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FINDING OF NO ADDITIONAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

Introduction 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) published the Rickard Creek Timber Sale Environmental 

Assessment (EA) (EA# OR080-07-13) in March of 2007. The Rickard Creek timber sale was sold, but 

not awarded, on June 24, 2009. The BLM revised the Rickard Creek Timber Sale EA in December of 

2009 after the Western Oregon Plan Revision was remanded (July 16
th

, 2009) to address protest issues 

regarding carbon sequestration and climate change. Following the outcome of litigation in 

Conservation Northwest v. Sherman, No. 08-1067-JCC (W.D. Wash.), the BLM again revised the EA 

in 2012 to address compliance with Survey and Manage. 

The 2012 Revised Rickard Creek Timber Sale EA (DOI-BLM-OR-S050-2011-0002) (2012 EA) is 

incorporated by reference in this Finding of No Additional Significant Impact determination 

(FONASI). The analysis in this 2012 EA is site-specific and supplements analyses found in the Salem 

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

1994 (RMP/FEIS). 

The Salem District initiated planning and design for this project to conform and be consistent with the 

Salem District’s 1995 Resource Management Plan. Following the March 31, 2011 decision by the 
United States District Court for the District of Columbia in Douglas Timber Operators et al. v. Salazar, 

which vacated and remanded the administrative withdrawal of the Salem District’s 2008 Record of 

Decision and Resource Management Plan (2008 ROD and RMP), we evaluated this project for 

consistency with both the 1995 RMP and the 2008 ROD and RMP. Based upon this review, the 

selected alternative contains some design features not mentioned specifically in the 2008 ROD and 

RMP. The 2008 ROD and RMP did not preclude use of these design features, and the use of these 

design features is clearly consistent with the goals and objectives in the 2008 ROD and RMP. 

Accordingly, this project is consistent with the Salem District’s 1995 RMP and 2008 ROD/RMP. 

This project is located on BLM-managed lands in Township 13 South, Range 6, Section 29, 

Willamette Meridian in Benton County, Oregon. The proposed action is to conduct regeneration 

harvest on approximately 92 acres of stands that are 80 years old, conduct commercial thinning on 

approximately 4 acres of 74 year old stands and conduct density management on approximately 15 

acres of 74 to 80 year old stands. Approximately 92 of these acres are in the Matrix Land Use 

Allocation (LUA), and 19 are in the Riparian Reserve (RR) LUA. 

The 2012 EA and draft FONASI was available for public review from February 15, 2012 to March 16, 

2012. The notice for public comment was published in a legal notice in the Gazette-Times newspaper 

on February 15, 2012. Comments were submitted by eight interested parties and individuals. 

Substantive comments not already addressed in previous analyses or decision will be responded to in 

the Decision Record. 

Finding of No Additional Significant Impact 

Based upon review of the 2012 EA and supporting documents, I have determined that the proposed 

action is not a major federal action that would significantly affect the quality of the human 

environment, individually or cumulatively with other actions in the general area. No site-specific 

environmental effects meet the definition of significance in context or intensity as defined in 40 CFR 

1508.27. Therefore, supplemental or additional information to the analysis done in the RMP/FEIS 
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through a new environmental impact statement is not needed. This finding is based on the following 

information: 

Context: 

Potential effects resulting from implementation of the proposed action have been analyzed within the 

context of the Marys River 5th-field Watershed and the project areas boundaries. The proposed action 

would occur on approximately 111 acres of Matrix and Riparian Reserve (RR) land use allocation 

(LUA), encompassing less than 0.06 percent of the forest cover (all ownerships inclusive) within the 

Marys River Watershed [40 CFR 1508.27(a)]. 

Intensity: 

1.	 [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(1)] – Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse: The resources 

potentially affected by the proposed activities are: air quality, fire risk, and fuels management, 

carbon sequestration (storage) and climate change, fisheries and aquatic habitat, recreation, rural 

interface, and visual resources, soils, vegetation - invasive, non-native plant species, water, and 

wildlife. The effects of the proposed actions are unlikely to have significant impacts on these 

resources for the following reasons: 

Project Design Features described in EA section 2.6 would reduce the risk of effects to affected 

resources to be within RMP standards and guidelines within the effects described in the RMP/EIS. 

