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Decision Record 

Turner Creek Project 

Environmental Assessment # DOI-BLM-OR-S060-2011-0002-EA 

 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 

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

Creek Project Environmental Assessment (EA # DOI-BLM-OR-S060-2011-0002-EA) and the 

associated project file.  The proposed project is to commercially thin approximately 940 acres of 35-71 

year old timber stands, as well as associated road construction, renovation and decommissioning.  The 

EA and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) were made available for public review in March 

2011.  The FONSI was then signed on April 14, 2011. 

 

The decision documented in this Decision Record (DR) is based on the analysis documented in the EA.  

 

 

II. DECISION 
 

I have decided to implement the Turner Creek Project as described in Alternative 2, the Proposed 

Action (EA pp.12-23).  This decision is based on site-specific analysis in the Turner Creek Project 

Environmental Assessment (EA # DOI-BLM-OR-S060-2011-0002-EA), the supporting project record, 

management recommendations contained in the North Yamhill Watershed Analysis (January 1997), as 

well as the management direction contained in the Salem District Record of Decision/Resource 

Management Plan (ROD/RMP) (May 1995), which are incorporated by reference in the EA.  

Hereafter, Alternative 2 is referred to as the “selected alternative”.   

 

The project is expected to be implemented through three commercial timber sales, as follows: 

 

Timber Sale 

Name 
Treatment Areas from EA Total Acres 

Anticipated Year of 

Sale (Fiscal Year) 

Wilkenson Road 9-17 189 2012 

Roller-Coaster 
17-4, 17-9, 17-10, 17-44, 21-41,  

21-42, 29-49 
413 2013 

Holiday 3-3, 5-1, 5-5, 5-17, 7-2 338 2013 

  

In addition to the above timber sales, the Proposed Action includes road construction, renovation, 

maintenance and decommissioning.  A portion of the road work will be implemented under the timber 

sale contracts, and the remainder will be done separately from the timber sales.  For the purposes of 

this Decision Record, the road work and timber sales will be described as the same project; however 

the Administrative Review Opportunities will be identified separately for the road work and timber 

sales. 

 

Modifications: 

 

The EA includes removal of woody debris for energy production from biomass as one type of fuel 

treatment.  This action was considered early in the planning process, but was not analyzed for 
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environmental effects because it was deemed to be impractical to transport material to the nearest 

generation plant, and there was uncertainty in how to adequately describe the potential impacts from 

that biomass utilization.  Biomass production will not be implemented as a method for fuel treatments 

in the Turner Creek Project. 

 

Decision Summary: 

 

Timber Harvest: A variable-density thinning prescription will be applied to approximately 940 acres 

of 35- to 71-year-old, relatively dense, single-storied, even-aged, Douglas-fir-dominated stands (EA 

Table 2).  Treatments include thinning the Douglas-fir stand component, generally retaining 

hardwoods and conifers other than Douglas-fir.  Treatments will be designed to retain legacy trees, 

trees with structural deformities, existing down wood and snags, and a component of trees in the 

suppressed and intermediate crown classes.  Approximately 71% (672 ac) of the timber harvest will be 

accomplished using ground-based equipment, and the remainder (268 acres) will be harvested with a 

skyline system. 

 

Fuel treatment strategies will be implemented on portions of the project areas.  Strategies will include 

directional falling (to keep slash away from fuel breaks), followed by a reduction of surface fuels in 

order to reduce both the intensity and severity of potential wildfires in the long term (after fuels 

reduction has occurred).  Fuels reduction will be accomplished by burning of slash piles, which will be 

created by hand or mechanical methods. 

 

All design features for timber harvest described in the EA (EA pp. 17-23) are incorporated into the 

selected alternative. 

 

 

Road Work: Approximately 2.3 miles of new road construction will occur.  Of this, approximately 1.6 

miles will be rock-surface and 0.7 miles will be natural-surface (no rock would be added).  New 

natural-surface roads and landings will be decommissioned (remove culverts, decompact surface, 

waterbar and seed surface) and blocked following timber harvest and site preparation activities.   

 

Approximately 9.6 miles of existing roads will be renovated as necessary.  This includes brushing, 

blading, drainage structure improvement or replacement, and rocking where needed.  Of the roads to 

be renovated, 2.9 miles are natural-surface and they will remain natural-surface following renovation.  

The remaining 6.7 miles of road to be renovated are rocked and will remain rocked following 

renovation.  All natural-surface renovated roads will be decommissioned (remove culverts, decompact 

surface, waterbar and seed surface) and blocked following timber harvest and site preparation 

activities. 

 

Approximately 3.7 miles of BLM-controlled roads will have maintenance (3.0 mi.) or improvement 

(0.7 mi.) performed prior to log hauling.  All the roads to be maintained are gravel-surfaced.  

