creek is privately owned. The main land uses are rural residential and grazing. Numerous dry
channel units were observed in reach number one. The dry channel units are probably due to the
summer low flow conditions and water being removed for irrigation. Puddled units were primarily
in reach number two. Fish were observed in the puddled and scour pool units during the aquatic
habitat survey. Beaver activity was also noted in reach number two. However, pools deeper than
one meter were not found during the aquatic habitat survey. The number of large woody debris
pieces and volumes were relatively low. The riparian habitat was dominated by hardwood stands
of myrtlewood and oak. There was a low potential for LWD to be added to the stream from the
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riparian area in the future. The Pfankuch surveyindicated downcutting and LWD debris jams in the
stream.

d. Upper North Myrtle Subwatershed

The overall aquatic habitat rating for upper North Myrtle Creek is Fair (see Table C-16 in Appendix
C). Four stream reaches were identified (see Map 26). About 52 percent of the Upper North Myrtle
Subwatershed is privately owned. The main land uses are forests and rural residential (along reach
number five). The pool area percentage ranged from good to poor. Reach number eight had an
average stream gradient of 21 percent and was dominated by pool-step-pool and pool-riffle habitat
types. The pool-step-pool habitat types are usually in low to moderate and moderate to high stream
reach gradients, typically found in the headwaters of streams.

Fewer stream diversions and irrigation dams were in the upper reaches of North Myrtle Creek than
the lower reaches. The reduced number of water withdrawals in the upper reaches of North Myrtle
Creek may provide more water and better water quality for salmonids. The upper reaches are
potential rearing areas for juvenile anadromous and resident fish in the summer.

A low percentage of fines were documented in the riffle habitat types in reach number five but the
upper reaches had a relatively high amount of sediment in the riffles. Low amountsof LWD were
documented in the upper reaches. The riparian area in the upper reaches have the potential to
provide LWD in the future and are a potential source of LWD to the lower gradient stream reaches
downstream. Beaver activity was documented in three of the reaches. The high pool area per centage
documented in these reaches reflect the influence of the beaver activity. Pfankuch surveys indicated
some downcutting was occurring, pool habitats were filling in with sediment, and the potential for
future LWD recruitment in upper North Myrtle Creek (see Table C-7 in Appendix C).

Fish-bearing tributaries of upper North Myrtle Creek include Lee Creek, Riser Creek, Slide Creek,
and Buck Fork Creek. Aquatic habitat inventories were conducted by ODFW surveyors.

(1) Lee Creek

The overall aquatic habitat rating for Lee Creek is Fair (see Table C-17 in Appendix C). Two stream
reaches were identified in Lee Creek (see Map 26). About 53 percent of Lee Creek is privately
owned. Land uses along Lee Creek are forests, rural residential, and mining. Mining, timber
harvesting, and road construction have influenced Lee Creek. A 40 mile long ditch called China
Ditch was constructed to carry water from Cavitt Creek to Lee Creek for hydraulic mining.
Sediment has decreased the quality of fish habitat in Lee Creek. Seven culverts on Lee Creek block
upstream passage of resident and anadromous fish (see Map 25).

Pool area percentage for reach number one was rated as good and reach number two was rated as
excellent. The amount of LWD in both stream reaches was rated as poor. These two reaches
probably received good and excellent ratings for pool area percentage because of the amount of
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beaver activity in the stream. The pool habitats are probably filling with sediment because of the
high percentage of sediment observed in the riffle habitat. Sediment decreases the amount and
quality of pool habitat available to fish. Beaver dams act as sediment traps and can decrease the
amount of sediment traveling downstream (Meehan 1991).

The riparian area consists of alder and other hardwoods. Large woody debris probably would not
be provided to Lee Creek in the future because of the mostly residential use and hardwoods.

Pfankuch surveys indicated bank cutting, erosion, and downcutting were occurring on Lee Creek in
1996. Proper Functioning Condition surveys indicated beaver activity, LWD in the stream, and new
floodplain development were occurring in 2001. The PFC surveys determined Lee Creek was
functioning at risk with an upward trend, indicating the creek may be recovering.

