
 
 

  
  

 
 

 
 

    
   

  
   

 
   

 
    

 
  

         
               
       
            

 
  

 
 

 
    

    
     

       
   

    
 

 

  
  

    
 

   
 

 
 

   
    

      
  

 
 

 


 


 

 


 


 




 


 

 


 







 


 

 


 




 

 


 




 

 


 


 

 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
 

ROSEBURG DISTRICT
 

DECISION RECORD 

BLM Office: Roseburg District, Swiftwater Field Office 
777 NW Garden Valley Blvd
 
Roseburg, Oregon, 97471
 
Phone: 541-440-4930
 

CX#: DOI-BLM-OR-R040-2015-0003-CX 

Project Title: Pre-commercial Thinning 2015-2016
 

Locations of Proposed Action: 

Section 35 T. 23 S., R. 6 W., Willamette Meridian, Oregon.
 
Section 33 T. 24 S., R. 2 W. Section 13 T. 25 S., R. 3 W.
 
Section 25 T. 24 S., R. 4 W. Section 19, 29 T. 25 S., R. 4 W.
 
Section 5 T. 24 S., R. 6 W. Section 25 T. 25 S., R. 5 W.
 

Decision: Based upon the attached Categorical Exclusion, I have determined that the proposed 

pre-commercial thinning involves no significant impacts to the human environment and no 

further environmental analysis is required.
 

It is my decision to implement the proposed pre-commercial thinning of 471 acres in the General
 
Forest Management Area, Connectivity/Diversity Blocks, Late-Successional Reserve and
 
Riparian Reserve land use allocations. The pre-commercial thinning will involve cutting of trees
 
less than eight inches diameter at breast height (DBH) in stands approximately 17-23 years of 

age.   Hardwood and shrub species that are competing with conifers will also be cut.  All conifer
 
and hardwood trees over eight inches diameter will be retained.
 

All units have been evaluated and six units are identified for slash treatment to reduce fire hazard
 
following pre-commercial thinning.  Slash treatment will consist of additional bucking, chipping, 

pull-back of cut vegetation, and/or piling of cut material in 100-foot buffers along major
 
roadways and property boundaries.  Units will be re-evaluated post-treatment to verify slash
 
treatment needs and additional units may be identified for treatment at that time.
 

Pre-commercial thinning and slash treatment operations will take place outside of wildlife
 
seasonal restrictions.
 

Protest Procedures: 
The decision described in this document is a forest management decision. Administrative 
remedies are available to persons who believe they will be adversely affected by this decision. 
The protest period will be open for formal protest for 15 days starting on September 15, 2015.  

1 



To protest a forest management decision, a person must submit a written and signed protest to 
the Swiftwater Field Manager, 777 NW Garden Valley Boulevard, Roseburg, OR 97471 by close 
ofbusiness (4:30p.m.) on September 29 , 2015. The protest must clearly and concisely state 
which portion or element of the decision is being protested and why it is believed to be in error, 
as well as cite applicable regulations. Faxed or emailed protests will not be considered. 

For further information, contact Max Yager, Field Manager, Swiftwater Field Office, Roseburg 
District, Bureau of Land Management, 777 NW Garden Valley Blvd. Roseburg, OR 97471 , 
(541) 440-4930. 

Authorizing Official: , j}~£ /), 'fn.e--friJJ.£
_,ftrr Max Yager 


Field Manager 

Swiftwater Field Office 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
 

ROSEBURG DISTRICT
 

NEPA CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION REVIEW 

BLM Office: Roseburg District, Swiftwater Field Office CX#: DOI-BLM-OR-R040-2015-0003-CX 
777 NW Garden Valley Blvd 
Roseburg, Oregon, 97471 
Phone: 541-440-4930 

A. Background: 

Proposed Action: Pre-commercial Thinning 2015-2016 

Location of Proposed Action: 

Section 35 T. 23 S., R. 6 W., Willamette Meridian, Oregon.
 
Section 33 T. 24 S., R. 2 W. Section 13 T. 25 S., R. 3 W.  

Section 25 T. 24 S., R. 4 W. Section 19, 29 T. 25 S., R. 4 W. 

Section 5 T. 24 S., R. 6 W. Section 25 T. 25 S., R. 5 W.
 