Maintenance and improvement will consist of cutting vegetation from the roadbed and ditches; blading 

and shaping the roadbed and ditches; repairing small slides and slumps; cutting brush adjacent to the 

road; maintaining, repairing, adding cross drainage and stream-crossing culverts; replacing cross drains 

and undersized stream crossing culverts; and adding rock to replace depleted rock surfaces. 

 
In addition to the natural-surface new road construction, approximately 2.9 miles of renovated roads and 

another 1.0 miles of existing road would be decommissioned for a total of 3.9 miles.  Decommissioning 
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would consist of removing 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.  

 

All design features for road work described in the EA (EA pp. 17-23) are incorporated into the selected 

alternative. 

 

 

III. COMPLIANCE WITH DIRECTION  
 

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

Salem District’s 1995 Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (1995 ROD/RMP).  

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/RMP), we evaluated this project for consistency with both the 1995 ROD/RMP and the 2008 

ROD/RMP.  Based upon this review, the selected alternative contains some design features not 

mentioned specifically in the 2008 ROD/RMP.  The 2008 ROD/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/RMP.  Accordingly, this project is consistent with the Salem District’s 1995 

ROD/RMP and the 2008 ROD/RMP.   

 

 

Survey and Manage Species Review: 
The Turner Creek Project is 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 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 
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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 Turner Creek Project has 

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

the Turner Creek Project entails no regeneration harvest and entails thinning only in 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, we have made the determination that this project meets Exemptions A 

and B of the Pechman Exemptions (October 11, 2006 Order), and therefore may still proceed to be 

implemented even if the District Court sets aside or otherwise enjoins use of the 2007 Survey and 

Manage Record of Decision since the Pechman exemptions would remain valid in such case.   

 

 

Northern Spotted Owl (NSO) Status Review:  

 

The following information was considered in the analysis of the selected alternative: a/ Scientific 

Evaluation of the Status of the Northern Spotted Owl (Sustainable Ecosystems Institute, Courtney et al. 

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

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

2004); and d/Northwest Forest Plan – The First Ten Years (1994-2003): Status and trend of northern 

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

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

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

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

Oregon and northern California.   

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

 

IV. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 

Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail: 

 

None 

 

 

Alternatives Considered in Detail: 
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The EA analyzed the effects of the proposed action and the no action alternatives.  Complete 

descriptions of the "action" and "no action" alternatives are contained in the EA, pages 11-23. 

 

V. DECISION RATIONALE     
 

Timber Harvest and Road Work 
Considering public comment, the content of the EA and supporting project record, the management 

recommendations contained in the North Yamhill Watershed Analysis, and the management direction 

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

The following is my rationale for this decision.  

 

1. The selected alternative: 

 Meets the purpose and need of the project (EA section 1.2). 

 Complies with the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan, May 1995 

(RMP) and related documents which direct and provide the legal framework for management of 

BLM lands within the Salem District (EA pp. 5-8). 

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

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

Guidelines (January 2001).  

 Considers new information on the northern spotted owl (DR p.4).  

 Will not have significant impact on the affected elements of the environment beyond those already 

anticipated and addressed in the RMP EIS. 

 Has been adequately analyzed.  

 

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

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

 

 

 

VI. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT/CONSULTATION/COORDINATION 
 

Scoping: 

 

External scoping (seeking input from people outside of the BLM) was conducted by means of a 

scoping letter for the Turner Creek Project sent out to nine municipal government agencies, nearby 

landowners, and interested parties on the Tillamook Resource Area mailing list on October 13, 2010.  

In addition, a description of the proposal was included in the Salem Bureau of Land Management 

Project Update for September 2010, which was mailed to more than 1000 individuals and 

organizations.   

 

A total of three comment letters were received as a result of this scoping.  A summary of the comments 

and BLM responses are in EA Section 1.4.1. 

 

Comment Period and Comments:   

 

Based on the original response, a notification of availability of the EA, or the EA itself, was mailed to 
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13 agencies, individuals and organizations on March 3, 2011.  A legal notice was placed in the 

McMinnville News Register newspaper soliciting public input on the action on March 5, 2011.  A total 

of two comments were received during the 30 day comment period for the EA.  Responses to these 

comments can be found in Appendix A of this DR.    

 

 

Consultation/Coordination:  

  

Wildlife Consultation 

The spotted owl will be affected by this project only through the modification of dispersal habitat and 

approximately 70 acres of low quality suitable habitat.  While modification will occur, all acres will 

continue to function in the same capacity after treatment as before.  Due to the minor impact to 

components of spotted owl habitat, informal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is 

warranted and will be completed programmatically within the appropriate years (year of sale if the 

proposed action is selected)  Biological Assessment in the “Light to Moderate Thinning” category. 

 

 

Fisheries Consultation 

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

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 Section 3.4.3.  

