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Introduction 

 

The Tillamook Resource Area, Salem District Bureau of Land Management (BLM), proposes to 
amend reciprocal right-of-way agreement S-905 between BLM and Stimson Lumber Company to add 

approximately 2,510 feet of existing BLM controlled road and approximately 590 feet of new 

construction in the S½ NE¼ & NW¼ SE¼ of section 3, T1S R5W, Willamette Meridian.  By adding 

the existing BLM controlled road and the proposed new construction to the reciprocal right-of-way 

agreement, Stimson will then have the right to use the existing road and construct the new proposed 

road to efficiently harvest timber on their adjoining property located to the east of the BLM parcel. 

This right would exist in perpetuity.  

 

                                                 
1
 This section of the Stimson-Scoggins ROW Amendment and Construction EA is the unsigned Finding of No Significant 

Impact (FONSI) for the project and is presented here for public review and comment. After a public comment period, the 

Tillamook Field Manager will consider comments received and if appropriate, will finalize and sign the FONSI.  



 

 

It is possible for Stimson to harvest their timber entirely from their own land but it would require road 

construction on their own lands, possibly over a creek, and downhill cable yarding that would be much 

more environmentally impactful than yarding uphill to a landing on a broad stable ridge accessed by 

the BLM roads.  Since it is possible, and economically feasible, for Stimson to harvest their timber 

without use of BLM roads there would not be any interrelated or interdependent action between 

Stimson’s harvest and the proposed action. 

 

The EA and unsigned FONSI will be made available for public review from June 10, 2014 through 

June 24, 2014. The notice for public comment will be published in legal notices by the Hillsboro 

Argus newspaper of Hillsboro, Oregon.  Comments received by the Tillamook Resource Area of the 

Salem District Office, 4610 Third Street, Tillamook, Oregon, 97141, on or before June 24, 2014 will 

be considered in making the final decision for this project. 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

 

Based upon review of the Stimson-Scoggins ROW Amendment and Construction EA and supporting 

documents, I have determined that the proposed action is not a major federal action 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.  Therefore, supplemental or additional information to the 

analysis in the RMP/FEIS in the form of a new environmental impact statement is not needed.  This 

finding is based on the following discussion: 

 

Context [40 CFR 1508.27(a)]:  Potential effects resulting from the implementation of the proposed 

action have been analyzed within the context of the project area boundaries, and the following 6th field 

watersheds: Sain Creek- Scoggins Creek.  This project would affect approximately 0.00002 percent of 

the 28,514 acre 6th field watersheds listed above.  

 

Intensity refers to severity of impact [40 CFR 1508.27(b)]. The following text shows how the 

proposed project would not have significant impacts with regard to ten considerations for evaluating 

intensity, as described in 40 CFR 1508.27(b). 

[40 CFR 1508.27(b) (1)] – Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse: The effects of right-of-

way amendment which includes 590 feet of road construction are unlikely to have significant 

(beneficial and adverse) impacts (EA section 4.0) for the following reasons:  

 Project design features described in EA section 2.2.1 would reduce the risk of effects to 

affected resources to be within RMP standards and guidelines and to be within the effects 

described in the RMP/FEIS. 

 Soils (EA section 4.1): Effects to this resource are not significant because: only about 1/3 of 

an acre of soil would be disturbed as a result of  the Proposed Action which would not cause a 

measurable loss in soil productivity in the timber stand where the construction would occur.  

 Special Status Wildlife Species (EA section 4.2): Effects to this resource are not significant 

because: The only affect to ESA listed species would be a minor alteration of spotted owl 

dispersal habitat which would not result in the loss of habitat function in the vicinity of the 

road construction.  There would not be any effects to any other Special Status Species. 

 Special Status Botany Species (including Noxious/Invasive Weeds) (EA section 4.3): Effects 

to this resource are not significant because:  No special status botany species occur within the 

project area and Project Design Features are incorporated to eliminate the potential for new 

infestation or spread of noxious/invasive weeds that could impact the native forest habitats. 



 

 

 Late-Successional Forest Development (EA section 4.4): Effects to this resource are not 

significant because:  The scope of the forest disturbing activity is small (590 feet of road 

construction), does not appreciably change the structure of the forest, and will be relatively 

short-lived (~10 years) as red alder trees fill in the road grade after the short season of use. 

 

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

proposed project would not adversely affect public health or safety because the project area is not 

accessible to the public, would not occur near areas with public access and would not be 

detectable from areas of public use.  

 

 [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 

because a survey for cultural resources will be done prior to issuing a decision to implement the 

proposed action and if cultural resources are found they will be managed according to BLM 

policy.  The proposed project would not affect parklands, prime farmlands, wild and scenic rivers, 

wilderness, or ecologically critical areas because these resources are not located within the project 

area. 

 

[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. 

 

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

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

action do not have uncertain, unique or unknown risks.  The BLM has experience implementing 

similar actions in similar areas without these risks and project design features would minimize the 

risks associated with the project (EA section 2.2.1).  

 

[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 RMP/FEIS (1994). 2/ the BLM has 

experience implementing similar actions in similar areas without setting a precedent for future 

actions or representing a decision about a further consideration.  

