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As the Nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of Interior has responsibility 

for most of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources.  This includes 

fostering economic use of our land and water resources, protecting our fish and wildlife, 

preserving the environmental and cultural values of our national parks and historical places, 

and providing for the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation.  The Department 

assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to assure that their development is in 

the best interest of all people.  The Department also has a major responsibility for American 

Indian reservation communities and for people who live in Island Territories under U.S. 

administration. 
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Decision Record 

Cedar Creek Projects 

Environmental Assessment # DOI-BLM-OR-S060-2010-0010-EA 

 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) conducted an environmental analysis documented in The 

Cedar Creek Projects Environmental Assessment (EA # DOI-BLM-OR-S060-2010-0010-EA) and the 

associated project file.  The EA contains two proposed projects, each of which contains several 

components to move the project area toward the desired future condition.  The first project is 542 acres 

of commercial density management thinning and associated road construction, renovation and 

decommissioning.  This project also includes the development and use of a new rock quarry and the 

removal of roadside trees (primarily hardwoods) for road maintenance along two major haul routes.  

The second project is a restoration project including wildlife habitat enhancement, fish habitat 

restoration within the main stem of the upper Nestucca River, and road stabilization addressing several 

BLM controlled roads within the planning area.  The EA and Finding of No Significant Impact 

(FONSI) were made available for public review in December, 2010.  The FONSI was then signed on 

April 1, 2011. 

 

The decisions documented in this Decision Record (DR) are based upon the analysis documented in 

the Environmental Assessment, the project record and public comment. 
 

 

II. DECISION 
 

Project 1 – The Density Management Project 

 

I have decided to implement the Cedar Creek Density Management Project as described in Project 1 - 

Alternative 1, the Proposed Action (EA pages 10-25) with the modification described below.  This 

decision is based on site-specific analysis in the Cedar Creek Projects Environmental Assessment (EA 

# DOI-BLM-OR-S060-2010-0010-EA), the supporting project record, management opportunities 

identified within the Nestucca Watershed Analysis, as well as the management direction contained in 

the Salem District Record of Decision/Resource Management Plan (ROD/RMP) (May 1995), which 

are incorporated by reference in the EA.  Hereafter, Alternative 1 is referred to as the “selected 

alternative”.   

 

The project will be implemented through one commercial timber sale, as follows: 

 

Timber Sale 

Name 
Total Acres 

Anticipated Year of Sale 

(Fiscal Year) 

Super Snap 504 2012 

 

In addition to the above timber sale, the selected alternative includes road construction, renovation, 

maintenance and decommissioning.  The project also includes the development and use of a new rock 

quarry and the removal of roadside trees (primarily hardwoods) for road maintenance along two major 

haul routes.  All of the road work and the rock quarry development will be implemented under the 
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timber sale contract.  One exception however is the replacement of an existing culvert on a tributary of 

Cedar Creek which we anticipate will be implemented with other funds.  An additional exception 

includes the removal of roadside trees for road maintenance along the haul routes which will not be 

implemented via the timber sale.  CWD creation within the timber sale units (including unit 9-4) will 

also not be implemented as a part of the timber sale but rather will be funded apart from the timber 

sale.  For the purposes of this Decision Record, the timber sale, road work and rock quarry 

development will be described as the same project, however the Administrative Review Opportunities 

will be identified separately for the timber sale, the removal of roadside trees for road maintenance, 

and the CWD creation within the timber sale units.   

 

Modifications: 

 

Primarily as a result of timing and complications acquiring legal access through sections 4 and 9, 

(needed amendment to a reciprocal rights-of-way agreement and an easement) thinning units 9-1 and 

9-4 (and associated road construction and renovation) have been excluded from the selected alternative 

in this Decision.  Depending upon available funding, that portion of the treatment creating CWD 

(snags and down logs) within unit 9-4 will be implemented (see EA Table 3).   

 

Due to a change in project design, one of the existing culverts on a live stream which was proposed to 

be replaced in the EA will not be replaced. 

 

Decision Summary: 

 

With the exception of applicable unit-specific design features pertaining to treatment units 9-1 and 9-4, 

and the replacement of one culvert, all design features described in the EA (EA pp. 14-20) are 

incorporated into the selected alternative.  An exception is, depending upon available funding, that 

portion of the treatment creating CWD (snags and down logs) within unit 9-4 will be implemented.   

 

Timber Harvest:   
 

LSR 

 

Project 1 will implement a density management thinning harvest on a total of approximately 108 acres 

of relatively young (planted 1950 - 1977) plantations located in T.3S., R. 6W., section 7 that are within 

the LSR Land Use Allocation (LUA).  The thinning is designed to promote the development of habitat 

suitable for nesting, roosting, and foraging for the northern spotted owl and nesting habitat for the 

marbled murrelet.  Specifically, the thinning has been designed to: 

 

 Contribute to the long-term development of multilayered, multi-species canopies with large 

overstory trees (>30 in. diameter at breast height (dbh)); 

 Promote variable tree spacing; 

 Contribute to the long-term development of moderate to high canopy closure (60-90%); 

 Contribute to the long-term development of large snags and logs; 

 Culture individual trees with large crowns and limbs; 

 Maintain some trees of lower crown classes and trees with defect, damage and disease; 

 Maintain the existing diversity of tree species. 
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To meet project objectives, trees larger than 20 inches dbh will generally be reserved.  Only Douglas-

fir and western hemlock will be cut, all other species will be reserved except those in road rights-of-

way, landings or yarding corridors.  Generally, thinning will be from below, selecting the largest, 

healthiest trees to leave.  An exception will be those green trees that have significant defect such as 

cavities, or dead, forked or broken tops – these trees will be retained as valuable current and future 

wildlife habitat features.  Stands to be marked will maintain the existing species mix of Douglas-fir 

and western hemlock as much as possible. Because land use allocation is LSR, in addition to leaving 

the healthiest trees, marking will not attempt to “simplify” the stand by removing all the damaged trees 

and shorter, less vigorous trees.  To encourage a more variable spatial distribution of trees, stands will 

be altered from their current relatively uniform tree distribution spatial pattern to a more random 

spatial pattern, with interspersed “gaps”.  Approximately 24% of the area will be harvested using a 

ground-based system, and 76% will be harvested with a cable system. 

 

AMA 

 

The eastern portion of the density management units, approximately 183 acres units of relatively 

young (planted 1950 - 1970) plantations is within the Northern Coast Range Adaptive Management 

Area (AMA) LUA, as identified in the ROD/RMP.  The purpose of the Northern Coast Range AMA is 

primarily to restore and maintain late-successional forest habitat, consistent with marbled murrelet 

guidelines.  Within Adaptive Management Areas, there is an objective to develop and evaluate new 

management approaches to integrate and attain ecological and economic health, and other social 

values including a stable supply of timber.  There is a guiding principle of permitting freedom in forest 

management approaches to encourage innovation in achieving management objectives (USDA Forest 

Service, and USDI Bureau of Land Management 1994).   

 

As within the LSR LUA, the thinning within the AMA LUA has been designed to restore late-

successional forest habitat including nesting habitat for the marbled murrelet.   

 

Riparian Reserves 

 

Approximately 214 acres of the density management will occur within the Riparian Reserve LUA.  In 

general, the treatments within the Riparian Reserves (outside the no-harvest buffers) will be similar to 

treatments in the uplands outside of Riparian Reserves.  No-harvest buffers will be 60’ in width along 

non-fish-bearing and non-perennial streams and 100’ within a mile of ESA fish-bearing and perennial 

streams. 

 

Coarse Woody Debris Creation 

 

Depending upon stand age, condition and location as well as the decay class and amount of existing 

CWD relative to target levels, a total of up to 6 additional Douglas-firs per acre would be retained for 

potential CWD creation in six of the treatment units; these trees may be felled or converted to snags or 

snag-topped trees.  Numbers of trees retained for CWD creation are displayed on EA Table 3.  All 

thinned units with trees reserved for potential CWD creation would be evaluated after several winters 

following implementation of the thinning operation to determine the extent of blowdown or other tree 

damage caused by the first few winters’ storms and to determine which potential treatment types 

(felling, snag creation, green tree topping) would best meet habitat objectives.  If appropriate, the 

treatment of the green trees reserved for potential CWD creation would occur after this evaluation.  In 

order to not reduce canopy closure, CWD creation (snags and logs) within the thinning units will not 
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be conducted within a distance of one site-potential tree height of the trees with potential murrelet 

structure.  

 

Depending upon available funding, CWD creation within unit 9-4 will be implemented as proposed 

although the Density Management (thinning) portion of the proposal will not be implemented.  

Numbers of trees to be treated for CWD creation are displayed on EA Table 3.  CWD creation will not 

be conducted within 60 feet of the single tree within unit 9-4 containing potential marbled murrelet 

nesting structure. 

 

Road Work   

 

Road Reduction in Tier 1 Key Watershed:  The selected alternative will result in a net decrease of 0.2 

miles of road in the Upper Nestucca Tier 1 Key watershed.  

   

New Road Construction: Approximately 1.7 miles of new road construction will occur.  