Vegetation and Forest Stand Characteristics (EA sections 3.6 and 4.6): 

Non-Native Plants and Noxious Weeds – Exposed mineral soil areas created through the 

implementation of this project pose the greatest risk for the establishment of noxious weed 

species. However, project design features have been incorporated into this proposal to minimize 

the creation of new noxious weed habitat. The risk rating for the long-term establishment of 

noxious weed species and consequences of adverse effects on this project area is low because: 

1)	 mitigation measures have been incorporated into this project to minimize the amount of 

exposed mineral soil, 

2)	 the size of the project area is small compared to the entire watershed and any 

disturbance is considered localized, 

3)	 the implementation of the Marys Peak Resource Area noxious weed control utilizing 

glyphosate EA (EA# DOI-BLM-OR-S050-2010-0005), and the Westside Salem 

integrated non-native plant management plan EA (EA#OR080-06-09) as amended by 

the documentation of land use plan conformance and NEPA adequacy (DNA # OR080

08-01). These documents allow for monitoring project area for noxious weed 

infestations and targeting noxious weeds for removal, 

4)	 the known noxious weeds species which occur in the project area are regionally 

abundant and occur widespread throughout the Oregon Coast Range Physiographic 

Province, and control measures generally consist of biological control, 

5)	 the anticipated noxious weed species to become established in the project area often 

persist for several years after becoming established but soon decline as native 

vegetation increases within the project areas, and 

6)	 there are no other Oregon listed noxious weed species that are anticipated to become 

established through the implementation of this project. 

Finding of No Additional Significant Impact for 2012 Revised Rickard Creek EA 
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Carbon Sequestration (Storage) and Climate Change (EA sections 3.2 and 4.2): The 2012 EA is 

tiered to the PRMP FEIS (1994), (p. 3&4-50) which concluded that all alternatives analyzed in the 

FEIS, in their entirety including all timber harvest, would have only slight (context indicates that 

the effect would be too small to calculate) effect on carbon dioxide levels. The following show 

quantities of carbon in forest ecosystem vegetation
1 

worldwide, in the United States, and in the 

Rickard Creek project area. 

Total carbon, forest ecosystem vegetation, Worldwide (Matthews et al, 2000, p. 58) = 

132-457 Gt
2 

Total carbon, forest ecosystem vegetation, United States (US EPA, 2009) = 27 Gt 

Total carbon, forest ecosystem vegetation, Pacific Northwest, Coast Range 1.8-2 Gt 

(Hudiburg, et al. 2009). 

Total carbon, forest ecosystem vegetation, Rickard Creek Project Area = 28,000 tonnes 

or 0.000028 Gt. This represents .000001 percent of the United States total or .000014 

percent of the Coast Range total. 

The annual accumulation of carbon from forest management in the United States is 191 

million tonnes. Implementation of current management on BLM-managed lands in 

western Oregon would result in an average annual accumulation of 1.69 million tonnes 

over the next 100 years, or 0.9 percent of the current U.S. accumulation. (WOPR, p. 4

537). 

Carbon emissions resulting from the proposed action would total 1,100 to 4,900 tonnes. Current 

global emissions of carbon dioxide total 25 billion tonnes of carbon dioxide (IPCC 2007, p. 513), 

and current U.S. emissions of carbon dioxide total 6 billion tonnes (EPA 2007, p 2-3). Therefore, 

the emissions from the proposed action would constitute .0000002 percent of current global 

emissions and .0000008 percent of current U.S. emissions. 

The BLM has selected 80 years as the time frame for analysis of carbon storage and climate 

change for this project. Eighty years is the approximate rotation length of the stand in the project, 

and rotation length of 70-110 years is directed (RMP, p. D-1). Eighty years represents the full 

cycle of carbon storage and release for this project and would likely be similar for future rotations. 