 

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

but cumulatively significant impacts:  The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) evaluated the project area 

in context of past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions and determined that based on the 

nature and limited scope and intensity of the project that there is no potential for cumulative 

effects on any resources analyzed.  (EA Section 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2) 

 

[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 these resources because no such resources exist in or near the project 

area.  (EA section 4.6)  



 

 

[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 

 

 Northern spotted owl (EA Section 4.2): Effects to the species are not significant because: There 

would be no effect to spotted owl critical or suitable habitat, no known spotted owl sites exist 

in or near the proposed action area, and there would only be an inconsequential effect to 

spotted owl dispersal habitat which would not affect its function.   ESA Consultation is 

described in EA section 6.1.1.  

 

Marbled Murrelet (EA Section 4.2):  There would not be any effects to this species because no 

habitat for the species occurs in or near the proposed action area. 

  

 

ESA Fish – There are no ESA listed fish in or near the proposed project that could be affected by 

the project.  

 

[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 activities have 

been designed to follow Federal, State, and local laws (EA sections 1.2.2, 4.6) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Approved by: ___________________________________   _______________                                                                                       

Karen M. Schank, Tillamook Resource Area Field Manager   Date                           
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As the Nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of Interior has responsibility for most of our 

nationally owned public lands and natural resources.  This includes fostering economic use of our land and 

water resources, protecting our fish and wildlife, preserving the environmental and cultural values of our 

national parks and historical places, and providing for the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation.  The 

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

interest of all people.  The Department also has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation 

communities and for people who live in Island Territories under U.S. administration. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose of and Need for Action and Decision to be Made 

1.1.1 Purpose of and Need for Action  

Stimson Lumber Company has requested an amendment to the existing reciprocal right-of-way 

agreement in order to use an existing road that the BLM controls through an easement over private 

land, use an existing road over BLM land, and to construct a new road across BLM land, in T1S 

R5W section 3 (S½ NE¼ & NW¼ SE¼) to facilitate the efficient harvest of timber on adjacent 

Stimson Lumber Company land.  These roads are not currently included in the reciprocal right-of-

way (RROW) agreement (S-905) between BLM and Stimson Lumber Company.  The Salem 

District Resource Management Plan May 1995 (RMP) directs the BLM to “Continue to make 

BLM-administered lands available for needed rights-of-way where consistent with local 

comprehensive plans, Oregon statewide planning goals and rules, and the exclusion and avoidance 

areas identified in this resource management plan”.  In keeping with current BLM policy, in order 

for Stimson to use and construct roads across this BLM parcel, BLM would need to add these 

roads and proposed road locations into the existing right-of way agreement consistent with the 

direction found in the RMP. 

1.1.2 Decisions to be Made 

The following decision will be made through this analysis:  To determine whether or not the BLM 

should include the proposed road segments in the existing RROW agreement. 

1.1.3 Summary of Proposed Action 

The proposed action would amend reciprocal right-of-way agreement S-905 between BLM and 

Stimson Lumber Company to add approximately 2,510 feet of existing BLM controlled road and 

approximately 590 feet of new construction in the S½ NE¼ & NW¼ SE¼ of section 3, T1S R5W, 

Willamette Meridian.  By adding the existing BLM controlled road and the proposed new 

construction to the reciprocal right-of-way agreement, Stimson will then have the right to use the 

existing road and construct the new proposed road to efficiently harvest timber on their adjoining 

property located to the east of the BLM parcel. This right would exist in perpetuity.  

 

It is possible for Stimson to harvest their timber entirely from their own land but it would require 

road construction on their own lands, possibly over a creek, and downhill cable yarding that would 

be much more environmentally impactful than yarding uphill to a landing on a broad stable ridge 

accessed by the BLM roads.  Since it is possible, and economically feasible, for Stimson to 

harvest their timber without use of BLM roads there would not be any interrelated or 

interdependent action between Stimson’s harvest and the proposed action. 

1.2 Conformance with Land Use Plan, Statutes, Regulations, and other Plans  

1. The proposed action is in conformance with the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource 

Management Plan, May 1995 (RMP) pp.55: topic: Rights-of-Way;  Record of Decision for 

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

Range of the Northern Spotted Owl and Standards and Guidelines for Management of Habitat 

for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species within the Range of the Northern 
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Spotted Owl, April 1994 (the Northwest Forest Plan, or NWFP);  and Record of Decision and 

Standards and Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and 

other Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines, January 2001., Revised Recovery Plan for 

the Northern Spotted Owl, (Strix occidentalis caurina). U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2011.  

 

2. The proposed project is within the following RMP land use allocations (RMP p. 8): Adaptive 

Management Area 

 

The analysis in the Stimson-Scoggins ROW Amendment and Construction EA is site-specific, and 

tiers to analyses found in the Salem District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final 

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

 

The above documents are available for review in the Tillamook Resource Area Office.  Additional 

information about the proposed activities is available in the Stimson-Scoggins ROW Amendment 

and Construction EA Analysis File, also available at the Tillamook Resource Area Office. 

1.2.1 Survey and Manage Review 

The Survey and Manage mitigation measure (S&M) has been the subject of numerous legal 

proceedings since the signing of the Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for 

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

Standards and Guidelines, in January 2001.  The proposed action is fully consistent with the 2001 

ROD because the area where road construction would occur was surveyed in 2001 as part of the 

Scoggins Creek Density Management Project (EA # OR-086-02-01) using the species list 

contained in the 2001 ROD.  None of the species on this fully inclusive list were found in the 

vicinity of the road construction site therefore construction could occur without affect to any S&M 

species. 

