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Abstract:  The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) proposes to conduct two projects in the 

Tillamook Resource Area of the BLM, Salem District on lands allocated as LSR, AMA and Riparian 

Reserve.  The proposal referred to as the Cedar Creek Projects includes two 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. The project also includes the development and use of a 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 a road stabilization project 

addressing several BLM controlled roads within the planning area. The majority of the proposed 

project areas are located in the vicinity of the Ginger Creek and Cedar Creek drainages in the Nestucca 

River watershed and include BLM managed lands and BLM, State and private controlled roads 

primarily within sections 5, 7, 9 and 18 of Township 3 South, Range 6 West; and sections 11, 12, 13, 

14 and 24 of Township 3 South, Range 7 West, Willamette Meridian.   
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

 
Introduction 

 
The Cedar Creek Projects Environmental Assessment (Environmental Assessment Number DOI-BLM-OR-

S060-2010-0010-EA) documents the environmental analysis of the proposed projects.  The EA is attached to 

and incorporated by reference in this Finding of No Significant Impact determination (FONSI).   

 

The EA analyzes two 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. The project also includes the development 

and use of a 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 324 acres of wildlife habitat 

enhancement, fish habitat restoration within approximately 2.5 miles the main stem of the upper Nestucca 

River, and road stabilization addressing several BLM controlled roads totaling 4.6 miles in length within the 

planning area.  The project areas include sections 5, 7, 9 and 18 of Township 3 South, Range 6 West; and 

sections 11, 12, 13, 14 and 24 of Township 3 South, Range 7 West, Willamette Meridian.   

 

The EA and FONSI will be made available for public review from December 15, 2010 to January 18, 2011. 

The notice for public comment will be published in legal notices by the Headlight Herald newspaper of 

Tillamook, Oregon and the News-Register of McMinnville, Oregon.  Comments received by the Tillamook 

Resource Area of the Salem District Office, 4610 Third Street, Tillamook, Oregon, 97141, on or before 

January 18, 2011 will be considered in making the final decisions for these projects. 

 

Finding of No Significant Impact 
 
Based upon review of the Cedar Creek Projects EA and supporting project record, I have determined that 

these projects are not major federal actions and would not significantly affect the quality of the human 

environment, individually or cumulatively with other actions in the general area.  No environmental effects 

meet the definition of significance in context or intensity as defined in 40 CFR 1508.27.  There are no site 

specific impacts that would require supplemental/additional information to the analysis done in the Salem 

District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement, September 1994 

(RMP/FEIS). Therefore, an environmental impact statement is not needed.  This finding is based on the 

following discussion: 

 

Context.  The proposed projects are site-specific actions directly involving a total of approximately 880 

acres of BLM administered land, along with actions occurring on various haul routes.  These actions by 

themselves do not have international, national, region-wide, or state-wide importance.  

 

The discussion of the significance criteria that follows applies to the intended actions and is within the 

context of local importance.  The EA details the effects of the action alternatives; none of the effects 

identified, including direct, indirect and cumulative effects, are considered to be significant and do not 

exceed those effects described in the RMP/FEIS. 

Intensity.  The following discussion is organized around the Ten Significance Criteria described in 40 CFR 

1508.27.  The discussions below apply to both projects contained within the Cedar Creek Projects 

Environmental Assessment. 

1.  Impacts may be both beneficial and adverse.  Due to the proposed projects’ design features, the 

most noteworthy predicted effects include: (1) acceleration of the development of some late-successional 

forest structural features on about 542 acres using density management and an additional 324 acres of coarse 

wood development projects.  These activities include the development of large trees, gaps in the canopy, 

snags and down wood, various levels of overstory tree densities; (2) fish habitat restoration in approximately 
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2.5 miles of the Nestucca River; (3) stabilization of  a total of approximately 4.6 miles of  BLM controlled 

roads; (4) the development of a new rock quarry and roadside tree removal for road maintenance along five 

miles of proposed haul routes; (5) enhancement of the overall level of diversity in the area; (6) consistency 

with the ACS (Aquatic Conservation Strategy) objectives; (7) no loss in population viability of special status 

or special attention species (also see significance criteria #9 below); (8) slight, short-term increases in 

sediment delivery to streams are anticipated from road construction, road improvement and culvert work, 

timber harvest, log haul and the placement of logs into the Nestucca River; (9) no impacts to water 

temperature, streamflow or stream channel stability; and (10) social and economic benefits to the local 

communities through the supply of timber to local mills and some contract work associated with the 

Restoration Project including Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, Fish Habitat Restoration and Road 

Stabilization. 

None of the environmental effects disclosed above and discussed in detail in Sections 2 and 3 of the EA and 

associated appendices are considered significant, nor do the effects exceed those described in the RMP/FEIS. 

 

2.  The degree to which the selected alternative will affect public health or safety.  Public health 

and safety was not identified as an issue.  The proposed projects are comparable to other Density 

Management, and Restoration Projects which have occurred within the Salem District with no unusual health 

or safety concerns. 

 

3.  Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural 

resources, park lands, prime farm lands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically 

critical areas.  No historic or cultural resource sites have been identified within the project areas.  There 

are no park lands, prime farm lands, or wilderness areas located within the project area (sections 2.3.13 and 

3.3.13).  There are no federally designated Wild and Scenic Rivers within the project areas although that 

portion of the Nestucca River proposed for fish habitat restoration has been determined to be eligible for 

inclusion as a recreational river under the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.  Fish habitat restoration 

is predicted to protect the outstandingly remarkable values (scenic, recreational and fish) identified for this 

recreational river area. This portion of the Nestucca River is also located within the Nestucca River Area of 

Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and a portion of the Fish Habitat Restoration log source areas are 

located directly adjacent to (although not within) the Sheridan Peak ACEC.  The project would preserve the 

relevant and important features for which these ACECs were designated.  Under the design features for the 

density management treatments, all identified wetland and riparian areas would be buffered to protect 

resource values.  Activities associated with the proposed Wildlife Habitat Enhancement work are designed to 

accelerate the development of some late-successional forest structural features and are not predicted to 

impact wetlands.   
 
There are no other known ecologically critical areas within or adjacent to the project areas.   

 

4. The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be 

highly controversial.  Scoping of the proposed projects resulted in two comment letters.  The disposition 

of public comments is contained in Appendix 1 of the EA. 

 

The effects of the proposed projects on the quality of the human environment were adequately understood by 

the interdisciplinary team to provide an environmental analysis.  A complete disclosure of the predicted 

effects of the proposed projects is contained within Sections 2 and 3 of the EA and associated appendices. 

 

5. The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or 

involve unique or unknown risks.  The proposed projects are not unique or unusual.  The BLM has 

experience implementing similar projects in similar areas and have found effects to be reasonably 

predictable.  The environmental effects to the human environment are fully analyzed in the EA.  There are no 
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predicted effects on the human environment which are considered to be highly uncertain or involve unique or 

unknown risks. 

 

6. The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant 

effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.  The proposed projects 

do not set a precedent for future actions that may have significant effects, nor do they represent a decision in 

principle about a future consideration.  Any future projects will be evaluated through the NEPA (National 

Environmental Policy Act) process and will stand on their own as to environmental effects.  

 

7. Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but 

cumulatively significant impacts.  The interdisciplinary team evaluated the proposed projects in the 

context of past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions (Appendix 2).  A complete disclosure of the 

effects of the action alternatives is contained in Sections 2 and 3 of the EA.  Cumulative effects have been 

identified for Forest Vegetation Resources (EA Sections 2.3.1.2 and 3.3.1.2), Wildlife Resources (EA 

Sections 2.3.2.2 and 3.3.3.2), Carbon Storage (EA Section 2.3.12.2), Soils Resources (EA Section 3.3.4.2), 

Water Resources (EA Section 3.3.5.3) and Fire Risk (EA Section 3.3.11.2).  None of the identified 

cumulative effects were determined to be significant. 

 

8. The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or 

other objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may 

cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources.  The proposed 

projects will not adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or other objects listed in or eligible for 

listing in the National Register of Historic Places, nor will the proposed projects cause loss or destruction of 

significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources (EA Sections 2.3.13 and 3.3.13).   

 

9. The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or 

its designated critical habitat under the Endangered Species Act of 1973.  In accordance with 

regulations pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, informal consultation 

with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) concerning the potential impacts of the Cedar Creek 

Density Management and Restoration Projects upon the spotted owl and marbled murrelet and/or their 

designated Critical Habitats would be completed by including the projects within the appropriate 

programmatic biological assessment prepared by the interagency Level 1 Team (terrestrial subgroup) for the 

North Coast Province.  The projects would be submitted for inclusion in the appropriate programmatic 

consultation for the years in which the project(s) would be implemented.  If any of the projects are 

determined to not be in compliance with the standards of the programmatic consultation, the project would 

be changed to be in compliance with the programmatic consultation or a project-specific consultation would 

be conducted.  In either case, all of the appropriate Terms and Conditions of the appropriate Letter of 

Concurrence would be incorporated.  

 

Consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service on the potential effects of the proposed projects on 

Oregon Coast coho salmon will be completed with project specific consultation (Section 7 Streamlined 

Consultation) or one of the programmatic consultation processes available at the time of implementation for 

actions that require consultation.  Required consultation for Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation and 

Management Act Essential Fish Habitat for the proposed action is included in EA (see Essential Fish Habitat 

Assessment - pg 85 of the EA).  Section 7 Endangered Species Act Consultation will be completed prior to 

the Field Manager authorizing an action.   ESA consultation for the Cedar Creek Restoration Project (project 

2) would be completed by including it in the completed Aquatic Restoration Biological Opinion.  
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10. Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements 

imposed for the protection of the environment. The proposed projects do not violate any known 

Federal, State, or local law or requirement imposed for the protection of the environment.  The EA and 

supporting Project Record contain discussions pertaining to the Endangered Species Act, National Historic 

Preservation Act, Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act, Coastal Zone Manage Act, Executive Order 12898 

(Environmental Justice), Oregon Scenic Waterways Act, and Executive Order 13212 (Adverse Energy 

Impact).  State, local, and tribal interests were given the opportunity to participate in the environmental 

analysis process.  Furthermore, the proposed projects are consistent with applicable land management plans, 

policies, and programs. 

 

 

Prepared by:    _______________________________ _________________ 

 Steve Bahe Date 

 IDTeam Leader 

 

 

 

Approved by:  __________________________________ _________________ 

Stephen M. Small Date 

Tillamook Field Manager 
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As the Nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the 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. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

 



Environmental Assessment Number DOI-BLM-OR-S060-2010-0010-EA i 
 

THE CEDAR CREEK PROJECTS 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
 

Density Management Thinning and Restoration Projects 

 

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

 

 

United States Department of Interior 

Bureau of Land Management 

Oregon State Office 

Salem District 

Tillamook Resource Area 

Tillamook and Yamhill Counties, Oregon 

 

 

December 10, 2010 

 
Responsible Agency:    Bureau of Land Management 

 

Responsible Official:   Stephen M. Small 

Tillamook Field Manager 

Tillamook Resource Area 

4610 Third Street 

Tillamook, OR 97141 

(503) 815-1100  

 

 

 

 
Abstract:  The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) proposes to conduct two projects in the 

Tillamook Resource Area of the BLM, Salem District on lands allocated as LSR, AMA and Riparian 

Reserve.  The proposal referred to as the Cedar Creek Projects includes two 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. 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.  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 majority of the proposed 

project areas are located in the vicinity of the Ginger Creek and Cedar Creek drainages in the 

Nestucca River watershed and include BLM managed lands and BLM, State and private 

controlled roads primarily within sections 5, 7, 9 and 18 of Township 3 South, Range 6 West; and 

sections 11, 12, 13, 14 and 24 of Township 3 South, Range 7 West, Willamette Meridian.   
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THE CEDAR CREEK PROJECTS 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
 

1 INTRODUCTION 

 
Project Scope – The Cedar Creek Projects Environmental Assessment (EA) covers a subwatershed-wide 

forest management and ecosystem function enhancement effort proposed by the Tillamook Resource Area 

of the Salem District Bureau of Land Management (BLM).  The assessment area includes lands allocated as 

Late Successional Reserve (LSR), Adaptive Management Area (AMA) and Riparian Reserve (RR) where 

resource objectives include the development of and/or improvement of late successional forest conditions. 

The EA analyzes two distinct project types which together would help to move the subwatershed condition 

toward functional late-successional forest.  These projects include a density management project and a 

restoration project.  The density management project would promote the development of late seral habitat 

conditions through variable density commercial thinning.  The restoration project would enhance wildlife 

habitat by creating snags, green trees with defect and down wood, restore fish habitat by adding large 

woody debris to the Nestucca River and stabilize roads.  

 

The projects presented in this EA are the products of the Tillamook Resource Area’s integrated planning 

processes which were conducted at three scales and utilized an interdisciplinary planning approach.  The 

largest scale of planning considered all BLM lands within the Tillamook Resource Area and applied eleven 

rating criteria which reflected various management directions, concerns, or objectives (e.g. Key Watershed 

Status, Clean Water Act, Land Use Allocations, Silvicultural Needs Assessment, and Transportation - 

including both access issues and restoration needs).  This analysis resulted in the identification of the 

Nestucca Watershed as a high priority for management.  The second scale of planning looked at the nine 

Activity Planning Units (APUs) roughly correlated to 6
th
 field watersheds within the Nestucca Watershed 

(aka Nestucca subwatersheds).  Nine different Nestucca-specific rating criteria were applied to the nine 

Nestucca APUs (e.g. Key Watershed Status, forest restoration potential and transportation system concerns) 

to help prioritize planning efforts within the watershed.  This analysis resulted in the Upper Nestucca River 

APU (which includes Ginger and Cedar Creek Drainages) being identified as one of the top three planning 

priorities within the watershed.  The final scale of planning considered all lands within the Ginger/Cedar 

APU.  With APU-specific planning issues in mind, the current resource conditions were compared to those 

conditions desired in the future based on the management criteria derived from the Salem District Resource 

Management Plan (RMP), the Late-Successional Reserve Assessment (LSRA) document, which covers the 

entire Northern Coast Range Adaptive Management Area, and the Nestucca Watershed Analysis.  The 

projects included in this EA were identified during this Activity Planning Process. 

 

An earlier planning effort was conducted within the area of the proposed Cedar Creek Projects in late 2008 

and early 2009.  This earlier effort, referred to as the “Ginger Creek Project” was planned in accordance 

with the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (ROD/RMP), dated December 

2008 which was developed under the Western Oregon Plan Revisions (WOPR).  That project proposed to 

treat a total of approximately 900 acres and included about 600 acres of commercial density management 

thinning and 300 acres of regeneration harvest.  No restoration project was included in the proposed Ginger 

Creek Project.  After the withdrawal of the 2008 ROD/RMP, the Ginger Creek Project was re-evaluated and 

adjusted to conform with the Land Use Allocations, Management Objectives and Standards and Guides of 

the Salem (May 1995) ROD/RMP, resulting in the currently proposed Cedar Creek Projects.  

1.1 Project Area Location and Characterization 

 
The proposed Cedar Creek Projects are located approximately 20 miles southeast of Tillamook, Oregon.  

The vast majority of the project areas are located within the Nestucca River 5
th
 field watershed, specifically, 
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within the Headwaters Nestucca River (HNR) and the Nestucca River/Elk Creek 6
th
 field subwatersheds

1
.  

Approximately three acres of the proposed Density Management treatment area is located within the Trask 

River 5
th
 field watershed within the East Fork of the South Fork Trask River 6

th
 field watershed.   

 

The proposed project areas include BLM managed lands or roads within sections 5, 7, 9 and 18 of 

Township 3 South, Range 6 West; and sections 11, 12, 13, 14 and 24 of Township 3 South, Range 7 West, 

Willamette Meridian (see Figure 1 – Project Location Map).   

 

The proposed project area is located on Oregon and California Railroad Lands (O & C Lands) within the 

Late Successional Reserve (LSR), Adaptive Management Area (AMA) and Riparian Reserve (RR) Land 

Use Allocations (LUAs).  The entire project area is contained within the Northern Coast Range AMA with 

the western-most portions of the projects within sections 7 and 18 of T.3S., R.6W.; and sections 11, 12, 13, 

14 and 24 of T.3S., R.7W. (W.M.) also being located within the LSR LUA.  Recognizing the overlap in 

LUAs, lands within the LSR and AMA LUAs have been referred to as AMR (Adaptive Management 

Reserve).    

 

The majority of the project areas are within the Upper Nestucca Tier 1 Key watershed designated in the 

Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan, May 1995 (ROD/RMP). Tier 1 Key 

Watersheds are areas containing high quality habitat for at-risk aquatic species, and are believed to have 

high potential for restoration.  

 

Portions of the proposed projects are also within the boundaries of designated Critical Habitat for the 

marbled murrelet, and within northern spotted owl and Oregon Coast (OC) coho salmon Critical Habitat (all 

three species are federally listed threatened species).  The Headwaters Nestucca River subwatershed 

contains Essential Fish Habitat for OC coho and chinook salmon (as defined by the Magnuson-Stevens 

Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1996).   

 

That portion of the Nestucca River proposed for fish habitat restoration has been determined to be eligible 

for inclusion as a recreational river under the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and is also within the 

Nestucca River Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC).   A portion of the log source areas for the 

logs to be used in fish habitat restoration are located directly adjacent to (although not within) the Sheridan 

Peak ACEC.  In addition to the project locations identified above, the log source areas for the proposed in-

stream fish habitat restoration work are primarily roadside stands within the LSR and/or Riparian Reserve 

LUAs in the Nestucca River and Willamina Creek drainages in sections 20, 21, 29, 31 and 32 of T.3S., 

R.6W.; sections 27 and 34 of T.3S., R.7W., and sections 6 and 5 of T.4S., R.6W. (W.M.).  

 
  

                                                 
1
 USGS has changed the names of the Upper Nestucca River subwatershed to the Headwaters Nestucca River 

subwatershed and the Upper Nestucca River/Elk Creek subwatershed to the Nestucca River/Elk Creek subwatershed. 
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Figure 1: Project Location Map 
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1.2 Conformance with Land Use Plans, Policies and Programs 

The proposed projects would conform to the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management 

Plan, May 1995 (ROD/RMP) which tiers to the Salem District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final 

Environmental Impact Statement, September 1994 (RMP/FEIS). 

 

The proposed projects would also conform to the following NEPA decisions: 

 

The analysis in the Cedar Creek Projects EA is site-specific, and supplements and tiers to analyses found in 

the Salem District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement, 

September 1994 (RMP/FEIS). The RMP/FEIS includes the analysis from the Final Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement on Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest 

Related Species within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl, February 1994 (NWFP/FSEIS). The 

RMP/FEIS is amended by the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Amendments to the 

Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines, 

November 2000.   

 

Information from the Nestucca Watershed Analysis, October 1994, has been incorporated into the 

development of the proposed Cedar Creek projects and into the description of the Cedar Creek Projects 

EA’s affected environment and environmental effects (EA sections 2 and 3) and is incorporated by 

reference.  Additionally, the proposed projects would be consistent with the Northern Coast Range 

Adaptive Management Area Guide, January 1997 (AMA Guide) and the Late-Successional Reserve 

Assessment for Oregon’s Northern Coast Range Adaptive Management Area, January 1998. 

 

The above documents are available for review in BLM’s Tillamook Resource Area Office, 4610 Third 

Street, Tillamook Oregon. 

  
The proposed projects would conform to the following laws: 

 

 The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1974 

 The Endangered Species Act of 1972, as amended (ESA). 

 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1996, (P.L. 94-265) as amended 

and reauthorized by  (P.L. 109-479), (2007) 

 The Migratory Bird Treaty Act, Executive Order 13186, and Migratory Bird Treaty Reform Act of 

2004. 

 Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 

 Federal Clean Water Act (as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987) 

 Clean air Act of 1990 

 The O&C Act of 1937 

 Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 

 The Minerals Leasing Act of 1920, and the Mining and Materials Policy Act of 1970. 

 

1.2.1 Survey and Manage Species Review    
 

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

measure 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 
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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 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.  The vast 

majority of the project is proposing to thin stands less than 80 years old as well as replacing culverts on 

system roads that are in use and removing culverts on roads that are to be decommissioned; these portions 

of Project 1 fall under Exemption A or B of the Peckman Exemption (October 11, 2006 Order).  At 95-

years old, Density Management unit 9-4 is the only unit proposed for thinning that is greater than 80 years 

old and therefore does not fall under Exemption A of the Peckman Exemption.  Additionally, Cedar Creek 

Project 1 includes the development of a new rock quarry that we have determined also does not fall under 

the Peckman Exemption.  Appropriate pre-project Survey and Manage surveys have been conducted in 

Density Management unit 9-4 and the areas to be impacted by the development of the rock quarry.  The 

warty jumping slug was located in unit 9-4 and would be accorded the protections mandated in the 2001 

Survey and Management guidelines in that particular stand.  There were no S&M species located within the 

quarry development area.  It has been determined that the roadside tree removal component of project 1 is 

either non-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). 

 

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’s design features, it has been determined that the wildlife habitat 

enhancement component is either non-habitat altering therefore requiring no pre-project S&M surveys or 

for other species it has been determined to be potentially habitat altering with surveys scheduled to be 

completed prior to the Decision.  It has been determined that the fish habitat restoration component falls 

under Exemption C of the Peckman Exemption.  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 Exemption 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.   

1.3 Permits and Approvals Required 

  

 The majority of the proposed haul routes needed to implement the Density Management Project are 

covered by existing road use agreements or permits.  New construction on private and/or Oregon 

Department of Forestry (ODF) land would require the approval of crossing plats.  Preparation and 

approval of License Agreements would be needed for use of non-BLM controlled roads.  Crossings 

to access unit 9-4 would require an amendment to an existing Reciprocal rights of way agreement. 

 
The following Letters of Concurrence and/or Biological Opinions may be required from the appropriate 

Regulatory Agency prior to implementation of these projects.  

 

 Letter of Concurrence and/or Biological Opinion from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for 

Informal and/or Formal consultation on projects within the North Coast Province which may affect 

northern spotted owl and marbled murrelets.  See section 1.5 below. 

 

 Letter of Concurrence from NOAA – Fisheries.  See section 1.5 below. 

1.4 Decisions to be Made 

 
The Tillamook Field Manager is the official responsible for deciding whether or not to prepare an 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), and whether to approve the Cedar Creek Density Management 

Thinning Project and/or the Restoration Projects as proposed, not at all, or to some other extent. 

1.5 Consultation 

 
The proposed actions 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 may be required; consultation would be completed prior to implementation of any 

of the proposed actions if required.  Within the proposed action area, consultation under the 

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

would be completed concurrent with this EA (see Essential Fish Habitat Assessment - pg 85 of this 

EA). 

 

 Consultation under the ESA for the spotted owl and the marbled murrelet would 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 for that portion of the Cedar Creek Restoration Project (project 2) addressing fish 

habitat in the Nestucca River would 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. 
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2 PROJECT 1 – Density Management Thinning 

2.1 Purpose of and Need for Action 

 

Density Management Thinning 

 

The purpose of the proposed action is to enhance conditions for the development of late-successional forest 

ecosystems, both in the uplands and the riparian areas, by managing young and mid-seral conifer stands that 

primarily resulted from clearcut harvests in the 1950’s through the 1970’s.  Managing these younger stands 

for the development of late-successional features would augment the remaining mature stands within the 

proposed project area and increase the overall late-successional characteristics of the watershed while 

protecting the  late-successional habitat features, such as large down coarse woody debris, that still exist 

within the proposed project areas. 

 

Without density management thinning, development of many late-successional forest structural features 

would be expected to occur at a very slow rate because the overstory is generally becoming increasingly 

dense and uniform.  Live crown ratios are declining and height:diameter ratios are increasing in many of 

these stands under the influence of tree-to-tree competition.  Deferring treatment now would leave fewer 

management options in the future because of decreased windfirmness, less potential to build crown mass 

needed to accelerate diameter growth and less potential to develop trees with large limbs and deep crowns 

favored by marbled murrelets. 

  

With the exception of the 19 acre unit 9-4 which is 95 years old, the stands identified for treatment are all 

relatively dense, single-storied stands approximately 30- to 55-years-old.  They are comprised of 

Douglas-fir or mixed Douglas-fir and western hemlock and are expected to respond favorably to treatment 

designed to increase the development of late-successional forest features.  Stand exams were conducted in 

2008 and the resulting data largely confirms the initial impression of these stands.  Proposed harvest unit 

boundaries have been modified to exclude areas with steep slopes, logging problems, streamside buffers, 

areas of low stocking, and/or areas with a higher likelihood of windthrow, etc. 

 

Unit 9-4 is a 95-year-old relatively dense, single storied stand with several pockets of laminated root rot 

caused by the fungus Phellinus weirii.   The unit is comprised of mixed Douglas-fir and western hemlock. 

There is little to no second canopy and an insufficient amount of down wood in decay classes 1-3.  

Recognizing the proximity of a small patch of old-growth in the NW corner of the section and the current 

levels of Phellinus weirii within the unit, treatment within unit 9-4 would result in the development of 

diverse habitat types consistent with the priorities in the LSRA (pg 49) for the Mixed-Seral Landscape Cells 

located in the Corridor Landscape Zone – “Create new and enlarge existing patches of late-seral-stage 

forest within this zone”.  Opening up the stand and underplanting would promote the development of a 

second canopy layer and introduce a future redcedar seed source which is currently lacking.  Thinning 

would promote the development of suitable murrelet habitat (large branches) sooner than would occur 

without treatment.   

 

By comparing existing resource conditions to desired resource conditions and the management objectives 

and opportunities contained in the Nestucca Watershed Analysis, Salem District Resource Management 

Plan (RMP), Late-Successional Reserve Assessment (LSRA) the Northern Coast Range Adaptive 

Management Area guide (AMA Guide), and the Northwest Forest Plan - Record of Decision for 

Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning Documents Within the Range of 

the Northern Spotted Owl (ROD/FSEIS),  the Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) identified the following 

management opportunities.    

 

Salem District Record of Decision/Resource Management Plan (ROD/RMP) (USDI BLM 1995a):  

Management direction for Late-Successional Reserves within the Northern Coast Range Adaptive 

Management Area includes the following: 



8 

 

 “If needed to create and maintain late-successional forest conditions, conduct thinning operations in 

forest stands up to the 110-year age class (106 to 115 years).  This will be accomplished by 

precommercial or commercial thinning of stands regardless of origin.” (p. 15). 

 “If new roads are necessary to implement a practice that is otherwise in accordance with these 

guidelines, they will be kept to a minimum, be routed through unsuitable habitat where possible, 

and be designed to minimize adverse impacts.” (p.17). 

Management direction for Key Watersheds includes: 

 “Reduce existing road mileage within Key Watersheds…” (p. 7) 

 

Aspects of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) most relevant to the Cedar Creek Density 

Management Project under the Watershed Restoration section are: 

 

 “Focus watershed restoration on removing some roads and, where needed, upgrading those that 

remain in the system” (p. 7). 

 “Apply silvicultural treatments to restore large conifers in Riparian Reserves”. (p. 7). 

 

Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning 

Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (ROD/FSEIS):  The ROD/FSEIS (USDA 

Forest Service and USDI BLM, 1994) provides goals, standards and guidelines for management of the 

Northern Coast Range AMA, LSRs and RRs.  

 

AMA Direction: Primary management emphasis of the Northern Coast Range AMA is restoration and 

maintenance of late-successional forest habitat. (p. D-15) 

 

LSR Direction: The principal objectives for silvicultural systems in Late-Successional Reserves (LSR’s) 

are identified in the ROD/FSEIS (p. B-5): 

 

 “Development of old-growth forest characteristics including snags, logs on the forest floor, large 

trees, and canopy gaps that enable establishment of multiple tree layers and diverse species 

composition”; 

 “Prevention of large-scale disturbances by fire, wind, insects and diseases that would destroy or 

limit the ability of the reserves to sustain viable forest species populations”.   

 “Plan and implement silvicultural treatments inside Late-successional Reserves that are beneficial 

to the creation of late-successional habitat” (ROD/RMP p.16).  

 

RR Direction:  

 “Apply silvicultural practices for RR’s to control stocking, reestablish and manage stands, and 

acquire desired vegetation characteristics needed to attain Aquatic Conservation Strategy 

objectives.” (ROD/RMP p.11)  

 “Active silvicultural programs will be necessary to restore large conifers in RR’s.  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.” (ROD/FSEIS  p. B-31) 

 

Late Successional Reserve Assessment for Oregon’s Northern Coast Range Adaptive Management 

Area (LSRA):  The LSRA provides further guidance and details for treating timber stands to meet 

management goals for the AMA and LSR.  The LSRA classifies the  proposed harvest units as being within 

the Upper Nestucca Mixed-Seral Cell in the Core Zone i.e. 65% of the area (cell) is currently in mixed-

seral-stage forest occurring in patches 100 to 1,000 acres in size occurring within a larger block of 

contiguous land in federal ownership (core zone).  It should be noted that the proposed density management 

project is immediately adjacent to a Core – Late Seral zone and cell, and that much of the proposed 

Restoration Project (fish habitat restoration, wildlife habitat enhancement and road stabilization) would 

occur within the Core-Late Seral zone and cell. The management goals for the Mixed-Seral Landscape 

Cells include the following: 
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 "Grow out" from adjacent large blocks of late-seral forest;  

 Create new and enlarge existing patches of late-seral forest within the zone;  

 Identify Key Watersheds [the project area is in the Nestucca Tier 1 watershed- “Key Watersheds 

are highest priority for watershed restoration” (C-7)] and anadromous fish "core areas" needing 

restoration and apply silvicultural treatments that have a high degree of certainty of success and 

will accelerate the development of late-successional habitat (p. 49). 

 

The Upper Nestucca Mixed-Seral Cell in the Core Zone is specifically recommended in the LSRA as an 

area where it would be appropriate to apply treatments which meet LSR standards and guidelines while 

providing sustainable commodities over time (p. 51). 

 

Road Reduction in Tier 1 Key Watershed (Nestucca Watershed) 

 

Reduce existing road mileage within Key Watersheds (ROD/RMP p.7). 

 

 

Rock Quarry Development 

 

The purpose of that portion of the proposed action addressing Rock Quarry Development is to develop a 

rock quarry with favorable quality rock that meets BLM road surface specifications for use on the proposed 

Cedar Creek Density Management Thinning Project as well as on future projects.  Rock aggregate material 

is needed for the construction and maintenance of BLM roads within the Nestucca River Watershed, 

including the gravel portion of the Nestucca River Access Road  (BLM Road #3-6-13).  The need to 

develop a new source of rock aggregate in the area of the Nestucca River Watershed has been known for 

several years. This need for more local sources of rock aggregate has become increasingly important as fuel 

and equipment operating costs continue to rise.  There are many miles of aggregate surfaced roads in the 

area that are maintained by the BLM and require frequent maintenance.  To be cost-effective, rock 

maintenance material needs to be available within a reasonable trucking distance of the roads requiring 

maintenance. Currently BLM aggregate material is hauled from commercial sources in the Tillamook or 

McMinnville area. The BLM needs to develop a new quarry to allow for more cost effective and efficient 

maintenance of BLM roads. 

 

The proposal to provide aggregate material for BLM road construction and maintenance needs is consistent 

with the Energy and Mineral Objectives from the Salem District RMP/ROD (BLM 1995) which provides 

for meeting the demands for salable mineral materials by other government entities, private industry, 

individuals and nonprofit organizations (RMP page 50) and the management direction to “develop new 

quarry sites in locations consistent with the overall management objectives and guidelines of the RMP” 

(RMP page 52). 

 

The proposed project area is designated as being open to salable minerals (ROD/RMP p. 53).    

 

Roadside Tree Removal 

 

Roadside trees have become a problem along many of our existing roads which are planned to be 

maintained in a drivable condition.  These roadside trees (primarily hardwoods) are often growing out of 

the cut banks, above the cut bank and/or out of the fill slopes.  Trees growing on the cut banks often cause 

minor debris slumps onto the road surface as they are generally unstable and tend to up-root.  Trees 

growing on the fill slopes and above the cut banks usually lean over the road; these trees tend to break off 

during storms and/or lean and block the road.  These trees tend to keep the road wet and the leaves 

contaminate the aggregate surface rock thereby shortening the usable lifetime of the rock and potentially 

increasing runoff.  This results in increasing costs and difficulty in maintaining the road system.   

 

The BLM proposes to cut trees along a total of approximately 5 miles of roads which would be the major 

haul routes to be used for the Cedar Creek Density Management Project.  The desired condition for these 
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roads is where the amount of windthrow, debris slides, and down trees after storms is reduced, creating a 

safer and more stable road network.  Also the road maintenance costs and potential sediment run-off into 

streams would be lower due to less degradation of the rock by leaves and other debris (ROD/RMP p. 11).  

2.2 Alternatives 

2.2.1 Alternative Development 

 
On April 6 2010, a Scoping Letter was sent to 22 individuals, organizations and agencies (Project Record 

Document 6).  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). 

 

Pursuant to Section 102(2) (E) of NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended), Federal 

agencies shall “…study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in 

any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources.”  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.  Therefore, this EA will analyze 

the effects of the “Proposed Action” and the “No Action” alternatives only. 

2.2.2 Alternative 1: The Proposed Action 

 
Density Management Thinning 

 

The Land Use Allocations and proposed logging systems for the proposed Cedar Creek Density 

Management Thinning Project are summarized on Table 1. 

 

LSR 

 

Project 1 proposes to 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 LUA.  (Additionally, approximately another 85 acres within the LSR LUA are proposed for 

thinning that are also within the Riparian Reserve LUA.)  See Figure 2 for a map of the proposed action 

(Alternative 1).  The proposed 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 would be 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. 

 

To meet project objectives, trees larger than 20 inches dbh would generally be reserved.  Only Douglas-fir 

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

landings or yarding corridors.  Generally, thinning would be from below, selecting the largest, healthiest 

trees to leave.  An exception would be those green trees that have significant defect such as cavities, or 

dead, forked or broken tops – these trees would be retained as valuable current and future wildlife habitat 

features.  Stands to be marked would 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 
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would 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 would 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 would be harvested using a ground system, and 76% would be 

harvested with a cable system.   

 

Approximately 31% (83 acres) of the stands that were previously considered to be a part of the proposed 

harvest units would remain unthinned during this entry.  These acres were dropped from the proposed 

treatment area because of logging difficulties, stocking, slope stability, disease pockets, stream buffers, high 

windthrow risk, etc.  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.   

 

AMA 

 

The eastern portion of the proposed density management units, approximately 213 acres or 39% of the 

proposed units are within the Northern Coast Range Adaptive Management Area (AMA), as identified in 

the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (ROD/RMP) (USDI Bureau of Land 

Management 1995).  (Additionally, approximately another 136 acres within the AMA LUA are proposed 

for thinning that are also within the Riparian Reserve LUA.)  These areas are located on T.3S., R.6W., 

sections 5 and 9. 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.  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 proposed AMA thinning is designed to restore late-successional forest habitat 

including nesting habitat for the marbled murrelet.   

 

Riparian Reserves 

 

Riparian Reserve widths vary depending upon the Site Potential Tree Height of the area and if the stream is 

fish-bearing or not.  Riparian Reserve widths would range from 160 feet (1 Site Potential Tree Height) in 

unit 9-4 up to 480 feet (2 Site Potential Tree Heights) along fish-bearing streams in portions of sections 5 

and 7.  Unit-specific Site Potential Tree Heights used to calculate Riparian Reserve widths are displayed in 

Table 1.   

 

Approximately 41% of the proposed density management (about 222 acres) would occur within the 

Riparian Reserve land use allocation.  In general, the proposed treatments within the Riparian Reserves 

(outside the no-harvest buffers) would be similar to treatments in the uplands outside of Riparian Reserves.  

No-harvest buffers would be 60’ in width along non-fish-bearing and non-perennial streams and 100’ 

within a mile of ESA fish-bearing and perennial streams.  
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Table 1: Land Use Allocations & Logging Systems for Proposed Thinning Units   

 

Unit 

Land Use Allocation 

(acres)
1
 

Logging Systems 

(acres)
 1
 

Site 

Potential   

Tree 

Height 
2 

(feet) 

Unit Total 

(acres)
1 

AMA LSR 
Riparian 

Reserve 
Ground-

based 
Skyline 

5-2 34.0 
 

18.0 20.0 31.0 220.0 52.0 

5-3 6.0 
 

1.0 
 

7.0 220.0 7.0 

5-4 33.0 
 

22.0 13.0 42.0 240.0 55.0 

5-5 54.0 
 

4.0 14.0 44.0 220.0 58.0 

5-8 2.0 
 

15.0 17.0 
 

240.0 17.0 

5-9 11.0 
 

10.0 
 

21.0 240.0 21.0 

5-11 6.0 
 

11.0 
 

17.0 240.0 17.0 

5-12 15.0 
 

13.0 28.0 
 

220.0 28.0 

5-13 3.0 
 

15.0 
 

18.0 220.0 18.0 

5-15 19.0 
 

27.0 
 

46.0 240.0 46.0 

7-1 
 

23.0 16.0 15.0 24.0 240.0 39.0 

7-2 
 

85.0 61.0 31.0 115.0 240.0 146.0 

9-1 12.0 
 

7.0 2.0 17.0 220.0 19.0 

9-4 18.0 
 

1.0 
 

19.0 160.0 19.0 

Totals 213.0 108.0 222.0 140.0 403.0 - 542.0 
1 Displayed Acreages are GIS derived and are estimates only.  Actual on-the-ground acres would vary but would still be 

within the scope of the analysis. 
2 Displayed Site Potential Tree Heights are used to calculate Riparian Reserve widths. 

 

 
Rock Quarry Development 

 

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

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

within the AMA LUA (see Figure 2).  After development, the rock quarry and access road would remain 

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

to obtain core samples within the proposed quarry site.  The core samples would be used to locate and test 

the quality of the rock in the proposed quarry site prior to any quarry development.  Quarry development 

would 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 would be stockpiled at an end haul site on an existing road; existing trees would be sold and 

removed with the timber sale’s right-of-way timber.  

 

Roadside Tree Removal 

 

The BLM proposes to cut trees along a total of approximately 5 miles of roads which would be the major 

haul routes to be used for the density management project (see Figure 3).  Trees to be cut are located inside 

or just outside of the road prism, and generally lean over the road and result in extra road maintenance 

costs.  Approximately 75% of the trees that would be cut would be hardwoods, primarily red alder between 

6 and16 inches dbh.  Approximately 25% of the trees that would be cut would 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 
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coarse woody debris (CWD).  Tree removal is expected to occur within about 25 feet from the road edge.  

The roads proposed for treatment are those portions of Ginger Creek Road and Cedar Creek Road located 

on BLM land. 

 

Connected Actions 
 

Road Work   

 

(See Figure 2 below) 

 

Road Reduction in Tier 1 Key Watershed:  The Proposed Action would result in a net decrease of 0.4 miles 

of road in the Upper Nestucca Tier 1 Key watershed.   

   

New Road Construction: Approximately 2.2 miles of new road construction would occur.  Approximately 

1.4 miles of new road would be natural-surface (no rock would be added) and would involve one temporary 

stream crossing culvert installation.  All of this 1.4 miles of new road would be “fully decommissioned”
 2
 

and blocked following timber harvest and site preparation activities.  Full decommissioning would 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 would be rocked to 

allow for extended season harvesting and would not involve any stream crossing culvert installations.  The 

0.8 miles of road to be rocked would be permanent roads. 

 

Road Renovation: Approximately 2.3 miles of existing roads, of which 1.5 miles are currently not drivable, 

would be renovated as necessary to accommodate timber harvest and log-hauling activities.  The work 

would include brushing, grading, drainage structure improvement or replacement, and spot rocking at 

deficient locations.  Approximately 1.1 miles of the renovated roads would be “fully decommissioned”
 
at 

the end of the timber sale contract period.  Water barring and planting or seeding with native vegetation 

would be done where appropriate. 

 

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

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

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

 
Culvert Work: The project would involve a total of 35 culverts being installed on roads to be constructed, 

improved or renovated in the project area.  Of the 35 culverts installed, 17 would be replacements of 

existing culverts and 18 would be new culverts.  Of the 35 culverts installed, 15 culverts would be installed 

in live streams and 20 would be crossdrains.  Three culverts would be temporarily installed on renovated 

and newly constructed roads that would be decommissioned after use.  All 32 culverts installed permanently 

would be sized to accommodate a 100 year flood event.  

 
Road Maintenance: There are approximately 48 miles of road, 38 miles of paved roads and 10 miles of 

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

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

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

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

culverts removed and road bed prepared for reestablishment of vegetation.  Road template remains on the landscape. 



Environmental Assessment Number DOI-BLM-OR-S060-2010-0010-EA 14 
 

Figure 2: Proposed Density Management, Road Construction, Renovation & Improvement, Haul Routes & Rock Quarry Development  
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Figure 3: Density Management Thinning and Roadside Tree Removal 
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Figure 4:  Season of Haul for Specified Haul Routes 
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Fuels Treatments 

 

Fuel treatment strategies would 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 would be conducted and site-

specific treatments would 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.  Table 2 below shows the approximate number of acres that 

would be treated or the approximate number of piles that would be constructed. 

 

Table 2: Proposed Fuels Treatments within the Cedar Creek Density Management Units 

 

Post Treatment Reforestation 

 

Within the more heavily thinned portions of treatment units 5-3, 5-5 and 9-4 western redcedar would be 

planted in areas heavily impacted by Phellinus weirii following logging operations.  Created gaps would 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 would be used to minimize the need for brush release.  Planted seedlings would 

be protected from animal browsing with protective tubes.  The western redcedar in particular would 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, would be expected to 

occur two or three times. 

 

Project Design Features        

 
The following is a summary of the design features intended to achieve treatment objectives or reduce the 

risk of adverse effects to the affected elements of the environment due to project implementation.  The 

proposed action would be implemented consistent with the Best Management Practices (BMPs) contained 

in Appendix C of the ROD/RMP.  

Unit 
Unit 

Acres 

Site 

Preparation 
Slashing Acres 

Hand Pile 
Total 

Acres 

Machine 

Piles 
Total 

Landing 

Piles 
Total 

Slash 

Pullback 
Acres 

5-2 52 5 5 2 4 0 

5-3 7 1 1 0 1 0 

5-4 55 6 6 1 6 0 

5-5 58 6 6 3 5 0 

5-8 17 2 2 0 4 0 

5-9 21 2 2 1 4 0 

5-11 17 2 2 2 2 0 

5-12 28 3 3 0 4 0 

5-13 18 2 2 1 4 0 

5-15 46 5 5 0 3 0 

7-1 40 1 1 4 5 2 

7-2 146 0 0 5 15 4 

9-1 19 2 2 1 2 1 

9-4 19 2 2 2 2 1 

Totals 213 39 39 22 61 8 
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Density Management Thinning 

 

 Generally, trees larger than 20 inches dbh in the LSR (Section 7) would be reserved from harvest.   An 

exception is those trees needing to be felled for operational purposes such as the construction of 

landings, roads, yarding corridors, skid trails, and/or gap creation; these trees would generally be sold 

and removed.  

 Generally, trees larger than 24 inches dbh in the AMA LUA (Sections 5 and 9) would be reserved from 

harvest with the exception of unit 9-4 where trees larger than 30 inch dbh would be reserved.  An 

additional exception is those trees needing to be felled for operational purposes such as the construction 

of landings, roads, yarding corridors, and skid trails; these trees would generally be sold and removed.   

 Only Douglas-fir and western hemlock would be harvested, all other species would be reserved to 

preserve species diversity, unless in road rights-of-way, landings or yarding corridors.  

 Unless stated otherwise in specific unit prescriptions, alder or bigleaf maple would be counted towards 

the recommended basal area and tree per acre target. This requirement would contribute to species 

diversity and stand variability both immediately and into the future.  Because red alder is relatively 

short-lived compared to conifers, as it is over-topped or dies out it creates gaps that generally fill in 

with brush or conifer regeneration.  

 Generally thinning would be from below, selecting the largest, healthiest trees for retention.  An 

exception would be those green trees that have significant defect such as cavities, dead, forked, broken 

tops, and/or hemlocks with mistletoe – these trees would generally also be retained.  Although the 

prescribed trees per acre to be reserved can be converted to an average spacing, tree size and health 

would be the overriding consideration in selecting trees to leave since the best trees are not expected to 

occur at even spacing.  This would result in retaining the trees that can best respond to thinning, 

shortening the time to develop large trees and to maintain stand vigor for optimum late-successional 

development.  

 Leave trees would include damaged trees and suppressed and intermediate crown class trees.  The 

suppressed/intermediate trees would be left close to a dominant or codominant tree.  An exception to 

leaving damaged and lower crown class trees would be where stocking levels should be kept higher due 

to windthrow risk; in these areas mainly the suppressed and intermediate trees would be removed to 

maintain a relatively unbroken upper canopy.  This would lessen the risk of large-scale windthrow. 

 Douglas-fir with the greenest, fullest crowns (both in overall size and in the amount of needles retained) 

would be favored for retention.  These trees are probably the most tolerant of the Swiss needlecast 

disease.  The seemingly healthiest trees would respond better to thinning and provide for the long-term 

health of the stand.  There is some evidence that resistance to Swiss needlecast has a genetic 

component.  Selecting the most resistant trees is the best insurance that the stand will eventually have a 

component of the very large, old Douglas-fir that characterizes old growth stands in the coast range.   

 When marking units, areas of lower stocking may be encountered where most of the trees would need 

to be marked in order to meet the prescribed stocking level.  In these areas more trees would be 

removed than the density prescribed for the rest of the unit since the trees should have correspondingly 

wider crowns and be more windfirm than the average for the unit. 

 Average post-thinning Relative Densities (RD) for individual stands are expected to be generally below 

35.  An RD below 35 would emphasize individual tree growth over total volume growth of the stand.  

Areas prone to windthrow, including areas dominated by poorly rooted hemlock, would be maintained 

at higher relative densities.   

 Although prescribed stocking would vary between units, canopy closures are expected to average 

between 55 and 74 percent following the proposed thinning treatment (including CWD creation as 

proposed).   

 Although the overall average number of proposed reserve trees per acre is specified for each unit, 

spacing would be varied by as much as 25% in order to promote variable density. 

 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 which 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:  
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 ¼ acre gaps would contain 4 trees. 

 ½ acre gaps would contain 9 trees. 

 1 acre gaps would contain 16 trees. 

 

 Green trees reserved in created gaps would generally be left at least 30 feet from the gap’s outer edge. 

 Created gaps would be located in areas with relatively large, healthy Douglas-fir with live crown ratios 

greater than 30% and/or areas with signs of Phellinus weirii.  These would naturally occur in areas 

where the trees are already more widely spaced.  Scattered, very large Douglas-fir are characteristic of 

old growth stands in this area.  Heavily thinned gaps would not be placed on slopes >70%.  These gaps 

would help maximize individual tree development, encourage some understory vegetation 

development, and encourage the initiation of structural diversity.  Gaps or Phellinus weirii openings 

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

selected units, scattered ¼ acre to 1 acre unthinned patches would be retained.  These patches would 

increase structural diversity, preserve areas for thermal or visual cover for wildlife as well as a source 

of natural snag recruitment through suppression mortality. 

 

Within Riparian Reserves: 

 

 A relative density (RD) (Curtis, 1992) of 30 or higher would be maintained between the no-harvest 

buffer and the one site potential tree height boundary from the stream when adjacent to Listed Fish 

Habitat (LFH) or adjacent to tributary streams within one stream mile of LFH (this applies to all units).  

 At least a 50% canopy closure would be maintained within the secondary shade zone on perennial 

streams.  The secondary shade zone is that portion of the Riparian Reserve outside the no-harvest buffer 

but within the distance of one site potential tree height of the stream channel.   

 

Coarse Woody Debris (CWD - Snags and Down Wood) 

 

 Existing CWD would be retained and protected to the extent possible.  Snags that are cut for reasons of 

safety or knocked over during logging would remain on site. 

 If reserve trees must be topped for operational purposes (e.g. lift or tail trees), both portions of the 

reserve trees would remain on site to augment snag and down woody debris habitat. 

 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 leave trees to help protect them from logging damage.   

 Green trees that have significant defect such as cavities or dead, forked or broken tops would be 

retained. 

 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 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. Higher levels of CWD (up to 15 trees/acre) would potentially be added to unit 9-4 as it is 

currently 95 years old and considered to be suitable habitat for the northern spotted owl.  Proposed 

CWD target levels are based upon levels described in the LSRA (USDA and USDI 1998) (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, snag topping) would best meet habitat objectives.  If appropriate, the 

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

 Where applicable, created snags or felled trees would generally not be located within approximately 

150 feet of a drivable road, or a property line boundary where BLM land abuts non-federal ownership.  

This feature is designed to help reduce the potential for the creation of a safety hazard and/or the 

likelihood that the material would be stolen or sold as firewood. 
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Table 3:  CWD Management Strategy and Green Trees Reserved to Meet Unit-specific CWD 

Targets. 
 

Unit 

Year at which 

trees in treated 

stands are 

estimated to 

meet 

recommended 

minimum size 

for CWD 

treatment¹ 

Acres 
LSRA 

Strategy² 

Target volume 

(cubic feet (cf)) 

per acre for 

CWD (snags 

and down 

woody debris) 

Green trees 

reserved per 

acre for 

potential down 

woody debris 

creation 

Green trees 

reserved per 

acre for 

potential snag 

creation 

Total 

trees 

reserved 

for 

potential 

CWD 

creation 

5-2 2010 52 3 525 cf 2 3 260 

5-3 2010 7 3 525 cf 2 3 35 

5-4 2010 55 3 525 cf 3 3 330 

5-5 2010 58 3 525 cf 3 3 348 

5-8 2010 17 3 525 cf 2 3 85 

5-9 2025 21 3 525 cf deferred3 deferred3 0 

5-11 2030 17 3 525 cf deferred
3
 deferred

3
 0 

5-12 2010 28 3 525 cf 2 3 140 

5-13 2020 18 3 525 cf deferred3 deferred3 0 

5-15 2020 46 3 525 cf deferred3 deferred3 0 

7-1 2015 39 3 525 cf deferred3 deferred3 0 

7-2 2020 146 3 525 cf deferred3 deferred3 0 

9-1 2025 19 3 525 cf deferred3 deferred3 0 

9-4 2010 19 2 1730 cf 7 8 285 

Total       1483 

¹Based on when trees within treated stands are predicted to reach a quadratic mean diameter of greater than 20” (from ORGANON 

version 8.4). 

² The following strategies are prescribed to meet target CWD levels as described in: Late-Successional Reserve Assessment for 

Oregon’s Northern Coast Range Adaptive Management Area (USDA Forest Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management 1998): 

o Strategy #2 (moderate level): In late-seral stands (80-110 years), to meet the moderate target level, the necessary quantity of 

average or larger-sized leave trees (generally from the 16-28” diameter classes) would be girdled, felled, or topped, up to 

approximately 15 trees per acre.  

o Strategy #3 (minimum level): In younger stands (35-60 years) tree diameters are relatively small therefore minimum levels of 

CWD would be created by girdling, topping or cutting trees in this entry.  Another entry would be expected at a later date. 
3CWD treatments would be deferred until the year QMD is predicted to be >20”, or until a future density management entry.  

Waiting for the trees to grow to larger size in response to the density management thinning would result in substantially larger, 

higher quality, longer lasting snags and/or down wood. 

 

 

Water, Fisheries and Soil Resources 

 

 For areas within one mile of ESA-listed fish or designated Critical Habitat, 100-foot or greater no-

harvest buffers on either side of fish-bearing streams and perennial non-fish bearing streams would be 

maintained. 
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 For areas more than one mile of ESA listed fish, a100-foot or greater no-harvest buffer on either side of 

fish-bearing streams and 60-foot no-harvest buffer on perennial non-fish bearing streams would be 

maintained. 

 A 100-foot or greater no-harvest buffer on the outer edge of ponds, and wetlands larger than one acre 

would be maintained.  

 A one tree wide or greater no-harvest buffer around the outer edge of wetlands less than one acre would 

be maintained.  This requirement may be achieved by leaving reserve trees along the edge of the 

wetlands; these areas would not be excluded from the treatment units. 

 A 60-foot or greater no-harvest buffer on either side of intermittent non-fish bearing streams would be 

maintained. 

 To protect water quality, trees would be felled away from all no-harvest buffers within the harvest area.  

If a cut tree falls into a no-harvest buffer, the portion of the tree within the buffer would remain in 

place.  

 
Seasonal Restrictions (See Table 4 for a summary of incorporated seasonal restrictions) 

 

 All ground-based yarding would be restricted to periods of low soil moisture, generally June 15 through 

October 15.  This could be adjusted if unseasonable conditions occur (e.g., an extended dry or wet 

season).  The low soil moisture period for Harvest Unit 5-12 is generally July 1 through October 15. 

 In general, the season of operation for skyline yarding would be dependent upon the haul routes. It may 

be extended beyond the dry season in those areas where yarding would take place directly to a road 

identified for extended season of haul.  Skyline yarding would be restricted areas with rock surface 

roads and landings during the wet season. 

 Log Haul: There are several haul routes utilized by the Density Management Project (see Figures 2 and 

3).  Many of these haul routes would only be used for dry season hauling. Specified road systems may 

be available for extended season hauling (see Figure 4).  Depending on weather and road conditions 

hauling on these road systems would be allowed for most of the calendar year, excluding the wettest 

months (generally Dec 1 – Feb 15).  

 All hauling and road maintenance work done during the “wet season” (generally outside of the period 

between June 1 and October 15) would be subject to the following stipulations to minimize negative 

impacts to water quality and fish habitat:  

 Hauling and maintenance activities would be suspended when conditions exist that may cause the 

generation of excessive sediment, such as intense or prolonged rainfall; or when the road surface is 

deteriorating due to freeze-thaw cycles or from excessive use.  

 The BLM would maintain the authority to suspend hauling or maintenance activities that may 

affect ESA- listed fish or designated Critical Habitat. 

 Sediment control project design features such as straw bales, silt fences and bark-bags or 

additional road surface rock would be installed at designated stream crossings and ditch lines. The 

filter devices would allow for the free passage of water without detention or plugging.  They 

would receive frequent maintenance and be removed when needed and at the completion of haul 

and disposed in areas in which the sediment would not be delivered to stream channels. 

 Road Work: All road decommissioning, construction, and renovation would occur during the dry 

season (generally June 1 through October 30).   

 Culvert Work: All work requiring in-stream work (culvert installation, replacement or removal) would 

be limited to the ODFW in-stream work period (July 1 to September 15). 

 Bark Slip Period:  If excessive leave tree damage is occurring during felling and yarding operations, 

operation would be halted until after the peak bark-slip period ends (generally about July 15).  Western 

hemlock and true firs are particularly prone to damage. 
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Table 4: Seasonal Restrictions Matrix summarizing design features incorporated into the 

Cedar Creek Density Management Project
1
  

 

Activity 
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC 

1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 

Bark slip period
 2

         Conditional – Depending on Damage        
 

   

Ground-base yarding 

(with the exception 

of Unit 5-12) 
3
                               

Ground-base yarding 

in Unit 5-12 
3
                         

Skyline yarding to 

dry season roads 
3
                         

Skyline yarding to 

extended season 

roads 
3
                         

Road construction, 

renovation and 

decommissioning 
3
                           

In-stream culvert 

work (live streams)                         

Hauling  

(Dry season only) 
3
                         

Hauling  

(Extended season) 
3
                         

1 Shaded areas in the “1” cells indicate effective dates from the 1st to the 14th of each month.  Shaded areas in the “15” cells 

indicate effective dates from the 15th to the end of each month. 
2 Bark slip seasonal restrictions (normally May 1 – July 15) for all felling and yarding operations may be conditionally waived 

depending upon the amount of damage to reserved trees. 
3 Seasonal restrictions may be shortened or extended depending on weather conditions. 

 

 

Yarding 

 

 Ground-based yarding would generally be limited to slopes less than 35%.   

 Ground-based equipment would be restricted to tracked equipment only.   

 Designated skid trails would be used to limit the extent of skid trails and landings to less than 10% of 

each harvest unit.  Skid trail and landing cutting limits would be kept to the narrowest width and size 

necessary to reasonably harvest the unit (for analysis purposes, assume 12-foot-wide skid trails spaced 

on average 150 feet apart and a 50-foot diameter impact area for landings).  Existing skid trails and 

landings would be used to the extent possible.   

 Yarding logs or construction of skid trails through depressions with very moist, poorly drained soils 

would be avoided where practical.  These areas may or may not be identified on the ground prior to 

logging operations. 

 The purchaser may elect to use mechanized, cut-to-length systems provided that the following measures 

are met: 

 Harvesters, feller-bunchers and/or log processors would be boom-mounted with a minimum 

operating radius of 20 feet.  The equipment would have a ground pressure rating of 8 psi (pounds 

per square inch) or less.  Log harvesting equipment trails would be spaced 40 to 50 feet apart and 

be no more than 15 feet in width.  No more than two passes over the same ground would be 

permitted. 

 Forwarding or skidding equipment would be restricted to designated trails approved by BLM 

prior to felling and yarding operations.   

 Harvesters would be required to place slash in front of the machine tracks in order to reduce 

compaction.  Forwarders or skidders would operate on a nearly continuous layer of slash that is at 
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least 6 inches thick. 

 Where skyline yarding corridors are needed across stream channels, full log suspension would be 

required within the no-harvest buffers.  At least one-end suspension of logs would be required in all 

other cable and ground-based logging areas. 

 Skyline corridors would generally not exceed 12 feet in width and would be located at least 150 feet 

apart at one end. 

 Any trees cut within the no-harvest buffers would be left on site to minimize ground disturbance and 

augment CWD levels. 

 In the ground-based yarding areas within Riparian Reserves, equipment would be restricted to existing 

skid trails or roads, unless a mechanized cut-to-length system with the restrictions described above is 

used. 

 Skyline yarding would be restricted in Riparian Reserves to corridors that are as perpendicular to 

streams as possible. 

 

Road, Skid Trail and Landing Construction, Reconstruction and Decommissioning  

 

 New roads and skid trails would generally be located outside of Riparian Reserves. 