Description of Proposed Action: 

The proposed action is to conduct pre-commercial thinning of 471 acres of dense young stands that were 

previously harvested and planted.  The stand ages range from approximately 17 to 23 years old. Thinning would 

involve the cutting of conifer trees less than eight inches diameter at breast height (DBH) and hardwood and
 
shrub species that are competing with conifers. All conifer and hardwood trees over 8 inches DBH would be
 
retained. The project would increase growing space and water and nutrient availability for the remaining trees.  


Stands proposed for treatment within General Forest Management Area (GFMA) and Connectivity/Diversity 

Blocks (C/D) land use allocations, along with associated Riparian Reserves, would be thinned to an average of
 
13 x 13 foot spacing selecting the largest, healthiest and best-formed conifers on 175 and 180 acres, respectively. 

Approximately 116 acres of stands within the Late Successional Reserve (LSR) land use allocation would be 

thinned to an average of 16 x 16 foot spacing selecting the largest, healthiest, best-formed conifers.  Hardwoods
 
greater than 8 inches DBH would be retained at 50 x 50 foot spacing in C/D and LSR units. The attached map
 
shows the units proposed for pre-commercial thinning. The thinning would be accomplished using chainsaws, 

beginning in October and ending before February 1st .
 

Pre-commercial thinning would be beneficial to stand growth in the long term however there would be an increase
 
in potential fire hazard for approximately 5-10 years post-treatment. All units have been evaluated as shown in 

Attachment C and six units are identified for slash treatment to reduce fire hazard.  Treatment would consist of
 
additional bucking, chipping, pull-back of cut vegetation, and/or piling of cut material in 100-foot buffers along
 
major roadways and property boundaries.  Units would be re-evaluated post-treatment to verify slash treatment
 
needs and additional units may be identified for treatment at that time. Slash treatments would follow seasonal
 
restrictions as described for the pre-commercial thinning.
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B. Land Use Plan Conformance: 
Land Use Plan Name: 1995 Roseburg District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (1995 
ROD/RMP) as amended. Date Approved: June 1995. 

The proposed action is in conformance with the 1995 Roseburg District Record of Decision and Resource 
Management Plan (1995 ROD/RMP) because it is specifically provided for in the following RMP management 
direction: 

Pre-commercial thinning and release treatments will be designed to control stand density, influence 
species dominance, maintain stand vigor, and place stands on developmental paths so the desired stand 
characteristics result in the future.  Thinning and release may occur simultaneously or separately. (1995 
ROD/RMP, p. 148) 

Survey & Manage 
On December 17, 2009, the U.S. District Court for the Western District of Washington (District Court) issued an 
order in Conservation Northwest, et al. v. Rey, et al., No. 08-1067 (W.D. Wash.) (Coughenour, J.), granting 
Plaintiffs’ motion for partial summary judgement and finding a variety of NEPA violations in the BLM and USFS 
2007 Record of Decision eliminating the Survey and Manage mitigation measure. Judge Coughenour deferred 
issuing a remedy in his December 17, 2009 order until further proceedings, and did not enjoin the BLM from 
proceeding with projects. Plaintiffs and Defendants entered into settlement negotiations that resulted in the 2011 
Survey and Manage Settlement Agreement, adopted by the District Court on July 6, 2011. 

The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals issued an opinion on April 25, 2013, that reversed the District Court’s 
approval of the 2011 Survey and Manage Settlement Agreement. The case is now remanded back to the District 
Court for further proceedings. 

Previously, in 2006, the District Court (Judge Pechman) had invalidated the agencies’ 2004 RODs eliminating 
Survey and Manage due to NEPA violations. Following the District Court’s 2006 ruling, parties to the litigation 
had entered into a stipulation exempting certain categories of activities from the Survey and Manage standard 
(hereinafter “Pechman exemptions”). 

Judge Pechman's Order from October 11, 2006 directs: "Defendants shall not authorize, allow, or permit to 
continue any logging or other ground-disturbing activities on projects to which the 2004 ROD applied unless such 
activities are in compliance with the 2001 ROD (as the 2001ROD was amended or modified as of March 21, 
2004), except that this order will not apply to: 
A. Thinning projects in stands younger than 80 years old (emphasis added): 
B. Replacing culverts on roads that are in use and part of the road system, and removing culverts if the road is 
temporary or to be decommissioned; 
C. Riparian and stream improvement projects where the riparian work is riparian 
planting, obtaining material for placing in-stream, and road or trail decommissioning; and where the stream 
improvement work is the placement large wood, channel and floodplain reconstruction, or removal of channel 
diversions; and 
D. The portions of project involving hazardous fuel treatments where prescribed fire is applied. Any portion of a 
hazardous fuel treatment project involving commercial logging will remain subject to the survey and management 
requirements except for thinning of stands younger than 80 years old under subparagraph A. of this paragraph.” 