1.2.2 Relevant Statutes/Authorities 

This section is a summary of the relevant statutes/authorities that apply to this project.  

 Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) 1976 – Defines BLM’s organization 

and provides the basic policy guidance for BLM’s management of public lands. 

 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 1969 – Requires the preparation of EAs or EISs 

on federal actions. These documents describe the environmental effects of these actions and 

determine whether the actions have a significant effect on the human environment. .   

 Endangered Species Act (ESA) 1973 – Directs Federal agencies to ensure their actions do 

not jeopardize threatened and endangered species. 

 Clean Air Act (CAA) 1990 – Provides the principal framework for national, state, and local 

efforts to protect air quality. 

 Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) 1979 – Protects archeological resources 

and sites on federally-administered lands. Imposes criminal and civil penalties for removing 

archaeological items from federal lands without a permit. 
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 Clean Water Act (CWA) 1987 – Establishes objectives to restore and maintain the chemical, 

physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s water. 

 The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA), Executive Order 13186, and Migratory 

Bird Treaty Reform Act of 2004. 

 

Additional authorities and management direction are described in EA section 4.6 Table 1.  

1.3 Scoping and Identification of Relevant Issues 

1.3.1 Scoping  

External scoping (seeking input from people outside of the BLM) for this project was conducted 

by means of a scoping letter posted on the BLM’s Salem District internet site in the Planning 

section and including the project in the Spring/Summer Salem District Project update that is 

mailed to over 250 addresses.  No comments were received.  Internal scoping was conducted by 

the Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) through record searches, field reviews and the project planning 

process. 

1.3.2 Relevant Issues 

Based on the location, nature and scope of the project, as well as information contained in the 

RMP, the IDT considered the potential for the project to impact the following resources: soils, 

wildlife (including Special Status Species), botany (including Special Status Species and invasive 

species) and effects to late-successional forest development on BLM lands.   Because the action 

would occur on existing roads and, in the case where the new construction would occur, on a 

broad ridge with no water or streams present, and the nearest habitat for special status fish species 

occurring over 7 miles away below the Henry Hagg Lake dam, issues associated with hydrology 

and fisheries resources were not considered.  Also, because the landscape where the proposed 

action would occur has been highly modified through recent human forest management activities 

there is little likelihood that cultural resources of any importance exist at the site.  Regardless, 

prior to rendering a Decision and constructing the new road, a cultural resource inventory would 

be completed and if resources are found they would be managed according to BLM policy.  The 

issues considered provide a basis for comparing the environmental effects of the proposed project 

with the current condition and will aid in the decision-making process. The issues are presented in 

the form of questions regarding the relationship between the proposed action and specific pertinent 

elements of potentially affected resources. 

1.3.2.1 Issue 1: Soils 

Would the amendment of the RROW agreement, including the construction of 590 feet of new road 

cause an unacceptable loss of soil productivity at the site? 

1.3.2.2 Issue 2: Special Status Wildlife Species 

Would the amendment of the RROW agreement, including the construction of 590 feet of new road 

cause a substantial negative effect to any ESA listed, Bureau Sensitive, or Survey and Manage 

wildlife species? 
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1.3.2.3 Issue 3: Special Status Botany Species (including Noxious/Invasive 

Weeds) 

Would the amendment of the RROW agreement, including the construction of 590 feet of new road 

cause a substantial negative effect to any Bureau Sensitive or Survey and Manage botany species? 

 

Would the proposed action cause spread or new infestation of any noxious and/or invasive weed 

species? 

1.3.2.4 Issue 4: Late-successional Forest Development 

Would the amendment of the RROW agreement, including the construction of 590 feet of new road 

hinder the ability of the BLM forest lands adjacent to the proposed action roads to develop into 

late-successional forest which is the goal of lands in the Adaptive Management Area land use 

allocation? 

 

These issues are addressed in Section 4 of the EA under the resource header for each issue.  

2.0 ALTERNATIVES  

2.1 Alternative Development 

Pursuant to Section 102 (2) (E) of  the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 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.”  There were no unresolved conflicts concerning 

alternative uses of available resources, therefore, this EA will analyze the effects of the current 

“proposed action” and “No Action alternative” (which provides the baseline to evaluate effects).  

2.2 Proposed Action 

The proposed action would amend reciprocal right-of-way agreement S-905 between BLM and 

Stimson Lumber Company to add approximately 2,510 feet of existing BLM controlled road and 

approximately 590 feet of new construction in the S½ NE¼ & NW¼ SE¼ of section 3, T1S R5W, 

Willamette Meridian.  By adding the existing BLM controlled road and the proposed new 

construction to the reciprocal right-of-way agreement, Stimson will then have the right to use the 

existing road and construct the new proposed road to efficiently facilitate timber harvest on their 

adjoining property located to the east of the BLM parcel. This right of use would be for forest 

management activities and would exist in perpetuity.  

 

In order for Stimson to use the existing BLM road, no timber would need to be removed.  Prior to 

using this segment of road Stimson would need to perform roadside brushing, surface blading and 

the installation of 1 ditch relief cross drain culvert. 