Approximately 0.9 miles of new road will be natural-surface (no rock will be added) and will involve 

one temporary stream crossing culvert installation.  All of this 0.9 miles of new road will be fully 

decommissioned
 1

 and blocked following timber harvest and site preparation activities.  Full 

decommissioning will consist of removing any ditch relief culverts where applicable, subsoiling, 

water-barring, and seeding or planting with native species where appropriate.  The other approximately 

0.8 miles of new road will be rocked to allow for extended season harvesting and will not involve any 

stream crossing culvert installations.  The 0.8 miles of new rocked road will be permanent roads. 

 

Road Renovation: Approximately 2.1 miles of existing roads, of which 1.3 miles are currently not 

drivable, will be renovated as necessary to accommodate timber harvest and log-hauling activities.  

The work will include brushing, grading, drainage structure improvement or replacement, and spot 

rocking at deficient locations.  Approximately 1.0 miles of the renovated roads will be fully 

decommissioned
 
at the end of the timber sale contract period.  Water barring and planting or seeding 

with native vegetation will be done where appropriate. 

 

Road Improvement: Approximately 6 miles of existing roads will be improved as necessary to 

accommodate timber harvest and log-hauling activities.  Road improvement activities will include 

brushing, grading, drainage structure improvement or replacement, and surface rocking. 

 

Culvert Work: The project will involve a total of 33 culverts being installed on roads to be constructed, 

improved or renovated in the project areas.  Of the 33 culverts installed, 16 will be replacements of 

existing culverts and 17 will be new culverts.  Of the 33 culverts installed, 13 culverts will be installed 

in live streams and 20 will be crossdrains.  Two culverts will be temporarily installed on renovated and 

newly constructed roads that will be decommissioned after use.  All 31 culverts installed permanently 

will be sized at least large enough to accommodate a 100 year flood event.  

 

                                                 
Definitions taken from Revised 2002 BLM Western Oregon Districts Transportation Management Plan: 
1
 Full Decommission – Road closed permanently to vehicles with a barrier, in a maintenance free condition. They generally 

have culverts removed and road bed prepared for reestablishment of vegetation.  Road template remains on the landscape. 
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Road Maintenance: There are approximately 46 miles of road, 38 miles of paved roads and 8 miles of 

aggregate surfaced roads, which are currently in a condition to accommodate timber hauling and will 

be used for timber hauling activities.  During timber hauling these roads may require road maintenance 

activities to be performed.  Road maintenance activities will include brushing, grading and spot 

rocking. 

 

Fuels Treatments 

 

Fuel treatment strategies will be implemented on portions of the project areas to reduce both the 

intensity and severity of potential wildfires in the long term (after fuels reduction has occurred) and for 

site preparation in Phellinus weirii pockets.  Post-harvest fuels hazard surveys will be conducted and 

site-specific treatments will be recommended.  A variety of fuels prescriptions may be implemented 

including slashing, lopping and scattering of slash, pullback of slash, hand or machine piling and 

burning, landing piling and burning, or selling the material as firewood.  These treatments may occur 

along roads or property lines, on landings, within Phellinus weirii pockets, or other areas within the 

harvest units such as heavily thinned “gap” areas or variable density thinning areas where the fuel load 

is determined to be hazardous, or where underplanting of trees is recommended.  

 

Post Treatment Reforestation 

 

Within the more heavily thinned portions of treatment units 5-3 and 5-5 western redcedar will be 

planted in areas heavily impacted by Phellinus weirii following logging operations.  Created gaps will 

be planted at 100 trees per acre with Douglas-fir, western redcedar, and/or native shrubs. This wide 

spacing should minimize cutting shrubs or other site preparation needed for tree planting.  The 

proposal is not to blanket the area with trees but to maintain, a diverse, young seral component within 

the larger stand.  Large-sized planting stock will be used to minimize the need for brush release.  

Planted seedlings will be protected from animal browsing with protective tubes.  The western redcedar 

in particular will need several years of tube maintenance before the trees are out of browsing range.  

The need for follow-up brush release, cutting all vegetation within approximately three feet of the 

planted trees, will be expected to occur two or three times. 

 

Rock Quarry Development 

 

To supply rock for the selected density management project and future projects, a new rock quarry 

(approximately 1-2 acres in size) will be developed on a ridgetop location in T.3S., R.6W., Section 5 

within the AMA LUA.  After development, the rock quarry and access road will remain open for 

periodic future operations.  Exploration activities may include utilizing a track mounted core drill to 

obtain core samples within the quarry site.  The core samples will be used to locate and test the quality 

of the rock in the quarry site prior to any quarry development.  Quarry development will also include 

construction of approximately 740 feet of new permanent road, and clearing approximately one to two 

acres of shrubs, trees, topsoil and overburden for the quarry itself.  All topsoil and overburden will be 

stockpiled at an end haul site on an existing road; existing trees will be sold and removed with the 

timber sale’s right-of-way timber.  

 

Roadside Tree Removal 

 

The BLM will cut trees along a total of approximately 5 miles of roads which will be the major haul 

routes to be used for the density management project.  Trees to be cut are located inside or just outside 
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of the road prism, and generally lean over the road and result in extra road maintenance costs.  

Approximately 75% of the trees that will be cut will be hardwoods, primarily red alder between 6 

and16 inches dbh.  Approximately 25% of the trees that will be cut will be conifers, primarily 

Douglas-fir between 6 and 12 inches dbh.  These trees may be removed commercially as sawlogs, 

firewood or woodchips, offered to the public as personal-use firewood, and/or left on site as chipped 

material or coarse woody debris (CWD).  Tree removal is expected to occur within about 25 feet from 

the road edge.  The roads selected for treatment are those portions of Ginger Creek Road and Cedar 

Creek Road located on BLM land. 

 

Project 2 – The Cedar Creek Restoration Project 

 

I have decided to implement the Cedar Creek Restoration Project as described in Project 2 - 

Alternative 1 (EA section 3.2.1 on pages 104 - 109).  This decision is based on site-specific analysis in 

the Cedar Creek Projects Environmental Assessment (EA # DOI-BLM-OR-S060-2010-0010-EA), the 

supporting project record, management opportunities identified within the Nestucca Watershed 

Analysis, as well as the management direction contained in the Salem District Record of 

Decision/Resource Management Plan (ROD/RMP) (May 1995), which are incorporated by reference 

in the EA.  Hereafter, Alternative 1 is referred to as the “selected alternative”.   

 

The selected alternative includes three components - wildlife habitat enhancement, fish habitat 

restoration within the main stem of the upper Nestucca River, and road stabilization.  The wildlife 

habitat enhancement portion of this project includes promoting the development of specific late-seral 

habitat features (snags, green trees with defect and down woody debris) within approximately 324 

acres of mature conifer stands in the LSR and AMA LUAs.  That portion of the restoration project 

addressing habitat conditions on approximately 2.5 miles of the Nestucca River will improve habitat 

for fish, aquatic life, and riparian dependent species by adding large woody debris to the riparian zone 

and active stream channel.  The road stabilization portion of the project will stabilize or decommission 

a total of approximately 4.6 miles of BLM-controlled roads within the planning area to reduce the 

potential for adverse impacts to other resources resulting from road failures.   

 

Modifications: 

 

None. 

 

Decision Summary: 

 

The selected alternative includes all the design features described in the EA (pages 104 - 

109).  

 

Wildlife Habitat Enhancement - The Selected Alternative:  

 

That portion of the Cedar Creek Restoration Project addressing Wildlife Habitat Enhancement will 

treat up to five trees per acre using a variety of techniques including felling, basal and top girdling, and 

topping.  The units are located on BLM land in T.3S., R.6W., sections 7, 9 and 18, T.3S., R.7W., 

sections 11, 12, 13 and 14.  The treatments will occur on approximately 324 acres of 90 to 115 year old 

forest stands in nine separate units ranging between 7 and 73 acres in size.  Creating snag and down 

wood features will benefit animals that require those elements such as pileated woodpeckers.  Pileated 

woodpeckers are important cavity excavators that in turn provide habitat for a host of secondary cavity 
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users, one of which is the flying squirrel, the primary prey species for the spotted owl in this area. 

 

Fish Habitat Restoration - The Selected Alternative: 
 

The fish habitat restoration stream reach is approximately 2.5 miles of the Nestucca River located on 

BLM land in T.3S., R.7W. sections 13 and 24, and T.3S., R.6W. sections 7 and 18.  The in-stream 

habitat restoration activities will include the placement of Large Woody Debris (LWD) into the stream 

reach.  Large Woody Debris will include material from up to 120 Douglas-fir trees.  Logs used in the 

stream channel will be of sufficient diameter and length (minimum of 1.5 times the active channel 

width) to resist downstream movement.  Tree diameters (dbh) will be up to 36 inches with the average 

being approximately 28 inches; log lengths will be up to 80 feet.  

 

Logs for in-stream habitat restoration will come from the LSR or Riparian Reserve LUA within the 

Nestucca River and Willamina Creek drainages.  Standing trees will either be felled or taken with 

rootwads attached.  Existing blowdown trees with or without rootwads still attached will be relocated 

into the Nestucca River and adjacent floodplain.  Up to 60 of the trees will still have their rootwads 

attached.  Trees with rootwads will come from existing blowdown or be pulled or pushed over within 

Riparian Reserves and LSR along the road edge areas identified as potential tree source locations.   