(2) Riser Creek

The overall aquatic habitat rating for Riser Creek is Fair (see Table C-18 in Appendix C). Four
stream reaches were identified in Riser Creek (see Map 26). About 62 percent of land along Riser
Creek is managed by the BLM. Forests are the main land use along Riser Creek. Aquatic habitat
inventories documented a high percentage of pool habitats, alack of LWD, and sediment in the riffle
habitats. Beaver activities created the high percentage of pool habitat. The sediment in the riffle
habitats may mean there is sediment in the pool habitats. Pfankuch and PFC surveys found fair to
poor conditions in Riser Creek due to little instream LWD, erosion, and downcutting (see Tables C-6
and C-7 in Appendix C).

(3) Slide Creek

The overall aquatic rating for Slide Creek is Fair (see Table C-19 in Appendix C). Four stream
reaches were identified in Slide Creek (see Map 26). About 65 percent of the land along Slide Creek
is managed by the BLM. The major land use is forests. Grazing occurs along reach number one.

The aquatic habitat inventory identified sediment in the riffle habitat. The fines currently located
in the upper reaches will eventually move into the lower reaches of Slide Creek. Beaveractivity in
reach numbers two and three created the majority of pool habitat greater than one meter deep. Very
little exposed bedrock and no boulders greater than 0.5 meters in diameter occurred in the creek.
Slide Creek had a lack of LWD and a high amount of sand, silt, and organic matter. Future
recruitment opportunities of LWD from the riparian area in the short term is low. Pfankuchand PFC
surveys indicated runoff and sediment from roads and a lack of instream structure were affecting
Slide Creek (see Tables C-6 and C-7 in Appendix C).

(4) Buck Fork Creek

The overall aquatic habitat rating for Buck Fork Creek is Fair (see Table C-20 in Appendix C). Four
stream reaches were identified in Buck Fork Creek (see Map 26). About 70 percent of the land along
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Buck Fork Creek is privately owned. Rural residential and forests are the land uses along Buck Fork
Creek. Gravel percentages in the riffle habitat suggests Buck Fork Creek may provide gravel to
North Myrtle Creek in the future. A Pfankuch survey indicated downcutting and sediment were
occurring on Buck Fork Creek in 1996.

5. Interpretation
a. Fish Populations

Due to the lack of historical fish population and distribution information in the Myrtle Creek WAU,
it is difficult to make comparisons with current fish data. Smolt trapping data from Myrtle Creek
indicates consistent coho salmon, cutthroat trout, chinook salmon, and steelhead runs exist in the
Myrtle Creek WAU. The life cycle length from three to six years of anadromous salmonids, varying
rainfall patterns, and fluctuating ocean conditions makes it difficult to draw population trend
conclusions from five years of smolt trapping data. Coho salmon spawning data collected by ODFW
is sporadic. The data cannot be used to estimate population size but indicate coho salmon are using
the WAU for spawning.

b. Aquatic Habitat

Historical habitat conditions along the upper South Umpqua River were used to make a general
comparison to the historic conditions in the Myrtle Creek WAU. The old-growth forest conditions
noted along the upper South Umpgqua River probably occurred in the upper elevations of the Myrtle
Creek WAU. The forested conditions provided shade to the streams, bank stability, instream large
wood, and flow regimes that maintained frequent deep pools. The aquatic habitat conditions have
probably decreased compared to historic conditions in the Myrtle Creek WAU based on the amount
of timber harvesting and road construction that has occurred and the data in the aquatic habitat
surveys.

Timber harvesting has occurred in many Drainages in the Myrtle Creek WAU affecting the amount
of large woodydebris. Large trees, generallygreater than 24inches in diameter, that enter the stream
channel provide habitat for fish and other aquatic species. Hardwoods became the dominant tree
species along some streams after the riparian areas were harvested. Conifer species arethe desirable
riparian vegetation type along fish-bearing stream reaches because they provide a longer lasting
habitat than hardwoods. Larger conifers are also more likely to stay in place and intact compared
to hardwood species, which generally are short-lived when they enter the stream (Meehan 1991).