 

The proposed new construction would require the cutting and removal of approximately 50 

merchantable BLM trees ranging in size from 8” to 22” from a stand of 65 year old trees that was 

variably density thinned in 2005.  Stimson would also install 2 new ditch relief cross drain 

culverts on the new segment of road.  It is possible for Stimson to harvest their timber entirely 

from their own land but it would require downhill cable yarding that would be much more 

environmentally impactful than yarding uphill to a landing on a ridge accessed by the BLM roads.  
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Since it is possible and economically feasible for Stimson to harvest their timber without use of 

BLM roads there would not be any interrelated or interdependent action between Stimson’s 

harvest and the proposed action. 

 

The amendment and road construction would occur in summer of 2014. 

2.2.1 Project Design Features  

 Noxious Weeds / Invasive Species: Prior to entering the project area each work season (if 

necessary), or before returning to the watershed after leaving it, any heavy machinery (with 

the exception of log trucks and pickup trucks used for daily personnel travel) would have 

all dirt and adhering vegetation removed by power-washing.  The BLM would be notified 

prior to the start of construction to inspect power washing. 

 Noxious Weeds / Invasive Species: Post-construction monitoring of the road to be 

constructed would be done by the BLM for a minimum of three years to identify new 

populations of invasive non/native plant species.  New population introductions resulting 

from the proposed action would be detectable within three years.  Treatments to reduce or 

eradicate new populations would be evaluated based on NEPA compliance and best 

management practices. 

 Wildlife: There appears to be few if any snags in the vicinity of the proposed new road 

construction, however if any are encountered and must be felled, they must be left on site 

as coarse woody debris. 

 Wildlife: All existing down wood must be retained on site and to the extent practicable 

not broken up while being moved. 

 Archeology:  If any cultural and/or paleontological resource (historic or prehistoric site or 

object) is discovered during project activities all operations in the immediate area of such 

discovery shall be suspended until an evaluation of the discovery can be made by a 

professional archaeologist to determine appropriate actions to prevent the loss of 

significant cultural or scientific values.  

 Clean Water Act: Use Best Management Practices (BMPs) for road construction (See 

Table 3: Best Management Practices in Section 7 below) 

 

 
  



 

Stimson-Scoggins ROW Amendment and Construction EA    # DOI-BLM-OR-S060-2014-0006-EA         June 2014 

 p. 13   

Figure 1 - Project Map 
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2.3 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action alternative the BLM would not amend the existing right-of-way agreement 

and would not allow Stimson Lumber Company to use BLM controlled roads or to construct the 

590 foot spur to access Stimson’s land for timber harvest purposes.  Stimson would undoubtedly 

harvest their timber through other methods, most likely by downhill yarding to roads constructed 

on Stimson’s own land. 

2.4 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated from Detailed Analysis  

Issue a temporary road use permit: The IDT considered an alternative to issue a temporary road 

use permit to Stimson to facilitate the harvest of their timber.  This alternative would essentially 

have all of the same environmental effects as the Proposed Action without reducing workload.  

One of the reasons the BLM strives to include lands in Reciprocal Right-of-Way Agreements is 

that it tends to reduce future workload by eliminating the necessity for companies to return to the 

BLM in the future for the same or similar road use requests.  It is the BLMs policy to use 

Reciprocal Right-of-Way agreements in areas where the BLM also needs access rights across 

adjacent landowners’ lands.  Since the BLM also needs access across Stimson Lumber Company 

lands in the vicinity of the proposed action it is appropriate and prudent to use the existing RROW 

agreement. 

 

Considering these factors the IDT did not analyze the alternative in further detail. 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT  

 

This section of the EA describes the current condition and trend of the affected resources.  The 

resources potentially affected by the proposed project are: Soils, Wildlife (including Special Status 

Species), Botany (including Special Status Species and Noxious/Invasive Weeds), and Late-

Successional Forest Development on BLM Land.  

3.1 General Setting (All Resources) 

Due to the very limited scope and intensity of the proposed project and the fact that there is no 

interdependent relationship to the private land harvest, the analysis area for wildlife and forest 

resources is confined to the forested area on BLM land within ¼ mile of the roads proposed for 

inclusion in the reciprocal right-of-way agreement. The ¼ mile analysis extent from the roads was 

chosen for the following reasons: 1) beyond ¼ mile distance, disturbance to ESA listed species is 

not a factor, and 2) it provides a large enough area to provide perspective regarding changes to 

late-successional forest development and changes in dispersal habitat at the stand scale.  The 

analysis area for soil and botany Special Status Species resources is limited to the area where the 

actual new road construction would occur.   The analysis area for noxious/invasive weeds is the 

actual road right-of way area and the forest edge along the road 

 

The project is located about 9 miles west of the town of Forest Grove in the Oregon Coast Range 

and within the Scoggins Creek Watershed approximately two miles above the upper reaches of 

Henry Hagg Lake, a barrier to anadromous fish (including ESA listed fish).  The land use 

allocation is Adaptive Management Area (AMA).  The road locations proposed for inclusion in 

the right-of-way agreement are on a broad ridge top with gentle slopes and very deep, well drained 
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soils.  Vegetation is composed of 65 year old Douglas-fir with a minor component of red alder and 

big leaf maple.  The brush layer is comprised of salal, vine maple and other brush species.   