 

Log structures will be placed into the stream channel in the project reaches.  Log structures will be 

designed to result in higher stream complexity and more variations in stream velocities which will 

create greater habitat diversity for fish and other aquatic species.  Logs will be placed to imitate natural 

accumulations of LWD throughout the restoration reaches.  To the extent possible, single logs and log 

jam structures will be keyed into existing streamside trees or boulders to provide stability and help 

keep them in place during high flow events.  Rebar pins or wire rope may be used to anchor logs 

together to increase the mass of structures although natural placement will be used to the greatest 

extent possible.   

 

Accessible reaches where roads are within 400 feet of the stream channel will most likely utilize 

ground-based equipment such as a walking or tracked excavator for placing and maneuvering LWD 

into the stream channel.  Logs will be transported to the vicinity of the restoration reaches using a self-

loading log truck or similar vehicle on existing roads.  Logs will then be decked and moved to access 

trails by a walking or tracked excavator or they will be dropped near the access trails with the self 

loader.     

  

Following completion of in-stream work all access trails and disturbed areas will be de-compacted, if 

needed, seeded with native grass seed and mulched with certified weed free straw.  Native trees and/or 

shrubs will also be planted in areas disturbed by restoration activities.  

 

Connected Actions:  As with any restoration or enhancement project that BLM implements, there will 

be a series of actions connected to this project.  These actions could include; photo monitoring of 

created structures, creating cross sectional profiles to measure changes in stream channel dimensions 

and substrate, fish spawning surveys to monitor fish use in the vicinity of enhanced stream reaches, 

and maintenance and monitoring of disturbed areas that were planted for erosion control. 

 

Road Stabilization - The Selected Alternative: 

 

This portion of the restoration project will stabilize or decommission a total of approximately 4.6 miles 
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of BLM-controlled roads within the Cedar Creek planning area.  The two different treatments and the 

lengths of roads to be treated are as follows: 

 

Drivable Waterbars:  Stabilize the road and over time, allow vegetation to grow and close the road to 

vehicle travel.  The road will be prepared to avoid future maintenance needs and will be left in an 

“erosion-resistant” condition by establishing drivable waterbars, and where appropriate, removing 

sidecast material on the outside of the roadway.  The total length of road to be treated will be 

approximately 1.3 miles. 

 

Road Decommissioning: Temporarily close the road to all vehicular use.  The road will be prepared to 

avoid future maintenance needs and will be left in an “erosion-resistant” condition by establishing non-

drivable waterbars, removing sidecast material where appropriate, pulling live-stream culverts, and 

constructing earth barricades to block the road.  The road will persist in a stable condition and remain 

available for future re-opening and use to accommodate management access needs.  The total length of 

road to be treated will be approximately 3.3 miles.   

 

III. COMPLIANCE WITH DIRECTION  
 

The analysis documented in the Cedar Creek Projects EA is site-specific and supplements analyses 

found in the Salem District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact 

Statement, September 1994 (RMP/FEIS).  This project has been designed to conform to the Salem 

District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan, May 1995 (ROD/RMP) and related 

documents which direct and provide the legal framework for management of BLM lands within the 

Salem District (EA pp. 4-6).  All of these documents may be reviewed at the Tillamook Resource Area 

office. 

 

Survey and Manage Species Review: 

 

The Cedar Creek Projects are consistent with court orders relating to the Survey and Manage 

mitigation measures of the Northwest Forest Plan, as incorporated into the Salem District Resource 

Management Plan.    

 

On December 17, 2009, the U.S. District Court for the Western District of Washington 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 judgment and finding a variety of NEPA violations in the BLM 

and USFS 2007 Record of Decision eliminating the Survey and Manage mitigation measure.  

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 2001 ROD 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;  

B.  Replacing culverts on roads that are in use and part of the road system, and removing culverts if the 
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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.”  

 

Following the Court’s December 17, 2009 ruling, the Pechman Exemptions are still in place.  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.  Nevertheless, the Cedar Creek Projects have 

been reviewed in consideration of both the December 17, 2009 and October 11, 2006 order.  The 

Pechman exemptions have been found to apply to portions of both of the Cedar Creek Projects.   

 

Project 1 - The Cedar Creek Density Management Project entails no regeneration harvest.  All of the 

stands selected for thinning are less than 80 years old and therefore fall under Exemption A of the 

Peckman Exemptions.  Replacing culverts on system roads that are in use and removing culverts on 

roads that are to be decommissioned fall under Exemption B of the Peckman Exemptions (October 11, 

2006 Order).  Cedar Creek Project 1 includes the development of a new rock quarry that does not fall 

under the Peckman Exemptions.  Appropriate pre-project Survey and Manage surveys have been 

conducted in the areas to be impacted by the development of the rock quarry.  There were no S&M 

species located within the quarry development area.  Depending upon the specific S&M species, it has 

been determined that the roadside tree removal component of project 1 is either not habitat altering 

based upon the project’s design features and/or no habitat is present.  Routine maintenance of 

improvements and existing structures is generally not considered a habitat-disturbing activity (USDA 

and USDI 2001 ROD). 

 

Primarily as a result of timing and complications acquiring legal access through sections 4 and 9, 

thinning unit 9-4 was excluded from the selected alternative in this Decision.  However, depending 

upon available funding, that portion of the treatment creating CWD (snags and down logs) within unit 

9-4 will be implemented.  At 95-years old, Density Management unit 9-4 did not fall under Exemption 

A of the Peckman Exemptions therefore appropriate pre-project Survey and Manage surveys were 

conducted in this unit.  The warty jumping slug was located in this unit, and the site will be accorded 

the protections mandated in the 2001 Survey and Management guidelines.   

 

Project 2 – The Cedar Creek Restoration Project contains three components including wildlife habitat 

enhancement, fish habitat restoration, and road stabilization.  Depending upon the specific Survey and 

Manage species and the project design features, it has been determined that the wildlife habitat 

enhancement component is either non-habitat altering and therefore requires no pre-project S&M 

surveys, or for other species it has been determined to be potentially habitat altering and the 

appropriate pre-project surveys have been completed.  It has been determined that the fish habitat 

restoration component falls under Exemption C of the Peckman Exemptions.  Those portions of the 

road stabilization component of the restoration project involving removing culverts have been 

determined to fall under Exemption B of the Peckman Exemptions, while based on the nature of the 

habitats to be impacted, the remaining portions of the road stabilization work have been determined to 

be non-habitat altering therefore requiring no pre-project S&M surveys. 
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For the reasons stated above, the Cedar Creek Projects may still proceed to be implemented even if the 

District Court sets aside or otherwise enjoins use of the 2007 Survey and Manage Record of Decision 

since the Pechman Exemptions would remain valid in such case.   

 

Northern Spotted Owl (NSO) Status Review:  

 

The following information was considered in the analysis of proposed project: a/ Scientific Evaluation 

of the Status of the Northern Spotted Owl (Sustainable Ecosystems Institute, Courtney et al. 2004); 

b/Status and Trends in Demography of Northern Spotted Owls, 1985-2003 (Anthony et al. 2004); c/ 

Northern Spotted Owl Five Year Review: Summary and Evaluation (USFWS, November 2004); and 

d/Northwest Forest Plan – The First Ten Years (1994-2003): Status and trend of northern spotted owl 

populations and habitat, PNW Station Edit Draft (Lint, Technical Coordinator, 2005).  In summary, 

although the agencies anticipated a decline of NSO populations under land and resource management 

plans during the past decade, the reports identified greater than expected NSO population declines in 

Washington and northern portions of Oregon, and more stationary populations in southern Oregon and 

northern California.   

 

The reports did not find a direct correlation between habitat conditions and changes in NSO 

populations, and they were inconclusive as to the cause of the declines.  Lag effects from prior harvest 

of suitable habitat, competition with Barred Owls, and habitat loss due to wildfire were identified as 

current threats; West Nile Virus and Sudden Oak Death were identified as potential new threats.  

Complex interactions are likely among the various factors.  This information has not been found to be 

in conflict with the NWFP or the RMP (Evaluation of the Salem District Resource Management Plan 

Relative to Four Northern Spotted Owl Reports, September 6, 2005). 

 

IV. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 

Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail: 

 

None 

 

Alternatives Considered in Detail: 

 

The EA analyzed the effects of the proposed action and the no action alternatives for each project.  

Complete descriptions of the "action" and "no action" alternatives are contained in the EA, pages 10-

26 and 104-109. 

 

V. DECISION RATIONALE     
 

Project 1 – The Density Management Project 

 

Considering public comment, the content of the EA and supporting project record, the management 

recommendations contained in the Nestucca Watershed Analysis, and the management direction 

contained in the ROD/RMP, I have decided to implement the selected alternative as described above.  

The following is my rationale for this decision.  
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1. The selected alternative: 

 

 Meets the purpose and need of the project (EA section 2.1). 

 Complies with the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan, May 

1995 (ROD/RMP) and related documents which direct and provide the legal framework for 

management of BLM lands within the Salem District (EA p. 4). 

  Is fully compliant with The Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for 

Amendments to the Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures 

Standards and Guidelines (January 2001).  

 Considers new information on the northern spotted owl (DR p.12).  

 Will not have any significant impact on the affected elements of the environment (EA pp. 99-

100) beyond those already anticipated and addressed in the RMP/FEIS. 

 Has been adequately analyzed.  

 

2. The No Action alternative was not selected because it does not meet the Purpose and Need 

directly, or delays the achievement of the Purpose and Need (EA section 2.1). 