On February 18, 2014, the District Court for the Western District of Washington issued a remedy order in the case 
of Conservation Northwest et al. v. Bonnie et al., No. 08-1067- JCC (W.D. Wash.)/No.11-35729 (9th Cir.).  
The remedy order contained two components.  The order: 

1) Vacates the 2007 ROD to Remove or Modify the Survey and Manage S&M Mitigation Measure 
Standards and Guidelines, and 

4 



 
 

       
  

  
 

  
    
  
                  

      
 

                
                  

                
      

 
 

   
 

    
   

     
 

   
 

   
 
 

   
       

      
   

     
   

      
 

   
  

 

   

 
  

  
    

       
   

 
   

 
   

   

  
  

 
   

 
    

	 

	 
	 
	 

 

2)	 Allows for continued project planning and implementation for projects that relied on the 2011 Consent 
Decree and were being developed or implemented on or before April 25, 2013 (date of the Ninth Circuit 
Court ruling invalidating the 2011 Consent Decree). 

In summary, the current status of Survey and Manage is: 
1)	 Follow the 2001 S&M ROD and Standards and Guidelines (S&G); 
2)	 Apply the “Pechman exemptions;” and 
3)	 Implement the 2001, 2002, and 2003 ASR modifications to the S&M species list, except for the changes 

made for the red tree vole. 

The Pre-commercial Thinning 2015-2016 project is in conformance with the 2001 ROD (as amended or modified 
as of March 21, 2004) and meets Pechman exemption A because it includes no regeneration harvest and includes 
thinning only in stands 17-23 years old. Attachment B provides additional information and requirements per 
S&M species on the Roseburg District. 

C. Compliance with NEPA: 
The Proposed Action is categorically excluded from further documentation under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) in accordance with 516 DM 2, Appendix 1, or 516 DM 11.9. This proposed action qualifies 
as a categorical exclusion under 516 DM 11.5 C(4) – “[p]recommercial thinning and brush control using small 
mechanical devices.” 

This categorical exclusion is appropriate in this situation because there are no extraordinary circumstances 
potentially having effects that may significantly affect the environment. The proposed action has been reviewed 
and none of the extraordinary circumstances described in 516 DM 2 apply. 

D. Categorical Exclusions - Extraordinary Circumstances Documentation: 
THE PROPOSED CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION ACTION WILL: YES NO 

2.1 Have significant impacts on public health or safety. X 
Rationale: Pre-commercial thinning and slash treatment would occur in rural forested areas away from communities and is 
not expected to have an effect on public health or safety. 
2.2 Have significant impacts on such natural resources and unique geographic characteristics as historic or 
cultural resources; park, recreation or refuge lands; wilderness areas; wild or scenic rivers; national natural 
landmarks; sole or principal drinking water aquifers; prime farmlands; wetlands (Executive Order 11990); 
floodplains (Executive Order 11988); national monuments; migratory birds; and other ecologically 
significant or critical areas. 

X 

Rationale: The project will not be in close proximity to any Wild and Scenic River segments.  No notable impacts are 
expected on historic or cultural resources.  Stipulations within the contract insure this project would have no notable impacts 
on water resources. The project is planned to occur outside of the critical nesting/breeding season and is not expected to 
impact migratory birds or their habitats from April through August; therefore, there would be no notable effects to songbird 
populations.   Prime Farmlands, wetlands, floodplains, or drinking water aquifers would not be affected.  There will be no 
notable impacts to park or recreation resources. 
2.3 Have highly controversial environmental effects or involve unresolved conflicts concerning alternative 
uses of available resources [NEPA Section 102(2)(E)]. X 

Rationale: There are no controversial environmental effects or unresolved conflicts concerning this project. 