Tree growth following harvest would offset greenhouse gases and result in net storage of 1,014 to 

8,880 tonnes of carbon. This would contribute an annual average of 12 to 111 tonnes to the U.S. 

annual accumulation of carbon from forest management of 191 million tonnes. The WOPR EIS 

(Vol. 4, P. 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 for all Western Oregon BLM-administered lands, 9 percent 

higher than average historic conditions (576 million tonnes, WOPR, Vol. 3, P. 224, as reanalyzed 

in November 6, 2009 memo, on file, Marys Peak Resource Area). The incremental effect of the 

proposed action, over time, would be net storage of carbon. 

ESA listed, Bureau Special Status, and Survey and Manage Botanical and Fungal Species (EA 

sections 3.6, and 4.6): This project would not directly affect any Bureau Special Status (SS) 

vascular plant, lichen, bryophyte or fungi species since there are no known sites within or adjacent 

to the project area. Although implementation of this project would be detrimental to any bureau 

SS mycorrhizal fungal species in the project area, the likelihood of any occurring in the stand is 

1 
Carbon contained in both above ground and below ground parts of trees and forest vegetation, and downed wood, litter 

2 
A Giga-tonne (Gt) is one billion tonnes, or metric tons. 
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low because the majority of these species have no known sites within the Marys Peak Resource 

Area or the Northern Oregon Coast Range Mountains. 

Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat, Hydrology, and Soils (EA sections 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 4.3, 4.4, and 

4.5): The creation of temporary roads, yarding corridors, and the mechanical removal of trees are 

unlikely to significantly increase sedimentation into project area streams because harvest 

generated slash would be maintained in the yarding corridors, minimizing the need for machines 

to travel on bare soil. Slash, limbs and non-merchantable material left following harvest activities 

within treatment areas can substantially reduce the magnitude of sediment movement (Burroughs 

and King 1989, Swift 1985). In accordance with the RMP guidelines, ground-based equipment 

would only be allowed on slopes less than 35 percent. Ground-based skidding would occur during 

periods of low soil moisture with little or no rainfall to minimize soil compaction and erosion. 

Tree removal is not proposed on steep, unstable slopes where the potential for mass wasting 

adjacent to streams is high. Therefore, increases in sediment delivery to streams and mass wasting 

are unlikely to result from the proposed action. For the protection of stream channels and aquatic 

resources, riparian buffers or no-treatment zones were applied to all stream channels and “high 
water table areas” (small wet areas, ponds, marshes, etc.) in the project area. In addition, stream 

protection zones (SPZs) in riparian areas have high surface roughness, which would function to 

trap any overland flow and sediment before reaching streams. Therefore, increases in sediment 

delivery to streams are unlikely to result. 

The proposed project would affect less than 0.06 percent of the forest cover in the Marys River 

Watershed (111 acres treated of the 193,748 acres in the Marys River) all located below the 

Transient Snow Zone. The hydrology analysis of the proposed action was considered unlikely to 

detectably alter stream flows (Wegner, 2007b). No discernible effects to fish and aquatic habitat 

within the treatment area are anticipated from undetectable changes in peak and base flows, and 

would be even less likely to affect fish habitat downstream. 

Retention of the SPZ buffer and the location of treatments primarily adjacent to intermittent 

channels would be expected to maintain the existing stream temperature regimes. The proposed 

action is unlikely to increase in-stream temperatures at the site. Based on the shade sufficiency 

analysis, the hydrology report, water quality analysis, and the Project Design Features, the 

proposed action is unlikely to affect fish habitat downstream. Stream shading would exceed the 

widths required to maintain the Oregon DEQ stream temperature TMDL standard of a minimum 

of 80 percent effective shade resulting in no change to water temperature from the activities 

proposed in this project. 

New road construction within the riparian reserve would be outside the drainage area of the stream 

in a dry draw that does not have a physical connection to the stream channel, so no erosion from 

the road surface is expected to reach the stream. All new construction would be decommissioned 

and blocked to vehicle traffic following harvest, so some recovery back to a forested condition 

would occur in this area over time. Approximately 2,800 feet of the 13-6-29.1 road would also be 

decommissioned and blocked to vehicle traffic following harvest. 