Large woody debris and boulders are lacking in most streams in the WAU. Some streams in the
upper portions of the WAU contain an adequate amount of boulders and large woody debris. Large
woody debris and boulders are important for stream health and maintenance. Large woody debris
helps maintain hydrologic conditions in the stream channel by creating pools, multiple channels,
sloughs, and backwater areas and reconnect the stream with the floodplain (Meehan 1991). Large
woody debris often provides fish resting and escape cover, maintains pool habitat, and creates
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channel complexity. Boulders create backwater areas, pools, and current breaks migrating fish use
for resting while swimming upstream. Installing large woody debris and boulder structures would
help restore healthy stream habitats.

Pool depths and frequencies are poor in most of the reaches surveyed by ODFW in the WAU. Pool
habitat provides juvenile salmonids hiding and escape cover from predators, summer rearing areas,
and cool, well oxygenated water during low flow periods. Reducingthe number of sediment sources
and placing large wood in streams would help restore pool habitat qualityand quantity in the WAU.

Aguatic habitat inventories conducted by ODFW indicated good sources of gravel occurred in the
upper portions of the Myrtle Creek WAU. However, these gravels are heavily embedded with
sediment in many areas. Sediment free gravel substrates are important for salmonid spawning and
aquatic invertebrate habitat. Sediment can fill pools created by LWD and boulders and decrease
water quality in streams. Clean gravels can be recruited and maintained by reducing sediment
sources and placing large wood and boulders in the stream channel.

Non-native Himalayan blackberries have invaded disturbed streambanks and riparian areas in the
WAU. Himalayan blackberries grow faster than many native plants, such as conifers, willows,
alders, sedges, and rushes that have stronger root systems to provide streambank stability.

Culverts and other stream crossings interrupt stream continuity and channel dynamics, and can also
prevent the migration of anadromous and resident salmonids. A Bureau of Land Management
culvert inventory indicates nine major and 32 minor culverts in the Myrtle Creek WAU are blocking
anadromous or resident fish passage. A culvert inventory for the entire Myrtle Creek Watershed is
scheduled to be completed in 2002 by the Umpqua Basin Watershed Council. When the inventory
is complete, culverts to be replaced can be identified for the WAU. Culvert replacement could
provide fish access to habitat and restore some stream hydrologic functions.

c. Fish Use

Low gradient stream reaches are more accessible to migrating salmonids and are typically the areas
where most spawning occurs. Stream order and size can vary the amount of suitable spawning
substrate available to salmonids (Meehan 1991). Few first and second order streams provide
spawning habitat for anadromous salmonids. Most anadromous salmonids use the accessible habitat
in third and fourth order streams (Meehan 1991). Most of the low gradient stream reaches in the
WAU are not administered by the BLM.

The upper reaches of North Myrtle Creek may be providing fish in the Upper North Myrtle
Subwatershed a refuge during the summer months. The lack of LWD and relatively high amount
of sediment reduces fish use and limits fish potential in Buck Fork Creek. The amount of gravel in
riffle habitat suggests Buck Fork Creek has a high potential for providing gravel to North Myrtle
Creek in the future. Slide Creek and Riser Creek provide fish spawning and rearing habitat.
Although, the quality of habitat is limited due to sediment and the lack of instream structure.
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Restoration activities to reduce the amount of sediment entering streams would help improve gravel
conditions for spawning salmonids.

Curtin Creek, Johnson Creek, and the upper reaches of South Myrtle Creek may provide summer
refuge for resident and anadromous juvenile salmonids. The Tater Hill slide is providing a source
of gravel and large woody debris to upper South Myrtle Creek. Restoration downstream from Tater
Hill could keep these important components functioning in the stream. Weaver Creek contains
sediment but restoration activities could produce summer rearing habitat for coho salmon, steelhead,
and cutthroat trout.