 

Project 2 – The Cedar Creek Restoration Project 

 

Considering public comment, the content of the EA and supporting project record, the management 

recommendations contained in the Nestucca Watershed Analysis, and the management direction 

contained in the ROD/RMP, I have decided to implement the selected alternative as described above.  

The following is my rationale for this decision.  

 

1. The selected alternative: 

 

 Meets the purpose and need of the project (EA section 3.1). 

 Complies with the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan, May 

1995 (ROD/RMP) and related documents which direct and provide the legal framework for 

management of BLM lands within the Salem District (EA pp. 4). 

  Is fully compliant with The Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for 

Amendments to the Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures 

Standards and Guidelines (January 2001).  

 Considers new information on the northern spotted owl (DR p.12). 

 Will not have any significant impact on the affected elements of the environment (EA pp. 

148-150) beyond those already anticipated and addressed in the RMP/FEIS. 

 Has been adequately analyzed.  

 

2. The No Action alternative was not selected because it does not meet the Purpose and Need 

directly, or delays the achievement of the Purpose and Need (EA section 3.1). 

 

 

VI. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT/CONSULTATION/COORDINATION 
 

Scoping: 

 

A description of the proposal was included in the quarterly Salem Bureau of Land Management 
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Project Updates for April, June and September 2010, which were mailed to more than 1000 

individuals and organizations.  A letter asking for scoping input on the proposal was mailed on April 

6, 2010 to 22 individuals, groups and agencies that were potentially affected and/or interested in 

management activities in the resource area as a whole or in this area (Project Record Document 6 and 

7).  As a result of this scoping effort, a total of four e-mails or phone calls requesting additional project 

information were received (Project Record Documents 8, 9, 10, 18) and two letters providing 

comments were received (Project Record Documents 16 and 20).  Responses to these comments can 

be found in Appendix 1 of the EA. 

 

Comment Period and Comments:   

 

Based on the original response, the EA was mailed to three agencies, individuals and organizations on 

December 10, 2010.  A legal notice was placed in the McMinnville News-Register and Tillamook 

Headlight Herald newspapers soliciting public input on the action on December 14 and December 15, 

respectively.  A total of three comments were received during the comment period for the EA.  

Responses to these comments can be found in Appendix A of this DR.    

 

Consultation/Coordination:  

  

The selected alternatives would be implemented consistent with the Terms and Conditions of the 

associated programmatic Letters of Concurrence or Biological Opinion from the appropriate 

regulatory agencies. 

 

 Consultation under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for Oregon Coast coho and its 

designated Critical Habitat is required; consultation will be completed prior to implementation 

of any of the selected alternatives if required. Within the project areas, consultation under the 

Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA) includes chinook salmon and Oregon Coast coho; consultation 

will be completed prior to implementation of any of the selected alternatives if required. 
 

 Consultation under the ESA for the spotted owl and the marbled murrelet will be completed by 

including the projects within the appropriate programmatic Biological Assessment(s) prepared 

by the Interagency Level 1 Team (terrestrial subgroup) for the North Coast Planning Province 

for projects that would disturb and/or modify habitats for the spotted owl or marbled murrelet 

and/or their designated Critical Habitats. 

 

 Consultation (USFWS and NMFS) for that portion of the Cedar Creek Restoration Project 

(Project 2) addressing fish habitat in the Nestucca River will be completed by including it in 

the completed Aquatic Restoration Biological Opinion (ARBO) USDI – US Fish and Wildlife 

Service.  June 14, 2007.  Biological Opinion and Letter of Concurrence USDA Forest Service, 

USDI Bureau of Land Management and the Coquille Indian Tribe for Programmatic Aquatic 

Habitat Restoration Activities in Oregon and Washington That Affect ESA-listed Fish, Wildlife 

and Plant Species and their Critical Habitats.  US Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland OR.  

258 pages. 

 

 

 

 



 

The Cedar Creek Projects Decision Record  EA # DOI-BLM-OR-S060-2010-005-EA     p. 15 

 

VII. CONCLUSION 

 
Review of Finding of No Significant Impact  
 

I have determined that change to the Finding of No Significant Impact covering the Cedar Creek 

Projects is not necessary because I’ve considered and concur with information in the EA and FONSI 

and this Decision Record.  No new information was provided that leads me to believe the analysis, 

data or conclusions are in error or that the selected alternatives need to be altered.  The selected 

alternatives would not have effects beyond those already anticipated and addressed in the RMP/FEIS.  

 

Supplemental or additional information to the analysis in the RMP/FEIS in the form of a new 

Environmental Impact Statement is not needed for the reasons described in the Finding of No 

Significant Impact (FONSI, pages 1-5). 

 

Administrative Review Opportunities 

 

The decision described in this document is a forest management decision and is subject to protest by 

the public.  In accordance with Forest Management Regulations at 43 CFR 5003, protests of this 

decision may be made within 15 days of the publication of a notice of decision in a newspaper of 

general circulation.  This notice of decision will be published in the News-Register and Headlight 

Herald newspapers on April 6, 2011.  To protest this decision a person must submit a written protest 

to Tillamook Field Manager, 4610 Third Street, Tillamook, Oregon 97141 by the close of business 

(4:30 p.m.) on April 21, 2011.  The protest must clearly and concisely state the reasons why the 

decision is believed to be in error. 

 

Project 1 – The Density Management Project 

 

 Commercial Thinning: Any objection to the commercial thinning portion of this project 

(including Rock Quarry Development) or my decision to go forward with the commercial thinning 

portion of this project must be filed at this time in accordance with the protest process outlined above.  

 

At the time of advertisement of the timber sale (Notice of Sale), what constitutes a protestable decision 

is limited to 1) whether there has been new BLM direction requiring a change from that in the Cedar 

Creek Projects EA and/or 2) changes between the timber sale design as described in the Cedar Creek 

Projects EA and that in the final timber sale contract.   

 

 Any objection to the removal of roadside trees for road maintenance along the haul routes or the 

CWD creation within the timber sale units (including unit 9-4) must be filed at this time in accordance 

with the protest process outlined above. 

 

Project 2 – The Cedar Creek Restoration Project 

 

 Any objection to the restoration project including wildlife habitat enhancement, fish habitat 

restoration, and road stabilization must be filed at this time in accordance with the protest process 

outlined above. 

 

As interpreted by BLM, the regulations do not authorize the acceptance of protests in any form other 
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than a signed, written hard copy that is delivered to the physical address of the BLM Tillamook 

Resource Area Office.  If no protest is received by the close of business (4:30 pm) on April 21, 2011, 

these decisions will become final.  If a timely protest is received, the project decisions will be 

reconsidered in light of the statement of reasons for the protest and other pertinent information 

available, and the Tillamook Resource Area will issue a protest decision. 

 

 

Approved by:  _/s/ Stephen M. Small_______________             __04/01/2011______ 

      Stephen M. Small             Date 

   Tillamook Resource Area Field Manager   
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APPENDIX A:  

 

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS  

RECEIVED ON THE CEDAR CREEK PROJECTS  

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND FONSI  

(EA# DOI-BLM-OR-S060-2010-0010-EA) 
 

On December 10 2010, a notice stating that the Cedar Creek Projects EA and FONSI was available for 

public comment was sent to 3 individuals, organizations and agencies (Project Record Documents 25 

and 26).  Additionally, legal notice was placed in the News-Register and Headlight Herald newspapers 

soliciting public input on the action on December 14 and December 15, respectively.  As a result of 

this scoping effort, three e-mails providing comments were received - Project Record Document 30 

from Doug Heiken at Oregon Wild; Project Record Document 31 from Josh Laughlin at Cascadia 

Wildlands; and Project Record Document 34 from Rocky McVay at the Association of O&C Counties.  

 

The following are comments received and BLM’s responses to those comments.  

 

Project Record Document 30 – Doug Heiken – Oregon Wild 

 

Doug Heiken 

Oregon Wild 

PO Box 11648 

Eugene OR 97440 

 

Comment 1 – “We support the restoration efforts described under Project 2.  It is important to 

recognize that creating snags and placing large wood in streams is a short-term mitigation and should 

not replace efforts to restore natural processes that should serve these functions over the long-term, 

such as tree growth and mortality.” 

 

BLM Response – Thank you for your comments. 

 

Defer treatment of older stands 
 

Comment 2 – “The EA should first show a “need” for logging to maintain late successional 

conditions.”   

 

BLM Response – Section 2.1 of the EA addresses the Purpose of and Need for Action. 

Primarily as a result of timing and complications acquiring legal access through sections 4 and 9, 

(needed amendment to a reciprocal rights-of-way agreement and an easement) thinning units 9-1 and 

9-4 (and associated road construction and renovation) have been excluded from the selected action in 

the Decision.  Depending upon funding, that portion of the treatment proposing CWD creation within 

unit 9-4 will be implemented. 

 

Comment 3 – “Non-commercial thinning of unit 19 should be a NEPA alternative. This alternative 

would better meet the LSR objective to “Develop[] old-growth forest characteristics including snags, 

logs on the forest floor,…” 
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BLM Response - We assume this comment is directed to unit 9-4 that is currently 95 years old and 19 

acres in size.  Unit 9-4 is located within the AMA LUA rather than the LSR LUA as you state.    

 

As discussed in the BLM response to Comment 2, unit 9-4 has been dropped from the density 

management project.   