Soils (EA sections 3.5 and 4.5): Approximately 2.0 acres in landings and 1.7 acres in skid trails 

would be required. Because the existing skid trails would be reused, this would result in a 

cumulative detrimental disturbance level of 3.3 percent in the sale area units. The aerial extent and 

degree of disturbance would remain within accepted RMP guidelines of less than 10 percent 

disturbance. 
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Wildlife (EA sections 3.7, and 4.7): The retention of green trees within the regeneration harvest 

area (approximately 9 to 11 trees per acre clumped and scattered across 92 acres), would meet or 

exceed RMP requirements and add considerable structural complexity to the open early-seral 

habitat created by the harvest. Structural complexity would also be enhanced and retained within 

the 15 acre density management area (compared to no action) where prominent overstory trees 

and declining legacy old-growth trees would be released to rejuvenate their live crown structure 

and to reinitiate understory shrub layer diversity, which enhance the quality of habitat for 

numerous wildlife species. The coarse woody debris component would remain at moderate to high 

levels since existing snags and logs are reserved from harvest and since high quality snags and 

down logs would be recruited from reserved green trees due to post-harvest mortality. 

Following the harvest operations in the regeneration harvest unit (92 acres) habitat conditions 

would be unfavorable to some bird species, while benefitting those species that prefer open 

shrubby habitats that have a prominent snag component. The resulting habitat conditions within 

the thinning and density management units (19 acres) would still provide similar habitat 

conditions for bird species that might currently nest in those stands. 

Of the Birds of Conservation Concern that utilize late-seral and old-growth (LSOG) habitats, most 

species (besides the northern spotted owl and marbled murrelet) are also found in other seral 

stages or utilize structural components (snags, hardwoods, etc.) that are found in several seral 

stages. Because all of the Birds of Conservation Concern are widely distributed throughout the 

conifer-dominated forests of this Bird Conservation Region (Altman 2008); the potential negative 

impacts to these bird populations resulting from the proposed action would likely be very minor 

and localized. 

An analysis and determination of non-high priority site status for red tree voles within the Rickard 

Creek project area was completed and approval was received by the. U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service on January 11, 2012 (see Appendix C of Wildlife Report). Concurrence was also received 

from adjacent administrative units, the Eugene District BLM and the U.S. Forest Service – 
Siuslaw National Forest. The analysis concluded the proposed would meet all four criteria to 

ensure continued persistence of this species at the watershed scale. 

Air Quality, Fire Risk, and Fuels Management (EA sections 3.1 and 4.1): The proposed projects 

would create an increased risk of fire from the slash generated during harvest operations. This risk 

would be mitigated by utilizing a variety of fuels treatments including the use of prescribed fire 

under controlled situations. The regeneration harvest area would be hand piled and burned and/or 

broadcast burned to reduce the risk of fire and for site preparation prior to tree planting. 

Commercial thinning harvest areas would be hand piled and burned if the fuel loading is 

determined by the BLM to be a hazard by post-harvest surveys. Slash pullback along roads that 

remain open to the public, and along property lines may occur where the opportunities for ignition 

are greatest. The fine fuels (fuels in the 1 and 10 hour size classes) would be consumed during 

broadcast burning or pile burning. 

In areas where hazard reduction or site preparation does not occur, these fuels would decay within 

three to five years and the risk of surface fire would decrease to near current levels. The 

regeneration harvest would remove the majority of ladder fuels and the commercial thinning 

would remove most of the ladder fuels and decrease the crown bulk density, reducing the risk of a 

canopy fire. Prescribed fuels treatments would have a short duration impact on air quality. Strict 

adherence to smoke management regulations would result in little or no impact to the public. 
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Recreation, Rural Interface, and Visual Resources (EA sections 3.8 and 4.8): The proposed 

project would comply with Visual Resource Management Class 4 management objectives as 

defined in the Salem District RMP (pp. 36-37). A forest setting and most of the canopy would 

remain in the density management and commercial thinning areas, but few trees would remain in 

the regeneration harvest area. Evidence of the density management and thinning portions of the 

project would not be observable within five years as understory vegetation returns to a more 

natural appearance and the remaining stand continues to mature. The regeneration portion would 

remain observable for several years until the seedlings are well established. 

Recreational activities would be limited during periods of operation and has potential for 

distributing use to other areas. Motorized or OHV use within the project area would be further 

limited for one year following harvest operations or red needle stage. Following harvest activities, 

current recreational activities would continue with potential of increased hunting and OHV use 

due to the opening of corridors and building of skid roads for harvest activities. 