Aquatic habitat surveys conducted by ODFW in 1995 and 1996 indicate fair to poor fish habitat
conditions exist in the Myrtle Creek WAU. The data indicates timber harvesting, road construction,
and mining activities have contributedto the habitat conditions. The effect poor habitat conditions
have on the fish populations in the WAU are unknown due to the lack of historical fish population
data to compare with current data. Poor habitat conditions in the South Umpqua River has been
associated with the decline in salmonid and other native fish populations.
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B. Wildlife
1. Historic and Current Wildlife Use of the Myrtle Creek WAU

Historically, wildlife species known to be present in Douglas County, and probably in the WAU,
included the grizzly bear (Ursus arctos), grey wolf (Canis lupus), wolverine (Gulo gulo), Pacific
fisher (Martes pennanti pacifica),and Canada Iynx (Lynx canadensis). The grizzly bear and grey
wolf are considered to be extinct in Oregon. The wolverine, Pacific fisher and Canada lynx are
considered to be very vulnerable to extinction in Oregon (Oregon Natural Heritage Program 1998).
These species have not been observed in the WAU during the last 30 years.

Beaver populations have probably decreased from historic levels due to trapping and other human
activities. The number of beavers harvested annually in Douglas County decreased from 1,440 in
19790264 in 1996 (Verts and Carraway 1998). Beavers had a major influence on stream hydrology
with their dams. The decreased number of beavers may alter stream function and the number of
aquatic animals.

The number of river otters (Lutra canadensis) harvested annually in Douglas County decreased from
70 animals in 1977 to 36 in 1999. Changes in harvest numbers may be a reflection of economic
conditions rather than actual population numbers. One family group of otters was living in the WAU
in 2001. It is probably the maximum number of otter families that would live in the WAU based on
the miles of second order and larger streams and the amount of habitat one family uses.

Black bears (Ursus americanus) have home ranges of up to six miles for females and 14 miles for
adult males. Adult female and male home ranges do not overlap. However, sub-adult home ranges
overlap both adult male andfemale home ranges. Black bears are more abundant in the C oast Range
than the Klamath or Cascades Range provinces. Itis estimated less thantwelve bear territories occur
in the WAU (Maser et al. 1981).

Cougar sightings have increased in recent years. However, this may be due to the increased number
of humans inthe WAU. The major prey species for the cougar is black tailed deer. The black tailed
deer has been decreasing in numbers recently and may be influencing the abundance of cougars and
their visibility as they travel farther to find food.

Many wildlife species live in the different vegetation types present in the WAU. The various
vegetation types provide shelter, food, and habitat to over 300 terrestrial vertebrate species and
thousands of invertebrate species. Fifty-nine species are of special concern to the Bureau of Land
Management because theyare consideredto be Special Status Species, Special Attention Species in
the Northwest Forest Plan, or are priority species to the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.
Twenty-two Special Status Species, which includeFederally Threatened (FT), FederallyEndangered
(FE), Federally Proposed for Listing (P), Bureau Sensitive (BS), Bureau Assessment (BA), or
Oregon state listed species, are expected to occur in the Myrtle Creek WAU (see Table E-1 in
Appendix E). Bureau Tracking (BT) species are not considered to be Special Status Species but are
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listed in Table E-1 in Appendix E for reference. The BLM is documenting the occurrence of Bureau
Tracking species, which may be used to detect population trends of these species. Other species of
interest are Special Attention Species (Survey and Manage or Protection Buffer species) included
in the Northwest Forest Plan or ODFW priority species, which include animals of special interest
to the public (such as game animals).

a. Federally Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Species

Four terrestrial species known to occur in the Roseburg BLM District are legally listed as Federally
Threatened (FT), Federally Endangered (FE), Federally Proposed for Listing (P), or Federally
Proposed for Delisting (PD). These species include the American bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus) (FT, PD), the marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus) (FT), the northern
spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) (FT), and the Columbian white-tailed Deer (Odecoilus
virginianus leucurus) (FE, PD). Threeother legally listed species may occur in the Roseburg BLM
District. They are the Canada lynx (Eelix lynx canadensis) (P), the Fender’s blue butterfly (FE), and
the vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) (FT). The vemal pool fairy shrimp is listed in
California and has been documented occurring in the Medford BLM District. It is unknown if the
Canada lynx, Fender’s blue butterfly, or vernal pool fairy shrimp are present in the Roseburg BLM
District.