 

Northern Spotted Owl  

 

Comment 4 – “The EA analysis of the effects of logging on spotted owls is incomplete. The EA says 

“the projects have been designed to promote the earlier development of late-successional habitat. … 

habitat function is expected to be only minimally impacted in the short-term,…” In fact, logging will 

reduce and delay recruitment of dead wood that is a defining aspect of suitable Northern spotted owl 

habitat and important to owl prey. Logging will be adverse to both dispersal and NRF habitat because 

it will diminish foraging opportunities. 

 

These stands may still function as dispersal habitat after thinning but the quality of habitat will be 

diminished because foraging opportunities will be reduced. The EA keep saying that the logging is 

“designed to improve the prospects of development of high quality habitat in the future” but the EA 

does not provide an analysis to support that assertion, by showing clearly that the benefits of fast 

growing trees outweighs that adverse effects on snag and dead wood habitat elements.”  

 

BLM Response – We disagree with your contention that the spotted owl analysis is incomplete.  

Within the EA section “Impacts due to Modification of Spotted Owl Habitat” on page 41, it is stated “One 

potential adverse impact of the proposed thinning is that some natural processes which would result in the 

recruitment of snags (i.e. suppression mortality) could be halted for the next 20-30 years.”  Project design 

features have been included to help maximize beneficial impacts and minimize the potential for 

adverse impacts to current and future spotted owl habitat (see EA section 2.2.2). 
 

 As stated in the EA, not thinning would result in a less stable stands that would take considerably 

longer time to develop large trees and a complex understory which are very important elements of 

spotted owl habitat.  Large snags, which are much more important than small snags when considering 

owl habitat, are created from large trees.  Stating that thinning would also diminish the recruitment of 

snags for the next couple of decades is accurate and would have a small, adverse short-term effect on 

owl habitat by reducing some of the ecological benefits provided to prey species by smaller snags.  

This effect is considered to be relatively minor because it is both unlikely that there are any spotted 

owls in the area that would suffer the consequences due to the very low quality and quantity of suitable 

habitat in the area, and that, even though there may be a quantity of snags on the landscape, the stands 

would still be dense, poor quality habitat with little structural diversity. 

 

Marbled Murrelet  

 

Comment 5 – The EA says “All habitat modifications that occur within a distance equal to one site-

potential tree height of these trees would be designed to protect and improve future murrelet habitat 

conditions.” But the EA does not say what this means. It should mean that canopy density should be 

maintained around large legacy trees so that potential future marbled murrelet nests are not exposed 

to increased risk of predation. 
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BLM Response – It is true the Cedar Creek EA did not include the specific treatments to be 

implemented around these five individual trees with potential murrelet nesting structure.  Depending 

upon and considering site-specific conditions, a Wildlife Biologist working in conjunction with a 

Layout Forester have developed tree-specific treatments to be applied within a distance of one site-

potential tree height of these trees with potential nesting structure.  To comply with Option 3 of the 

Policy for the Management of Potential Marbled Murrelet Nesting Structure within Younger Stands 

Issued by the Level 2 Team for the North Coast Planning Province the tree-specific treatment would 

assure the following: 

 

“Prohibit the removal or damage of potential murrelet nesting structure and design habitat 

modifications that occur within a distance equal to one site-potential tree height of potential 

structure to protect and improve future habitat conditions.  Examples include protecting the 

roots of trees with potential structure, and removing suppressed trees, trees that might damage 

potential structure during wind storms, and trees that compete with key adjacent trees that are, 

or will be, providing cover to potential nest platforms.  The administrative units must consider 

management actions that aid limb development and the development of adjacent cover.  Prohibit 

the creation of any opening (i.e., a gap ≥ 0.25 acre in size) within a distance equal to one site-

potential tree height of potential structure.” 

 

The individual trees with potential murrelet nesting structure have been excluded out of the thinning 

units to prevent the potential for logging damage. Placement of the treatment boundaries will ensure at 

least a 60 foot no-harvest buffer around these trees.  Furthermore, CWD creation (snags and logs) 

within the thinning units will not be conducted within a distance of one site-potential tree height of the 

trees with potential murrelet structure.  

 

Carbon Storage 

 

Comment 6 – “The EA tries to make the amount of carbon stored in these stands look small by 

comparing it to various large-scale national and global carbon figures. To be fair, the EA should also 

compare the amount of wood products in these timber sales to the national and global production 

figures. Forests are an important part of the global carbon cycle, and forests are inherently distributed 

across the globe. Any given forest stores only a small part of the global whole, but each small forest 

area around the world must be managed carefully as a part of the whole so that forests can make a 

contribution to addressing the climate crisis.” 

 

BLM Response – The EA presents a comparison of carbon stored in the project area to national and global 

storage because it puts it into context with the issue of climate change.  As stated in the EA (section 2.3.12):  

 

“The U.S. Geological Survey, in a May 14, 2008 memorandum to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 

summarized the latest science on greenhouse gases and concluded that it is currently beyond the scope of 

existing science to identify a specific source of greenhouse gas emissions or sequestration and designate it 

as the cause of specific climate impacts at a specific location.  This defines the spatial scale for analysis as 

global, not local, regional or continental.  That memorandum is incorporated here by reference.  Based on 

the BLM’s review of statutes, regulations, policy, plans and literature, the BLM accepts the conclusions 

above as appropriate context for a reasoned choice among alternatives.”  
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Comparing wood products from the proposed action with national and global wood production figures is not 

relevant to the analysis.     

Comment 7 – “Table 17 shows that during the 50 year analysis period the effects of the proposed 

thinning would be a net increase in carbon storage of 72,151.58 tonnes C.” This is misleading and 

inaccurate. Logging would resulting a net decrease in carbon storage compared to not logging. The 

EA uses the wrong baseline. The baseline is how much carbon is stored under the no action 

alternative, not the action alternative in two different time periods.”   

 

BLM Response – This statement is neither misleading nor inaccurate. There will be a net increase in 

carbon storage over the next fifty years under the Proposed Action. Table 17 clearly shows that the net 

increase under the No Action Alternative is indeed higher.  The key point is that the proposed Action 

does not pose a significant adverse effect to carbon dioxide in the air. Because reducing carbon dioxide 

is not part of the purpose and need for action, and BLM has no legal mandate to maximize carbon 

storage, it is not relevant that storage is higher under the No Action Alternative. 

 

Comment 8 – “Wood products are not a good place to store forest carbon.  BLM’s the Western 

Oregon Plan Revision FEIS shows that decades of converting old-growth forests to plantations has 

reduced current stores of forest carbon on BLM lands in western Oregon by 149 million tons (even 

after accounting for decades of regrowth on logged sites). While some of that wood was converted into 

wood products, most wood products do not last very long, so of 149 million tons of carbon missing 

from the forest, only 11 million tons of that carbon remains stored in wood products today. This means 

that logging our public forests to make wood products resulted in approximately 13 times more carbon 

emissions than carbon storage. See WOPR FEIS Figures 3-17 (p 3-221) and Figure 3-18 (p 3-224).” 

 

BLM Response – The EA (section 2.2.12.2) states that:  “Total carbon in forest ecosystem vegetation can 

be divided into three pools: live trees (foliage, branches, stems, bark and live roots of trees), forest carbon 

other than live trees (dead wood and roots, non-tree vegetation, litter and soil organic matter) and harvested 

wood products.”  It doesn’t assign a value as to the relative merits of these carbon pools.  The text and Table 17 

clearly show long-term carbon emissions from harvested wood.  The BLM has no legal mandate to maximize 

carbon storage at the expense of any other use, on BLM-administered lands.  
 

CWD Management and Finding the Right Mix of Treated and Untreated Areas 

 

Comment 9 – “The EA failed to disclose whether the target levels of down wood will be met over 

time.” 

 

BLM Response – The “target levels” of down wood is not a fixed volume but rather a volume that 

changes with the age of the stand.  The target levels displayed on Table 3 of the EA are derived from 

and consistent with the LSRA (Late-Successional Reserve Assessment for Oregon’s Northern Coast 

Range Adaptive Management Area) and reflect age appropriate levels to be targeted (or deferred) 

within the thinning project areas during this entry.  The long-term attainment of future CWD targets is 

dependent upon many variables and beyond the scope of this project. 

 

Comment 10 – “ . . . thinning will perpetuate the artificial shortage of snags and dead wood for 

another several decades. This is a long-term cumulative impacts that needs to be addressed in the 

NEPA analysis.” 
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BLM Response – The long-term adverse impacts to CWD recruitment including incorporated 

measures to help offset or minimize adverse impacts are addressed within the EA section addressing 

modification to spotted owl habitat (EA pages 41–42). 

 

Also see BLM Response to Comment 13.   

 

Comment 11 – “The EA indicates that about 31% of the stands would remain untreated in the current 

entry “because of logging difficulties, stocking, slope stability, disease pockets, stream buffers, high 

windthrow risk, etc.”  This list of reasons to leave portions of stands untreated is missing one very 

important reasons, that is to retain dense forest patches where tree mortality processes will recruit 

desired levels of snags and dead wood.” 