2.4 Have highly uncertain and potentially significant environmental effects or involve unique or unknown 
environmental risks. X 

Rationale: This type of project is common and typical of other similar projects accomplished in the past in the Swiftwater 
Field Office.  Environmental effects are considered usual and typical for this type of project. 
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2.5 Establish a precedent for future action or represent a decision in principle about future actions with 
potentially significant environmental effects. X 

Rationale: Pre-commercial thinning is a common silvicultural treatment of young stands and does not establish a precedent 
for future actions. 
2.6 Have a direct relationship to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant 
environmental effects. X 

Rationale: This project manages the density of young trees to ensure over-dense stands are reduced to optimum spacing.  It is 
neither part of nor related to any other planned or existing projects. 
2.7 Have significant impacts on properties listed, or eligible for listing, on the National Register of Historic 
Places as determined by either the bureau or office. X 

Rationale: The project is exempt from normal survey requirements as described in the 2015 State Protocol, Appendix E. The 
project will not include ground disturbing activities and is unlikely to affect any cultural resources. No significant historic 
properties are documented within the project area, resulting in a “No Effect” determination. The BLM has completed its 
Section 106 responsibilities as guided by the 2015 State Protocol and 2012 National Programmatic Agreement. 
2.8 Have significant impacts on species listed, or proposed to be listed, as an Endangered or Threatened 
Species, or have significant impacts on designated Critical Habitat for these species. X 

Rationale:  Pre-commercial thinning will not reduce the amount of large wood available for recruitment into stream channels; 
reduce streamside shade essential for maintaining stream temperatures, or result in ground disturbance sufficient to cause 
stream sedimentation.  Consequently, there will be No Effect to coho salmon, Critical Habitat, or Essential Fish Habitat. 

The Swiftwater area botanist has cleared the project area and there are no concerns for Special Status plants. 

See wildlife table (Attachment A) below for specific wildlife concerns per PCT unit. Marbled Murrelet (MAMU, ESA 
Threatened): Three PCT units (FOI#s 33650, 33651, and 32383) occur within the distribution range of the marbled 
murrelet. These units are located in Inland Management Zone 2 (35-50 miles from the Oregon Coast) and adjacent to suitable 
habitat for the marbled murrelet.  Therefore, chainsaw use within 100 yards of the suitable habitat will require Daily 
Operating Restrictions (operations may occur from two hours after sunrise to two hours prior to sunset) from April 1st 
through August 5th. MAMU Critical Habitat: Two PCT units (FOI#s 33650 and 33651) are located within Critical Habitat 
for the marbled murrelet. However, PCT is not expected to affect suitable nest trees that may be within or immediately 
adjacent to units, and therefore, primary consistent elements would not be removed within Critical Habitat. Northern 
Spotted Owl (NSO, ESA Threatened): Of the 16 PCT units, 14 units are located adjacent to unsurveyed suitable habitat or 
known spotted owl activity centers and, therefore will require seasonal restrictions for chainsaw use within 65 yards of 
suitable habitat from March 1st through July 15th . NSO Critical Habitat: Four of the 16 PCT units are located within Critical 
Habitat for the Northern Spotted Owl.  However, the PCT project will not remove or modify suitable habitat for the northern 
spotted owl or remove primary constituent elements from Critical Habitat designated for the species. Peregrine Falcon 
(Bureau Sensitive):  One unit (FOI# 24124) is located immediately adjacent to a known peregrine falcon nesting site and 
therefore, PCT activities would require seasonal restrictions from February 1st through August 15th . Golden Eagle (protected 
under the Eagle Act):  Three units (FOI# 24099, 24100, and 24101) are located immediately adjacent to a known golden 
eagle nesting site therefore, PCT activities would require seasonal restrictions from January 1st through August 31st . 
2.9 Violate a Federal law, or a State, local, or tribal law or requirement imposed for the protection of the 
environment. X 

Rationale: The proposed action is in conformance with the direction given for the management of public lands in the 
Roseburg District ROD/RMP, which complies with all applicable laws, such as the Federal Land Policy Management Act, 
Endangered Species Act, Historic Preservation Act, Clean Water Act and others. 
2.10 Have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on low income or minority populations (Executive 
Order 2898). X 

Rationale: This project is not expected to have any effect on low income or minority populations. 
2.11 Limit access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites on Federal lands by Indian religious 
practitioners or significantly adversely affect the physical integrity of such sacred sites (Executive Order 
13007). 