(1) The Northern Spotted Owl

The northern spotted owl is found in the Pacific Northwest, from northern Californiato lower British
Columbia, Canada. The geographic range of the northern spotted owl has not changed much from
its historical boundaries. Nesting habitat historically used by northern spotted owls has changed
enough the owl population has decreased and their distribution has been rearranged. These changes
are considered to be a result of habitat alteration and removal by timber harvesting, fire, and land
development (Thomas et al. 1990).

(a) Known Sites

Suitable forest stands where northern spotted owls have been located are known as spotted owl
activity centers. There are 30 known spotted owl activity centers in the Myrtle Creek WAU
representing nest locations for 23 northern spotted owl pairs. Seven northern spotted owl pairs have
alternate nesting locations in the WAU. The accepted method for determining a northern spotted
owl pair home range is to use a 1.3 miles radius circle (for the Klamath Physiographic Province)
around the site. The territory used by a pair of owls with alternate nesting sites would be the total
area around all of the alternate nesting sites. Another method of describing a northern spotted owl
pair home range is by using the drainage boundaries (ridgetops) as the territory boundaries. This
description is consistent with the northern spotted owl’s tendency to defend a territory by hooting.
Multiple alternate nesting sites tend to be more common in areas where the suitable habitat is poor
in quality or the distribution is scattered. Northern spotted owl pairs with multiple alternate sites
may need a larger territory for survival. Factors influencing nest site selection include prey base
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abundance, distribution of habitat, and disturbance. Table 39 contains information about the status
of use, habitat acres, occupation, and reproduction success of the northern spotted owls in the WAU.

(b) Nesting, Roosting, and Foraging Habitat

Forest habitat important to the northern spotted owl was identified by Roseburg BLM District
wildlife biologists. Suitable nesting, roosting and foraging habitat was identified in the WAU by
using on-the-ground knowledge, inventory descriptions of forest stands, and known characteristics
of the forest structure. There are approximately 15,090 acres of suitable northern spotted owl
nesting, roosting, and foraging habitat in the WAU (see Map 27). This is about 49 percent of the
Federally-administered land and 20 percent of the WAU.

(c) Dispersal Habitat

Other forested stands not identified as nesting, roosting, and foraging habitat and greater than 40
yearsold are considered to be dispersal habitat. Dispersal habitat refers to forest stands greater than
40 years old that provide cover, roosting, and foraging components northern spotted owls use while
moving from one area to another (Thomas et al. 1990, USDI 1992b, and USDI 1994). Trees within
these stands generally are an average of eleven inches in diameter at breast height (DBH) and with
at least a 40 percent canopy closure. There are approximately 15,263 acres of dispersal habitat on
Federally-administered land in the WAU (see Map 27).

A major factor contributing to the declining northern spotted owl population is the replacement rate
of owls (specifically female) by new birds known as "floaters” (Burnham et al. 1994). Floaters are
typically juvenile, unpaired adult, or subadult birds that move through and around established pair
sites and use the habitat outside of defended territories. Minimizing risks for dispersing northern
spotted owls in the short term may help maintain viable, reproducing pair sites, which may stabilize
the northern spotted owl population.

The lower elevations in the WAU developed for agricultural and residential uses expose dispersing
northern spotted owls to predators, such as the great horned owl, which are more abundant and
efficient in open habitats. Open areas may be barriers to dispersing northern spotted owls forcing
them to avoid such areas.

Northern spotted owl dispersal occurs in a north and south direction through the eastern portion of
the WAU. The Upper North Myrtle Subwatershed is geographically important for dispersal north
and south even with the somewhat poor quality northern spotted owl habitat on the serpentine soils
in the area (see Map 27). Most of the younger, nonsuitable habitat is the result of the wildfiresin
1987 and timber harvesting in the Upper North Myrtle Subwatershed. Timber harvestingon private
land in T28S, R3W may increase northern spotted owl dispersal use of this WAU.

(d) Critical Habitat for the Recovery of the Northern Spotted Owl

A portion of one designated Critical Habitat Unit (CHU) for the recovery of the northern spotted owl
is located in the WAU (see Map 28). The function of CHU-OR-29, located in the eastern portion
of the WAU, is to maintain areas of northern spotted owl nesting habitat to link the Western
Cascade, Coast Range and Klamath Mountain Physiographic Provinces.
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Table 39. Northern Spotted Owl Activity Center Ranking Data Within the Myrtle Creek WAU in the South River Resource Area (as of 2001).