 All new road construction would avoid wetlands and where practical avoid depressions with very moist, 

poorly drained soils.   

 Natural-surface roads would be winterized at the end of each operating season by water barring and 

blocking the roads to vehicle traffic. 

 The number of landings and their size would be kept to the minimum required to reasonably harvest the 

units.  Landings would be located by the purchaser and approved by the BLM.  

 In general, landings would not be located within 240 feet of streams. 

 All natural-surfaced roads and landings used during harvest operations would be decommissioned.  An 

exception would be road # 5-2, which would only be blocked and waterbarred.  The culverts on road # 

5-2 would stay in place and the surface would not be de-compacted.  Decommissioning would 

generally consist of removing culverts, de-compacting, water barring, seeding or planting with native 

species, and restricting OHV (Off Highway Vehicle) use.  Restricting OHV use may include the 

strategic placement of boulders, logs, root wads, and/or other types of earthen barriers. 

 Large stumps created by road building or yarding activities would be retained and stockpiled to be used 

later to block skid trails and roads in areas that could easily be accessed by OHVs. 

 All culverts replaced or installed would be sized to accommodate 100-year flow events.  

 All culvert work involving live water would be done during the ODFW in-stream work period (July 1 

to September 15) unless a waiver is obtained from ODFW. 

 

Special Status Species 

 

 There are several, large remnant Douglas-firs on BLM land with potential marbled murrelet nesting 

structures within or near the proposed Density Management treatment units.  These trees would be 

managed in compliance 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, Oregon (USFWS et al. 2004).    

 No potentially suitable murrelet or northern spotted owl nest trees would be felled and no openings 

greater than ¼ acre would be created within one site-potential tree height surrounding a potential 

murrelet nest tree.  

 No hemlock within the thinning treatments with suspected mistletoe infection would be selected for 

harvest to protect potential habitat for Johnson’s hairstreak, a Bureau Sensitive butterfly species. 

 The warty jumping slug (Hemphillia glandulosa), was found in unit 9-4 and would receive protection 

under Survey and Manage guidelines for this species because the stand is greater than 80-years old. 

 

Invasive / Non-Native Plants 

 

 Prior to entering the sale contract area all heavy machinery (with the exception of log trucks, rock 
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trucks and vehicles that transport personnel to the site) would have all dirt and adhering vegetation 

removed by power-washing. 

 All disturbed sites such as landings, subsoiled roads, skid trails etc., would be evaluated for 

reintroduction of native plant material to mitigate the spread of invasive non-native plant species. 

 

Cultural Resources  

 

 Survey techniques for cultural resources are based on those described in the Protocol for Managing 

Cultural Resources of Lands Administered by the Bureau of Land Management in Oregon (BLM, 

1998).  A post-project survey would be conducted according to standards based on slope defined in the 

Protocol appendix.  If cultural material is discovered during project implementation, work would be 

suspended until an archaeologist can assess the significance of the discovery. 

 

Air Quality, Fire Risk, and Fuels Management 

 

 Burning would be conducted in accordance with the Oregon State Implementation Plan and Oregon 

Smoke Management Plan and would comply with the provisions of the Clean Air Act.  It would be 

conducted under good atmospheric mixing conditions to lessen the impact on air quality in Smoke 

Sensitive Receptor Areas.  

 Hand, machine, and landing pile construction and burning may be used individually or in combination 

in areas where fuel loading is heavy or the fire risk is determined to be high. 

 Large woody debris would not be piled or treated.   

 Hand piles and machine piles would be located at least 10 feet from green trees to minimize damage, or 

on top of bigleaf maple stumps to help prevent resprouting. 

 Landing piles would be located as far as possible from reserved trees to minimize damage. 

 Hand, machine, and landing piles would be covered to facilitate the consumption of fuels during the 

high moisture fall/winter burning periods. 

 Lopping and scattering of fuels would be incorporated in areas where fuel loading is relatively heavy 

but not heavy enough to warrant burning. 

 Pullback of fuels would be incorporated in areas where fuel loading is relatively light (especially along 

roads and property lines) and not heavy enough to warrant burning. 

 The Density Management project areas would be posted as “Closed” to OHV use during harvest and 

log hauling activities.  

 

Rock Quarry Development   Development and operation of the Rock Quarry would be consistent with the 

standards in Appendix F of the Salem District ROD/RMP. 

 

 Cultural resource surveys would be conducted prior to any new ground-disturbing activity.  If cultural 

resources are found, the project may be redesigned to protect the cultural resource values present or 

evaluation and mitigation procedures would be implemented based on the recommendation of the 

District Archaeologist. 

 Exploratory drilling may be performed by utilizing a track mounted core drill, which would require 

minimal material to be excavated and approximately 6 trees to be cut. 

 Prior to entering the quarry development area all heavy machinery (with the exception of log trucks, 

rock trucks and vehicles that transport personnel to the site) would have all dirt and adhering vegetation 

removed by power-washing. 

 Oversized boulders would not be wasted, but would be broken and utilized concurrently with the 

excavated material.  

 The operator would comply with local and state safety codes for equipment storage and stockpiling 

rock material is allowed for the duration of the contract or project. Use of the site beyond that time 

would be authorized under a special use permit.  

 Clearing timber and brush should be planned at least 10 feet beyond the edge of the excavation limit. 

Most often the brush would be piled and burned at the site, or scattered nearby.  
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 All topsoil and overburden would be stockpiled or windrowed, as appropriate, for use in reclamation.  

Material would be stockpiled and shaped at approved & stable stockpile sites.  The soil would be kept 

separate from the rock overburden material and stockpiled until needed for reclamation. The soil 

stockpiles would be kept less than five feet high where room allows, thereby maintaining a healthy soil 

ecology. These stockpiles would be stabilized by seeding in order to minimize erosion during the winter 

months.  

 Quarry development in steep terrain would require a series of benches to effectively maximize the 

amount of mineral materials to be removed in a safe manner.  In most cases, bench height should not 

exceed 40 feet, and if the bench would be used by bulldozers to access other parts of the quarry, the 

width of the bench should be at least 25 feet. If the bench is not used by equipment, then this width can 

be reduced to approximately 10 feet. 

 Where in steep terrain, an earth berm would be constructed below the quarry to keep material from the 

quarry from moving downslope.  The earth berm would be constructed with drainage breaks to allow 

for adequate drainage.     

 As a standard procedure, the excavation of the quarry floor should be designed with an outslope of 

approximately 3 percent in order to provide for adequate drainage of the floor. Compliance with this 

design should be made a requirement of all operators at the site. 

 In the use of explosives, methods and procedures would be used to prevent damage to adjacent 

landscape features and would minimize scattering the rocks, stumps, or other debris outside the quarry 

site.  Procedures for drilling and blasting patterns would be used that would produce a smooth surface 

without appreciable breaks. 

 All disturbed areas would be reclaimed concurrently or as soon as possible after exploration or quarry 

operations cease and would conform to guidelines in the BLM Handbook H-3042-1. 

 For reasons of safety, the Rock Quarry project area would be posted as “Closed” to OHV use during 

periods of development and use.  

 

Roadside Tree Removal 

 

 Roadside trees which are located slightly outside of the road prism but lean in such a way that a large 

portion of the tree is above the road would be cut.   Tree removal is not expected to occur more than 

about 25 feet from the road edge. 

 Hardwoods which would be felled would generally be no larger than 16 inches dbh; conifers would 

generally be no larger than 12 inches dbh.    

 Felled 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. 

 All equipment used in the implementation of the Roadside Tree Removal Project would be limited to 

the existing road surface. 

 Felling of trees would be conducted in such a way as to assure no damage to potentially suitable spotted 

owl or marbled murrelet nest tree, or any tree containing a suspected nest of a bird or mammal. 

 Tree removal would not occur in areas where the targeted trees are the primary source of shade on 

watercourses.  

 All slash that impedes sight distance would be moved so it no longer impedes line of sight. 

 All slash less than 6 inches diameter would be pulled back at least 25 horizontal feet from the edge of 

the road bed.   

 All slash greater than 6 inches in diameter would be removed from the road prism. 

 The resulting depth of slash would not exceed 3 feet.  To achieve this scattering and/or bucking of cut 

material may be required. 

 For reasons of safety, the Roadside Tree Removal project areas would be posted as “Closed” to OHV 

use during felling and/or log hauling activities.   
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2.2.3 Alternative 2: No Action 

 
Under the No Action Alternative the BLM would not implement the density management thinning project 

at this time.  There would be no new road construction, renovation or decommissioning.  Existing roads 

proposed for decommissioning would continue to age over time with little or no road surface or drainage 

structure maintenance.  Roadside trees along major haul routes would not be felled or removed.  No rock 

quarry would be developed.  The plant and animal communities would continue to be dependent upon the 

current condition, current stand development trajectories and ecological processes.  Management objectives 

for these areas would not be met. 

 

2.3 Project 1 – Affected Environment and Environmental Effects 

2.3.1 Forest Vegetation 

2.3.1.1 Affected Environment 

 
All the areas proposed for variable-density thinning treatment consist primarily of relatively dense, 

single-storied plantations planted between 1950 and 1977 (Table 5) with the exception of unit 9-4 which is 

95 years old.  Although originally planted with Douglas-fir, many of the plantations currently have a large 

component of western hemlock that seeded in.  Areas dominated by red alder, primarily riparian areas, 

would be excluded from the harvest areas as much as possible.  Red alder within the proposed harvest units 

is mainly restricted to old skid trails and landings. 

 

Unit 9-4 is a 95-year old relatively dense, single storied stand with several pockets of laminated root rot 

caused by the fungus Phellinus weirii.  The unit is comprised of mixed Douglas-fir and western hemlock. 

There is little to no second canopy and an insufficient amount of down wood in decay classes 1-3.   

 

Except where Phellinus weirii has created various-sized openings or areas of lower density, most of the 

proposed treatment areas have relatively dense overstory canopies, which limit the amount of light reaching 

the forest floor, and therefore, understory vegetation growth.  The only consistently abundant understory 

species in all of the units are mosses and swordfern.  Units 5-3, 5-5, 5-15, and 9-4 are exceptional in that 

they also have a relatively large vine maple component in the understory.  These units all have relatively 

large openings (>3 acres) caused by Phellinus weirii.  Understory species that occur in very low densities 

throughout the proposed harvest units include salal, red huckleberry, Oregon grape (on rockier sites), 

salmonberry and oxalis.  The stands are above the density level where mortality from tree-to-tree 

competition begins (RD >50).   

 

Swiss needle cast, caused by the fungus Phaeocryptopus gaeumannii, occurs on Douglas-firs throughout 

the project area.  Annual aerial surveys for this disease conducted by the Oregon Department of Forestry 

from 2003 through 2007 found symptomatic Douglas-fir trees somewhere within the project area in each 

year.  Throughout western Oregon, within the time period of 2003 to 2007, the level of disease intensity 

was at its lowest in 2004 and has since begun to increase again.  There have been no signs of Swiss needle 

cast from the ground work in our unit areas. 

 

Phellinus weirii appears to occur in relatively low levels in the watershed.  Douglas-fir is readily infected 

and killed by this disease.  The disease was noted in all units, with the majority of Phellinus weirii in units 

5-3, 5-5, 5-15, and 9-4. 

 

The existing coarse wood volumes (including both down wood and snags) in all of the proposed treatment 

units, with the exception of 7-1, are at the moderate to high LSRA coarse wood level categories
 
as shown in 

Table 24 of the LSRA (Table 6).  As shown in Table 6, most of the total coarse wood volume is in the form 

of down wood and generally occurs in the more advanced decay classes.  Virtually all of the snags are 

relatively small diameter trees in decay classes 4 and 5 that have died primarily as a result of inter-tree 
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competition.  CWD Levels in unit 7-1 are at the minimum level and although no CWD data was gathered in 

unit 9-4, CWD levels in this unit are suspected to be in moderate range and heavily skewed toward the later 

decay classes. 

 

Approximately 39% of the Federal land within the Nestucca 5
th
 field watershed is 80-years-old or older.  

None of the areas proposed for treatment by the Cedar Creek Density Management Project are located 

within late-successional forests specifically identified within the 15% Analysis Documentation (as updated 

11/15/99) that was completed to assure conformance with the 15 percent Retention Standard and Guideline 

(Salem District RMP - pg. 48).   
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Table 5: Current Cedar Creek Density Management Treatment Unit Parameters.  
 

Unit Acres 
Year of 

origin1 
Trees/Ac.2 

Basal Area3/per acre 

(ft.2) 

QMD4  

(in.) 
Curtis RD5 

Ave. Ht 

(ft) 
Ht./Diam. Ratio Species composition6 

5-2 52 1956 217 262 14.9 68 108 74 65% DF, 32%WH 

5-3 7 1960 124 256 19.4 58 105 60 98% DF, 2%WH 

5-4 55 1954 194 268 15.9 68 117 74 75% DF, 17%WH 

5-5 58 1963 202 248 15 67 97 68 99% DF 

5-8 17 1958 215 312 16.3 77 114 77 49% DF, 46%WH 

5-9 21 1962 194 231 14.8 62 88 61 87% DF 

5-11 17 1970 207 215 13.8 63 101 77 52% DF, 18%WH 

5-12 28 1950 217 300 15.9 75 117 73 60% DF, 36%WH 

5-13 18 1954 201 240 14.8 63 102 73 51% DF, 36%WH 

5-15 46 1959 185 240 15.4 62 112 75 28% DF, 48%WH 

7-1 39 1970 233 240 13.7 64 101 80 88% DF, 12%WH 

7-2 146 1970 242 248 13.7 67 98 79 81% DF, 14%WH 

9-1 19 1969 260 264 13.6 73 89 74 90% DF, 10% WH 

9-4 19 1915 139 244 17.9 58 107 69 57% DF, 43%WH 
1Weighted average, most stands were planted or regenerated over several years 
2Trees per acre that are 7 inches and greater in diameter at 4.5 feet (dbh)  
3The cross sectional area of a single tree including the bark measured at breast height (4.5 feet above the ground) 
4Quadratic Mean Diameter (diameter of the tree of average basal area) 
5Curtis Relative Density (Curtis 1982) (Basal Area / square root of the QMD) 
6DF= Douglas-fir, WH = western hemlock, remaining species predominantly red alder 
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Table 6: Current Volume (cubic feet per acre) of Conifer CWD (snags and down wood) in the  

Proposed Density Management Thinning Units (all decay classes combined). 

 

Unit
1
 

Down 
wood 

(tons/ac) 

Down 
wood 

volume 
4
 

(ft
3
/ac) 

Total down 
wood vol. 
in decay 
classes 
1,2,3 

(ft
3
/ac) 

LSRA 
coarse 
wood 
level 

category
2
 

Down Wood                                         
Decay Class 1 or  2, >=20 

In. large end diam. and 
>=20 FT. length

3
 

Number 
of snags 
per acre 

Snag 
QMD 
(in.) 

Ave. Snag 
Ht. (ft.) 

Snag 
volume 
(ft

3
/ac) 

Snags >=20 in. 
dbh & >=50 ft. 

ht, Decay 
Class 1 & 2 

pieces/ac. ft./ac. 

5-2 15.8 2287 225.2 high 0.0 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a 0.0 0 

5-3 13.0 1939 25.9 high 0.0 0.0 18.0 10.8 40 138 0 

5-4 17.4 2416 364.4 high 0.6 26.9 5.1 16.6 49 122 0.5 

5-5 13.6 1948 212.4 moderate 0.0 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a 0.0 0 

5-8 18.7 2490 452.7 high 0.6 53.1 3.8 13.9 46 65 0 

5-9 12.4 1726 356.7 moderate 0.0 0.0 2.7 27.4 38 141 0 

5-11 13.3 1917 295.8 moderate 0.0 0.0 11.4 14.3 69.9 270.8 0 

5-12 20.4 2780 397.5 high 0.0 0.0 15.7 11.4 65 229 0 

5-13 20.5 2895 287.4 high 0.0 0.0 7.8 9.8 66.3 144.5 0 

5-15 19.0 2646 422.6 high 0.7 71.3 6.1 20.6 31 148 0.9 

7-1 7.6 1035 196.0 minimum 0.0 0.0 13.7 13.3 72 324 0 

7-2 11.8 1581 269.5 moderate 0.0 0.0 3.2 15.2 59 75 0 

9-1 19.4 2857 62.6 high 0.0 0.0 8.1 19.9 25 144 0 

9-4 Down wood data was not collected 5.5 37.2 159 2465 0 

1Data is for the area that was included in the stand exam including the harvest area and often portions of the stand outside the currently proposed harvest areas. 

2From LSRA p. 96:  minimum level of CWD is 525 - 1100 ft3/ac.; moderate level is 1100 - 1980 ft3/ac.; high level is 1980 - 4840 ft3/ac. 

3From ROD/RMP p. 20-21, Matrix guidelines that can be applied to AMA  

4Down wood presence was noted if any portion of a piece >20 inches in diameter and >8 feet long was within 20 feet of the plot center.  Approximately 90% of the plots had down wood noted.  
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2.3.1.2 Environmental Effects - Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 
The expected short-term effects (0-25 years) of the proposed density management project include the 

following: 

 Increased diameter growth rates and crown development to lessen the time it takes to develop the 

large trees, snags and logs characteristic of late-successional forests.  See Table 5 and Table 8 for a 

comparison of QMD’s.   

 Scattered areas of tree regeneration, particularly shade tolerant western hemlock and shrub growth; 

a beginning towards the development of multi-storied stands. 

 Increased horizontal diversity by varying tree spacing, leaving unthinned areas and creating heavily 

thinned gaps. 

 Greater wind-firmness (see ht/diam ratios, Table 8.) which would allow more flexibility during 

future entries and lessen the risk of large-scale windthrow. 

 

The proposed variable-density thinning treatments are expected to redirect the current developmental 

trajectory of the treated stands.  Structural development would be directed away from increasing uniformity 

and toward a more complex structure characteristic of older forests.  As a result of implementing this 

prescription, the density within and among units would vary.  Although the proposed thinning is variable, 

the overall treatment could be described as light to moderate thinning. 

 
 

Table 7: Estimated stand conditions immediately following harvest as projected by 

ORGANON (Hann et al. 2006).   

 

Unit 
Harvest 

Acres 
Trees/Ac.* 

BA 

(sq. ft.) 

* 

QMD 

(in.) * 

Curtis 

RD* 

% 

Canopy 

Cover* 

% BA 

Removed 

% TPA 

Removed 

5-2 52 56 160 22.9 33 75% 37% 55% 

5-3 7 43 133 23.8 27 66% 48% 66% 

5-4 55 73 160 20.1 35 71% 39% 61% 

5-5 58 43 112 21.9 24 62% 54% 78% 

5-8 17 68 170 21.4 37 70% 48% 71% 

5-9 21 92 140 16.7 34 72% 40% 52% 

5-11 17 98 135 15.9 34 71% 37% 52% 

5-12 28 73 168 20.6 37 72% 44% 67% 

5-13 18 82 143 17.9 34 69% 40% 60% 

5-15 46 84 158 18.5 37 72% 34% 58% 

7-1 39 90 135 16.6 33 73% 43% 62% 

7-2 146 89 137 16.8 33 72% 44% 63% 

9-1 19 95 140 16.4 35 74% 47% 63% 

9-4 19 57 150 21.9 32 67% 38% 59% 

 *The displayed trees per acre, BA, QMD, RD and Canopy Cover figures include those trees on Table 3 that would be reserved for 

potential CWD creation (down wood, snags and snag-topped green tree).   

 
Bailey and Tappeiner (1998) compared the effects of thinning in 40- to 100-year-old Douglas-fir stands in 

the Coast and Cascade ranges of western Oregon. Thinned stands had higher tree seedling density and 

frequency, understory tree density, tall shrub density and frequency, and low shrub cover (%) than 

unthinned stands.  They concluded that the findings in their study were strong evidence that thinning, even 
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when done primarily to manage overstory/crop tree spacing (thinnings done for commercial wood 

production), promotes tree regeneration, shrub growth, and multi-storied stand development.  In the long 

term (>30 years) the larger-sized trees containing a much greater volume of wood, would result in higher 

quality down logs and snags as the trees eventually die or are converted to snags or down logs through 

planned management actions.  The increase in Douglas-fir QMD averaged 19% (ranges from 13 to 26%).  

The increase in mean tree volume, however, averaged 57% (ranges from 43 to 70%).   Deferring treatments 

now would leave the harvest areas with a high potential of future blowdown resulting from the Phellinus 

weirii.  This would result in vine maple dominating the understory thereby preventing tree regeneration.  In 

the northern part of unit 9-4 where the trees are the densest, trees would remain tall and thin with less 

potential to develop deep crowns with large limbs favored by marbled murrelets. 

 

Table 8 displays the estimated stand parameters 25 years after implementing Alternative 1.  Structural 

development of Douglas-fir forests is complex and occurs over long time periods.  Mortality at the 

individual tree, stand and landscape levels would continue to operate and the goal is not to reach some 

ultimate stand condition during this entry.  Because the majority of the proposed thinnings are relatively 

light, portions of the forest canopy would re-close in a relatively short time, perhaps in 10 to 15 years.  It is 

expected that most of the units would benefit from at least one more entry in order to place an emphasis on 

the development of multistoried stands, maintain live crown ratios and diameter growth and/or create 

additional CWD within the units.  

 

Although the thinning is expected to remove most of the smaller sized trees that would have likely died 

from suppression, approximately 39% of the Forest Operations Inventory Units acreage considered for 

density management during this proposed entry would be left unthinned because of logging difficulties, 

poor stocking, slope stability, disease pockets, stream buffers, and/or relatively risk of windthrow.  Leaving 

variable-sized areas unthinned would provide places where competition related mortality should continue 

and natural CWD recruitment processes would be maintained.  Following treatment, coarse wood would be 

expected to increase due to windthrow, damage and breakage during felling, and any trees greater than or 

equal to 20 inches in diameter that are cut and left on the ground to facilitate logging.  Project 

implementation is expected to set the stage for future treatments that could continue the progress of the 

stands towards development of more complex structures. 

 

Cumulative Effects 

 

Since 1994, BLM has implemented or proposes to soon implement a total of approximately 2,200 acres of 

similar density management thinnings projects within conifer-dominated stands in the Nestucca LSR LUA 

(Appendix 2 – Past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions).  All of these thinnings were 

designed to promote the development of late-seral habitat features or stand structure sooner than without 

treatment.  Additionally, since 1996 BLM has implemented approximately 2,000 acres of Wildlife Habitat 

Enhancement projects, primarily involving the creation of CWD by treating approximately 6,000 conifers 

within mature conifer-dominated stands in the Nestucca Watershed.  Cumulatively, these density 

management and wildlife habitat enhancement projects would have the beneficial impact of moving the 

larger Nestucca LSR toward the desired future condition a functioning late-seral block of forest. 

2.3.1.3 Environmental Effects - Alternative 2: No Action  

 
Under this alternative, no density management, CWD creation, rock quarry development or roadside tree 

removal would take place at this time.  In the absence of thinning or some other form of canopy 

disturbance, projections are for the density levels of the stands to generally increase to fairly high levels 

over the next 25 years (Table 8).  Stands would be expected to become increasingly dense and uniform.  As 

the level of competition among the trees remains high, crown development (live crown ratio, crown 

expansion, and branch growth) would decrease, diameter growth rate would be expected to decline, and 

competition-related mortality would increase, resulting in coarse wood additions mainly from the smaller-

diameter trees that slowly die from suppression.  This scenario is reflected in the Curtis RD numbers in 

Table 7. Competition mortality in Douglas-fir stands generally occur at RDs between 50 and 60 with 

competition mortality occurring at a relatively even spatial distribution, thereby maintaining the uniformity 
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stand.  RDs over 80 and height/diameter ratios greater than 80 indicate a high risk of windthrow over time.  

Understory development would also be expected to be limited.  A declining trend in the red alder 

component would be expected in the future as they are out-competed (overtopped) by the conifers.  In 

addition, the trees would be expected to become less stable, as expressed by the height/diameter ratios, and 

therefore more likely to experience windthrow or break off in severe winter storms.   

 

Cumulative Effects 

 

There would be no cumulative effects to forest vegetation associated with selecting the “No Action” 

alternative. 

 

Table 8:   Estimated stand conditions 25 years after implementing Alternative 1 as projected 

by ORGANON (Hann et al. 2006).   
 

Unit Acres Trees/Ac. 

Basal 

Area 

(sq. ft.) 

QMD 

(in.) 

Curtis 

RD 

Ht/Diam 

Ratio 

5-2 52 49 237 29.7 43 49 

5-3 7 37 196 31.0 35 46 

5-4 55 59 225 26.5 44 59 

5-5 58 36 173 29.8 31 46 

5-8 17 62 226 25.9 44 60 

5-9 21 85 225 22.8 50 64 

5-11 17 79 205 21.7 44 69 

5-12 28 63 220 25.3 44 62 

5-13 18 74 236 24.1 48 60 

5-15 45 72 235 24.4 48 65 

7-1 40 74 222 23.6 46 62 

7-2 146 71 213 23.4 44 63 

9-1 19 90 245 22.4 52 61 

9-4 19 42 120 22.8 25 48 

  *The displayed trees per acre and Basal Areas figures assume that all trees reserved to create down 

wood and snags have been converted to down woody debris or snags. 
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Table 9: Estimated stand conditions 25 years after implementing Alternative 2: No Action as 

projected by ORGANON (Hann et al. 2006).  

 

Unit Trees/Ac. 

Basal 

Area 

(sq. ft.) 

QMD 

(in.) 
Curtis RD 

Ht/Diam 

Ratio 

5-2 109 349 24.2 71 59 

5-3 106 349 24.6 70 59 

5-4 139 334 21.0 73 76 

5-5 139 332 20.9 72 66 

5-8 199 389 18.9 90 82 

5-9 150 310 19.4 70 76 

5-11 158 299 18.6 70 80 

5-12 176 359 19.4 82 83 

5-13 175 349 19.2 79 76 

5-15 165 335 19.3 76 83 

7-1 161 323 19.2 73 78 

7-2 166 325 19.0 74 78 

9-1 198 342 17.8 81 76 

9-4 134 301 20.3 67 65 

 

2.3.2 Threatened or Endangered Wildlife Species, Habitat and/or Designated 

Critical Habitat 

 
Discussions and/or analysis of the affected environment of the Density Management Project relative to 

wildlife and wildlife habitat are conducted at several spatial scales where appropriate.  The larger scales 

include the landscape or watershed scale; a project-specific Wildlife Analysis Area was developed to 

address an intermediate spatial scale; and finally, the smaller spatial scale discusses, as appropriate, species-

specific habitat conditions within and/or directly adjacent to the individual treatment units or project areas. 

2.3.2.1 Affected Environment 

 

The following general landscape or watershed scale discussion of wildlife habitat applies to the Density 

Management Project to provide context to the more project-specific analyses.  Additional species-specific 

discussions at the landscape, watershed, or Analysis Area scale are included within the species-specific 

discussions. 

 

As in most areas, ownership patterns of the northern Coast Range of Oregon strongly influence the 

character of the landscape.  The Density Management project is located in an area where a relatively 

blocked-up parcel of federal land (“the Nestucca Block” managed by BLM and US Forest Service) abuts an 

area where Federal lands are distributed in a more scattered, non-contiguous or “checkerboard” fashion.  

The western portion of the project area is located within the LSR LUA, while the eastern portions of the 

project are within the scattered parcels of Federal lands within the AMA LUA, which are intermingled with 

non-Federal forestland.  Portions of these non-Federal forestlands are owned by industrial timber companies 

and are managed for timber production on relatively short rotations.  The City of McMinnville 

(McMinnville Water and Light) manages a block of forestland located east and southeast of the Density 

Management Project Area primarily within the watersheds of Haskins and McGuire Reservoirs.  
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Management practices on these non-federal timberlands tend to dominate the character of the forested 

landscape containing the eastern portion of the Density Management Project while federal forest 

management practices focusing on the maintenance and development of late-seral habitat characterize the 

western portions of the Density Management Project Area. 

 

Located directly to the north and northwest of the project areas, within the historic “Tillamook Burn”, is the 

largest block of public ownership in northwest Oregon. This block of public ownership is within the 

Tillamook State Forest and is managed by the Oregon Department of Forestry.   

 

The majority of proposed Density Management project areas are located within the Nestucca River 5
th
 field 

watershed, specifically, within the Headwaters Nestucca River and the Nestucca River/Elk Creek 6
th
 field 

subwatersheds
3
.  Pertinent issues as discussed within the Nestucca River Watershed Analysis (USDA and 

USDI 1994) related to wildlife resources are factors affecting the distribution of sensitive species and 

habitats.  Some of these factors are ownership patterns past management practices that have resulted in a 

high degree of forest fragmentation, relatively small sized mature forest patches.  These factors can result in 

dispersal problems for some species and/or a high degree of regional isolation for some species of concern.  

Another commonly discussed and related issue is the lack of late-seral habitat and/or some late-seral habitat 

features such as “forest legacies” (e.g. large trees, snags and down logs).   

 

The Cedar Creek Wildlife Analysis Area 

 

The Cedar Creek Wildlife Analysis Area was used for a portion of the impact analysis of the Density 

Management Project upon wildlife resources.  It is defined as an aggregated area of land centered on the 

proposed Cedar Creek treatment areas with an approximate one-mile buffer.  The Wildlife Analysis Area is 

approximately 11,520 acres in size and spans the western slopes of the Coast Range Mountains up to the 

summit, crossing the summit of the Coast Range on its western boundary (Figure 5).  A breakdown of 

ownership within the Analysis Area and BLM Land Use Allocations is shown in Table 10.   

 

 

Table 10: Ownership and BLM Land Use Allocation (LUA) within the 

Cedar Creek Wildlife Analysis Area 

Ownership Acres 
% of 

total 

 Total BLM  4,280 37% 

Breakdown of 

BLM Land by 

LUA * 

  Late Successional Reserve 3,080   

  Adaptive Management Area 4,280   

  Administratively Withdrawn Area 280   

  Riparian Reserve 2,190   

  Matrix 0   

 State of Oregon  920 8% 

 Private Lands (primarily industrial timber companies)  3,700 32% 

 Municipal (City of McMinnville)  2,620 23% 

 Total (All Ownerships) 11,520  
 *

 Some BLM land use allocations overlap such as Late-Successional Reserve and Riparian Reserve, or 

Late-Successional Reserve and Adaptive Management Area.  Therefore, for the purposes of this display 

of the various LUAs, the sum of LUA breakdown of BLM lands by acre is much greater than total BLM 

acreage. 

 

 

                                                 
3
 USGS changed the names of the Upper Nestucca River subwatershed to the Headwaters Nestucca River 

subwatershed and the Upper Nestucca River/Elk Creek subwatershed to the Nestucca River/Elk Creek subwatershed. 
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Habitat Conditions within the Wildlife Analysis Area 

As a result of fire history and past management activities that included salvage operations and historic snag 

felling programs, higher quality large hard snags and logs are deficient or totally lacking within large 

portions of the Analysis Area.  Therefore, the Cedar Creek Wildlife Analysis Area currently contains a 

small proportion of habitat for those species dependent upon mature or late-seral stage habitat including 

large blocks of interior forest habitat.  As an example, there are an estimated 1,330 acres of forested stands 

greater than 80 years old on BLM land within the Analysis Area, but only 70 acres contain some 

component of legacy trees (old-growth remnants).   

 

The trend for mid-seral stands on non-Federal land (forest stands greater than 40 to 60-years-old) within the 

Analysis Area is one of decreasing quantities as merchantable stands are harvested – primarily through 

clearcut harvesting.  As such, there is currently a great deal of habitat within the Analysis Area for those 

species which depend upon or utilize early-seral stage habitats, smaller forested patches, and/or high 

contrast edges resulting from the juxtaposition of different habitat types.  However, early seral openings 

created on private industrial lands are significantly different than naturally occurring early seral habitat.  

Natural early seral habitat is characterized by large quantities of snags and down wood, clumps of live, 

damaged or dying trees, and hardwoods and shrubs that provide habitat (cover and food) for many insect 

and wildlife species.  There is also high plant diversity.  Industrial timber companies within the Analysis 

Area typically treat recent clearcut stands with herbicides and then replant the site with Douglas-fir 

seedlings.  These stands generally will not have time to develop complex early seral conditions before the 

site is completely occupied by the Douglas-fir seedlings.  

 

Non-forestland within the Analysis Area 

In addition to roadways and an existing transmission line right-of-way, a portion of the lands within the 

Cedar Creek Wildlife Analysis Area are non-forested acres utilized for land use practices other than 

forestry.  Approximately 118 acres of the non-Federal land located in the southeastern portion of the 

Analysis Area is within an area providing early-seral brush/riparian habitats referred to as Meadow Lake.  

An additional 40 acres of the Analysis Area is contained within McGuire Reservoir. 

 

 

Affected Environment – Species-specific and/or Project Area Scales for the Proposed Treatment Units 

 

Discussions and/or analyses of the affected environment relative to wildlife and wildlife habitat are 

conducted at several spatial scales.  As appropriate, the discussions of the affected environment below 

address species-specific habitat conditions within or adjacent to the proposed treatment units.   A more 

detailed description of the affected environment is located in Section 2.3.1.1within the Cedar Creek EA, 

and the Silvicultural Prescription for the Cedar Creek Density Management Project (Project Record 

Document # 23). 

 

Wildlife Species Proposed or Listed under the Endangered Species Act 

The impacts resulting from the Cedar Creek Density Management Project upon the northern spotted owl 

and marbled murrelet were analyzed. The habitat definitions used in the analysis for these species are 

contained in Table 11.  
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Figure 5: Wildlife Analysis Area used for a portion of the analysis of the Density 

Management Project 
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Table 11:  Habitat Definitions for ESA Listed Wildlife Species Used in this 

Evaluation¹ 

 
Marbled Murrelet Suitable Habitat:  Conifer-dominated stands that generally are 

80-years-old or older, and/or have trees greater than or equal to 18 inches mean dbh.  

Murrelet suitable habitat must include trees with potential nesting structure(s) as 

described in the March 26, 2004 policy by the Level 2 Team for the North Coast 

Planning Province.  Suitable habitat generally contains six or more trees with potential 

nesting structure(s) within a 5-acre area.  Note: Habitat with fewer than six trees with 

potential nesting structure(s) within a 5-acre area, and located further than twenty 

miles from the ocean as described in the March 26, 2004 policy is referred to as 

“Potential Habitat.” 

 
Northern Spotted Owl Suitable Habitat:  Stands used by spotted owls for nesting, 

roosting and foraging. Generally these stands are conifer-dominated, 80-years-old or 

older, multi-storied in structure, and have sufficient snags and downed wood to 

provide opportunities for owl nesting, roosting and foraging.  Mean tree diameter 

generally exceeds 18 inches dbh and canopy closure generally exceeds 60 percent.  At 

the project area scale, the local biologist evaluates the habitat to make a final 

determination of whether the features associated with functioning nesting, roosting, 

and/or foraging habitat are present and the stand meets the definition of suitable 

habitat. 

 
Northern Spotted Owl Dispersal Habitat:  Conifer and mixed conifer-hardwood 

habitats with a canopy cover greater than or equal to 40 percent and conifer trees 

usually greater than or equal to 11 inches average dbh. Within the Cedar Creek Project 

Areas this generally equates to stands greater than approximately 35-years-old.  
 

¹Habitat Definitions as described in the most recent Biological Assessment  prepared by the Interagency Level 1 Team (terrestrial 

subgroup) for the North Coast Planning Province  (USDI-USDA 2010) 
 

 

Northern Spotted Owl - Federally Threatened (FT) 

As previously outlined within the general discussion of the Affected Environment at the landscape or 

watershed scale, the majority of forest land in the vicinity of the eastern portions of the proposed project 

area is privately owned and managed for timber production in such a way as to preclude the development of 

larger blocks of late-seral stage habitat including suitable habitat for the spotted owl.  While private lands 

within or near the portion of the Oregon Coast Range containing the proposed project support some 

dispersal habitat for the northern spotted owl, suitable habitat for the spotted owl is very limited in quantity 

and quality.   

 

The Density Management Project is consistent with the 2008 Northern Spotted Owl Recovery Plan.  None 

of the proposed treatment units are stands that would meet the objectives of Recovery Action #32 of the 

2008 Northern Spotted Owl Recovery Plan (e.g., “Maintain substantially all of the older and more 

structurally complex multi-layered conifer forests on Federal lands outside of MOCAs in the Olympic 

Peninsula, Western Washington Cascades, Western Oregon Cascades, Oregon Coast Range, Oregon and 

California Klamath, and California Coast Provinces.  These forests are characterized as having large 

diameter trees, high amounts of canopy cover, and decadence components such as broken-topped live trees, 

mistletoe, cavities, large snags, and fallen trees” – USDI 2008).   

 

Designated Critical Habitat 

Critical Habitat is a term defined in the ESA identifying specific geographic areas containing features 

essential to the conservation of a threatened or endangered species.  It is designated by USFWS to provide 
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for the conservation and eventual recovery of listed species and may require special management 

considerations or protection.  Approximately 3,000 acres of the BLM land within the Cedar Creek Wildlife 

Analysis Area are located within spotted owl Designated Critical Habitat (USDI 1992).  This includes 

approximately 185 acres which are proposed for density management treatment (thinning) by the Density 

Management project. 

 

Spotted Owl Suitable Habitat within the Analysis Area 

 

The Cedar Creek Wildlife Analysis Area (11,430 acres - Figure 5) was used as the spatial scale in the 

analysis to determine the condition and sufficiency of spotted owl suitable and dispersal habitat within the 

general area of the proposed project. There is very little suitable spotted owl habitat on non-Federal land 

within the Analysis Area, and for the purposes of this analysis, it is considered to be negligible.  Based upon 

a GIS sort of BLM’s FOI database, Cedar Creek Stand Exam data and knowledge of the area, there are 

1,330 acres of spotted owl suitable habitat on BLM land within the Analysis Area.  This represents 30% of 

the BLM land within the Analysis Area and considering all ownerships, it represents 12% of the forestlands 

within the Analysis Area.  Much of this suitable habitat is considered to be marginal in quality because of 

the relatively small size of the patches of habitat, general lack of snags, down logs and large legacy trees 

(only 70 acres contain some component of legacy trees).  Additionally, the relatively simple stand structure 

and/or the young, fragmented nature of the surrounding landscapes limit the habitat quality present within 

the Analysis Area. 

 

Spotted Owl Dispersal Habitat Conditions within the Analysis Area   

 

Generally, spotted owls use dispersal habitat to roost, forage, and survive while moving between blocks of 

suitable habitat, until they can establish a nest territory.  Although nesting might occur in dispersal habitat, 

dispersal habitat generally lacks the optimal structural characteristics needed for nesting.  Spotted owl 

suitable habitat also functions as dispersal habitat. 

 

Currently, it is believed that the Cedar Creek Analysis Area contains an adequate amount of habitat in a 

condition to facilitate spotted owl movements through the area.  Approximately 2,822 acres of the BLM 

land within the Analysis Area is currently considered to be in a condition to facilitate spotted owl dispersal; 

this total includes 1,330 acres of suitable habitat.  Therefore, 64% of the Federal land within the Analysis 

Area is in a condition to facilitate spotted owl movements.  Based upon photo interpretation of 2009 aerial 

photos and knowledge of the area, an estimated 3,350 acres of the non-Federal land within the Analysis 

Area is currently probable owl dispersal habitat.  Considering all ownerships, approximately 55% (6,336 

acres) of the forestland within the Analysis Area is estimated to be currently in a condition to facilitate 

spotted owl dispersal. 

 

Some of the dispersal habitat within the Analysis Area, including portions of the proposed treatment units, 

is considered to be poor quality dispersal habitat based upon the young stand age, small crown ratios and/or 

the extreme high density of trees which could inhibit an owl’s ability to fly through the stand.  Some of the 

conditions that keep these younger, more structurally simple stands from being considered suitable owl 

habitat include the lack of vital habitat characteristic such as large green trees and snags especially those 

containing suitable nesting substrates (e.g. large sheltered platforms or large cavities) and the relatively 

poor quality of habitat for a suitable prey base, which is primarily the northern flying squirrel in this area.  

The high degree of general forest fragmentation and relatively small patch sizes of some of the forested 

stands within portions of the analysis area further limit the habitat quality of some of the dispersal habitat 

within the Analysis Area. 

 

Proximity to Known Spotted Owl Sites and RPAs 

There are no historic, known occupied or predicted spotted owl sites within the Cedar Creek Wildlife 

Analysis Area, including near any of the proposed project areas.  The nearest known spotted owl site 

considered to be currently occupied is located approximately three miles west of the nearest proposed 

project area.  Furthermore, there are no Spotted Owl Reserve Pair Areas (RPAs) as delineated within the 



39 

 

document entitled Delineation and Management of Reserve Pair Areas within Oregon’s Northern Coast 

Range Adaptive Management Area (dated June 1, 2000) within the Wildlife Analysis Area.   

 

Spotted Owl Surveys 

In cooperation with the Oregon Department of Forestry, and as a result of a number of survey efforts in 

support of several federal and state projects, spotted owl protocol surveys have been conducted throughout 

large portions of the Density Management project area - especially those western portions of the project 

within or near the LSR Land Use Allocation.  Surveys were conducted between 2004 and 2008; there were 

no spotted owl detections within the Analysis Area. 

 

Spotted Owl Habitat conditions within the proposed treatment units   

 

Spotted Owl Suitable Habitat  

Within the proposed treatment units, approximately 19 acres of suitable spotted owl habitat is located in one 

treatment unit (9-4) but these acres are considered to be very marginal in habitat quality.  Although 

estimated stand age is 95 years, the QMD is only 17.9 inches and average tree height is only 107 feet.  The 

small patch size and relative isolation also limit the habitat value of this stand.  Aerial photographs from the 

1950s and visual inspection of the unit indicates that this area was salvage logged or “high-graded” and all 

but one old-growth tree removed.  The unit is adjacent to a 4-acre patch of older forest that contains 

numerous large legacy trees.  There is no other suitable habitat within 1 mile of this stand. 

 

One other proposed unit (5-3) has a QMD of 19.4 inches and therefore may seem to meet the definition of 

suitable habitat for spotted owls (table 11).  However, the stand is only 50 years old and has no snags or 

legacy trees or trees of sufficient size to provide nesting opportunities for the spotted owl.  The stand is 

therefore considered to be dispersal habitat based upon the lack of vital habitat characteristic such as large 

green trees and snags, especially those containing suitable nesting structure (e.g. large sheltered platforms 

or large cavities). The relatively small patch size (7 acres) of this unit further limits the capability of this 

unit to be considered spotted owl suitable habitat. 

 

Spotted Owl Dispersal Habitat  

Aside from the one treatment unit discussed above which has been determined to contain marginal suitable 

habitat (9-4), all of the proposed density management units are considered to be spotted owl dispersal 

habitat.   For the reasons stated above in the general discussion of dispersal habitat within the analysis area, 

some of the dispersal habitat proposed for density management is considered to be poor quality. Slowing 

growth rates and decreasing crown ratios of all of the stands proposed for treatment would tend to lengthen 

the expected time necessary for these stands to develop into suitable habitat, especially higher quality 

spotted owl habitat. 

 

Marbled Murrelet - (FT) 

 

Ranging from approximately 22 to 26.5 miles from the ocean, the Density Management project areas are 

located within marbled murrelet Zone 1.  In Oregon, Zone 1 is located in a band of land extending up to 35 

miles inland and Zone 2 is located 35 to 50 miles from the sea; Zone 1 holds a higher likelihood for 

murrelet occupancy than Zone 2. 

 

Designated Critical Habitat 

Critical Habitat is a term defined in the ESA identifying specific geographic areas containing features 

essential to the conservation of a threatened or endangered species.  It is designated by USFWS to provide 

for the conservation and eventual recovery of listed species and may require special management 

considerations or protection.  Those portions of the Cedar Creek Density Management Project within the 

LSR LUA (T.3S., R.6W., section 7) are within the boundary of a Marbled Murrelet Designated Critical 

Habitat Unit (CHU # OR-02-e) (USDI 1996).  The primary constituent elements of murrelet Critical Habitat 

are (1) individual trees with potential nesting platforms and (2) forested areas within 0.5 mile of individual 

trees with potential nesting platforms with a canopy height of at least one-half the site-potential tree height 

(USDI 1996).  Within the mapped boundaries of the CHU, only those areas that contain one or more 
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primary constituent element are, by definition, Critical Habitat.  There is one small clump of identified large 

trees (fewer than 5) containing potential murrelet nesting structure(s) that is within 0.5 miles of unit 7-1.  

Approximately 80 acres of the Density Management treatment units in section 7 are within 0.5 miles of this 

small clump and therefore could be considered Marbled Murrelet Designated Critical Habitat.  However, 

based on stand exam data, all of the proposed units of the Density Management Project within the LSR 

LUA are less than one-half the site-potential tree height and, as such, are not currently considered Marbled 

Murrelet Designated Critical Habitat. 

 

In addition to the Density Management treatments proposed within the boundary of the Marbled Murrelet 

Critical Habitat unit, the proposal includes approximately 0.44 miles of temporary road construction and 0.1 

miles of new, permanent road construction within T.2S., R.5W. section 7 that is also located within the 

boundary of the Critical Habitat unit.   Based upon the primary constituent elements of murrelet Critical 

Habitat discussed above, none of this road construction is actually located within stands currently 

considered to be Critical Habitat. 

 

Proximity to Known Murrelet Sites 

With the nearest known marbled murrelet site being located approximately 4 miles to the west of the 

nearest Density Management project area, there are no known occupied murrelet sites within the vicinity of 

the proposed treatment units or haul routes. 

 

Suitable Murrelet Habitat within the Analysis Area 

A total of approximately 1,400 acres within the Cedar Wildlife Analysis Area has been determined to be 

marbled murrelet potential or suitable habitat.  Most of these forested acres lack the large limbs necessary 

for establishment of suitable nesting platforms for murrelets.  Approximately 70 acres contain scattered 

individual, small clumps, or larger patches of remnant old-growth trees (primarily along the Nestucca River 

corridor) that appear to  provide potentially suitable murrelet nesting structure(s) as described in the policy 

by the Level 2 Team for the North Coast Planning Province (USFWS et al. 2004).  There are no identified 

stands of marbled murrelet suitable habitat on non-Federal land within the Cedar Creek Wildlife Analysis 

Area.   

 

Marbled Murrelet Habitat and Surveys within or adjacent to proposed treatment units  

There is one small patch of marbled murrelet suitable habitat (approximately 4 acres with residual legacy 

trees) located directly adjacent to one of the proposed Cedar Creek treatment units (unit 9-4).  In 

compliance with option 1 as described by the Level 2 Team for the North Coast Planning Province 

(USFWS et al. 2004), marbled murrelet protocol surveys were conducted during the 2007 and 2008 survey 

season in T.3S., R.6W., section 9 (NW1/4); there were no murrelet detections. 

 

There are two large trees along the western edge of T.3S., R.6W., section 5 (approximately 100 feet below 

the road within Density Management treatment unit 5-11); two large trees in T.3S., R.6W., section 9 

(directly east of the road in the southern portion of Density Management treatment unit 9-1); and one large 

tree within unit 9-4 containing potential murrelet nesting structure(s).  These trees would be managed in 

accordance with Option 3 as described by the Level 2 Team for the North Coast Planning Province 

(USFWS et al. 2004) and as such, no surveys are scheduled to be conducted within these areas. 

 

There also is one BLM 40-acre parcel located within the general area of the Density Management Project in 

T.2S., R.6W. section 33 (SWSW) which contains murrelet suitable habitat - numerous scattered old-growth 

trees containing potential murrelet nesting structure(s).  However, average tree height of the nearest 

proposed density management unit is less than one-half of a site potential tree height and the unit is not 

contiguous with the parcel and as such, marbled murrelet protocol surveys are not required or scheduled to 

be conducted within this parcel.  

  



41 

 

2.3.2.2 Environmental Effects - Alternative 1: Proposed Action  

 

Northern Spotted Owl - (FT) 

 

Density Management Thinning 

 

Impacts to Known Owl Sites 

There are no historic or known occupied spotted owl sites within 3 miles of the project area.  No impacts to 

any currently known spotted owl sites would be expected to result from implementation of the Density 

Management Project. 

 

Impacts to Designated Critical Habitat    
Portions of the proposed Density Management Project would occur within spotted owl Designated Critical 

Habitat (CHU # OR-41).  This CHU contains 84,633 acres of which approximately 93 percent are also 

designated as LSR.  Approximately 33 percent of the CHU currently is considered to be suitable spotted 

owl habitat (2001 baseline data).  The primary constituent elements of spotted owl Critical Habitat are those 

physical and biological habitat features which support nesting, roosting, foraging, and dispersal.  Any 

activity occurring within designated Critical Habitat which impacts any of these primary constituent 

elements may affect spotted owl Critical Habitat (FWS Reference 13420-2010-I-0105).  The effects of light 

to moderate thinning on spotted owl Critical Habitat would be variable depending on the stand treated and 

the time since treatment.  These types of actions may involve minimal short-term adverse impacts, but are 

expected to result in long-term improvements to owl habitat as the projects have been designed to promote 

the earlier development of late-successional habitat.  Because habitat function is expected to be only 

minimally impacted in the short-term, the light to moderate thinning of 185 acres within designated Critical 

Habitat unit OR-41(84,633 total acres) is not expected to alter the function of spotted owl Critical Habitat.   

 

Impacts due to Modification of Spotted Owl Habitat  

With the exception of 19 acres of 95 year-old forest, the project as proposed would thin approximately 522 

acres of 40-60 year-old dense conifer forest.  These stands currently would not support breeding owls due to 

the lack of structurally complex habitat.  The conditions that keep younger more structurally simple stands 

from being good suitable habitat for owls are the lack of nesting substrate, such as large sheltered platforms 

or large cavities, lack of a vertically diverse hunting venue and the lack of habitat for a suitable prey base, 

which is primarily the northern flying squirrel in this area.  The project is designed to improve the prospects 

of development of high quality habitat in the future, including large trees with large limbs, canopy gaps, 

vertical and horizontal structural diversity, and the potential for large snags and cavities.   

 

While there are some potential short-term adverse impacts to dispersal habitat proposed for thinning, post-

harvest these acres are expected to continue to function as dispersal habitat.  This is based upon the fact that 

the average canopy closure within stands is expected to average between approximately 56% and 74% after 

thinning and CWD creation. While small openings such as patch-cuts, landings, and areas thinned to wider 

spacing may result in isolated portions of these thinning treatment areas having a post-treatment canopy 

closure of less than 40%, the project areas being proposed for thinning as a whole are not expected to be 

removed from a condition to function as spotted owl dispersal habitat.  Chan et al. (2006) found that thinned 

stands in the Oregon Coast range may experience increasing canopy cover by up to 2% per year.  Therefore, 

increased crown expansion of retained trees after thinning may shift this stand from dispersal habitat back 

to suitable habitat in a relatively short time period (<20 years).  They also found that thinning stopped 

crown recession by increasing the longevity of lower branches that would have been suppressed if the 

stands were not thinned. 

 

The proposed thinning is expected to result in increased or maintained growth rates of the understory 

conifer and shrub species as well as the trees retained within the overstory.  These features include large 

trees within the overstory which would be potential sources of future snags and down logs, and generally a 

more diverse and/or complex vertical and horizontal stand structure.  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. This adverse impact would be offset by the 
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input of CWD resulting from trees broken during timber falling, windthrow after harvest, and suppression 

mortality continuing in clumps of relatively dense conifers remaining after variable density thinning.  

 

To further offset some of the adverse impacts resulting from the thinning operation and consistent with the 

LSRA, creation of CWD (both snags and down wood) is being proposed within some of the proposed 

thinning units (see Table 3).  Up to 6 trees per acre would be retained after harvest in 6 units where the 

QMD after the thinning operation would meet the recommended size for CWD creation.  Unit 9-4 would 

have approximately 15 trees/acre retained for potential CWD creation because the relatively heavy thinning 

of this unit is considered the final thinning entry.  All thinned units with trees reserved for potential CWD 

creation would be evaluated after several winters following implementation of the thinning to determine 

which potential treatment types (felling, snag creation, snag topping) would best meet habitat objectives.  

Some of the stands proposed for thinning contain trees that are too small at this time to produce quality snag 

habitat for woodpeckers and the secondary cavity users that depend on them.  These stands would be 

targeted for CWD creation at a later date or when the next thinning entry is planned (see Table 3 and Coarse 

Woody Debris Design Features- EA Section 2.2.2). 

 

Approximately 19 acres of forested stands (unit 9-4) that are considered to be marginally suitable spotted 

owl habitat are proposed for a relatively heavy thinning.  Canopy closure immediately after the thinning is 

projected to average approximately 67% (see Table 7).  However up to 15 trees reserved within this unit 

may be treated for the creation of CWD if a post-harvest evaluation determined it necessary to meet habitat 

objectives.  This evaluation would take place after several winters following implementation of the thinning 

operation.  It would determine the extent of blowdown or other tree damage caused by the first few winters’ 

storms and would help determine if the CWD treatments would be beneficial and which potential treatment 

types (felling, snag creation, snag topping) would best meet habitat objectives.  Canopy closure after CWD 

creation is projected to average approximately 55% if all 15 of the trees reserved for CWD were needed to 

be felled or converted to snags.  Therefore, since spotted owl suitable habitat is generally considered to 

have a canopy closure that exceeds 60 percent, spotted owl habitat would be downgraded from suitable to 

dispersal habitat on these acres as a result of CWD creation.   

 

Impacts to Spotted Owls due to Disturbance 

Proposed actions that include habitat modification treatments and associated road construction and 

decommissioning, yarding, loading, hauling, site preparation, burning, brushing, piling, scarification and 

coarse woody debris and snag creation can generate noise levels that may disturb northern spotted owls and 

interfere with essential foraging or nesting behaviors.  Although adult birds can move away from a noise 

source, nesting adults moving away from disturbance could cause increase predation to young, or missed 

feedings, which could result in reduced fitness of the young and even death. 

 

Harvest operations and/or associated activities (e.g. yarding, hauling, culvert replacement or removal) could 

occur within the spotted owl critical breeding season.  Some of these activities (e.g. road or corridor 

construction, road maintenance, felling) utilize heavy equipment or chainsaws thereby generating noise 

above the ambient level and would occur within 0.25 miles of approximately 65 acres of unsurveyed 

spotted owl suitable habitat located in  T.3S., R.6W., section 9 and T.2S., R.6W. section 33. 

 

There are no historic or known occupied spotted owl sites within or near any of the proposed project areas. 

Proposed disruptions within or near suitable habitat with no history of an owl nest site or activity center 

have the potential to occur within the disruption distance of an unknown active nest site during the breeding 

season, but the potential likelihood of impacts is considerably less than operations occurring within the 

vicinity of a known nesting pair of spotted owls. Based on the fact that the 65 acres of suitable habitat 

discussed above are relatively isolated from any other suitable habitat, potential disturbance to spotted owls 

resulting from implementation of the Cedar Creek Density Management Project is highly unlikely. 

 

Rock quarry development and roadside tree removal 

 

The proposal for the rock quarry development and the roadside tree removal are part of the Density 

Management Project and most potential project impacts have been addressed previously.  Quarry 
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development and the associated permanent road construction would remove approximately 3 acres of 

dispersal habitat for spotted owls.  This represents approximately 0.01% of the total dispersal acres within 

the Analysis Area.  The small size of the opening would not appreciably contribute to the overall openness 

of canopy cover of the project area.  Disturbance or disruption caused by quarry development would be 

minimal because there is no spotted owl suitable habitat within 0.5 miles of the proposed quarry.  

Roadside tree removal would have no impact to spotted owls as trees to be removed are relatively small (6-

16” for hardwoods, 6-12” for conifers).  Most trees would be within the road prism and therefore would not 

contribute to general openness of the project area. 

 

Marbled Murrelet  

 

Density Management Thinning 

 

Impacts to Designated Critical Habitat  

The Cedar Creek Density Management treatment units located within Designated Critical Habitat do not 

contain any trees with potential murrelet nesting platforms, but some of the proposed thinning units are 

located within 0.5 miles of a stand containing potentially suitable murrelet nest trees.  However, all of the 

proposed units of the Density Management Project within the LSR LUA and stands between these trees and 

the proposed units are less than one-half the site-potential tree height.  As such, the proposed treatment 

units are not considered marbled murrelet Designated Critical Habitat.  Therefore,  proposed Density 

Management treatments located within murrelet Critical Habitat comply with the standards contained 

within the Marbled Murrelet Critical Habitat Biological Opinion (dated May 13, 1997) as outlined in 

Appendix E of the Biological Assessment of habitat-modification projects proposed during Fiscal Years 

2011 and 2012 in the North Coast Planning Province, (USDA and USDI 2010), and there are no adverse 

impacts to Marbled Murrelet Critical Habitat by implementation of the Density Management Project.  The 

only impacts to Marbled Murrelet Designated Critical Habitat that would be expected would be those 

potentially long term benefits that would occur in the future as a result of the proposed action.  

 

Impacts to Known Murrelet Sites  

The nearest known marbled murrelet site is approximately 4 miles to the west of the nearest treatment unit.  

There are no known occupied murrelet sites within the vicinity of the proposed timber management units or 

haul routes. No impacts to any currently known marbled murrelet sites would be expected to result from 

implementation of the Density Management Project. 

 

Impacts to Suitable Murrelet Habitat 

There are approximately 4 acres of suitable murrelet habitat adjacent to Unit 9-4. This area was surveyed to 

protocol for murrelets in 2007 and 2008 with no detections.  The thinning of Unit 9-4 adjacent to these 4 

acres could have a small negative impact by removing trees that may be buffering potential nesting trees or 

by creating an edge which could increase the risk of windthrow during storms.  In the long run, thinning of 

this unit would increase the amount of murrelet suitable habitat within the area sooner than without thinning 

as the remaining trees respond to thinning. 

 

There are three individual trees with potentially suitable nesting platforms within proposed units.  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.  No potentially suitable murrelet nest 

trees would be felled as a part of the Cedar Creek Density Management project.  Design features around 

these potentially suitable murrelet nest trees would include a no-cut buffer at least 60 feet around each tree 

(or group of trees) to assure protection of the roots and crown, and no openings would be created within one 

tree length surrounding a potential murrelet nest tree.   

