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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
1.0 INTRODUCTION
This EA will analyze the impacts of the proposed project and connected actions on the human
environment. The EA will provide the decision-maker, the Cascades Resource Area Field Manager,
with current information to aid in the decision-making process. Section 1 of this EA provides a
context for what will be analyzed in the EA, describes the kinds of actions we will be considering,
defines the project area, describes what the proposed action needs to accomplish, and identifies the
criteria that we will use for choosing the alternative that will best meet the purpose and need for this
proposal.

1.1 Purpose of and Need for Action
1.1.1 Need for Action
Late-Successional Habitat Restoration
Data analysis and field examinations by BLM staff have identified over 5,000 acres young stands
in the Quartzville Late Successional Reserve(LSR) that provide little to no habitat for late
successional species. These early-seral forest stands, including upslope and riparian areas,
currently lack species diversity and structure.
High stocking densities have reduced stand vigor and resiliency, prolonging development of latesuccessional forest characteristics. High stocking levels have also reduced early seral open habitat
needed for big game forage, small mammals, migratory birds and raptors.
There is a need to reduce the number of trees per acre to levels that would optimize growth rates,
increase forest stand diversity, and accelerate late-successional forest development. Previously
managed stands with simplified canopy structures need multi-canopy layer development. There is
also a need to provide habitat connectivity throughout the LSR block and between adjacent
drainages.

Riparian Habitat Restoration
Previously harvested young stands, as described above, also occur within the Riparian Reserve
land use allocation (LUA). These stands provide poor instream large wood recruitment potential.
Additionally, the existing low structural and species diversity offers low quality habitat for
wildlife using the riparian corridors. Therefore, there is a need to promote instream large wood
recruitment within the drainage as well as to provide a diversity of species and canopy levels to
facilitate development of wildlife corridors.

Socio-Economic
Forest harvest volumes in Western Oregon have greatly decreased, reducing forest related jobs in
the region. There is a need to provide contract opportunities to local and regional businesses and
to offer forest products (fire wood, poles) to the market. Thinning would promote development of
late-successional forest characteristics and would also provide an opportunity for forest
commodity by-products.
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1.1.2 Purpose of Action
The Bureau of Land Management designed the Quartzville LSR Habitat Enhancement project to:
1) accelerate the development of late-successional forest conditions within younger (<50 years)
stands; 2) protect and maintain current late-successional stands in the Quartzville Late
Successional Reserve; 3) create early seral habitat; and 4) provide economic opportunities
through contracts to local business and offering forest products.
The proposed actions are designed to meet the objectives of the Northwest Forest Plan (NWFP)
and the Salem District Resource Management Plan (RMP). The Salem RMP describes
Management Actions/Direction that may be applied to developing timber stands to attain Late
Successional Reserve resource objectives. Specifically, this project would implement the
following RMP objectives and directions to achieve the stated purpose:

Late Successional Reserve Land Use Allocation (LUA) (RMP p. 15-19):
•
•
•

Apply silvicultural treatments in LSRs that are beneficial to the creation of late-successional
habitat (RMP p.16)
If needed to create and maintain late successional conditions, conduct thinning operations in
forest stands up to 80 years old (RMP p. 16);
Design projects to improve conditions for wildlife and recovery of threatened or endangered
species (RMP p.18)

The specific objectives of this project are to:
• Expand the existing late-successional core area by speeding the trajectory of adjacent
previously managed younger stands towards late-successional habitat;
• Enhance the growth of the stand by providing more growing space for the selected leave trees;
• Enhance late-successional habitat characteristics by developing of multiple canopy layers and
increasing species diversity by variable canopy pre-commercial thinning.

Socioeconomic (RMP p. 41, 49):
•

•

Develop and implement alternative economic strategies as a partial substitute for declining
timber-based economies. Support and assistance include increased emphasis on management
of special forest products (RMP p. 41)
Manage for the production and sale of special forest products when demand is present,
complying with management actions/direction for Late-Successional Reserves (RMP p. 49)

1.1.3 Decisions to be Made / Decision Factors
The following decisions will be made through this analysis:
• To determine at what level, where, and method to manage plantation stands in the LSR.
• To implement or not implement the proposed actions.
In choosing the alternative that best meets the purpose and need, the Cascades Resource Area
Field Manager will consider the extent to which each alternative would:
1. Reduce competition-related mortality and increase tree vigor and growth.
2. Increase structural and species diversity.
3. Create contract opportunities for local businesses.
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1.1.4 Summary of Proposed Action, Project Location, and Land Use Allocations
The BLM proposes to thin up to 2000 acres of previously managed stands (plantations less than 50
years old) over the next five years. This is a multi-year project expected to occur over 3-5 years.
The project would take place within the Quartzville Late-Successional Reserve, which is within
the Quartzville Creek and Crabtree Creek 5th field watersheds, approximately 20 miles northeast
of the town of Sweet Home, Oregon. (See EA section 8.0 for a map of the project area).