X 

Rationale: There are no identified sacred, ceremonial or religious Indian sites in the project area. 
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2.12 Contribute to the introduction, continued existence, or spread of noxious weeds or non-native invasive 
species known to occur in the area or actions that may promote the introduction, growth, or expansion of the 
range of such species (Federal Noxious Weed Control Act and Executive Order 13112). 

X 

Rationale: Most of the pre-commercial thinning areas have been treated previously for noxious weeds (i.e. 2005-2015) and 
all areas would continue to be monitored for treatment under the District's weed management program. 

E. Signature: 

.ia4 ,/} '1n.R..Lrtiu: 
Max Yager, Dat i 
Field Manager 
Swiftwater Field Office 

F. Contact Person & Interdisciplinary Team Reviewers: 

For additional information concerning this Categorical Review, contact: 
Trixy Moser, Silviculturist 
Roseburg District, Swiftwater Field Office 
777 NW Garden Valley Blvd 
Roseburg, Oregon, 97471 
Phone: 541-464-3394 

Interdisciplinary Team Reviewers 

Name Resource 

Trixy Moser Project Lead/Originator 

Johanna Blanchard Botanist 

Elizabeth Gayner Wildlife Biologist 

Dan Dammann Hydrologist 

Molly Casperson Archaeologist 

Joseph Blanchard Soil Scientist 

Krisann Kosel Fire and Fuels 

Jeff McEnroe Fisheries Biologist 

\ CJ "- Outdoor Recreation Planner 

Anne Shirley Realty Specialist 

Melanie Roan NEP A Compliance 
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Attachment A.  
ESA-LISTED AND BUREAU SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

EVALUATION FOR 2015-2016 PCT 
DOI-BLM-OR-R040-2015-003-CX 

Roseburg District BLM – Swiftwater Field Office 

PCT UNIT INFORMATION WILDLIFE CONCERNS 
Unit # FOI # DK LUA TRS Unit Name Treatment 

Acres 
Adjacent 
Suit Hab1 NSO2 NSO CH 

U3 MAMU4 MAMU 
CHU SSS5 

1 33650 1997 LSR 23S-06W-35 Yellow Creek Mtn #1 44 Y N ORC 5 YDOR Y N 

2 33651 1998 LSR 23S-06W-35 Yellow Creek Mtn #2 32 Y Y ORC 5 YDOR Y N 

3 22125 1993 GFMA 24S-02W-33 Happy Ridge #03 26 Y Y WCS 6 Out of Range N/A N 

4 24099 1997 CONN 24S-04W-25 Jeffers Revenge #1 40 Y Y No Out of Range N/A YG 

5 24101 1997 CONN 24S-04W-25 Jeffers Revenge #3 14 Y Y No Out of Range N/A YG 

6 24100 1998 CONN 24S-04W-25 Jeffers Revenge #2 23 Y Y No Out of Range N/A YG 

7 32383 1992 LSR 24S-06W-5 Buzztail #1 40 Y N ORC 5 YDOR No N 
8 24124 1993 GFMA 25S-03W-13 Calapooya Overview#4 25 Y Y No Out of Range N/A YP 

9 24059 1995 CONN 25S-04W-19 Turkey Creek #4 30 Y Y No Out of Range N/A N 

10 24060 1996 CONN 25S-04W-19 Turkey Creek #5 24 Y Y No Out of Range N/A N 

11 24062 1996 CONN 25S-04W-29 Turkey Creek #7 33 Y Y No Out of Range N/A N 

12 24063 1995 CONN 25S-04W-29 Turkey Creek #8 16 Y Y No Out of Range N/A N 

13 21141 1996 GFMA 25S-05W-25 Turkey Creek #3 23 Y Y No Out of Range N/A N 
14 21142 1996 GFMA 25S-05W-25 Turkey Creek #3 26 Y Y No Out of Range N/A N 
15 24056 1993 GFMA 25S-05W-25 Turkey Creek #1 37 Y Y No Out of Range N/A N 
16 24057 1995 GFMA 25S-05W-25 Turkey Creek #2 38 Y Y No Out of Range N/A N 