 

Due to the nature of the proposed treatments and design features that protect those trees with potentially 

suitable murrelet nesting platforms, the Density Management project would result in minimal negative 

impacts to marbled murrelet suitable habitat.  In the long term (greater than 30 years) the treatments areas 

are expected to develop into improved murrelet habitat by maintaining or increasing stand vigor and 

growth, and increasing horizontal and vertical structural diversity on the subwatershed scale.  
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Impacts to Marbled Murrelets due to Disturbance 

The potential for disturbance impacts to murrelets exist where activities that generate noise above the 

ambient forest level occur near breeding murrelets.  Surveys of all suitable habitat adjacent to the proposed 

thinning units, completed in August of 2008, did not detect any murrelet presence within such distance that 

noise could cause negative impacts.   

 
Rock quarry development and roadside tree removal 

 

Proposals for rock quarry development and roadside tree removal are part of the Density Management 

Project and have been addressed previously.  Quarry development and the associated permanent road 

construction would not occur in marbled murrelet Designated Critical Habitat. No potential or suitable 

murrelet habitat would be impacted by rock quarry development or roadside tree removal. 

 

Cumulative Effects – Proposed Action  

 
Northern Spotted Owl 

 

All of the proposed treatment units within the Density Management project, totaling approximately 542 

acres, are currently in a condition to facilitate owl dispersal - that is they are either spotted owl suitable or 

dispersal habitat. This represents approximately 9% of the forested BLM stands within the Analysis Area 

which are currently in a condition to facilitate owl dispersal.  The current habitat quality of all of the 

treatment acres would be degraded through treatment with a density management treatment although they 

are expected to remain in a condition capable of facilitating owl dispersal post-treatment.  While the effects 

of the thinning operation may linger for several decades, these effects would generally ameliorate over time 

as the stands continue to develop and would be expected to ultimately provide better habitat structure in the 

long term than would occur without treatment.  

 

Cumulatively, approximately 900 acres or 32% of federal forested stands within the Analysis Area that are 

in a condition to facilitate owl dispersal would be treated with a density management project.  This includes 

an estimated 444 acres treated with past, present or reasonably foreseeable future BLM density 

management projects (see Appendix 2) and 542 acres treated by the Cedar Creek Density Management 

project.  Post-treatment, 2,822 acres of dispersal habitat on BLM lands within the Analysis Area would still 

be considered to be a sufficient amount of habitat (64% of the Federal land within the Analysis Area) that is 

in a condition to facilitate owl dispersal, especially given the fact that none of the identified BLM density 

management projects would remove the treatment areas from a condition to function as dispersal habitat. 

 

Considering the current habitat conditions within the Analysis Area, the impacts of the Density 

Management project and other identified BLM and ODF thinning projects as well as the expected trends on 

private industrial and ODF forest lands, there would be minimal adverse cumulative impacts to spotted owl 

dispersal habitat as a result of the Cedar Creek Density Management Project.  Considering all ownerships, 

approximately 55% (6,336 acres) of the forestland within the Analysis Area is estimated to be currently in a 

condition to facilitate spotted owl dispersal.  With approximately 37% of the land in the Analysis Area 

under federal management for late successional forest conditions the overall condition of spotted owl 

habitat in the analysis area is expected to remain stable or improve over time.   

 

Marbled Murrelet  

 

There would be no adverse cumulative effects to marbled murrelets as a result of implementing the Density 

Management Project.  There is no known murrelet habitat on State or private land in the Analysis Area and 

there is not expected to be any in the future.  The proposed action would not immediately affect murrelet 

habitat, and consequently it would not contribute cumulatively to any impacts to the current habitat 

condition. 
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2.3.2.3 Environmental Effects - Alternative 2: No Action  

 

Northern Spotted Owl and Marbled Murrelet 

 

See the Environmental Effects section of the Forest Vegetation analysis of the “No Action” alternative 

(2.3.1.4) for a description of the expected impacts to the forest vegetation component of wildlife habitat. 

 

By not managing the density of the 35 -50 year old stands, development of suitable spotted owl and 

marbled murrelet habitat would be retarded in the long term by the slowed growth rate and increasing 

instability of the stands.  The lack of understory and structural diversity would limit the potential habitat for 

spotted owl prey species and prolong the period for the development of large platform structures suitable 

for murrelet nesting.  Eventually the stands would self-thin and small scale disturbances such as insect and 

windthrow events would open the canopy and release some of the trees thus providing structural diversity.  

However, without density management now the process would be delayed for decades. 

 

Without the proposed action, none of the potential direct impacts associated with disturbance would occur, 

at least in the vicinity of BLM lands, and the status and population trend of these species would continue on 

their current trajectory. 

 

Cumulative Effects – No Action 
 

There would not be adverse cumulative effects resulting from selecting the “No Action” alternative.  The 

federal lands in the analysis area may continue to undergo some level of density management thinnings and 

those projects would have direct and indirect impacts to wildlife.  The private and State lands are expected 

to be managed in the same way as described in the cumulative effects sections of the proposed action 

alternative.  The BLM could have a density management project in the vicinity of the proposed action 

active within the next three years and it would be active for at least one season of operation or up to three 

seasons.  Much of the private and State lands in the analysis area are already in early seral stage with many 

recent harvest operations.  The State lands north and east of the proposed action area are part of the 

Tillamook burns and generally are being managed with thinning operations and some regeneration harvest. 

 

The forested environment on federal lands within the analysis area would continue to age and other density 

management projects would be expected to continue to occur and eventually the forested area on federal 

lands would diversify into a more complex forest structure.   

 

2.3.3 Special Status, SEIS Special Attention Wildlife, and Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

(MBTA) Species of Conservation Concern and Their Habitat 

2.3.3.1 Affected Environment 

 
See the Affected Environment section for the Forest Vegetation section (2.3.1.1) for a description of the 

forested environment where Special Status, SEIS Special Attention, and MBTA wildlife species could be 

found.  The following describes attributes of the affected environment that are important to the species 

analyzed. 

The analysis below includes species that could occur within the Tillamook Resource Area and have the 

potential to be impacted by the Density Management Project.  Species are on either the BLM State 

Director’s Special Status Species List from February 2008 (Bureau Sensitive – BS), the 2001 ROD 

pertaining to Survey and Manage Species (S&M), and/or the USFWS’s 2008 “Birds of Conservation 

Concern” list for the U.S. portions of the Northern Pacific Forest Bird Conservation Region.  The Migratory 

Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 implemented the 1916 convention between the United States and Great 

Britain for the protection of birds migrating between the U.S. and Canada. Similar conventions between the 

United States and Mexico (1936), Japan (1972) and the Union of Soviet Socialists Republics (1976) further 

http://laws.fws.gov/lawsdigest/migtrea.html
http://laws.fws.gov/lawsdigest/migtrea.html
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expanded the scope of international protection of migratory birds. Each new treaty has been incorporated 

into the MBTA as an amendment and the provisions of the new treaty are implemented domestically. 

Through these four treaties and their enabling legislation, the MBTA established Federal responsibilities for 

the protection of nearly all species of birds, including their eggs and nests.   

A complete list of all BS, S&M, and MBTA wildlife species of concern that could occur within the Salem 

District is in the Cedar Creek Project Record #22 at the Tillamook Field Office.  Species or habitats that 

have potential of being impacted by the Density Management Project are discussed in this Environmental 

Assessment. 

 

Bald Eagle - (BS – Bureau Sensitive) 

 

The final rule delisting the bald eagle from the Endangered Species Act was effective August 8, 2007 

(USDI 2007).  The bald eagle is still classified as Threatened under the Oregon ESA and provided 

protection under federal law (e.g., Migratory Bird Treaty Act, Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act).  It is 

currently managed as “Bureau Sensitive” (BS) under the Bureau’s Special Status Species Policy.   

 

Bald Eagle Habitat Conditions within the Cedar Creek Wildlife Analysis Area 

Bald eagles prefer older trees that have an open branching pattern in the top half of the tree.  These types of 

trees along with snags and trees with exposed lateral limbs are critical to bald eagle populations (Anthony 

et. al., 1982).  Trees that have these structures are usually formed when the top of a mature dominant 

conifer is snapped off in strong wind events that are relatively frequent in the Pacific Northwest.  Over time, 

alternate branches assume a role as the dominant leader and the tree continues to grow vertically.  The 

deformation created by a snapped top acts to provide future platforms that are able to support the weight of 

an eagle nest.   

 

Bald eagles generally nest and/or roost within one mile of a large major river or lake, or within 0.5 mile of a 

major tributary.  Within the Cedar Creek Wildlife Analysis Area and for the purposes of identifying suitable 

eagle habitat in this EA, a major river is considered to be 6th order or larger; there are no “major rivers” 

within or near the Cedar Creek Analysis Area.  A “major tributary” is considered to be a 5th order stream; 

that portion of the Nestucca River that passes through the Wildlife Analysis Area is considered to be a 5th 

order stream and therefore a “major tributary” potentially influencing habitat suitability for bald eagles. 

 

The Wildlife Analysis Area is located northwest of McGuire Reservoir which is managed by McMinnville 

Water and Light.  McGuire Reservoir is located near the summit of the Coast Range on the southwestern 

edge of the Wildlife Analysis Area, about 2 miles from the nearest proposed treatment unit (9-1).  The 

presence of this reservoir (as well as Haskins and Barney Reservoirs) would seemingly enhance the quality 

of bald eagle habitat within the vicinity of the Analysis Area, however, in general bald eagles are rarely 

seen within the forested landscape of the Coast Range Mountains on the east side of the summit.  

 

Dispersed eagle usage may occur throughout the Analysis Area including the project areas wherever 

suitable eagle habitat is present; eagle usage of the area would most probably occur during the late fall or 

winter months when steelhead, chinook salmon, and Oregon Coast coho are spawning.  Bald eagles are 

occasionally seen foraging along stretches of the Nestucca River within the Analysis Area.  However, eagle 

sightings along the Nestucca River are much more common along stretches of the river located further 

downstream at points west of the Elk Creek/Nestucca River confluence where the river classification 

changes from a 5th to 6th order stream.  This confluence is located near the western edge of the Analysis 

Area approximately 4 miles from the nearest treatment unit. 

 

According to BLM’s FOI database and knowledge of the area, there are approximately1,330 acres of 

suitable bald eagle habitat within the Wildlife Analysis Area.  All of this habitat is on BLM land.  It 

includes forested stands greater than 80-years-old or stands containing scattered groups or individual 

residual old-growth and/or larger second-growth trees.  The identified suitable bald eagle habitat discussed 

above contains a number of large trees with potential to serve as eagle nest trees, although it is probably 
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best suited for roosting and resting rather than nesting.  Some of the oldest stands are along BLM-managed 

portions of the Nestucca River.  

 

Proximity to Known Eagle Sites  

There are no known bald eagle communal winter roosts within the Analysis Area.  The nearest known bald 

eagle nest is historic in nature and located along Elk Creek about 5 miles west of the nearest proposed 

treatment unit.  Because of the high visibility of bald eagles and bald eagle nests, it is unlikely that 

undiscovered bald eagle nests or roosts are located within the project area.   

 

Bald Eagle Habitat Conditions within and near the Cedar Creek Treatment Units 

Utilizing the analysis of eagle habitat discussed above, there is a total of 19 acres of marginally suitable 

bald eagle habitat within one of the proposed Density Management treatment units (9-4); this represents 1% 

of the identified eagle habitat within the Analysis Area.  Although there is no additional suitable eagle 

habitat identified beyond the 1,330 acres discussed above, there are a limited number of scattered individual 

trees or small groups of trees that are suitable to eagles for roosting or resting within the Analysis Area 

including within or adjacent to some of the treatment units. 

 

Harlequin Duck – (BS) 

 

The harlequin duck is a small sea duck that breeds along rocky, swift flowing rivers from the Rocky 

Mountains to the Coast Range of Oregon.  They typically nest on the ground in well-concealed locations 

along fast-moving rivers and mountain streams.  Nests are typically located close to water and may be 

situated at the base of trees, on piles of woody debris, under fallen logs, or on sheltered stream banks.  

Harlequins spend much of their time in riffles and glides except when rearing very young ducklings, when 

they often spend time in the slower pool water.  The female is the only brooding parent as the male leaves 

for the Pacific coast soon after nest initiation.  The female begins moving the young downriver within a few 

weeks after hatching in late May to mid June.  It is estimated that by late August the female and the brood 

are in the vicinity of the coastal estuary. 

 

The harlequin duck was not known to breed in the Oregon Coast Range until a female with young was 

identified in the Nestucca River in July of 1994.  Since then, there has been documented breeding behavior 

(females with young) during several breeding seasons.  Observations have occurred within the mainstem of 

the Nestucca River up to approximately the Fan Creek confluence, a point approximately 1 mile 

downstream from the Cedar Creek Wildlife Analysis Area and approximately 5 miles downstream  from the 

riparian buffer of the nearest thinning unit. 

 

Mollusks (BS/S&M) 

 

Mollusk Habitat 

There are seven species of mollusks that are either Bureau Sensitive, Survey and Manage, or both, with 

potential to be located within the proposed action area.  These species are generally associated with the 

organic duff layer and moss on the floor of cool forested areas containing coarse woody debris, sword ferns, 

hardwood brush species and for some species, hardwood trees, especially bigleaf maple.  They include the 

crowned tightcoil (Pristiloma pilsbryi) (BS); Puget Oregonian (Cryptomastix devia)(BS/S&M); salamander 

slug (Gliabates oregonius) (BS); spotted tail-dropper (Prophysaon vanattae pardalis) (BS); Tillamook 

westernslug (Hesperarion mariae) (BS); Oregon megomphix (Megomphix hemphilli) (S&M); and warty 

jumping-slug (Hemphillis glandulosa) (BS/S&M).  Both warty jumping-slugs and Tillamook westernslugs 

have been detected numerous times during various survey efforts within the Tillamook Resource Area 

(including within the Hebo Ranger District of the Siuslaw National Forest) indicating their relative 

abundance within the area.  The other five species either have never been found in the Tillamook RA after 

approximately 9,000 acres of survey or have been rarely encountered.  There are three known sites of the 

Puget Oregonian in the Tillamook RA, (none of which are in the analysis area) which represents a range 

extension of what was thought to be a Washington Cascades and Columbia Gorge species, and these sites 

are the only records in the Coast Range.  According to the BLM’s regional database the only site of the 

crowned tightcoil in all of Oregon and Washington is in the Nestucca drainage less than 10 miles from the 
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proposed action area.  Little is known about the spotted tail-dropper, and there appears to be some 

disagreement about which specimens actually represent the spotted tail-dropper species.  The Tillamook RA 

has one record of a specimen that apparently represents the spotted tail-dropper and there are only three 

other records in the Northwest Forest Plan area.  DNA testing of the specimens of genus Prophysaon is 

currently ongoing.  The salamander slug has not been encountered in the Tillamook Resource Area. 

 

Mollusk Surveys 

Mollusk surveys were conducted in the fall of 2008 and spring 2010 on portions of the proposed project 

area that either represent the best potential habitat (including all stands greater than 80 years old) or where 

the action would have the greatest impact upon the habitat, such as areas of heavier thinning, created gaps 

and rock pit development.  

 

Three species currently with BS or S&M status were confirmed to be present during surveys.  These three 

species include warty jumping-slug at three sites, Tillamook westernslug at two sites, and spotted tail-

dropper at one site.  The spotted taildropper site has been dropped from consideration as a proposed sale 

unit.  Because one warty jumping slug site was located in a proposed unit that is greater than 80 years in 

age, it is not subject to the Pechman exemption (see section 1.2.1) and would be accorded the protections 

mandated in the 2001 Survey and Management guidelines in that particular stand. 

 

Bats 
 

Five bat species of bats are either Bureau Sensitive or listed as a species with specific management 

direction in the ROD/RMP (Salem RMP).  Townsend’s big-eared bat (BS/Salem RMP), long-eared myotis 

(Salem RMP), long-legged myotis (Salem RMP), silver-haired bat (Salem RMP), and fringed myotis 

(BS/Salem RMP), are known to inhabit mature and immature coniferous forest, and they may forage near 

riparian areas, open areas, and along forest edges and roads.  They can utilize large hollow trees for 

roosting, hibernating, and maternity colonies.  Accumulations of large logs, snags or live trees with defect 

such as loose bark and cavities may function as additional day or night roosts. 

 

There are no known bat roosting or hibernaculum sites within the project area nor are there any caves or 

abandoned mines.  Some of the more open forested and riparian habitats and roadways within and near the 

proposed treatment units could function as foraging habitat.  It is also possible that residual old-growth or 

snags with hollow cavities or loose bark that are within some of the proposed treatment units may be used 

as bat roost sites.  BLM has installed a number of bat boxes under bridges within the Nestucca watershed.  

Suitable bat habitat, especially higher quality large snags, is currently lacking within most of the areas 

proposed for treatment.  

 

Red Tree Vole - (BS-S&M) 

 

The red tree vole is generally associated with mature or old-growth conifer or mixed hardwood-conifer 

forests.  The tall, multi-layered canopies of mature or old-growth forests retain humidity and intercept fog, 

which functions as a climatic buffer and a source of free water. Large branches of mature and old-growth 

trees provide stable support for nests, protection from storms and travel routes.  Although red tree voles 

have been located within younger stands, especially if they are contain a component of larger remnant trees, 

mature and old-growth stands are thought to be their optimal habitat.  Portions of the proposed Density 

Management Project areas currently contain habitat for the red tree vole albeit marginal in habitat quality. 

 

In December 2005, the Tillamook Resource Area completed a survey effort to locate red tree voles in 

portions of the northern Oregon Coast Range within the Nestucca Watershed. Patches of older forest on 

BLM land within the watershed were surveyed to protocol.  In conjunction with this effort, two survey units 

totaling approximately 224 acres within the general area of Density Management project were surveyed.  

These units were located within the LSR LUA in T.3S., R.7W., sections 11, 12 and 13; and T.3S., R.6W., 

section 18 within areas that are not currently proposed for timber harvest. These surveys located 18 active 

red tree vole nests and approximately 20 inactive nests.  In 2009, all proposed timber sale units within the 

Density Management Project (previously for the Ginger Creek density management/regeneration harvest 
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timber sale) that were greater than 80 years of age and/or were targeted for regeneration harvest were 

surveyed for red tree voles.  In 2010, 20 trees identified by these surveys with suspected tree vole nests 

were climbed and three active nests were documented.  As a result, two proposed units of the Density 

Management Project in T.3S., R.6W., section 9 were dropped from the thinning proposal. 

 

Johnson’s Hairstreak - (BS) 

 

Johnson’s hairstreak is a small butterfly that is dependent on coniferous forests that contain mistletoes of 

the genus Arceuthobium.  It is the only Bureau Sensitive insect that may be affected by the proposed action.  

The mistletoes occur mainly on western hemlock and occasionally true firs.  The eggs of this butterfly are 

laid in mistletoe masses and the chrysalids overwinter there.  The larvae feed on the leaves of the host plant.  

Historically the Johnson’s hairstreak was thought to occur throughout the Pacific Northwest in old-growth 

forests.  Stands in the Density Management project area contain hemlocks and there may be mistletoe 

within these stands that could support this butterfly. 

 

The current range of Johnson’s hairstreak is uncertain with most of the records for this species in Oregon 

being pre-1980.  However, recent efforts have resulted in an additional five records from Oregon with the 

nearest sighting being approximately 35 miles to the south of the Density Management project.  There are 

no known records of the species occurring within or near the proposed Density Management project areas.   

 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act – Species of Conservation Concern 
 

Executive Order (EO) 13186, issued Jan. 17, 2001 directs federal agencies to enter into a Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to further the goals of the Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act of 1918.  The pertinent goals of the EO are to “support the conservation intent of the migratory 

bird conventions by integrating bird conservation principles, measures and practices into agency activities 

and by avoiding or minimizing to the extent practicable adverse impacts on migratory bird resources when 

conducting agency actions”; and to “ensure that environmental analyses for Federal actions required by the 

NEPA or other established environmental review processes evaluate the effects of actions and agency plans 

on migratory birds, with emphasis on species of concern”.  To date the BLM has not completed the MOU 

process, but has issued interim guidance in the form of Instruction Memorandum No. 2008-050 instructing 

administrative units to minimize unintentional take as defined by EO 13186 and to optimize migratory bird 

efforts related to BLM activities.  

 

The following bird species are those covered by the MBTA that are included in the USFWS’s list of “Birds 

of Conservation Concern” that have the potential, either negatively or positively,  to be impacted by the 

Cedar Creek Density Management Thinning project.  See the Affected Environment section for the Forest 

Vegetation section (2.3.1.1) for a description of the forested environment where MBTA species of 

conservation concern could be found.  The following attributes of the affected environment that are 

important to the individual species are analyzed. 

 

Northern Goshawk  
 

Goshawks use a variety of forest types and structural stages as foraging areas but in the west, tend to nest in 

larger blocks of mature conifer habitats with a relatively dense canopy cover.  They tend to build relatively 

large nests that can be used by the original pair or successors for many years.  With less than six recent 

records, breeding goshawks are quite rare in the Oregon Coast Range.  Goshawks use Coast Range habitats 

more frequently in the winter and during migration.   

 

Suitable goshawk nesting habitat exists within the Cedar Creek Wildlife Analysis Area including some 

proposed timber management units.  The majority of habitat within the timber management units is 

considered to be marginal in quality. Although goshawks or goshawk nests have not been observed in the 

vicinity of the project area, migrating or dispersing birds could periodically use forested stands within and 

near the proposed treatment units as foraging areas. 
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Olive-sided Flycatcher 

 

In the Coast Range, the olive-sided flycatcher builds nests in mature conifer stands, preferring western 

hemlock and Douglas-fir, with openings nearby such as early seral forest stands, marshes, ponds etc. over 

which they forage (Altman 2003). This bird arrives on the breeding grounds in early- to mid-May with nest 

building most evident in early to mid-June and fledging in mid-July.  Olive-sided flycatchers are 

conspicuous when singing and flycatching from high perches on snags or tall trees adjacent to openings. 

 

The Density Management project area contains some marginal olive-sided flycatcher habitat in the mid-

seral habitat with larger trees, particularly along forest edges, in laminated root rot pockets, and along the 

ponds and marshy areas in the vicinity of the proposed project, although the oldest stands in the area are 

still a little younger than that preferred by olive-sided flycatchers. 

 

Purple Finch 

 

Purple finches are breeding residents of low to mid elevation, open to semi-open conifer forests in western 

Oregon and parts of the Blue Mountains of eastern Oregon.  Winter residency in Oregon is erratic, varying 

from year to year with most individuals migrating south for the winter.  While purple finches are still 

somewhat common, their numbers have been declining in recent years (Sauer et. al. 2008).  The reasons for 

the perceived decline are unclear but loss of habitat from conversion of forestland to urban or agricultural 

uses and competition from the house finch are thought to be contributors (Vroman 2003).  Purple finches 

undoubtedly breed in the vicinity of the Density Management Project along riparian corridors, at the edges 

of laminated root rot pockets, along edges of old clearcuts and in other areas of reduced canopy cover.  

With the exception of the outer edges, the proposed thinning units are probably not preferred purple finch 

habitat in that the canopy is rather closed and the shrub layer is rather simple.   

 

Rufous Hummingbird 

 

Rufous hummingbirds can be found in a variety of habitats as long as a well-developed flowering shrub 

layer is present.  Foraging consists of feeding on nectar from flowering shrubs such as red-flowering current 

and red elderberry, as well as on tiny insects, spiders and mites that are gleaned from plants. Nests are 

generally found between ground level and about 16 feet (Patterson 2003).  This hummingbird is the most 

common hummingbird in Oregon and is the only breeding hummingbird in the Density Management 

project areas.  However, their numbers have been declining in recent years (Sauer et. al. 2008).  Potential 

threats include habitat loss, increased use of pesticides, and replacement of native plants by invasive plants. 
Areas of recent clearcut on private land in the vicinity of the proposed density management units may 

provide good habitat for the rufous hummingbird provided that the recently cleared areas haven’t been 

treated with herbicides.  The proposed units themselves do not include good hummingbird habitat in that 

there is little foraging opportunity in dense stands with a minimal component of flowering shrubs. 

 

2.3.3.2 Environmental Effects – Alternative 1: Proposed Action  

 

(BS, S&M, and MBTA species of concern) 

 
Density Management Thinning 

 
Bald Eagle 

 

Impacts to Known Bald Eagle Sites  

There are no known bald eagle communal winter roosts within the Analysis Area including in the vicinity 

of the proposed project areas.  The nearest known bald eagle nest which is historical in nature is located 

along Elk Creek, approximately 5 miles west of the closest proposed treatment unit.  Because of the high 

visibility of bald eagles and bald eagle nests, it is unlikely that the project would be located in areas with 



51 

 

undiscovered bald eagle nests or roosts.  No impacts to any known eagle sites would be expected to result 

from implementation of the Density Management Project. 

 

Suitable Bald Eagle Habitat Modification 

Most of the stands in the Density Management Project area are approximately 35-60 years old.  Trees in 

this age class seldom exhibit the type of decadence that is preferred by bald eagles.  This project would 

promote the continued and accelerated development of bald eagle nesting and roosting habitat.  The 

promotion of large crowns by thinning has the potential for long-term beneficial impacts to the quality of 

eagle habitat within the area.  The few legacy trees within the project area would be protected.  Finally, 

design features that leave additional trees in some stands for further wildlife enhancement (e.g. topping 

within the live crown) may provide an increased opportunity for roosting sites and, given enough time, nest 

sites.   

 

Impacts to the Bald Eagle as a Result of the Potential for Disturbance 

There are no known eagle nests or communal roost sites within 0.25 miles of the project area.  Dispersed 

eagle usage may occur throughout the project area, but this eagle usage of the area would most probably 

occur during the late fall or winter months.  As a result of project implementation, the project may generate 

noise above the ambient level which could displace roosting bald eagles.  It is expected that displaced birds 

would temporarily relocate to other areas containing suitable habitat and lower levels of disturbance 

activity.  If a new bald eagle nest or roost is discovered, any project activity within 0.25 mile or 0.5-mile 

sight distance would immediately be evaluated by the unit wildlife biologist for potential effects on bald 

eagles, and mitigated to prevent disturbances. 

 

Harlequin Duck 
 

Impacts to harlequin duck habitat are expected to be negligible based upon the general nature of the density 

management project including the maintenance of no-harvest riparian buffers along all streams.  These 

measures would also help reduce the potential for disturbance within much of the areas potentially 

inhabited by harlequins. 

 

It is possible that breeding ducks could be along banks of some streams within the riparian reserves of the 

treatment units while the project is being implemented.  They would likely be most vulnerable during the 

period of nest incubation, since after hatching, the ducks are highly mobile and would be able to avoid 

disturbance simply by moving away from the site during other phases of the breeding season. Depending on 

time of harvest, the proposed action could cause some short-term disturbance to harlequin ducks including 

incubating females and/or females with young.  Given the relative rarity of sightings of harlequin ducks 

along the Nestucca River, and with the nearest riparian reserve buffer of a thinning unit approximately five 

miles upstream of the nearest sightings, chances of harlequin ducks nesting within the project area are very 

small and therefore, impacts are considered to be minor and the action would not be expected to result in 

the loss of population viability.  

 

Mollusks 

 

The proposed action that includes thinning and associated activities such as quarry development, 2.2 miles 

of new road construction, and 2.3 miles of road renovation would have some adverse impacts upon mollusk 

habitat, including S&M mollusk species. 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.  However, based on the expectation that the understory 

herb and shrub layer would quickly respond, the crowns of the retained trees would rapidly expand, and tree 

growth rates increase as a result of the thinning treatment, these short-term adverse impacts would be 

expected to gradually ameliorate over time as the stands continue to develop.   The greatest impact to 

mollusk habitat would come from quarry development.  Quarry development and the associated permanent 

road construction would remove approximately 3 acres (<1% of the total treatment area) of mollusk habitat.   
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There are several project design features which would help reduce the potential for short- and longer-term 

adverse impacts to mollusks in general and/or their habitats.  These design features include but are not 

limited to maintaining a hardwood component within all the treated stands, CWD protection, augmenting 

current CWD levels with CWD creation, and maintaining an estimated post-harvest canopy closure which 

averages approximately 62% to 75% within density management treatment units.  Other design features that 

seek to minimize impacts of both ground and cable-based logging are described in the Project Design 

Features (Section 2.2.2).  The one proposed thinning unit that is greater than 80-years old (Unit 9-4) has 

been surveyed to protocol for mollusks.  One warty jumping slug site was identified within this unit and 

would receive protection under the guidelines afforded S&M species. 

 

Based upon the nature of the proposed action, it would not be expected that the project would result in a 

threat to the persistence of any species of S&M mollusk at the treatment scale. 

 

Red Tree Vole 
 

Surveys have been completed in older stands within or near the project areas and within stands that were 

previously proposed for regeneration harvest in the Ginger Creek sale (see section 1 – Introduction).  Two 

stands in section 9 that were determined to have active tree nests were dropped from consideration for 

thinning.  This area will now be managed as a red tree vole management area in accordance with 

Management Recommendations for the Oregon Red Tree Vole (USDA/USDI – 2000).  Additionally, a 

suspected active red tree vole nest (fresh resin ducts and scat at base of tree) was found in the right-of -way 

of a proposed temporary road that would have removed several trees from a small patch of mature forest in 

T.3S., R.7W., section 7.  The proposed road location has been moved to avoid any impacts to the older 

forested stand and the mature stand will also be managed as a red tree vole management site.  The one 

Density Management unit that has an average stand age greater than 80 years and is considered marginal 

vole habitat (Unit 9-4) has been surveyed to protocol for red tree voles with no suspected nests located.   

 

Impacts to Red Tree Vole Habitat  

Density management would degrade the current suitability of some of the treated stands in the short-term 

(less than 20 years) by temporarily removing adjoining tree crowns, but suitability would be expected to be 

enhanced in the long-term (20 years or more).  Thinning is expected to maintain a post-harvest average 

canopy closure of approximately 62% to 75% immediately following treatment.  The reserve trees generally 

favored for retention would be the largest within the stand and they are expected to begin to respond to the 

thinning with an accelerated growth rate and increased crown development within a few years after harvest.  

This would result in long-term expected impact of a higher quality red tree vole habitat within the treatment 

units sooner than would be expected to develop without treatment.   

 

As a result of the nature and scope of the proposed project, the expected impacts, the amount of conifer 

habitat present within the Analysis Area that would not be impacted, and the fact that all the currently 

known red tree vole sites within the general project area are being managed in accordance with 

Management Recommendations for the Oregon Red Tree Vole (USDA/USDI – 2000), implementation of 

the Cedar Creek Density Management Project would not be expected to affect the persistence of red tree 

voles in this area or result in the need to elevate their status to any higher level of concern including the 

need to list under the ESA. 

 

Bats 
 

Bats are known to forage near riparian areas, open areas, and along forest edges. The Proposed Action 

would be expected to immediately improve the quality of bat foraging habitat within some portions of the 

density management treatment units by opening up the canopy and creating small fragmented gaps in an 

otherwise very dense, closed canopy.  Additionally, thinning treatments greatly increase sunlight to the 

floor of the treated stands which increases herbaceous growth for bats’ insect prey. 

 

The project’s design features for CWD, snag and green tree protection and retention, including those trees 

with features desirable to species such as bats, should provide adequate structure for roosting or resting bats 
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and greatly reduce any short- and/or long-term adverse impacts to bats which may result from the proposed 

project.  Within the units proposed for thinning, including portions of the Riparian Reserves, there is 

potential for long-term benefits to bats based upon the fact that the treatment would favor the development 

of some older forest characteristics favored by these species; growth rates of reserve trees would be 

increased or maintained resulting in larger trees and eventually larger CWD developing sooner than with no 

treatment. 

 

The Density Management Project would not be expected to result in the loss of population viability for any 

of the bat species analyzed or result in the need to elevate their status to any higher level of concern 

including the need to list under the ESA. 

 

Johnson’s Hairstreak 
 

There is very little likelihood that Johnson’s Hairstreak would be affected by the Proposed Action because 

Project Design Features would avoid selecting any hemlock with suspected mistletoe infection for harvest.  

The only possibility would be if a felled or topped tree damages a western hemlock limb that is infected by 

mistletoe, which also happens to be host to the butterfly larvae.  Therefore, it is highly unlikely that this 

project would adversely affect populations of Johnson’s hairstreak. 

 

Bird Species of Concern covered by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)  

 
The implementation of the Proposed Action could temporarily displace individual migratory birds as they 

react to the disturbance created by project implementation.  Depending upon a number of factors, including 

the timing of the disturbance relative to breeding chronology, intensity and duration of the disturbance, 

distance to the nest site, and tolerance to disturbance, some portion of the created disturbance could result in 

nest abandonment or failure.  However, the failure of a nesting attempt during one nesting season would not 

be expected to reduce the persistence of any bird species in the watershed.   

 

The Density Management Project may have long-term beneficial effects for many bird species, including 

MBTA species of concern, because of the Cedar Creek Density Management project design features.  

Retaining the largest green trees would help to expand canopies.  Maintaining an adequate hardwood 

component would continue to supply birds with adequate forage and nesting opportunities.  Gap creation 

would allow for enhanced shrub production for foraging and nesting – especially if some of these gaps are 

planted with native shrubs.  Finally, CWD creation after harvest would also provide additional foraging and 

nesting opportunities for a wide variety of birds.  Implementation of Cedar Creek Density Management 

Project would not be expected to result in the loss of population viability of MBTA Bird Species of 

Concern or result in the need to elevate their status to any higher level of concern including the need to list 

under the ESA. 

 

Rock Quarry Development and Roadside Tree Removal 

 

Impacts to Selected BS, S&M, and MBTA Wildlife Species 

 

The Density Management Project and potential project impacts have been addressed previously.  Rock 

quarry development and the associated permanent road construction would remove approximately 3 acres 

of potential habitat for BS or S&M mollusks.  Surveys have been completed in this area and no BS or S&M 

mollusk species were detected.  The young age (46 years) of the stands in this area are not currently suitable 

habitat for bald eagles, red tree voles or Johnson’s hairstreak.   

 

Quarry development and associated road construction, and roadside tree removal could have marginally 

beneficial effects to bats by opening the canopy and possibly providing roosting substrate in rock walls 

formed by quarry development.  Overall, this portion of the Cedar Creek Density Management project 

would not be expected to result in the loss of population viability of BS and S&M Species of Concern or 

result in the need to elevate their status to any higher level of concern including the need to list under the 

ESA. 
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Development of the Rock Quarry would alter the current ground vegetation and cut and remove trees which 

have potential to be used as nest site locations and/or foraging areas for a number of MBTA bird species.  

These impacts to habitat are considered to be negligible given the relatively small scale of the project and 

the fact that similar habitats are present within the general vicinity of the project areas. Quarry development 

could temporarily displace individual migratory birds as they react to the disturbance created by project 

implementation.  Depending upon a number of factors, including the timing of the disturbance relative to 

breeding chronology, intensity and duration of the disturbance, distance to the nest site, and tolerance to 

disturbance, some activities of the project could result in nest abandonment or failure.  However, the failure 

of a nesting attempt during one nesting season would not be expected to reduce the persistence of any 

MBTA bird species within the watershed.   

 

Roadside Tree Removal includes several design features to avoid adverse impacts to a variety of resources 

including only removing smaller trees (hardwoods 6-16” dbh, conifers 6-12” dbh), and avoiding removal of 

any tree that may have a suspected nest of a bird or animal.  Additionally, efforts would be made to avoid 

additional soil compaction by limiting equipment to the existing road surface.  Habitats that are within and 

directly adjacent to road prisms identified for Roadside Tree Removal are generally not considered suitable 

habitat for any BS, S&M, and MBTA species.  Considering S&M species, routine maintenance of 

improvements and existing structures is not considered a habitat-disturbing activity (USDA and USDI 2001 

ROD).  Primarily as a result of the nature and scope of the proposed project (including incorporated design 

features) as well as the nature of the habitats impacted, implementation of Roadside Tree Removal would 

not be expected to result in the loss of population viability for any Special Status Species that may occur in 

the project area, or result in the need to elevate their status to any higher level of concern including the need 

to list under the ESA. 

 

Cumulative Effects – Proposed Action 

 

The Bureau Sensitive and Survey and Manage species addressed by this analysis generally require attributes 

found in forests that are in the mature to late-seral stage.  There is very little private land in the analysis area 

that has trees that are 70 years-old or older.  Generally, forest management on private land is aimed at 

maximizing the production of Douglas-fir and there is no requirement to reserve any down woody debris.  

Bare ground and young plantations of Douglas-fir are not favorable habitat for Sensitive terrestrial mollusks 

and hemlock mistletoe is considered a tree pest to be eradicated.  Individually, these actions will have 

varying degrees of negative impacts to sensitive species habitat.  However, on BLM lands within the 

Wildlife Analysis Area, there would remain approximately 3900 acres of relatively fair quality mature 

forest habitat (stands over 80 years old) that would remain intact for the foreseeable future, as well as stands 

of various densities aged 40-80 years old.   

 

In general the proposed action would cause a short term (~ 10 years) degradation of habitat for species 

preferring dense canopy cover, but would result in improved late successional habitat (larger crowns, 

increased understory vegetation, additional CWD) in the longer term.  While the thinning of about 542 

acres of mostly young conifer forest on BLM land may temporarily reduce the habitat quality on those 

acres, its cumulative impact compared to the intensity of impacts on private lands would be minor but 

beneficial and would not result in any additional population viability loss.   

2.3.3.3 Environmental Effects - Alternative 2: No Action (BS, S&M, and MBTA 

species) 

 

Under the No Action Alternative the BLM would not implement the Density Management Project including 

all associated activities.  No density management would occur.  No new temporary or permanent roads 

would be constructed and no existing roads would be renovated and/or decommissioned. 

 

Under the No Action Alternative, the identified adverse and/or beneficial impacts of the action alternative 

upon wildlife and wildlife habitat would not occur at this site at this time.  The local plant and animal 

communities would be dependent upon and respond to ecological processes that would continue to occur 
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based on the existing condition without management intervention.  Relative to the Action Alternative, 

slowing growth rates and decreasing crown ratios of all of the stands proposed for treatment would tend to 

lengthen the expected time necessary for these stands to develop into late-seral habitat, especially multi-

storied, higher quality habitat.  The No Action Alternative would not be expected to result in the loss of 

population viability for any BS, S&M, or MBTA species that may occur in the project area, or result in the 

need to elevate their status to any higher level of concern including the need to list under the ESA. 

 

Under the “No Action” alternative none of the activities described for the Proposed Action alternative 

would occur at this time.  The current habitat condition for Migratory Bird Treaty Act listed Species of 

Concern would be unaffected now and in the near future.  Neither the negative nor the beneficial effects to 

habitat for migratory birds would be realized.  The young stands would continue to grow at a declining rate 

and become less stable over time.  Eventually disturbances such as windthrow or insect attack (or possibly 

fire) would influence the character of the stands and introduce more structural diversity into the ecosystem 

thus affecting the suite of animals that would use these stands.  The attainment of a more structurally 

complex stand would take longer under the No Action alternative.  It is not clear in the long-term whether 

the overall bird species composition and abundance of MBTA Species of Concern resulting from the No 

Action alternative would be appreciably different from what would result from the Proposed Action 

alternative. 

 

Cumulative Effects – No Action 
 

Generally speaking the Special Status Species listed above would not experience any cumulative effects in 

the next several decades as a result of selecting the No Action alternative.  Beyond the next two to three 

decades, a very small adverse cumulative effect could occur for species that desire older forest structure 

such as the Johnson’s Hairstreak and perhaps the red tree vole.  None of the effects, if realized would 

change the level of population viability for any BS, S&M, or MBTA species. 

 

Generally speaking the Migratory Bird Treaty Act listed Species of Concern listed above would not 

experience any cumulative effects in the next several decades as a result of selecting the No Action 

alternative.  None of the effects (or non-effects), if realized would change the level of population viability 

for any of the species discussed above. 

2.3.4 Soil Resources 

 

Timber harvesting and road construction can potentially increase the frequency of landslides and negative 

impacts on the environment. Soil disturbances caused by forest practices can have negative effects on soil 

properties and long-term forest productivity. 

 

The focus of this analysis is two primary soil resource concerns:  

 

1) How would the proposed project through soil disturbance and vegetative removal affect mass 

movement?   

2) How would the proposed treatments through soil disturbance affect long-term forest productivity?   

 

The analysis area encompasses all of the proposed activity areas (i.e., timber harvest units, new roadwork, 

fuel treatment areas, quarry site, and roadside tree removal areas).  A cumulative effects analysis for both 

Project 1 and Project 2 will follow Project 2 Environmental Effects Analysis (EA section 3.3.4.2).  Potential 

for off-site soil effects to water runoff and water quality (e.g. sediment delivery) are analyzed in the Water 

Resources section.   
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2.3.4.1 Affected Environment 

 

Component 1: Density Management Thinning 
 

TPCC 

 

The Timber Production Capability Condition (TPCC) is a land classification system used to identify the 

land base suitable or unsuitable for harvest.   The general project area was field surveyed by the Area’s Soil 

Scientist during project development.  Based upon this survey, approximately 59 acres identified as suitable 

during the original survey were identified as fragile-nonsuitable woodland and were removed from the 

timber base and the proposed timber sale.  Approximately 53 acres of the proposed timber harvested are 

identified as fragile-suitable (See Table 12).  Fragile-suitable sites are areas where forest productivity may 

be easily impaired due to inherent site factors unless additional management mitigations are taken to 

prevent degradation.   

 

Table 12:   Fragile TPCC Areas within Proposed Timber Harvest Area  
 

TPCC 

Symbol 
Acres Contributing Factor Concern 

FGR1 8 Steep slopes  Erosion and sliding 

FSR1 33 Low moisture supplying capacity Productivity 

FSR2 6 Topsoil highly compacted or displaced Productivity 

FWR1 6 Remain wet for long periods 

Drainage alteration; soil 

compaction and 

displacement 

 
Some soils within the proposed harvest units are shallow and have an abundance of rock in their upper 

or middle horizons.   They are more susceptible to windthrow especially in areas in topographically 

exposed landform positions, adjacent to clearcut edges, or areas where there are root disease 

infestations.  

 

Mass Movement 

 
The terrain in the project area is mountainous.  Some areas are steep and have relatively shallow soils (<6 

feet).  Soils are relatively cohesionless. The precipitation is high, averaging about 100 to 120 inches 

annually.   The most common type of mass wasting in the Nestucca River drainage is rainfall-triggered 

shallow translational, rapid-moving landslides (e.g., debris slides and debris flows).  Normally, these 

landslides occur infrequently after intense winter storms.    

 

Slope is a key factor in influencing the occurrence of landslides.  A GIS analysis of the project area 

indicated that gentle to moderate (< 60 percent) slopes comprise about 95 percent of the proposed timber 

harvest area.  Hill slopes less than 60 percent tend to be stable, provided high water contents or other high-

risk features are not present.  Approximately 10 acres have slopes 65% to 75%. Most of these areas have 

slopes that are less than 200 feet long and under a one-tenth acre in size. 

 

Soil Productivity 

 
Most soils formed in colluvium and residuum derived from intrusive, volcanic rock with a surface 

component of reworked volcanic ash. They are classified as Andisols or Inceptisols with “Andic” 

properties.  In descending order of abundance, they are the Murtip, Caterl, and Hemcross soil series. 
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Most soils are more than 40 inches thick and are well drained.  About half have loamy textures with few 

rock fragments, commonly occurring on gentle to moderately steep broad ridgetops, benches, foot slopes 

and toe slope of mountains. About half have loam or silt loam textures with 35 to 80% rock fragments 

commonly occurring on steep backslopes and ridgetops.  

 

Also present, are small areas of somewhat excessively drained, extremely gravelly soils (Klistan and 

Laderly soil series) found primarily on steep mountain backslopes, very deep, fine textured subsoils 

(Ginsberg soil series) that formed from sedimentary rocks found on bench-like topography and soft, 

rounded topography, and wet soils adjacent to streams or wetlands.  

 

These soils generally have favorable climate and soil properties (e.g., low bulk densities, stable aggregation, 

and high water-holding capacities) for growing forest trees.  Site index is the most common measure for 

potential forest productivity.  It is the average height, in feet, in fully stocked, even-aged, unmanaged 

stands, which dominant and co-dominant trees of a given species attain in a specified number of years.  For 

this region, elevation and proximity to the coast appear to be dominant natural factors affecting productivity 

(Jasper, 2000?) The site index on Douglas-fir, 50-year basis is about 127 for those soils under 2,000 feet 

(approximately 1/4 of the harvest area) and about 117 for those soils above 2,000 feet (about 3/4 of the 

harvest area).  

 

Visible skid trails and landings currently cover an average of about 2 to 5% of the harvest units.  The largest 

concentration occurs on topographic benches (e.g., Units 5-8 and 5-12) and broad mountain ridgetops (e.g., 

Unit 5-5).  These surfaces are at various stages of recovery. The least recovered areas are located in tractor 

roads and primary skid trails where the topsoil has been removed. These areas are typically are covered by 

herbaceous vegetation, shrub, and scattered and stunted trees.  Little erosion is currently occurring on these 

trail surfaces.  However, soils are prone to surface erosion when they are exposed and compacted.  

 

Active OHV use is occurring over several parts of the project area, the heaviest use in harvest unit 7-1 

above the 3-6-8.1 road in the northwest corner of section 7.  There are approximately 4 miles of OHV trails 

on BLM lands within or adjacent to proposed harvest units.  This estimate includes existing closed or 

abandoned roads that are solely used by OHVs.  OHV activity is concentrated on abandoned spur roads and 

tractor trails in heavily impacted timber harvest units logged in the late 1950s to late 1960s.  Ruts on OHV 

trails are up to several feet deep on some steep trail segments. Several braided trail segments are up to 15 

feet in width. 

 

Their use has resulted in direct mechanical soil impacts (abrasion, compaction, shearing, and displacement) 

and indirect soil impacts (reduced infiltration, surface ponding and erosion).   

 
Component 2: Rock Quarry Development 

 

The activity area is the proposed rock quarry site, located on the western edge of timber Harvest Unit 5-5.  

The forested site is on a gently sloping (5 to 10%) shoulder off a broad mountain summit.  Its elevation is at 

about 2,800 feet.  The surface geology consists of intrusive and volcanic rock (diabase and basalt), probably 

a volcanic sill or a dike.   

 

Soils in the activity area have very to extremely gravelly loam textures and are somewhat excessively 

drained.  The dominant soils series are the Laderly, Caterl, and shallow variant of Laderly.  Soils depths 

vary from shallow to deep (10 to 40 inches) over volcanic rock.  The TPCC is FSR1 (fragile suitable 

restricted due to low soil moisture).  Little soil erosion is evident and there are no indicators of instability 

present.   

 

The site productivity appears to be lower than other surrounding areas based upon the scarcity of trees and 

abundance of shrubs.  The site index is about 109.   

 

Component 3: Roadside Tree Removal 
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The affected environments consists of cut and fill slopes and areas probably not more than 25 feet above the 

road edge along a total of approximately seven miles of roads.  Most of the cut and fill slopes are 

moderately steep (15 to 40%).  Soils outside cut/fill slopes are similar to those described in the Affected 

Environment section of the Density Management Thinning.  Most of the soils within the cut and fill areas 

differ by having been strongly altered by road construction operations.  Soils are primarily truncated in road 

cuts and covered by additional dirt and rock material in road fill slopes. 

2.3.4.2 Environmental Effects – Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 

Component 1: Density Management Thinning 

 

Mass Movement 

 

Timber harvest can increase landsliding mainly through increased soil saturation and/or loss of root strength 

(Johnson et al, 2007). Under the proposed action, approximately 542 acres would be variable-density 

thinned.  

 

To reduce the potential for adverse environmental impacts, the Area’s soil scientist conducted a slope 

stability evaluation of the project area.  It included a review of aerial photographs, contour, and digital 

elevation maps (DEMs), and a GIS-based landslide probability model developed for BLM for analysis in 

the 2008 Western Oregon Plans Revision FEIS combined with field traversing moderate to very steep 

slopes.   All areas judged to be at high risk for mass wasting were field identified and removed from the 

proposed timber sale.    

 

Soil disturbances in thinnings are likely to be less widespread and less severe than clearcutting. Most of the 

vegetation, root systems and litter would remain in place thereby retaining most of the soil moisture and 

root strength.  Many field and experimental studies have confirmed the importance of trees and root mass 

on shallow forest soils for slope stability (Roering, 2001, Schmidt, 2000, Krogstad, 1995; Sidle, 1992, 

Ziemer, R.R., 1981, Burroughs, 1977.)  Based upon a theoretical model, Sidle (1992) found that a 75% 

thinning reduced the maximum probability of failure by more than 500% compared with clearcut 

simulation.  In an intensive post- 1996 storm landslide survey conducted in eight study areas across western 

Oregon, the Oregon Department of Forestry reported relatively few landslides occurred in partially cut 

areas (Robison et al, 1999). 

 

In addition, landsliding is less likely to occur in terrain, such as this project, that is covered by intermediate 

age stands.  The ODF study (also confirmed by Miller et al, 2007) found that fewest landslides and smallest 

erosion volumes occur in forest slopes covered by intermediate age stands. 

 

The mitigation for FGR sites would include minimizing site disturbance during harvest through thinning 

and the use of full log suspension when feasible. 

 

Soil disturbances in thinnings are likely to be less widespread and less severe than clearcutting. Most of the 

vegetation, root systems and litter would remain in place thereby retaining most of the soil moisture and 

root strength.  Many field and experimental studies have confirmed the importance of trees and root mass 

on shallow forest soils for slope stability (Roering, 2001, Schmidt, 2000, Krogstad, 1995; Sidle, 1992, 

Ziemer, R.R., 1981, Burroughs, 1977.)  Based upon a theoretical model, Sidle (1992) found that a 75% 

thinning reduced the maximum probability of failure by more than 500% compared with clearcut 

simulation.  In an intensive post-1996 storm landslide survey conducted in eight study areas across western 

Oregon, the Oregon Department of Forestry reported relatively few landslides occurred in partially cut 

areas (Robison et al, 1999).    
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Soil Disturbance 

 

Project activities that have the highest potential to result in severe soil disturbance that could reduce soil 

productivity are: timber harvest, roadwork, OHV use, and fuel treatments. 

 

Timber Harvest - Ground-based Yarding 

 

Approximately 141 acres would be thinned by ground-based systems.  Most of the severe disturbance 

would be compaction, mainly on primary skid trails and landings where most of the equipment traffic 

would occur.  Skid roads (trails) and landings are expected to cover less than 10% of any harvest unit after 

yarding (ROD/RMP standards and guidelines (p. C-1-2).  Existing skid trails would be used to the degree 

practical and count toward the 10% affected area.   

 

The severity and amount of disturbance would vary with the soil, equipment operator, soil moisture 

conditions, and the kind of equipment used.  If a tractor/skidder is used, there would likely be less overall 

disturbance but more severe disturbance concentrated in skid trails and landings.  If mechanized harvest or 

cut-to-length system is utilized, slash placed in front of machine tracks would reduce soil compaction and 

displacement.  Ground disturbance for these machines would be more dispersed. 

 

Timber Harvest - Skyline Yarding  

 

Skyline yarding systems would thin about 401 acres or about 74% of the total harvest units.  Skyline 

harvest units are on the steepest areas in the project area, including all of the FGR1 and the majority of the 

FNSR1 areas. It would result in heavy soil disturbance in landings and thin, discontinuous strips of 

compaction and displacement in skyline corridors. About half of the landings would be located in roadbeds.   

 

Roadwork 

 

Construction of approximately 0.8 miles of new permanent rocked roads and 1.3 miles of new temporary, 

native surface roads would remove topsoil and cause severe, deep compaction on approximately 5 acres of 

forestland.  Forest clearings created by new roadwork would be narrow (~25 feet width) and have a 

minimal effect on overall tree spacing and stocking.  Road renovation and maintenance would be on mostly 

existing severely disturbed surfaces and would have minimal affect on soil productivity. 

 

Upon completion of the timber harvest, 1.3 miles of new temporary, native surface road and 1.1 miles of 

renovated roads would be decommissioned.  Decommissioning would consist of removing two or three 

small stream-crossing culverts, decompacting, water barring, seeding or planting with native species, and 

restricting OHV use.  Restricting OHV use may include the strategic placement of boulders, logs, root 

wads, or other types of earthen barriers. Moreover, some skid trails and landings may also be decompacted.  

 

OHV Use 
  

The proposed project is not expected to substantially change OHV use and associated soil disturbance 

within the project area.  The Density Management project areas would be closed to OHV use during timber 

harvest and hauling activities.  Strategic placement of debris and earthen barriers on skid trails and closed 

roads and timber slash within harvest units should effectively discourage most OHV use in the short-term.  

In the long-term (>3 years), OHV users are likely to reopen many of the existing trails and probably some 

of the newly created skid trails.   

 

Fuel Treatments  

 

The proposed fuel treatments (hand piling and burning of hand piles in harvest units) would result in small 

(< 0.5 acre), scattered, localized areas of severe soil disturbance potentially altering nutrient availability, 

soil infiltration, and soil structure. To minimize soil damage, burning would be restricted to wet soil 

conditions when soil resources are less vulnerable to impacts.  
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Soil Productivity 

 

Soil productivity is a complex interaction of physical, chemical, and biological processes. Many factors 

affect forest productivity. Forest soils properties and climatic conditions vary widely. Maintenance of 

adequate porosity (i.e., soil compaction) and organic matter are key factors in retain site productivity. Most 

long-term productivity studies are less than 10 years old. It is thought that it takes at least 20 years to 

correctly evaluate the consequences of different forest management practices on tree growth (Morris and 

Miller 1994). Soil productivity studies have focused upon the affects of clear-cut harvesting. Changes in 

site productivity from thinning treatments are not well documented. Consequently, it is difficult to 

accurately measure the long-terms effects of forest management activities on soil productivity. However, 

several early findings have emerged. Long-term effects of these disturbances on productivity depend largely 

upon soil resiliency and recovery processes. Potential impacts on soil productivity are best evaluated on 

site-specific, growth-determining factors (Miller, 1996; Heninger, 2002; Scott et al, 2004). Soil compaction 

can have various effects on soil productivity, neutral, positive, or negative. 

  

The proposed action is expected to maintain soil productivity and be within the range of effects analyzed in 

the 1995 Salem ROD/RMP, to which this EA is tiered. The aerial extent and degree of disturbance would 

remain within accepted RMP guidelines of less than 10% disturbance.  Project Design Features and Best 

Management Practices would be implemented to limit severe soil disturbance (See Water, Fisheries and 

Soil Resources PDFs). Best management practices for fragile FWPR1 areas would include minimizing 

practices that disrupt natural drainage, avoiding use of ground-based equipment when soils are wet, and 

planting with site adapted tree species. All ground-base yarding, road decommissioning, road construction, 

and road renovation would occur during the dry season when soils are stronger and less prone to 

compaction. 

  

The humid mild climate is favorable for growing trees. Most soils within proposed harvest units have good 

physical and biological properties (deep, low bulk density, high organic matter content) for growing forest 

vegetation making them resilient from intensive timber management. Results of beginning long-term 

productivity studies in coastal Washington on similar soils and climates of the project area found that 

altered soils from forest harvest have little or no impact on early growth of Douglas-fir seedlings (Miller et 

al, 1996, Adrian, et al 2005). In another study in the central Oregon Coast Range with similar climate and 

soils, commercial thinning using ground-based equipment on 20- to 60-year old Douglas-fir stands on dry 

soils, did not reduce, but slightly increased tree growth in trailside residual trees (Miller et al, 2007).  

 

Soil disturbances in thinnings are likely to be less widespread and less severe than clearcutting. They would 

leave most of the vegetation, root systems and litter in place. Leftover logging slash and coarse wood would 

increase soil moisture available throughout the growing season, reduce erosion, and add organic matter and 

nutrients. Subsoiling roads would increase infiltration of water and decrease water runoff. However, soil 

function and long-term productivity for these roads would likely remained impaired for 50 years or longer 

due to the loss of topsoil. 

 

Cumulative Effects: 
 

Cumulative Effects upon Soil Resources are addressed for all the projects at the end of Section 3.3.4.2 

2.3.4.3 Environmental Effects - Alternative 2: No Action  

 

There would be no new ground disturbance or removal of from project activities.  The effects of the no 

action alternative would be the similar to the existing conditions described in the Affected Environment 

section. Specifically, these effects would be a continuation of current soil processes and conditions as 

described in Sections 2.3.4.1 and 3.3.4.1.   Mass movement would continue to occur infrequently, mostly 

consisting small (<1/4 acre) slumps. The soil building and recovery processes (slow accumulation of 

organic matter and improvement in soil structure) will continue to improve soil productivity to near 

preharvest conditions until there is disturbance such as timber harvest or wildfire.   Erosion and the 
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sediment transport of fine sediment would continue on existing eroded trails and roads within the project 

area. 

2.3.5 Water Resources 

 

The main water resource concern and focus of this analysis is the potential for 1) increases in stream flows, 

2) alterations in channel morphologies, and 3) changes in water temperature, sediment and turbidity.  The 

proposed action is not expected to affect other water quality parameters including, chemical contamination, 

nutrients, bacteria, and dissolved oxygen.   Therefore, these water quality parameters were not reviewed for 

this analysis.   

 

The potential water resources effects will be analyzed at the site-scale and at the subwatershed scale (6th 

field hydrologic unit) for stream flows, at the site-scale for channel morphology, and at the site-scale and 

the project drainage area for water temperature, sediment and turbidity. 

 

A cumulative effects analysis for both Project 1 and Project 2 are analyzed at the end of the Project 2 

Environmental Effects section (section 3.3.5.3).  The scale for cumulative effects will be at the 

subwatershed scale.  Adverse (or beneficial) effects to water resources are easier to detect in these smaller 

catchments. The projects are located in two subwatersheds, the East Fork of the South Fork Trask River and 

the Headwaters Nestucca River.  Since only three acres of thinning and no roadwork is proposed in the East 

Fork of the South Fork Trask River subwatershed, the analysis will focus on the Headwaters Nestucca 

River (HNR) subwatershed. 