'Year Last Year LasF Year . Number. of Yegrs of Acres of Su.itable Per(;ent qf Acre; of Su.itaple jl"ot'al Acre.s in Gsenssisy | Acrs || B
MSNO | Site Was | of I.(nowr} Occupied (Pair Reprodu.ctlon/Palr Status P.Iab.ltat in Temtory in Habitat Wlthm Provincial Radu:ls of all Rank Rank Rank
Located | Active Pair Status) Since 1985 Provincial Radius | Suitable Habitat 0.7 Miles Alternate Sites
2086 1989 2001 2001 (P) 3/12 1,255 24 684 5,176 1 A 1
0362 1992 2001 2001 (P) 4/9 397 11 168 3,475 1 D 1
2381 1989 1994 1997 (X) 0/12 1,746 61 702 2,881 3 A 3
2291 1990 1990 1995 (P) 0/11 570 18 288 2,881 3 D 3
2093 1989 1989 1996 (X) 0/12 510 18 159 2,881 3 D 3
2295 1990 2001 2001 (P) 5/11 1,798 62 720 2,881 1 A 1
0293 1983 2000 2001 (U) 2/16 869 28 439 3,111 1 D 2
3097 1991 1999 2001 (U) 3/10 667 20 462 3,266 1 D 2
1811 1985 1995 2000 (U) 0/16 1,152 40 373 2,881 2 B 3
4366 1996 2001 2001 (P) 3/6 1,221 31 350 3,990 1 B 3
2294 1990 1991 2001 (Q) 0/11 416 14 235 2,881 3 D 3
0292 1983 2001 2001 (U) 1/16 1,684 39 721 4,338 1 A 2
0294 1983 N/A 1994 (S) 0/16 868 20 452 4,388 3 D 3
2204 1990 1990 1991 (S) 1/11 337 12 123 2,881 3 D 2
2196 1990 1995 2001 (U) 3/11 357 12 91 2,881 2 D 2
2091 1989 2001 2001 (P) 5/12 624 22 246 2,881 1 D 1
0295 1983 2001 2001 (P) 3/16 1,559 54 601 2,881 1 A 2
2293 1990 2001 2001 (P) 2/11 1,890 57 754 3,309 1 A 2
2197 1990 1996 2001 (S) 3/11 738 21 403 3,588 1 D 2
1814 1985 1986 2001 (B) 0/16 1,425 49 326 2,881 1 B 3
4576 2000 2001 2001 (P) 0/2 565 20 248 2,881 1 D 2
0361 1983 1994 2001 (S) 0/16 546 19 279 2,881 1 D 3
1984 1988 1991 1991 (P) 1/13 509 18 185 2,881 3 D 3
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Table 39 Definitions

Last Year of Known ActivePair - Shows the year, pair status, and number of young produced. NP
= Site has not had a pair. ND = No Data.

Pair Status - M = Male; F = Female; J = Juvenile; P = Pair Status; (M+F) = Two Adult Birds, Pair
Status Unknown; PU = Pair Status Undetermined; S = Single Owl; ND = Incomplete or No Data.
Number of Years of Reproduction/Pair Status Since 1985 - The first number represents the
number of years with northern spotted owl reproduction at this site since 1985. The second number
refers to the number of years for the entire history of the site since 1985 (including the original and
alternate sites, i.e. 1090A). ND = No Data.

Occupancy Rank - 1: Sites with this ranking have current occupancy and have been occupied by
a single northern spotted owl or pair of northern spotted owls for the last three years; 2: Sites with
this ranking have been occupied in the past, show sporadic occupancy by a single northern spotted
owl or a northern spotted owl pair, may be currently occupied; 3: Sites with this ranking have not
been occupied during the last three years.