Section 7 Endangered Species Act Consultation will be completed prior to the Field Manager 

authorizing an action.   
 

 

VII. CONCLUSION 

 
Review of Finding of No Significant Impact  
 

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

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

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

or conclusions are in error or that the selected action needs to be altered.  The selected action would 

not have effects beyond those already anticipated and addressed in the RMP EIS.  

 

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

environmental impact statement is not needed for the reasons described in the Finding of No 

Significant Impact (FONSI, pages 1-4). 

 

Administrative Review Opportunities 
 

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

the public.  In accordance with Forest Management Regulations at 43 CFR 5003, protests of this 
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decision may be made within 15 days of the publication of a notice of decision in a newspaper of 

general circulation.  This notice of decision will be published in the McMinnville News Register 

newspaper on or before April 20, 2011.  To protest this decision a person must submit a written protest 

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

(4:30 p.m.) on May 5, 2011.  The protest must clearly and concisely state the reasons why the decision 

is believed to be in error.   

 

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

decision to go forward with the commercial thinning portion of this project must be filed at this 

time in accordance with the protest process outlined above.  

 

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

decision is limited to 1) whether there has been new BLM direction requiring a change from 

that in the Turner Creek Project EA and/or 2) changes between the timber sale design as 

described in the Turner Creek Project EA and that in the final timber sale contracts.   

 

 

 Road Work: Any objection to the road work portion of this project or my decision to go 

forward with the road work portion of this project must be filed at this time in accordance with 

the protest process outlined above. 

 

As interpreted by BLM, the regulations do not authorize the acceptance of protests in any form other 

than a signed, written hard copy that is delivered to the physical address of the BLM Tillamook 

Resource Area Office.  If no protest is received by the close of business (4:30 pm) on May 5, 2011, 

this decision will become final.  If a timely protest is received, the project decision will be 

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

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Approved by:  _/s/ Stephen M. Small_______________             __April 15, 2011_ 

Stephen M. Small             Date 

Tillamook Resource Area Field Manager  
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APPENDIX A: 

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE TURNER CREEK 

PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND FONSI (EA# DOI-BLM-

OR-S060-2011-0002-EA)  
 

On March 3, 2011, a notice stating that the Turner Creek Project EA was available for public comment 

was sent to 13 individuals, organizations and agencies (Project Record Documents 11, 12 and 16).  As 

a result of this scoping effort, two emails providing comments were received - Project Record 

Document 18 from Brian Tenbusch at American Forest Resource Council; and Project Record 

Document 19 from Doug Heiken at Oregon Wild.  

 

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

 

 

Project Record Document 18 – Brian Tenbusch – American Forest Resource 

Council 
 

Comment 1:  (BLM summary of comment) AFRC expresses support for the proposed action from the 

standpoint of minimizing impacts to resources, compliance with management direction, compliance 

with the Endangered Species Act, and meeting the stated purpose and need for the project. 

 

BLM Response:  Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

Comment 2:  (BLM summary of comment) Given that the project is economically positive, BLM 

could include additional stands for treatment that do not have high value timber.  The example given of 

a stand in section 5 that has significant root rot disease which would benefit from timber harvest and 

replanting with disease resistant species. 

 

BLM Response:  We appreciate the comment and will take your suggestion into consideration when 

planning for future timber harvest projects. 

 

 

Comment 3:  (BLM summary of comment) Wet season hauling is desirable from the timber purchaser 

point of view, and BLM could do more to allow for wet season hauling in this project.  The Belt Road 

haul route could be used for wet season hauling from almost the entire project area, rather than the 

small area described in the EA. 

 

BLM Response:  The haul route for most of section 7 and all of sections 3 and 5 is identified as 

Turner Creek Road because that is the most economical haul route, in terms of hauling distance and 

road work, for those areas.  Turner Creek Road cannot be used for wet season haul to the southeast 

(towards Yamhill) because of water quality and fisheries issues, and so that portion of the sale area was 

analyzed for dry season haul only. 

 

There are existing roads that could be renovated to allow for wet season haul from those sections as 

you suggest, and if a purchaser were to ask for permission it is possible that BLM would allow it.  
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Because this type of change from what was described in the EA is common, we do not consider it 

necessary to modify the proposed action in the Decision Record to allow for it.   

 

 

Comment 4:  (BLM summary of comment) Descriptions of project design features in the EA are too 

restrictive.  The example given was the requirements for limiting the ground pressure and number of 

passes for mechanical harvesters.  The suggestion was that BLM should identify objectives and 

limitations on resource impacts, and the purchaser could identify their preferred method of meeting 

those objectives 

 

BLM Response:  Thank you for your comment.  We attempt to be as flexible as we can with types of 

logging equipment, seasonal restrictions, and yarding methods, while still meeting Best Management 

Practices defined in the ROD/RMP and not exceeding the impacts to resources described in the EA.  