2.3.5.1 Affected Environment 

 

Component 1: Density Management Thinning 

 

Physical Setting 

 

The project area is located on the northwest portion of the Oregon Coast Range. The bulk of the proposed 

thinning, and essentially all of the new road construction, renovation, and aggregate surface haul roads are 

located within the HNR subwatershed.  Approximately 3 acres proposed for ground-based yarding are in 

the Trask River watershed on a moderate sloping ridgetop lacking streams.  The project is within a 

designated Tier 1 Key Watershed (Nestucca River).  Key watersheds are areas containing high quality 

habitat for at-risk aquatic species, and are believed to have high potential for restoration.  Elevations within 

the 12,587-acre subwatershed range from 1,300 feet to 2,860 feet. 

 

The area has a mild maritime climate characterized by cool, wet winters and warm, dry summers. The 

precipitation averages about 100 to 120 inches annually.  Fog-drip interception does not appear to be an 

important precipitation component. The south facing subwatershed is subject to periodic high storm winds 

(>50 mph). Some scattered windthrow is present within the project area 

 

The majority of the project area (62%) lies within the transient snow zone (TSZ), a zone subject to rain-on-

snow (ROS) events that have the potential to increase s during winter or spring storms. The transient snow 

zone for the Oregon Coast Range it is assumed to range between 2,000 to 3,000 feet in elevation.  Based 

upon this assumption, approximately 400 acres of the proposed timber harvest area is within the transient 

snow zone.   The mean 2-year precipitation event is high for coastal watersheds, at approximately 4.5 to 6 

inches in a 24-hour period (estimated at: http://www.nws.noaa.gov/ohd/hdsc/noaaatlas2.htm).   

 

Essentially all of the land in the HNR subwatershed is forested and is used for forestry.  The majority of the 

land is managed by BLM. See Table 13 below for ownership. 
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Table 13: Ownership within the Headwaters Nestucca River 6
th

-field subwatershed 
 

Owner Acres 
Percent 

of Subwatershed 

BLM 7,289 58 

Private - Industrial 2,531 20 

City of McMinnville 1,047 16 

State (ODF) 535 4 

 

 

Project Area Streams and Wetlands 

 

All streams within the project area eventually drain into the Nestucca River (5
th
-order).  Major tributaries 

near the project area are Cedar Creek (4
th
-order) and Ginger Creek (3

rd
-order).  Most stream channels 

adjacent to proposed harvest units are small, 1
st
 and 2

nd
 order headwater streams.  They are primarily origin 

and transport reaches.  They are step pool, cobble dominated, channels that have low sinuosity and width to 

depth ratios and are moderately incised.  They typically have moderately steep and steep gradients (4 to 

15%). Most are less than 5-feet in width.  Most of the stream crossings are small, 1st and 2nd order 

headwater streams with 18 to 24-inch diameter culverts.  The largest stream crossings are on Cedar Creek 

where there are currently three culverts: 48 inch, 36 inch, and 30 inch, all are undersized with up to 6 feet of 

fill.  

 

There are a few small forest wetlands and seasonal wet areas within or near proposed harvest units located 

along the margins and headwater of streams and in depressions.  The largest known site (approximately 1/2 

acre) is located in the southwest portion of Unit 5-12.  There are no known one acre or larger wetlands 

within or near proposed harvest units. 

 

Stream Flows 

 

There are two gauged streams within the HNR subwatershed, one on Tucca Creek, a tributary of Elk Creek, 

and the other on the mainstem Nestucca River near the community of Beaver.   

 

Streams flows in the analysis area, as in most coastal watersheds, tend to be “flashy” with peak flows being 

the highest during the heaviest precipitation months of December through February.  Low flows occur 

during the dry months of July to October.  Many of the small headwater channels (intermittent or 

ephemeral) in the project area go dry during this period.   

 

The City of McMinnville has water rights on the Nestucca River (6,040 ac-ft/yr) and Walker Creek (4,500 

ac-ft/ yr) one to three miles upstream of the project area.  Some of the water in the Nestucca River is 

diverted out-of-basin from McGuire Reservoir, located at river mile 49.  The amount of water released 

varies from year-to-year and season-to-season.  The City of McMinnville is planning to divert water from 

Walker Creek sometime in the future. 

 

Peak Flows 

 

Forest management activities through timber harvest and road building can increase the amount and timing 

of stream flows, including peak flows (Harr et al, 1976, Ziemer, 1981, Jones et al, 2000).  Increases in peak 

flows can accelerate stream bank erosion, scour streambeds and increase sediment transport.  Since rain-on-

snow is the primary hydrologic flow generating process in the affected subwatershed, there may be a 

potential for increase snowmelt runoff events and subsequent peak flows.   

 

To assess the current risk for peak flows, a preliminary analysis for the risk of increases in peak flows was 

conducted using the Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual watershed analysis methods (OWEB, 1999).   
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For roads, the OWEB method uses a “threshold of concern” based upon percent of roaded area within a 

watershed.  The threshold levels are less than 4% low risk, 4-8% moderate risk, and more than 8% high 

risk. For forest openings impacts, the OWEB method uses a weighting system, the percent of forestry land 

in the rain-on-snow (ROS) area and the percent of the ROS area with crown closure of less than 30%.  See 

Figure 6 below. 

 

 

Figure 6:  OWEB’s Risk of Peak Flow Enhancement from Forestry Openings 

 
 

For roads, based on the most up-to-date GIS information, the current road density within the HNR 

subwatershed is 6.1 mi/sq mi.  Assuming an average road width of 25 feet, the percent of forest area in 

roads in the subwatershed is 2.9 percent.  For forest openings impacts, approximately 62% of the HNR 

subwatershed is in rain-on-snow area. Currently, based upon a review of 1993 and 2009 aerial photos,  

approximately 9% of the rain-on-snow area within the HNR subwatershed has less than 30 percent current 

crown closure.   

 

Using the OWEB’s” threshold of concerns”, the analysis area currently has a low risk from affects from 

roads (less than 4% of the HNR subwatershed is roaded) and from forest openings (see Figure 6). 

 

Beneficial Uses 

 

There are thirteen recognized beneficial uses in the North Coast basin (OAR 340-041-0230).  The most 

sensitive beneficial uses within the project area are fisheries (including salmonid habitat) and other cold-

water aquatic life.  There are no domestic or municipal surface water withdrawal rights downstream of the 

project area.   

 

State (DEQ) Water Quality Standards  

 

A review of the current Oregon DEQ Water Quality Assessment Database (2004/2006) reveals that there 

are no 303(d) listed streams within the analysis area (HNR subwatershed).   In 2002, the Oregon 

Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) approval, 

established Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for temperature and sediment for all of the Nestucca 

Bay Watershed, including all of the project area.  While not all streams within the EFNR are overheated or 

have elevated levels of fine sediment, the TMDL developed to control this pollutant would apply to all 

water bodies within the watershed, including those within the project area.  Essentially, the TMDL requires 

the following. 1) The recovery or maintenance of full potential shade along all perennial streams in the 

Nestucca Bay Watershed ; and 2) Minimizing and reducing sediment delivery to streams from forest 
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management practices (including road building, timber harvesting, and site preparation activities) by 

implementing rules and guidelines (including BMPs) under the Northwest Forest Plan. 

 

To assess the physical condition of the Nestucca stream network and to validate the 303(d) listing for 

sediment impairment, BLM conducted a three-year water quality and physical habitat assessment on BLM 

in the watershed (Mico, 2007).  Methods to characterize conditions included an adaptation of the 

Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program (EMAP) protocol and the OWEB Oregon Water 

Quality Monitoring Guidebook for temperature.  The results of the study indicate that the Nestucca River 

stream network is not impaired by fine sediments and that the effective shade level is slightly below the 

modeled system potential effective shade.  

 

Current Conditions  

The following condition assessments are based largely upon data from ODFW Aquatic Inventory data 

(ODFW, 1997, 2000) and field observations, review of aerial photographs, and the professional judgment of 

the BLM hydrologist.   

 

Stream Channels and Large Woody Debris  

 

Most streams on BLM lands have adequate riparian vegetation. Stream channels are generally well armored 

and stable.  Some instability (eroding banks) is present in upper Ginger Creek and an unnamed 3
rd

 order 

stream flowing through Unit 7-2.  The instability appears to be a function of underlying geologic processes 

and not management related.  In addition to eroding banks, there also have been several landslides in lower 

Ginger Creek.  In 1996, a large storm triggered about a half dozen debris flows/torrents on lands that had 

been clear-cut in the mid-1980s.  These landslides scoured small headwater streams and delivered a large 

load of wood and sediment into lower Ginger Creek that is still in place today.  This has created a steep 

gradient channel below the deposit. 

 

Any drainage structure has the potential to alter the flow of water, substrate conditions, and transport of 

sediment and woody debris downstream.  There are approximately 50 stream crossings on gravel surface 

roads that would be used in the project.  Nearly all of them are culverts constructed of corrugated metal.   

Because most of these culverts are in poor condition or are undersized for 100-year design flows, they 

represent an elevated risk of fill failure.  

 

Past natural disturbances (e.g., Tillamook burns) and management practices (e.g., logging and road 

construction) have created the current condition where there are inadequate levels of large woody debris 

and channel complexity in streams.  Most of the large wood currently entering these streams is probably 

coming from landsides during large storm events or from trees falling a short distance uphill from streams.   

 

Water Temperature 

 

Beginning in the early 1950s, road construction and timber harvest began in sections 5, 7, and 9 of the 

project area, peaking in the 1970s.  These activities resulted in removal of riparian vegetation that provided 

shade to streams. The removal of shade likely resulted in elevated stream temperatures.  Since that time, 

vegetation in the riparian areas has regrown.  Streamside shading is currently near full potential along most 

of the streams on public lands in the project area with canopy closure typically exceeding 80%.   

 

Sediment 

 

Sediment transport processes in the HNR subwatershed are dominated by mass wasting processes, primarily 

debris flow type landslides. Most streams in the HNR subwatershed are lacking in adequate levels of in-

stream wood and have low capacities for storing sediment storage.  Because there is little sediment storage 

capacity, these streams are effective in transporting sediment downstream.   
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Management activities in the subwatershed have influenced the sediment transport processes in several 

ways.  Nearly all of the project area roads were built prior to 1970, many in the 1950s, when construction 

standards were much less stringent than today.  Some of the poorly located and undersized or poorly 

designed road installations failed during storm events.   Roads have also been a source of chronic erosion 

and sediment delivery to streams through erosion and transport of fine-grained surface soils, or “surface 

fines”, especially on rutted and poorly maintained roads.   

 

The largest known chronic source of fine sediment in the project area on public lands is from old abandoned 

rocked spur roads (roads 5-2 and 5-3), approximately ½ mile in length, that begins at the BLM shop 

(located in the SESW of section 5) and extends west past BLM property boundary.  These spur roads cross 

a gently, undulating terrain and cross four streams.  All three-stream crossings with drainage culverts are 

failing. One, small intermittent stream crossing lacks a drainage structure. Water is eroding much of the 

road sending additional sediment into streams. At one location, a small perennial stream cut a deep gulley 

approximately 2 ½ deep along 50 feet of the roadbed.  OHVs have been riding across these roads for many 

years. 

 

Also present in the project area are roughly 4 miles of recreation trails that are being utilized by OHVs, 

primarily dirt bikes and quads.  Many new trails segments have been created in the past few years. None of 

these trails were designed for OHV use.  None of them are being maintained. Many follow abandoned spur 

roads and skid roads that were opened up by users illegally cutting and removing trees.  Some are user-

created with no regard for design standards.  Some trail segments are on steeper slopes that have deeply 

gullied.  They lack drainage structures (.e.g., rolling grade dips).  Sediment and water frequently collects 

below steep trails in depressions. With the exception of the 5-2 and 5-3 roads, there are no known areas 

used by OHVs within the project areas that are currently delivering sediment to streams or wetlands.   

 

Proper Functioning Condition 

Streams on BLM lands within the project area are generally in “functioning condition.  They have adequate 

vegetation, landform, stabilized stream banks and maintain channel characteristics.  Many streams lack 

adequate levels of large woody debris and channel complexity.  With much of the subwatershed moving 

toward mid- and late-seral habitat, the overall proper functioning condition trend is upward. 

 

Component 2: Rock Quarry Development 

 

The proposed rock quarry is located on a dry mountaintop. Groundwater depth is assumed to be very deep.  

There are no known wetlands or riparian areas within the vicinity of the proposed quarry site.  The site does 

not appear to be hydrologically connected to any streams.  The nearest stream to the proposed quarry 

development site is approximately 250 feet to the west. 
 

Component 3: Roadside Tree Removal 

 

The area proposed for roadside tree removal is on mountain mid slopes and ridgetops.  Most of the road cut 

banks and fill slopes are moderately steep (15 to 40%). Most of the cut banks and fill slopes are moderately 

steep (15 to 40%). There are approximately 21 small 1
st
 and 2

nd
-order and two 3

rd
-order stream crossings 

along the approximately 7 miles of roadway proposed for tree removal.   

 

2.3.5.2 Environmental Effects – Alternative 1: Proposed Action  

  

All Components (Density Management Thinning, Rock Quarry Development, and Roadside Tree Removal) 

 

Stream Flows -  Water Yield and Base Flows 

 

The proposed timber harvest would reduce forest cover, which could result in slight increases in annual 

water yields and base flows.  The amount of increase, however, would likely be very small because the 
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thinning would retain canopy closures of greater than 50% over the entire treatment area.  Trees would 

grow and quickly resume to current transpiration and soil-moisture intake rates.  Slight increases in water 

yields and base flows are unlikely to have noticeable effect on channel morphologies or beneficial uses.   

 

Peak Flows 

 

The proposed action is unlikely to change peak flows. Currently less than 10 percent of the area of the HNR 

subwatershed has a forest canopy closure of fewer less than 30%.The proposed thinning would treat only 

about 4% of the HNR subwatershed.  It would retain canopy closures of at least 50% over the entire 

treatment area.  Measurable effects to peak flows are unlikely in areas with more than 30% canopy closure 

(OWEB, 1999). The only overstory, forest canopy openings that would contribute to open space from the 

proposed action is the development of the rock quarry.  However, the small amount, approximately 2 acres, 

would be too small to have any meaningful influence on peak flows.  Most roads to be used by this proposal 

currently exist.  The roaded “threshold levels” for peak flow increases would remain low.  Upon project 

completion, all of the new temporary roads and natural surface renovated roads would be decommissioned.  

Nearly all of the new and temporary roads would be located on ridgetops or gentle topography without 

direct stream drainage connections to the stream network.    

 

Channel Morphology 

 

With the exception of road work in or adjacent to stream crossings, the proposed action would not directly 

alter any stream channels. Stream channels and wetlands would be protected from physical disturbance with 

the implementation Water, Fisheries and Soil Resources design features, described in Section 2.2.2.  There 

would be no new road construction across streams or wetlands.   

 

Proposed road work in or adjacent to stream crossings, primarily culvert removals and installations, would 

result in minor channel site disturbance.  The disturbance would be Channel alterations from this would 

likely not extend more than 100 feet downstream or upstream from the crossings.  Many of the culverts are 

worn and undersized.  Replacing the undersized culverts with adequately designed culverts would improve 

the channel functions (fish and amphibian passage and natural transport of sediment and woody debris) and 

reduce the potential for future culvert and road fill failures. 

 

In-channel wood plays an important role in channel morphology in most mountain streams.  As discussed in 

the Water Resource’s section 2.3.5.1 under Current Conditions, project stream contain inadequate levels of 

LWD.  Logging by definition removes trees.  It consequently has the potential to the effect future wood 

recruitment in streams.  

 

Based upon the analysis in the Fish's Section 2.3.6.2 under Large Woody Debris, the proposed timber 

harvest is not expected to result in adverse effects to quantity or quality of LWD.  Over time, the proposed 

thinning is expected to increase the number of larger trees that would become available for stream 

recruitment. 

 

Water Temperature  

 

The proposed action is not expected to affect water temperature. Streamside shading is currently near its 

full potential along most of the streams on public lands in the project area with canopy closure typically 

exceeding 80%.  Most of the streams in the project area are small confined headwater streams with little or 

no summer flows.  Proposed management activities would not change existing stream channel shading or 

result in sediment delivery to area stream channels in sufficient magnitude to affect water temperature.  

Proposed culvert replacements, roadside brushings, and roadside tree removals may remove some existing 

vegetation at the crossings, but the overstory canopy would be maintained and no change in stream channel 

shading is expected.  With possible exception of a few skyline corridors, no shade producing riparian 

vegetation within the primary shade zone would be cut or removed.  Skyline corridors are typically 10 to 15 

feet wide.  They would eliminate very little effective shade.  Any loss in effective shade would be short-
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lived (2 to 5 years) as riparian trees would quickly grow back.  The average canopy closure in the secondary 

shade zone would be maintained above 50 percent.    

 

A theoretical model based on Beer's law (DeWalle, 2010) suggests that at least 80% streamside shade on 

small streams (<20 ft wide) can be achieved in mid-latitudes with 40 feet wide buffers, regardless of the 

stream orientation , if buffer trees are tall (~100 feet) and dense (leaf area index approximate to 6).  

Increases in buffer width produced little additional shading beyond 40 feet. In another recent study, 

researchers found that streams in clearcut units with 75 feet (23 meters) partial-harvest treatment (60% 

canopy closure of each side of stream) riparian buffers showed no detectable changes in stream 

temperatures following harvest (Willerson et al, 2006).  Because stream shading would be maintained there 

are no anticipated changes to stream temperature from the implementation of this project. 

 

Sediment and Turbidity 

 

The primary means by which the proposed action could contribute sediment and turbidity to local streams 

are logging, roadwork, timber hauling, and recreation use by motorized vehicles.  The proposed quarry 

development was not analyzed for sediment delivery because it is not near any streams.  All fine sediment 

produced on the site would be trapped and stored a short distance down the hillslope or by berms and 

ditches around the quarry. 

 

Logging 

 

The proposed action is not expected to affect mass wasting which could lead to increases in sediment 

delivery.  Hillslopes in harvest units are dominated by gentle to moderate slopes.  All areas that are high 

risk for slope instability were identified during fieldwork and were removed from the project.  The 

proposed thinning, by reducing root strength on shallow soils on steeper ground, may slightly increase the 

risk of landsliding during the 10 to 15 year period after timber harvest.  However, the slightly more 

susceptible areas are located in mature forest and gentle terrain without streams downhill from them.  

Shallow landslides are less likely to travel far in mature and older forests. 

 

The proposed logging, including the construction of skid trails, yarding corridors and the mechanical 

removal of trees is not expected to delivery sediment to streams.  All ground-based yarding would occur 

during the dry season.  Few skyline corridors would cross streams.  Forest soils have high infiltration rates.  

Displaced soil from soil disturbance would travel a short distance and be trapped by duff, woody materials 

or other obstructions.  A recent Washington State study (Rashin et al, 2006) evaluating timber harvest 

BMPs found that a 10-meter wide, “no ground disturbance” buffer along streams prevented 95% of harvest 

related sediment from being delivered to streams. The proposed action would have no-harvest stream 

buffers nearly double to triple that width. 

  

Roadwork  

 

Hauling and road related ground-disturbing activities would be implemented to minimize the risk of 

sediment delivery to streams.  All roadwork would utilize PDFs and BMPs as required by the Clean Water 

Act.  PDFs include straw bales, silt fences and bark-bags or additional road surface rock at designated 

stream crossings, suspending roadwork when conditions exist that may cause the generation of excessive 

sediment, such as intense or prolonged rainfall.  All new construction, renovation, and improvement 

activities would occur during the dry season when surface runoff is not likely and there is very little water 

flowing in channels. All work in live streams (e.g., culvert replacement) would be done during the ODFW 

in-stream work window (July and August).   

 

New Road Construction 

 

The approximately 1.2 miles of natural and 0.8 mile rocked surface road construction would have a 

negligible effect on sediment delivery to stream channels. They would be constructed on stable ridgetop 

locations and not cross any streams or wetlands.  They would be built during the season and incorporate 
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design features that would avoid fragile or unstable areas, minimize excavation and height of cuts, and end 

haul waste material where appropriate.  

 

Road Renovation  

 

Approximately 3.6 miles of existing roads would be renovated, of which approximately 1.8 miles are 

currently not driveable.  Some of spur roads would remain natural surface and be used during the dry-

season.  These roads cross six headwater streams.  Some of these roads, including portions of the gravel 

surfaced 5-2 and 3-6-5.1 roads, have sections with poor surfaces and failing drainage structures.  The 

renovation work would include brushing, grading, some spot rocking, and culvert replacement or 

installation.  Near the end of the timber sale contract, approximately 1.1 miles of renovated roads would be 

fully decommissioned and blocked.  An exception would be the 5-2 road, which would only be blocked and 

waterbarred.   The road would not be subsoiled because it would be difficult to effectively treat with its 

rocked surface.  Based upon the past difficulty of blocking this road to OHV use, the culverts in the road 

will remain in place to help prevent possible future negative water quality effects.  Renovation of these 

roads would reduce their potential to deliver sediment to stream channels. 

 

Road Improvement 

 

Approximately 6 miles of existing roads would be improved.  Road improvement would occur in the dry 

season. Therefore, with the exception of roadwork in or near streams, road improvement would have a 

negligible potential for short-term (1-2 year) increased sediment delivery to stream channels.  In the long-

term (many years), it would benefit to flow routing and water quality in the project area. 

 

Roadwork in or near streams would disturb soil and stream channel, disturbance soils and channels 

disturbances and causing short-term (1 to 2 years) increases in sediment delivery to local streams.   Most of 

the increases would occur in the first few major storm events.  It is estimated that the sediment inputs would 

range from less than 0.25 to 2.0 yd3 for each site.  With low summer flows at the time of in-stream work, 

all of the bedload and most of the fine sediment would travel short distances (less than few hundred feet) 

and be redistributed downstream.  This added sediment would remain stored in the local channels until the 

next major debris flow event or move progressively downstream during periodic higher storm flows.  

Turbidity levels would increase during implementation, and again during the first winter. The increased 

turbidity would likely be visible or measureable at the site or a short distance (< 1/4 mile) downstream for a 

short time period (few hours). 

 

Road Maintenance and Timber Hauling 

 

Approximately 48 miles of road (38 paved and 10 miles rock-surfaced) would be maintained to 

accommodate timber haul.  Most haul roads to used are currently in good condition.  Most of these would 

only require minor brushing, grading, or spot rocking.  Haul routes for the timber sale would be from rock-

surfaced roads or from natural-surface roads during the dry season (generally June 1 – September 30) and 

rock-surfaced roads during the extended season (generally February 15 – November 30).  Extended season 

would include approximately 9 miles of haul roads cross with approximately 30 stream crossings.  Most of 

the hauling is expected to occur during the dry season when sediment delivery to streams is likely.  Haul 

roads would be in good condition prior to haul and continue to be maintained during the life of the project. 

 

Log hauling during the extended haul season when roads are wet may increase turbidity in project area 

streams relative to background or upstream water clarity.  With the implementation of BMPs and PDFs, any 

increase turbidity is unlikely to exceed the State of Oregon Water quality standards (> 10 percent increase 

relative to background levels) and would decrease quickly after hauling operations are completed.  

 

OHV Use 

  

The proposed project is not expected to substantially change OHV use that could result in increased 

sediment delivery and turbidity to streams.  It is expected that the 3-6-5.1 road would remain closed to 
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OHV use because it should be well blocked and covered with stumps and other debris.  This should result in 

an overall decrease in sediment delivery.  Culverts would be retained in the 5-2 and 5-3 roads in the 

unlikely event that OHV riders begin to reuse these roads.  

 

Quarry Development 

 

Because the site is relatively flat and there is no apparent hydrologic connectivity indicated, the proposed 

quarry development would not increase sediment delivery or turbidity. 

 

Summary 

 

In summary, at the subwatershed scale, the additional sediment from the project action would be difficult to 

measure and is unlikely to contribute more than one percent to the supply or transport of sediment in the 

subwatershed. The project would upgrade the quality of the roads, improve road drainage and reduce the 

risk of erosion, washouts, and subsequent sediment delivery to streams.  In addition, it would remove the 

largest known chronic source of fine sediment in the project area, the 5-2 and 5-3 road spurs, and reduce the 

potential failure of the mid-slope road 3-7-13. 

 

In-stream work, including culvert upgrades, and timber hauling would cause small increases in sediment 

and turbidity.  Increases would be short term (up to several seasons) both at the disturbance site and 

downstream within the drainage. The spatial extent of the indirect effects would be within several hundred 

feet of the disturbance site and not be detectable downstream by the time flows reach the Nestucca River.  

 

Cumulative Effects  

 

Cumulative Effects upon Water Resources are addressed for all the projects at the end of Section 3.3.5.3 

 

2.3.5.3 Environmental Effects - Alternative 2: No Action  

 

Current overall hydrologic and water quality conditions and trends described in Section 2.3.5.1 and Section 

3.3.5.1 would continue.  The timing and magnitude of flows would remain unaffected since timber 

management in the proposed management activities would not occur.  Similarly, the riparian vegetation 

would continue to grow, slightly increasing stream shade.  However, the overall stream temperature would 

not change because the effective shade on project streams is near or at site capacity.  Sediment would 

continue to be routed to streams from Federal, state, and private lands. 

 

The current low level of road maintenance would likely continue.  Roads identified in the analysis area as 

potentially adding sediment to streams would not be renovated or decommissioned at this time. Chronic 

fine sediment delivery to streams would continue from the 5-2 and 5-3 road spurs.  OHV use would 

continue to expand.   

 

2.3.6 Threatened or Endangered Fish Species or Habitat 

 

Oregon Coast (OC) coho are listed as “Threatened” under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  The listing 

is posted in Federal Register notice Vol. 73 No. 28 dated February 11, 2008.  The effective date of this 

listing was May 12, 2008 and also designates Critical Habitat (CH) for the Oregon Coast coho evolutionary 

significant unit (ESU).  OC coho and designated Critical Habitat are present in the Headwaters Nestucca 

Watershed. 
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2.3.6.1 Affected Environment 

 

Landscape Setting 

 

The Headwaters Nestucca sixth field watershed contains approximately 12,587 acres and is not typical of 

the patterns of federal land ownership seen in the Northern Coast Range of Oregon.  The Headwaters 

Nestucca sixth field has BLM ownership that is in contiguous blocks unlike the usual checkerboard fashion 

seen throughout the northwest.  Approximately 73% (7,290 acres) of the Headwaters Nestucca watershed is 

managed by the BLM.  This being the case, forest management in these watersheds is significantly guided 

by federal policy rather than private industrial management practices.  This has left the watershed in a 

trajectory toward a less disturbed condition, with more forested stands progressing toward late seral habitat 

types.   

 

Existing Habitat Conditions 

 

The above factors combined have contributed to the presence of good fish habitat throughout the 

Headwaters Nestucca watershed.  The Headwaters Nestucca River is dominated by alternating hillslope and 

terraces.  Stream gradients of the Nestucca River in the vicinity of the proposed action average 2% with the 

dominant stream features being rapids, riffles and scour pools.  Large wood volume is moderate to high 

(ODFW AQI 2006).     

 

The Ginger Creek watershed is hillslope constrained.  Stream gradient averages 5-7 % but increases with 

increasing distance from its confluence with the Nestucca River.   The dominant habitat types are rapids and 

scour pools.  Large wood volume is moderate.  Large wood and other debris from the 1996 storm events 

currently prohibit upstream migration of salmonids on Ginger Creek more than approximately 368 feet 

from the confluence with Nestucca River (Rapid Bio-Assessment  2004 Final Report (2002-2004), Bio-

Surveys, LLC).   

 

 Cedar Creek has similar habitat conditions to Ginger Creek.  Stream gradient below a barrier falls at RM 

0.3 averages 7-10%.  The dominant habitat type is steps and plunge pools.  Above the barrier falls, the 

gradient and stream valley morphology change.  Average stream gradient is 3-5% throughout the BLM 

ownership.  The dominant habitat types are riffles, rapids and scour pools.  There are beaver dams and 

pools located in multiple locations of this reach.  The unnamed tributary to the Nestucca River with its 

confluence at Dovre Campground (aka Dovre Creek) has a barrier falls approximately 485 upstream of the 

Nestucca River.  The average stream gradient above the falls is approximately 8%.  Large wood volume is 

moderate.   

 

 Fish use and Critical Habitat conditions 

 

There is no ODFW Aquatic Inventory data available for Ginger, Cedar, or Dovre Creeks.  Assessment of 

current habitat conditions is from BLM fish biologists familiar with these streams.  All fish distribution 

surveys have been completed in the proposed project area (Figure 7).  Cutthroat trout and several species of 

sculpins are the only fish species located in proximity to any of the proposed timber sale units.  The closest 

OC coho occur is in one unit that is 1500 hydrologically connected feet from the proposed timber sale with 

all other units at ever increasing distances.  Ginger Creek has mapped OC coho critical habitat adjacent to 

one proposed density management unit that is currently un-occupied.  Fish use is restricted almost 

exclusively to the larger mainstem channels of Ginger, Cedar and Dover Creeks due to steep stream 

gradients on most tributaries.  Oregon Coast coho and OC coho habitat is present in Ginger, Cedar and 

Dovre Creek main-stems but only for short distances from the Nestucca River.  Due to the steep stream 

gradients of all three of these streams they provide only a very small amount of critical habitat to OC coho 

in the Nestucca Headwaters subwatershed.    

 

Current OC coho distribution and critical habitat in Ginger Creek is mapped on the Streamnet website 

(http://www.streamnet.org/) as continuing upstream 0.6 miles from the Nestucca River.  No coho have been 

found above the debris flow blocking upstream passage.  At some point in time this passage barrier is 

http://www.streamnet.org/
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expected to deteriorate to a point where fish can once again access the stream. Critical habitat for OC coho 

is adjacent to approximately 500 feet of one proposed management unit in Ginger Creek but due to the 

barrier described above this habitat is not occupied by OC coho at this time.  Cutthroat trout and several 

species of sculpins occupy the stream reaches around the proposed action above the passage barrier.   

 

OC coho distribution and critical habitat on Cedar creek extends from the confluence with the Nestucca 

River upstream to a barrier falls, a distance of approximately 1100 feet.  It is another 1500 feet from the 

barrier falls to the lowest proposed treatment unit.  Above the barrier falls cutthroat trout and several 

species of sculpins occupy the main stream reaches around the proposed action area. 

 

OC coho distribution and critical habitat on Dovre Creek is limited to the stream segment below the barrier 

falls (approximately 485 feet).  Above the falls cutthroat trout and several species of sculpins are present.  It 

is approximately 3500 feet from the lowest timber sale unit to OC coho and OC coho critical habitat. 

 



72 

 

Figure 7: Proposed Cedar Creek Density Management Thinning Units, Live Stream Culvert 

Work, Oregon Coast Coho Critical Habitat and Resident Fish Distribution 
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2.3.6.2 Environmental Effects – Alternative 1: Proposed Action  

 

The fisheries analysis area for the Cedar Creek Projects is divided into two categories to logically address 

impacts to listed fish and their habitat.  The direct and indirect effects analysis area is limited to any area 

that may be disturbed by project actions, stream reaches adjacent to, and downstream of, proposed 

treatment units to the confluence with the Nestucca River, as well as streams that may be potentially 

affected by hauling timber from the project area.  The Cumulative Effects analysis area encompasses all of 

the Nestucca Headwaters subwatershed.  Approximately 3 acres of the Density Management treatment area 

is located within the East Fork of the South Fork Trask River subwatershed in the very top of the drainage.  

These three acres are not hydrologically connected to streams and as such have not been included in the 

analysis area. 

  

The main concern for the fisheries resource is how the proposed action or lack of action would affect 

sediment inputs, water quality, stream channels, temperature, and shade.      

 

The discussion below is intended to disclose any environmental impacts, both positive and negative, to OC 

coho and their habitat directly, indirectly or cumulatively, resulting from the Cedar Creek Projects action 

and no action alternatives.    

 

The most likely sources of negative impacts to OC coho come from road construction and culvert work 

required to access the proposed treatment units, timber harvest and hauling, and road decommissioning after 

the proposed treatments are finished.  Effects are addressed by proposed project action below.  

 

Timber Harvest 

 

Unit 7-1 is the only proposed density management treatment area adjacent to OC coho Critical Habitat.  

This is a cable yarding unit with approximately 500 linear ft of the unit edge within 100 ft of LFH (See 

Figure 7).  This unit would require skyline cable to be hung over LFH on Ginger Creek, but would require 

no yarding over the stream channel.  The riparian area between this unit and the stream has an average slope 

of ~50% and is well vegetated.  As discussed in section 2.3.5.2 under Water Quality, a recent erosion study 

(Rashin et al, 2006) showed that a “no ground disturbance” buffer of 33 feet prevents approximately 95% of 

harvest related sediment delivery to streams.  The no-harvest buffer for this unit is a minimum of three 

times that distance to LFH, and twice that distance to several small 1
st
 order tributaries that are adjacent to 

this unit.  It is unlikely that any disturbance in this unit would deliver a measurable amount of sediment to 

LFH.     

 

All other proposed density management treatment units are separated hydrologically from LFH by at least 

0.3 miles and all have appropriate buffers and BMPs in place (see Table 14 below).  There is no cable 

yarding proposed over LFH. 

 

It is unlikely that timber harvest would increase sediment inputs to streams due to the incorporated PDFs 

and BMPs and proximity to LFH.  These features include; (1) minimum 60 ft no harvest buffers that also 

exclude disturbance from ground-based equipment (100 ft on fish streams and 100 ft on perennial non-fish 

streams,) (2) limits on thinning activities in riparian reserves, (3) seasonal restrictions, (4) no cable yarding 

over LFH, (5) full suspension requirements for cable yarding over streams, (6) proposed density 

management unit’s proximity to LFH, (7) small size and sediment carrying potential of streams near 

proposed harvest units.   

 

New Road Construction/Decommissioning  

  

All proposed new construction (~2.2 miles) for this project would occur on ridges or benches, is over 500 

feet from any stream, and 1.2 miles would decommissioned at the end of the project.  The project proposes 

to decommission approximately 2.5 miles of roads at the end of the project.  See section 2.2.2 for a 

description of road decommissioning activities.  Due to their proximity to stream channels, LFH and 
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incorporated PDFs (section 2.2.2) it is unlikely that new road construction or decommissioning would affect 

OC coho or their Critical Habitat. 

 

Table 14:  Density Management Treatment Unit 

Proximity to LFH* (at closest Hydrological 

Connection) 
 

Unit LFH Stream 
Proximity to Listed 

Fish/Habitat (miles) 

5-2 Cedar Creek 1.3 

5-3 Cedar Creek 1.3 

5-4 Cedar Creek 1.0 

5-5 Cedar Creek 0.9 

5-8 Cedar Creek 0.3 

5-9 Cedar Creek 0.7 

5-11 Cedar Creek 0.6 

5-12 Cedar Creek 0.5 

5-13 Cedar Creek 0.7 

5-15 Cedar Creek 0.4 

7-1 Ginger Creek Adjacent 

7-2 Ginger Creek 0.7 

9-1 Dovre Creek 0.5 

9-4 Dovre Creek 0.5 

* Listed Fish Habitat 

 

 

Road Renovation 

 

Road renovation is proposed on ~ 2.3 miles of existing roads.  No renovation would occur within 500 feet 

of LFH, with the closest renovation work occurring approximately 0.48 miles from LFH.  Implementing the 

road renovation as proposed is unlikely to have any effect on OC coho or their Critical habitat for the 

following reasons; lack of proximity of renovation activities to LFH, the inability of small 1
st
 and 2

nd
 order 

stream channels to transport sediment to LFH, and the incorporation project design features (PDF’s) to 

minimize or eliminate impacts.  

 

Culvert Work  

 

This analysis considered and evaluated all potential stream crossings associated with the proposed density 

management project, including those along the potential haul routes.  Of all the stream crossings there are 

15 that would involve culvert work of some sort.  Figure 7 shows the locations of the proposed culvert work 

including the live stream crossings where work would occur.   

 

All proposed culvert work would be done in the dry season (ODFW in-stream work July 1 – Sept 15) when 

most of these streams have very low or no flow.  Work on 13 of these would be re-installations of culverts 

on small 1
st
 and 2

nd
 order non-fish bearing streams.  The remaining two culverts are on a small 3

rd
 order 

fish-bearing stream.  The culvert work is broken into two main groups for analysis purposes, one on fish-

bearing streams and the second on non fish-bearing streams.     

 

Fish Bearing 

There are two crossings on the same stream in section five that are located at the uppermost distribution of 

cutthroat trout.  These crossing are approximately 250 feet apart.   The replacement of these two crossing is 

likely to result in some aversion behavior by cutthroat trout as a result of small sediment inputs resulting 
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from the replacements as well as during the removal process as fish are relocated from the sites prior to 

construction activities.  The lower crossing is located approximately 2000 feet upstream of OC coho critical 

habitat and would have no affect on OC coho or OC coho critical habitat due to small sediment inputs, 

distance to listed fish, and short duration of the disturbance. 

 

Non-fish Bearing  

The remaining thirteen crossings to be replaced are all located on perennial stream channels although seven 

of the crossings would have virtually no measurable flow at time of replacement.  As described in the Water 

Resources (section 2.3.6) sediment inputs at each location to area streams could range from as little as 0.25 

cu yds to, at most, 2.0 cu yds depending upon depth of road fill.  This sediment is anticipated to be 

delivered during the first few fall freshets following replacement.  There is one crossing located 500 feet 

from OC coho on a small 1
st
 order tributary.  None of the anticipated culvert work is expected to have any 

effect on OC coho or OC coho critical habitat. 

 

Timber Hauling  

 

Timber haul would likely generate a small amount of sediment but it is unlikely that this sediment would 

exceed the State of Oregon water quality standards (>10 percent increase relative to background levels) and 

would decrease as soon as hauling ended.  Sediment from summer haul would likely settle on the road 

surface, roadside vegetation and in ditch-lines until the first heavy rains in the fall.  Vegetation and 

sediment storage structures such as waddles, cross-drains, and sediment sumps in ditch lines (see section 

2.2.2.2 PDF’s) would likely store most of the sediment during the fall and winter run-off.  As discussed in 

the Water Quality section (2.3.6.2), very little sediment delivery is expected as a result of hauling timber as 

proposed. The small amounts of sediments resulting from haul would, at most, result in an aversion 

response from listed fish but have no long term negative impacts.  Impacts to Critical Habitat would be 

small and immeasurable due to volume of inputs and overall distance of haul routes to critical habitat. 

 

Rock Quarry Development 

 

There are no streams in the vicinity of the proposed quarry and as such there is no causal mechanism to 

affect fish. 

 

Roadside Tree Removal 

 

The proposed action area is in the same general area as the Density Management Thinning. Most of the cut 

banks and fill slopes are moderately steep (15 to 40%). There are approximately 21 small 1
st
 and 2

nd
-order 

and two 3
rd

-order stream crossings along the approximately 7 miles of roadway proposed for tree removal.  

Trees would be removed from alongside the road prism out to a distance of approximately 25 feet.  None of 

the trees to be removed contribute to streamside shading.  Tree removal occurring around stream-road 

crossing would not remove the primary shade trees.  Trees removed to stabilize roadside slopes reduce the 

likelihood of increased sedimentation due to wind-throw and subsequent inputs to ditch lines and 

potentially streams.  Decreasing sediment loads in ditchlines resulting from wind-thrown trees on unstable 

cutbanks reduces the amount of potential sediments transported to streams occupied by listed fish or critical 

habitat. 

 

Stream Temperature  

 

As discussed in the Water Quality section (2.3.6.2) streams adjacent to the proposed thinning units are 

generally small 1
st
 and 2

nd
 order waterways and would have very little flow during the typical dry season 

when thermal exposure has the potential to increase stream temperature.  These steams are typically 

exceeding 80% canopy cover.  No-harvest buffers would be in place on all units and no thinning is 

proposed in the primary shade zone for any of the proposed project units.  Because stream shading would 

be maintained there are no anticipated changes to stream temperature from the implementation of these 

projects and as such there is no causal mechanism to affect fish. 
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Physical Integrity 

 

With the possible exception of proposed in-channel roadwork associated, the proposed action would not 

directly alter any stream channels. Ground disturbances from timber harvesting and yarding equipment 

would be kept at least 60 feet away from all wetlands and stream channels. New road construction would 

not cross any streams or wetlands.  Very little yarding would occur across streams. No bank stabilizing 

vegetation would be removed. Thinning riparian areas would produce larger conifer trees sooner.  Over 

time, more large trees would be available to fall into the streams increasing structure and complexity to the 

channels. 

 

Proposed culvert removal and installation would result in site disturbance in channel beds and banks at the 

crossings.  This action would result in some channel adjustments in some streams including some incision 

upstream and deposition downstream. Channel alterations from this action would likely occur over several 

years and would unlikely extend more than 100 feet downstream or upstream from the crossings.  

Replacing undersized culverts with adequately designed culverts would improve the channel functions (fish 

and amphibian passage and natural transport of sediment and woody debris) and reduce the potential for 

future culvert and road fill failures. 

 

In the long-term, thinning in riparian reserves would increase both diameter and height of trees compared to 

the no action alternative. Over time, some of the larger trees created by this action would be recruited into 

local streams increasing streambed roughness and the stability and resistance to the effects of peak flood 

events.  Additions of large key pieces are especially important in these large wood deprived streams and 

provide essential habitat for listed fish. 

 

Large Woody Debris 

 

As discussed in the Water Quality section (2.3.6.2), much of the watershed is recovering from natural 

disturbances and historic management practices that reduced the long-term potential large woody debris 

(LWD) input by removing a large number of trees from the riparian areas.  These same practices 

dramatically increased the short term input of LWD by creating landslide prone areas that sent debris flows 

down stream channels.  As a result, much of the watershed is in a trend toward mid- and late-seral habitat 

after being reforested following natural disturbances such as large-scale fires, and management actions such 

as clearcut logging.  LWD would be naturally recruited as late-seral habitat features develop and trees start 

to die and fall into stream channels.  

 

Approximately 41% of the proposed density management (about 221 acres) would occur within Riparian 

Reserves, representing a very small percentage of the suitable riparian stands in the watershed that are 

potential sources of LWD.  These riparian reserve treatments would occur outside no-harvest buffers along 

streams as described in section 2.2.2.2.  Harvesting trees within the riparian reserve would remove a short 

term potential source of small trees (trees w/ 10-15” dbh) to stream channels. This small wood is recognized 

to be an important element in both sediment routing and nutrient cycling processes for the aquatic system.  

Although the thinning of riparian reserves removes some potential small diameter wood available for future 

stream recruitment, small diameter wood does not last as long and is more readily moved out of the system 

than large diameter wood. Thinning is expected to accelerate the growth rate of the trees that remain in the 

riparian reserves and increase the quality and volume of LWD naturally recruited to the stream channel, 

improving beneficial uses in the future.   

 

The Curtis relative stand density following treatment would range from 24 to 37.  A Curtis relative density 

of greater than or equal to 30 immediately following timber harvest leaves approximately 50% canopy 

closure and would allow the remaining trees to take advantage of the new space and sunlight to increase 

growth rates, and provide larger, higher quality LWD for future natural recruitment.  There are three units 

that would have a post harvest relative density below 30 and as such warrant further analysis.   
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To analyze potential impacts to CWD from source areas upstream of OC coho Critical habitat, Douglas-fir 

data was input into the ORGVOL Program (based on ORGANON) for each of the units within the Cedar 

Creek project area that are not upstream of major waterbodies that would stop wood transport. 

 

 Units 5-3, 5-4 and 9-4 have treatments on intermittent stream channels.  All were calculated to have 

DOB (diameter outside bark) greater than 6 inches (6 in = minimum DOB for functional wood 

consideration, ODFW standard) at a 60 foot height. Based on these calculations, there would be a 

small potential loss of functional wood to stream channels below these units.  The top portion of 

these trees outside of the 60 foot no harvest buffer that could potentially reach a stream and remain 

larger than 6 inches is 20 feet long.  Any thinning in the 1
st
 site potential tree height past 90 feet 

slope distance from any stream cannot provide LWD.  The stream channels in units 5-3 and 5-4 are 

intermittent channels located approximately 4500 feet above cutthroat trout and 1.3 miles above OC 

coho.  Unit 9-4 is located over ½ mile above listed fish and only 1.1 acres of riparian reserves are 

included.  Due to distance from fish, low potential wood volume contribution, and numerous road 

crossings between the units and fish habitat it is highly unlikely that these areas contribute any 

measurable amount of LWD to occupied fish habitat.   

   

Due to the very small acreages and relative densities of proposed thinning in riparian reserves compared to 

that available in the watershed, the use of no-harvest buffers along all streams, no adverse effects to 

quantity or quality of LWD is expected from implementing the project as proposed.  

 

Road Density 

 

There would be a short-term increase in road density of approximately 2.03 miles during the projects and 

then a net decrease in road density of approximately 2.4 miles as a result of the proposed actions.  All but 

0.78 miles of new construction and approximately 1.14 miles of the renovated roads would be fully 

decommissioned at the end of timber harvest work.  The short term increase in road density and potential 

increase in road related sediments to streams occurs in areas not likely to have measurable affects, due to 

distance and duration of increase, on listed fish or critical habitat.  The reduction in the road density 

following the completion of the proposed action is not likely to have any effects on coho or critical habitat, 

due to distance, although road density reduction will have a positive impact on resident cutthroat trout and 

other aquatic organisms by reducing potential sediment inputs as well as reducing the chance of road related 

debris flows that could affect coho and critical habitat. 

 

Streamflow 

 

A discussion on peak flows in the hydrology section (2.3.5.1), states that the proposed action is unlikely to 

alter streamflow.  With no likely effect to streamflows there is no expected effect to OC coho or their 

critical habitat.  

 

Conclusion: 

 

The environmental effects resulting from implementing the proposed action alternative are highly unlikely 

to have a negative effect on OC coho.  The incorporated design features, proximity of project actions to OC 

coho, and extended season restrictions for this project would most likely prevent measurable adverse effects 

to OC coho.  In summary the proposed actions are expected to have discountable and unmeasureable short 

term effects on ESA listed fish resulting from culvert work, and hauling timber out of the project area, 

however due to the criteria set forth by the ESA regulatory agency (NMFS) regarding effects 

determinations, the proposed action “May Affect but is Not Likely to Adversely Affect” OC coho or their 

designated Critical Habitat.   
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Cumulative Effects  
 

The analysis area for cumulative effects is comprised of the Headwaters Nestucca Watershed and includes 

past present and foreseeable future actions that the BLM is aware of and includes short term effects (1-3 

years) and long term effects (3-25 years).   

 

There has been some timber harvest by land managers in the Cedar Creek project area over the last five 

years and there is minimal known harvest activity planned in this watershed in the foreseeable future but it 

is assumed that private industrial timber owners will continue timber management activities on a short 

rotation basis.  Based on the analysis of the affected environment, there would be no identified long-term 

adverse cumulative effects as a result of implementing the Cedar Creek Projects as proposed.  Long term 

beneficial effects would include increased size of trees in the riparian zone providing increased shade and 

future LWD inputs to stream channels.  For the reasons stated above in the Conclusion section, the 

proposed actions, when combined with other actions that have occurred, or are likely to occur within this 

watershed, are unlikely to result in cumulative effects to OC coho or their designated critical habitat. 

2.3.6.3 Environmental Effects – Alternative 2: No Action  

 

No density management, roadside tree removal, or quarry development would occur.  There would be no 

associated actions, positive or negative, directly related to not implementing the proposed action that would 

affect listed fish or critical habitat. 

 

Cumulative Effects  
 

The “No Action” alternative would have no causal mechanism to create cumulative effects to the fisheries 

resource.  There are no identified cumulative effects that would result from implementing the “No Action” 

alternative.   No management activity would occur that when combined with other activities in the past, 

present or reasonably foreseeable future would have any effect on Bureau Status fish or contribute to the 

need to list them under the ESA. 

   

2.3.7 Fish Species with Bureau Status and Essential Fish Habitat Assessment 
 

Oregon Coast Steelhead is the only species with Bureau Status located in the proposed project area, and are 

present in essentially the same distribution as OC coho.  Oregon Coast Steelhead is also listed as a species 

of concern by NOAA Fisheries, and is a sensitive species in Oregon under BLM’s Special Status Species 

listing.   Effects to Oregon Coast steelhead are discussed below.  

2.3.7.1 Affected Environment 

 

The Affected Environment for steelhead is essentially the same as that of OC coho discussed above in  

section 2.3.6.1.  Steelhead use slightly different habitat types than OC coho for different life stages, but 

have essentially the same distribution.    

2.3.7.2 Environmental Effects – Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 

For the purposes of this effects analysis Oregon Coast Steelhead are so similar to OC coho in distribution as 

well as physical, and biological requirements, that the effects to them are considered the same as those 

discussed for OC coho. (See section 2.3.6.2). 

 

The proposed action would likely have unmeasureably small short term effects to water quality, but would 

not adversely affect or contribute to the need to list any Bureau Status species under the ESA, or MSA. 
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Cumulative Effects 
 

The cumulative effects on fish species with Bureau status and/or EFH would be the same as those identified 

in the cumulative effects section for T&E Fish (section 2.3.6.2). 

 

Essential Fish Habitat Assessment (EFH) 
  

When the Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA) of 1976 was re-authorized in 1996, it directed Regional Fishery 

Management Councils to identify Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for commercial fish species of concern.  

Essential Fish Habitat is defined as “those waters and substrates necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, 

feeding, or growth to maturity (16 U.S.C. 1802(10))”.  Federal action agencies must analyze effects to EFH 

resulting from proposed project actions.  The assessment below describes the likely effects from 

implementing the project as proposed to Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for Oregon Coast coho and chinook 

salmon.  Oregon Coast coho and chinook salmon are located in the analysis area of the Headwaters 

Nestucca subwatershed.  A detailed description of coho distribution is located above in section 2.3.7.1. 

 

Water Quality, Water Quantity, and Substrate Characteristics   

 

As described in the water quality analysis (section 2.3.6.2) the proposed action is unlikely to measurably 

alter stream flows, temperature or shade in the analysis area.  Physical integrity, sediment regimes and 

substrate characteristics would also likely be maintained by following the project design features and 

BMPs.  Implementation of the proposed action would potentially input a small amount of sediment into 

streams from timber yarding, road construction, reconstruction, decommissioning, culvert work and use of 

haul roads. 

 

Any increases in sedimentation would likely be short term and occur during the first year or two after 

disturbance.  In the long-term (5-15 years) decommissioning and blocking roads, associated with the timber 

sale would likely decrease sediment delivery and turbidity levels, maintain or improve water quality and 

lower the likelihood of debris flows associated with road/stream crossing failures. Due to distance of 

proposed action to MSA species it is unlikely that short term impacts would have any measurable effect.  

 

Large Woody Debris (LWD) in channel and source areas 

 

Approximately 31% of the proposed density management (about 221 acres) would occur within Riparian 

Reserves.  This project proposes to enter riparian reserves in an effort to improve the riparian stand 

condition with silvicultural prescriptions intended to increase growth and vigor of riparian stands in 

portions of the project area, as well as increase the amount of LWD in headwater channels.  Harvesting 

trees within the Riparian Reserve would directly remove a short term potential source of small wood (i.e. 

trees with dbh < 20”) to stream channels. These younger trees are recognized to be an important element in 

both sediment routing and nutrient cycling processes for the aquatic system.  However smaller diameter 

wood does not last long and is more readily moved out of the system than larger diameter wood that would 

be the desired result from thinning these riparian stands.  Thinning in the Riparian Reserves would likely 

accelerate the growth rate of the trees that remain and increase the quality and volume of large woody 

debris in the future.  This would provide long - term future sources of in-stream wood in headwater reaches 

above and near EFH.    

 

Fish Passage 

 

All culvert work proposed in this project is above distributions of both OC coho and chinook salmon.  The 

proposed project would have no effect on passage for MSA listed species. 
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Forage Species 

 

There is one timber harvest unit located adjacent to EFH along Ginger Creek (unit 7-1).  A recent 

Washington State study (Rashin et al, 2006) evaluating timber harvest best management practices found 

that a 10-meter (~33 feet) wide, “no ground disturbance” buffer along streams prevented 95% of harvest 

related sediment from being delivered to streams. The proposed action would use no-harvest buffers nearly 

double to triple that width.  The proposed action would not have any adverse effect on forage species for 

MSA-status fish.  The thinning actions in riparian areas are anticipated to increase the size of future LWD 

while maintaining shade and water temperature.  Aquatic insects require cold, clean water and feed on 

detritus and other organics.  These processes are not anticipated to be interrupted and may be augmented 

when the culvert upgrades are completed.   The proposed actions would have minimal and localized effects 

on forage species during project implementation located upstream of Essential Fish Habitat.   

   

Channel Geometry  

 

Streams are dynamic, and it is expected that channel geometry would change following implementation of 

the proposed actions.  Changes in channel geometry would most likely occur over a one- to two-year period 

after the culvert replacements and removals, as the channels move water and bedload in a more natural 

manor.  These changes would occur during high water events.   This alteration is intended and an expected 

outcome of the project, and these actions are located upstream of Essential Fish Habitat.   

 

Road Density 

 

There would be a short-term increase in road density of approximately 2.03 miles during the projects and 

then a net decrease in road density of approximately 2.39 miles as a result of the proposed actions.  Due to 

distance from the proposed action it is not likely that MSA species would be affected in the short term.  

Decreasing the road density lowers the potential impacts of road related debris flows that may affect MSA 

species in the long term.   

 

Conclusion: 

 

The environmental effects resulting from implementing the proposed action alternative are highly unlikely 

to have any effect on EFH.  Potential long term beneficial effects could include larger sized LWD entering 

the stream network sooner as a result of increased growth rates of trees in the treated units.  Based on the 

incorporated design features, proximity of project actions to MSA fish species and their habitat, and 

seasonal restrictions it is unlikely that the proposed action would have any measurable negative effect on 

EFH.   Effects to EFH resulting from implementing the project as proposed are expected to be discountable 

and unmeasureable, and are unlikely to contribute to the need to list any fish species under the MSA or 

ESA; as such the effects call is May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect.   

2.3.7.3 Environmental Effects – Alternative 2: No Action 

 

None of the forest management activities described in the proposed action would occur at this time.  The 

identified effects of the proposed action alternative would not occur.  The stands proposed for treatment 

would continue on a slow trajectory toward late-seral habitat.  Inputs of LWD to stream channels would not 

benefit from increased growth rates as a result of thinning, and would continue at the current rate influenced 

by natural disturbances such as landslides, debris flows and natural tree mortality and competition.   Long 

term sizes of LWD would be reduced due to reduced growth rates of overstocked stands.  Inputs of small 

woody debris would continue along the current trend.  There would be no new roads or landings built or 

additional ground disturbance from forest management activities.  Water quality, sediment input, stream 

channel integrity/geometry would all continue to be influenced by the existing conditions in the watershed 

and future natural disturbances such as.  Most of the sources of fine sediment in the Headwaters Nestucca 

watershed would continue to come from current road stream crossings and natural soil disturbance regimes. 

(soil creep, rotational slumping, landslides, debris flows).  
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2.3.8 Special Status and SEIS Special Attention Plants 

2.3.8.1 Affected Environment   

 
It is the policy of the BLM to conserve Threatened and Endangered species and the ecosystems they depend 

upon primarily by prescribing management for conservation of lands these species inhabit (BLM Manual 

Chapter 6840). The primary goals of the Threatened and Endangered Species Program are inventory, 

monitoring, plan preparation, and plan implementation to ensure the maintenance and recovery of these 

species. 

 

Similarly, it is BLM policy to manage Candidate species and their habitats to ensure that BLM actions do 

not contribute to the need to list any Candidate species as Threatened or Endangered. The Oregon BLM 

Director has the authority to designate Sensitive (or Special Status) Species, which are to be managed under 

the same policy as Candidate species. It is also BLM policy to carry out management for the conservation 

of state-listed plants.   

 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) special attention plants.  The final SEIS was 

prepared by the BLM and Forest Service in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  The final 

SEIS is a supplement to the 1994 Final SEIS on management of Habitat for the Northern Spotted Owl, 

referred to as the Northwest Forest Plan.  A Record of Decision to amend the Survey and Manage, 

Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures and Standards and Guidelines was adopted in January of 

2001. Ultimately this decision makes it possible for BLM to more efficiently provide the level of species 

protection intended in the Northwest Forest Plan.  

 

 Surveys conducted for the Cedar Creek Project area are compliant with these management policies. 

 

Density Management Thinning 

 

The areas proposed for variable-density thinning treatment consist primarily of relatively dense, single 

storied plantations planted between 1950 and 1977 with the exception of unit 9-4 which is 95 years old.  

Although originally planted with Douglas-fir, many of the plantations currently have a large component of 

western hemlock that seeded in.  Areas dominated by red alder are primarily riparian areas, old skid trails 

and landings 

 

Except where laminated root rot has created various-sized openings or areas of lower density, most of the 

proposed treatment areas have relatively dense overstory canopies, which limit the amount of  light 

reaching the forest floor, and therefore, understory vegetation growth.  The only consistently abundant 

understory species in all of the units are mosses and swordfern.  Units 5-3, 5-5, 5-15, and 9-4 are 

exceptional in that they also have a relatively large vine maple component in the understory.  These units all 

have relatively large opening (>3 acres) caused by Phellinus weirii.  Understory species that occur in very 

low densities throughout the proposed harvest units include salal, red huckleberry, Ocean spray, Oregon 

grape (on rockier sites), salmonberry and oxalis.   

 

No Special Status Plant Species were located within the geographic boundaries of the Density Management 

thinning project areas.  A complete record of the field plant surveys were conducted and completed in July 

2006.  Currently, based on the “Peckman exemption”, surveys for Survey and Manage plant species are not 

required in stands that have average ages of less than 80 years (see EA section 1.2.1).  All sites surveyed for 

the Density Management project had no listed plant species. All field survey documentation including a 

comprehensive plant list is available for review at the Tillamook Resource Area field office. 