 

The BLM lands adjacent to the proposed action roads were recently (2005) commercially thinned 

to promote the development of late-seral habitat conditions through the implementation of the 

Scoggins Creek Density Management Project.  A Wildlife Habitat Enhancement project also 

created snags and down logs within the area.  There is no public access to the area. 

 

Spotted Owl and Marbled Murrelet (ESA Threatened):  The area is 33 air miles from the coast and 

there is no marbled murrelet habitat in the analysis area.  The area meets the definition of spotted 

owl dispersal habitat but not suitable habitat.  The area is not designated critical habitat for either 

species. 

 

Survey and Manage Species:  The analysis area was surveyed for Survey and Manage mollusks 

and botanical species in 2001 in conjunction with the Scoggins Creek Density Management 

Project using the more comprehensive list than is currently in place.  No species that are on the 

current S&M list were found.  The forested habitat where road construction would occur is not 

suitable red tree vole habitat and was not surveyed. 

 

Noxious/Invasive Weeds:   The project area was surveyed for noxious/invasive weeds in 

conjunction with the Scoggins Creek Density Management Project which found the following 

common weed species, Hypericum perforatum, Cirsium vulgare, Ilex aquifolium  Senecio 

jacobaea, Cirsium arvense, Rubus laciniatus, Rubus discolor, Cytisus scoparius. 

 

All noxious/invasive weeds identified within the project area are established infestations 

commonly found throughout Western Oregon tending to occupy areas of high light, such as along 

roads, and are generally not found under a forest canopy.  

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS  

 

This section of the EA describes the environmental effects of the alternatives on those resources 

considered by the IDT to potentially be impacted by the alternatives. The interdisciplinary team of 

resource specialists also reviewed other elements of the human environment required by law or 

regulation, Executive Order and policy, to determine if any of those would be affected by the 

proposed action (BLM Handbook H-1790-1: p. 137), [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)],  [40 CFR 

1508.27(b)(8)]. 

 

Analysis Assumptions:  The physical effects associated with the proposed action are the 

construction of 590 feet of road with minor effect associated with roadside brushing of existing 

roads and the installation of 3 small ditch relief culverts with shallow fills.  The construction would 

occur in the summer of 2014 and barring unforeseen factors, the road would be decommissioned in 

fall of 2014.  After harvest in summer and fall of 2014 the road would not be used again for 30 to 50 

years based on continued ownership by private industrial timber company. 

4.1 Soils  

Would the amendment of the RROW agreement, including the construction of 590 feet of 

permanent road cause an unacceptable loss of soil productivity at the site? 
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4.1.1 Proposed Action 

The Salem District RMP directs that during new road construction that Best Management 

Practices be used.  The location of the new construction is on a broad stable ridge thus the only 

impact to soil resources would be a minor loss in soil productivity at the forested site where the 

road would be constructed.  The analysis that supports the RMP estimated that approximately 5 

miles of new road would be constructed on the Salem District every year to support the RMP, 

including roads constructed for rights-of-way to access other lands (Salem District FEIS 1994 p. 

4-73).  By nature soil productivity is site specific (loss of productivity in one area does not affect 

productivity in another area) therefore the analysis area for this analysis is that area directly 

affected by construction (road surface and any prism).  The construction of 590 feet of new road 

on BLM land would result in approximately 0.33 acres of severe soil disturbance which would 

inhibit that immediate areas’ ability to grow trees.  Stimson Lumber Company has indicated that 

they plan to decommission the new road segment when harvest is completed in 2014 by removing 

cross drains, installing waterbars and blocking the road.  With the road decommissioned we 

expect that red alder would grow in along the road ditches and portions of the road surface for the 

next several decades and reclose the canopy overhead until Stimson uses the road again.  Alder 

fixes nitrogen from the atmosphere and would cause some improvement in soil productivity over 

time by increasing nitrogen available to tree growth.    The Tillamook Resource Area comprises 

approximately 28% of the Districts land area and to date would be expected to have about 28 

miles of new roads constructed since the analysis was done in 1994.  To date we estimate that a 

little more than 27 miles of new road have been constructed, more than 90% of which has been 

temporary road that was decommissioned after use.  The additional 590 feet (0.11 miles) of road 

considered for construction here would be in keeping with the RMP analysis.  Thus, considering 

the scale of the project, the small improvement in soil productivity over several decades, and 

consistency with RMP analysis, the effect to the adjacent BLM lands in terms of loss of soil 

productivity and thus tree growth, would be undetectable over the course of a forest rotation for 

that given landscape. 

4.1.2 Cumulative Effects 

The only past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects that have occurred or are expected to 

occur in the analysis area on BLM land in the vicinity of the road construction part of the 

proposed action is the Scoggins Creek Density Management Project that occurred in 2001.  The 

timber stand adjacent to the proposed road construction was thinned using ground based 

equipment.  Less than 10% of the area was compacted thus there is not a detectable loss in soil 

productivity as a result of that action according to RMP standards.  Since the direct and indirect 

effects from the proposed action on soil productivity are restricted to the actual construction area, 

there are no other actions that would cumulatively contribute to additional effects. 

4.2 Special Status Wildlife Species  

Would the amendment of the RROW agreement, including the construction of 590 feet of 

permanent road cause a substantial negative effect to any ESA listed, Bureau Sensitive, or Survey 

and Manage species? 