As discussed in the BLM response to AFRC Comment 3, it is common for timber sale purchasers to 

request changes from what was described in the EA and the Timber Sale Contract, and those requests 

are always given careful consideration before they are granted or denied.  We will consider your 

suggestion for modifications to design features when planning for future projects. 

 

 

Project Record Document 19 – Doug Heiken – Oregon Wild   
 

General Comment:  ” Our November 12, 2010 scoping comments on this project covered our main 

concerns pretty well.  Why does the EA discussion of scoping not refer to our letter, but does refer to 

others?  In case you did not get it, we will paste it at the end for your reference.”   

 

BLM Response:  We did not receive any scoping comments from Oregon Wild for this project.  Your 

numbered comments will all be addressed, beginning with the EA comments at the beginning of your 

letter. 

 

 

Comment 1:  “71 year old unit 21-41 should be dropped and allowed to develop on its own through 

natural processes. Self-thinning and recruitment of large wood will only help attain late successional 

conditions, while logging will export large numbers of future snags and dead wood and delay 

attainment of important characteristics associated with late successional forest.” 

 

BLM Response:  Oregon Wild expresses an opinion that this 71-year old stand should not be treated 

without offering any evidence to substantiate why they believe the prescribed variable-density thinning 

is not appropriate for this stand.  Unit 21-41 is the most overstocked stand in the sale and is therefore 

the best candidate for treatment.  Without treatment at this time, the development of many 

late-successional forest structural features would occur at a much slower rate because the overstory is 

becoming increasingly dense and uniform and the Douglas-fir and grand fir in the stands will be 

increasingly impacted by Phellinus weirii as the disease continues to spread and cause mortality.  

 

 

Comment 2:  ” Find the right mix of treated and untreated stands.”   

 

BLM Response:  As discussed in EA Section 3.1.3, the project area in general, and the individual 
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stands being treated, contains a mix of treated and untreated stands.  This mix was not an accident, but 

an intentional application of a variable-density thinning prescription and exclusion of approximately 

70% of the BLM lands in the project area from treatment at this time.  We believe this is an 

appropriate mix for this project area. 

 

 

Comment 3:  (BLM summary of comment) BLM did not adequately address the issue of how much 

area to thin versus how much should be treated to enhance dead wood and owl prey base.  

 

BLM Response:  The Turner Creek Project conforms to the Salem District ROD/RMP and the 

Northwest Forest Plan ROD, which directed agencies to develop plans for management of forest lands 

within the range of the northern spotted owl.  These planning and guidance documents such as the 

Northern Coast Range Adaptive Management Area Guide, January 1997 (AMA Guide), the Late 

Successional Reserve Assessment for the Northern Coast Range Adaptive Management Area, January 

1998 (LSRA), and The North Yamhill Watershed Analyses, January 1997 together inform the BLM 

about how to go about activities to help meet the goals and objectives of the Northwest Forest Plan.  

This comment summary stems from the impact analysis on wildlife species associated with the Turner 

Creek Project and pertains to impacts in a very localized area.  It does not follow that the BLM would 

impart on another landscape level assessment based on conclusions derived from analysis of those very 

localized impacts. 

 

 

Comment 4:  ” The EA needs to disclose that logging stands over 50 years old probably delays 

attainment of the desired number of snags and dead wood. Managing the AMA is not a race to produce 

the first large tree, but rather the goal is to produce late successional habitat with structures of the 

proper size (representing quality) AND NUMBER (representing quantity)....The EA favors quality over 

quantity and fails to provide a balanced description of the effects of logging.”   

 

BLM Response:  EA Section 3.1.3 discusses the effects of harvesting on snags and dead wood in the 

treatment areas.  Logging units have been designed to minimize impacts and help move stands towards 

the desired goal.  Design features such as leaving damaged and suppressed and intermediate crown 

class trees, and creating snags and coarse woody debris at the time of harvest, and the silvicultural 

prescription are intended to move the stands toward late successional habitat.  In addition, as discussed 

in the EA (Section 3.1.3) and the response to Oregon Wild Comment 2, approximately 70% of the 

project area will not be treated at all.  All of these stands, as well as the untreated areas within the 

treatment units, will continue to create snags and dead wood through suppression mortality, disease, 

windthrow, and other natural processes.   

   

 

Comment 5:  ”This project involves thinning some stands between 50-70 years old. In general, as 

stands get older a smaller proportion should be cut and a larger proportion should be left to develop 

under the influence of natural processes like wind, snow/ice, insects, suppression mortality, root rot, 

etc. These forces can contribute to heterogeneity within the stand and they help accumulate dead wood 

which is important as stands age.”   