 

 Rock Quarry Development 

 

Surveys were conducted within the proposed rock quarry development site in spring of 2006.  Even though 

this was recognized as a special habitat it did not harbor any Threatened, Endangered or Special Status plant 
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species.  Shrub species such as Acer circinatum (vine maple) and Holodiscus discolor (oceanspray) were 

abundant along the open edges and the area was extremely rich in lichen diversity.   

 
Roadside Tree Removal 

 

The habitat that is within and directly adjacent to road prisms identified for this project are not considered 

suitable habitat for SEIS or Special Status Species plants and will receive no further analysis. 

 

2.3.8.2 Environmental Effects - Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 

Cumulative Effects 

  

The analysis area for cumulative effects for sensitive plant species is in the Northern Oregon Coast Range 

approximately 20 miles southeast of the town of Tillamook, Oregon, with the majority of the project in the 

Headwaters Nestucca River subwatershed of the Nestucca River watershed while just a few acres are 

located within the geographic boundaries of the Trask River Watershed.  The proposed project areas include 

BLM managed lands or roads within sections 5, 7, 9 and 18 of Township 3 South, Range 6 West; and 

sections 12, 13, 14 and 24 of Township 3 South, Range 7 West, Willamette Meridian.  BLM managed lands 

are in a checkerboard pattern throughout this part of the coast range.  Much of the adjacent ownership is in 

Oregon Dept of Forestry (ODF) and private holdings and has been observed at an accelerated harvest rate 

and only requires compliance with the Oregon State forest practices act concerning habitat protection.  

Because the forest practices act does not require ODF and private land owners to conduct pre-disturbance 

surveys and identify sensitive plant sites, a considerable amount of suitable habitat adjacent to the project 

area is continuously being reduced, therefore increasing the importance of known site protection and habitat 

preservation for sensitive plant species on public lands.  Design features such as establishing no-cut stream 

buffers, harvest by commercial thinning vs. regeneration harvest, and increasing the amount of down 

woody debris, all contribute to the essential habitat requirements for sensitive plant species throughout the 

project area.  Sensitive plant species only have the ability to colonize or populate when required habitat is 

available.   

 

The Density Management thinning Project will have no adverse effects to Special Status Species but instead 

by maintaining certain habitat conditions will create beneficial effects considering the reduction of available 

habitat throughout the rest of the cumulative effects area. 

2.3.8.3 Environmental Effects - Alternative 2: No Action 

 

There would be no effects to Special Status Attention plant species and habitats under the No Action 

alternative. 

 

Cumulative Effects 

  

There would be no cumulative effects under the No Action alternative.  The plant communities within the 

project area would continue to be dependent on ecological processes currently in place if no action is taken.   

 

2.3.9 Invasive, Nonnative Species (Executive Order 13112) 

2.3.9.1 Affected Environment 

 

Existing vegetation consists of a 50-95 year-old conifer overstory, scattered pockets of hardwoods, an 

under-story of common shrubs and scattered populations of grasses and forbs. A comprehensive plant 

species list of the project area is located at the Tillamook Resource Area office. Varieties of habitats are 

represented throughout the project area (substrates, rock, features, elevations, slopes, aspects, water, and 
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topography). Any ground-disturbing activity that occurs within these habitats offers opportunity for the 

introduction of invasive, non-native plant species based on the existence of a seed source. Botanical surveys 

for invasive, non-native plant species within the Cedar Creek project area were completed in July 2006.  

The results of those surveys indicate that where mature native plant communities were established, non-

native species were not dominant or were non-existent.  Invasive, non-native plant species that were 

identified within the proposed project area consisted of Bull thistle, (Cirsium vulgare), Canada thistle 

(Cirsium arvense), Scotch broom (Cytisus scoparius), Tansy ragwort (Senecio jacobaea), Himalayan 

blackberry (Rubus discolor), Reed Canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea) and St. Johns-wort (Hypericum 

perforatum). These species were located along road edges and exposed areas that tended to have soil 

disturbance (i.e. open meadows, riparian areas and OHV trails). These species are designated as category B 

(established infestations) on the Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) noxious weed list. These 

aggressive weed species are prevalent throughout western Oregon and proliferate easily through vectors 

such as human traffic, animal movement, wind, and water. 

2.3.9.2 Environmental Effects – Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 

Most Category B noxious weed species found were located along existing roadways.  Culvert replacement 

and bank stabilization would cause ground disturbance that would likely contribute to the further 

establishment of invasive species.  Initial increase in population size and new establishment due to density 

management thinning activities should be confined to ground disturbing activities such as new road 

construction, reconstruction and decommissioning, yarding corridors, tractor skid trail development, 

landing use, and haul road maintenance.  Some degree of invasive, non-native plant introduction or spread 

is probable as management activities occur in the project area and would be expected to decrease over time 

as native species re-vegetate and the recovery of canopy closure occurs.  The invasive, non-native plant 

species identified do not tolerate overtopping and can be negatively affected by competition for light.  The 

various design features that are incorporated into this project such as: planting native plant species on 

disturbed sites; blocking access to vehicular traffic on decommissioned roads; and washing equipment prior 

to entering the project area, would all help ensure that there are not any longer term increases in weed 

populations.  

 

Cumulative Effects  

 

The analysis area for cumulative effects to invasive, non-native plant species is in the Northern Oregon 

Coast Range approximately 15 miles east of the town of Beaver, Oregon with the majority of the project in 

the Headwaters Nestucca River subwatershed of the Nestucca River watershed while just a few acres are 

located within the geographic boundaries of the Trask River Watershed.  Examples of forest management 

activities within the affected area that will create soil disturbance and influence the spread of invasive, non-

native plant species are regeneration harvest, commercial and pre-commercial density management 

thinning, young stand maintenance, new road construction, road decommissioning, road maintenance, 

culvert replacements, and motorcycle trails.  Activities that do not necessarily create disturbance but 

influence the spread of weed seeds are recreational hiking, biking, horseback riding, fishing, and hunting. 

Other sources of seed dispersal are from wildlife that are either passing through or frequent the area, water 

movement, and wind.  Many past and present management activities tend to open dense forest settings and 

disturb soils therefore provide opportunities for widespread weed infestations to occur.  Many, if not all of 

the weed species identified as Category B (established infestations) on the Oregon Department of 

Agriculture’s (ODA) noxious weed list are present throughout the area.  Because they are present in the 

project area, seed is readily available for dispersal.   Most non-native weed species are not shade tolerant 

and will not persist in a forest setting as they compete for light when tree canopies close and light to the 

under-story is reduced. 

2.3.9.3 Environmental Effects – Alternative 2: No Action  

 

Most Category B species found were located along existing roadways.  No appreciable increase in the 

noxious weed populations identified during the field surveys would be expected to occur under the No 

Action Alternative. 
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Cumulative Effects 
 

There would be no cumulative effects under the No Action alternative.  The plant communities within the 

project area would continue to be dependent on ecological processes currently in place if no action is taken.   

 

2.3.10 Recreation and Visual Resources 

2.3.10.1 Affected Environment 

 

Recreational opportunities within the project areas, with some exceptions in Section 5, consist primarily of 

hunting, dispersed camping, and recreational OHV riding.  Dispersed camping primarily takes place on old 

landings and dead end spur roads in the summer months, June through September, and during elk and deer 

hunting seasons in the fall months.   

 

Recreational OHV use has risen progressively over the last few years primarily due to closure of private 

lands to motorized use and limitations placed on public lands.  The project area is within reasonable travel 

distance from major metropolitan areas and within close proximity to urban communities which enables 

OHV users to schedule day trips to the area as opposed to multi-day trips required for many public land 

locations that allow for OHV use.   Riders often enter and stage at Ginger Creek Road to ride on Oregon 

Department of Forestry managed lands within the Trask River drainage.  Unauthorized, rider constructed 

trails are scattered throughout the project area including within some of the density management treatment 

units.  There are an estimated 4 miles of trails on BLM lands within or adjacent to proposed harvest units. 

This estimate includes existing closed or abandoned roads that are solely used by OHVs. The heaviest OHV 

use within the proposed harvest unit is in Unit 7-1, north of the 3-6-8.1 road in the northwest corner of 

section 7. 

 

Essentially “landlocked” by being surrounded by private industrial forest lands with locked gates on the 

privately controlled roads, legal motorized access is effectively not available to BLM’s section 5 

(T.3S.,R.6W.).  Weyerhaeuser has an open lands policy that unless posted for safety, fire or other related 

concerns, allows the public to legally hike, bike or ride horses behind locked gates; motorized vehicles 

including quads and dirt bikes however are not allowed on Weyerhaeuser  property behind locked gates.  

Despite this policy there are numerous unauthorized OHV trails which receive considerable use throughout 

this checkerboard ownership including areas behind private locked gates with no legal access.  OHV trails 

often cut “cross county” or follow old legacy roads and skid trails crossing ownership boundaries from 

BLM to private lands  and vice versa.  These trails may weave in and out of the proposed Density 

Management treatment units and/or follow roads or old skid trails being proposed for (re)use during 

implementation of the thinning operations. 

 

When the Oregon Department of Forestry institutes the Regulated Use Fire Season closure (for the public), 

OHV riding outside of the Nestucca OHV Riding Area, including in the Cedar Creek project areas is 

limited to gravel surfaced roadways. 

 

Visual Resource Management (VRM)  

 

The majority of the lands within the project area fall under VRM IV classification.  VRM class IV allows 

for major modifications of existing character of landscapes.  Section 9 is VRM class III objectives which 

are to partially retain the existing character of landscapes.   

2.3.10.2 Environmental Effects – Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 

Recreational use within the project area would be limited during harvest operations.  Recreational activities 

affected would primarily include hunting, dispersed camping, and OHV use.  The Density Management, 
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Roadside Tree Removal, Rock Quarry project areas would be posted as “Closed” to OHV use during 

periods of activity.  Upon completion of the project(s), current recreational activities would continue.   

 

Visual Resource Management:  The proposed project would be consistent with the VRM class 

designations.   

 

Cumulative Effects  
 

Based on the fact that impacts to recreational activities/opportunities are considered to be very minor this 

project would have no cumulative effects recreational resources. 

2.3.10.3 Environmental Effects – Alternative 2: No Action  

 

There would be no effects on recreational activities within the project area under this alternative.  Current 

recreational uses within the project area such as hunting, camping and OHV use would continue at the 

current levels with potential of increasing or decreasing use over time. 

 

Cumulative Effects 
 

Because there are no direct of indirect effects on recreation under the No Action alternative, there would no 

cumulative effects. 

 

2.3.11 Air Quality, Fire Risk and Fuels Management  

2.3.11.1 Affected Environment 

 

 Air Quality  
 

The major source of air pollutants within the Cedar Creek Project Area would come from potential wildfire 

starts, and from associated resource management activities including prescribed burning (hand, machine, 

and landing piles), and dust from the use of unsurfaced roads in association with road construction, road 

maintenance, log hauling, rock quarry development, and roadside tree removal. 

      

Smoke and dust contain pollutants consisting of small particles called particulate matter (PM).  Particulate 

matter can cause health problems, especially in individuals with respiratory illness.  Smoke in the air also 

affects visibility.  Air quality standards are set by the Environmental Protection Agency and provide health 

and visibility protection as directed by the Clean Air Act of 1970, with amendments.  The state of Oregon 

also sets standards to help protect air quality. 

 

The project area is located 13 - 15 miles west of the cities of Yamhill and Carlton, Oregon.  Both Yamhill 

and Carlton are classified as Smoke Sensitive Receptor Areas under the Oregon State Implementation Plan 

and Oregon Smoke Management Plan.  The anticipated haul routes would include BLM, private and county 

maintained asphalt, gravel, and dirt surfaced roads.  

 

Fire Risk 

 

The climate in northwest Oregon is generally mild and wet in the winter.  Occasionally, snowfall will 

remain at higher elevations for an extended period of time.  Summers are warm with periods of dry weather 

usually during the months of July, August, and September.  Summer temperatures during this period 

average 59.9° F with high temperatures reaching the mid to upper 90’s, and occasionally topping 100° F for 

short periods of time.  During average weather years the conditions under the forest canopy remain 

relatively moist.  The two main causes of wildfire starts across the state are lightning and people.  Dry 

lightning (lightning that that has no accompanying moisture) that occurs during the summer months is rare 

in Northwest Oregon.   The highest risk ignition source within the analysis area is people.  Section 5 is 
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located behind locked gates just above the Nestucca Access Road (3-6-13), at the junction of Boundary 

Road (3-6-14) to the west of the section, and on the north where the 3-6-5 road enters private land.   

Sections 7 and 9 are accessible to the public via rocked roads. 

 

OHV use on drivable and unimproved roads and trails is prevalent and one of the major human activities in 

the project area.   The Oregon Department of Forestry regulates the use of forested lands during fire season.  

The designated Upper Nestucca OHV Riding Area and all non-designated riding and staging areas on BLM 

lands are managed under the Western Oregon Fire Protection Services Contract which requires ODF to 

implement prevention specific action depending on whether an operation is a high, medium, or low risk 

operation.  During fire season ODF manages the Upper Nestucca OHV Riding Area under the Industrial 

Fire Precaution Level (IFPL) Classification system.  ODF may issue a waiver to the BLM prior to Closed 

Fire Season to operate through IFPL Level 2.  When the IFPL reaches Level 3 or higher, all public closure 

restrictions that are in effect apply to the Upper Nestucca OHV Riding Area.   

 

OHV riding in non-designated areas falls under the Oregon Department of Forestry Regulated Use Fire 

Season Closure.  Waivers are not available for non-designated areas, and riding in non-designated areas 

during this closure is limited to gravel surfaced roadways.    

  

Fire Regime and Condition Class (FRCC) 

 

The modeling predictions from the LANDFIRE Rapid Assessment Vegetation Models 

http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/fire_regime_table/fire_regime_table.html within the Cedar Creek 

analysis area are listed in Table 15.   

 

Table 15:  Modeling Predictions¹ of Fire Regimes for the Cedar Creek Project Area 
 

Vegetation 

Community 

(Potential Natural 

Vegetation Group) 

Fire 

Regime 

Condition 

Class 
Fire Severity 

Fire Regime Characteristics 

Percent 

of 

fires 

Mean 

Interval 

(years) 

Minimum 

Interval 

(years) 

Maximum 

Interval 

(years) 

Douglas-fir / 

western hemlock 

(dry mesic) 

III 1 
Replacement 25% 300 250 500 

Mixed 75% 100 50 150 

Douglas-fir / 

western hemlock 

(wet mesic) 

V 1 
Replacement 71% 400 ² ² 

Mixed 29% >1000 ² ² 

¹ LANDFIRE Rapid Assessment Vegetation Models 

²Minimum and maximum fire return intervals have not been determined for Fire Regime V 

 

 

The fire regime classifies the role fire would play across the landscape in the absence of modern human 

intervention.  The analysis area falls within two different Fire Regimes.  Fire Regime III is characterized by 

a moderate to low fire return interval with a mixed severity and is associated with south and west facing 

slopes.  Fire Regime V is characterized by a low fire return interval with a high severity and is associated 

with north facing slopes.  The Condition Class classifies the amount of departure from the natural fire 

regime.  The timber stands in the analysis area generally fall within Condition Class 1 with species 

composition and structure functioning within their natural (historical) range.  Some stands are moving into 

Condition Class 2 with moderate increases in tree density, recent fire exclusion, and replacement of shrubs 

with woody fuels and litter.  

 

 

 

http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/fire_regime_table/fire_regime_table.html
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Timber Stand and Fire History 

 

The Cedar Creek Project area has experienced numerous management activities over the past 100 years.  In 

the early 1900’s the Carlton & Coast Railroad began building tracks into the coast range from the city of 

Carlton.  In the early 1920’s the Flora Logging Co. purchased a controlling interest in the railroad.  The 

company continued to construct spurs farther into the coast range.  Prior to the formation of the BLM under 

the General Land Office (GLO) in 1932 the Flora Logging Co. purchased timber in Section 5 (See Metskers 

Atlas of Yamhill County).  In 1933 this contract area was burned during the initial 1933 Tillamook Burn.  A 

map of the timber sale area shows the current Boundary Road (No. 3-7-6) and current BLM Road. 3-6-5 as 

old railroad grades, so it would appear that the analysis area was experiencing timber harvest activity prior 

to the initial Tillamook Burn, and that salvage operations probably utilized these railroads.  The entire 

section was subsequently burned in the 1939 Saddle Mtn. Fire and the half that had burned in 1933 was re-

burned.  Trestles, locomotives, and timber belonging to the railroad company were destroyed during this 

fire.  During the 1950’s, salvage and re-salvage of trees that were killed during the burns continued.  In 

addition to salvage operations many of the BLM contracts of the time included snag falling stipulations, a 

common clause in timber sale contracts of this era to help reduce the potential for wildfire starts and to 

reduce the intensity and spotting potential if a fire did start.  Small prescribed (spot) burns were also 

conducted to further reduce concentrations of slash.  Clearcut harvesting and prescribed (broadcast) burning 

continued through the 1970’s within the analysis area with the final harvest occurring in section 5 during 

the summer of 1980.   

 

In section 7, unit 7-1 was previously harvested in 1963; spot burned, planted, and partially pre-

commercially thinned.  Unit 7-2 is a combination of five different BLM timber sales that occurred from 

1960 through 1967.  Most of these areas had prescribed (broadcast) burns completed on them, and were 

planted.  The earliest sale constructed the Ginger Creek Road and tied in the Nestucca Access Road with 

Boundary Road for the purpose of facilitating fire protection.   

 

The project areas within section 9 was partially harvested in 1966 and planted. 

 

It has been 70 years since the 1939 Saddle Mtn. fire, and broadcast and spot burning have subsequently 

been completed on much of the land identified for commercial thinning, as well as within other units 

analyzed but not included in the project.  This is well within the range of a normal fire return interval.        

 

Fire Effects 

 

The fire effects on forested areas are influenced by fire frequency, fire duration, and fire intensity (Van 

Wagner 1965).  These factors in turn, vary with forest type, depending on fuel type and structure, 

topography, and weather variables (east winds often have a major influence on wildfire events in the area).  

Previous wildfires, fuels treatments, and timber harvests, proposed treatments in the analysis area that 

would occur in the future, as well as the suppression priorities placed on BLM land by the Oregon 

Department of Forestry (the contracted agency responsible for fire protection on BLM land) would result in 

a continued low risk of a major stand replacement wildfire.   

 

The National Fire Plan (August, 2000) and the Ten-Year Comprehensive Strategy for Reducing Wildland 

Fire Risks to Communities and the Environment (May, 2002) places a priority on working collaboratively 

within communities to reduce their risk from fires.  The Healthy Forest Restoration Act of 2003 (HFRA) 

builds on existing efforts of the Ten-Year Strategic Plan and stresses the need for development of 

Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPP).  The Cedar Creek analysis area is located within Tillamook 

and Yamhill Counties, OR.  Yamhill County completed a CWPP in September, 2009, and Tillamook 

County is in the process of finalizing their CWPP at this time.  These plans identify “Communities at Risk” 

within the county where natural cover and wildland fires pose a potential threat to people and their homes.  

The analysis area is not adjacent to any identified “Communities at Risk”, nor any BLM or county Wildland 

Urban Interface areas.  Collaboration is essential to meet the objectives of the HFRA so fuels treatments 

that would reduce the likelihood of wildfire starts on federal land spreading to private land and eventually 

“Communities at Risk” would help the counties to meet the goals of their CWPP’s.   
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Fuels Management 

 

Density management thinning prescriptions, rock quarry development (including the removal of shrubs and 

trees) and roadside tree removal would change the structure of the timber stands in the project area.  

Management direction within the AMA (Adaptive Management Area) land use allocation calls for 

exploring and supporting opportunities to research the role and effects of fire management on ecosystem 

functions.  Within the LSR Land Use Allocation late successional habitat should be maintained.  All LUA’s 

require site specific prescribed fire (burn) plans to be prepared if burning is to be initiated to reduce fire 

hazard and/or for site preparation.   The current dead fuel load in the Density Management treatment units 

identified during stand exams and by using GTR PNW-105 Photo Series for Quantifying Natural Forest 

Residues in Common Vegetation Types of the Pacific Northwest (Maxwell and Ward, 1980) is listed in 

Table 16.   

 

 

Table 16: Current and Future Dead Fuel Load in the Density Management Treatment Units 
 

Unit 

Number 

Curtis    

Relative 

Density      

Pre- 

Harvest 

Curtis    

Relative 

Density      

Post- 

Harvest 

Decay 

Class 

1/2/3 

tons/ac.¹ 

Decay 

Class 

4/5 

tons/ac.¹ 

Current 

total 

CWD 

tons/ac.¹ 

Additional 

CWD (DC 

1 & 2 + 

tops & 

limbs) 

tons/ac.² 

Future 

Snag to 

CWD 

tons/ac.³ 

Total 

Future 

CWD 

tons/ac.⁴ 

5-2 68 33 2.5 13.3 15.8 19.6 2.25 39.1 

5-3 58 27 0.3 12.7 13.0 13.5 2.25 30.2 

5-4 68 35 4.0 13.4 17.4 17.1 2.25 39.0 

5-5 67 24 2.1 11.5 13.6 25.4 2.25 43.5 

5-8 77 37 5.4 13.3 18.7 19.4 2.25 41.8 

5-9 62 34 3.7 8.7 12.4 17.1 0 29.5 

5-11 63 34 3.2 10.1 13.3 16.7 0 30.0 

5-12 75 37 4.4 16.0 20.4 18.1 2.25 42.2 

5-13 63 34 3.4 17.1 20.5 15.9 0 36.4 

5-15 62 37 5.0 14.0 19.0 13.6 0 32.6 

7-1 64 33 2.2 5.4 7.6 20.4 0 28.0 

7-2 67 33 3.2 8.6 11.8 22.6 0 34.4 

9-1 73 35 1.0 18.4 19.4 24.9 0 44.3 

9-4 58 25 No Data No Data No Data 19.3 6 25.3 

¹Current CWD identified during stand exams. 

²Includes ¾ ton per/ac. for additional (240 lineal ft.) of CWD and 1 ton per/ac. for every 7 trees’ tops, limbs, and bark.  

³Includes ¾ ton per/ac. for additional future CWD and snag recruitment. 

⁴Total of all current CWD (logs and snags) including future snags for recruitment. 

 

Existing CWD within the project area falls within all decay classes; however decay classes 4 and 5 

comprise 75% of this material.  The stands currently fall under the National Fire Danger Rating System 

(NFDRS) Fuel Model 10 (Timber - (closed timber litter)).  Following density management thinning, 

management direction will require leaving additional logs (decay classes 1 & 2) in some of the units.  Also, 

additional trees must be left in these units for future recruitment of snags and CWD.  Units that have a 

quadratic mean diameter less than 20 inches would be allowed to grow until they’ve reached this larger 

diameter at which point they may have treatments to create decay class 1 & 2 snags and logs. 
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When harvest has been completed, fuels surveys would be conducted and density management units that are 

identified as containing hazardous fuels or as areas that need site preparation (Phellinus weirii pockets) for 

reforestation may have hand piles constructed within areas containing dense slash.  Machine piles may be 

constructed along roads, and landing piles may be constructed where logs are hauled to roads.  If fuel loads 

are relatively light along property lines or roads, slash pullback may be incorporated as the desired fuels 

treatment.  

2.3.11.2 Environmental Effects Alternative 1: The Proposed Action 

 

Air Quality   

 

The project areas would have timber harvested and logs would be hauled over short sections of BLM and 

other roads.  Dust created from vehicle traffic on gravel or natural-surface roads, from road construction, 

road maintenance, logging operations, log hauling, road reduction treatments, rock quarry development, and 

roadside tree removal would contribute short-term effects to air quality.  None of these management 

activities would create dust above threshold levels.  These effects would be localized to the immediate 

vicinity of the operations. 

 

If the increased fuel load resulting from the density management timber harvest or any of these other 

treatments is determined by the BLM to be a fire hazard, or to significantly reduce the ability to reforest 

then prescribed burning in the form of hand or machine piling and burning, or landing burning would be 

conducted and smoke would be created.  Hand or machine pile burning, and landing pile burning that would 

occur during the fall/ winter time period would be coordinated with the local Oregon Department of 

Forestry office.  All burning would be conducted in accordance with the Oregon State Implementation Plan 

and Oregon Smoke Management Plan. These plans limit or prohibit burning during periods of stable 

atmospheric conditions.  Burning would be conducted when the prevailing winds are blowing away from 

SSRAs (Smoke Sensitive Receptor Areas) in order to minimize or eliminate the potential for smoke 

intrusions. The potential for smoke intrusion would be further reduced by burning under atmospheric 

conditions that favor good vertical mixing so that smoke and other particulate matter is borne aloft and 

dispersed by upper elevation winds.  

 

Where hand or machine pile burning, or landing pile burning is the designated hazard reduction or site 

preparation strategy the short term impacts to air quality within one-quarter to one mile of units would 

persist for 1-to-3 days.  None of the harvest units or other treatment areas are sufficiently close to any major 

highways that motorist safety would be affected.  The overall effects of smoke on air quality are predicted 

to be local and of short duration.  Activities associated with the proposed action would comply with the 

provisions of the Clean Air Act. 

 

Fire Risk 

 

Fire is the major disturbance process in the analysis area.  Initially, the fuel load, risk of a fire start, and the 

ability to control a fire, would all increase as a result of the proposed action.   

 

Slash created by the harvest of timber, and the addition of coarse woody debris for wildlife habitat within 

harvest units would add an estimated 20 - 45 tons/acre of dead fuel to the density management harvest 

units.  Smaller amounts of coarse woody debris would be added within the rights-of-way in the Roadside 

Tree Removal project, and even less would be added within the analysis area of the Rock Quarry 

Development Project. 

 

Wildfire or prescribed fire has a major influence on vegetation in the analysis area.  It specifically affects 

seedbed preparation, nutrient cycling, successional pathways, fish and wildlife habitat, vegetative species 

composition, age, and structure, insect and disease susceptibility, and fire hazards.   

 

Fire effects from wildfire may include: total tree mortality, formation of snags, loss of plant, fish and 

wildlife habitat, loss of resources on adjacent private land, elimination of the duff and litter layers, 
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reduction of the downed woody component (especially logs in later stages of decay), loss of soil 

productivity, increased soil erosion, increased sediment loading to streams, decreased infiltration rates, and 

short term, high level inputs of smoke into the air. All density management harvest projects result in short 

term (1-5 year) increased fire ignition potential because of the increase of fine dead fuels. 

  

The first strategy to reduce the risk of a fire is to reduce fuels in accessible areas.  The project areas in 

section 5 are relatively inaccessible behind a locked gate.  Sections 7 and 9 are readily accessible to the 

public via BLM, private, and county roads.   

 

Density management thinning from below would remove ladder fuels (fuels that provide a “ladder” for fire 

to climb from the surface into the crowns) and decrease tree crown density (or crown bulk density) to levels 

that would be unlikely to sustain a high intensity crown fire.  A relative density of 35-45 has been identified 

as the point where crown bulk density is unlikely to sustain a high intensity crown fire (Agee, 1996).   The 

silvicultural prescription for all of the units in the analysis area (See Table 13) falls within or below this 

range.    

 

Surface fuel reduction in strategic locations such as landing areas, along roads, property lines, and in 

Phellinus weirii pockets through hand piling and burning, machine piling/landing piling and burning or 

slash pullback would further reduce the risk in accessible areas.  Increasing the height to the live crown 

base, opening canopies, and reducing surface fuels should result in lower fire intensity, less probability of 

torching, and a lower probability of an independent crown fire.  In addition, many areas that were harvested 

in the past received prescribed fire treatments such as broadcast or spot burning. (See Figure 8 for the 

location of previously burned units within the analysis areas).  

 

The second strategy to reduce the potential of a large fire is through aggressive initial attack of all fire 

starts.  BLM managed lands in Western Oregon are protected through the Western Oregon Fire Protection 

Services Contract with the Oregon Department of Forestry.  BLM land managed under the LSR and AMA 

LUAs within the analysis area has been identified in most cases for aggressive initial attack using minimum 

impact suppression techniques that are appropriate to the individual land use allocation.   

 

For the short term, the fire risk associated with the density management thinned timber stands, and the other 

treatment areas within the analysis area would remain low.  Over the long term, the fuel load would steadily 

increase, primarily as a consequence of increased mortality of diseased (Phellinus weirii infected) and other 

stressed trees in the stands, but also as a result of the wildlife trees left as snags and other trees left for 

future CWD recruitment.   

 

Fuels Management 

 

The fuel load would increase as a result of the proposed action.  Slash created by the harvest of timber, the 

removal of shrubs and trees from the rock quarry development and the roadside tree removal, along with the 

addition of decay class 1 and 2 CWD and snags for future CWD recruitment for wildlife habitat would add 

an estimated 14 - 27.5 tons/acre of dead fuel to the Density Management harvest units. 

 

Treatment of selected, high hazard fuel concentrations is planned for hazard reduction and site preparation.  

Hand piling and burning, machine/landing piling and burning, slashing, lopping and scattering, and 

pullback of slash to create fuel free zones would be used individually or in combination in the project area.   

 

Fuels treatments in areas with elevated risk of human-caused ignition would reduce potential fire starts.  

Fuels treatments adjacent to areas with high value resources such as riparian habitat, and private lands, 

would reduce potential costs associated with fire suppression.  The proposed fuel treatments associated with 

prescribed burning would result in small (<0.5 acre), scattered, localized areas of severe soil disturbance.  

This would potentially alter nutrient availability, soil infiltration, and soil structure.  To mitigate this 

damage burning would be conducted during the fall with wet soil conditions, when soil resources are less 

vulnerable to impacts.  Piles would not be constructed in riparian buffers.  See Table 2 for approximate 

treatment acres and numbers of piles to be constructed in each unit. 
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Figure 8: Previously Burned Units Near the Density Management and Wildlife Habitat Enhancement Projects



92 

 

 

Cumulative Effects 

 

Under the proposed action alternative, air quality issues would be local and of short duration during timber 

harvest, log hauling, road maintenance, road reduction, rock quarry development, roadside tree removal, 

and the burning of hand, machine, and landing piles.  With the current trend in the public’s activities on 

federal lands, the potential for wildfire starts would be expected to remain the same or increase slightly if 

recreational activities increase.  The density management thinning units within the analysis area would 

likely see a decrease in use as a result of the slash created during harvest.  There would be a decrease in the 

potential for wildfire moving from surface fuels in the harvest units into the crowns with the removal of 

ladder fuels, however there would be a cumulative short term one to five year increase in the risk of a fire 

start due to the residual slash left following harvest.  This increase would be somewhat mitigated by the 

burning of hand, machine, and landing piles.  Previous prescribed burning treatments would further mitigate 

the potential spread of wildfire in the analysis area.  Cumulative potential for a wildfire start would decrease 

in the longer term over the next few decades as the logging slash decays, and because the potential natural 

increase in the fuel load as a result of suppression mortality would not be present following harvest. 

2.3.11.3 Environmental Effects Alternative 2: No Action 

 

Air Quality 

 

With no density management thinning, road reduction, rock quarry development or roadside tree removal 

projects there would be no need for road construction or log hauling, and little need for road maintenance.  

There would be little need for hazard reduction and no need for site preparation prior to reforestation. 

Consequently, there would be no need for prescribed burning and no localized effects to air quality.  

 

Fire Risk / Fuels Management 

 

With no density management thinning, road reduction, rock quarry development or roadside tree removal 

projects the no action alternative would allow the analysis area to continue on its current trend.  The current 

risk of a fire start would remain low.  There would be a slow increase in the coarse woody fuel load (1000 

hour fuels) as well as the fine fuel load (1, 10, and 100 hour fuels) in these timber stands as stress-induced 

mortality within the stands increases.   Areas infected with Phellinus weirii would see somewhat larger 

increases in fuel loading as Douglas-fir tree roots are weakened and the trees fall in small 1 to 2 acre 

pockets.  Ladder fuel densities would continue to increase as understory trees grow larger and new 

understory trees begin to grow.  The potential for these stands to eventually succumb to a wildfire would 

continue to increase.  There would be little need for hazard reduction anywhere except along roads, and no 

need for site preparation.  As a consequence, there would be no need for hand or machine piling and 

burning, or landing burning, and no risk of one of these treatments escaping and starting a wildfire.  The 

same areas currently behind locked gates would remain relatively inaccessible to the public.  The risk of a 

wildfire would gradually increase as the fuel load accumulates and the stands near the mean interval for a 

naturally occurring return of fire. 

 

Cumulative Effects 

 

Under the no action alternative there would be no commercial harvest of timber, no log hauling, and no 

prescribed burning.  Effects to air quality would be limited to small amounts of dust created by timber 

harvesting and prescribed burning on adjacent private land, and the recreational use of the road systems in 

the analysis area.  The risk of a fire start would remain low.  The stands would continue on their trajectory 

toward a natural return of fire as the main disturbance mechanism with the fuel load slowly increasing over 

time and with it the potential for producing large quantities of smoke associated with a wildfire.  
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2.3.12 Carbon Storage, Carbon Emissions, and Climate Change 

Resource Specific Methodology 

On July 16, 2009, the U.S. Department of the Interior withdrew the Records of Decision (2008 ROD) for 

the Western Oregon Plan Revision. The information contained in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 

for the Revision of the Resource Management Plans of the Western Oregon Bureau of Land Management 

(2008 FEIS) is relevant since it examined recent and applicable science regarding climate change and 

carbon storage. That analysis concluded that effects of forest management on carbon storage could be 

analyzed by quantifying the change in carbon storage in live trees, storage in forests other than live trees, 

and storage in harvested wood. The discussion on Volume I, Pages 220-224; Volume II, Pages 537-543, 

and Volume III, Appendices, Pages 28-30 are relevant to the effects analysis for this project and are 

incorporated by reference.  

 
Sources Incorporated by Reference: Highland Fling Carbon Calculation notes (HF Carbon Notes), 2008 FEIS: 

Volume I, Pages 220-224; Volume II, Pages 537-543, and Volume III, Appendices, Pages 28-30, USGS May 14 Memo 

on Carbon Emissions and Climate Change, and Memo on Carbon in Harvested Wood. 

Context –Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change and the Spatial Scale for Analysis  

Uncertainty about the nature, effects and magnitude of the greenhouse gases and global climate change 

interrelationship is evident in a wide range of conclusions and recommendations in the literature reviewed.  

However, Forster et. al. 2007 (pp. 129-234), which is incorporated here by reference, concluded that 

human-caused increases in greenhouse gases are extremely likely to have exerted a substantial effect on 

global climate.   

 

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. 

Context – Temporal Scale for Analysis   

This analysis will assess short-term and long-term effects on carbon storage and carbon emissions.  The 

BLM has selected 0-10 years as the analysis period for short-term effects on carbon storage and carbon 

emissions, because this time period would encompass the duration of all of the direct emissions from the 

proposed thinning.  

 

The BLM has selected 11-50 years as the analysis period for long-term effects on carbon storage and 

carbon emissions for this project.  Within 50 years following the proposed thinning, net carbon storage 

would equal or exceed the carbon storage prior to thinning, therefore this period would be expected to 

encompass the duration of the direct and indirect effects on carbon storage and carbon emissions from 

thinning in the Cedar Creek  project area.   In 20-50 years, the BLM would assess portions within the 

Riparian Reserve LUA to determine whether any further density management treatments would increase the 

development of late successional habitat conditions in line with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy. 

Context – Calculations of Carbon Storage and Carbon in Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Project Area Scale   

The purpose of the calculation of carbon storage is to provide a basis for evaluating the significance of 

carbon storage relative to the temporal and spatial scale.  The BLM calculated estimates of existing carbon 

stores, of carbon to be removed by the proposed thinning, of storage of removed carbon, and of future 

carbon storage in the remaining trees in the stand.  The Cedar Creek Carbon Calculation notes are 

incorporated here by reference. 
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The BLM used site specific data from stand exams as input to the Oregon Growth Analysis and Project 

System Growth and Yield Project for Northwest Oregon Forests (Version 8.4 – 2010) (ORGANON ) (a 

forest stand model) to determine stand growth over the analysis period. With the Cedar Creek stand growth 

data, the BLM calculated carbon in the live trees and other than live tree pools using the methodology 

described in the 2008 FEIS Appendix C, pp. 28-29.  

 

The analysis of carbon stored in harvested wood in the 2008 FEIS used a factor for converting board feet of 

harvest wood to mass of carbon from Smith et al. 2006, p. 35.  Based on information developed after the 

2008 FEIS, this factor has been refined to better account for regionally-specific conditions and the fraction 

of harvested volume that is typically milled into solid wood products and into processed wood products.  

Harvest volumes were converted to cubic feet, converted to pounds of biomass, and then to carbon content, 

yielding an overall conversion factor of 1,000 board feet = 1.326 tonnes of carbon.   

 

Of this total amount of carbon in harvested wood, 63.8% of harvest volume is  considered as sawlogs and 

36.2% as pulpwood (GTR RM-199, Table B-6), for evaluation using the storage rates over time from Smith 

et al. 2006, p. 27. The improved conversion factor is used in this analysis to evaluate the amount of carbon 

stored in harvested wood.  Information on the development of this conversion factor is on file in the BLM 

office and is available for review upon request and is incorporated here by reference (R. Hardt, personal 

communication, 11/6/09, on file in the Salem BLM Office).  The effect of the 2008 FEIS alternatives on 

carbon storage has been reanalyzed based on this improved conversion factor.   

 

This re-analysis revealed a slight increase in the amount of carbon storage over time for all alternatives and 

less difference among the alternatives than described in the 2008 FEIS, pp. 537-543. Overall, this re-

analysis revealed no change in the magnitude or trend of effects on carbon storage from that described in 

the 2008 FEIS.    

 

Carbon emissions from equipment used in harvest operations were calculated based on BLM staff 

interviews with purchasers who buy timber sales in the local area, fuel consumption specifications from 

equipment manufacturers’ published information, and field observations by BLM personnel.  The BLM 

fuels specialist calculated the carbon associated with the burning of harvest generated fuels. 

2.3.12.1 Affected Environment 

Climate Change 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Revision of the Resource Management Plans of the 

Western Oregon Bureau of Land Management (2008) described current information on predicted changes 

in regional climate (pp. 488-490) and is incorporated here by reference. That description concluded that the 

regional climate has become warmer and wetter with reduced snowpack, and continued change is likely. 

That description also concluded that changes in resource impacts as a result of climate change would be 

highly sensitive to specific changes in the amount and timing of precipitation, but specific changes in the 

amount and timing of precipitation are too uncertain to predict at this time. 

 

Because of this uncertainty about changes in precipitation, it is not possible to predict changes in vegetation 

types and condition, wildfire frequency and intensity, streamflow, and wildlife habitat. In addition, the U.S. 

Geological Survey, May 14, 2008 memorandum to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (incorporated here by 

reference), 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.    
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Carbon Storage  

The following show total quantities of carbon in forest ecosystem vegetation
4
 worldwide, in the United 

States, the Pacific Northwest and in the Cedar Creek project area.  

 

 Total carbon, forest ecosystem vegetation, Worldwide (Matthews et al, 2000, p. 58) = 132-457 Gt
5
  

 Total carbon, forest ecosystem vegetation, United States (US EPA, 2009) = 27 Gt 

 Total carbon, forest ecosystem vegetation, Pacific Northwest, Cascades Range =1.5-1.7 Gt  

(Hudiburg, et al., 2009) 

 Total carbon, forest ecosystem vegetation, Cedar Creek proposed thinning units = 105,088.38 

tonnes, which consists of live tree carbon (76,790.56 tonnes) and other than live tree carbon 

(24,064.80 tonnes). 

 The annual accumulation of carbon from forest management in the United States is 191 million 

tonnes (.191 Gt), and 1.69 million tonnes (.00169 Gt) from current management on BLM-managed 

lands in western Oregon (2008 FEIS, p. 4-537).   

2.3.12.2 Environmental Effects - Proposed Action 

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.  As a result of thinning, BLM 

carbon calculations show that the overall on-site forest ecosystem vegetation carbon storage would decrease 

from 76,790.56 tonnes C to 45,853.20  tonnes C.   The proposed thinning would cause direct effects on 

greenhouse gas levels by emitting carbon from harvest operations and fuels treatments.   

Short-term Effects (0-10 years after timber harvest): 

Harvest Operations Harvest operations would emit carbon as greenhouse gases. 

BLM staff calculated an average fuel consumption of 2.65 gallons per 1 mbf (timber volume) from standing 

timber on site to the sawmill. 

 

Fuel consumption for harvest operations for all of the Cedar Creek timber sales would total an estimated 

22,693.54 gallons.  This represents total emissions of approximately 59.62 tonnes of carbon (GC Carbon 

Notes).  

Live Trees Pool 

Thinning would directly affect the live trees pool because the project would remove live trees. The 

proposed thinning would remove approximately 30,937.36 tonnes of carbon from the live trees pool.  

Approximately 45,853.2 tonnes of carbon would be retained in the live trees pool available for future 

growth and carbon storage, from the pre-treatment levels of 76,790.56 tonnes of carbon.   

Harvested Wood Products Pool 

Some of the carbon in harvested trees is stored in various forms; some is emitted to provide energy; and 

some is emitted without energy capture.  Harvested saw log gross volume at Cedar Creek of 8,563.60 mbf 

would contain 11,355.33 tonnes (1 mbf = approximately 1.3 tonnes carbon).   Much of the emissions from 

harvested wood would occur shortly after harvest.  In the first 10 years after harvest, approximately 

                                                 
4 Carbon contained in both above ground and below ground parts of trees and forest vegetation, and downed wood, litter and duff.  

It does not include mineral carbon in soil, nor fossil fuels.  
5 Metric tons are referred to in this document as tonnes.  A Giga-tonne (Gt) is one billion tonnes (metric tons).   
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2,587.79 tonnes of carbon (23 % of the total carbon in sawlogs) would be emitted as a result of the 

proposed project.   

Forest Carbon Other Than Live Trees Pool 

The remaining 11,355.33 tonnes of carbon from the live trees pool would be converted to forest carbon 

other than live trees - dead material that would remain on-site. Pile burning approximately 220 tonnes of 

biomass from 542 acres would emit a total of approximately 97.56 tonnes of carbon as greenhouse gases. 

The remainder of the on-site dead material would decay over time. In all alternatives, including the No 

Action alternative, the decay of dead material (dead wood and roots, non-tree vegetation and litter) would 

result in some portion of carbon emitted and some portion of the carbon entering into long-term storage as 

soil carbon. The rate of emissions from decay of dead material is unknown.  Furthermore, it is not known 

whether the rate of emissions from decay of dead material, or the amount of dead material would differ 

between the proposed action and the No Action alternative. Therefore, emissions from decay of dead 

material are not quantified in this analysis.   

Long-term Effects (11-50 years after timber harvest): 

Live Trees Pool:  

Following thinning, approximately 40-90 of the largest trees per acre would remain on site. These trees 

would store carbon as they grow.  Table 1 shows, live tree carbon would increase to 144,898.28 tonnes after 

50 years of growth, an increase of 99,045.08 tonnes from the post harvest of 45,853.2 tonnes.  Fifty years 

after thinning, there would be an overall increase in live tree carbon of 68,107.72 tonnes from pre-harvest 

levels (short term change in live tree pool + long term change in live tree pool). 

Harvested Wood Products Pool 

From 11-50 years after harvest an additional approximately 989.30 tonnes of carbon (of the total carbon in 

sawlogs) would be emitted from harvested wood. Approximately 7778.24 tonnes (of the total harvested 

carbon) of the carbon would remain stored in wood products still in use, in landfills, or emitted with energy 

capture (2008 FEIS, pp. 540-541; Appendices, p. 30). 
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Summary of Changes in Carbon Storage  

 
Table 17: Summary of Carbon Storage and Carbon in Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

 

Source 

Tonnes  Carbon (C) 

Notes Proposed 

Action 

No Action 

Alternative 

#1.  C Storage in live trees pool 2010 

(current conditions) 
76,790.56 76,790.56  

Carbon Storage      

#2.  C Storage in live trees pool (after 

thinning)  2010 
45,853.2 76,790.56  

#3.  Increase, C Storage in live trees 

pool, Growth Period (50 years)  
99,045.08 105,088.38 #4 - #2 

#4.  C Storage in live trees pool, 2060 144,898.28 181,878.94 #2 + #3 

#5.  C Storage in harvested wood after 

50 years 
7,778.24 0 

71% of C in harvested wood 

products (5,522.55 tonnes C) 

#6. Total Carbon Storage, Analysis 

Period (2010-2060) 
152,676.52 181,878.94 #4 + #5 

Carbon Emissions    

 Short Term Emissions (0-10 years)    

#7.  Harvested wood 2,587.79 0   

#8.  Harvest operations 59.62 0  

#9. Fuel treatment (burning) 97.56 0  

#10. Total Short term emissions 2,742.52 0  

#11. Long term emissions from 

harvested wood (11-50 years) 
989.30 0  

#12. Total Carbon Emissions, Analysis 

Period (2010-2060) 
3,734.38 0  

#13. Net Carbon Storage, Analysis 

Period (2010-2060) 
148,942.14 181,878.94 #6 - #12 

#14. Net Increase - Carbon Storage, 

Analysis Period (2010-2060) 
72,151.58 105,088.38 #13 - #1 

#15. Net Increase - C Storage in live 

trees pool, Analysis Period (2010-

2060) 

68,107.72 105,088.38 #4 - #1 

Increase, C Storage in live trees pool, 

Growth Period (10 years) 
21,918.48 26,205.70 Tree growth 

 

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.  BLM carbon calculations show that 10 years after 

treatment, the live tree carbon in the thinned stands (45,853.2 tonnes C) exceeds the carbon emissions 

resulting from the proposed thinning (2,742.52 tonnes C).   Carbon calculations also show that 50 years 

after treatment, the live tree carbon in the thinned stands (144,898.28 tonnes C) exceeds the carbon storage 

before thinning (76,790.56  tonnes C). 

 

Cumulative Effects – Proposed Action 
The proposed thinning would contribute to cumulative effects to carbon storage and carbon emissions. 

Table 1 shows that carbon emissions resulting from the proposed thinning over the next 10 years would 

total 2,742.52 tonnes of carbon or 10,065.05 tonnes of carbon dioxide (tonnes C*3.67) (0.000009 GT).  

Current annual global emissions of carbon dioxide total 25 billion tonnes (25 GT) of carbon dioxide, (IPCC 

2007, p. 513), and current annual U.S. emissions of carbon dioxide total 6 billion tonnes (6 GT) (EPA 2007, 

p 2-3).  Global emissions over 10 years total 250 billion tonnes of carbon dioxide and U.S. emissions of 

carbon dioxide total 60 billion tonnes. Therefore, the short-term emissions from the proposed thinning 
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would constitute 0.00000004% of current global emissions and 0.00000002% of current U.S. emissions for 

the 10 year period.   This emission would be so small that its incremental contribution to global and national 

emissions would be not be measurable at the level of precision of the global and national emissions.  

In addition, the net carbon emissions would be of short duration. Within 10 years, the remaining trees in the 

harvest units would sequester 21,918.48 tonnes of carbon, restoring the carbon loss from fuel burning, 

harvested wood, and harvest operations emissions. Over the fifty years following the proposed thinning, the 

increase of 99,045.08 tonnes of live tree carbon would contribute to an annual average of 800 tonnes (0.001 

million tonnes), or 0.0000005% of the U.S. annual accumulation of carbon from forest management of 191 

million tonnes; or 0.006% of the annual accumulation of 1.69 million tonnes of carbon as a result of current 

implementation on BLM-managed lands in western Oregon. (2008 FEIS, p. 4-537).   

 

The 2008 FEIS (p. 4-538), which is incorporated here by reference, states that by 2106, the No Action 

alternative (management under the 1995 RMP) would result in a total carbon storage of approximately 628 

million tonnes, 9% higher than average historic conditions (576 million tonnes, 2008 FEIS, 3-224, as 

reanalyzed in November 6, 2009 memo, on file and incorporated by reference, Cascades Resource Area) 

(See Methodology earlier in this section).    

2.3.12.3 Environmental Effects No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action alternative, no carbon as greenhouse gases would be emitted from harvest operations 

or fuels treatments.  Carbon stored in live trees would not be converted to the harvested wood carbon pool, 

and would be converted to the other than live tree pool through ongoing processes of tree mortality.  Table 

1 shows live tree carbon would increase to 181,878.94 tonnes after 50 years of growth, an increase of 

105,088.38 tonnes from the 2010 levels (76,790.56 tonnes).  The No Action alternative would result in 

greater increase in net carbon over the 50 year analysis period than the proposed action by approximately 

29,202.42 tonnes.   

 

Cumulative Effects - No Action Alternative 
The increase of 105,088.38 tonnes of live tree carbon associated with the No Action alternative would 

contribute to an annual average of 2,101.77 tonnes, or 0.00001% to the U.S. annual accumulation of carbon 

from forest management of 191 million tonnes; or 0.001% of the annual accumulation of 1.69 million 

tonnes of carbon as a result of current implementation on BLM-managed lands in western Oregon (2008 

FEIS, p. 4-537).   
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2.3.13 Review of Elements of the Environment Based On Authorities and 

Management Direction 

 

Table 18: Elements of the Environment Review (Project 1) based on Authorities and 

Management Direction 

 

Element of the Environment 

/Authority 
Remarks/Effects 

Aquatic Conservation Strategy 

In compliance with PCFFA IV (Civ. No. 04-1299RSM), this 

project complies with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy described 

in the Northwest Forest Plan and RMP. This project also complies 

with the PCFFA II (265 F.3d 1028 (9th Cir. 2001)) by analyzing 

the site-scale effects on the Aquatic Conservation Strategy.  EA 

sections 2.3.5, 2.3.6, 2.3.7 and Appendix 3 show how Project 1 of 

the Cedar Creek Projects meets the Aquatic Conservation Strategy 

in the context of the PCFFA cases. 

Air Quality (Clean Air Act as amended 

(42 USC 7401 et seq.)  

This project is in compliance with this direction because air quality 

impacts would be minor and of short duration. Addressed in Text 

(EA section 2.3.11).  

Cultural Resources (National Historic 

Preservation Act, as amended (16 USC 

470) [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)], [40 CFR 

1508.27(b)(8)] 

This project is in compliance with this direction and it would have 

no effect on this element because there are no cultural resources 

known or suspected to be present in the proposed project areas. A 

post-project survey would be conducted according the Protocol for 

Managing Cultural Resource on Lands Administered by the BLM 

in Oregon. Ground disturbing work would be suspended if cultural 

material is discovered during project work until an archaeologist 

can assess the significance of the discovery. The District 

Archaeologist may subsequently redesign the project or develop 

mitigation procedures to protect the cultural resource values 

present. 

Ecologically critical areas [40 CFR 

1508.27(b)(3)] 

This project would have no effect on this element because there are 

no ecologically critical areas present within the project areas.  

Energy Policy (Executive Order 13212) 
This project is in compliance with this direction because it would 

not interfere with the Energy Policy (Executive Order 13212). 

Environmental Justice (E.O. 12898, 

"Environmental Justice" February 11, 

1994) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because it would 

have no effect on low income populations.  

Fish Habitat, Essential (Magnuson-

Stevens Act Provision: Essential Fish 

Habitat (EFH): Final Rule (50 CFR Part 

600; 67 FR 2376, January 17, 2002) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because it would 

have minimal short-term adverse effects and the potential for long-

term beneficial effects on MSA species and Essential Habitat.  

Effects to this element are addressed in text (EA sections 2.3.6 and 

2.3.7).  

Farm Lands, Prime [40 CFR 

1508.27(b)(3)] 

The project would have no effect on this element because no prime 

farm lands are present in the project areas. 

Floodplains (E.O. 11988, as amended, 

Floodplain Management, 5/24/77) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because the 

proposed treatments would not change or affect floodplain 

functions.  

Hazardous or Solid Wastes (Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 

(43 USC 6901 et seq.) Comprehensive 
Environmental Repose Compensation, 

and Liability Act of 1980, as amended 

(43 USC 9615) 

This project is in compliance with this direction based on the fact 

that no Solid or Hazardous Waste would be stored or disposed of 

on BLM lands as a result of this project. 
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Element of the Environment 

/Authority 
Remarks/Effects 

Healthy Forests Restoration Act 

(Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 

2003 (P.L. 108-148) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because treatments 

would decrease the risk of fire and help restore forests to healthy 

functioning condition (EA sections  2.3.1 and 2.3.11) 

Migratory Birds (Migratory Bird Act of 

1918, as amended (16 USC 703 et seq) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because treatments 

would generally enhance habitat for migratory birds. Addressed in 

text (EA section 2.3.3). 

Native American Religious Concerns 

(American Indian Religious Freedom 

Act of 1978 (42 USC 1996) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because no Native 

American religious concerns were identified during the scoping 

period. 

Noxious weeds or non-native, invasive, 

Plant Species (Federal Noxious Weed 

Control Act and Executive Order 

13112) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because Project 

Design Features would help minimize establishment of new 

populations of invasive plant species and help ensure that there are 

not any longer-term increases in weed populations. Any invasive, 

non-native plant introduction or spread would be expected to 

decrease over time as native species re-vegetate and the recovery 

of canopy closure occurs. Addressed in text (EA section 2.3.9).   

Park lands [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)] 
The project would have no effect on this element because there are 

no parks within or adjacent to the project areas. 

Public Health and Safety [40 CFR 

1508.27(b)(2)] 

The project would have no effect on this element because public 

access would be controlled within the project area during 

operations and the project would not create hazards lasting beyond 

project operations. 

Threatened or Endangered Species 

(Endangered Species Act of 1983, as 

amended (16 USC 1531) 

This project is in compliance with this direction. In accordance 

with regulations pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species 

Act of 1973, as amended, informal consultation with the US Fish 

and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries 

Service concerning the potential impacts of Cedar Creek Project 1 

upon Threatened or Endangered Species and/or their designated 

Critical Habitats would be completed.  The appropriate Terms and 

Conditions would be incorporated (EA section 1.5). 

Water Quality –Drinking, Ground (Safe 

Drinking Water Act, as amended (43 

USC 300f et seq.) Clean Water Act of 

1977 (33 USC 1251 et seq.)  

This project is in compliance with this direction because Oregon 

State water quality standards would be adhered to and the area 

hydrology would not be changed measurably. Addressed in text  

(EA sections 2.3.5) 

Wetlands (E.O. 11990 Protection of 

Wetlands 5/24/77) [40 CFR 

1508.27(b)(3)] 

This project is in compliance with this direction.  There are a few 

small scattered wetlands and seasonal wet areas within and near 

the project areas which as appropriate, would be protected by no-

harvest buffers. (EA section 2.3.5) 

Wild and Scenic Rivers (Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act, as amended (16 USC 

1271) [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)] 

This project is in compliance with this direction because there are 

no Wild and Scenic Rivers or rivers determined to be eligible for 

inclusion within the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System 

within or directly adjacent to the project areas. 

Wilderness (Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act of 1976 (43 USC 

1701 et seq.); Wilderness Act of 1964 

(16 USC 1131 et seq.) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because there are 

no Wilderness Areas or areas being considered for Wilderness 

Area status in or adjacent to the project area. 
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3 PROJECT 2 – The Cedar Creek Restoration Project 

 

The proposed restoration project 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 LUA.  That portion of the restoration project addressing habitat 

conditions on approximately 3 miles of the Nestucca River would 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 would identify those BLM controlled roads in the planning area 

that would not be maintained, and then stabilize or decommission them to reduce the potential for adverse 

impacts to other resources resulting from road failures.  

3.1 Purpose of and Need for Action 

 

Objectives 

 
By comparing the existing conditions of the landscape in the Headwaters Nestucca River and Nestucca 

River/Elk Creek subwatersheds
6
 including the Cedar Creek and Ginger Creek drainages to the management 

direction contained in the Salem ROD/RMP and the desired future condition envisioned in the Nestucca 

Watershed Analysis (October 1994) and the [Nestucca/Neskowin] Watershed Assessment (May 1998) the 

IDT identified a number of specific resource conditions that do not meet the long-term management 

objectives.  The proposed Restoration Project is designed to modify these conditions, and move towards 

achieving the management direction described in the ROD/RMP and the management opportunities found 

in the Nestucca Watershed Analysis and/or the Upper Nestucca Watershed Assessment. 

 

The proposed restoration project includes three components - Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, Fish Habitat 

Restoration, and Road Stabilization.  The objectives of the three components of this project are to 

implement the following management direction from the ROD/RMP.  This management direction primarily 

is pertaining to management of lands within the Late-successional Reserve and Riparian Reserve land use 

allocations. 

                                                 
6
 USGS changed the names of the Upper Nestucca River subwatershed to the Headwaters Nestucca River 

subwatershed and the Upper Nestucca River/Elk Creek subwatershed to the Nestucca River/Elk Creek subwatershed. 
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Figure 9:  Project 2 – The Cedar Creek Restoration Project – Fish Habitat Restoration 

including Log Source Areas, Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, and Road Stabilization 
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Wildlife Habitat Enhancement Objectives: 

 

By implementing that portion of the Restoration Project addressing Wildlife Enhancement on 

approximately 324 acres in the Headwaters Nestucca River and the Nestucca River/Elk Creek 6
th
 field 

subwatersheds, the project would implement the following management direction and recommendations 

pertaining to the maintenance and enhancement of wildlife habitat: 

 

 Enhance and maintain biological diversity and ecosystem health in order to contribute to healthy 

wildlife populations (RMP/ROD pg. 24);  

 Design projects to improve conditions for wildlife if they provide late-successional habitat benefits 

or if their effect on late-successional associated species is negligible (RMP/ROD pg. 25); 

 Provide down wood and snags in the size and decay class distribution reflective of the stand age 

(Nestucca WA pg. 64);  

 Design projects for recovery of threatened or endangered species even if they result in some 

reduction of habitat quality for other late-successional species (RMP/ROD pg. 18). 

 

Fish Habitat Restoration Objectives: 
 

By implementing that portion of the Restoration Project addressing fish habitat in approximately 2.5 miles 

of the upper Nestucca River the project would implement the following management direction and 

recommendations pertaining to the protection and restoration of fish habitat: 

 Promote the rehabilitation and protection of at-risk fish stocks and their habitat. (ROD/RMP p. 27); 

 Design and implement fish habitat restoration and enhancement activities in a manner that 

contributes to attainment of Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives. (ROD/RMP p. 27); 

 Rehabilitate streams to enhance natural populations of anadromous and resident fish.  