4.2.1 Proposed Action 

Northern Spotted Owl (ESA Threatened): The BLM parcel where the proposed ROW 

amendment and road construction would occur currently functions as spotted owl dispersal habitat 

only.  Dispersal habitat is considered to be forested habitat that would allow owls to survive while 

moving across the landscape but does not provide enough resources for owls to forage 
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consistently or to nest and reproduce.  The proposed action is not within spotted owl designated 

critical habitat therefore no impacts to critical habitat would occur.  The new road construction 

would remove about ½ acre of forest cover in a linear opening (slightly larger area cleared than 

where direct soil disturbance would occur).  Because trees would be removed, which by definition 

is considered to be a change to dispersal habitat by the US Fish and Wildlife Service,  there would 

be an effect to the dispersal habitat, but the habitat would not be degraded in any way.  That is, the 

analysis area would still function equally as well as dispersal habitat after the road construction.  

While there is no standard for assessing the condition of spotted owl dispersal habitat at the 

landscape scale, biologists, including those at the USFWS, consider effects at the ¼ township 

scale (5,760 acres).  The change in condition of ½ acre of forest in a stand that would remain 

functioning dispersal habitat after the change would be undetectable to spotted owls.  Since there 

would be an effect, although one that does not change the habitat function, informal consultation 

with the USFWS will occur programmatically to keep the USFWS apprised of actions affecting 

any habitat. 

 

Marbled Murrelet (ESA Threatened): The proposed action is not in or near designated critical 

habitat for the murrelet.  The nearest suitable habitat for the murrelet is more than ¼ mile 

northwest of the proposed action and is 33 miles from the coast lowering the likelihood that the 

habitat is occupied.  The amending of the ROW and construction of 590 feet of road would not 

affect the murrelet or its habitat in any way therefore no issue exists. 

 

Red tree vole (Bureau Sensitive – ESA Candidate; Survey and Manage):  The forest stand where 

the proposed action would occur is not suitable red tree vole habitat.  Suitable habitat more than ¼ 

mile to the north was surveyed for the Scoggins Creek Density Management Project in 2001 and 

no red tree voles were found.  Because the proposed action stand is not suitable red tree vole 

habitat and no red tree voles are known to occupy nearby habitat, no issue exists with the 

implementation of the proposed action. 

 

Survey and Manage Mollusk Species: Surveys of the proposed action stand was done in 2001 in 

conjunction with the Scoggins Creek Density Management Project.  The only species found was 

the Papillose taildropper, a slug species that was removed from the S&M list in the 2001 S&M 

ROD.  Since the area where road construction would occur has been surveyed to protocol with no 

currently listed species found, there would not be any issues associated with implementation of the 

proposed action. 

 

No other ESA listed, Bureau Sensitive, or Survey and Manage species would be affected by the 

proposed action. 

4.2.2 Cumulative Effects 

The only direct or indirect effect to Special Status Wildlife species would be the inconsequential 

effect to spotted owl dispersal habitat which would not change the function of the habitat at the 

stand scale or at the ¼ township scale.  Because there would be no change in habitat function at 

the ¼ township scale from the proposed action, there would not be any cumulative effect to 

dispersal habitat. 
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4.3 Special Status Botany Species (including Noxious/Invasive Weeds) 

Would the amendment of the RROW agreement, including the construction of 590 feet of 

permanent road cause a substantial negative effect to any Bureau Sensitive or Survey and Manage 

botany species? 

 

Would the proposed action cause spread or new infestation of any noxious and/or invasive weed 

species? 

4.3.1 Proposed Action 

Special Status Species: The area of the proposed action was surveyed for Bureau Sensitive and 

Survey and Manage vascular and non-vascular plants in 2001 in association with the Scoggins 

Creek Density Management Project.  No species on either list were found in the vicinity of where 

the road construction would occur therefore there would not be any issues associated with 

implementation of the proposed action. 

 

Noxious and Invasive Weeds: Road construction and maintenance are activities that have high 

potential to spread noxious or invasive weed species that can adversely impact native habitats.  

The road construction associated with the proposed action would require heavy equipment to 

complete the work which could be a vector for weed spread.  While Stimson currently does not 

plan to rock the new road construction, the proposed action would allow them to.  Placing rock 

from pits that contain invasive species seeds and other vegetative material is another source of 

weed spread.  The BLM maintains a list of target noxious and invasive weeds and monitors for 

infestations.  Most species on the list are sun loving species that do not persist in shady forest 

environments.  Some species however, such as garlic mustard and false brome can persist and 

spread in forested environments and affect habitat for native species.  This is a potential issue with 

the proposed action that could have consequences on native forest environments on BLM land in 

the area.  Project Design Features (PDFs) have been developed to address the potential for 

introduction and spread of noxious or invasive weeds as a result of the proposed action (see 

section 2.2.1 Project Design Features).  With the PDFs in place we expect that there would not be 

any adverse effects caused by the proposed action.  

4.3.2 Cumulative Effects 

Due to the limited extent of soil disturbance expected from the proposed action there would not be 

any other past, present or reasonably foreseeable future projects that couple with the proposed 

action would contribute to cumulative effects. 