1. Suitable habitat = forested stands aged at 80 years and greater (FOI, DK ≥ 1934). 
2.  NSO:  N = No disruption restrictions required.  Y = Disruption restrictions:  seasonal restrictions required for chainsaw use within 65 yards of suitable habitat from March 1st through July 15th. 
3. NSO Critical Habitat Unit: WCS 6 = Western Cascades South Subunit 6; ORC 5 = Oregon Coast Range Subunit 5 
4.  MAMU:  Out of Range or N/A = Unit is out of species known range of distribution, and therefore, no concerns for the species or its habitat/critical habitat; N = No disruption restrictions required;  Y = 
Disruption restrictions: operating restrictions required for chainsaw use within 100 yards of suitable habitat with the following details per corresponding superscript: 

• SR (Zone 1) = Seasonal Restrictions required from April 1st through August 5th and then DORs from August 5th through September 15th; 
• DOR (Zone 2) = Daily Operating Restrictions (operations may occur from two hours after sunrise to two hours prior to sunset) from April 1st through August 5th . 
• Z2RC (Zone 2 Restriction Corridor) = Seasonal Restrictions required from April 1st through August 5th and then DORs from August 5th through September 15th.4.  

5. SSS:  N = N disruption restrictions required. YG = Golden Eagle: seasonal restrictions required for all activities from January 1st through August 31st; YP = Peregrine Falcon: seasonal restrictions required 
for chainsaw use from February 1st through August 15th. 
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Attachment B. 
SURVEY & MANAGE TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE SPECIES 

EVALUATION FOR 2015-2016 PCT 
DOI-BLM-OR-R040-2015-003-CX 

Roseburg District BLM – Swiftwater Field Office 

S&M List Date: December 2003, but with January 2001 ROD category assignment for Red Tree Vole 
(from IM-OR-2014-037). 

Wildlife Species Survey and Site Management Summary 
The Roseburg District compiled the species listed below from the December 2003 list (IM-OR-2014-037) and 
includes those vertebrate and invertebrate species with pre-disturbance survey requirements (Category A, B, or C 
species) and whose known or suspected range includes the Roseburg District according to: 
• Survey Protocol for Survey and Manage Terrestrial Mollusk Species from the Northwest Forest Plan, 

Version 3.0, 2003 (refer to IM-OR-2003-044, February 21, 2003). 
•	 Survey Protocol for the Great Gray Owl within the range of the Northwest Forest Plan v3.0, January 12, 

2004; (refer to IM-OR-2011-063, Attachment 1-26, July 21, 2011). 
•	 Survey Protocol for the Red Tree Vole: Arborimus longicaudus (= Phenacomys longicaudus) in the 

Record of Decision of the Northwest Forest Plan), Version 3.0, Revision November 2012 (refer to 
Memorandum from the Regional Interagency Executive Committee, November 27, 2012). 

This list also includes any Category D, E, or F species with known sites located within the project area. 
Applicable management recommendations include: 
•	 Management Recommendations for Survey and Manage Terrestrial Mollusks, Version 2.0, October 1999 

(refer to IM-OR-2000-003, October 15, 1999 and to IM-OR-2000-015, November 23, 1999). 
•	 Management Recommendations for the Oregon Red Tree Vole: Arborimus longicaudus, Version 3.0 

(refer to IM-OR-2000-086, September 27, 2000). 
•	 Conservation Assessment for Great Gray Owl (Strix nebulosa), USDA Forest Service Region 6 and USDI 

Bureau of Land Management, Oregon and Washington, Williams, Elizabeth; Klamath Bird Observatory; 
April 2012. 

Table A-1.  Survey & Manage Wildlife Species – Pre-commercial Thinning 2015-2016 

SPECIES S&M 
CATEGORY 

SURVEY TRIGGERS SURVEY RESULTS 

SITE 
MANAGEMENT 

Within 
Range of 
Species? 

Contains 
Suitable 
habitat? 

Habitat 
Disturbing*? 

Surveys 
Required? 

Survey 
Date 

Sites Known 
or Found? 