 

BLM Response:  As discussed in EA Section 2.4.1, this project will be implementing a variable-

density thinning prescription.  Also discussed in the EA (Section 3.1.3) and the response to Oregon 
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Wild Comment 2, approximately 70% of the project area will not be treated at all.  All of these stands, 

as well as the untreated areas within the treatment units, will continue to be impacted by the natural 

processes you identified.  The trees that are not affected by these processes will continue to grow and 

further develop the stands.  We will also be creating dead wood to account for some of the potential 

dead wood loss.   

 

 

Comment 6:  ”Recognizing that logging captures mortality with long-term consequences and the fact 

that riparian reserves were established for both aquatic and terrestrial wildlife, we wish to encourage 

development of optimal levels of dead wood habitat throughout the full extent of the riparian reserves, 

not just the portion most likely to contribute dead wood to streams. The EA should carefully analyze 

the effect of logging the portion of the riparian reserves outside of the no-harvest buffer. We are 

generally more open to thinning a larger portion of the youngest stands within riparian reserves, but 

as stands get older (>50 years) there should be only a relatively smaller portion treated, and 

generally, none need be treated once they reach 80 years old.”   

 

BLM Response:  As discussed in EA Section 2.4.1, the stands to be treated in this project are 35- to 

71-years old.  There are no 80-year old stands that will be affected by this project.  The environmental 

effects of logging and coarse woody debris creation in the riparian reserves are described in EA 

Sections 3.1.3, 3.2.3, 3.3.3, 3.5.3, and 3.6.3.  As discussed in EA Section 3.1.3 and the response to 

Oregon Wild Comment 2, approximately 70% of the project area will not be treated at this time.  

Approximately 81% of the riparian reserves in the project area will remain untreated.  Natural 

processes will continue to occur in these untreated stands, including suppression mortality, windthrow, 

disease, increased density, and declining height and diameter growth rates. 

 

 

Comment 7:  “The EA is misleading in its description of the effects of logging in riparian reserves.  

The EA suggests that thinning is expected to comply with the ACS because thinning will “Develop 

large conifers and future large coarse woody debris, large snag habitat and in-stream large wood.” 

and “Thinning is expected to accelerate the growth rate of the trees that remain in the Riparian 

Reserves and increase the quality and volume of large woody debris naturally recruited to the stream 

channel, improving beneficial uses in the future.”... By focusing exclusively on tree size, the EA hides 

the true adverse effects of logging on the full suite of issues related to dead wood recruitment. The best 

available evidence is that logging in riparian reserves will significantly reduce the volume and number 

of pieces of functional wood that is recruited to serve the needs of aquatic and terrestrial wildlife in 

riparian reserves. This loss of dead wood habitat is a significant long-term effect that must be 

considered in an EIS.”   

 

BLM Response:   

 

We disagree that the description of the effects of timber harvest in riparian reserves is misleading.  The 

EA (Section 3.3.3) states that thinning dense stands will capture and remove some density-dependent 

suppression mortality that could be recruited to streams.  It also discusses (EA Section 3.5.3) the loss 

of natural snag production for decades after harvest and how that affects spotted owls.  The whole 

reason for thinning dense stands of trees is to release the residual trees from competition so that they 

grow faster and get larger faster.  That is exactly what the first quoted statement in your comment is 

saying, and there is a large body of evidence going back many decades that support it.  If it were not 

true then there would be no reason to commercially thin any timber stands, regardless of stand density.  
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The second sentence quoted in your comment (“Thinning is expected ...”) is saying that the quality and 

volume of the individual trees that become large woody debris is expected to increase, not that the total 

volume of large woody debris in the treatment areas would increase.  We realize that the wording is 

not as clear as it could have been, and we will try to be more explicit in the future. 

 

The EA also does not focus exclusively on tree size, but uses tree size to determine the likelihood of 

trees reaching streams and creating structural elements in channels (see response to Oregon Wild 

Comment 8).   

 

 

Comment 8:  ”The EA focuses on attainment of  stand >24” QMD as if that was a proxy for instream 

wood recruitment. This is misleading because: (1) wood much smaller than 24” diameter can be 

ecologically functional. The EA admits that most of the streams in the project area are small and lack 

the power to move much wood; (2) average stand diameter does not reflect actual wood recruitment to 

riparian reserves. A stand of large vigorous trees is not experiencing the ecological processes 

(mortality) necessary to recruit wood to streams and riparian uplands; (3) average stand QMD does 

not account for the number of stems or the volume of wood available for recruitment toward ecological 

services. A few large stems do not serve the same ecological function as a large number of slightly 

smaller stems.”   