Acres Rank - These acres are in regards to suitable northern spotted owl habitat. A: These sites
have more than 1,000 acres in the provincial radius and more than 500 acres within the 0.7 mile
radius; B: These sites have more than 1,000 acres in the provincial radius but less than 500 acres
within the 0.7 mile radius; C: These sites have less than 1,000 acres in the provincial radius and
more than 500 acres in the 0.7 mile radius; D: These sites have less than 1,000 acres in the
provincial radius and less than 500 acres in the 0.7 mile radius.

History Rank - This ranking includes occupancy ranking, reproduction data, acres ranking, habitat
evaluation, and field experience about the site (location, quality, and forest structure). 1: A site
considered stable due to consistent occupation by northern spotted owls, which have been producing
young consistently; 2: Site is consistently used by northern spotted owls but reproduction is
sporadic; 3: Northern spotted owls have reproduced some, occupation has been sporadic, or site has
not been occupied. Private = Site is located on private land. State = Site is located on Oregon State
Lands.

* These sites are occupied by a pair of barred owls or a pair composed of a female barred owl and
a male northern spotted owl.
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Map 28. Myrtle Creek Watershed Analysis Unit
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(2) The American Bald Eagle

Historic distribution of the bald eagle included the entire northwestern portion of the United States
(California, Oregon, and Washington), Alaska, and western Canada. Bald eagle populations
probably started declining in the 19th century but did not become noticeable until the 1940s (USDI
1986).

Throughout the North American range, drastic declines in bald eagle numbers and reproduction
occurred between 1947 and the 1970s. In many places, the bald eagle disappeared from the known
breeding range. The reason for this decline was the impact organochloride pesticide (DDT) use had
on the quality of egg shells produced by bald eagles (USDI 1986). Bald eagle numbers probably
declined on the Roseburg BLM District because DDT was used in western Oregon from 1945 to the
1970s (Henny 1991). Other causes of the bald eagle’s decline included shooting and habitat removal
(Anthony et al. 1983). Historically, removal of old-growth forests near major water systems (e.g.,
South Umpgua River) contributed to habitat deterioration through the loss of bald eagle nesting,
feeding, and roosting habitat.

Information collected during yearly inventories from 1971 to 1995 by Isaacs and Anthony of known
bald eagle sites in Douglas County does not list any sites, nests, or territories within or near the
Myrtle Creek WAU (Isaacs and Anthony 1995). Occasionally, bald eagles are observed along the
South Umpqua River, which is near the western boundary of the WAU, during the winter but the
eagles do not stay and do not appear to use the area as a long term wintering ground. Bald eagles
have not been observed nesting in the WAU. Some forest stands have large conifers and black
cottonwoods, which may provide suitable bald eagle habitat.

(3) Marbled Murrelet

The marbled murrelet was listed as a threatened species in 1992 (USDI 1992c¢). Critical habitat for
the recovery of the marbled murrelet was designated in 1996 (Federal Register 61(102):26256-
26278). The marbled murrelet is found in the Roseburg BLM District but the Myrtle Creek WAU
is outside the range of suitable marbled murrelet forest habitat. The Myrtle Creek WAU is located
more than 35 miles from the Oregon Coast, which is considered to be the extent the marbled
murrelet would be found.

(4) Columbian White-tailed Deer

The Columbian white-tailed deer is not expected to occur in the Myrtle Creek WAU. Although, the
WAU is within the historic and current distribution range of the Columbian white-tailed deer from
northeast of Oakland, Oregon to Cow Creek (USDI 1983 and USDA and USDI1994a). Today, the
known white-tailed deer population is restricted to an area northeast of Roseburg. The Columbian
white-tailed deer was listed as a Federal Endangered species in 1978. The Roseburg population of
Columbian white-tailed deer is proposed to be delisted as a Federal Endangered species.
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(5) The Canada Lynx

The Canada lynx was proposed by the USFWS for listing as a Federal Threatened species on July
8, 1998. The listing would apply to lynx populations in Washington, Oregon, and 14 other states
from Idaho to Vermont. Nine counties in Oregon had historical records of lynx populations (USDI
1998). A self-sustaining resident population does not occur in Oregon but individual animals are
present (Verts and Carraway 1998). Historically, the Canada lynx wasnot present in the WAU. The
lynx has not been reported as occurring in Douglas County, the Roseburg BLM District, or the
Myrtle Creek WAU. Although, the lynx has been reported to be present in the Cascade and the Blue
Mountains in Oregon (USDI 1998). The lynx occurs in areas receiving large amounts of snow
during the winter and where the snowshoe hare lives.