VERTEBRATES 

Great Gray Owl 
Strix nebulosa A Yes No1 No1 No1 N/A 0 N/A 

Red Tree Vole 
Arborimus 
longicaudus 

C Yes No2 No2 No2 N/A 0 N/A 

MOLLUSKS 

Siskiyou Sideband 
Monadenia chaceana B No3 No3 No3 No3 N/A 0 N/A 

Crater Lake Tightcoil 
Pristiloma arcticum 
crateris 

A No4 No4 No4 No4 N/A 0 N/A 

Oregon Megomphix 
Megomphix hemphilli F5 Yes5a Yes5a No5a No5a N/A 0 Protection not 

required 5a 

*”Habitat disturbing” and thereby a trigger for surveys as defined in the 2001 ROD S&Gs (pg. 22). 
N/A = Not Applicable 
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1 Pre-disturbance survey for the great gray owl are not required since (a) repairs in the Pre-commercial Thinning 
units would not be modifying suitable nesting habitat or (b) would not be creating noise/visual disturbance 
within 100 meters of suitable nesting habitat during the breeding season. The required habitat characteristics of 
suitable habitat include: (1) large diameter nest trees ≥ 23 inches dbh, (2) forest for roosting cover, and (3) 
proximity [within 600 feet] to openings that could be used as foraging areas (Survey Protocol for the Great 
Gray Owl within the range of the Northwest Forest Plan v3.0, January 12, 2004; pgs. 12-14).  The breeding 
season for great gray owls is February through mid-July (ibid, pg. 17).  The pre-commercial thinning activities 
would primarily occur outside of the nesting season for the great gray owl.  In addition, the units are not located 
within proximity to natural openings or within suitable habitat.  Therefore, pre-disturbance surveys or seasonal 
restrictions during the breeding season for the great gray owl are not required. 

2 Surveys for red tree vole are not required because there will be no habitat removal or modification within the 
Precommercial Thinning units.  Habitat for the red tree vole in the Mesic Zone, which includes Roseburg 
District, is described as (a) conifer forest stands with a merchantable QMD ≥18 inches dbh and (b) are either 
mature and old-growth conifer forests containing Douglas-fir or conifer or conifer-dominated mixed conifer-
hardwood forests with canopy closure of intermediate, co-dominant and dominant trees ≥ 60 percent, and with 
two or more superdominant conifer trees per acre (Survey Protocol for the Red Tree Vole: Arborimus 
longicaudus (= Phenacomys longicaudus in the Record of Decision of the Northwest Forest Plan) Version 3.0, 
November 2012; pg. 9).  The pre-commercial thinning units contain stands aged at approximately 17-23 
years of age with trees less than eight (8) inches diameter-breast-height, well below the QMD threshold 
of 18 inches dbh and, therefore are not considered suitable habitat for red tree voles. 

3 Habitat for the Siskiyou sideband may be found within 30 meters (98 feet) of rocky areas, talus deposits and in 
associated riparian areas in the Klamath physiographic province and adjacent portions of the south-western 
Oregon Cascades.  Areas of herbaceous vegetation in these rocky landscapes adjacent to forested habitats are 
preferred.  Areas that contain moist, shaded rock surfaces are preferred for daily refuges.  In more mesic, 
forested habitats, especially in the Oregon Cascades, the species is associated with large woody debris and the 
typical rocky habitat is not required. Forest habitats without either rock features or large woody debris are not 
currently considered to be suitable habitat for this species (Survey Protocol for Survey and Manage Terrestrial 
Mollusk Species from the Northwest Forest Plan, Version 3.0, 2003, pg. 42).  The Swiftwater Resource Area is 
outside of the range of the species. 

4 Suitable habitat for the Crater Lake tightcoil is “perennially wet situations in mature conifer forests, among 
rushes, mosses and other surface vegetation or under rocks and woody debris within 10 meters of open water in 
wetlands, springs, seeps and riparian areas…above 2000 feet elevation and east of Interstate 5” (Survey 
Protocol for Survey and Manage Terrestrial Mollusk Species from the Northwest Forest Plan, Version 3.0, 
2003, pgs. 39 and 43).  Pre-commercial thinning would not be a ground disturbing activity and therefore, pre-
disturbance surveys for the Crater Lake tightcoil snail are not required. 

5 Management of known sites is NOT required for Category F because species are uncommon, not rare, and 
species within this category would be assigned to other categories or removed from Survey & Manage as soon 
as new information indicates the correct placement.  Until that time, inadvertent loss of some sites is not likely 
to change the level of rarity.  In addition, pre-disturbance surveys are not required for Category F species (2001 
ROD, Standards and Guidelines, pp. 7, 13-14). 