4.4 Late-successional Forest Development 

Would the amendment of the RROW agreement, including the construction of 590 feet of 

permanent road hinder the ability of the BLM forest lands adjacent to the proposed action roads 

to develop into late-successional forest which is the goal of lands in the Adaptive Management 

Area land use allocation? 

4.4.1 Proposed Action 

The only aspect of the proposed action that has the potential to change the current forest condition 

is the construction of 590 feet of road on BLM land that would only likely be used for a few 

months and then potentially decommissioned for several decades.  The adjacent BLM lands would 

be little impacted by the addition of this small segment of road.  After completion of Stimson’s 
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harvest red alder would quickly fill in the overstory above the road (close in ~10 years).  While 

not a natural gap formation, the small road segment would not retard the development of late-

successional forest since no legacy features would be removed (none exist in the area) and if any 

snags need to be cut they would be left on site.  The reserve trees along side of the new road 

opening would grow larger faster and sprout epicormic branches, which are characteristics of 

older forest trees, due to the increase in sunlight and growing space provided by the gap.  Having 

trees of diverse size and species as well as understory development associated with increased side 

light would contribute to development of late-successional forest structure which may offset the 

small negative effect of  the linear gap.  Consequently due to the limited scale and intensity of the 

new construction there is no reason to believe that the proposed action would affect the 

development of late-successional forest characteristics. 

4.4.2 Cumulative Effects 

There would not be any cumulative effects associated with the proposed action because there 

would not be any direct or indirect effects of consequence. 

4.5 Effects of No Action Alternative 

By not implementing the Proposed Action there would not be any new road construction, ditch 

relief culvert placement or maintenance of existing roads.  The proponent would most likely 

harvest their timber through some other approach.  There would not be any new soil disturbance 

or loss of soil productivity in the mid-seral forest stand where the action is proposed.  The forest 

would continue to grow and develop toward a late-successional condition and perhaps show 

appreciable characteristics of late-successional forest in 50 years or so at which time it may be 

high quality spotted owl suitable habitat.  Common weeds would continue to occupy open spaces 

along roads and on the edges of forests.  Over the next few decades these effects would not be 

appreciably different than those of the proposed action.  

4.6 Review of Other Authorities and Management Direction Relative to the Proposed 

Action 

Table 1: Elements of the Environment Review based on Authorities and Management Direction 

Element of the Environment 

/Authority 
Remarks/Effects 

Air Quality (Clean Air Act as amended 

(42 USC 7401 et seq.)  

This project is in compliance with this direction because the action 

would result in little ground disturbance of limited scope far from 

any human habitation.  

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 the project 

would have no effect on this element because cultural resource 

inventories of the affected area would precede management actions 

that include any ground disturbing activities that could potentially 

damage cultural resources and if cultural resources are found they 

will be managed according to BLM policy. 

Energy Policy (Executive Order 13212) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because this 

project 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 the 

project would have no effect on low income populations.  

Floodplains (E.O. 11988, as amended, 

Floodplain Management, 5/24/77) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because the 

proposed project would not occur in or near floodplains.  
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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 would have no effect on this element because no 

Hazardous or Solid Waste would be stored or disposed of on BLM 

lands as a result of this project. 

Migratory Birds (Migratory Bird Act of 

1918, as amended (16 USC 703 et seq) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because the 

removal of approximately 50 trees over a 590 foot length would 

not change the forest structure in a way that would be noticeable to 

migratory birds.  

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 (EA section 6.1.2). 

Noxious weed or non-Invasive, Species 

(Federal Noxious Weed Control Act 

and Executive Order 13112) 

This project is in compliance with this direction because design 

features have been built into the proposed action to minimize or 

eliminate the risk of noxious or invasive weed spread or become 

established. 

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 affected by the proposed action. 

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 no 

wetlands are within the project area. 

 

 

5.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

Table 2: List of Preparers 

Resource Name Initial and Date 

Writer/Editor Andy Pampush ATP 

NEPA Review  Andy Pampush ATP 

Botany Kurt Heckeroth KWH 

Cultural Resources Heather Ulrich HAU 

Soils Chris Sween CRS 

Wildlife  Steve Bahe SAB 

Late-Successional Forest Development Clint Gregory CG 

 

6.0 CONTACTS AND CONSULTATION   

6.1 Consultation 

6.1.1 US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

 

Informal consultation on the effects to spotted owl dispersal habitat will be done through 

individual consultation with the USFWS.  A Biological Assessment indicating a May Affect, Not 

Likely to Adversely Affect determination has been submitted and accepted by the USFWS. A 
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Letter of Concurrence is expected before June 25, 2014.  The Decision for this project will not be 

signed until the LOC has been received. 

6.1.2 Tribal Contact and Consultation 

 

On April 28, 2014 letters requesting information or concerns regarding the proposed action were 

sent to the Tribal Chairpersons of the Siletz and Grand Ronde Tribes.  These letters were also 

copied to the tribal cultural resources officers.  We did not receive any response from the tribes. 

6.2 EA Public Comment Period 

The EA and FONSI will be made available for public review from June 10 through June 24, 2014 

and posted at the Salem District website at http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/salem/plans/index.php. 