 

BLM Response – As stated in the EA on page 11, “Not including these areas in the density 

management proposal serves a double purpose; beyond the reasons stated above, they would retain 

areas of natural suppression and mortality, natural size differentiation, and undisturbed ground.”   It 

may not have been stated within the EA as clearly as you would like, but the retention of these dense 

forest patches as acreage where tree mortality processes would recruit higher levels of snags and dead 

wood was definitely considered, discussed and recognized by the interdisciplinary team developing the 

thinning project proposal.  In identifying proposed areas to retain as dense forest patches, it only seems 

like good management to maximize the potential benefits, if possible to multiple resources, derived 

from the proposal.  We believe the proposed configuration of the thinning units, interspersed with 

unthinned patches and stands of a similar age as well as older Wildlife Habitat Enhancement units 

(Project 2) will result in a robust mosaic of habitat types including varying levels of CWD (see EA 

Figures 2 & 8).  

 

Also see BLM Response to Comment 13.   

 

Comment 12 – “Several units (e.g., 5-3, 5-11, 5-12, 5-15, 7-1, and 9-4) already have a fair 

number of snags (some large) and we are concerned that logging will require that many of those 

snags be felled for safety reasons, in which case logging would not be ecologically restorative 

because it would remove some of the very features that are needed to effectuate restoration of late 

successional forest conditions.” 

 

BLM Response – Existing CWD would be retained and protected to the extent possible and any snags 

cut for reasons of safety or are knocked over during logging would remain on site (EA page 19).  

Existing snags that are greater than 18" dbh and 20’ in height, and/or snags being actively used by 

wildlife would be surrounded with two or more green leave trees to help protect them from logging 

damage.  In general it has been our observation that provisions to help protect the larger, higher quality 

snags are quite effective although the majority of the smaller, less stable snags, especially those less 

than 12 inches DBH generally are knocked over during logging operations.  Given the early- to mid-

seral age classes and current conditions of the stands to be treated, and despite the possible loss of the 

majority of the existing smaller snags within the treatment areas we believe the project is ecologically 

restorative. 

 

As discussed in the BLM Response to Comment 2, thinning unit 9-4 has been excluded from the 

selected action in the Decision. 

 

Comment 13 – “Table 8 purports to display the effects of thinning by showing stand conditions 25 
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years after logging, but Table 8 fails to show the effects of logging on dead wood habitat which are 

very likely negative.”  

 

BLM Response – We agree that Table 8 only displayed stand conditions of the treatment units 

considering the estimated live trees.  The same is true for Table 9.  We appreciate Oregon Wild 

pointing this out, and we will be more careful to include this information in the future.   

 

Using information contained within the EA on Tables 3, 5, 7, 8 and 9, we have calculated the estimated 

suppression mortality for the proposed action and the no action alternatives.  The table below shows 

the calculated suppression mortality expressed as a weighted average for all the treatment units. 

 

Estimated parameters for suppression mortality 25 years after implementing Cedar Creek 

Proposed Action and No Action Alternatives as projected by ORGANON (Hann et al. 2006). 
 

Estimated Weighted Average  Suppression 

Mortality within the Thinning Units 

Alternative 1 

Proposed Action 

Estimated Weighted Average  Suppression 

Mortality within the Thinning Units 

Alternative 2 

No Action 

TPA
1
 BA

2
 QMD

3
 

Volume 

per acre  

(cubic 

feet) 

TPA
1
 BA

2
 QMD

3
 

Volume 

per acre  

(cubic 

feet) 

6 9.2 16.3 406 50 43 12.6 1,603 

1
Trees Per Acre that are 7 inches and greater in diameter at 4.5 feet (dbh)  

2
Basal area in square feet; cross-sectional area occupied by tree boles on each acre; a measure of density. 

3
Quadratic Mean Diameter (diameter of the tree of average basal area) 

 

The individual proposed harvest units are subsets of Forest Operations Inventory (FOI) units or 

“stands” for which management is proposed.  The proposed action represents a decision on how the 

land within a given FOI will be actively managed through timber harvest.  What is not so apparent is 

that by default, the proposed action includes a decision to leave the remaining portion of the FOI unit 

untreated.  Under Alternative 1, approximately 23% of the acres in FOI units proposed for treatment 

would be left untreated.   

 

Over 25 years, the weighted average of predicted mortality in proposed treated and untreated portions 

of FOI units, as well as additional created CWD results in 905 cubic feet per acre of additional tree 

mortality.  If only the units proposed for CWD creation are analyzed, over 25 years, the weighted 

average of predicted mortality in proposed treated and untreated portions of FOI units, as well as 

created CWD results in 1,116 cubic feet per acre of additional tree mortality.  In addition to leaving 

untreated portions of FOI units proposed for harvest, entire units originally considered for harvest were 

dropped from consideration.  The Ginger/Cedar Activity Planning Process completed in April 2005, 

identified 870 acres for potential density management and in 2008, stand exams were conducted on 

902 acres of potential density management acres in Sections 5, 7 and 9.  Of these acres, 40% would 

remain untreated under Alternative 1. 

 

The mortality estimates depicted above are conservative in that they only include trees succumbing to 

density mortality.  The estimated density mortality represents one pathway to CWD recruitment and 

therefore represents only a portion of the CWD present within the units 25 years after implementation.  
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Other pathways to CWD may include mortality resulting from windthrow, insects, disease, fire, 

logging damage or proactive CWD creation.  Trees per acre displayed in the above table do not include 

currently existing snags or logs within the units or CWD proposed for creation under Alternative 1 

within some of the treatment units. 

 

Use small, heavily thinned “gaps” to add complexity. 

 

Comment 14 – “Small “gaps” can be used to increase habitat diversity within stands. Gaps should be 

small - on the order of a few acres or less than an acre. Smaller gaps need less retained structure.  

Larger gaps need more retained structure.  Gaps should not be mini-clearcuts but should retain 

abundant structure. “ 

 

BLM Response – As stated within the project design features (EA page 18), within specific units, up 

to ten percent of the area within units would be treated to obtain heavily thinned “gaps” ranging from 

¼ acre to 1 acre in size.  This would allow for greater growth potential of the retained trees thus 

establishing potential future marbled murrelet habitat.   Gaps over ½ acre in size would not occupy 

more than five percent of the total stand area (LSRA p. 100).  Reserve green tree stocking in created 

gaps is proposed as follows:  

 

 ¼ acre gaps would contain 4 trees. 

 ½ acre gaps would contain 9 trees. 

 1 acre gaps would contain 16 trees. 

 

Thinning in Riparian Reserves.   

 

Comment 15 - “The only identified aquatic habitat problem is a lack of large wood and as shown 

above logging is more likely to make that problem worse rather than solve it.” . . .  “The tradeoff of 

getting a few more large standing live trees sooner at the expense of a continuous supply of both large 

and small trees over the long term period always needs to be considered.” 

 

BLM Response - The proposed no-harvest buffers would provide places where competition related 

mortality would continue and natural LWD recruitment processes would be maintained.  The effects 

on wood recruitment of thinning adjacent to no-harvest buffers were discussed on pages 76-77 in the 

EA. 

   

For the Cedar Creek project, pool forming size pieces of wood would largely be unaffected by 

proposed actions as the trees of sufficient height to reach or span the stream would be trees adjacent to 

the small streams.  Wood recruitment studies conducted in the Pacific Northwest have shown the 

majority of woody debris recruitment occurs within 18 to 20 meters (59 to 65 feet) of the stream edge 

(McDade et al 1990, Van Sickle and Gregory 1990, Meleason et al 2002).  Robison and Beschta 

(1990) predicted that a 23 meter (75 foot) no-treatment buffer would contain 100 percent of the 

potential stream recruitment trees in a riparian stand with trees 112 feet tall (the average tree heights 

for most units in the Cedar Creek project are less than 112 feet). No-harvest buffers of at least 60 feet 

are anticipated to maintain 70-90 percent of wood recruitment while no-harvest buffers of 100 feet or 

greater are anticipated to maintain 90 to 100 percent of wood recruitment.  With the incorporation of 

the proposed no-treatment buffers the recruitment of wood to the streams in the project area would 

largely be protected.   Therefore, the proposed actions are not expected to cause any negative short-
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term effects to aquatic habitat at the site or downstream.  The potential recruitment of some coarse 

wood derived from tall trees located further away from the stream (greater than 60 or 100 feet) may be 

impacted due to harvest and was addressed in the EA (page 77) and are further discussed below. 

 

As indicated in the table in BLM Response to Comment 13, the average tree to die as a result of 

density mortality in the untreated stands over 25 years of modeling would be 12 inch DBH, while in 

the treated stands the average diameter would be 16 inch DBH.  The minimum diameter for functional 

instream wood which may form a pool was assumed to be approximately 6 inches (per Beechie et al. 

2000).  Using the technique described on page 77 of the EA, a 12 inch DBH Douglas-fir tree in the 

untreated stands has an approximate height of 60 feet to a 6 inch diameter top.  Therefore, the majority 

of wood recruited to area streams from untreated stands would come from within 60 feet of the 

channels. The no-harvest buffers proposed in treated stands are equal to or greater than 60 feet, 

therefore, over the next 25 years, the majority of the anticipated recruitable functional wood resulting 

from suppression mortality is expected to come from within the proposed buffers.   Outside of the no-

harvest buffers the treatment is anticipated to accelerate tree growth resulting in trees of larger 

diameter (16 inch DBH) which could be recruited to the stream due to density mortality or from 

stochastic events (disease, wind, slides, etc…). These larger diameter trees would begin to be recruited 

from farther up the slopes as the treated stands reach greater heights.  Based on the proposed treatment 

in the thinned stands, the average tree that dies due to suppression mortality would be a 16 inch DBH 

Douglas-fir tree with in average height of approximately 90 feet to a 6 inch diameter top.  These trees 

would be large enough to contribute functional wood to channels from outside the 60 foot minimum 

buffers.  Thus, the proposed treatment retains and accelerates the development of the trees of sufficient 

size/height that in the event of mortality could provide a source of functional wood to nearby streams.   