5a Suitable habitat for the Oregon Megomphix is mature or late-seral, moist conifer/hardwood forests, usually in 
hardwood leaf litter and decaying non-coniferous plant matter under bigleaf maple trees. The species may also 
be present in the absence of bigleaf maple, especially at moist sites where deciduous shrubs, coarse woody 
debris, rotten logs or stumps and large sword ferns provide abundant cover (p. 42, Survey Protocol for Survey 
and Manage Terrestrial Mollusk Species from the Northwest Forest Plan, Version 3.0, 2003). Pre-commercial 
thinning would not be a ground disturbing activity and therefore, pre-disturbance surveys for the Oregon 
Megomphix are not required. 

10 



 

 
 

 
 

 

   
 

  
 

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

      

 

    

           

           

          

          

          

          
          
          

 
   

     
         

 
  

  
       

  
         

    
  

Attachment C. 
2015-2016 PCT EVALUATION FOR WILDFIRE CONCERN 

Swiftwater Field Office, Roseburg District BLM 
DOI-BLM-OR-R040-2015-003-CX 

PCT UNIT INFORMATION FIRE CONCERNS 
Unit 

# FOI # DK LUA TRS Unit Name Treatment 
Acres Score1 Primary Concern Recommended Treatment 

1 33650 1997 LSR 23S-06W-35 Yellow Creek Mtn #1 44 30 None n/a 

2 33651 1998 LSR 23S-06W-35 Yellow Creek Mtn #2 32 32 Main Road Treat slash along 23-6-24.0 road. 

3 22125 1993 GFMA 24S-02W-33 Happy Ridge #03 26 25 None n/a 

4 24099 1997 CONN 24S-04W-25 Jeffers Revenge #1 40 35 Proximity to Home Treat slash along the South unit boundary. 

5 24101 1997 CONN 24S-04W-25 Jeffers Revenge #3 14 35 Proximity to Home Treat slash along the South unit boundary. 

6 24100 1998 CONN 24S-04W-25 Jeffers Revenge #2 23 30 None n/a 

7 32383 1992 LSR 24S-06W-5 Buzztail #1 40 35 Main Road Treat slash along 24-7-13.0 road. 

8 24124 1993 GFMA 25S-03W-13 Calapooya Overview#4 25 15 None n/a 

9 24059 1995 CONN 25S-04W-19 Turkey Creek #4 30 40 Proximity to Home PCT will not directly increase risk to home. 

10 24060 1996 CONN 25S-04W-19 Turkey Creek #5 24 35 Proximity to Home Treat slash along the West unit boundary. 

11 24062 1996 CONN 25S-04W-29 Turkey Creek #7 33 22 None n/a 

12 24063 1995 CONN 25S-04W-29 Turkey Creek #8 16 32 None n/a 

13 21141 1996 GFMA 25S-05W-25 Turkey Creek #3 23 30 None n/a 

14 21142 1996 GFMA 25S-05W-25 Turkey Creek #3 26 32 None n/a 
15 24056 1993 GFMA 25S-05W-25 Turkey Creek #1 37 40 Proximity to Home Treat slash along the West unit boundary. 
16 24057 1995 GFMA 25S-05W-25 Turkey Creek #2 38 30 none n/a 

1Fire hazard is defined as a fuel complex, defined by fuel volume, type, condition, arrangement, and location, that determines the degree of ease of 
ignition and the resistance to control. Fire hazard expresses the potential fire behavior for a fuel type, regardless of the weather-influenced fuel 
moisture content of the fuel type (Hardy, 2005). The amount of slash, and resulting fire hazard, varies greatly depending on specific site conditions. 

Six parameters were used to score each unit as an estimate of fire risk from activity fuels resulting from pre-commercial thinning treatment.  These parameters 
include: distance from a home, slope, aspect, proximity to a major road, estimated slash load, and whether located within or outside the Wildland Urban 
Interface.  Of the 16 proposed units and a maximum possible score of 50 points, two units scored 40 points while four scored 35 points.  These higher scoring 
units were further evaluated to determine if slash treatment would influence risk to homes in particular and, if so, what treatment would be most effective.  
Four units are recommended for slash treatment along property boundaries and two units for slash treatment along a main road.  For one of the units scoring 
40 points (Turkey Creek #4), treating the slash would not directly influence the risk of fire to the adjacent home due to the shape and orientation of the unit.  
One low scoring unit (Yellow Creek Mtn. #2) is recommended for slash treatment along the adjacent road. 
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