 

BLM Response:  We assume that you are referring to EA Section 3.3.3 under the effects of the 

proposed action on large woody debris (EA page 50).  The analysis does not use stand QMD as a 

proxy for anything, it simply uses the expected QMDs of the stands proposed for treatment under the 

no action and proposed action alternatives to describe the size and functionality of woody debris that 

will be available to stream channels.  Specifically, under the no action alternative the QMD of trees 

expected to die from suppression over the next 25 years averages 13.5 inches, whereas under the 

proposed action the QMD in 9 of the 13 treatment units will be greater than 24” after 25 years, 

therefore the proposed action is more likely to deliver large woody debris than the no action alternative 

in the event of a natural disturbance.  As discussed in the same EA Section as well as the response to 

Oregon Wild Comment 7, the use of no-harvest buffers precludes most of the potential loss of large 

woody debris from timber harvest in Riparian Reserves.   

 

 

Comment 9:  ”The EA says “In the event of natural disturbances the proposed action is more likely to 

deliver LWD than the no action alterative.” This is also misleading because for several decades the 

unthinned stands have much more wood volume ready to be delivered to streams and riparian 

uplands.”   

 

BLM Response:  The statement you refer to is addressing the size of trees expected to die from 

suppression mortality over the next 25 years under the no action and proposed action alternatives, and 

the likelihood that those trees will reach stream channels and provide structural elements in the 

channels.  We don’t agree with your contention that the statement is misleading.  It does not address 

the number of trees expected to die, nor the volume of wood, just the size of those trees and the 

likelihood that they will reach the stream channels.  See the BLM response to Oregon Wild Comments 

7 and 8 for more discussion on this subject. 

 

 

Comment 10:  ”The EA analysis of ACS compliance is inaccurate. For instance, the description of the 
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no action alternative says that unthinned stands would not benefit from increased rates of recruitment 

of dead wood. But the evidence indicates that no logging would actually provide more, not less, dead 

wood recruitment, so this negative portrayal of the no action alternative is inaccurate.”   

 

BLM Response:  We disagree with your assertion that the ACS compliance discussion is inaccurate.  

Using your example, the discussion of compliance with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy in EA 

Section 3.13 for ACS Objective number 1 (EA page 95) states that “The No Action alternative would 

maintain the development of the existing vegetation and associated stand structure at its present rate”.  

This statement is not a negative portrayal, it is a simple fact.  The proposed action discussion for that 

Objective says that “Thinning treatments 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”.  This is also a fact.  See the BLM response to Oregon Wild Comments 7, 8 and 9 for more 

discussion on this subject. 

 

 

Comment 11:  ”The EA fails to conduct quantitative analysis to back up its factual assertions and 

analytic conclusions, when the tools are readily available. The EA analysis of “special habitats – 

coarse woody debris and snags” lacks clarity and accuracy.  The EA asserts that thinning will 

accelerate dead wood recruitment but the EA provides no quantitative analysis to support these 

assertions and the evidence indicates otherwise.”   

 

BLM Response:  We are unable to find the assertions that Oregon Wild is referring to in this 

comment.  The EA does not have any analysis of “special habitats – coarse woody debris and snags”, 

and so the comment on this topic is clearly not pertinent to this project.  The EA also does not assert 

that “thinning will accelerate dead wood recruitment”.  As discussed in the BLM responses to several 

of your earlier comments, the density management thinning is expected to result in increased growth of 

the residual trees, and when those trees die from competition or disease or blowdown they will be 

larger than they would have been without thinning.  There is nothing in this EA that states that dead 

wood recruitment will increase as a result of the density management thinning.  Since this comment 

seems to be directed at a project other than the Turner Creek Project, we will not respond to it further. 

 

 

 

The following scoping comments were submitted along with Oregon Wild’s above comments on 

the EA.  As these comments were not specifically addressed in the EA (due to BLM not receiving 

them) they are listed and addressed here.  Scoping comments are numbered as they are in 

Oregon Wild’s letter, with an “S” added to indicate that it is a scoping comment. 

 

 

Comment S1:  ”When conducting commercial thinning projects take the opportunity to implement 

other critical aspects of watershed restoration especially pre-commercial thinning, restoring fish 

passage, reducing the impacts of the road system, and treating invasive weeds.”   

 

BLM Response:  The Turner Creek Project includes culvert replacements for fish passage, road 

decommissioning and a net reduction of road mileage in the project area.  Pre-commercial thinning is 

not addressed in the EA because it is categorically excluded from NEPA.  Invasive, non-native species 

are addressed in EA Section 3.8. 
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Comment S2:  ”Use projects as an opportunity to learn by conducting monitoring and research on 

the effects of thinning. There are many information gaps that need filling. Every project should 

generate useful information to inform future projects.”   

 

BLM Response: The treatments planned in this project are common silvicultural prescriptions, and the 

only monitoring that is planned is effectiveness monitoring (Did we do what we said we were going to 

do?). 

 

 

Comment S3:  ”Be sure to consider the condition of the surrounding landscape. mature & old-growth 

forests are very rare in the North Coast. Surrounding private lands are not providing interior forest 

conditions. Be sure to leave a significant part of each section untreated in order to mitigate for the 

condition of the surrounding landscape.”   