 

Recruitment of wood resulting from suppression mortality to streams within the 100 foot no-harvest 

buffers along fish-bearing streams is expected to be maintained, since trees in these stands will still not 

be tall enough to provide functional wood to the channels (as noted above - at 25 years the average16 

inch DBH Douglas-fir tree tapers to a 6 inch top at 90 feet).  Therefore, while thinning will reduce 

mortality in the treated stands, and reduce the total number of trees that may die, effects to LWD 

recruitment to nearby fish streams are not expected to occur.  As short-term recruitment of the existing 

CWD is expected to be maintained by the no-harvest buffers, the proposed actions are not expected to 

cause short-term changes to fish habitat at the site or downstream.  In the long-term, the increase in the 

size of trees in the Riparian Reserves could benefit LWD recruitment to the stream channel, thus 

potentially improving the quality/complexity of aquatic habitat adjacent to the treatment areas in the 

future. 
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Comment 16 - “Thinning is often conducted in riparian areas based on the false assumption that 

thinning accelerates the recruitment of large trees and therefore large snags, but rigorous analysis 

using stand simulation software clearly shows that assumption to be false. Thinning in stands of trees 

that are not yet of “pool forming” size should be beneficial, but after trees are of pool-forming size 

thinning might just capture and remove the mortality that should end up in the stream.” 

 

BLM Response - Thinning dense stands would capture and remove some density-dependent 

suppression mortality that could be recruited to streams.  However, as described in the BLM Response 

to Comment 15, this impact can largely be mitigated by implementing no-harvest buffers.  The effects 

to recruitment of pool forming wood described by Beechie et al. (2000) should be considered carefully 

because they did not include a provision for no-harvest buffers in their modeling.  Recruitment of 

wood from the untreated buffers as a result of both biotic and abiotic forces will continue to be an 

ongoing process.  Density-dependent suppression mortality is just one of the biotic mechanisms that 

can kill trees. Other biotic mechanisms include disease, insects and animal damage.  Abiotic processes 

such as fire, wind, ice and snow loading, breakage as a result of falling trees, landslides, and tree fall as 

a result of channel migration and flooding are density-independent processes that provide a constant 

supply of wood to streams.  While density-dependent mortality is a dominant factor in young stands, 

abiotic factors become more important agents of mortality as stands mature (Franklin et al. 2002) and 

fewer large snags are the result of density-dependent suppression mortality.  Most wood recruitment 

models, including Beechie et al. (2000) include only one process, density-dependent suppression 

mortality, because of the difficulties in modeling stochastic events such as disease, fire, and blowdown.  

The wood delivery model developed by BLM for its WOPR analysis modeled suppression mortality 

along with channel migration and landslide processes and incorporated 30- to 60-foot no-harvest 

buffers along streams. This modeling exercise found little or no difference in the recruitment of either 

functional wood (as described by Beechie et al. 2000) or large key pieces of wood as a result of 

thinning in riparian areas adjacent to the no-harvest buffers.  

 
References cited: 
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Comment 17 - “We are concerned that thinning captures mortality which reduces and delays 

recruitment of large wood needed to meet ACSO #8 among others.” 

 

“Don’t make the mistake of assuming that thinning is always consistent with the ACS because it helps 

grow large trees faster. First, thinning captures mortality and actually delays recruitment of large 

wood. Second, the agencies often misinterpret the Northwest Forest Plan ROD by confusing 

accelerated attainment of ACS objectives with ACS compliance. The NWFP ROD actually says that 

silviculture in riparian reserves is generally prohibited, and allowed only “if needed to attain” ACS 
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objectives, not (as implied by the EA) if needed to “accelerate” ACS objectives.” 

 

“Oregon Wild is not absolutely opposed to treatment of riparian reserves but we want to avoid the 

slippery slope of just assuming “it’s all good” without careful analysis and justification.” 

 

BLM Response - 

 

The topic of thinning delaying recruitment of large wood is discussed in the BLM Responses to 

Comments 15 and 16. 

 

The Cedar Creek Projects EA does not assume that thinning is always consistent with the ACS 

objectives.  Appendix 3 of the EA discusses the project compliance with each of the four components 

and nine objectives of the ACS in the context of the expected environmental effects of the proposed 

actions.  These are not blanket assumptions; they are expected outcomes based on analysis of the 

available data and professional judgment. 

 

The NWFP ROD, under Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives, Watershed Restoration, Riparian 

Vegetation (page B-31), states “Active silvicultural practices will be necessary to restore large 

conifers in Riparian Reserves.  Appropriate practices may include planting unstable areas such as 

landslides along streams and flood terraces, thinning densely–stocked young stands to encourage 

development of large conifers, releasing young conifers from overtopping hardwoods, and reforesting 

shrub and hardwood-dominated stands with conifers”.  Thinning within the riparian reserves in the 

Cedar Creek Density Management Project is entirely consistent with this direction, and with the ACS 

objectives.   

 

Oregon Wilds interpretation of when it is appropriate to apply silvicultural treatments (“will ACS 

objectives eventually be met without intervention?”) is not consistent with the intent of the restoration 

component of the ACS.  In fact, there are numerous statements in the NWFP ROD that speak directly 

to the intent that management actions are intended to lead to improved riparian and aquatic conditions, 

including the words “Maintain and restore ...” in each of the ACS Objective statements (NWFP ROD 

page B-11), and the statement “The most important components of a watershed restoration program are 

control and prevention of road-related runoff and sediment production, restoration of the condition of 

riparian vegetation, and restoration of in-stream habitat complexity” (NWFP ROD page B-31).  The 

ACS recognizes that active management of riparian vegetation may be beneficial in meeting objectives 

for riparian reserves, and the Cedar Creek Projects are consistent with that intent. 

 

Comment 18 - Consider NOAA/NMFS July 23, 2010 Position Paper to Support the February 23, 2010 

Elevation of Two Northwest Forest Plan Issues to the Regional Executives. 

 

BLM Response - We are aware of the referenced document and agree that wood of all sizes is 

ecologically important for the continued proper functioning of aquatic systems.  The BLM, FS and 

NMFS currently disagree on the identification and interpretation of the best available science to guide 

riparian management and for determining the potential effects of riparian thinning on ESA-listed 

salmonids.  The document was developed at the request of the regional executive leadership consistent 

with the Streamlined Consultation Procedures for Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (1999) 

guidance on dispute resolution.  The USFWS, NMFS, FS, and BLM regional leadership is currently 

working together to develop a process for reviewing the pertinent science in an effort to reach 

consensus on the identification and interpretation of the best available science to guide riparian 



 

The Cedar Creek Projects Decision Record  EA # DOI-BLM-OR-S060-2010-005-EA     p. 27 

 

management. 

 

Treatments proposed in Riparian Reserves are designed to improve or maintain aquatic conditions, 

including those functions provided by wood recruited to the stream channel.  As described in the BLM 

response to Comments 15 and 16, as well as EA pages 76-77, impacts to large wood recruitment have 

been effectively mitigated by implementing no-harvest buffers.  In the short-term, little change is 

expected in the recruitment of all sizes of LWD to streams in the project area because the majority of 

the wood recruitment is expected to come from the no-harvest buffers and nearby untreated Riparian 

Reserves where natural processes will continue to provide wood in a range of sizes.  In the long-term, 

smaller sized wood will continue to be recruited from stands adjacent to the streams and trees within 

the untreated buffers will continue to grow and provide a source for larger sized pieces of wood.  The 

light to moderate riparian thinning proposed outside of the buffers is designed to promote habitat for a 

variety of riparian-dependent species, as well as for aquatic species.  While thinning will remove some 

of the density-dependent suppression mortality it will also accelerate the development of larger 

diameter trees over the following 20-30 years, which will then be available for recruitment to nearby 

streams when stochastic events occur.  The accelerated recruitment of large wood, which is more 

stable and long lasting than small wood pieces (Spence et al., 1996; Harmon et al., 1986; McHenry et 

al., 1998; Rosenfeld and Huato, 2003), is a critical need for aquatic ecosystems in the Northwest 

(FEMAT, 1993). 