1.2 Conformance with Land Use Plan, Statutes, Regulations, and other Plans
The proposed action is in conformance with the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource
Management Plan, May 1995 (RMP); 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 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.
In addition to the documents cited above, project planning drew on information and
recommendations from the following:
(1) Quartzville Watershed Analysis (2002);
(2) Crabtree watershed analysis (2001);
(3) Mid-Willamette Late-Successional Reserve Assessment (1995);
(4) REO Exemption Memo: Criteria to Exempt Specific Silvicultural Activities in Late-Successional
Reserves and Managed Late-Successional Areas from Regional Office Review (1996)
The above documents are available for review in the Salem District Office. Additional information
about the proposed activities is available in the Quartzville LSR habitat Enhancement EA Analysis
File, also available at the Salem District Office.
Survey and Manage Review:
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 Record of Decision to Remove the Survey and Manage Mitigation Measure Standards and
Guidelines from Bureau of Land Management Resource Management Plans Within the Range of the
Northern Spotted Owl. Previously in 2006, the District Court (Judge Pechman) had invalidated the
agencies’ 2004 RODs eliminating Survey and Manage due to NEPA violations. On October 10,
2006, following the District Court’s 2006 ruling, parties to the litigation entered into a stipulation
exempting certain activities from the Survey and Manage standard (Pechman exemptions),
including thinning projects in stands less than 80 years old (Exemption A).
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, I have reviewed the
Quartzville LSR Habitat Enhancement project in consideration of both the December 17, 2009 and
October 11, 2006 order.
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I have determined that this project complies with the above court orders relating to the Survey and
Manage mitigation measures of the Northwest Forest Plan, as incorporated into the Salem District
Resource Management Plan, for the following reasons. The proposed project meets Exemption A of
the Pechman Exemptions (October 11, 2006 Order) because these units entail thinning in stands less
than 80 years old (Table 8, section 8.0). Therefore the Quartzville LSR habitat Enhancement
project may still proceed even if the District Court sets aside or otherwise enjoins use of the 2007
Survey and Manage Record of Decision since the Pechman exemptions would remain valid in such
case.

1.2.1 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.
• Clean Water Act (CWA) 1987 – Establishes objectives to restore and maintain the chemical,
physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s water.
Additional authorities and management direction are described in EA section 3.5, Table 6.

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 sent out to approximately 38 federal, state and municipal government
agencies, nearby landowners, tribal authorities, and interested parties on the Cascades Resource
Area mailing list on January 26, 2011. Approximately four comment letters/emails/postcards
were received during the scoping period. EA section 1.3.2 addresses the topics raised in the
comments. 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 input from the public and the Interdisciplinary Team plus information contained in the
RMP, the following issues were identified. These issues provide a basis for comparing the
environmental effects of the proposed project and aid in the decision-making process.
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1.3.2.1 Issue 1: Young stands are structural simplified with low species diversity; and latesuccessional habitat is spatially fragmented throughout the project area. How
would forest thinning and density management actions improve long term late
successional habitat?
This issue is addressed EA section 3.1

1.3.2.2 Issue 2: How would low density thinning patches affect spotted owl and other
wildlife (late seral and early seral) habitat?
This issue is addressed EA sections 3.1