 

BLM Response:  As discussed in EA Section 3.1.3, timber harvest will affect approximately 48% of 

the affected timber stands, leaving 52% of those stands untreated.  When the other stands in the project 

area are taken into consideration, approximately 30% of BLM lands in the project area will be treated, 

leaving the other 70% untreated. 

 

 
Comment S4:  “Young stands do not exist in isolation, so be sure to consider the effects of thinning on 

adjacent mature & old-growth habitat which may provide habitat for spotted owls, and other species. 

Spotted owls may use young stands for dispersal, foraging, and security from predators. It may be 

helpful to create a spotted owl “risk map” that identifies areas that are more or less suitable for 

thinning based on criteria such as: existing habitat characteristics, proximity to activity centers, 

proximity to NRF habitat, and proximity to recently thinned areas, non-habitat, and roads. The agency 

should also consider adjusting both the location and timing of thinning to minimize the cumulative 

effects of widespread thinning on the sensitive and listed species.” 

 

BLM Response:  This comment seems to be concerning issues of a much larger scale than would be 

appropriately addressed in an EA.  Thinning impacts associated with the Turner Creek project would 

happen on less than 1,000 acres which is much smaller than a single spotted owl pair home range.  The 

Late Successional Reserve Assessment for the Northern Coast Range Adaptive Management Area, 

January 1998 (LSRA) which covers about 268,000 acres of federal land in the northern Coast Range, 

did assess habitat conditions for the northern spotted owl and recommended management strategies 

according to a given landscapes potential for spotted owl management.  As the EA describes in Section 

1.2.2, the Turner Creek Project Area is within the Buffer/Early Seral landscape zone and cell as 

described in the LSRA.  The Buffer/Early Seral landscape is not intended to ever provide high levels of 

suitable owl habitat and at best is expected to provide good quality dispersal habitat or temporary 

refugia for moving owls.  The proposed action is consistent with management strategies from the 

LSRA and consideration was given to existing habitat characteristics, location of known owl sites, and 

potential cumulative effects when developing the project. 

 

 

Comment S5:  “Focus on treating the youngest stands that are most "plastic" and amenable to 

restoration.”   
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BLM Response:  The stands being treated in this project are 35-71 years old, and are all expected to 

benefit from the proposed treatments. 

 

 

Comment S6:  “Generally retain all the largest trees, then “free thin from below” retaining some 

smaller trees in all age-size classes.” 

 

BLM Response:  A description of the variable density thinning prescribed for this project is in EA 

Sections 2.4 and 3.1. 

 

 

Comment S7:  “Retain and protect under-represented conifer and non-conifer trees and shrubs.” 

 

BLM Response:  As discussed in EA Section 3.1.3, species other than Douglas-fir and damaged trees 

will be favored for retention. 

 

 

Comment S8:  “Strive for a variable density outcome.” 

 

BLM Response:  A description of the variable density thinning prescribed for this project is in EA 

Sections 2.4 and 3.1. 

 

 

Comment S9:  “The scale of patches in variable density thinning regimes is important.” 

 

BLM Response:  A description of the variable density thinning prescribed for this project is in EA 

Sections 2.4 and 3.1. 

 

 

Comment S10:  “Retain abundant snags and course wood both distributed and in clumps so that 

thinning mimics natural disturbance. Retention of dead wood should generally be proportional to the 

intensity of the thinning, e.g., heavy thinning should leave behind more snags not less. Retain wildlife 

trees such as hollows, forked tops, broken tops, leaning trees, etc.” 

 

BLM Response:  As discussed in EA Section 2.4.1, this project will be implementing a variable-

density thinning prescription.  Retention of snags and dead wood is based on the size (QMD) of the 

trees in each stand.  Specifics of the snag and dead wood prescription can be found in the project 

design features in EA Section 2.4.2, Coarse Woody Debris (Snags and Down Wood).   

 

 

Comment S11:  “Try not to remove all the green tops and branches to the landings. When using 

whole tree yarding or yarding with tops attached to control fuels, a portion of the trees and leave the 

greens should be left in the forest in order to retain nutrients on site.” 

 

BLM Response:  We do not anticipate very much whole tree yarding or yarding with tops attached in 

this project, given the preponderance of ground-based yarding and the difficulty of protecting leave 

trees.  Fuel loading after timber harvest is not a concern because of the location of the project. 
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Comment S12:  “Created gaps should not be mini clearcuts, but should mimic natural processes by 

retaining some significant structure in the from of live and dead trees.” 

 

BLM Response:  EA Section 3.1.3 addresses the types and amounts of trees that will be retained in 

Phellinus weirii pockets and the heavily thinned gaps.  They will not be mini clearcuts. 