The notice for public comment will be published in a legal notice in the Hillsboro Argus 

newspaper. Written comments should be addressed to Karen Schank, Field Manager, Tillamook 

Resource Area, 4610 Third St. Tillamook, Oregon   97141. Emailed comments may be sent to 

blm_or_sa_tillamook_mail@blm.gov.  Attention: Karen Schank 

 

7.0 BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

 

Best Management Practices are required by the federal Clean Water Act, as amended, to mitigate the 

potential for non-point source pollution. Non-point source pollution is from pollutants detected in 

concentrated water (e.g. stream or lake) from a wide range of forest management activities on federal 

lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). BMPs are the primary methods for 

achieving Oregon’s water quality standards. 

 

In 2008 during the Western Oregon Plan Revision process, the BLM reviewed and updated existing 

BMPs based on implementation and effectiveness monitoring, field experience, and new science. 

These revised BMPs represent the BLM’s most current set of BMPs. The revised BMPs (as contained 

in Appendix I of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Revision of the Resource 

Management Plans of the Western Oregon Bureau of Land Management, 2008) are available for use 

when designing individual projects and for water quality restoration planning activities. Use of the 

revised BMPs is considered a plan maintenance action of the 1995 Salem District ROD. Plan 

maintenance actions occur continuously but must be documented so that the change and field manager 

concurrence are evident. The 2009 Salem District Annual Program Summary was used to 

communicate this plan maintenance action to the public. The 2009 Salem District Annual Program 

Summary is available for review at http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/salem/plans/salemrmp.php. 

 

BMPs are site specific and the implementation of the BMP is tailored to the “on the ground” 

conditions. The overall goal is not to strictly adhere to the wording of the BMP, but rather to 

implement the intent of the prescribed BMP. The following BMPs are site specific applications to road 

construction activities associated with the Stimson-Scoggins ROW Amendment and Construction 

project. 

 
Table 3: Best Management Practices 

BMP No. Practice Technique 

http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/salem/plans/index.php
http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/salem/plans/salemrmp.php
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R 1 

Locate roads and landings on stable locations that minimize sediment delivery 

potential to streams (e.g., ridge tops, stable benches or flats, and gentle-to-moderate 

side-slopes). To the extent workable, avoid unstable headwalls, and steep channel-

adjacent side slopes. 

R 9 

Limit road and landing construction, reconstruction, or renovation activities to the 

dry season, generally from May to October. When conditions permit operations 

outside of the dry season, keep erosion control measures concurrent with ground 

disturbance to the extent that the affected area can be rapidly stormproofed if 

weather conditions deteriorate. 

R 14 
Where deemed necessary, use temporary sediment containment structures to contain 

runoff from construction areas (e.g. silt fencing, retention ponds, etc.). 

R 16 
Complete construction activities prior to fall rains. Prevent erosion in areas with 

direct connectivity to streams by stabilizing exposed soil materials. 

R21 
Where sediment could be transported to streams, consider windrowing slash at the 

base of newly constructed fill slopes to catch sediment. 

R51 

Use containment and filtering techniques such as bladder barriers, silt curtains etc., if 

diversion is not possible.  Place sediment controls along and immediately 

downstream of the in stream work. 

R 65 Limit the installation and removal of temporary crossing structures within the 

prescribed work period where possible. Follow practices under the 

Closure/Decommissioning section for removing stream crossing drainage structures 

and reestablishing natural drainage configuration. 

R72 

For winter hauling implement structural treatments such as: adjust frequency of 

cross-drain spacing, install sediment barriers or catch basins, apply gravel lifts or 

asphalt road surfacing at stream crossing approaches and clean and armor ditchlines. 

R73 
Suspend timber hauling during wet weather when road run-off delivers sediment 

at higher concentrations than existing conditions in the receiving stream.   

R77 
Avoid routine machine cleaning of ditches during the wet season, generally October 

16 to May 31. 

R80 
End-haul sloughed or excavated materials to a stable site outside of Riparian 

Reserves with no potential to reach water bodies, wetlands and floodplains. 

R83 
Avoid blading and shaping of road surfaces during the wet season, generally October 

16 to May 31. 

R87 
Storm proof open or older roads with continued use, but infrequent maintenance.  

Storm proof new temporary roads, if over-winter.   

Closure/Decommissioning _BMPs 

R90 
Close roads not needed, but not recommended to be fully decommissioned. When 

this measure is used by itself, it applies only to roads that do not significantly reroute 
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hill slope drainage, involve stream channels, or present slope stability hazards. 

R91 
Place woody material or other appropriate barriers to discourage off-highway vehicle 

use on decommissioned roads, unless specifically designated for this use 

R97 

Apply erosion control, such as seeding and mulching, to all hydrologically 

connected road related bare soil surfaces, where erosion could occur, including 

stream banks and stream-adjacent side slopes following culvert removal. Place 

sediment trapping materials such as straw bales and jute netting at the toe of 

stream-adjacent side slopes following culvert removal. 
 
Complete seeding and 

mulching erosion control work by October 15 of each year.  When straw mulch or 

rice straw mulch is used; require certified weed free, if readily available.  Mulch 

shall be applied at no less than 2000 lbs. /acre.  Vegetative cuttings, shrubs and 

trees may be considered as needed for erosion control.  Planting of shrubs and trees 

should occur during the winter dormant season. 

R100 
Suspend decommissioning activities if rain saturates soils to the extent that there is 

potential for movement of sediment from the road to the stream. 

 

 

 