Rehabilitation measures may include fish passage improvements, in stream structure placement to 

create spawning, rearing and over wintering habitat, and establishment or release of riparian 

coniferous trees (ROD/RMP p. 28); 

 Restore stream channel complexity (ROD/RMP p 7).  

 

Road Stabilization Objectives: 
 

By comparing existing resource conditions to desired resource conditions and the management objectives 

contained in the ROD/RMP, the Western Oregon Districts Transportation Management Plan (TMP) (USDI 

-BLM 1996 updated 2002) and Northern Coast Range AMA Guide, Late-Successional Reserve Assessment, 

the IDT identified several management opportunities.  The following management direction from the Salem 

District ROD/RMP is applicable to this component of the restoration project: 

 

 Identify BLM-controlled roads that would not be required for access by BLM or neighboring 

landowners in the next 10 or more years.  Identify treatments for these roads that would 

substantially reduce or eliminate maintenance needs until the roads are again needed for access 

(ROD/RMP page 64);          

 Rehabilitate and protect at-risk fish stocks and their habitat (ROD/RMP page 27); 

 Accomplish Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) objectives (ROD/RMP pages 5-6);  

 Give highest priority to watershed restoration in Key Watersheds (ROD/RMP page 7); 

 Reduce existing road mileage within Key Watersheds (ROD/RMP page 7). 

3.2 Alternatives 

Pursuant to Section 102(2) (E) of NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended), Federal 

agencies shall “…study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in 

any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources.”  No 

unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources (section 102(2) (E) of NEPA were 

identified.  Consequently there are no action alternatives to the proposed action in Project 2. 



104 

 

3.2.1 Alternative 1: The Proposed Action 

 

The proposed restoration project includes three components - Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, Fish Habitat 

Restoration, and Road Stabilization.   

 

Wildlife Habitat Enhancement - The Proposed Action: That portion of the Cedar Creek Restoration 

Project addressing Wildlife Habitat Enhancement would 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 would 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 would 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 users, one of which is the flying squirrel, the primary prey species for 

the spotted owl in this area. 

 

Fish Habitat Restoration - The Proposed Action: 

The proposed 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 proposed in-

stream habitat restoration activities would include the placement of LWD into the proposed stream reach.  

Large Woody Debris would include material from up to 120 Douglas-fir trees.  Tree (dbh) would be up to 

36 inches with the average being approximately 28 inches; log lengths would be up to 80 feet.  

 

Logs for in-stream habitat restoration would come from the LSR or Riparian Reserve LUA.  Standing trees 

would either be felled or taken with rootwads attached.  Existing blowdown trees with or without root wads 

still attached would be relocated into the Nestucca River and adjacent floodplain.  The log source areas for 

in-stream restoration work are within the LSR and/or Riparian Reserve LUAs in the Nestucca River and 

Willamina Creek drainages in sections 20, 21, 29, 31 and 32 of T.3S., R.6W.; sections 27 and 34 of T.3S., 

R.7W. and sections 6 and 5 of T.4S., R.6W..  Up to 60 of the trees would still have their rootwads attached.  

Trees with root wads would 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 (Figure 9).   

 

Log structures would be placed into the stream channel in the proposed project reaches (Figure 9).  Log 

structures would be designed to result in higher stream complexity and more variations in stream velocities 

which would create greater habitat diversity for fish and other aquatic species.  Logs would be placed to 

imitate natural accumulations of LWD throughout the proposed restoration reaches including log jams.  

Logs used in the stream channel would be of sufficient diameter and length (minimum of 1.5 times the 

active channel width) to resist downstream movement.  To the extent possible, single logs and log jam 

structures would 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 would be used to the greatest extent possible.  Logs that 

extend beyond stream habitats, into riparian zones and/or uplands would increase connectivity for riparian-

dependent invertebrate and vertebrate species.   

 

Accessible reaches where roads are within 400 feet of the stream channel would most likely utilize ground-

based equipment such as a walking or tracked excavator for placing and maneuvering LWD into the stream 

channel.  Logs would be transported to the vicinity of the restoration reaches using a self-loading log truck 

or similar vehicle on existing roads.  Logs would then be decked and moved to access trails by a walking or 

tracked excavator or they would be dropped near the access trails with the self loader.     

  

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

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

shrubs would also be planted in areas disturbed by restoration activities.  
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Connected Actions:  As with any restoration or enhancement project that BLM implements, there would 

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  

 

This portion of the restoration project would stabilize or decommission a total of approximately 4.6 miles of 

BLM controlled roads within the Cedar Creek planning area.  The different treatments and the lengths of 

roads proposed 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 

would be prepared to avoid future maintenance needs and would 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 would be approximately 1.3 miles. 

 

Road Decommissioning  

Temporarily close the road to all vehicular use.  The road 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.  The road would 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 would 

be approximately 3.3 miles.   

 

 

Project Design Features 
 

Wildlife Habitat Enhancement Design Features: 
 

 The project would treat up to five trees per acre using a variety of techniques including felling, basal 

girdling, girdling within the live crown, and topping.   

 Only Douglas-firs would be treated; they would range in size from approximately18 to 36 inches dbh.  

Selected trees would have live crown ratios generally less than 30% and smaller than average crown 

spread.  Within the prescribed diameter range, an approximately equal number of trees would be 

selected larger and smaller than the average dbh of 27 inches.  The largest healthiest dominant trees 

within an area would not be treated. 

 Trees would be selected both singly and in small clumps of 3-5 trees.  Approximately 50% of treated 

trees would be in clumps. 

 Trees would be felled in a manner to avoid hitting decay class 3 and 4 down wood larger than 24” in 

diameter. 

 Treatments would be conducted in such a way as to assure there would be no damage to potentially 

suitable spotted owl or marbled murrelet nest trees, any tree containing a suspected nest of a bird or 

mammal, or any tree with desirable habitat features such as hollow cavities or decay.  

 If a red tree vole nest that could not be seen from the ground is encountered while climbing to 

accomplish a treatment, contractors would descend the tree without implementing the treatment, mark 

and record the tree location, and notify appropriate personnel.  No treatments would be conducted 

within 120 feet of the newly discovered red tree vole nest tree (118 feet is the radius of a one acre 

circle).  Beyond 120 feet from the nest tree, all treatments would be allowed. Individual tree habitat 

improvement activities would resume outside the red tree vole buffer. 

 Created snags, snag-topped trees or felled trees would generally not be located within approximately 

150 feet of a drivable road or a property line boundary where BLM land abuts non-federal ownership.  

This would reduce the potential for the creation of a safety hazard and/or the likelihood that the material 

would be stolen or sold as firewood. 



106 

 

 Treatments applied in the Riparian Reserves would extend down to the stream channel.  Trees in this 

area would be selected so that stream shading would not be appreciably affected. 

 Trees would be felled into active stream channels only during the ODFW in-stream work window 

(between July 1 and September 15) unless a waiver is obtained from ODFW. 

 Surveys for Special Status and Survey and Manage plant species (2001 ROD) would be conducted prior 

to any tree felling and/or habitat alteration.  

 Several of the proposed Wildlife Enhancement units (W7-1, W12-1, and W13-5) are within ¼ mile of 

suitable marbled murrelet nesting habitat.  Treatment of those units could result in the disturbance of 

murrelets in some unsurveyed suitable nesting habitat and therefore would require the use of daily time 

restrictions during the breeding season (April 1 – September 15).  These time restrictions would limit 

work to those hours between two hours after sunrise to two hours before sunset. 

 

Fish Habitat Restoration Design Features: 

The following is a summary of the project design features that would be used to reduce the risk of adverse 

effects to the environment resulting from proposed action.  The proposed action would be implemented and 

contracts written consistent with the Aquatic Restoration Biological Opinion (ARBO) for restoration 

activities signed by NOAA Fisheries (tracking # P/NWR/2006/06532) and USFWS (Tails # 13420-2007-F-

0055) (June 2007), which is valid through 2012; actions occurring after this date would be implemented 

consistent with any new programmatic ESA coverage or a project-specific consultation.  

 

 All in-stream elements of the project would be implemented during the ODFW in-stream work window 

(July 1 to September 15) unless a waiver is received from ODFW. 

 Trees to be felled that are located within 0.25 miles of suitable spotted owl habitat would not be felled 

during the owl critical breeding period (March 1 – July 7) unless surveys to protocol have been 

completed within the previous five years.  Trees to be felled located within 0.25 miles of unsurveyed 

suitable or potential marbled murrelet habitat would not be felled during the murrelet critical breeding 

period (April 1 – August 5). 

 All equipment used for in-stream work would be cleaned and have leaks repaired prior to entering the 

project area. Equipment will be free of external oil and grease, dirt and mud prior to construction. 

Thereafter, equipment will be inspected daily for leaks or accumulations of grease and any identified 

problems will be fixed before entering streams or areas that drain directly to streams or wetlands. 

 Heavy equipment use would be restricted to periods of low soil moisture; generally June through 

October.  Operations would be suspended during periods of heavy precipitation if resource damage 

could occur. 

 Heavy equipment used to remove logs or trees from roadside stands would be operated on the existing 

road surface, or low gradient slopes within 100 feet of road.  Heavy equipment used for tree removal 

with intact rootwads would be a tracked excavator, log loader, or similar type of equipment.  

 Excavator travel would generally be limited to a single pass and treads would be kept on top of organic 

material and slash as much as practical to avoid disturbing the mineral soil. 

 At least one end of logs would be suspended whenever possible when moving logs to project sites to 

minimize soil disturbance.  

 All conifers to be felled would come from well stocked conifer stands.   

 Trees selected for cutting or intact root wads would generally not be greater than 36 inches dbh with the 

exception of potential blowdown salvaged from roadside areas or a few select trees from fully stocked 

stands that have been cleared by a Wildlife Biologist as having minimal impact on Spotted Owl or 

Marbled Murrelet habitat.  

 Trees selected for whole trees (including root wad) harvest would avoid areas where soil damage 

cannot be mitigated such as shallow rocky sites. 

 Trees would be selected cooperatively by a wildlife biologist and fish biologist.  
 Trees selected for cutting would be: 

 Single or in small groups (2-4 trees) along the periphery of permanent openings (e.g. roads, 

rivers, etc.) or along the periphery of non-permanent openings (e.g. plantation edges); 

 Single trees would only be removed from the first two lines of trees along edges; 

 Single trees or small groups of trees must be spaced at least 200 feet apart;  
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 Single trees or small groups of trees must be at least one crown width from trees with potential 

nesting structure for spotted owls or marbled murrelets. 

 To minimize soil disturbance or displacement, roadside trees with rootwads would not be selected for 

removal on slopes steeper than 35%. 

 Trees felled or selected for fish restoration logs would generally not include the largest, dominant trees 

within a given area, or trees with the fullest crowns and/or largest branches. 

 Trees would not be felled on slopes with a high risk of mass movement such as areas showing recent 

movement, slopes greater than 70 percent, inner gorge type topography, and abrupt slope breaks.  

 Generally no live trees would be removed from a stream’s primary shade zone.  Trees that are 

determined to be hazardous to safe working conditions may be removed on an individual basis. 

 Live trees with desirable habitat features such as decay, cavities or dead, forked and/or broken tops 

would not be cut. 

 Trees would be felled to avoid damage to currently suitable spotted owl or marbled murrelet nest trees, 

or any tree containing a suspected bird or mammal nest.  

 Any newly discovered marbled murrelet sites (as per the Pacific Seabird Group Marbled Murrelet 

Technical Committee protocol) would be protected by a 0.5 mile radius buffer on all contiguous 

existing and recruitment federal habitat. 

 Upon completion of construction activities, all soils compacted by project activities would be 

decompacted with an excavator using excavator bucket tines.   

 All exposed soils would be stabilized and seeded or planted with appropriate native species, including 

trees.  Trees would be planted and maintained as described under the proposed action for riparian 

planting. 

 All access routes (trails) for equipment would be chosen to minimize disturbance to riparian vegetation 

and compaction of soils.  As appropriate, access routes and disturbed areas would be seeded and 

replanted with native trees, shrubs, and/or grasses following project completion.   

 Equipment would be refueled outside of stream channels at sites designated by BLM. 

 A hazardous material action plan and approved spill containment plan that includes having a spill 

containment kit on-site and at previously identified containment locations would be required. 

 The operation of equipment within sensitive stream banks and channels would be avoided where 

possible (specifically fine sediment substrates) and sensitive riparian areas (e.g., wetlands).  

 Logs placed in the stream channel would be of sufficient size to resist downstream movement 

(generally considered to be a minimum of 1½ times the active channel width of the stream and twenty 

inches in diameter). 

 Log structures and root wads would be keyed into existing streamside trees, banks, or pinned (rebar) to 

other logs to increase mass, structure stability and the likelihood of structures staying in place under 

normal environmental conditions and stream flow regimes.  

 To the extent possible, excess dirt would be removed from trees with root wads attached before they are 

placed in the stream channel. 

 Rebar used to pin structures together would be used to tie individual logs and root wads together within 

a structure to increase the mass of the structure, not to anchor the structure to substrates.  

 Rebar pins would be placed to reduce visibility and would be bent over the tops of the logs in the 

structures.   

 Boulders would be used where appropriate to help key log structures and root wads in place. 

 Upon completion of restoration activities all access points would be blocked in such a manner as to 

discourage motorized vehicle access. 

 Minimize the number of access routes, where feasible, to limit impacts to visual resources. 

 Any damage to designated OHV trails within the Upper Nestucca OHV Area as a result of obtaining 

trees for the in-stream project work would be repaired.  

 In the log source areas, OHV trails, roadways, ditches and vehicle pullouts would be cleared of limbs 

and slash after the completion of operations. 

 To minimize disruption of recreation activities, no project work would occur in the Dovre Campground 

area. 

 The following Air Quality, Fire Risk, and Fuels Management Design Features are incorporated into that 

portion of the restoration project addressing fish habitat restoration: 



108 

 

 Hand or machine pile construction and burning may be used individually or in combination in 

areas where fuel loading is heavy or the fire risk is determined to be high. 

 Burning would be conducted in accordance with the Oregon State Implementation Plan and 

Oregon Smoke Management Plan and would comply with the provisions of the Clean Air Act.  

It would be conducted under good atmospheric mixing conditions to lessen the impact on air 

quality in Smoke Sensitive Receptor Areas.  

 Large woody debris would not be piled or treated.   

 Hand piles and machine piles would be located at least 10 feet from green trees, where possible, 

to minimize damage. 

 Hand or machine piles would be covered to facilitate the consumption of fuels during the high 

moisture fall/winter burning periods. 

 Lopping and scattering of fuels would be incorporated in areas where fuel loading is relatively 

heavy but not heavy enough to warrant burning. 

 Pullback of fuels would be incorporated in areas where fuel loading is relatively light (especially 

along roads) and not heavy enough to warrant burning. 

 The Fish Habitat Restoration log source areas would be posted as “Closed” to OHV use during 

tree felling and log hauling operations.  When the Oregon Department of Forestry institutes the 

Regulated Use Fire Season closure (for the public), OHV riding outside of the Nestucca OHV 

Riding Area is limited to gravel surfaced roadways.  Riding within the Nestucca OHV Riding 

Area is regulated under the Industrial Fire Precaution Class system.  ODF may issue a waiver to 

the BLM prior to Closed Fire Season to operate on trails through IFPL Level 2.  When the IFPL 

reaches Level 3 or higher, all public closure restrictions that are in effect apply to the Upper 

Nestucca OHV Riding Area.  

 Surveys for Non-Native/Invasive and Special Status plant species would be conducted prior to any 

habitat disturbing activities.  

 Post project monitoring for non-native plant species will be conducted for three years. 

 

Road Stabilization Design Features: 

 

 All soil-disturbing work would be conducted during periods of low soil moisture, which is generally 

between June 1 and October 30.  

 In-stream work would be done in accordance with ODFW guidelines.  The work period, unless waived 

by ODFW, would be between July 1 and September 15. 

 Waste material from road fill removal over culverts and sidecast pullback would be disposed of in 

approved, stable waste disposal sites, in locations at least 60 feet away from streams and wetlands, 

where there is minimal potential for erosion or mass wasting to occur.  In general, this would be on 

roadbeds, against cut banks, or on landings close to the location where the waste material is being 

removed.  No waste would be disposed of on active flood plains.  It is anticipated that most of the waste 

disposal sites would be within ¼mile of the locations where the waste is being generated. 

 Piled road-fill material would be used to block roads to high-clearance and/or highway vehicles, where 

appropriate.   

 Surveys for noxious weeds would be conducted prior to soil-disturbing activities.  Site-specific 

measures would be identified to prevent the spread of noxious weeds. 

 Sediment movement from disturbed areas would be controlled with vegetated filter strips or structures 

such as straw bales.  Structures would be placed to minimize the potential for diversion of water and 

sediment around the structures. 

 Exposed soils in areas such as disturbed cut and fill slopes, and culvert removal and waste disposal 

areas would be seeded with either a native, non sod-forming type grass seed mix, if available, or a 

sterile annual grass seed to reduce the potential for soil erosion.  

 Excavations to remove stream crossing culverts would be matched to the approximate elevation and 

bank-full stream channel width of the existing streambed. 

 Waterbars would be placed on both sides of stream channels where culverts have been removed to route 

surface water away from newly excavated slopes. 

  Waterbars would be located where drainage would be diverted away from unstable terrain (e.g., steep 

slopes or sidecast material), exposed mineral soil or into stream channels. 



109 

 

 The highest priority areas for sidecast material removal are areas adjacent to streams where sidecast 

failures would enter the streams. 

 Additional design features would be determined on a site-by-site basis to ensure that the BMPs 

identified in the ROD/RMP are incorporated into the project. 

 Cultural resource surveys would be conducted prior to any new ground-disturbing activity.  If cultural 

resources are found, the project may be redesigned to protect the cultural resource values present or 

evaluation and mitigation procedures would be implemented based on the recommendation of the 

District Archaeologist. 

 Several sections of the proposed road stabilization project areas (roads 3S-6W-7.2, 3S-7W-13.0) are 

within ¼ mile of unsurveyed suitable murrelet nesting habitat (Wildlife Enhancement units W7-1, 

W12-1).  Treatment of those roads could result in the disturbance of murrelets in some unsurveyed 

suitable nesting habitat and therefore would require the use of daily time restrictions during the 

breeding season (April 1 – September 15).  These time restrictions would limit work to those hours 

between 2 hours after sunrise to two hours before sunset.   

 Surveys for noxious weeds would be conducted prior to soil-disturbing activities.  Site-specific 

measures would be identified to prevent the spread of noxious weeds. 

 Post project monitoring for non-native plant species will be conducted for three years. 

3.2.2 Alternative 2: No Action  

 

Under the No Action Alternative the BLM would not implement any of the components of the 

Restoration Project at this time.  The plant and animal communities would continue to be dependent on 

ecological processes such as the natural CWD recruitment regime within forested stands and streams 

that is currently in place.  Wildlife habitat would not be enhanced by the creation of additional snags, 

green trees with defect and down wood within the treatment units.  Fish habitat would not be restored 

by the addition of large woody debris into the Nestucca River and the identified roads would not be 

stabilized.  Roads in need of stabilization would continue to deteriorate. 

3.3 Affected Environment and Environmental Effects  

3.3.1 Forest Vegetation 

3.3.1.1 Forest Vegetation – Affected Environment  

 

Approximately 39% of the Federal land within the Nestucca 5
th
 field watershed is 80-years-old or older.  

Many of the areas proposed for treatment by the Cedar Creek Restoration Project are located within late-

successional forests specifically identified within the 15% Analysis Documentation (as updated 11/15/99) 

that was completed to assure conformance with the 15 percent Retention Standard and Guideline (Salem 

District RMP - pg. 48).  The proposed projects are not expected to compromise those late-successional 

habitat features; the projects were designed to protect current habitat features and/or promote the continued 

development of late-successional habitat conditions.  

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 

 
Overstory Douglas-fir in the proposed treatment areas range in age from approximately 100 to130 years 

old.  Approximately 32% of these units were thinned and/or salvaged in the late 1960s or early 1970s 

resulting in a deficiency of snags, green trees with defect and large down wood in recent decay stage.  As 

would be expected in stands of these ages, overstory trees are generally >21 inches in diameter.  They are 

dominated by Douglas-fir, but some stands contain various amounts of other conifers, primarily western 

hemlock, as well as hardwoods, primarily red alder and big leaf maple.  Stocking in the stands tend to be 

variable, but the proposed treatments would occur in the well stocked portions of proposed project areas.   
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Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration 
 

The majority of the upland forests along the Nestucca River have a closed overstory canopy of 120 to130 

year old Douglas-fir with occasional big leaf maple, western hemlock and western redcedar.  Some of these 

areas contain scattered individual or clumps of large Douglas-fir or western redcedar old-growth trees.  

There are approximately 18 acres of old-growth forest along .65 miles of the uppermost reaches of the log 

placement stretch of the Nestucca River.  Shrub layers are dominated by vine maple with a layer of sword 

fern and various forbes and grasses underneath.  These mature forests are fragmented by tracts of 20 to 35 

year old plantations dominated by Douglas-fir.  Riparian forest vegetation nearer the Nestucca River is 

dominated by 50-year-old red alder with some big leaf maple. The dominant shrubs are willow, 

salmonberry, thimbleberry, red elderberry and stink currant.   Salmonberry, thimbleberry, and stink currant 

form dense and exclusive thickets in places, especially where openings exist in the canopy. 

 

The majority of the stands indentified as log source areas for Fish Habitat Restoration are Douglas-fir 

stands approximately 120 years old.  Most of the log source areas have been thinned, either in the late 

1960s or in the late 1990s.  Because log source areas consist of edge habitat along roads, understory shrubs 

are more prevalent than interior portions of these stands and they also tend to have a drier microclimate 

during the summer. 

 

Component 3: Road Stabilization 

 
The current condition of vegetation on and near those roads proposed for stabilization is quite variable.  

Some of the road prisms of the roads proposed for stabilization are effectively vegetated with a mix of 

young (<25 year old) red alder and salmonberry and sword ferns while other road surfaces are in a near 

drivable condition.  Sporadic OHV use keeps some road segments proposed for stabilization from re-

vegetating. 

3.3.1.2 Environmental Effects – Forest Vegetation - Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 

 
The effects of the proposed action would be primarily at the tree level by reducing competition to remaining 

dominant and co-dominant trees or small groups of trees immediately adjacent to felled, girdled, or topped 

trees.  The remaining trees, including some understory hemlocks, would receive more light and growing 

space, and would respond with increased growth and vigor.  The action would create small canopy gaps that 

would increase development of understory trees, hardwoods, and ground vegetation, but the gaps would 

likely close over time (a decade or two) as surrounding trees respond with greater crown width.  The purpose 

of topping or girdling within the live crown is to introduce defect, rot and/or have alternate branches take 

over as the leader, thus creating additional horizontal structure within the tree.  These habitat features are 

currently under-represented within the treatment units, largely as a result of past management practices (e.g. 

salvage logging, commercial thinning). 

 

At the stand level, there would be a minor aggregated effect.  The overall heterogeneity of canopy density 

and understory development would be slightly higher.  Overall stand density would be slightly lower, but not 

enough to affect overall stand growth.  Treatment focused on releasing individual large trees or existing 

western hemlock understory would aid in development of late-successional characteristics on a very small 

scale, but not at a stand level (except for the definite increase in CWD).  Douglas-fir bark beetle populations 

could be slightly higher since felling and girdling would support higher populations of bark beetles in the 

year following the action.  Increased substrate for Douglas-fir beetle brood over the stand and landscape 

level could result in some mortality of live trees, but they would number far less than the quantity of treated 

trees.  Levels of CWD would be higher in these stands than would likely result from natural processes within 

the next several decades. 
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Cumulative Effects 

 

Based on the fact that at the stand level, no direct or indirect adverse impacts to forest vegetation have been 

identified, there would be no adverse cumulative impacts resulting from implementing the Wildlife Habitat 

Enhancement. 

 

Since 1996, BLM has implemented approximately 2,000 acres of similar Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 

projects within mature conifer-dominated stands in the Nestucca Watershed (Appendix 2 – Past, present 

and reasonably foreseeable future actions).  These projects have involved the treatment of approximately 

6,000 individual conifers including tree topping or girdling green trees within the live crown or at the base, 

along with some falling of green trees for down woody debris.  Cumulatively, this project and other 

identified past Wildlife Habitat Enhancement projects would have the beneficial impact of moving the 

Nestucca LSR toward the desired future condition a functioning late-seral block of forest. 

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration 

 
The majority of the stands indentified as log source areas for fish habitat restoration are Douglas-fir stands 

approximately 120 to 130 years old.  The effects on vegetation by implementing the Fish Habitat 

Restoration would be negligible.  Project design features have been incorporated to disperse and/or 

minimize the impacts to canopy closure.  Small, temporary gaps in the conifer canopy, created by removing 

single trees or small groups of trees would allow additional light to reach the forest floor and the 

understory, including existing shade tolerant saplings.  Adjacent overstory trees and vegetation on the forest 

floor would be expected to respond to this additional light with increased growth and vigor.  It is expected 

that the small gaps in the forest canopy would disappear over the course of 5 to 20 years as tree crowns 

again grow together.   

 

Some alders located along the restoration stream reaches may be felled on a case by case basis if they pose 

a safety risk to personnel or equipment during project implementation.  No streamside conifers would be 

removed along the restoration reach for use in this project.  Streamside shrubs and forbs, mostly 

salmonberry and grasses, would be trampled down and in some cases up rooted during the implementation 

process; impacted areas would be expected to quickly recover. 

 
The effects would also include a minor potential for elevated bark beetle activity in the area if the fish 

restoration trees are decked during the months of March through May.  Only the spring flight of beetles has 

the potential, in terms of population levels, to infest significant numbers of standing green trees.  This 

potential would be manifested the second spring after occurrence of significant disturbance events (Hostetler 

1996).   

 

Cumulative Effects  
Because the identified direct or indirect effects to forest vegetation resulting from the proposed Fish Habitat 

Restoration are considered to be negligible or very minor, no cumulative effects to the forest vegetation 

have been identified. 

 

Component 3: Road Stabilization 

 

The Road Stabilization proposes to treat a total of approximately 4.6 miles of road.  This would result in the 

existing vegetation growing on the road surfaces being cleared but it would not change the character of the 

forested habitats within the general project areas. Exposed soils in areas such as disturbed cut and fill 

slopes, and culvert removal and waste disposal areas would be seeded with either a native, non sod-forming 

type grass seed mix, if available, or a sterile annual grass seed to reduce the potential for soil erosion.  Over 

time, cleared road surfaces would be expected to revegetate with native vegetation including red alder 

wherever there is an adequate seed source.  

 



112 

 

 

 

Cumulative Effects  

 
Road stabilization would temporarily close the road to all vehicular use.  The road would be prepared to 

avoid future maintenance needs and persist in a stable condition, but remain available for future re-opening 

and use to accommodate future management access needs.  Until that time, decommissioned roads would 

return to a more natural state of forest vegetation. 

3.3.1.3 Environmental Effects - Alternative 2: No Action  

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 
 

The stands proposed for treatment are older, natural stands and as such are already beginning to exhibit or 

develop some late-successional stand characteristics.  Under the No Action alternative, the balance in the 

total coarse wood volume between snags and down wood would remain heavily in favor of down wood, and 

the total coarse wood volume would continue to be skewed towards the more advanced stages of decay.  

Approximately 32% of the Wildlife Habitat Enhancement units were commercially thinned and/or salvage 

logged in the late 1960s or early 1970s resulting in a deficiency of snags and large down wood in recent 

decay stage.  In addition, the crown development of some larger-sized trees would continue to be restricted 

by encroachment from adjacent trees. 

 
Under the No Action Alternative, the effects on vegetation by forgoing Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 

would be negligible. Small, temporary gaps in the conifer canopy, created by felling, topping or killing 

single trees or small groups of trees would not occur.   A similar, ongoing process naturally occurs in stands 

and the overall effect would be indiscernible.   

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration 
 

Under the No Action Alternative, the effects on vegetation by forgoing the fish habitat restoration would be 

negligible. Small, temporary gaps in the fully-stocked conifer canopy or disturbance to the shrub layer, 

caused by removing single trees or small groups of trees would not occur.    

 

Component 3: Road Stabilization 

 
There would be no effects to forest vegetation associated with implementation of the No Action alternative. 

3.3.2 Threatened or Endangered Wildlife Species, Habitat and/or Designated 

Critical Habitat 

3.3.2.1 Affected Environment 

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 
 

Also see section 3.3.1.1 for a description of the Affected Environment 

 

Northern Spotted Owl (FT) 

 

Designated Critical Habitat   

Critical Habitat is designated to provide for the conservation and eventual recovery of the species.  All of 

the proposed habitat enhancement project areas except those in section 9 are within designated critical 

habitat for the spotted owl (CHU # OR-41).  

 

Proximity to Known Sites and RPAs  
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The nearest known spotted owl site, Tucca Creek, is located approximately two miles from the nearest 

proposed habitat enhancement unit. The site was established in 2007 after a single audio nighttime detection 

of a pair of spotted owls.  Surveys in 2008-2010 have not had any detections of spotted owls in the area.  

The Elk Creek site is located approximately three miles from the nearest proposed habitat enhancement 

treatment unit.  Recent surveys associated with the Tucca Creek site have not resulted in spotted owl 

detections and the Elk Creek site is generally considered to be a site which is historical in nature.  Spotted 

owls were first documented in the area in 1975 and the Elk Creek site has not been known to be occupied 

for at least two decades.   

 

None of the proposed wildlife enhancement areas are located within a Spotted Owl RPA (Reserve Pair 

Area) as delineated within the document entitled Delineation and Management of Reserve Pair Areas 

within Oregon’s Northern Coast Range Adaptive Management Area (dated June 1, 2000).   

 

Spotted Owl Surveys   

With the exception of units in section 9, Wildlife Habitat Enhancement areas were surveyed by BLM 

contractors in 2006-2007 and by Oregon Department of Forestry contractors in 2007.  No spotted owls were 

detected within two miles of any Wildlife Enhancement unit.  The two proposed units in section 9 are small, 

and the relative isolation of these units makes presence of spotted owls highly unlikely. 

 

Spotted Owl Habitat    

Wildlife Habitat Enhancement would occur in stands comprised mostly of Douglas-fir with some hemlock 

and, in some stands, a mix of red alder.  While all of the proposed wildlife habitat enhancement units are 

considered to be suitable habitat for the spotted owl (Table 11), the proposed stands are deficient in snags 

and large down wood in the more recent decay classes and thus may be limiting optimal abundance of 

potential spotted owl prey, most notably the northern flying squirrel which predominantly uses cavities in 

this area.  The lack of large snags and the limited amount of large trees with defect also limit nesting 

opportunities for spotted owls. 

 

Marbled Murrelet (FT) 

 

Designated Critical Habitat    

Critical Habitat is designated to provide for the conservation and eventual recovery of the species.  The 

project areas are located within marbled murrelet designated Critical Habitat (CHU # OR-02-e) with the 

exception of the two proposed units in 3S 6W section 9. 

 

Proximity to Known Sites   

The nearest known marbled murrelet site is located approximately 3 miles to the west of the nearest 

Wildlife Enhancement project area.  There are no known occupied murrelet sites within the vicinity of the 

proposed treatment units. 

 

Marbled Murrelet Habitat and Surveys within or adjacent to proposed treatment units  

Ranging from approximately 24 to 27 miles from the ocean, the Wildlife Enhancement project areas are 

located within marbled murrelet Zone 1 (NWFP C-10).  In Oregon, Zone 1 is located in a band of land 

extending up to 35 miles inland and Zone 2 is located 35 to 50 miles from the sea; Zone 1 holds a higher 

likelihood for murrelet occupancy than Zone 2.  

 

All of the proposed units have potential to be considered marbled murrelet suitable habitat (See Table 11).  

However, field review of these stands has determined that the vast majority of these acres contain no 

suitable nesting platforms or contain just a few platforms, and are considered to be very marginal in habitat 

quality.  This is primarily a function of stand age (1890) and the resultant lack of sufficient crown 

development.  Several of the proposed treatment units contain or are in proximity to stands which are 

known to contain individual trees and/or small groups of trees which contain one or more potential nesting 

platforms.   

 

All of the units are unsurveyed with the exception of the northern portion of unit W13-5, which was 
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surveyed in 2007 and 2008.  There were no detections. 

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration 
 

Northern Spotted Owl – (FT) 

 

Designated Critical Habitat    

Critical Habitat is designated to provide for the conservation and eventual recovery of the species.  All of 

the log source areas and the reaches of the Nestucca River proposed for fish habitat restoration are located 

within designated critical habitat for the spotted owl (CHU # OR-41).  

 

Proximity to Known Sites or RPAs   

The nearest known spotted owl sites, Tucca Creek and Elk Creek, are located approximately 3 miles from 

the nearest log placement area and/or log source area. See Wildlife Enhancement Affected Area (Section 

3.3.2) for a description of these sites. 

 

None of the proposed project areas are located within a Spotted Owl RPA (Reserve Pair Area) as delineated 

within the document entitled Delineation and Management of Reserve Pair Areas within Oregon’s 

Northern Coast Range Adaptive Management Area (dated June 1, 2000).   

 

Spotted Owl Surveys   

Forested areas near the log placement area were surveyed by BLM contractors in 2006-2007 and by Oregon 

Department of Forestry contractors in 2007.  No spotted owls were detected within two miles of any stream 

reach within the fish habitat restoration project area.  Almost all forested areas near the log source areas 

were surveyed by BLM between 2004 and 2008.  No spotted owls were detected within 2 miles of any of 

the log source areas surveyed. 

 

Spotted Owl Habitat    

Fish habitat restoration proposes to remove approximately 120 trees along approximately 7.8 miles of road.  

Trees to be removed are all from stands that are 90-120 years old.  There are approximately 189 acres of 

forested stands within the log source area based on a 100 foot buffer around the selected road sections.  This 

is the maximum distance away from a road that heavy equipment can be used to remove logs or trees from 

roadside stands.  Most trees selected for removal would be closer than 100 feet because all trees would be 

selected from the first two lines of trees along edges   All of these potentially affected acres are considered 

suitable owl habitat, although marginal quality. 

 

Although there would be no trees removed along the stream reaches within the fish habitat restoration 

project area, suitable habitat exists along several of the upper reaches of the Nestucca River. 

 

Marbled Murrelet – (FT) 

 

Designated Critical Habitat    

Critical Habitat is designated to provide for the conservation and eventual recovery of the species.  Both 

project areas (stream reaches and log source areas) are located within marbled murrelet designated critical 

habitat (CHU # OR-02-e).  

 

Proximity to Known Sites   

The nearest known marbled murrelet site is located approximately 3 miles to the west of the nearest fish 

habitat restoration project area.  There are no known occupied murrelet sites within the vicinity of the 

proposed treatment units. 

 

Suitable Habitat and Murrelet Surveys    

See Table 11 for a definition of marbled murrelet suitable habitat.  Field reviews of the stands adjacent to 

roads proposed for log sources indicate that the vast majority of these acres contain no suitable nesting 
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platforms, or contain just a few platforms, and are considered to be very marginal in habitat quality.  This is 

primarily a function of stand age (1890) and the resultant lack of sufficient crown development.   

 

There are approximately 18 acres of old-growth forest along .65 miles of the uppermost reaches of the log 

placement stretch of the Nestucca River.  There are numerous legacy trees in this area that could support 

murrelet nesting platforms.  The rest of the stands next to the log placement area are similar (1890 stand 

age) to the forested stands in the log source areas.  Field review of these stands has determined that the vast 

majority of these acres contain no suitable nesting platforms or contain just a few platforms, and are 

considered to be very marginal in habitat quality.  This is primarily a function of stand age (1890) and the 

resultant lack of sufficient crown development. 

  

Component 3: Road Stabilization 
 

Northern Spotted Owl – (FT) 

 

Designated Critical Habitat    

Critical Habitat is designated to provide for the conservation and eventual recovery of the species.  

Approximately 4.2 miles of road proposed for stabilization are located within designated Critical Habitat 

for the spotted owl (CHU # OR-41).  

 

Proximity to Known Sites and RPAs 

The nearest known spotted owl site, Tucca Creek, is located approximately 2 miles from the nearest 

proposed habitat enhancement unit. The site was established in 2007 after a single nighttime detection of a 

pair of spotted owls.  Surveys in 2008-2010 have not had any detections of spotted owls in the area.  The 

Elk Creek spotted owl site is located approximately 3 miles from the nearest proposed habitat enhancement 

treatment unit.  Recent surveys associated with the Tucca Creek surveys have not resulted in spotted owl 

detections and the Elk Creek site is generally considered to be a site which is historical in nature.  Spotted 

owls were first documented in the area in 1975 and the site has not been known to be occupied for at least 

two decades.   

 

None of the proposed project areas are located within a Spotted Owl RPA (Reserve Pair Area) as delineated 

within the document entitled Delineation and Management of Reserve Pair Areas within Oregon’s 

Northern Coast Range Adaptive Management Area (dated June 1, 2000).   

 

Spotted Owl Surveys   

Forested areas near the roadside stabilization project areas were surveyed by BLM contractors in 2006-2007 

and by Oregon Department of Forestry contractors in 2007.  No spotted owls were detected within two 

miles of any road to be decommissioned.   

 

Spotted Owl Habitat    

Most of the 4.2 miles of road proposed for stabilization are within 0.25 miles of forested stands considered 

to be suitable habitat for the spotted owl.  While some the road segments are directly adjacent to stands of 

suitable habitat, most roads actually pass through forested stands that are between 25 and 40 years old 

which is not considered suitable habitat. 

 

Marbled Murrelet – (FT) 

 

Designated Critical Habitat    

Critical Habitat is designated to provide for the conservation and eventual recovery of the species.  The 

project areas are located within marbled murrelet designated Critical Habitat (CHU # OR-02-e).  

 

Proximity to Known Sites   

The nearest known marbled murrelet site is located approximately 3 miles to the west of the nearest road 

stabilization project area.  There are no known occupied murrelet sites within the vicinity of the proposed 

treatment units. 
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Suitable Habitat and Murrelet Surveys    

See Table 11 for a definition of marbled murrelet suitable habitat.  Field reviews of the stands adjacent to 

roads proposed for decommissioning indicate that the vast majority of these acres contain no suitable 

nesting platforms or contain just a few platforms, and are considered to be very marginal in habitat quality.  

This is primarily a function of stand age (1890) and the resultant lack of sufficient crown development.   

 

A portion of road 3-6-7.2 that is proposed for treatment is in proximity to a forested stand with a few trees 

that contain murrelet potential nesting platforms.  There is no other known potential marbled murrelet 

habitat identified within 0.25 miles of any other road segments proposed for road stabilization. 

3.3.2.2 Environmental Effects Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 

 
Spotted Owl – (FT) 

 

Designated Critical Habitat    

All areas proposed for Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, with the exception of those two units within section 9 

are located within designated Critical Habitat for the spotted owl (CHU # OR-41).   

 

Based upon the nature of the proposed treatments, minimal adverse impacts to spotted owl designated 

Critical Habitat would be expected.  Beneficial impacts resulting from Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 

include increasing the abundance of major constituent elements of spotted owl habitat (snags and down 

woody debris). 

 

Impacts to Known Sites and RPAs 

The nearest known spotted owl sites (Elk Creek and Tucca Creek sites) are located at least 2 miles from the 

nearest proposed habitat enhancement treatment unit.  There would be no adverse impacts to these sites 

resulting from implementation of the proposed project.   

 

None of the proposed project areas are located within a Spotted Owl RPA.   

 

Potential for Disturbance   

With the exception of project units in section 9, Wildlife Habitat Enhancement Project areas were surveyed 

by BLM contractors in 2006 and 2007, and by Oregon Department of Forestry contractors in 2007.  No 

spotted owls were detected within 1.5 miles of any Wildlife Enhancement unit.  The two proposed units in 

section 9 are small and the relative isolation of these units makes presence of spotted owls highly unlikely. 

 

Impacts to Spotted Owl Habitat    

Based upon the nature of the proposed treatments, no adverse impacts to spotted owl suitable habitat are 

expected.  No suitable habitat would be degraded or removed; all suitable habitat would continue to 

function as suitable habitat post-treatment.  No tree which is currently suitable as a spotted owl nest tree or 

any tree adjacent to a potentially suitable nest tree would be impacted. 

 

Beneficial impacts resulting from Wildlife Habitat Enhancement include increasing the abundance of major 

constituent elements of spotted owl habitat in areas identified as deficient in those elements, such as CWD 

in the form of both snags and down logs, as well as green trees with defect such as broken or dead tops.  

Created snags or snag-topped green trees would generally enhance the quality of owl habitat by providing 

potential denning and foraging sites for various prey species or possibly by developing into suitable spotted 

owl nest trees over time,.   
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Marbled Murrelet – (FT) 

 

Designated Critical Habitat    

The proposed Wildlife Habitat Enhancement would occur within designated Critical Habitat for the 

marbled murrelet (CHU# OR-02-e) except those two units within section 9.   The primary constituent 

elements of murrelet Critical Habitat are (1) individual trees with potential nesting platforms and (2) 

forested areas within 0.5 mile of individual trees with potential nesting platforms with a canopy height of at 

least one-half the site-potential tree height (USDI 1996).  No potentially suitable murrelet nest tree would 

be impacted as a part of this project. In addition, no tree would be treated adjacent to a potentially suitable 

marbled murrelet nest tree.  The majority of the trees selected for treatment would include those trees with 

relatively little crown development and the average canopy closure of the treated stands would be 

negligibly reduced.  Therefore, implementation of Wildlife Habitat Enhancement would have minimal 

potential for adverse impacts upon marbled murrelet Critical Habitat. 

 

Impacts to Known Sites   

With the nearest known occupied marbled murrelet site being approximately three miles from a proposed 

treatment unit, there are no known occupied murrelet sites within the vicinity of any of the proposed 

wildlife habitat enhancement project areas.  No known murrelet sites would be impacted by the proposed 

action. 

 

Potential for Disturbance   

Several of the proposed Wildlife Enhancement units (W7-1, W12-1, and W13-5) are within ¼ mile of 

suitable murrelet nesting habitat.  Treatment would require the use of equipment that would generate noise 

above the ambient forest noise level, or would involve climbing into the canopy of trees within a distance 

determined by the USFWS to have the potential to disturb nesting murrelets.  Treatment of those units 

could result in the disturbance of murrelets in some unsurveyed suitable nesting habitat and therefore would 

require the use of daily time restrictions during the breeding season (April 1 – September 15).  These time 

restrictions would limit work to those hours between two hours after sunrise to two hours before sunset.   

 

Impacts to Habitat 

Based upon the scale and nature of the proposed treatments, minimal potential adverse impacts to the 

suitability of habitat for murrelet use are anticipated due to the incorporated design features in section 3.2.1.  

Design features would minimize changes to the stand canopy structure.  Stands where the action would 

occur would not affect those suitable nesting stands nearby.  In areas where small patches of 3-5 trees are 

treated, the adjacent trees could respond by maintaining rapid growth of limbs into the small openings, 

possibly producing suitable nesting platforms sooner than may occur without treatment. 

 

Cumulative Effects 

 
From a cumulative impacts perspective, Wildlife Habitat Enhancement would help offset some of the 

identified short- and/or long-term adverse impacts to existing habitat resulting from the various identified 

commercial density management projects through the enhancement of existing late-seral habitat and the 

promotion of forest structure more typical of late-seral habitats.  These include impacts to existing snags 

and future, and the natural snag recruitment processes.  Similarly, since 1996, BLM has implemented 

Wildlife Habitat Enhancement Projects on approximately 2,000 acres of mature conifer-dominated stands 

located in the Nestucca Watershed (Appendix 2 – Past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions).  

These projects have involved the addition of late-seral habitat features by snag creation through tree topping 

or girdling green trees within the live crown or at the base, along with some falling of green trees for down 

woody debris and the creation of small gaps in canopy.  To date, approximately 6,000 trees have been 

treated in the Nestucca Watershed.  Cumulatively, this project and other identified past Wildlife Habitat 

Enhancement projects would have the beneficial impact of helping to move the Nestucca LSR toward the 

desired future condition a functioning block of late-seral habitat. 
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Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration 

The proposed action would be implemented and contracts written consistent with the Aquatic Restoration 

Biological Opinion (ARBO) for restoration activities signed by NOAA Fisheries (tracking # 

P/NWR/2006/06532) and USFWS (Tails # 13420-2007-F-0055) (June 2007), which is valid through 2012; 

actions occurring after this date would be implemented consistent with any new programmatic ESA 

coverage or a project-specific consultation.  Proposed actions covered under the ARBO are designed to 

ensure aquatic restoration activities would not adversely affect any listed species or their terrestrial habitat, 

including spotted owl and marbled murrelet critical habitat. 

 
Northern Spotted Owl - (FT) 

 

Designated Critical Habitat    

Both the log source and log placement portions of Fish Habitat Restoration are located within designated 

Critical Habitat for the spotted owl.  Due to the nature and scope of the Fish Habitat Restoration and 

associated design features to minimize impacts, implementation would have minimal potential adverse 

impact upon spotted owl Critical Habitat. 

 

Impacts to Known Sites and RPAs    

The nearest known spotted owl site, the Elk Creek site, is located approximately 2.0 miles from the nearest 

road proposed as a log source.  The proposed project would have no impacts upon this known site or any 

RPA.   

 

Potential for Disturbance    

Project activities are proposed to occur either during periods of low soil moisture (generally June – 

October) and/or the ODFW in-stream work window (July 1 – August 31).   In order to reduce the potential 

impacts to spotted owls as a result of disturbance, many of these activities have been scheduled to occur 

outside of the spotted owl critical breeding season (March 1 to July 7).  Although considered unlikely, 

proposed actions that generate noise above local ambient levels (tree felling, yarding, loading, hauling, and 

log placement into streams) may disturb northern spotted owls and interfere with essential foraging or 

nesting behaviors.  

 

There are no historic or known occupied spotted owl sites near any of the proposed Fish Habitat Restoration 

project areas.  Proposed disruptions within or near suitable habitat with no history of an owl nest site or 

activity center have the potential to occur within the disruption distance of an active nest site during the 

breeding season. The potential likelihood of impacts is considerably less than operations occurring within 

the vicinity of a known nesting pair of spotted owls. Almost all suitable and dispersal spotted owl habitat 

within a minimum of approximately 0.25 miles of the roads proposed for log sources and along the log 

placement portion of the Nestucca River has been surveyed to protocol and found to be unoccupied prior to 

project implementation.  These surveys were conducted between 2004-2008 by BLM and ODF for projects 

unrelated to the proposed Fish Habitat Restoration.  Therefore, potential disturbance resulting from 

implementation of the Fish Habitat Restoration Project is not expected to have any adverse effect on spotted 

owls.   

 

Spotted Owl Habitat 

All of the areas identified as log source areas are considered to be suitable habitat for the spotted owl - 

albeit of marginal quality.  To help minimize the potential for adverse impacts to spotted owls and their 

habitat, trees to be felled for fish habitat restoration would be selected cooperatively by a wildlife biologist 

and fish biologist. Although trees selected for removal would be up to 36 inches dbh, most would be less 

than 30 inches dbh.  No trees suitable as spotted owl nest trees would be removed.  Furthermore, trees felled 

or selected for fish restoration logs would generally not include the largest, dominant trees within a given 

area, or trees with the fullest crowns and/or largest branches.  Although small isolated gaps would be 

created within the canopy as a result of the removal of these trees, impacts to the overall, average canopy 

cover of the stands are considered to be negligible.  Project design features related to the removal of the 
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trees from areas identified as spotted owl suitable would help to ensure that this activity would not alter the 

ability of the area to function as suitable habitat (See Project Design Features - Fish Habitat Restoration; 

Section 3.2.1).   Due to the nature and scope of the project and associated design features to minimize 

impacts, implementation of the project would have minimal potential adverse impact upon spotted owl 

Habitat. 

 

Cumulative Effects  
Because there are no direct or indirect effects to spotted owls by either the log source or log placement 

portions of Fish Habitat Restoration, no cumulative effects to spotted owls or their habitat have been 

identified. 

 

Marbled Murrelet – (FT) 

 

Designated Critical Habitat    

Both the log source and log placement portions of the proposed Fish Habitat Restoration are located within 

Designated Critical Habitat for the marbled murrelet (CHU# OR-02-e).  The primary constituent elements 

of murrelet Critical Habitat are (1) individual trees with potential nesting platforms and (2) forested areas 

within 0.5 mile of individual trees with potential nesting platforms with a canopy height of at least one-half 

the site-potential tree height.   

 

Removal of individual trees from designated Critical Habitat may occur, but due to the nature and scope of 

the project and associated design features to minimize impacts, including the fact that no suitable nest trees 

would be damaged or removed, implementation of the project would have minimal potential adverse 

impacts upon marbled murrelet Critical Habitat including potential nesting trees in the treatment area and 

interior forest conditions. 

 

Impacts to Known Marbled Murrelet Sites   

With the nearest known occupied marbled murrelet site (Elk Creek) being approximately two miles from a 

proposed log source area and three miles away from the log placement area, the proposed project would 

have no impacts upon any known marbled murrelet site.   

 

Potential for Disturbance   

The log placement portion of the proposed Fish Habitat Restoration is within 0.25 miles of suitable nesting 

habitat for marbled murrelets.  Treatment would require the use of equipment that would generate noise 

above the ambient forest noise level within a distance determined by the USFWS to have the potential to 

disturb nesting murrelets.  Activities associated with log placement in the Nestucca River could result in the 

disturbance of murrelets in some unsurveyed suitable nesting habitat and therefore would require the use of 

daily time restrictions during the entire breeding season (April 1 – September 15).  These time restrictions 

would limit work to those hours between 2 hours after sunrise to two hours before sunset and help minimize 

the potential for disturbance of marbled murrelets. 

 

Impacts to Murrelet Habitat 

To help minimize the potential for adverse impacts to a wide range of species and habitats, including 

murrelets, trees to be felled for use in fish habitat restoration would be selected cooperatively by a wildlife 

biologist and fish biologist. No tree containing potentially suitable murrelet nesting platforms, or trees 

providing cover to a potentially suitable nest tree would be impacted by the proposed Fish Habitat 

Restoration.  Furthermore, trees felled or selected for fish restoration logs would generally not include the 

largest, dominant trees within a given area, or trees with the fullest crowns and/or largest branches. The 

average canopy closure of the stands identified as log sources would be negligibly impacted as an estimated 

120 trees would be removed over an area adjacent to a total of 7.8 miles of BLM road (approximately 189 

acres of possible log source).   Therefore, implementation of the Fish Habitat Restoration would be 

expected to have minimal adverse impact upon marbled murrelet suitable habitat within the vicinity of 

either the log source or log placement areas. 

 

Cumulative Effects  
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Because there are no direct or indirect effects to spotted owls or marbled murrelets by either the log source 

or log placement portion of Fish Habitat Restoration, no cumulative effects to these species or their habitat 

have been identified. 

 

Component 3: Road Stabilization 

 
Northern Spotted Owl - (FT) 

 

Designated Critical Habitat    

The proposed Road Stabilization is located within designated Critical Habitat for the spotted owl.  Due to 

the nature and scope of the proposal and associated design features to minimize impacts, implementation 

would be of no effect upon the critical elements of spotted owl Critical Habitat. 

 

Known Sites and RPAs    

With the nearest known spotted owl site being approximately two miles from a proposed project area, there 

are no known spotted owl sites within the vicinity of any of the roads proposed for treatment.  The project 

areas are not located within a Spotted Owl RPA (Reserve Pair Area) as delineated within the document 

entitled Delineation and Management of Reserve Pair Areas within Oregon’s Northern Coast Range 

Adaptive Management Area (dated June 1, 2000).   

 

Potential for Disturbance    

All suitable and dispersal spotted owl habitat within approximately 0.25 miles of the roads proposed for 

treatment units has been surveyed to protocol and found to be unoccupied.  Therefore, there is no potential 

for disturbance to nesting spotted owls. 

 

Spotted Owl Habitat   

Implementation of the proposed Road Stabilization would not be expected to have any impact upon the 

suitable owl habitat within the vicinity of the proposed action.  Stabilization would result in existing 

vegetation growing on the road surfaces being cleared but it would not change the character of the forested 

habitats within the general project areas.  No tree which is potentially suitable as a spotted owl nest tree 

would be affected.   

 

Marbled Murrelet - (FT)  

 

Designated Critical Habitat    

The proposed Road Stabilization would occur within Designated Critical Habitat for the marbled murrelet 

(CHU# OR-02-e).  The primary constituent elements of murrelet Critical Habitat are (1) individual trees 

with potential nesting platforms and (2) forested areas within 0.5 mile of individual trees with potential 

nesting platforms with a canopy height of at least one-half the site-potential tree height.  Based upon the 

nature of the proposal, including the project design features, there would be no effect upon murrelet critical 

habitat. 

 

Proximity to Known Sites   

With the nearest known occupied marbled murrelet site being approximately two miles from a proposed 

treatment unit, there are no known occupied murrelet sites within the vicinity of any of the roads proposed 

for treatment. 

 

Potential for Disturbance   

Several road segments proposed for stabilization (roads 3S-6W-7.2, 3S-7W-13.0) are within ¼ mile of 

unsurveyed potential or suitable murrelet nesting habitat.  Treatment would require the use of equipment 

that would generate noise above the ambient forest noise level within a distance determined by the USFWS 

to have the potential to disturb nesting murrelets.  Treatment of those roads could result in the disturbance 

of murrelets in some unsurveyed suitable nesting habitat and therefore would require the use of daily time 

restrictions during the breeding season (April 1 – September 15).  These time restrictions would limit work 

to those hours between two hours after sunrise to two hours before sunset.  Alternatively, noise related to 
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human use of these roads would be reduced, resulting in less potential disturbance to spotted owls and 

marbled murrelets. 

 

Suitable Habitat    

Implementation of the Road Stabilization would not be expected to have any impact upon suitable habitat 

within the vicinity of the proposed action. No tree which is currently potentially suitable as a murrelet nest 

tree or any tree adjacent to a potentially suitable nest tree would be affected.   

 

Cumulative Effects  
Road stabilization is will have no long-term adverse effects on T&E species because there are no direct or 

indirect adverse effects to these species.  Minor beneficial effects may be realized because stabilization and 

closing of roads will reduce the amount of human traffic in the area, allowing the area to return to a more 

natural state. 

3.3.2.3 Environmental Effects - Alternative 2: No Action  

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 
 

By selecting the No Action alternative, none of the immediate impacts associated with the proposed 

Wildlife Habitat Enhancement would occur.  The 324 acres of 90-115 year old stands would continue to 

grow and diversify over time. Eventually snags and down wood would develop as a result of tree to tree 

competition and small scale disturbances.   Eventually a more structurally complex forest stand 

characterized by potential platforms for nesting owls and murrelets, and cavities for flying squirrel use 

would result.   Any potential for accelerated positive enhancement of spotted owl and marbled murrelet 

habitat, such as maintenance of growth of large lower limbs into openings caused by treatment, would be 

foregone. 

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration 
 

Under this alternative the BLM would not implement the proposed Fish Habitat Restoration.  The local 

plant and animal communities would continue to be dependent upon and respond to ecological processes 

such as the natural CWD/LWD recruitment into streams that are currently in place.  No trees would be 

removed from the identified log source areas.  Under the “No Action” Alternative, the identified impacts of 

the action alternative upon wildlife and/or wildlife habitat would not occur within the identified project 

areas at this time. 

 

Component 3: Road Stabilization 

 
Under this alternative the BLM would not implement the proposed Road Stabilization.  Approximately 4.2 

miles of road would not be closed and rehabilitated.  There would be no stabilization or decommissioning 

of BLM controlled roads within the Cedar Creek EA planning area.  In fact, decommissioning of roads in 

this area would have a minor beneficial effect to T&E species by limiting use by humans and returning 

some roads in the area to a more natural state. 

3.3.3 Special Status, SEIS Special Attention Wildlife, and MBTA Species of 

Conservation Concern and Their Habitat 

3.3.3.1 Affected Environment (BS, S&M, MBTA species): 

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 
 

These 80-120 year old stands that are proposed for treatment are high quality red tree vole habitat.   As part 

of a previous effort, portions of units W12-1, W13-4, and W13-5 were surveyed for tree voles in 2005.  A 

total of 18 active tree vole nests were found primarily around the edges of these units.  As a result, these 
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wildlife enhancement units were reconfigured to protect known active nests in this area.  Wildlife 

enhancement units W9-1 and W9-2 were surveyed in 2010 with no active or inactive nests recorded. 

 

These stands also provide good habitat for species of birds that prefer denser more continuous forest 

canopy, such as some warbler and kinglet species.  Proximity to early seral stage stands creates edges that 

are beneficial to olive-sided flycatchers and purple finches and some species of bats.  Habitat for sensitive 

mollusk species is provided for in areas where there is currently coarse wood and hardwoods, including in 

the riparian areas.  Observations of harlequin ducks have occurred within the mainstem of the Nestucca 

River up to approximately the Fan Creek confluence, a point approximately 1 mile downstream from the 

nearest wildlife enhancement unit.  Four of the wildlife enhancement units (W13-1, W13-4, W13-5, and 

W17-1) contain small first or second order streams that could possibly be used by harlequin ducks during 

the nesting season.  Only those forest stands that have hemlock mistletoe infection would provide habitat 

for the Johnson’s hairstreak. 

 

Dispersed bald eagle usage may occur throughout the Nestucca watershed including the Wildlife 

Enhancement project areas wherever suitable eagle habitat is present.  Eagle usage of the area would most 

probably occur during the late fall or winter months.  However, based upon stand age and proximity to the 

Nestucca River, portions of some of the wildlife habitat enhancement units are considered to be suitable 

habitat for the bald eagle although no bald eagle nest trees or eagle roost sites have been identified.  

Currently this habitat is probably better suited for dispersed roosting or resting rather than nesting.  The 

nearest known bald eagle nest is historic in nature and located along Elk Creek about 3 miles west of the 

nearest proposed treatment unit.  Because of the high visibility of bald eagles and bald eagle nests, it is 

unlikely that undiscovered bald eagle nests or roosts are located within the project area.   