 

 

Comment S13:  “Continuous recruitment of snags is critical to development of old growth forest 

habitat. Think not only about existing snags but more importantly about the processes the recruit 

snags, including: a large pool of green trees from which to recruit snags and the existence of 

competition and other mortality processes.” 

 

BLM Response:  Snags and course woody debris are discussed in EA sections 3.1 and 3.5.  The 

density management thinning treatments include CWD creation in the treated stands. 

 

 

Comment S14:  “Thin heavy enough to stimulate development of understory vegetation, but don’t thin 

too heavy. Recognize that thinning captures mortality and that plantation stands are already lacking 

critical values from dead wood due to the unnatural stand history of all clearcut and planted stands.” 

 

BLM Response:  As discussed in EA Section 2.4.1, this project will be implementing a variable-

density thinning prescription.  Variable-density thinning will result in some portions of stands being 

thinned heavier than others.  The silvicultural prescription states:  “In selected units, scattered, one-

acre areas of heavy thinning would be created.  The purpose of this treatment is to maximize individual 

tree development, encourage some understory vegetation development, and encourage the initiation of 

species diversity by planting shade tolerant conifers which are lacking to a large extent in these 

stands.”  Snags and coarse down wood will also be created in all treated stands. 

 

 

Comment S15:  “Avoid impacts to raptor nests and enhance habitat for diverse prey species. Train 

marking crews and cutting crews to look up and avoid cutting trees with nests of any sort and trees 

with defects.” 

 

BLM Response:  One of the Project Design Features of the Turner Creek project is to retain defective 

trees desirable to wildlife such as those with cavities, broken or forked tops, etc.  While not expressly 

included in the Project Design Features, active raptor nests would be protected as a standard operating 

procedure through BLM special provision E-4 within the Timber Sale Contract. 

 

 

Comment S16:  “Take proactive steps to avoid the spread of weeds. Use canopy cover to suppress 

weeds. Avoid soil disturbance and road construction.” 

 

BLM Response:  Invasive and non-native plants are discussed in EA Section 3.8. 

 

 

Comment S17:  “Buffer streams from the effects of heavy equipment and loss of bank trees and trees 
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that shade streams. Mitigate for the loss of LWD input by retaining extra snags and wood (and green 

trees for recruitment) in riparian areas.” 

 

BLM Response:  No-harvest buffers of 60- to 100-feet width are expected to protect project area 

streams from any timber harvest related impacts.  Large woody debris is discussed in EA Section 3.3.3. 

 

 

Comment S18:  “Avoid road construction. Where road building is necessary, ensure that the realized 

restoration benefits far outweigh the adverse impacts of the road.” 

 

BLM Response:  We have attempted to minimize new road construction and maximize the 

decommissioning of new and existing roads, within the constraints of future management needs in the 

project area.  A discussion of road work in the project is in EA Section 2.4. 

 

 

Comment S19:  “If this project involves biomass utilization, the impacts need to be clearly disclosed” 

 

BLM Response:  Utilization of woody debris for biomass was initially included in this project but was 

dropped from consideration because of the distance to the nearest generation plant and uncertainty in 

how to adequately describe the potential impacts from that action.  The description of the potential fuel 

treatment types in the proposed action in EA Section 2.4.1 inadvertently includes making woody 

material available for biomass production, but this is an error.  The Decision Record addresses this 

error.  

 

 

Comment S20:  “Develop an alternative that addresses carbon and climate by (a) deferring harvest 

of older forests to store carbon and provide biodiversity and connectivity and (b) thin younger stands 

to increase forest resilience and diversity and connectivity. Recognize that there is a carbon cost 

associated with thinning.” 

 

BLM Response:  This project involves the thinning of 35-71 year old stands, which are considered to 

be younger stands.  No stands greater than 80 years of age will be treated.  The effects of the project on 

carbon storage are discussed in EA Section 3.11. 

 

 

Comment S21:  “If the stand is younger than 80 years, the agency may rely on the Pechman 

exemption and not complete surveys for rare and uncommon species. However, this exemption is 

intended to apply to even-aged stands, and the agency should apply the survey protocol in any portion 

of units with two or more predominant trees per acre.” 

 

BLM Response:  The entire Turner Creek project is subject to the Pechman exemption by virtue of 

being thinnings in stands less than 80 years old.  However, all potential harvest areas were evaluated 

for red tree vole habitat as described by the Red Tree Vole Survey Protocol (version 2.1) and none of 

the areas met the criteria that would trigger the protocol.  Consequently no surveys will be done.  Also, 

while not required, protocol surveys for mollusks are being conducted on approximately 500 acres of 

the project area to help inform the conclusions of the analysis for special status mollusk species.   
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Comment S22:  “Make the NEPA analysis transparent and explicit on all these issues.” 

 

BLM Response:  We believe the analysis in the EA is transparent and adequately addresses your 

concerns. 

 