 

The analysis of project effects should be based on the best available science with the appropriate use of 

scientific tools to best address the questions being raised.  The BLM has identified several concerns 

with the conclusions put forth in the NMFS Issue paper that suggest it would be premature to assume 

this assessment identifies the proper tools to conduct an effects analysis on LWD recruitment.  Several 

conclusions in the NMFS Issue paper concerning the impacts of thinning on LWD recruitment are 

derived from a draft paper developed by NMFS’s Northwest Fisheries Science Center.  This draft 

paper has not been peer-reviewed by the scientific community.  The draft paper determined that “an 

unthinned stand will produce a higher number of both live and dead trees across a range of diameter 

classes and will produce far more dead wood over a much longer time frame relative to a heavily 

thinned stand.”  The BLM has identified concerns with an assumption used in this paper to 

characterize the trees in the stand that was modeled.  The stand was characterized by using an average 

tree size that was then expanded in Organon to create an artificial stand where every tree has the 

identical diameter, height and crown ratio.  The result is a stand that lacks the normal distribution of 

smaller and larger diameter trees that would be present in a typical northwestern Oregon stand, 

whether natural or plantation.  The unnatural characteristics of this stand appear to have affected the 

tree mortality estimates derived from Organon that are then used as input values to the Streamwood 

model and therefore affects the projected wood recruitment rates presented in the Results section of the 

draft paper.  We believe the modeling, repeated with actual stand data, would better address if the 

conclusions expressed in the draft paper remain valid.  Also, the results of this modeling exercise need 

to be taken in proper context to wood recruitment processes.  The Organon model uses only one 

process to describe tree mortality, that of density-dependent suppression mortality.  While this 

modeling provides a basis for comparison it does not include mortality from disturbance and stochastic 

events.  While density-dependent mortality is a dominant factor in young stands, disturbance and 

stochastic events are also important factors in tree mortality and become more important as stands 

mature.   
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Comment 19 – “Thinning in riparian reserves does in fact raise ambient air temperatures that the 

microclimate effects must be accounted for. Anderson, Paul D.; Larson, David J.; Chan, Samuel S. 

2007. Riparian Buffer and Density Management Influences on Microclimate of Young Headwater 

Forests of Western Oregon. Forest Science, Volume 53, Number 2, April 2007 , pp. 254-269(16).” 

http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/saf/fs/2007/00000053/00000002/art00012  

 

 

BLM Response – Elevation of the ambient air temperature (riparian or upland) as a result of thinning 

is considered when it is determined necessary to complete the required analysis given the identified 

issues or species of concern being analyzed.  As an example, within the impact analysis conducted for 

mollusks the following is stated: “Thinning of the forest canopy would alter the optimal cool, moist habitat 

conditions of the forest floor favored by these species.  This impact would be most notable within created gaps 

along slopes with a southern exposure” (EA page 51).   

 

Given that the design features of the thinning project include no-harvest riparian buffers greater than or 

equal to 60 or 100 feet wide (18 or 30 meters) (see EA pages 20-21) the study you cite would seem to 

support the project as designed. “With buffers 15 meters or greater width, daily maximum air temperature 

above stream center was less than 1°C greater and statistically insignificant, and daily minimum relative 

humidity was less than 5% lower than for unthinned stands.”  Additional design features to limit the potential 

for adverse impacts such as raising the ambient air temperature within the outer portions of the Riparian 

Reserves (post-harvest minimum Relative Density or Canopy Closure) have been included (see EA page 19).    

 

 

http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/saf/fs/2007/00000053/00000002/art00012
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Project Record Document 31 – Josh Laughlin – Cascadia Wildlands 

 
Josh Laughlin 

Campaign Director  

Cascadia Wildlands 

POB 10455 

Eugene, OR 97440 

 

 

Lack of Alternatives 

 

Comment 1 – “BLM suggests that due to the issues raised in the scoping process, “no unresolved 

conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources were identified. Consequently, no alternatives 

were identified that would both meet the purpose and need of the project and also have meaningful 

differences in environmental effects from the Proposed Action” (EA at 10). We disagree. Our May 6, 2010, 

scoping letter encouraged a “plantations-only” alternative as well as an alternative that avoided any new 

permanent road to reduce impacts. We believe this is possible while still meeting the purpose and need of 

the project.” 

 

BLM Response -  

 

As discussed in the BLM Response to the Oregon Wild Comment 2, unit 9-4 has been dropped from 

the project, which means that the stands proposed for treatment are consistent with your suggestion.  

While Cascadia Wildlands may be philosophically opposed to the construction of new permanent 

roads in conjunction with the Cedar Creek Density Management Thinning project, that opposition does 

not constitute an unresolved conflict concerning alternative uses of available resources.  The small 

amount of permanent road construction in this project is consistent with direction in the Salem 

ROD/RMP, and the environmental impacts of road construction identified in the EA were all minimal.  

There would be no “meaningful differences” in effects under an alternative with no permanent road 

construction as compared to the proposed action. 

 

Logging Mature Forest 

 

Comment 2 – “The logging proposed in unit 9-4 has the potential to compromise what is otherwise a 

beneficial project. Due to the limited amount of suitable owl habitat in the Nestucca 5
th

 field watershed 

(unclear from EA what percentage of entire ownership acreage is above 80 years, federal at 39% 

according to BLM), the BLM should not proposed logging in suitable habitat for federally listed northern 

spotted owls. This is particularly important because there is a four-acre patch of remaining old-growth 

adjacent to this unit. While this logging unit does not appear to fall within the provincial home range of 

any known or predicted owl sites, the BLM should show restraint and avoid logging in suitable habitat due 

to the limited amount of suitable habitat in the watershed. The BLM justifies logging in unit 9-4 by 

suggesting that “there is little to no second canopy and an insufficient amount of down wood in decay 

classes 1-3.” 

 

While unit 9-4 may exhibit some homogeneity, it possesses root rot pockets which have begun to provide 

openings and complexity in the stand. We encourage the BLM to exercise caution by not logging in 

suitable habitat and drop unit 9-4 from planning particularly when there is so little suitable habitat 
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remaining in the watershed. Girdling or inoculating live trees could assist with snag or down wood 

objectives in the unit. Furthermore, we are unaware of any published literature about beneficial effects to 

spotted owls by thinning suitable habitat. The EA fails to disclose the impact that this thinning will have on 

spotted owl prey or potential barred owl response or incursion.  

 

BLM Response –  

 

As discussed in the BLM Response to Comment 1, unit 9-4 has been dropped from the project.   

 

Fully Decommission Roads in LSR 

 

Comment 3 – “Project # 2 proposes to decommission 3.3 miles of road and water bar 1.3 miles of road in 

the Nestucca River watershed (EA at 105). However, the proposal is not to subsoil and recontour the road, 

rather to make it “persist in a stable condition and remain available for future re-opening and use to 

accommodate management access needs (EA at 1-5). Cascadia encourages the full decommissioning as is 

encouraged by Late Successional Reserve standards. This includes subsoiling and recontouring, rather 

than just storing or waterbarring these road miles for future management access, particularly if the 

plantations stands these roads access have been restoratively thinned. This would best help “reduce 

existing road mileage within Key Watersheds” (ROD/RMP at 7) and achieve objectives outlined by the 

Late Successional Reserve Assessment that covers the upper Nestucca River watershed.” 

 

BLM Response:  We have not been able to locate the Late Successional Reserve standards relative to the 

encouragement of fully decommissioning roads you refer to.  As discussed in EA section 3.2.1, the roads 

would be prepared to avoid future maintenance needs and would be left in an “erosion-resistant” condition by 

establishing non-drivable waterbars, removing sidecast material where appropriate, pulling live-stream culverts, and 

constructing earth barricades to block the road.  This level of decommissioning is consistent with the Salem 

ROD/RMP management direction to reduce existing road mileage in key watersheds that Cascadia Wildlands refers 

to. 
 

Because the roads proposed for stabilization are rocked, subsoiling would not be effective without first 

removing the rock surface.  This is very expensive, and in our viewpoint counterproductive, given that 

within the next few decades, these roads will likely be needed to manage the existing young plantations 

these roads access.   

 

Excessive Roading 

 

Comment 4 – “During scoping, we encouraged the BLM to analyze an alternative that uses the old 

road prism to restoratively thin plantations and fully decommission the roads when done. The project 

proposes 2.2 miles of new road construction of which .8 miles would be permanent. Cascadia 

Wildlands opposes new roads as they invite problems and degradation on the landscape.  Permanent 

and temporary roads present a myriad of challenges, including acting as vectors for noxious weed 

dispersal, creating destructive OHV routes and trash dump sites, and modifying animal behavior.”  

 

BLM Response:  BLM does not agree with Cascadia Wildlands opinion that there is excessive 

roading in the Density Management project.  Construction of 2.2 miles of new road, 1.3 miles of which 

are temporary road, to access 542 acres of treatment area represents an effort to reduce new roads to 

the extent practicable, given that much of this area has not been managed for a long time. 
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The impacts of the proposed road construction are analyzed and discussed in EA sections 2.3.4, 2.3.5, 

2.3.6, 2.3.7 and 2.3.9.  Numerous project design features have been incorporated to reduce the 

potential for adverse impacts to the environment, including noxious weeds, OHV use, illegal dump 

sites, disturbance to wildlife, and water quality.   

 

Comment 5 – “The EA should have considered an alternative that explored helicopter logging in lieu 

of road building or simply avoided treating the units that require extensive roading, thus considering 

them “skips” in the action area.” 

 

BLM Response:  BLM is not aware of any treatment areas that require “extensive” roading, as Cascadia 

Wildlands contends.  Helicopter logging in these young stands is not economically feasible under current 

or anticipated market conditions, and it was not raised as a concern or issue during the public scoping for 

this project, and so was not considered as an alternative.   

 

 

 

Project Record Document 34 - Rocky McVay - Association of O&C Counties  
 

Rocky McVay 

Executive Director 

Association of O&C Counties                                                                 

 

Comment 1 – The Association of O&C Counties expressed support for the proposed projects. 

 

BLM Response:  Thank you for your comments. 

 

 