 

See also Affected Environment section for Special Status, SEIS Special Attention Wildlife, and MBTA 

Species of Conservation Concern and Their Habitat for Project 1 (section 2.3.3.1). 

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration 
 

Projects such as those portions of the restoration project addressing fish habitat restoration fall under the 

Pechman Exemption (See Section 1.2.1) and therefore, no surveys for S&M species are required. 

 

The stands proposed for treatment as log source areas are 80-120 year old Douglas-fir stands and may 

provide high quality red tree vole habitat.   Proximity to roads may be beneficial to olive-sided flycatchers 

and purple finches and some species of bats.  Habitat for sensitive mollusk species is provided for in areas 

where there is currently coarse wood and hardwoods, including in the riparian areas, but not necessarily 

near road edges where microclimate tends to be more xeric.  Observations of harlequin ducks have occurred 

within the mainstem of the Nestucca River up to approximately the Fan Creek confluence, a point 

approximately 1 mile downstream from the nearest reach of the reach proposed for stream restoration. 

 Only those forest stands that have hemlock mistletoe infection would provide habitat for the Johnson’s 

hairstreak. 

 

Dispersed eagle usage may occur throughout the proposed log source areas and along the Nestucca River 

wherever suitable eagle habitat is present.  Currently the stands associated near the log source areas are 

probably better suited for dispersed roosting or resting rather than nesting.  Based upon stand age and 

proximity to the Nestucca River, portions of some of the log placement reaches of the Nestucca River are 

considered to be suitable habitat for the bald eagle although no suitable eagle nest trees or eagle roost sites 

have been identified.  The nearest known bald eagle nest is historic in nature and located along Elk Creek 

about 3 miles west of the nearest proposed treatment unit.  Because of the high visibility of bald eagles and 

bald eagle nests, it is unlikely that undiscovered bald eagle nests or roosts are located within either the log 

source or log placement areas.   

 

See also Affected Environment section for Special Status, SEIS Special Attention Wildlife, and MBTA 

Species of Conservation Concern and Their Habitat for Project 1 (section 2.3.3.1). 
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Component 3: Road Stabilization 
 

The roads proposed for stabilization do not contain little suitable habitat for any BS, S&M, or MBTA 

species of concern.  The road segments proposed for stabilization and closure are currently accessible by 

vehicles and/or OHV traffic.  There is no existing coarse woody debris on these roads and they generally 

lack duff layers or much organic detritus on the surface.   There may be some areas where the road has been 

reestablished with young red alder that could act as nesting and forging substrate for some bird species.  

Most of roads proposed for stabilization have been in a disturbed state for more than 20 years. 

3.3.3.2 Environmental Effects - Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 
 

Implementation of Alternative 1 of the Wildlife Enhancement Project would not be expected to result in the 

loss of population viability for any Special Status/Survey and Manage Species that may occur in the project 

area, or result in the need to elevate their status to any higher level of concern including the need to list 

under the ESA.  This is primarily a result of the nature and scope of the proposed project as well as 

incorporated design features that minimize the potential for adverse impacts.   Overall, a wide range of 

species that utilize or depend upon snags and/or downed logs in addition to those discussed below would be 

expected to benefit from the proposal. 

 

Bald Eagle  
Impacts to Known Eagle Sites 

Because of the high visibility of bald eagles and bald eagle nests, it is unlikely that this project would be 

located in areas with undiscovered bald eagle nests or roosts.  If a new bald eagle nest or roost is 

discovered, any project activity within 0.25 mile or 0.5-mile sight distance would immediately be evaluated 

by the unit wildlife biologist for potential effects on bald eagles and mitigated to prevent disturbances.  No 

impacts to any known eagle sites would be expected to result from implementation of the Wildlife 

Enhancement Project. 

 

Suitable Bald Eagle Habitat Modification 

Conifers in the Wildlife Enhancement Project area are approximately120 years old.  Trees in this age class 

seldom exhibit the type of decadence that is preferred by bald eagles.  This project would promote the 

continued and accelerated development of bald eagle nesting and roosting habitat.  The creation of 

deformed tops in dominant conifers by topping, and promotion of large crowns by releasing dominant 

conifers, has the potential for long-term beneficial impacts to the quality of eagle habitat within the area by 

providing an increased opportunity for roosting sites and, given enough time, nest sites.   

 

Due to the nature of the project and its expected positive impacts, the Wildlife Enhancement Project would 

have no adverse effect on bald eagles based on habitat modification.   

 

Potential for Disturbance 

There are no known eagle nests or communal roost sites within one-quarter mile of the project area.  

Dispersed eagle usage may occur throughout the project area, but this eagle usage of the area would most 

probably occur during the late fall or winter months.  As a result of project implementation, the project may 

generate noise above the ambient level which could displace roosting bald eagles.  It is expected that 

displaced birds would temporarily relocate to other areas containing suitable habitat and lower levels of 

disturbance activity.   

 

Mollusks  

Habitat-disturbing activities are defined as those disturbances likely to have significant negative impact on 

the species’ habitat, its life cycle, microclimate, or life support requirements as described in the ROD_S&G, 

Attachment 1, p.22 (USDA/USDI 2001).  Based upon the various project design features, as well as the 

nature of the treatments, Wildlife Habitat Enhancement is not expected to be habitat disturbing to the point 
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of triggering the need for pre-project mollusk surveys.  In fact, falling of conifers may have a net beneficial 

effect on mollusks by augmenting existing CWD levels, thus promoting future maintenance and promotion 

of higher quality mollusk habitat.  Should any populations of mollusk species of concern be present within 

or near a treatment unit, the project would not be expected to adversely impact the maintenance of the 

population at the site, or contribute to the need to elevate their status to any higher level of concern, 

including the need to list under the ESA. 

 

Harlequin Duck 

The proposed wildlife habitat enhancement project is not expected to affect harlequin ducks.  Sightings of 

breeding harlequin ducks have been extremely rare in the Nestucca River drainage and no sightings of 

harlequin ducks have been reported this far upstream.  Although some tree felling may occur into streams 

that flow into the Nestucca River, the streams within the units are steep and small in nature and it is 

unlikely that harlequin ducks use streams of this size for nesting.  Additionally, the in-stream work period 

(July 1 – September 15) would be adhered to when trees would be felled into stream reaches; this would 

also serve to minimize the potential for adverse impacts to duck breeding behavior. 

 

Bats 
The proposed wildlife habitat enhancement project may marginally improve the quality of bat habitat.  

These treatments could potentially provide additional roosting and foraging opportunities for a number of 

bat species by creating small openings in the forest canopy, and by augmenting existing quantities of snags, 

logs, and green trees with defect within the treated stands. 

 

Red Tree Vole 

All the currently known red tree vole sites within the general project area are being managed in accordance 

with Management Recommendations for the Oregon Red Tree Vole (USDA-USDI 2000).  There are no 

additional planned surveys for the red tree vole because this project does not trigger the need for surveys 

according to Criteria 3 from the Survey Protocol for the Red Tree Vole: “The proposed project is a habitat 

disturbing activity that has the potential to cause significant negative effect on the species habitat or the 

persistence of the species at the site” (USDA-USDI 2002).  Including provisions in CWD enhancement 

projects that protect against selecting trees that appear to have nest structures, or avoiding the selection of 

trees that when treated would impact trees with nest structures, would greatly reduce the possibility of 

encountering active red tree vole nests during project implementation.  Consequently, CWD enhancement 

projects (containing the appropriate design features) would not “cause significant negative effect on the 

species habitat or the persistence of the species at the site” and therefore would not meet criterion 3, and 

since not all three criteria are met, surveys would not be required. 

 

The physical integrity of the treated stands to maintain and provide for expansion of a population of red tree 

voles would not be impacted.  The number of trees to be treated would not appreciably open the overall 

canopy and its related interconnected branches.  Therefore, impacts to red tree voles if they were to occupy 

the area of the proposed action are expected to be very unlikely as a result of implementing the Wildlife 

Habitat Enhancement Project.  Finally, Project Design Features that deal with the unlikely scenario of 

encountering an active red tree vole nest would further protect this species (see Section 2.2.3). 

 

Habitat improvement activities of tree topping or top girdling, base girdling or felling of selected individual 

trees dispersed throughout a uniform stand to promote snag, coarse wood, and cavity creation to add old-

growth characteristics would improve habitat for red tree voles.  Small gaps created by clumped treatments 

may stimulate the formation of platforms of dominant trees released by these treatments like those 

platforms apparently created by tree responses to openings near roads and old clearcut edges.   

 

Based upon the nature of the proposed wildlife habitat enhancement treatments, including the fact that a 

very small portion of available habitat in the Nestucca watershed would be impacted, the project would not 

be expected to impact the current or future suitability of the treated stands for use by red tree voles.  

Impacts to individual red tree voles possibly occupying the proposed actions areas would be expected to be 

very unlikely as a result of implementing the proposed wildlife habitat enhancement treatments.   In 

accordance with the design features related to red tree vole protection, the project is expect to result in the 
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protection of the physical integrity of any nest site that may be within the treatment areas to maintain its 

population and provide for expansion of the number of active nests at the site. 

 

Johnson’s Hairstreak 

Since the project would only target Douglas-fir trees for treatment there is very little likelihood that the 

Johnson’s hairstreak would be affected by the project.  The only possibility would be if a felled or topped 

tree damages a western hemlock limb that is infected by mistletoe, which also happens to be host to the 

butterfly larvae.  Therefore, it is highly unlikely that this project would adversely affect populations of 

Johnson’s hairstreak. 

 

Bird Species of Concern covered by the MBTA 

The implementation of the Wildlife Enhancement Project could temporarily displace individual migratory 

birds as they react to the disturbance created by project implementation.  Depending upon a number of 

factors, including the timing of the disturbance relative to breeding chronology, intensity and duration of 

the disturbance, distance to the nest site, and tolerance to disturbance, some activities of the project could 

result in nest abandonment or failure.  However, the failure of a nesting attempt during one nesting season 

would not be expected to reduce the persistence of any MBTA bird species in the watershed.  Based on 

design features incorporated into this project, it is unlikely that nest failures or other serious disturbance to 

birds would occur.  Wildlife Habitat Enhancement may have minor beneficial effects for MBTA and other 

bird species by augmenting existing quantities of snags, logs, and green trees with defect within the treated 

stands. 

 

Cumulative Effects 

Additional nesting and foraging opportunities for some birds and mammals can be expected by accelerating 

growth of live crowns and by creating small gaps.  As a result, there should be a positive effect to wildlife 

habitat over time.  Because there are no direct or indirect adverse impacts to wildlife habitat, there are no 

identified adverse cumulative impacts to wildlife habitat by implementing the Wildlife habitat Enhancement 

component.  BLM has no other plans for the project area in the near future. 

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration 

 
The project involves the addition of large woody debris into the active stream channel and adjacent riparian 

areas.  Overall, a wide range of species including Special Status Species that utilize or depend upon 

structurally diverse stream habitats or downed logs and snags would be expected to benefit from the 

proposal.  Since the project is expected to benefit salmon runs, food sources for bald eagles may increase at 

certain times of the year when spawned out salmon die.   
 

Primarily as a result of the nature and scope of the proposed project (including incorporated design features 

to minimize the potential for adverse impacts), implementation of the Proposed Action would not be 

expected to result in the loss of population viability for any Special Status Species, SEIS Special Attention 

Wildlife Species, or MBTA Species of Concern that may occur in either the log source areas or within and 

near the stream restoration reaches.   Wildlife Biologists will be involved in selecting trees to be felled 

within the log source areas.  No hemlocks will be felled that could have a negative impact on Johnson’s 

Hairstreak, and no trees with suspected nests for red tree voles or any species of bird would be selected for 

this project.  Additionally, no trees with defects that may be desirable to bats (dead tops, sluffing bark, or 

other desirable habitat features) would be selected. 

 

Cumulative Effects  
From a cumulative impacts perspective, those portions of the Fish Habitat Restoration Project addressing 

the restoration or enhancement of fisheries habitat would help offset some of the short- and long-term 

adverse impacts to existing and future CWD recruitment resulting from the various land management 

activities within the watershed which primarily include the management of intermingled industrial 

timberlands, generally on relatively short rotations for timber production.  There would be no identified 

adverse cumulative impacts to wildlife or wildlife habitat as a result of implementation of the Fish Habitat 

Restoration component. 
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Component 3: Road Stabilization 

 
Primarily as a result of the nature and scope of the proposed project (include incorporated design features to 

minimize the potential for adverse impacts) as well as the nature of the habitats impacted (primarily 

compacted road surfaces ), implementation of Road Stabilization would not be expected to result in the loss 

of population viability for any Special Status Species, SEIS Special Attention Wildlife Species, or MBTA 

Species of Concern that may occur along these roads, or result in the need to elevate their status to any 

higher level of concern including the need to list under the ESA.  

 

Cumulative Effects  
Road stabilization will have no long-term adverse effects on Special Status, SEIS Special Attention, or 

MBTA Species of Concern because there are no direct or indirect adverse effects to these species.  In fact, 

decommissioning of roads in this area would have a minor beneficial effect to most species by limiting use 

by humans and returning some roads in the area to a more natural state. 

3.3.3.3 Environmental Effects - Alternative 2: No Action  

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 
 

A total of 324 acres of mature forest would not receive treatment at this time to augment current CWD 

levels in the form of green trees converted into snags or snag topped green trees, trees felled for down log 

habitat and/or in-stream large woody debris. The CWD habitat components within the treatment units 

would continue to be heavily weighted toward down logs of the later decay classes rather than having a 

wider range of decay classes present within the stands and a larger percentage of the total CWD volume 

present in the form of snags.  The forest stands would continue to grow and develop without management 

intervention at this time.  The development of those features of late-seral stage habitat promoted by 

implementation of the Wildlife Habitat Enhancement Project (e.g. snag-topped green trees, snags, fresh 

down logs) would be expected to occur in a slower time frame than under Alternative 1.  The Desired 

Future Condition, late-seral stage habitat with a CWD level equal at least to 3200 to 5940 cubic feet of 

CWD per acre, spread across all decay classes would be expected to be eventually reached, but over a much 

longer period of time.  

 

Selection of the No Action alternative would not have any appreciable impact to any Special Status, SEIS 

Special Attention, or MBTA Species of Conservation Concern.   

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration 

 
Under this alternative the BLM would not implement the Fish Habitat Restoration Project.  Under the “No 

Action” Alternative, the identified beneficial and adverse impacts of the action alternative upon wildlife 

and/or wildlife habitat would not occur within the identified treatment units at this time. 

 

Component 3: Road Stabilization 
 

Under this alternative the BLM would not implement the Road Stabilization Project.  Under the “No 

Action” Alternative, the identified beneficial and adverse impacts of the action alternative upon wildlife 

and/or wildlife habitat would not occur within the identified treatment units at this time. 

3.3.4 Soils Resources 

3.3.4.1 Affected Environment   

 

Project 2 is located in the same general area as Project 1.  The affected environment is generally similar to 

Project 1.  (See the Affected Environment under Section 2.3.5.1 for an overall description of the soil 
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resources in the project area).  Additional information about the affected environment in Project 2 is 

presented below.  

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement  
 

The affected environment of the wildlife habitat treatment area differs from Project 1 primarily by having 

steeper terrain that is more prone to mass movement.  Soils in this area have favorable climate and soil 

properties for growing forest vegetation and are resilient to disturbance.    

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration  

 
The proposed fish habitat restoration stream reach is approximately 2.5 miles long located within a narrow, 

constrained, V-shaped valley.  At the bottom along the river is a narrow, discontinuous strip of alluvial soils 

composed of sandy loams and loamy sands, river wash and rock outcrop.  On slightly higher elevations on 

low terraces are narrow bands of rock (cobble to large boulders size) that were deposited during the 

Meadow Lake Dam failure in November 1962. 

 
The soil types in the area that would be used to access the reach and the source areas for logs are 
similar as those described in the Density Management Thinning in Project 1 (See Section 2.3.5.1) The area 

adjacent to the reach is well vegetated or armored by bedrock.  Former access trails used to place rock and 

logs in the Upper Nestucca Restoration and Enhancement Project about eight years ago are thickly covered 

by vegetation and are difficult to distinguish from surrounding terrain. Soil erosion on hillslopes and 

streambanks is minimal. The proposed source areas for fish habitat logs are located within 100 feet of roads 

on ridgetops, benches, and upper hillslopes.  

Component 3: Road Stabilization  

 

Soils within roadways are highly disturbed.  These soils are dedicated to "non forest road" use and 

productivity is not a consideration.  Soils adjacent to proposed roads for stabilization are similar to those 

described in the Affected Environment in Section 2.3.4.1.  Road gradients are generally gentle (2 to 10 

percent).  Approximately 3.4 miles of roads are located on mid to upper hillslopes.  The remaining 

approximately 0.8 miles of roads (primarily 3-7-14.1 road) are on mountain ridgetops.  Approximately 0.6 

miles of road (primarily the 3-7-17 road) show signs of instability (slumping and seepage).   

3.3.4.2 Environmental Effects - Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement  
 

Proposed activities (girdling, topping, and falling trees) would result in negligible ground disturbance and 

no loss in soil productivity.  Current soil conditions and trends would continue.  

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration  

 
Removing up to 120 trees for the in-stream project, decking them, yarding across access trails, and placing 

them into streams would disturb soils.  Best Management Practices and Project Design Features such as 

restricting the use of heavy equipment to periods of low soil moisture, and avoiding steep and unstable 

areas and areas where soil damage cannot be easily mitigated would minimize soil damage.  Following 

completion of in-stream work, all access trails and disturbed areas would be decompacted and if needed, 

graded, waterbarred, seeded or mulched. 

 

Most of the soil disturbance would be light compaction and displacement in narrow trails from yarding trees 

to roads, decking them and placing them into the stream channel.  Within one year after the completion of 

the project, surface disturbance would be discontinuous and difficult to detect visually. Severe 

disturbance would largely occur from uprooting up to 60 whole trees (including their stumps and root wads) 

with an excavator.  The action of pulling and pushing would pull up mineral and subsoils and create pits 
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roughly 3 to 8 feet in radius and two to three feet in depth.  This action is not expected to measurably affect 

the long-term soil productivity at the site or project area scale. 

 

Erosion rates in these disturbed areas would increase, however most of the eroded particles would travel a 

short distance (ten feet or less) before being deposited or trapped by debris.  

 
Component 3: Road Stabilization  

 
Essentially all of the proposed road stabilization activities would be confined to existing roads and have no 

effect on soil productivity.  Waste material from roadwork would be disposed of in approved, stable waste 

disposal sites. Soil erosion would be minimized with the implementation of BMPs and PDFs.  The proposed 

roadwork would improve the surface drainage in the project area and reduce the risk for mass wasting on 

the 0.6-mile stretch of the 3-7-13 road. 

 

Cumulative Effects  
 

For all Projects (Project 1 and Project 2) 

 

Under Project 1, the greatest cumulative effect would be the irreversible loss of approximately 4 acres 

of productive forestlands from constructing new spur road and developing a small rock quarry.  There 

would also be increase of soil compaction and displacement associated with constructing skid trails, 

landings, roads, and stream restoration access trails. The aerial extent and degree of disturbance would 

remain within accepted district's RMP guidelines of less than 10% disturbance. 

 

Under Project 2, the greatest cumulative effect would be localized severe ground disturbance from 

uprooting up to 60 whole trees for the in-stream project.  

 

Overall combined effect of Project 1 and Project 2, would be less than one percent reduction in soil 

productivity as described in the district 1994 Proposed Resource Management Plan (Chapter 4-12).  

Effects would be contained within or adjacent to the project activity areas, and there would be no other 

uses affecting this resource. 

3.3.4.3 Environmental Effects - Alternative 2: No Action  

 

All Components within Project 2 (Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, Fish Habitat Restoration, and  Road 

Stabilization)  

  
Current soil processes and conditions as described under the Affected Environment in Section 3.3.5.1 

would continue to occur based on current conditions. 

 

3.3.5 Water Resources 

3.3.5.1 Affected Environment   

 

Project 2 is located in the same general area as Project 1.  The affected environment is generally similar to 

Project 1.  (See the Affected Environment under Section 2.3.5.1 for an overall description of the water 

resources in the project area).  Additional information about the affected environment is described below.  

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement  

 

The proposed wildlife habitat treatment area is located within the Headwaters Nestucca River and the Elk 

Creek Nestucca River 6th-field subwatersheds of the upper Nestucca River 5th-field watershed.  The 

affected environment differs from Project 1 primarily by having steeper terrain that is more prone to mass 
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movement.  Stream channels where the snag and CWD creation would occur are primarily very small, 

intermittent headwater tributaries.  

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration  

 

The proposed 2.5-mile fish habitat restoration reach is located in the Headwaters Nestucca River sixth-field 

subwatershed.  It is in a narrow (mainly less than 250 feet bottom), V-shaped valley.  Underlying the river 

is a hard volcanic rock (Siletz River Volcanics).  The Nestucca River Access Road bounds the reach on the 

north side, diminishing the potential for woody debris recruitment and reducing the area that the channel 

can migrate.  The south side of the reach is constrained by very steep hillsides covered by forest vegetation 

dominated by 120-year old Douglas-fir trees.  Roughly 15-30 large trees from this area have fallen in or 

near the proposed treatment channel in recent years.  Stream substrate is composed of bedrock, boulders, 

cobbles, gravels, sand, and silt with bedrock being the dominant substrate.  The proposed restoration reach 

is generally in proper functioning condition. It has adequate vegetation and stable channels.  However, it 

lacks adequate levels of large woody debris and channel complexity.  In addition, parts of the river channel 

appear to have lost contact with its floodplain.  

  

The proposed sources of up to 120 logs to be used for in-stream structures are located within three sixth-

field watersheds of the upper Nestucca River fifth-field watershed: Headwaters Nestucca River, Elk Creek-

Nestucca River, and Testament Creek-Nestucca River.  It is also within the Upper Willamina Creek sixth-

field subwatershed in the Willamina Creek fifth-field watershed.  Logs would come from LSR or Riparian 

Reserves LUAs.  Approximately 11 first and second order streams and one fourth order stream cross the 

proposed source areas.  

 

Prior to the construction of the Nestucca Access Road (1958-1960) and the Meadow Lake Dam failure, 

river conditions were very different. The channel was connected to its floodplain and had more area for 

channel migration, had lower gradients and slower flows, and contained more channel complexity 

(more quality pools and large woody debris).  During road construction much of the riparian 

vegetation, large wood debris, and logjams were removed. Much of the road has confined the river 

channel limiting its ability to migrate and increasing its stream velocity.  In November 1962, the Meadow 

Lake Dam failed. The resulting flood scoured the channel to bedrock below the reservoir, creating large 

“boulder-strewn terraces” along much of the channel (further limiting channel migration), and transporting 

standing trees and large woody debris (LWD) out of the natural floodplain.  Most trees located in the 

floodplain and terraces are red alder and appear to be around the same age as the dam failure.   

 

BLM has been working to improve aquatic habitat for salmonids in the Nestucca River watershed.  

Beginning in the mid-1980s, BLM placed boulders and logs in channels, constructed deflectors, and 

excavated earth to construct pools from River Mile 38.5 to 46.  Under the Upper Nestucca Restoration and 

Enhancement Project (OR-086-00-02) in 2001 to 2004, BLM placed approximately 300 logs and some 

boulders with the aid of ground-based equipment and helicopters into the upper Nestucca River.  

Approximately 30 logs were placed into the 2.5-mile reach of the project area. 

 

In December of 2007, a 100+ year peak flow event occurred in the upper Nestucca River drainage, most 

likely centering in the Walker Creek drainage.  This assessment is based upon rainfall data, stream flows, 

and channel observations.  Widespread erosion and flooding occurred along the Walker Creek road.  Storm 

waters scoured large areas of the channel as evidenced by water lines on bedrock up to five feet above 

normal high flows.  Many of the logs placed into the channel in 2002 and 2004 by BLM were transported 

downstream.  Some of them collected high up on the floodplain and others into several logjams.  The 

largest logjams are located downstream of the project reach. 

 

Component 3: Road Stabilization  

 

Roads proposed for stabilization are located within Headwater Nestucca River subwatershed.  They cross 

ten 1
st
 order, perennial, headwater streams.  The crossing structures consist of metal culverts, mostly 

undersized and in poor condition.  The proposed action would remove approximately eight culverts, all with 
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the exception of one are 18 inches in diameter and covered by shallow fill.  One culvert on the 3-7-12.2 

road is 30 inches in diameter and appears to be in good condition.  However, it appears to very undersized 

and prone to plugging.   Most of the roads show no sign of instability.  The hillside above the 3-7-17 road is 

wet due to seepage and is slumping.   The road crosses five streams.  The last stream crossing, 

approximately 40 inches wide, is nearly completely blocked with sediment.  Most of the water is flowing a 

down an eroded ditch approximately 150 feet, and then across an eroded road surface into a new channel.  

The proposal would remove all of the stream crossings on the 3-7-17 road and return the water that is now 

flowing down the ditch back into its natural channel. 

3.3.5.2 Environmental Effects - Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement  
 

Proposed activities (girdling, topping, and falling trees) would not result in substantial impacts to water 

resources.  Streams where treatment would occur would be primarily very small, intermittent, headwater 

streams.  Trees near streams would be selected to avoid reducing effect shade.  Felling a few trees into a 

few small headwater channels may have a local affect on channel structure by reducing stream velocity, 

redirecting flow around the obstructions, and adding sediment storage capacity.  However, these affects 

would not likely be distinguishable from the range of natural disturbance events (e.g. windthrow and large 

storm events).   

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration  

 

The proposed action is not expected to substantially affect other water quality parameters including 

chemical contamination, nutrients, bacteria, and dissolved oxygen.   All equipment to be used near streams 

would be required to have a chemical spill emergency kit to reduce the potential for contamination from 

accidental spills. The main water resource concern and focus of this analysis is the potential for 1) changes 

in channel complexity and stream velocity, 2) increase in water temperature; and 3) increase in 

sediment/turbidity.   

 
1) Channel Complexity and Stream Velocity 

 

The placement of large wood in-channel is expected to result in a short to medium term improvement in 

channel characteristics as woody debris continues to be recruited into the river. The additional logs in the 

channel would immediately begin redirecting flows around obstructions, increasing scour and trapping 

organic material and substrates including gravels.  Over time, more wood and sediment material would 

collect behind the in-stream logs, channel bed elevations would rise in places (especially around full 

spanning logjams), channel widths would widen, and more of the floodplain would be accessed.  Channel 

stability, roughness and complexity would increase.  Because there are many complicating factors involved 

(e.g., timing, quantity and size of peak flow events, the longevity of the wood structures, and large wood 

recruitment), the exact site-specific effects cannot be precisely predicted.   

 

There is a risk that the log placements could undercut part of the Nestucca Access Road or damage a bridge 

downstream.   The risk is expected to low because 1) logs would be 1.5 times as long as the channel is wide 

and 2) logs would be strategically placed in the channel so that they do not redirect flows into sensitive 

portions of road.  The Nestucca Access Road is located well above the floodplain and is protected by 

boulders along most it its length. 

 

There is also some risk, due to the nature of placing a buoyant material into a fast, relatively high volume, 

flowing river and complicating factors mentioned earlier, that the log installations would not performed as 

intended as measured by time and function.  Project planning and design, using appropriately sized logs, 

root wads, rebar pins, and boulders to resist downstream movement would reduce this risk.  In addition, 

logs would installed in places where large wood naturally accumulate and in logjams averaging 8 to 15 key 

pieces. 
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2) Water Quality 

 

a. Water Temperature 

 

The proposed action is unlikely to result in a measurable change in stream temperature because streamside 

shade would not be reduced by a measurable extent.  Logs selected for instream habitat restoration would 

come from single or small groups of trees, generally widely spaced, and within 100 feet of road surfaces. 

Only a small number of individual live trees determined to be hazardous to safe working conditions would 

be removed from the primary shade zone.  Few, mostly small trees would likely be needed to be removed to 

access the stream channel. 

 

b. Sediment/Turbidity  

 

Placing up to 120 trees with up to 60 whole trees and keying them into streambanks with heavy equipment 

would add soil and mobilize fine sediment in the stream channel.  Sediment delivery would be reduce by 

the implementing project design features such as designating access trails, revegetating disturbed soils, 

installing water bars, placing obstructions to capture sediment, and removing as much soil as possible from 

root wads. 

 

Visible turbidity increases (mostly pulses) would not be expected to extend beyond three hours per day.  

Due to the low summer flows, most of that sediment generated by log placement initially would travel short 

distances downstream before being stored in the channel.  Following the first winter high flows most of the 

fine sediment stored in stream channels from this action would be mobilized and move out of the system. 

Over the next few years, there would likely be increases in streambank erosion and channel scour 

increasing the sediment supply and turbidity, especially during winter storm events.  Over time, the addition 

of large wood would increase sediment storage and slow sediment transport rates.   

 
Component 3: Road Stabilization  

 

Most road-related erosion and sediment delivery are associated with large storm events that trigger stream 

crossing failures, stream diversions, and mass wasting including debris slides and smaller road slumps.  In 

the long-term, the propose action would reduce the potential for these adverse affects on the 4.2 miles of 

BLM-controlled roads, especially on the 0.6 mile stretch of the 3-7-13 road and the large stream crossing on 

the 3-7-12.2 road.  In addition, removal of culverts would allow wood, water, and sediment to move more 

naturally through the stream network. 

 

Culvert removals would result in some short-term (1 to 4 years) pulses of sediment and increased turbidity 

following the first few large stream flow events after culvert removal activities and after that point the 

stream crossing is stabilized.  Some additional sediment may occur from installing water bars and removing 

sidecast material near streams.  The amount of sediment delivered to streams would be small due to the 

small size of excavations and implementation of BMPs and PDFs.  The sediment caused by project activity 

would be redistributed downstream and become diluted as material settles in different areas. 

 

3.3.5.3 Environmental Effects - Alternative 2: No Action  

 

All Components (Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, Fish Habitat Restoration, and  Road Stabilization)  

 

Current hydrologic and water quality conditions and trends described in the Affected Environment Section 

2.3.5.1 would continue. Riparian vegetation would continue to grow.  Stream shade would remain 

unchanged or slightly increase along streams.  However, the overall stream temperature would not decrease 

because the effective shade is near or at site capacity.  Current low levels of LWD in streams and poor 

sediment storage in channels would continue at current trends, changing periodically with new disturbance.  

Chronic fine sediment delivery to streams would continue from road and OHV trails related sources. 
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Cumulative Effects: 
 

Project 1 and Project 2 are unlikely to have any measurable direct or indirect effect on peak flows, channel 

morphology, stream temperatures, pH, or dissolved oxygen. Current conditions and trends for these 

attributes would likely be maintained under the proposed action. Therefore, the Proposed Action for these 

projects have little potential for contributing to any cumulative effects to these hydrology and water quality 

attributes in this subwatershed. 

 

Sediment and Turbidity  

 

Implementation of Project 1 and Project 2 would likely result in short-term (<5 years), incremental increase 

in sediment loads and turbidity levels.  The BLM has no other management plans within the subwatershed 

for the near future. However, additional sediment loads could come from future private and state road 

timber harvest and timber hauling.  The most likely area where predicted increases in sediment from the 

Proposed Actions could overlap in time and space with other actions and result in adverse cumulative 

effects is along common haul routes adjacent to streams. This would include the Ginger Creek (3-6-8.1) and 

Cedar Creek (3-6-5 and 3-6-8) haul routes (Project 1). Private timber companies and the state commonly 

haul timber (including during the wet season) across these roads.  

 

Given that these hauls roads will be in good condition and under BLM control, potential contribution from 

other actions to increased turbidity levels and sediment yields would likely be limited in magnitude and 

duration. Any cumulative effect would not likely be detectable beyond a few hundred feet downstream of 

stream crossings and would not likely result in any measurable change in water quality on the scale of the 

6th-field or effect beneficial uses. Again, this sediment and turbidity contribution would be short-lived 

(primarily in the first winter following road repairs).  In the long-term, road improvement and renovation, 

road decommissioning, and culvert replacement would reduce sediment delivery within the action area. 

3.3.6 Threatened or Endangered Fish Species or Habitat 

 

Oregon Coast Coho  (Oncorhynchus kisutch)  

 
In 1997, the National Marine Fisheries Service and the State of Oregon identified simplified channel 

morphology, lack of in-stream roughness, and substrate changes as “factors for decline” related to in-stream 

physical habitat conditions that potentially reduce or limit coho populations in the ESU (OCSRI 1997).   

These declines in habitat quality are most likely related to extensive timber harvest, road construction, and 

increases in human activity. 

 

Coho historically used habitats distributed throughout a watershed, moving between different stream 

reaches as needed to maximize growth and survival at each life stage.  However, past land management 

activities have had a significant impact on the distribution and quality of in-stream physical habitat for 

coho, particularly the lack of LWD, lack of complex pools and disconnection from the floodplain.   

 

Coho prefer to spawn in moderate gradients from one to five percent in small to medium size streams with 

gravel substrate from 1.3 to 10.2 cm in diameter with cold oxygenated water.   After emergence in the 

spring, coho fry typically remain in freshwater for a full year. During their year in freshwater, young coho 

prefer complex pool, edge cover and backwater habitats over faster water habitats.  These habitat types are 

particularly important to the survival of fry during heavy spring and winter flows to provide low velocity 

refugia.  These complex habitat types are also used by adults for cover and resting while returning to spawn.  

The Headwaters Nestucca 6
th
 field watershed provides the low gradient potential habitat.  However, lack of 

LWD, quality spawning gravels, complex pools and stream channels connected to the floodplain limit the 

use of this potential high quality habitat. 

   

OC coho and designated Critical Habitat are present in the Headwaters Nestucca subwatershed. 
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3.3.6.1 Affected Environment   

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 

 

Wildlife Habitat Enhancement would occur within the Headwaters Nestucca subwatershed in upland forest 

and within the riparian reserve LUA.  Wildlife treatments would not overlap treatment areas proposed in 

Project 1.  All proposed habitat enhancement treatments are located in upland areas or riparian reserves that 

are not in close proximity to listed fish. 

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration 

 

See section 3.3.5 Water Resources, component 2.  

  

Component 3: Road Stabilization 

 
Roads under the proposed project area are located within the Headwaters Nestucca subwatershed.  None of 

the proposed roads are located in proximity to any listed fish or critical habitat.  The closest live stream 

crossing that would be removed to listed fish and their habitat is 0.41 miles. 

3.3.6.2 Environmental Effects - Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 

 

The only causal mechanism for potential effects to listed fish from coarse wood development treatments 

would come from falling trees or portions of trees directly into streams where listed fish are present. This 

project does not propose to fall any trees or portions of trees into listed fish habitat and therefore is expected 

to have “No Effect” on OC coho or their designated Critical Habitat.   

 

Cumulative Effects 
 

There are no causal mechanism affecting fish from the wildlife project and as such there would be no 

cumulative effects as a result of implementing Alternative 1 as proposed. 

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration 
 

Effects anticipated from proposed actions would be minimal and limited to short-term disturbances by 

following the design features outlined in section 2.2.2   Adverse effects to fish and their habitat would be 

limited to periods of in-stream work with equipment or when trees are felled or placed into the stream 

channel. The felling of stream side conifers and/or alder, fish passage work and the placement of LWD 

would increase the level of disturbance at each restoration site and would most likely temporarily alter fish 

behavior.  There would also be short-term (less than two hours per day) increases in turbidity associated 

with in stream activity.  This short-term increase in turbidity would not be expected to harm individual fish 

or fish populations and would likely settle out of the water column within a quarter mile downstream due to 

the timing of in stream work during low flow periods.  Individual fish and fish populations further 

downstream than a quarter mile would not be affected.   

 

The probability of falling trees, or any LWD placements, causing direct mortality to individual fish is 

possible but unlikely.  Juvenile salmonids, and other resident fish species, would be disturbed from their 

normal feeding and resting behavior during in stream work.  Fish would be expected to move away from 

the activity and would reoccupy abandoned feeding and resting areas and resume normal behaviors upon 

completion of project activities.   

 

There would be long-term beneficial effects resulting from additions of LWD to the stream channel, 

improving fish passage and riparian planting.   Benefits would include improved and/or expanded habitat 
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for OC coho and other native fish throughout the proposed reaches as well as short and long-term 

improvements to channel complexity and stability.  

 

Habitat features resulting from LWD additions would likely include the creation of complex quality pools, 

riffles and glides.  Sediment and nutrient filtering regimes would likely revert to a more desirable state and 

the treated reaches would likely begin to accumulate spawning gravels.  The placed logs would also create 

calm areas that would contribute to the survival of juvenile OC coho and other native fish during high flow 

events.  Connection of the stream to the floodplain would increase, which helps to dissipate energy during 

high water events. 

 

Cumulative Effects: 

There are no current additional planned in-stream projects in the headwaters Nestucca Watershed.  Two 

culvert replacements on Fan Creek, ~ 4 miles downstream, will occur in 2011 to improve fish passage but 

would not magnify the effects of the proposed LWD project.  The lack of concurrent or anticipate 

restoration actions in the Headwaters Nestucca Watershed results in no causal mechanism for cumulative 

effects.   

 

Component 3: Road Stabilization 

 

Culvert removal activities associated with the road stabilization project would result in some small sediment 

inputs into associated streams.  The closest stream culvert removal to listed fish and critical habitat is 0.45 

miles.  This crossing is located on a small second order stream channel very close to its source.  Sediment 

generated from this removal is not anticipated to travel far following removal and is not likely to reach 

listed fish or their habitat.  None of the roads proposed for stabilization cross or are in proximity to listed 

fish or their habitat.    

 

Cumulative Effects:  

No sediment inputs to OC coho or OC coho critical habitat is anticipated as a result of this project and as 

such there are no cumulative effects. 

3.3.6.3 Environmental Effects - Alternative 2: No Action 

 

Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 

 

Under the No Action alternative, no treatments to enhance wildlife habitat as described in the proposed 

action would occur at this time.  The effects identified in the action alternative would not occur.  The stands 

proposed for treatment would continue on a slow trajectory toward developing increased quantities of late-

seral habitat features such as snags, snag-topped green trees and down logs.  Potential downstream 

movement of LWD to critical habitat would continue at the current rate influenced by natural disturbances 

such as landslides, debris flows and natural tree mortality and competition.   This alternative would not 

implement any actions and therefore is expected to have “No Effect” on OC coho or their designated 

Critical Habitat. 

 

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration 

 

Under the no action alternative, no in-stream placement of wood would occur.  Current wood recruitment 

trends from streamside stands would contribute small amounts of wood.  It is not anticipated that current 

natural wood recruitment levels would contribute enough LWD to improve habitat conditions for OC coho 

for many years or decades. 

 

Component 3: Road Stabilization 

 

Under the No Action alternative no road stabilization would occur.  Roads and stream crossings would 

continue to be source locations for sediment inputs into waterways.  The current low level of road 
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maintenance is likely to continue, and the road system would continue to degrade, adding sediment and 

increasing turbidity in local streams.  These sediment inputs would not be anticipated to directly impact OC 

coho or OC coho critical habitat although the potential exists for impacts associated with catastrophic fill 

failure from the crossing on 3-7-12 (NE of NW).   

3.3.7 Fish Species with Bureau Status and Essential Fish Habitat Assessment 

 

Oregon Coast Steelhead are the only species with Bureau Status located in the proposed project area, and 

are present in essentially the same distribution as OC coho.  Oregon Coast Steelhead are also listed as a 

species of concern by NOAA Fisheries, and are a sensitive species in Oregon under BLM’s Special Status 

Species listing.   Effects to Oregon Coast steelhead are discussed below. 

 

Steelhead are present in essentially the same distribution as OC coho in the project area.  Oregon Coast 

Steelhead are listed as a species of concern under the ESA, and are a sensitive species in Oregon under 

BLM’s Special Status Species policy.    

 

3.3.7.1 Affected Environment   

 

Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, Fish Habitat Restoration and Road Stabilization: 

 

See section 3.3.6.1 Affected Environment T&E Fish 

3.3.7.2 Environmental Effects - Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 
Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 

 

For the purposes of this effects analysis Oregon Coast Steelhead are so similar to OC coho in distribution as 

well as physical, and biological requirements, that the effects to them are considered the same as those 

discussed for OC coho.  (See section 3.3.6.2 T&E Fish) 

 

The actions as proposed in Project 2 would have “No Effect” on Oregon coast steelhead or contribute to the 

need to list any Bureau Status species under the ESA, or MSA. 

 

The environmental effects resulting from implementing the proposed action alternative are highly unlikely 

to have any effect on EFH.  Potential long term beneficial effects could include larger sized LWD entering 

the stream network sooner as a result of increased growth rates of trees in proximity to headwater streams in 

the treated units.  Based on the incorporated design features, proximity of project actions to MSA fish 

species and their habitat, and seasonal restrictions it is highly unlikely that the proposed action would have 

any negative effect on EFH, and is unlikely to contribute to the need to list any fish species under the MSA 

or ESA. 

 

Cumulative Effects 
 

There would be no cumulative effects as a result of implementing Alternative 1 as proposed.  The proposed 

project has no causal mechanism to negatively affect EFH. 

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration 

 
For the purposes of this effects analysis Oregon Coast Steelhead are so similar to OC coho in distribution as 

well as physical, and biological requirements, that the effects to them are considered the same as those 

discussed for OC coho.  (See section 3.3.6.2 T&E Fish) 
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Cumulative Effects: 
 

See section 3.3.6.2 for MSA and EFH cumulative effects which are identical to ESA and Critical Habitat. 

 

Component 3: Road Stabilization 

 
For the purposes of this effects analysis Oregon Coast Steelhead are so similar to OC coho in distribution as 

well as physical, and biological requirements, that the effects to them are considered the same as those 

discussed for OC coho.  (See section 3.3.6.2 T&E Fish) 

 

Cumulative Effects:  
 

See section 3.3.6.2 for MSA and EFH cumulative effects which are identical to ESA and Critical Habitat. 

Essential Fish Habitat Assessment (Project 2) 

 

Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, Fish Habitat Restoration and Road Stabilization  

 

Environmental Effects: 
 

The assessment below describes the likely effects from implementing Project 2 as proposed to Essential 

Fish Habitat (EFH) for OC coho and chinook salmon.   

 

Water Quality, Water Quantity, LWD, and Substrate Characteristics   

 

Project 2 does not propose to fall any trees directly in to the stream channel within EFH.  The trees or tops 

of trees that would end up in stream channels are well above EFH and would not be expected to negatively 

affect water quantity, quality or substrate characteristics.  Potential benefits of falling LWD in these upper 

stream reaches include increased sediment storage and increased in-channel complexity as well as potential 

movement downstream into EFH.  The small number of trees that would be treated within the riparian 

reserves would not be expected to alter future LWD input.  In the event of large scale disturbances such as 

debris flows, LWD in headwaters could improve the quality and quantity of LWD downstream within EFH.  

The fish habitat project would increase the LWD component of the Headwaters Nestucca River as well as 

modify the substrate characteristics.  Both of these actions would result in improvements of current 

conditions.  The road stabilization project would occur no closer than 0.45 miles from EFH and as such has 

no causal mechanism to alter water quantity or quality, LWD, and substrate. 

 

Fish Passage  

 

The implementation of Project 2 would have “No Effect” on fish passage in the Headwaters Nestucca 

watershed.       

 

Forage Species   

 

The wildlife and road stabilization project have no causal mechanism to affect forage species.  Neither 

project occurs in proximity to EFH.  The fish habitat project has the potential of affecting forage species in 

a short term basis.  Short term effects would be localized (LWD placement site specific) and short in 

duration (1-2 days).  Long term affects to forage species as a result of increasing the LWD component 

would be an increase in the number of forage species present due to increased ability of LWD to capture 

and store nutrients essential to forage species. 

 

Channel Geometry  
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Inputs of LWD into headwater stream reaches would not directly alter channel geometry within EFH.  

However, LWD does have the potential to eventually reach and affect EFH in the event of large scale 

natural disturbances such as debris flows or floods.  The LWD in headwater streams could move down 

stream channels and create debris jams and increased channel complexity that has a tendency to alter stream 

geometry by diverting flows, storing sediment, and creating scour and deposition zones.  The road 

stabilization project has no causal mechanism to affect EFH channel geometry.  The fish habitat project 

would result in new pool creation, grading and sorting of gravels, and sediment storage.   

 

Road Density 

 

Project 2 proposes actions with causal mechanism to affect road density.  The road stabilization project 

would result in the removal of 4.4 miles of road and therefore would have a net decrease on road density in 

the Headwaters Nestucca subwatershed. 

 

Cumulative Effects:  
 

See section 3.3.6.2 for cumulative effects analysis.  Cumulative effects analysis for critical habitat is the 

same as EFH. 

 

3.3.7.3 Environmental Effects Alternative 2: No Action  

 
Component 1: Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 

 

Under the No Action Alternative, no wildlife habitat enhancement treatments as described in the proposed 

action would occur at this time.  The effects identified in the action alternative would not occur.  The stands 

proposed for treatment would continue on a slow trajectory toward late-seral habitat.  Potential downstream 

movement of LWD to EFH would continue at the current rate influenced by natural disturbances such as 

landslides, debris flows and natural tree mortality and competition.     

 

Component 2: Fish Habitat Restoration 

 

No fish habitat restoration project would occur under the No Action Alternative.  Natural recruitment of 

large wood from the streamside stands would determine the complexity and availably of high quality 

habitat.  This would be significantly less than the proposed action alternative. 

 

 

Component 3: Road Stabilization 

 

See section 3.3.6.2 of this EA.  The effects analysis is identical for MSA and EFH. 

 

3.3.8 Special Status and SEIS Special Attention Plants 

 

Refer to section 2.3.8.1 of this EA for descriptions of BLM policies concerning Special Status Plant species. 

All required surveys conducted for the Cedar Creek Restoration Project area will be in compliance with 

these management policies (refer to 3.3.8.1 below for survey requirements). 

3.3.8.1 Affected Environment   

 

Project locations include mature Douglas fir dominated riparian and upland habitats, and roadside corridors 

located in the upper Nestucca Watershed (refer to 3.3.1 of this document, Project 2 for description of 

affected Environments).  The habitat that is within and directly adjacent to road prisms identified for the 

Road Stabilization component of this project are not considered suitable habitat for SEIS or Special Status 
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Species Plants and will receive no further analysis   Habitats that may harbor listed plant species have 

design features to provide identification and protection of listed plant sites that may occur within these 

project areas.   Surveys for Special Status and Survey and/or Manage Species (2001 ROD) would be 

required prior to any ground disturbing or habitat altering activities (refer to Project 2 design features 

section 3.2.1) except for project proposals associated with fish habitat restoration where surveys for Survey 

and Manage species (2001 ROD) only are not required under the Peckman Exemption (see EA section 

1.2.1).  Surveys for Survey and Manage and special status plant species would be required for all proposed 

Wildlife Habitat Enhancement project areas.  Based primarily upon the habitats to be impacted, an 

assessment would be made to determine if and where special status plant species surveys would be required 

prior to the Decision of the fish habitat restoration component of this project.  

3.3.8.2 Environmental Effects - Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 

Any Special Status or SEIS Special Attention (Survey and Manage) plant species found and verified as a 

result of conducting further surveys would be subject to protection using management recommendations for 

that species.  If these types of recommendations are not available then an assessment would be conducted to 

consider protection based on specific habitat requirements. 

 

BLM managed lands considered for restoration projects under this proposal are for the most part 

contiguous.  Timber harvest on much of the adjacent ownership, (Oregon Department of Forestry and 

private), only requires compliance with the Oregon State Forest Practices Act concerning habitat protection.  

Because the Oregon Forest Practices Act does not require the private land owners to conduct pre-

disturbance surveys to identify and protect sensitive plant sites, a considerable amount of suitable habitat 

adjacent to the project area is continuously being reduced, therefore increasing the importance of known 

site protection and habitat preservation for sensitive plant species on public lands.  Design features such as 

establishing no-cut stream buffers, harvest by commercial thinning vs. regeneration harvest, and increasing 

the amount of down woody debris, all contribute to the essential habitat requirements for sensitive plant 

species throughout the project area.  Sensitive plant species located within or adjacent to the analysis area 

only have the ability to colonize or populate when required habitat is available. 

 

Cumulative Effects:  
 

The analysis area for cumulative effects for sensitive plant species is in the Northern Oregon Coast Range 

approximately 20 miles southeast of the town of Tillamook, Oregon.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) for 

Project 2 will have no long-term adverse effects on Special Status, SEIS Special Attention Species (Survey 

and Manage) because there are no direct or indirect adverse effects to these species.   

3.3.8.3 Environmental Effects Alternative 2: No Action  

 
There would be no effects to Special Status Attention plant species and habitats under the No Action 

alternative. 

 

Cumulative Effects: 

 
No Effect – The plant communities within the project area would continue to be dependent on ecological 

processes currently in place if no action is taken.   

 

3.3.9 Invasive, Nonnative Species (Executive Order 13112) 

3.3.9.1 Affected Environment   

 

Project locations include mature Douglas-fir dominated upland and riparian habitats, and road corridors 

located in the upper Nestucca Watershed.  All project areas that are within or directly adjacent to road 
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prisms are considered most likely to harbor non-native, invasive plant species.  Those portions of the 

proposed project that would occur within areas most likely to harbor non-native, invasive plant species have 

incorporated design features to provide identification and treatment within these project areas.    

3.3.9.2 Environmental Effects - Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 
Project design features such as girdling or felling of individual trees would not result in the type or amount 

of disturbance that would allow for an increase in populations of invasive, non-native species.  Because 

these activities would occur within established native plant associations, existing competition from native 

populations would mitigate the establishment of any invasive, non-native species. 

 
Tree and vegetation removal along the roadside would increase exposure to sunlight and cause soil 

disturbance as trees are felled and removed from the site.  Because noxious/invasive weed species are 

common along roadsides within the vicinity of this project and they are known to respond positively to 

exposed and disturbed habitats, it is expected to see an increase in their populations.  Mitigating measures 

such as seeding disturbed areas with native grasses, implementing a roadside vegetation control program 

(brushing), restricting equipment to the existing road surface, and washing equipment prior to entering the 

project area would reduce and/or control the invasion of noxious/invasive weed species. 
 

Most Oregon Department of Agriculture Category B designated noxious weed species documented within 

these project areas were located along existing roadways.  Initial increase in population size and new 

establishment due to density management thinning activities should be confined to disturbance areas and 

would be expected to decrease over time as native species re-vegetate and the recovery of canopy closure 

occurs. The Invasive/Non-native plant species identified do not tolerate overtopping and can be negatively 

affected by competition for light.  Design features that are incorporated into this project such as introducing 

native plant species on disturbed sites and washing equipment prior to entering the project area, would 

mitigate increases in weed populations. 

 

Cumulative Effects:  

 

The analysis area for cumulative effects to invasive, non-native plant species is in the Northern Oregon 

Coast Range approximately 15 miles east of the town of Beaver, Oregon.  The majority of the project areas 

are in the Headwaters Nestucca River 6
th
 field subwatershed of the Nestucca River watershed with a portion 

of the log source areas are located in the Willamina Creek Watershed.  Examples of forest management 

activities within the affected area that will create soil disturbance and influence the spread of invasive, non-

native plant species are regeneration harvest, commercial and pre-commercial density management 

thinning, young stand maintenance, new road construction, road decommissioning, road maintenance, 

culvert replacements, and the use of motorcycle trails.  Activities that do not necessarily create disturbance 

but influence the spread of weed seeds are recreational hiking, biking, horseback riding, fishing, and 

hunting. Other sources of seed dispersal are from wildlife that are either passing through or frequent the 

area, water movement, and wind.  Many past and present management activities tend to open dense forest 

settings and disturb soils therefore provide opportunities for widespread weed infestations to occur.  Many, 

if not all of the weed species identified as Category B (established infestations) on the Oregon Department 

of Agriculture’s (ODA) noxious weed list are present throughout the area.  Because they are present in the 

project area, seed is readily available for dispersal. Most non-native weed species are not shade tolerant and 

will not persist in a forest setting as they compete for light when tree canopies close and light to the under-

story is reduced.  As a result from these projects activities considering pre-disturbance surveys and post 

project monitoring will be conducted, no significant increase in non-native /invasive populations can be 

expected. 

3.3.9.3 Environmental Effects Alternative 2: No Action 
 

There would be no effects to Invasive / Non-Native plant species and habitats under the No Action 

alternative. 
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Cumulative Effects 
 

There would be no cumulative effects under the No Action alternative.  The plant communities within the 

project area would continue to be dependent on ecological processes currently in place if no action is taken.   

 

3.3.10 Recreation and Visual Resources 

3.3.10.1 Affected Environment   

 

Recreational use within the vicinity of Project 2 includes those activities in identified for Project 1 with the 

addition of scenic driving along the Nestucca Back Country Byway.  OHV use would also include the 

dispersed OHV use described in Project 1 as well as riding within the designated Upper Nestucca OHV 

Riding Area.  A portion of the log source areas identified for the proposed in-stream fish habitat restoration 

include roadside areas within the area of the Upper Nestucca OHV Riding Area. 

 

The in-stream fish habitat restoration project area is located within the Nestucca River Special Recreation 

Management Area as identified in the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan, 

May 1995 (ROD/RMP).  The Nestucca River is a State-designated scenic waterway and was found to be 

suitable for designation as a component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System with a tentative 

classification of “Recreational River”.   Additionally, BLM’s Dovre Campground is located near those 

reaches of the Nestucca River proposed for fish habitat restoration. 

 

Several road segments proposed for road stabilization are periodically used by OHVs (notably roads 3-6-7.2 

and 3-6-7.5) located in section 7.  These roads however are not connecting routes used by the riders to 

access larger areas. 

 

Visual Resources for Project 2 are the same as those identified in Project 1 and also include VRM 1 

designations, with the objective of preserving the existing character of the landscape.  VRM I locations are 

found along the Nestucca River corridor.  Log source locations for Fish Habitat Restoration may also enter 

areas of VRM II with objectives of retaining the existing character of the landscape.   

3.3.10.2 Environmental Effects - Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 

Effects on recreational use as a result of implementing the Proposed Restoration Project would be 

considered to be short-term and minimal.  Despite localized, periodic and/or short-term disruptions, current 

recreational uses within the various project areas such as hunting, dispersed camping, scenic driving and 

OHV use would continue at the current levels with potential of increasing or decreasing use over time. 

 

There could be periodic delays to scenic driving for the amount of time necessary to fell, move or load 

trees, move equipment and/or clear the roadways in association with the proposed log source areas for the 

Fish Habitat Restoration.  Similar traffic delays would occur along the paved Nestucca Access Road as logs 

and equipment temporarily block the road during log unloading and/or placement for the proposed Fish 

Habitat Restoration.   

 

There may be areas temporarily closed to OHV use within isolated portions of the designated Upper 

Nestucca OHV Riding Area as selected trees are removed for placement into the Nestucca River for Fish 

Habitat Restoration.  All designated OHV trails would be protected from damage, cleared of branches and 

slash and/or restored after the removal of trees.   

 

The BLM Dovre Campground is located near the reaches of the Nestucca River proposed for Fish Habitat 

Restoration treatments.  Project design features have been incorporated to ensure no log placement would 

take place within the boundaries of the campground.  This design feature is imposed to limit accessibility of 
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small children climbing on newly placed material, promote visitor safety, and limit disturbance to 

streamside vegetation within the campground.    

 

Stabilization of roads as proposed would limit dispersed camping and OHV use in some areas (road 

segments in T.3S., R.6W. sections 5 and 7; T.3S.,R.7W., sections 12, 13, and 14) currently receiving use.  

Use consists primarily for staging and travel to Oregon Department of Forestry riding locations.  

Connecting routes would continue to be available.    

 

The proposed Fish Habitat Restoration complies with the pertinent regulations concerning the State Scenic 

Waterways Act.  The proposed action is predicted to protect the outstandingly remarkable values (scenic, 

recreational and fish) identified for this recreational river area. 

 

The proposed project would be fully consistent with the VRM class designations. 

 

Cumulative Effects: 
 

Based on the fact that the identified effects on recreation resulting from the implementation of the Proposed 

Restoration Project would be short-term and/or minimal, the project would have no cumulative effects on 

recreation. 

3.3.10.3 Environmental Effects Alternative 2: No Action  

 

There would be no effects on recreational activities within the project area under this alternative.  Current 

recreational uses within thin the project area such as hunting, camping and OHV use would continue at the 

current levels with potential of increasing or decreasing use over time. 

 

3.3.11 Air Quality, Fire Risk and Fuels Management 

3.3.11.1 Affected Environment 

Air Quality  

 

The major sources of potential air pollutants within the Cedar Creek analysis area’s Project 2 come from 

wildfire starts, and from associated resource management activities including dust from the use of 

unsurfaced roads. 

      

Smoke and dust contain pollutants consisting of small particles called particulate matter.  Particulate matter 

can cause health problems, especially in individuals with respiratory illness.  Smoke in the air also affects 

visibility.  Air quality standards are set by the Environmental Protection Agency and provide health and 

visibility protection as directed by the Clean Air Act of 1970, with amendments.  The state of Oregon also 

sets standards to help protect air quality. 

 

The project areas are located 13 - 16 miles west of the cities of Yamhill and Carlton, Oregon, and closer to 

numerous unincorporated, rural areas.  Both Yamhill and Carlton are classified as a Smoke Sensitive 

Receptor Area under the Oregon State Implementation Plan and Oregon Smoke Management Plan.  The 

anticipated haul routes for fisheries logs would include BLM, private, and county maintained asphalt, 

gravel, and dirt surfaced roads. 

 

Fire Risk 

 

See description of the affected environment under section 2.3.11.1 for an overall description of the fire risk 

to stands in the Cedar Creek Project 2 analysis area.   
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The highest risk ignition source within the analysis area is people.  Wildlife Habitat Enhancement units in 

sections 7, 9, and 18, and sections 11, 12, 13, and 14, and Fish Habitat Restoration in sections 20, 21, 29, 31 

and 32; sections 27 and 34, and sections 5 and 6 are all accessible to the public via rocked roads.  