1.3.2.3 Issue 3: How would thinning influence fire behavior?
This issue is addressed EA sections 3.4

1.3.3 Issues Considered, Not Analyzed in Detail
Internal and external scoping identified issues for consideration. Issues that were considered by
the project team and eliminated from detailed analysis are listed below. Further analysis of these
issues would not provide additional information necessary for the decision maker to make an
informed decision.
Hydrology –Thinning would reduce canopy cover, potentially altering the magnitude and timing
of peak flows. However, treatments would maintain an overall canopy cover of 50 percent, as
well as retention of brush, hardwoods, and ground cover. In addition, no roads would be
constructed, and treated units would be surrounded by untreated vegetation including no treatment
buffers along streams; therefore, there would neither be conditions leading to increased water
availability nor routing mechanisms from the units to the channel environment. Given the
retention of vegetation, no road construction and the lack of routing mechanisms, the probability
of stream flow enhancement/alteration is very low.
Water Quality – Sediment - The young stand thinning would be completed with the use of hand
tools; no heavy machinery would be used. Therefore there would be little to no effect on soils
from tree falling. Extraction of forest by products on slopes less than 35% may utilize small
machinery. Equipment would utilize existing roads and skid trails where possible. There may be
instances where short (<1/4 mile) temporary skid trails would be located. No more than 2 miles of
temporary skid trails.
All road use would occur during the dry season, greatly reducing surface erosion. Following use,
temporary skid trails would be “winterized” by a combination of water bars and slash placement to
reduce eliminate potential flow routing. Temporary skid trail development would not occur within
100 feet of streams, providing an adequate buffer to filter sediment and disperse runoff prior to
entering any stream channel. On slopes greater than 35% all product removal would be cabled or
winched to existing roads and skid trails. No cable corridors would be constructed. Therefore,
because of use of hand tools, use of existing roads and skids trails along with winterizing skid
trails after use, no activity buffers along streams, and dry season use soil detachment and transport
would be very small and would not generate any off-site effects.
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Water Quality - Water Temperature- Implementing streamside buffers as recommended in the
Northwest Forest Plan Temperature TMDL Implementation Strategies (2004) would maintain
stream shade. In the long term, thinning would increase growth rates, expediting mature stand
characteristics and large tree development for large wood recruitment potential. Maintaining and
improving stream shade would, therefore, protect water quality and prevent any increases in water
temperature.
Fisheries – Both resident and anadromous fish, including federally threatened upper Willamette
River winter steelhead and Chinook salmon inhabit the Crabtree watershed of the project area.
Most project areas are > 1 mile upstream of steelhead habitat, and all are > 2.5 miles upstream of
Chinook Salmon habitat. Within the Quartzville watershed, only resident fish occur as a dam 4
miles downstream restricts anadromous fish passage. All proposed actions would comply with the
National Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) Aquatic Restoration Biological Opinion (2008) for
fish restoration activities.
The proposed actions inclusive of project design features, as disclosed above, would not affect
stream sedimentation or water temperature. Spawning, rearing and holding habitat of resident and
anadromous fish would be protected and maintained because there would be no change to either
water temperature or physical habitat. Therefore, project effects to fish species or populations are
highly unlikely, and consistent with NMFS biological opinion (2008) for fish restoration activities.
Botany - All stands proposed for treatment are less than 50 years of age and are without an oldgrowth or old-growth remnants overstory. Based on a known site and habitat data search of the
proposed treatment area, there are no known sites for any Special Status (SSS) or Survey &
Manage (S&M) Species, although suitable habitat for some species does exist within the treatment
area. Based on the existing young serial habitat and the nature of the proposed project, the
proposed project would not contribute to the need to list any special status or survey and manage
species known or suspected to occur within the treatment area as Threatened or Endangered.

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.”
For the Quartzville LSR project areas, no unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of
available resources (section 102(2) (E) of NEPA) were identified by the Interdisciplinary Team
(IDT), or the public. The Mid-Willamette LSR assessment and RMP provide objectives and guide
management actions for treatments in late-successional reserves. Given the restrictions imposed for
actions in the LSR, no alternatives were identified that would meet the purpose and need of the
project. In addition, given the directions and restrictions, the team did not identify alternatives that
would have meaningful differences in environmental effects. Therefore, this EA will analyze the
effects of the “Proposed Action” and the “No Action” Alternative.
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2.2 No Action Alternative
The No Action alternative describes the baseline against which the effects of the proposed action
can be compared, i.e. the existing conditions in the project area and the continuing trends in those
conditions if the BLM does not implement the proposed project. Consideration of this alternative
also answers the question: “What would it mean for the objectives to not be achieved?”
Under the No Action alternative no vegetation treatments would occur in younger stands to promote
their development towards late-successional forest habitat; no riparian treatments would occur in
previously managed stands to enhance their conditions; no fuels treatments to reduce hazardous
fuels build-up would occur; and no commercial by-product would be extracted. Only normal
programmed road maintenance and young stand brushing would be expected to occur. The No
Action alternative serves as a baseline or reference point for evaluating the environmental effects of
the action alternatives. This alternative would continue existing conditions and trends.

2.3 Proposed Action
Stands selected for treatment were identified by aerial photography, G.I.S. (Geographic Information
Systems), stand exams and some field reconnaissance. They also meet the guidelines described in
Tables 1 and 2. These stands are described in Table 8 and are shown on the project map in EA
section 8.0. Additional stands meeting Table 1 and 2 guidelines may be substituted for the current
stands initially identified for treatment, based on further field verification of stand conditions.