(6) Fender’s Blue Butterfly

The Fender’s blue butterfly was listed as a Federal Endangered species on January 25, 2000. This
butterfly is only known to occur in the Willamette Valley (Federal Register 2000 and ONHP 1998).
The historical distribution is unknown. The Fender’s blue butterfly may occur in the WAU where
the habitat is similar toconditions in the Willamette Valley. Surveys for the butterfly have not been
conducted in the South River Resource Area.

Fender’s blue butterflyis dependent on a few species of lupine, especially Kincaid’s lupine (Lupinus
sulphurous ssp. kincaidii). The caterpillar feeds on the lupine during its growing period prior to
changing into a butterfly. Kincaid’s lupine occurs in the Letitia Creek Drainage of the WAU. The
presence of Kincaid’s lupine means the Fender’s blue butterfly may be present in the WAU.
Although, the plant population is not as large as where the butterfly is known to occur and the WAU
is outside the known range of the Fender’s blue butterfly.

(7) The Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp

The vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinectalynchi) inhabits temporary pools of water found in grass
or mud bottomed swales (Federal Register 1994). The primary distribution range is in the Central
Valley in California. However, the vernal pool fairy shrimp has been located on the Medford BLM
District, near Table Mountain. The vernal pool fairy shrimp is not expected to occur on BLM-
administered land in the WAU due to the lack of suitable vernal pool habitat. Inventories have not
been conducted for this species or its habitat in the Roseburg BLM District.

b. Bureau Sensitive Species
(1) The Peregrine Falcon
Peregrine falcons were a "common breeding resident” along the Pacific coastline and present in

many other areas, including southwestern Oregon (Haight 1991). Peregrine falcon populations in
the Pacific Northwest declined from historical numbers because of organochloride pesticide use,



165

other chemicals (avicides, such as organophosphate) used to kill other bird species considered to be
pests, shooting, and habitat disturbance (loss of wetlands and fresh water marsh environments in
interior valleys and rural development) (Aulman 1991).

Several peregrine falcon nest locations occur in the South River Resource Area, including one
occupied site in the WAU. A Draft Habitat Management Plan for the site in the WAU was
completed recently (USDI 2001e). An evaluation using aerial photographs and on-the-ground
review determined rock outcrops or cliff habitats occur in some other parts of the WAU. Evaluation
of higher elevations of the WAU is continuing.

The peregrine falcon has been delisted and is no longer considered a Federal Endangered species
under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, asamended. The peregrine falcon is a Bureau Sensitive
Species. Its status will be reevaluated in 2004, after five years of monitoring.

(2) The Northern Goshawk

Information about the northern goshawk was collected east of the Cascade Mountains (Marshall
1991). Current geographic distribution suggests the northern goshawk would not be expected to
occur in most of the Roseburg BLM District. Observations recorded since 1984 show the northern
goshawk occurs north of its expected distribution range in Josephine County, Oregon. Several nest
sites have been found on the Roseburg BLM District including one in the WAU. Several northern
goshawks have hatched in the past including two in 2001. The nesting and post-fledgling areas are
protected complying with the management directions inthe RMP. Older forest stands are potential
northern goshawk habitat but less than ten percent of the stands in the WAU have been surveyed.

(3) Bat Species

During the summer of 1994, a survey to identify the bat species present in the South River Resource
Area was conducted by Dr. Steve Cross of Southern Oregon College in Ashland, Oregon. Bat
species use unique habitats like caves, talus, cliffs, snags, and tree bark for roosting, hibernating, and
maternity sites. Some of these components may be near or within vegetated areas. Bats also use
other unique habitats (ponds, creeks, and streams) to find food and water. Many abandoned mine
shafts and adits are present in the WAU including one site occupied by Townsend’s big-eared bats,
which is a Bureau Sensitive Species.

Some bat species use coniferous forests for roosting habitat. Treesgreater than 40 inches in diameter
with defects and snags typically provide the best quality roosting 