 

OHV use on drivable and unimproved roads and trails is prevalent and one of the major human activities in 

the analysis area.  The Oregon Department of Forestry regulates the use of forested lands during fire season.  

The designated Upper Nestucca OHV Riding Area and all non-designated riding and staging areas on BLM 

lands are managed under the Western Oregon Fire Protection Services Contract which requires ODF to 

implement prevention specific action depending on whether an operation is a high, medium, or low risk 

operation.  During fire season ODF manages the designated riding areas under the Industrial Fire Precaution 

Level Classification system.  ODF may issue a waiver to the BLM prior to Closed Fire Season to operate 

through IFPL Level 2.  When the IFPL reaches Level 3 or higher, all public closure restrictions that are in 

effect apply to the Upper Nestucca OHV Riding Area.  

 

OHV riding in non-designated areas is closed during fire season and waivers are not allowed.  The Fish 

Habitat Restoration log source areas in Sections 20, 29, 31, and 32, and Sections 5 and 6, are within the 

Upper Nestucca OHV Riding Area. 

 

Fire Regime and Condition Class (FRCC) 

 

See the modeling predictions and table under section 2.3.11.1.   

 

Timber Stand and Fire History 

 

The Cedar Creek Project 2 analysis area has experienced numerous management activities over the past 70 

years as well as several major wildfires prior to intensive management.  Most of the timber stands 

associated with Project 2 have birthdates of approximately 1890.   The BLM’s Tillamook Field Office was 

originally set up during the 1960’s to implement the  “Tillamook Intensive Young Growth Management 

Project”, a project that had the objective of field testing and evaluating the feasibility of various land 

management methods applicable to young-growth forests of the Douglas-fir sub-region of Western Oregon.  

Efforts were directed toward determination of the most practical means to aid industry to shift from a 

dependency on old-growth to young-growth timber as well as to develop agency techniques for managing 

and marketing young-growth timber.  Parts of Wildlife Enhancement unit W9-1 & 2, W12-1, and W13-1, 2, 

3, and 4 were commercially thinned in the early 1970’s under this project.  Clearcut harvesting and 

associated prescribed (broadcast) burning continued through the 1970’s within the analysis area with the 

last clearcut harvests occurring in the early 1990’s. 

 

It has been approximately 100 to 150 years since the “Nestucca Burns “of the late 1800’s, and prescribed 

burning has subsequently been completed more recently on much of the land surrounding the Wildlife 

Habitat Enhancement and Fish Habitat Restoration areas included in the project.  The time span in which 

these wildfires and prescribed fires have occurred places the project areas well within the range of fire 

regime IV and V’s normal fire return interval for the Oregon coast range.        

 

 

Fire Effects 

 

See discussion in Section 2.3.11.1 for the fire effects on forested areas.    

 

Fuels Management 

 

Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, Fish Habitat Restoration and Road Stabilization will add small amounts of 

fuels to the analysis areas.  The proposed Wildlife Habitat Enhancement would treat up to five trees per 

acre or a total of up to 972 trees within a 324 acre area.  These trees would be felled or girdled to provide 

current and future coarse woody debris and snags.  The proposed Fish Habitat Restoration would remove 

approximately 120 trees, 60 of which would be whole tree yarded and include as many of the limbs, 
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rootwads, and tops as possible for placement in the Nestucca River.  Road Stabilization would remove 

culverts, and install water bars and disturb very little vegetation.  The current dead fuel load in these timber 

stands has not been identified, because stand exams were not conducted in wildlife units or in areas in 

which logs for the stream restoration would be removed or culverts would be removed.   

 

The affected stands currently fall under NFDRS Fuel Model 10 (Timber - (closed timber litter).  

3.3.11.2 Environmental Effects Alternative 1: Proposed Action 

 

Air Quality   

 

The Fish Habitat Restoration project areas would have trees removed and logs would be hauled over short 

sections of BLM and other roads.  Dust created from vehicle traffic on gravel or natural-surface roads, from 

log hauling, and road stabilization would contribute short-term effects to air quality.  None of these 

management activities would create dust above threshold levels.  These effects would be localized to the 

immediate vicinity of the operations. 

 

If the increased fuel load resulting from Fish Habitat Restoration tree removal or road stabilization is 

determined by the BLM to be a fire hazard then prescribed burning in the form of hand or machine piling 

and burning would be conducted and smoke would be created.  Hand or machine pile burning that would 

occur during the fall/ winter time period would be coordinated with the local Oregon Department of 

Forestry office.  All burning would be conducted in accordance with the Oregon State Implementation Plan 

and Oregon Smoke Management Plan. These plans limit or prohibit burning during periods of stable 

atmospheric conditions.  Burning would be conducted when the prevailing winds are blowing away from 

SSRA’s (Smoke Sensitive Receptor Areas) in order to minimize or eliminate the potential for smoke 

intrusions. The potential for smoke intrusion would be further reduced by burning under atmospheric 

conditions that favor good vertical mixing so that smoke and other particulate matter is borne aloft and 

dispersed by upper elevation winds.  

 

Where hand or machine pile burning is the designated hazard reduction strategy the short term impacts to 

air quality within one-quarter to one mile of units would persist for 1-to-3 days.  None of the harvest units 

or other treatment areas are sufficiently close to any major highways that motorist safety would be affected.  

The overall effects of smoke on air quality is predicted to be local and of short duration.  Activities 

associated with the proposed action would comply with the provisions of the Clean Air Act. 

 

Fire Risk 

 

Fire is the major disturbance process in the analysis area.  Initially, the fuel load, risk of a fire start, and the 

ability to control a fire, would all increase as a result of the proposed action.   

 

Slash created by Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, the removal of trees for Fish Habitat Restoration, and Road 

Stabilization would add an estimated 1 to 6 tons/acre of dead fuel to the analysis areas.  This is a small 

amount of additional fuel loading, and it is not expected that this will cause a major change in the risk of 

fire across the landscape.  

 

See 2.3.12.2 Fire Effects for a description of the effects fire would have on the environment of Project 2.  

Many areas that were harvested in the past received prescribed fire treatments such as broadcast or spot 

burning. (See Figure 10 for the location of previously burned units within the analysis areas).  

 

For the short term, the fire risk associated with Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, the removal of trees for Fish 

Habitat Restoration, and Road Stabilization within the analysis area would remain low.  Over the long term, 

the fuel load would steadily increase, primarily as a consequence of increased mortality of diseased 

(Phellinus weirii infected) and other stressed trees in the stands, but also as a result of the wildlife trees left 

as snags and other trees left for future coarse woody debris (CWD) recruitment.   
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Fuels Management 

 

The fuel load would increase as a result of the proposed action.  Slash created for Wildlife Habitat 

Enhancement, removal of trees for Fish Habitat Restoration, and vegetation or trees removed during Road 

Stabilization would add an estimated 1 - 6 tons/acre of dead fuel to the analysis areas.  The addition of this 

relatively small amount of dead fuel loading within the Wildlife and Road Stabilization treatments is not 

expected to require the need for further fuels management treatments.  Slightly higher hazard fuel 

concentrations may be associated with tree removal for Fish Habitat Restoration.  Fuels treatments may be 

implemented in these areas if the fire risk is determined to be higher than anticipated.  Hand piling or 

machine piling and burning, slashing, lopping and scattering, and pullback of slash to create fuel free zones 

may be used individually or in combination in the project area.   

 

Fuels treatments in areas with elevated risk of human-caused ignition would reduce potential fire starts.  

Fuels treatments adjacent to areas with high value resources such as riparian habitat, and private lands, 

would reduce potential costs associated with fire suppression.  The proposed fuel treatments associated with 

prescribed burning would result in small (<0.5 acre), scattered, localized areas of severe soil disturbance.  

This would potentially alter nutrient availability, soil infiltration, and soil structure.  To mitigate this 

damage burning would be conducted during the fall with wet soil conditions, when soil resources are less 

vulnerable to impacts.   
 

The stands currently fall under NFDRS Fuel Model 10 (Timber - (closed timber litter)).  Following Wildlife 

Habitat Enhancement and Fish Habitat Restoration the Fuel Model should remain the same.    

 

Table 19 displays the approximate increase in fuels per wildlife habitat enhancement unit and fish habitat 

restoration log source area.   
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Table 19: Approximate increase in tons of fuel per acre per wildlife habitat enhancement 

unit and fish habitat restoration log source area 
 

Unit 

Number 
Acres 

Additional CWD 

(Decay Class 1&2 + 

tops & limbs)  

tons/ac¹ 

Future 

Snag to 

CWD 

tons/ac.² 

Total 

Future 

CWD 

tons/ac.  

Total Future 

CWD tons/unit 

W7-1 26 1.25 .75 2.0 52.0 

W9-1 07 1.25 .75 2.0 14.05 

W9-2 16 1.25 .75 2.0 32.0 

W12-1 65 1.25 .75 2.0 130.0 

W13-1 59 1.25 .75 2.0 118.0 

W13-2 28 1.25 .75 2.0 56.0 

W13-3 16 1.25 .75 2.0 32.0 

W13-4 73 1.25 .75 2.0 146.0 

W13-5 34 1.25 .75 2.0 68.0 

F29 12 6 0 6 6 

F31 9 4.5 0 4.5 4.5 

F32 6 3 0 3 3 

F27 & 34 9 4.5 0 4.5 4.5 

F5 & 6 3 1.5 0 1.5 1.5 

 ¹Includes ¾ ton per/ac. for additional (240 lineal ft./1 tree)  and .25 tons per/ac. for every 2 topped trees (tops, limbs, and bark). 

 ²Includes ¾ ton per/ac. for additional future CWD and snag recruitment (2 basal girdled trees). 

 

 

Cumulative Effects 

 

Under the proposed action alternative, air quality issues caused by smoke from the potential prescribed 

burning or dust from log hauling would be local and of short duration during Wildlife Habitat 

Enhancement, Fish Habitat Restoration, and Road Stabilization components of the project.  With the current 

trend in the public’s activities on federal lands the potential for wildfire starts would be expected to remain 

the same or increase slightly if recreational activities increase.  There would be a cumulative short term one 

to five year increase in the risk of a fire start due to the small increase of CWD and the slash from tops, 

limbs, and bark following treatment.  This increase would be somewhat mitigated if burning of hand or 

machine piles takes place.  Previous prescribed burning treatments within the area (see Figure 10) would 

further help minimize the potential spread of wildfire in the analysis area.   
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Figure 10:  Previously Burned Units Near the Log Source Areas for the Cedar Creek Fish Habitat Restoration Project 
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3.3.11.3 Environmental Effects Alternative 2: No Action 

 

Air Quality 

 

Under the No Action Alternative there would be no localized effects to air quality as under Alternative 1.  

 

Fire Risk / Fuels Management 

 

With no Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, Fish Habitat Restoration, or Road Stabilization Projects the no 

action alternative would allow the analysis area to continue on its current trend.  The current risk of a fire 

start would remain low.  There would be a slow increase in the coarse woody fuel load (1000 hour fuels) as 

well as the fine fuel load (1, 10, and 100 hour fuels) in these timber stands as stress-induced mortality 

within the stands increases. Areas infected with the root fungus Phellinus weirii would see somewhat larger 

increases in fuel loading as Douglas-fir tree roots are weakened and the trees fall in small 1 to 2 acre 

pockets.  Ladder fuel densities would continue to increase as understory trees grow larger and new 

understory trees begin to grow.  The potential for these stands to eventually succumb to a wildfire would 

continue to increase. There would be little need for hazard reduction anywhere except along roads.  As a 

consequence, there would be no need for hand or machine piling and burning, and no risk of one of these 

treatments escaping and starting a wildfire.  The same areas currently behind locked gates would remain 

relatively inaccessible to the public.  The risk of a wildfire would gradually increase as the fuel load 

accumulates and the stands near the mean interval for a naturally occurring return of fire. 

 

Cumulative Effects 

 

Under the no action alternative there would be no Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, Fish Habitat Restoration, 

or Road Stabilization.  Effects to air quality would be limited to small amounts of dust created by timber 

harvesting and prescribed burning on adjacent private land, and the recreational use of the road systems in 

the analysis area.  The risk of a fire start would remain low.  The stands would continue on their trajectory 

toward a natural return of fire as the main disturbance mechanism with the fuel load slowly increasing over 

time and with it the potential for producing large quantities of smoke associated with a wildfire. 

3.3.12 Carbon Storage, Carbon Emissions, and Climate Change 

 

The spatial scale for analysis of carbon, greenhouse gasses and climate change is global, not local, regional, 

national or continental because climate change is inherently a global issue and carbon cycling is only an 

issue as it relates to greenhouse gasses and the potentially contribution to climate change.  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.  That memorandum is incorporated here by reference.  The 

incremental increase in carbon emissions as greenhouse gasses that could be attributable to the proposed 

project is of such small magnitude that it is unlikely to be detectable at global, continental or regional scales 

or to affect the results of any models now being used to predict climate change. 

Based on the nature and scope of the project, the BLM did not assess the short- or long-term effects on 

carbon storage, carbon emissions and/or climate change that would result from the Cedar Creek Restoration 

Project.  The carbon stored in live trees would not be converted as harvested wood and no carbon would be 

emitted as greenhouse gases from harvest operations.  The carbon would remain on site as CWD or live 

trees and would be converted through ongoing processes of tree mortality and decomposition. The proposed 

action and the no action alternative would result in no difference between the net effects on a regional or 

global scale for either carbon cycling or climate change. 
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3.3.13 Review of Elements of the Environment Based On Authorities and 

Management Direction 

 

Table 20: Elements of the Environment Review (Project 2) based on Authorities and 

Management Direction 

Element of the Environment 

/Authority 
Remarks/Effects 

Aquatic Conservation Strategy 

In compliance with PCFFA IV (Civ. No. 04-1299RSM), this 

project complies with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy described 

in the Northwest Forest Plan and RMP. This project also complies 

with the PCFFA II (265 F.3d 1028 (9th Cir. 2001)) by analyzing 

the site-scale effects on the Aquatic Conservation Strategy.  EA 

section 3.3 including sections 3.3.5.2 and 3.3.7.2 and EA Appendix 

3 show how Project 2 of the Cedar Creek Projects meets the 

Aquatic Conservation Strategy in the context of the PCFFA cases.    

Air Quality (Clean Air Act as amended 

(42 USC 7401 et seq.)  

This project is in compliance with this direction because air quality 

impacts would be minor and of short duration. Addressed in Text 

(EA section 3.3.11).  

Cultural Resources (National Historic 

Preservation Act, as amended (16 USC 

470) [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)], [40 CFR 

1508.27(b)(8)] 

This project is in compliance with this direction and it would have 

no effect on this element because there are no cultural resources 

known or suspected to be present in the proposed project areas. A 

post-project survey would be conducted according the Protocol for 

Managing Cultural Resource on Lands Administered by the BLM 

in Oregon. Ground disturbing work would be suspended if cultural 

material is discovered during project work until an archaeologist 

can assess the significance of the discovery. The District 

Archaeologist may subsequently redesign the project or develop 

mitigation procedures to protect the cultural resource values 

present. 

Ecologically critical areas [40 CFR 

1508.27(b)(3)] 

Fish habitat restoration would take place within the Nestucca River 

Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and a portion of 

the Fish Habitat Restoration log source areas are located directly 

adjacent to (although not within) the Sheridan Peak ACEC.  The 

project would preserve the relevant and important features for 

which these ACECs were designated.   

Energy Policy (Executive Order 13212) 
This project is in compliance with this direction because it would 

not interfere with the Energy Policy (Executive Order 13212). 

Environmental Justice (E.O. 12898, 

"Environmental Justice" February 11, 

1994) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because it would 

have no effect on low income populations.  

Fish Habitat, Essential (Magnuson-

Stevens Act Provision: Essential Fish 

Habitat (EFH): Final Rule (50 CFR Part 

600; 67 FR 2376, January 17, 2002) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because it would 

have minimal short-term adverse effects and long-term beneficial 

effects on MSA species and Essential Habitat.  Effects to this 

element are addressed in text (EA section 3.3.6 and 3.3.7).  

Farm Lands,  Prime [40 CFR 

1508.27(b)(3)] 

The project would have no effect on this element because no prime 

farm lands are present in the project areas. 

Floodplains (E.O. 11988, as amended, 

Floodplain Management, 5/24/77) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because the 

proposed treatments would not adversely affect floodplain 

functions.  That portion of the restoration project adding logs to 

Nestucca River would increase floodplain connectivity and restore 

the timing, variability, and duration of floodplain inundation and 

water table elevation (EA section 3.3.6.2). 
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Element of the Environment 

/Authority 
Remarks/Effects 

Hazardous or Solid Wastes (Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 

(43 USC 6901 et seq.) Comprehensive 

Environmental Repose Compensation, 

and Liability Act of 1980, as amended 

(43 USC 9615) 

This project is in compliance with this direction based on the fact 

that no Solid or Hazardous Waste would be stored or disposed of 

on BLM lands as a result of this project.  

Healthy Forests Restoration Act 

(Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 

2003 (P.L. 108-148) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because it would 

contribute relatively minor amounts of additional fuel loading, and 

it is not expected that this would cause a major change in the risk 

of fire across the landscape.  The project would have the beneficial 

impact of helping to move the Nestucca LSR toward the desired 

future condition a functioning late-seral block of forest. (EA 

sections  3.3.1 and 3.3.11) 

Migratory Birds (Migratory Bird Act of 

1918, as amended (16 USC 703 et seq) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because treatments 

would generally be neutral or enhance habitat for migratory birds. 

Addressed in text (EA section 3.3.3). 

Native American Religious Concerns 

(American Indian Religious Freedom 

Act of 1978 (42 USC 1996) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because no Native 

American religious concerns were identified during the scoping 

period. 

Noxious weeds or non-native invasive, 

plant species (Federal Noxious Weed 

Control Act and Executive Order 

13112) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because Project 

Design Features would help prevent the establishment of new 

populations of invasive plant species. Addressed in text (EA 

section 3.3.9) 

Park lands [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)] 

That portion of the Restoration Project addressing Fish Habitat 

Restoration is located directly adjacent to BLM’s Dovre 

Campground.  The project would have no effect on this element 

based on the project design features (EA section 3.3.10). 

Public Health and Safety [40 CFR 

1508.27(b)(2)] 

The project would have no effect on this element because public 

access and/or traffic would be controlled as necessary within the 

project areas during operations and the project would not create 

hazards lasting beyond project operations. 

Threatened or Endangered Species 

(Endangered Species Act of 1983, as 

amended (16 USC 1531) 

This project is in compliance with this direction. In accordance 

with regulations pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species 

Act of 1973, as amended, informal consultation with the US Fish 

and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries 

Service concerning the potential impacts of the Cedar Creek 

Restoration Project upon Threatened or Endangered Species and/or 

their designated Critical Habitats would be completed.  The 

appropriate Terms and Conditions would be incorporated. (EA 

section 1.5). 

Water Quality –Drinking, Ground (Safe 

Drinking Water Act, as amended (43 

USC 300f et seq.) Clean Water Act of 

1977 (33 USC 1251 et seq.)  

This project is in compliance with this direction because Oregon 

State water quality standards would be adhered to and the area 

hydrology would not be measurably changed. Addressed in text  

(EA sections 3.3.5) 

Wetlands (E.O. 11990 Protection of 

Wetlands 5/24/77) [40 CFR 

1508.27(b)(3)] 

This project is in compliance with this direction because of the 

scope and nature of the project and the incorporated project design 

features. (EA section 3.2.1, 3.3.5, 3.3.6 and 3.3.7) 
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Element of the Environment 

/Authority 
Remarks/Effects 

Wild and Scenic Rivers (Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act, as amended (16 USC 

1271) [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)] 

This project is in compliance with this direction. There are no 

federally designated Wild and Scenic Rivers within the project 

areas although that portion of the Nestucca River proposed for fish 

habitat restoration has been determined to be eligible for inclusion 

as a recreational river under the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 

System.  Fish habitat restoration is predicted to protect and 

promote the outstandingly remarkable values (scenic, recreational 

and fish) identified for this recreational river area. 

Wilderness (Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act of 1976 (43 USC 

1701 et seq.); Wilderness Act of 1964 

(16 USC 1131 et seq.) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because there are 

no Wilderness Areas or areas being considered for Wilderness 

Area status in or adjacent to the project area. 
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4 LIST OF PREPARERS 

 

Table 21 below displays the Tillamook Resource Area staff members who participated on the 

interdisciplinary team (IDT) to develop and analyze the Cedar Creek Projects and/or were consulted in the 

preparation of this Environmental Assessment. 

 

 

Table 21: List of Preparers 

RESOURCE or IDT Role NAME 

IDT Lead Steve Bahe 

GIS Support Russ Chapman 

Engineering Joel Churchill 

Recreation, Visual Resources Management, 

Cultural Resources 
Debra Drake 

Timber Resources, Assistant IDT Lead Clint Gregory 

Botany, Invasive Weeds, ACEC mgt. Kurt Heckeroth 

Wildlife David Larson 

Silviculture, Carbon Storage, Carbon 

Emissions, and Climate Change 
Carrie Miller 

Fire & Fuels Kent Mortensen 

NEPA Review Bob McDonald 

Fisheries Darrin Neff 

Soils, Hydrology Dennis Worrel 
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Appendix 1 – Public Comments to Scoping for the Cedar Creek Projects, 

Including BLM Responses 
 

 
On April 6 2010, a Scoping Letter was sent to 22 individuals, organizations and agencies (Project Record 

Document 6).  As a result of this scoping effort, two letters providing comments were received (Project 

Record Documents 16 and 20).  All comments presented in this appendix are direct quotes from the 

comment letters received. 

 

Project Record Document 20 
 
Barbara Moore 
Planning Unit Manager 
Oregon Department of Forestry 
5005 Third Street 
Tillamook, OR 97141 
 
 

The Oregon Department of Forestry did not provide any specific comments related to the proposal other 

than to say they had no concerns with the Cedar Creek projects.  They also asked to be kept informed as any 

road improvements or decommissionings are completed.  

 

 

Project Record Document 16 

 

Josh Laughlin 

Cascadia Wildlands 

P.O. Box 10455 

Eugene, OR  97440 

 

 

Age class and thinning prescriptions 

“We encourage the BLM to focus exclusively on restoratively thinning young, homogenous stands in the 

project area and defer from logging older, more complex habitat that is crucial to the survival of older 

forest dependant species. It appears there is significant heterogeneity in some of the AMA stands proposed 

for thinning, like in the units in section 9, some of which have remnant old-growth trees in them. These 

stands may provide nesting, roosting and foraging habitat for the federally listed northern spotted owl and 

likely provide habitat for the Survey and Manage-listed red tree vole, a major food source of the spotted 

owl. 

 

We encourage you to create an alternative in the forthcoming Environmental Assessment that proposes 

thinning only in young managed stands. The thinning should be variable, with skips and gaps to best 

accelerate the development of older forest structure. Tappenier, Poage and Carey have all written 

extensively on this approach to silviculture and should be referred to when developing prescriptions.“  

 

BLM Response:   

 

The vast majority of the stands currently proposed for Density Management are relatively homogenous, 

dense, single-storied 31- to 58-year-old Douglas-fir/western hemlock stands with some containing a few 

scattered hardwoods and a few small openings.  Several of the units contain a fairly distinct laminated root 

rot pockets.  The proposal would thin the stands in a variable-density manner, including “gaps” where 

heavier thinning would occur in ¼ to 1 acre patches encompassing approximately 10% of the unit acreage.  

Many stands of similar type as the proposed units were evaluated for density management but for various 

reasons such as slope instability and lack of suitable access were not included in the density management 
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proposal.  These stands would remain in a dense condition and would provide a measure of diversity to the 

treated stands upon project completion. 

 

Several of the units proposed for thinning within the April 6, 2010 Scoping Letter within section 9 have 

been dropped from the thinning proposal.  Two of these former thinning units have been converted to 

Wildlife Habitat Enhancement project areas (W9-1, W9-2) to address lacking habitat features and better 

meet management objectives, and two of these former units as red tree vole management areas would 

receive no treatment. 

 

Density Management unit 9-4 contains a single residual old-growth Douglas-fir which would be protected 

during the thinning operation.  Thinning would open the stand up enabling the underplanting of shade-

tolerant western hemlock and western redcedar to promote development of a second canopy layer which 

this unit is currently lacking.  The trees are also currently densely stocked which is preventing the retention 

or development of healthy, full crowns and large limbs necessary for marbled murrelet suitable habitat.   

 

Consistency with the Spotted Owl Recovery Plan 

“For the older, more complex stands, please disclose the methodology the wildlife biologist uses to 

determine whether or not they fit the Recovery Action #32 item as part of the 2008 Northern Spotted Owl 

Recovery Plan.” 

 

BLM Response:   

 

The federal government filed a motion on July 30, 2009 for voluntary remand of the 2008 recovery plan 

and critical habitat designation. On September 1, 2010, a federal court issued an opinion remanding the 

2008 recovery plan to the Fish and Wildlife Service for issuance of a revised plan within 9 months. 

 

The Cedar Creek Project is consistent with the 2008 Northern Spotted Owl Recovery Plan.  Based upon 

stand age and structure, none of the proposed treatment units for either project are stands that would meet 

the objectives of Recovery Action #32 of the 2008 Northern Spotted Owl Recovery Plan (e.g., “Maintain 

substantially all of the older and more structurally complex multi-layered conifer forests on Federal lands 

outside of MOCAs in the Olympic Peninsula, Western Washington Cascades, Western Oregon Cascades, 

Oregon Coast Range, Oregon and California Klamath, and California Coast Provinces.  These forests are 

characterized as having large diameter trees, high amounts of canopy cover, and decadence components 

such as broken-topped live trees, mistletoe, cavities, large snags, and fallen trees” – USDI 2008).   

 

Survey and Manage requirements 

“On December 17, 2009 the US 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 Forest 

Service 2007 Record of Decision eliminating the Survey and Manage mitigation measure. The BLM should 

therefore survey any stands in the project are over 80 years old for red tree voles and other listed Survey 

and Manage species and buffer accordingly.” 

 

BLM Response:   

 

All Density Management project areas where the Peckman exemption does not apply were surveyed to 

protocol for Survey and Manage species (e.g. unit 9-4 and the rock quarry site).  Other treatment areas that 

could potentially have the greatest impact on Bureau Sensitive and/or Survey and Manage species habitat 

(gaps, relatively heavy thinning) were also surveyed.  Surveys for red tree voles were completed in the 

vicinity of the Cedar Creek density management project and the results were used in developing the unit 

configuration and design features.  Project design features that protect red tree voles and their habitat in the 

Wildlife Enhancement units have been addressed in section 3.3.3.2.  Terrestrial mollusk surveys were 

conducted in the fall of 2008 and spring 2010.  All identified Survey and Manage mollusk sites not included 

in the Peckman exemption were buffered, or, in the case of two units being considered for treatment, were 
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dropped from the thinning proposal (see sections 2.3.3 and 3.3.3 of the EA).  S&M plant surveys were 

conducted in July 2006. 

 

Aquatic Conservation Strategy requirements 

“Please disclose how the logging proposal as well as the aquatic and LSR restoration work will meet the 

nine objectives of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy. In particular, 1) describe the methods and procedures 

to be undertaken to place wood in the Upper Nestucca and in Riparian Reserves and 2) how the apparent 

stream crossing in section 5 meets   objectives.” 

 

BLM Response:   

 

Appendix 3 of the EA discusses the Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives for both Cedar Creek 

projects. 

 

The methods and procedures to place wood into the Nestucca River including the Riparian Reserves are 

described in section 3.2.1 of the EA. 

 

The stream crossing in section 5 meets ACS objectives by restoring spatial connectivity within the 

watershed (ACS Objective 2). 

 

Road construction/decommissioning 

“We discourage any new permanent road as BLM continues to have a backlog of road network needs on 

lands that require attention. Also, temp roads likely will have lasting effects. Temp and permanent roads 

have myriad impacts, including acting as vectors for noxious weed dispersal, creating destructive OHV 

routes, trash dump sites, and modifying animal behavior. 

 

Also, there is a cost/benefit ratio that must be looked at with the length of temp roads, impacts on the 

ground, and acres treated. For example, perhaps it would not make sense to build a .25 mile temp road to 

access only 20 acres. We would like to see plantation thinning projects, when they can, utilize old road bed 

instead of punching new temp roads into the forest and then decommission them when done.” 

 

BLM Response:   

 

The Cedar Creek Project proposes to construct 2.2 miles or less of new road, mostly short spurs to landing 

locations that would allow cable yarding of areas that were previously ground-based yarded.  

Approximately 1.4 miles of new road construction is temporary and would be decommissioned after use.   

 

The BLM did and does informally consider the cost (both ecologically and monetarily) verses the benefit of 

constructing road to access harvest units.   However, we feel that a simple road length:acres accessed 

analysis could render very misleading results.  As an example, a road that may be marginally acceptable 

due to its length relative to the acres accessed by one project in time may not factor in the potential benefit 

for accessing units in the future that are not part of the current project.  Another consideration is that not all 

roads and construction incur the same impacts per unit of distance; for instance a long road constructed on a 

rocky ridgetop may have much less ecological impact than a shorter road constructed mid slope with 

several stream crossings.  The Cedar Creek IDT did considerable deliberation regarding roads and made 

every effort to keep road impacts to a minimum.  Figures 2 & 7 of the EA show the proposed road and 

culvert work and offer a pictorial view of the road construction/renovation vs. acres accessed.  

 

Cumulative effects of road impacts were considered and the Cedar Creek project plans to have an overall 

reduction in road mileage in the subwatershed at the completion of the project. 

 

Road decommissioning 

“We are encouraged by the road decommissioning that is being proposed in the Upper Nestucca Tier 1Key 

Watershed. Refugia for federally listed Oregon coastal coho salmon, the Upper Nestucca requires 

restorative action. Decommissioning harmful roads in the drainage is a warranted action. We support full 
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decommissioning as proposed, including full recontouring of the old road bed and a mechanism to keep 

vehicular traffic out.” 

 

BLM Response:   

 

Roads that are planned to be decommissioned under this project will be placed in an erosion free 

state by removing culverts, pulling back sidecast material, subsoiling the road surface and blocking 

the road with an earth barricade and clearing debris.  These roads will be left in a condition so that 

they can be reopened for future management needs.  Recontouring the roadbed would cost much 

more and make the future use of the road more disturbing due to the excavation required to reopen 

the road.      
 

LSR restoration 

“We urge you to plan and work with caution in the mature forest LSR when creating legacy structure. 

Please disclose the actions to be taken to create legacy structures and impacts on the environment and 

species. How do you plan to deal with Survey and Mange requirements in this mature forest?” 

 

BLM Response:   

 

The Wildlife Habitat Enhancement Project includes several design features to minimize the potential for 

short or long-term adverse impacts.  The actions to be taken to create the desired habitat features are 

described within section 3.2.1.  Discussion of Survey and Manage species and environmental impacts in 

relation to this project are described in sections 3.3.3.2 and 3.3.8.2 

 

Carbon emissions 

“Carbon dioxide emitted from logging has been identified as a major carbon pollution contributor.  Please 

disclose the amount of carbon emitted with this project and how the project fits into any scheme the BLM 

has adopted for curtailing greenhouse gas emissions to slow climate change.  Please disclose the 

cumulative impacts of this project’s carbon emissions with that of the past harvest on nearby lands.” 

 

BLM Response:   

 

Section 2.3.12 in the EA addresses the carbon which would be emitted by the Density Management Project.   

 

Conclusion 

“We encourage the Tillamook Resource Area to analyze an alternative in the forthcoming NEPA analysis 

that exclusively thins young, managed stands, avoids any new or temp road, decommissions old harmful 

road in the upper Nestucca watershed and places log structures in the river to enhance coho salmon 

spawning and rearing habitat.” 

 

BLM Response:   

 

The Cedar Creek Projects are the result of the Tillamook BLM’s integrated planning process which looked 

at the entire Upper Nestucca River APU (which includes the Ginger and Cedar Creek Drainages) and 

considered a wide array of potential projects.  The two projects analyzed within the Cedar Creek Projects 

EA including the density management project and the multi-faceted restoration project represent 

management opportunities to help move the subwatershed toward the desired future condition and better 

meet management objectives.   
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APPENDIX 2 - LIST OF PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY 

FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS USED IN THE 

ANALYSIS OF THE CEDAR CREEK PROJECTS 
 

This list contains a number of identified ongoing and/or past, present or reasonably foreseeable future 

projects, activities or programs of work located within or near the proposed project area.  It serves as a 

source or pool of activities that various specialists may have considered while describing affected 

environments and/or conducting impacts analysis for the Cedar Creek Projects. Depending upon the 

resource and/or temporal or spatial scale of the analysis, projects to be considered include those projects 

which may continue to impact or are expected to impact the same resource at the same time and place as the 

proposed action, and/or have contributed to the current condition in a manner that still has impacts upon the 

same resources.  Where appropriate, the BLM project-specific supporting NEPA or Activity Planning 

documents are referenced.   

 

ACTIVITY PLANNING - IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL FUTURE PROJECTS  

One of the first steps in the BLM Tillamook Resource Area’s internal planning processes is referred to as 

“Activity Planning”.  During this process an interdisciplinary team evaluates the “Activity Planning Unit” 

(APU), generally a subwatershed basin (6th field) and identities a number of various potential projects 

which if implemented would move the resources within the area toward a desired future condition.  The 

decision maker then selects which of the identified potential projects he/she would like to have developed 

into a proposal and analyzed.  The Tillamook Resource Area has completed Activity Planning in several 

Activity Planning Units including three near the proposed projects currently being analyzed – the Cedar 

Creek  Projects. 

• Activity Planning has been completed in the Walker Creek Planning Unit (Walker Creek Activity 

Planning Report dated December 1, 2006); this area is located adjacent to and directly south of the 

Cedar Creek Project area.  This planning process identified a number of potential projects which could 

be selected for development.  Some of the identified projects include in-stream fish habitat 

enhancement projects, culvert replacement, density management through the commercial harvest of 

timber, meadow enhancement, and snag and down wood creation for wildlife habitat enhancement.   

• Activity Planning has been completed in the adjoining Hoag Pass APU (Hoag Pass Activity Planning 

Report dated February 2, 2004); this area is located directly west and southwest of the Cedar Creek 

Project area.  Several of the potential projects identified during this planning process have already 

been selected, developed, analyzed and/or implemented including Commercial Density Management 

Thinning, Fish and Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, and Roadside Hardwood Removal for Road 

Maintenance (The Hoag Pass Projects, BLM EA #OR-086-06-05).  Additional potential projects were 

identified within the Activity Planning process which could be selected at some point in the future for 

development and eventual implementation.  

• Activity Planning has been completed in the Ginger/Cedar Creek APU which includes the Cedar 

Creek Projects area (Ginger/Cedar Creek Activity Planning Report dated April 7, 2005).  Aside from 

the project proposals in this EA, this planning process identified a number of additional, varied 

potential projects addressing a several resource concerns or opportunities which could be selected for 

development and eventual implementation. 

 

ROADS and TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT 

• Nestucca River Access Road Traffic Study (completed October 18, 2005).  

• Coastal Road Stabilization and Watershed Restoration and Storm-Damage Road Repair Projects 

(BLM EA# OR-086-00-04) 

• An occasional discretionary O&C Road Use Permit to haul timber or rock on BLM-controlled roads. 

• Occasional road use and new road construction via non-discretionary right-of-way agreements with 

Weyerhaeuser, Oregon Department of Forestry and McMinnville Water and Light.  The non-

discretionary right-of-way agreement with Weyerhaeuser on Cedar Creek Road and the lower end of 

Ginger Creek Road has included a very active program of roadside hazard tree (snag) felling.   

• Road maintenance (rock replacement, grading, ditch maintenance, drainage structure maintenance and 

replacement, landslide repairs) on BLM and private logging roads (DNA OR-086-06-01).   

• Culvert Removal or Replacement for Fish Passage (BLM EA# OR-086-03-04). 
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• Continued, periodic use of the Cedar Creek Rock Quarry (NW of T.3S., R.6W. section 5) which is 

being proposed for development within the Cedar Creek EA (EA#  OR-S060-2010-0010). 

 

AQUATIC RESOURCES 

• Construction of the Nestucca Access Road along much of the Nestucca River (1958-1960).  This 

includes approximately 2.5 miles of road within 100 feet of the Nestucca River between Elk Creek and 

McGuire Reservoir.  Building the road constricted the stream channel, removed streamside vegetation 

and large woody debris including wood jams in the channel, and reduced future sources of large wood. 

• Meadow Lake Dam Failure – November 1962.  Failure of the Meadow Lake Dam and the resultant 

flooding removed riparian vegetation and LWD, scoured channels and disconnected natural 

floodplains along several miles of the upper Nestucca River below the dam site. Failure had significant 

effects on streambeds, banks and hydrology, and resulted in diminished availability of spawning 

gravels. 

• Major storms and flooding - 1945, 1950, 1955, 1964-65, 1972, 1996, 1999, and 2007.  Caused 

numerous landslides, increased sediment loads, and altered channel morphologies.  

• Stream cleaning portions of the Nestucca River by BLM and ODFW - 1960, 1966, and 1970. 

• There were several phases of fish habitat enhancement work that have been implemented within the 

same stream reaches as the fish habitat restoration project.  There were multiple extensive large wood 

placement projects, including the construction of alcoves throughout the 80’s.  The last habitat 

enhancement work on this reach was in 1995 and included maintenance to existing structures and also 

added some new structures.  Riparian planting was also conducted at numerous times throughout the 

80’s and mid 90’s. 

• The last phase of fish habitat enhancement in the main stem of the Nestucca was completed in the 

summer of 2002 (Upper Nestucca Restoration and Enhancement Project – BLM EA# OR-086-00-02). 

There is a need to do some maintenance on some of the existing fish structures.  Replacement of the 

Ginger Creek Culvert on the Nestucca Access Road was included within the Nestucca Fish Restoration 

EA; this work has not yet been completed. 

• Construction of McGuire Dam and Reservoir on the Nestucca River – 1968 

• The water storage capacity of the McGuire Reservoir was expanded in 2003-04.  Loss of wetlands, 

timber harvest, increased sedimentation during construction and release of water. 

• McMinnville Water and Light Department is currently planning a project to divert a portion of winter 

flows in Walker Creek to McGuire and/or Haskins Reservoirs. 

 

TIMBER MANAGEMENT  

• Historic BLM forest management practices in the Nestucca Watershed have had results which are still 

being realized today.  Thousands of acres of mid-seral stands were commercially thinned in the late 

1960s, 1970s and 1980s  Most of this thinning was light and uniform; most of the snags or green trees 

with defect which were present at the time of the thinnings within or near the thinning units were 

felled and/or harvested.  Clearcut harvesting fragmented much of the existing mature forest habitat and 

reduced patch sizes and the amount of interior forest habitat. 

• A portion of the identified log source areas for the fish habitat restoration project (T.3S., R.7W. sec. 27 

& 34) was commercially thinned via the Phoenix Density Management project in the late 1990s (BLM 

EA# OR-086-95-18). 

• There are several BLM commercial Density Management projects recently completed (since 1994), 

currently active or in various stages of the planning process which are located within and/or near the 

Nestucca River watershed.  These projects all have similar objectives to promote late-seral habitat and 

include the following:  Muletail (EA# OR-086-95-13); Rye Mountain (EA# OR-086-95-12);  Phoenix 

(EA# OR-086-95-19); Willy’s Elk (EA# OR-086-98-05); Baker Creek I (EA# OR-086-03-02); 

Southern Flame I and Southern Flame II (EA# OR-086-04-01); Jane’s Remains, Hoag Heaven and Fan 

Creek (EA# OR-086-06-05); and Head East (EA# OR-086-08-05).   A portion of BLM’s ReBear 

Density Management project is located within the same APU as the Cedar Creek Projects in T.3S., 

R.6W., Section 12 (EA# OR-086-03-01).   These projects have totaled approximately 2,200 acres of 

density management.    
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• Young Stand Maintenance – Generally pre-commercial thinning (PCT) within young plantations 

(either variable spaced or more routine) and other minor vegetation management projects such as 

white pine pruning (DOI-BLM-OR-S060-2009-0004-CX).  

• In accordance with Oregon Department of Forestry’s Northwest Oregon State Forests Management 

Plan, Final Plan (ODF 2001), in November 2008 ODF sold their “South Ginger” timber sale; the 

project was implemented in 2009.  The project contained approximately 88 acres of “partial cut” and 

32 acres of clearcut harvest within 40- to 50-year-old stands located in the vicinity of the Cedar Creek 

Projects area in T.3S., R.7W. section 12. 

• Continued forest management of McMinnville Water and Light lands. 

• Less information is available on habitat altering management activities that are scheduled to occur on 

non-Federal (private) lands within the Analysis Area or across the larger landscape.  The general trend 

on private land is one of harvest activities which result in decreasing quantities of mid- and late-seral 

habitat, that is, forest stands greater than 40- to 60-years-old harvested primarily through clearcut 

harvesting.  The majority of the industrial timber company land in the Analysis Area is owned by 

Weyerhaeuser or Stimson and is managed for timber production on relatively short rotations in 

compliance with the Oregon Forest Practices Act.  This precludes the development and/or maintenance 

of mid- or late-seral habitats and effectively results in the private land base being maintained in a 

continual condition of earlier seral stage habitats.  However, shrub species (competing vegetation) 

within young private plantations are often eliminated by the application of herbicides which 

compromises the habitat value of the early seral stage habitats for a wide array of species.  

 

WILDLIFE HABITAT ENHANCEMENT 

• BLM has implemented Wildlife Habitat Enhancement Projects on approximately 2,000 acres of 

mature conifer-dominated stands located in the Nestucca Watershed since 1996.  These projects 

primarily involved snag creation through tree topping or girdling green trees within the live crown or 

at the base, along with some falling of green trees for down woody debris. To date, approximately 

6,000 trees have been treated in the Nestucca Watershed. 

• Bat boxes have been installed under a number of bridges within the Nestucca Watershed including 

some within or near the Cedar Creek project areas. 

 

SPECIAL FOREST PRODUCTS 

• Issuance of Special Forest Products permits including firewood by the BLM in compliance with the 

Special Forest Products program (BLM CX # OR-086-02-02).   

• ODF issues personal and commercial firewood permits on lands they manage within the Tillamook 

State Forest.  

• Regardless of ownership, forested lands that are not behind gates restricting vehicular access 

experience sporadic and scattered illegal tree felling and firewood theft.  Considerable recent firewood 

theft has been noted along Dye Estates Road in T.2S., R.6W. section 9. 

 

RECREATION 

• The area located directly adjacent to and south of the Cedar Creek projects areas – on the south side to 

the Nestucca River, contains BLM’s Upper Nestucca OHV Trail System (BLM EA #OR086-97-05).   

Continued maintenance and operation of the Upper Nestucca OHV trail system including up to two 

OHV special events per year involving the trail system. 

• Recreation management on Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF) lands consistent with the Tillamook 

State Forest Recreation Action Plan 2000.  Considerable OHV usage occurs on lands managed by 

ODF directly north of the Cedar Creek project areas within the Trask River drainage.  

• The western portions of the Cedar Creek Project Areas (section 7) receive considerable amounts of 

OHV activity.  Existing unapproved OHV trails have expanded across Weyerhaeuser lands and onto 

BLM lands in section 5 – an area behind the locked Weyerhaeuser gate on Cedar Creek Road. 

• Except for the Nestucca River ACEC, lands in the area are generally open to the public for dispersed 

camping.  Dispersed camping is prevalent on both BLM and ODF lands, most notably in the fall 

during rifle hunting seasons for deer and elk with additional periodic use throughout the entire 

summer.  Camping usually occurs in areas with direct vehicular access on old landings, at large road 

junctions and on dead end logging spurs.  Stay limits for all camping throughout the public managed 
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forest is 14-days in a 28 day period at which time the campers must move at least 25 air miles from the 

previously occupied site. 

• An occasional Recreation Special Event Permit (road rallies, timed races). 

• Continued management and use of BLM campgrounds and the Nestucca Back County Byway.  BLM’s 

Dovre Campground is located nearest to the project areas. 

 

OTHER 

• Regardless of ownership, lands that are not behind gates restricting vehicular access experience 

sporadic and scattered illegal dumping, primarily household waste and garbage generated by dispersed 

camping. 

• Nestucca Watershed Roadside Inventory of Priority I, II and III Noxious Weeds (BLM Roads). 

• Management and use of the Cedar Creek Shop.  The Cedar Creek Shop is a BLM maintenance shop 

and storage yard used by BLM road maintenance crew and recreation, engineering, fisheries staff.  It is 

located in the SW of section 5.  Access to this site is via Cedar Creek road which is currently gated by 

a Weyerhaeuser gate.   

• Potential installation and operation of wind turbines on Weyerhaeuser land – primarily on ridgetops 

throughout T.2S., R.6W.  Transportation of the apparatus and equipment associated with project 

construction would likely involve the use of BLM controlled roads.  
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Appendix 3 - Compliance with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy 

 
Based on the environmental analysis described in the previous sections of the EA, Tillamook Resource 

Area staff have determined that the projects comply with the ACS on the project (site) scale.  A summary of 

the projects’ compliance with the four components of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy follows:  

 

ACS Component 1 - Riparian Reserves: The projects would comply with Component 1 by maintaining 

canopy cover along all streams and wetlands, which protect stream bank stability and water temperature. 

No-harvest buffers would protect streams from direct disturbance from logging. Road, landing, and skyline 

corridor locations have been minimized in Riparian Reserves.  Design features are addressed in EA sections 

2.2.2 and 3.2.1.  

ACS Component 2 - Key Watershed: The projects would comply with Component 2 by establishing that 

the Cedar Creek Project 1 and Project 2 are within a Key watershed. (RMP p. 7).  

ACS Component 3 - Watershed Analysis: The projects would comply with Component 3 by incorporating 

the following recommendations from the Nestucca River Watershed Analysis (October 1994): 

  

o Use variable-spaced thinnings to accelerate the development of large diameter trees with full 

crowns and large limbs and increase structural and species diversity. 

o Maintain and restore down wood and snags in the size and decay distribution reflective to the stand 

age.  

o Reduce the amount and distribution of introduced invading vegetation “noxious weeds”.  

o Increase LWD levels in streams, restore stream channel complexity, and improve pool aquatic 

habitat conditions. 

o Maintain and improve drainage on roads. Replace culverts that impede fish or are unable to 

accommodate a 100-year flood event.   

o Determine if a road is no longer need or cannot be maintained. Use closure techniques or 

obliteration to reduce road mileage in the Upper Nestucca River Key Watershed. 

o Minimize roads and landings locations in Riparian Reserves. 

 

ACS Component 4 - Watershed Restoration: As stated in the Salem District 1995 RMP, “The most 

important components … are control and prevention of road-related run-off and sediment production, 

restoration of the condition of riparian vegetation, and restoration of in-stream habitat complexity.”  The 

projects would comply with ACS Component 4 by the combination of variable-density thinning in LSR, 

AMA, and Riparian Reserve LUAs, road maintenance, road renovation, road improvement, and road 

stabilization, and adding LWD into stream channels. Thinning would further enhance terrestrial habitat 

complexity in the long- and short-term. Thinning in all LUAs would be expected to result in long-term 

restoration of large conifers and the potential for large wood recruitment that would contribute to in-stream 

habitat complexity in the long-term.  Adding LWD would increase in-stream habitat complexity. 

 

Tillamook Resource Area staff have reviewed these projects against the ACS objectives at the project or 

site scale with the following results:  

 

The No Action alternative would not retard or prevent the attainment of any of the nine ACS objectives 

because this alternative would maintain current conditions. The proposed action does not retard or prevent 

the attainment of any of the nine ACS objectives for the following reasons.  

 

1. ACSO 1: Maintain and restore the distribution, diversity, and complexity of watershed and 

landscape-scale features to ensure protection of the aquatic systems to which species, populations and 

communities are uniquely adapted. Addressed in Text (EA sections 2.3.1, 2.3.5, 2.3.7, 3.3.1, 3.3.5, and 

3.3.7). In summary:  

 

No Action Alternatives (Project 1 and Project 2): The No Action alternatives would maintain the 

development of the existing vegetation and associated stand structure at its present rate. The current 

distribution, diversity and complexity of watershed and landscape-scale features would be maintained.  
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Proposed Action, Project 1: The proposed treatments would maintain and help restore the distribution, 

diversity, and complexity of watershed and landscape-scale features. Variable density thinning would result 

in forest stands that exhibit attributes typically associated with stands of a more advanced age and stand 

structural development (larger trees, a more developed understory, and an increase in the number, size and 

quality of snags and down logs). This would occur sooner than from the No Action alternative. In Riparian 

Reserves, thinning would increase the growth of residual trees and reduce the time for those trees to become 

large enough to provide a future source of large woody debris to stream channels.   

 

Proposed Action, Project 2:  Creation of CWD, green trees, and snags (outside the proposed thinning 

area) would enhance, to a small degree, the diversity and complexity of forest stands in the affected 

watershed.  

 

Adding large woody debris (LWD) into the Nestucca River would create pools and help to restore increase 

in-stream habitat complexity and habitat diversity for fish and other aquatic species.   

 

2. ACSO 2: Maintain and restore spatial and temporal connectivity within and between watersheds. 

Addressed in Text (EA sections 2.3.1, 2.3.5, 2.3.7, 3.3.1, 3.3.5, and 3.3.7).  In summary: 

 

No Action Alternatives (Project 1 and Project 2): The No Action alternatives would have little effect on 

connectivity except in the long term within the affected watershed.  

 

Proposed Action, Project 1: Long-term connectivity of terrestrial watershed features would be improved 

by enhancing conditions for stand structure development. In time, the Riparian Reserve LUA would 

improve in functioning as refugia for late successional, aquatic and riparian associated and dependent 

species.  

 

Both terrestrial and aquatic connectivity would be maintained, and over the long-term, as the Riparian 

Reserve LUA develops late successional characteristics, lateral, longitudinal and drainage connectivity 

would be restored.  Riparian Reserve LUA buffers would maintain stream network connections for aquatic 

and riparian dependant species.   

 

No new roads would be constructed across stream channels that could result in new physical obstructions.  

Replacing approximately nine culverts with adequately designed culverts would improve migration 

corridors for aquatic dependant species. 

 

Proposed Action, Project 2:  Removing approximately 15 undersized culverts would improve migration 

corridors for aquatic dependant species. 

 

3. ACSO 3: Maintain and restore the physical integrity of the aquatic system, including shorelines, 

banks, and bottom configurations. Addressed in Text (EA sections 2.3.5, 2.3.7, 3.3.1, 3.3.5, and 3.3.7). In 

summary: 

 

No Action Alternatives (Project 1 and Project 2): It is assumed that the current condition of physical 

integrity would be maintained.  

 

Proposed Action, Project 1: No-harvest buffers would be in place on all streams and wetlands.  Full 

suspension would be required when skyline yarding over stream channels and stream banks; therefore, all 

banks and stream configurations would remain unchanged. 

 

The physical integrity of channels at existing stream crossings would be altered slightly at the crossing (in 

road prism and a short distance upstream and downstream) for one to several years following 

repair/maintenance and installation/removal of stream crossings. Replacing undersized culverts with 

adequately designed culverts would improve the channel functions and reduce the potential for future 

culvert and road fill failures. 
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Proposed Action, Project 2:  Following approximately eight culvert removals, the physical integrity of 

channels at existing stream crossings would be altered slightly at the crossing (in road prism and a short 

distance upstream and downstream) for one to several years following stream crossings.  Removing the 

culverts would improve the channel functions and reduce the potential for future culvert and road fill 

failures.  Placing large wood in the proposed 2.5-mile restoration reach would improve increase channel 

roughness and complexity, thereby helping dissipate energy during high water events and strengthening 

channel stability. 

 

4. ACSO 4: Maintain and restore water quality necessary to support healthy riparian, aquatic, and 

wetland ecosystems. Addressed in Text (EA sections 2.3.5, 2.3.7, 3.3.1, 3.3.5, and 3.3.7). In summary: 

 

No Action Alternatives (Project 1 and Project 2): It is assumed that the current condition of the water 

quality would continue a gradual downward trend with more sediment delivery and higher turbidity due to a 

poorly maintained road system.  

 

Proposed Action, Project 1: Water quality would remain within the range that maintains the biological, 

physical, and chemical integrity of streams.  The proposed actions would be unlikely to have any 

measurable effect on water quality parameters including bacteria, stream temperatures, pH, or dissolved 

oxygen.  Short-term localized increases in stream sediment and turbidity would likely occur during 

temporary roadwork (mainly at stream crossings) and, to much more limited extent, timber hauling.  Project 

planning, PDFs and BMPs would be implemented to minimize sediment delivery to streams. Over the long-

term (beyond 3-5 years), the sediment inputs would decrease with improved road drainage conditions.  

 

Proposed Action, Project 2:  Adding logs to the Nestucca River would maintain and improve water 

quality by storing and sorting sediment behind log structures, and increasing floodplain connectivity.    

 

5. ACSO 5: Maintain and restore the sediment regime under which aquatic ecosystems evolved. 

Addressed in Text (EA sections 2.3.5, 2.3.7, 3.3.1, 3.3.5, and 3.3.7). In summary 

 

No Action Alternatives (Project 1 and Project 2): It is assumed that the current levels of sediment 

delivered to streams would continue to gradually increase primarily due to current road conditions and level 

of road maintenance.  

 

Proposed Action, Project 1: Short-term localized increases in stream sediment and turbidity would likely 

occur during temporary roadwork (mainly at stream crossings) and, to a much more limited extent, timber 

hauling.  Project planning, PDFs and BMPs would be implemented to minimize sediment delivery to 

streams. Over the long-term (beyond 3-5 years), the sediment inputs would decrease with road maintenance 

and road improvements.  

 

Proposed Action, Project 2: Short-term localized increases in stream sediment would occur when logs are 

added to the Nestucca River and when road activities to stabilize roads near streams are performed.  Project 

planning, PDFs and BMPs would be implemented to minimize sediment delivery to streams.   Over time, 

additional logs would increase the capacity for sediment storage and further reduce the capacity of sediment 

transport.  Over time, stabilizing roads would reduce chronic sediment inputs and the potential of road 

failures. 

 

6. ACSO 6: Maintain and restore in-stream flows sufficient to create and sustain riparian, aquatic, 

and wetland habitats and to retain patterns of sediment, nutrient, and wood routing. Addressed in 

Text (EA sections 2.3.5, 2.3.7, 3.3.1, 3.3.5, and 3.3.7). In summary: 

  

No Action Alternative: No change in in-streams flows would be anticipated.   

 

Proposed Action, Project 1: Based upon a preliminary analysis for the risk of increases in peak flow as a 

result of forest harvest and road construction using the Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual watershed 
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analysis (OWEB, 1997), the proposed timber sale it is unlikely to produce any measurable effect on stream 

flows.  

 

Proposed Action, Project 2:  Adding logs to the Nestucca River would in the long-term trap and store 

sediment, nutrient, and wood and help restore the timing, variability, and duration of floodplain 

inundation. 
  

7. ACSO 7: Maintain and restore the timing, variability, and duration of floodplain inundation and 

water table elevation in meadows and wetlands. Addressed in Text (EA sections 2.3.5, 2.3.7, 3.3.1, 3.3.5, 

and 3.3.7). In summary: 

 

No Action Alternatives (Project 1 and Project 2): The current condition of flood plains and their ability 

to sustain inundation and the water table elevations in meadows and wetlands is expected to be maintained.  

 

Proposed Action, Project 1: With the exception of in-stream, road drainage improvements, there would be 

no alteration of any stream channel, wetland or pond morphological feature. All logging equipment would 

be kept a minimum of 100 feet from all large wetlands (larger than one acre) and perennial stream channels, 

and 60 feet from all small wetlands (one acre or less) and intermittent stream channels. Thus, the current 

condition of floodplain inundation and water tables would be maintained  

 

Proposed Action, Project 2:  Adding logs to Nestucca River would increase flood plain connectivity and 

restore the timing, variability, and duration of floodplain inundation and water table elevation. 
 

8. ACSO 8: Maintain and restore the species composition and structural diversity of plant 

communities in riparian areas and wetlands to provide adequate summer and winter thermal 

regulation, nutrient filtering, appropriate rates of surface erosion, bank erosion, and channel 

migration and to supply amounts and distributions of coarse woody debris sufficient to sustain 

physical complexity and stability. Addressed in Text (EA sections 2.3.5, 2.3.7, 3.3.1, 3.3.5, and 3.3.7). In 

summary: 

 

No Action Alternatives (Project 1 and Project 2): The current species composition and structural 

diversity of plant communities would continue along the current trajectory. Diversification would occur 

over a longer period of time.  

 

Proposed Action, Project 1: No-cut buffers (from 60 feet on intermittent streams to 100 feet on perennial 

streams) would maintain the current species composition and structural diversity of plant communities in 

riparian areas and wetlands. Riparian areas adjacent to no-cut buffers would retain a canopy closure of 50% 

or greater.  

 

9. ACSO 9: Maintain and restore habitat to support well-distributed populations of native plant, 

invertebrate and vertebrate riparian-dependent species. Addressed in Text (EA sections 2.3.5, 2.3.7, 

3.3.1, 3.3.5, and 3.3.7). In summary:  

 

No Action Alternatives (Project 1 and Project 2): Habitats would be maintained over the short-term and 

continue to develop over the long-term with no known impacts on species currently present.  

 

Proposed Action, Project 1: The proposed action would have no adverse effect on riparian dependent 

species. Although thinning activities may affect some invertebrates within the treatment areas, adjacent 

non-thinned areas should provide adequate refugia for the species. In the long term, the treatments would 

restore elements of structural diversity to treatment areas in the Riparian Reserve LUA. These attributes 

would help to provide resources currently lacking or of low quality, and over the long-term, would benefit 

both aquatic and terrestrial species. 

 



164 

 

Proposed Action, Project 2:  Introducing defect into green trees, felling trees and creating snags (outside 

the proposed thinning areas) would help restore habitat complexities that would benefit populations of 

native plant, invertebrate, and vertebrate riparian-dependent species. 

 

Adding logs into streams would help rehabilitate streams to enhance natural populations of anadromous 

and resident fish.  
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