2.	 [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(2)] – The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or 

safety: The project’s effects to public health and safety would not be significant because the 
project occurs in a forested setting, removed from urban and residential areas, where the primary 

activities are forest management and timber harvest. 

Public safety along haul routes would be minimally affected because log truck traffic from forest 

management activities on both private and public land is common and the majority of the public 

using these haul routes are aware of the hazards involved in driving on these forest roads. In 

addition, project design features require use of signs, road blocks, and/or flaggers near project 

activities to provide for public safety (EA section 2.6). 

3.	 [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)] – Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to 

historic or cultural resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, 

or ecologically critical areas: The proposed project would not affect historical or cultural 

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

areas, because these are not located within the project area. 

4.	 [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(4)] – The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human 

environment are likely to be highly controversial: The proposed project is not unique or 

unusual. The BLM has experience implementing similar actions in similar areas without highly 

controversial effects. 

5.	 [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(5)] – The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment 

area highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks:  The effects associated with the 

project do not have uncertain, unique, or unknown risks, because the BLM has experience 

implementing similar actions in similar areas without these risks. Project Design Features (EA 

section 2.6) would minimize risks associated with the project. 

6.	 [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(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 action would not establish a precedent for future actions, nor would 

it represent a decision in principle about a further consideration for the following reasons: 1/ The 

project is within the scope of proposed activities documented in the Salem District RMP. 2/ The 
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BLM has experience implementing similar actions in similar areas without setting a precedent for 

future actions or representing a decision about a further consideration. See #4 and #5, above. 

7.	 [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(7)] – Whether the action is related to other actions with individually 

insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts: The Interdisciplinary Team evaluated the 

project area in context of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions and determined that 

there is not a potential for significant cumulative effects on affected resources (EA section 4.0). 

8.	 [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(8)] – The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, 

highways, structures, or 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 project would not affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or other 

objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, nor would the 

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

9.	 [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(9)] – The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered 

or threatened species or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973: The proposed project is not expected to adversely affect 

ESA listed species or critical habitat for the following reasons: 

ESA Wildlife – Threatened and Endangered Species (EA sections 3.7 and 4.7): The proposed 

action would have “no effect” to marbled murrelets, since the harvest area is not considered 
suitable habitat and survey efforts have indicated a probable absence of murrelets in the proposed 

action area (nearest murrelet site is 5.9 miles west). 

The planned regeneration harvest would remove 92 acres of suitable foraging habitat for the 

spotted owl, but most of this loss would occur beyond the likely home range (1.5 miles) of the 

known active Oliver Valley owl site. Also, the continued presence of breeding barred owls in this 

vicinity is likely to preclude any substantial use of this area by spotted owls (Gutiérrez et al. 

2007). The loss of suitable habitat from the proposed action would still provide more than 40% 

suitable habitat in the affected home range of the Oliver Valley owl site. Spotted owl sites with 

>40% suitable habitat within their home range and >50% suitable habitat in their core area have 

the highest likelihood to contribute to the long-term demographic performance of the owl 

populations (USDI-FWS 2011a). 

ESA Fish (EA sections 3.3 and 4.3): Protection of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) as described by 

the Magnuson/Stevens Fisheries Conservation and Management Act and consultation with 

National Marine Fisheries Service is required for all projects which may adversely affect EFH of 

Chinook salmon. The proposed projects are not expected to affect EFH due to distance of all 

activities associated with the project from occupied habitat. A determination has been made in a 

biological assessment that this proposed project would have ‘no effect’ on Upper Willamette 
River steelhead trout, Chinook salmon and Oregon chub. Generally, the ‘no effect’ determination 

is based on the distance of a project to ESA listed fish habitat. The distance from ESA listed fish 

or critical habitat is over two miles to project activities. 

10.	 [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(10)] – Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local 

law or requirements imposed for the protection of the environment: The proposed project has 

been designed to follow Federal, State, and local laws (EA section 1.3). 
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Approved by: 

Rich Hatfield Date 

Marys Peak Resource Area Field Manager 
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