2.3.1 Proposed Treatments
2.3.1.1 Variable Canopy Pre-commercial Thinning
The BLM proposes to thin no more than 2000 acres of previously managed stands (plantations
less than 50 years old) over the next five years. This is a multi-year project expected to occur
over 3-5 years. Stands would be thinned to approximately 100 trees per acre. The proposed
action would retain all trees greater than fourteen inches in diameter. Thinning would be
completed with use of hand tools; no heavy machinery would be used.
Spacing of trees in the unit would average 21 feet; however, spacing within the unit would be
variable with a 50% variation to the 21 foot spacing. Leave patches of ¼ to ½ acres and no
treatment riparian buffers would be retained for diversity. To further increase unit diversity, low
density vegetation patches (described in EA section 2.3.1.2, below) may be created within the
pre-commercial thinning units. Species diversity would be maintained by retention of minor tree
species including Chinquapin, cedar, pine, true fir, and big leaf maple.
Stands to Be Treated
Table 1 shows the guidelines that would be used to determine whether a stand would benefit
from Variable Canopy Pre-commercial thinning, as described above.
Table 1: Guidelines for Selecting Forest Stands that would Benefit from Variable Canopy Precommercial Thinning To A Residual Tree Density Of 100 Trees Per Acre
Is the Stand
• A conifer plantation less than 50 years old
• Displaying simple forest structure with few tree species
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Table 1: Guidelines for Selecting Forest Stands that would Benefit from Variable Canopy Precommercial Thinning To A Residual Tree Density Of 100 Trees Per Acre

Lacking tree species diversity in one or more canopy levels
Does the Stand have
• Tree densities of more than 200 trees per acre
• Relative density ratios greater than 50 percent
• An average diameter of less than 12 inches
• Little understory development.
• Overstory trees with crown ratios averaging less than 25 percent of total tree height
• Patches of tree regeneration or tall shrubs in the understory that would benefit from being
released

2.3.1.2 Low Density Pre-commercial Thinning
Within stands treated with variable canopy thinning (described above) 1-5 acre patches would be
thinned to 20 trees per acre (TPA); tree spacing in these units would average 47 feet. Low
density thinning would be applied to approximately 10% of the acres treated with Variable
Canopy Pre-commercial thinning (approximately 200 acres). Areas target for low density precommercial thinning would be along ridge tops, low gradient slopes and near water features. The
healthiest, largest and best formed Douglas fir trees would be targeted as leave trees as well as
minor tree species of Chinquapin, cedar, pine, true fir, and big leaf maple. The proposed action
would retain all trees greater than fourteen inches in diameter.
Following treatment, the cut vegetation in units may be piled and burned to facilitate
development of grasses, forbs, and hardwoods. Fuel treatments would also reduce fuel hazard,
protecting both the treated and adjacent timber stands. Areas lacking a grass seed source may be
seeded with native grass seed.
Stands to Be Treated
Table 2 shows the guidelines that would be used to determine whether a stand would benefit
from Low Density Pre-commercial Thinning, as described above.
Table 2: Guidelines for Selecting Stands that would Benefit from Low Density Pre-commercial
Thinning To A Residual Tree Density of 20 Trees Per Acre
Is the Stand
• Within the plantations proposed for variable density pre-commercial thinning described in EA
section 2.3.1.1
• On less than a 25 percent slope
• At least ¼ mile away from an open road
• On a south or west facing aspect
• Near or adjacent to known existing big game travel corridors
Does the Stand have
• Historically low tree stocking levels, (ie meadows and rocky areas)
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2.3.1.3 Riparian Treatments
Thinning treatments within two site potential trees of streams would be based on local
stand/vegetation conditions and would be designed to benefit aquatic systems and be consistent
with ACS objectives in the short and long term. Vegetation within one site potential tree of
streams with similar tree densities and young stand structures, would receive a similar 21 foot
spacing thinning treatment. These treatments seek to expedite large tree development for
wildlife habitat and future instream large wood recruitment.
A no thinning streamside buffer would be implemented along perennial streams to retain primary
shade and protect stream water temperatures. Table 3 displays streamside buffers based on tree
height and hillslope. The prescribed widths follow recommendations in the Northwest Forest
Plan Temperature TMDL Implementation Strategies (2004). A 35 foot streamside buffer would
be implemented on all intermittent channels.
Table 3: Streamside Buffers on Perennial Streams (feet) based on Slope (percent) and Tree Height
(average height of stand in feet)
Width of Primary Shade Zones/ Streamside Buffers on Perennial Streams (feet)
Tree Height
< 30 % Hill Slope

30 to 60 % Hill Slope

>60 %Hill Slope

Trees < 20 ft

12

14

15

Trees 20 to 60 ft

28

33

55

Trees >60 to 100 ft

50

55

60

2.3.2 Connected Actions
2.3.2.1 Fuel Reduction
Following thinning treatments, handpile and burning treatments may be applied. Application of
fuel reduction treatments would be determined by the fuel specialist and wildlife biologist and
would be based on need and effectiveness of the treatment to reduce fire hazard and promote
species diversity. It is expected that 400 acres of fuel treatment would follow thinning.
This treatment would reduce both existing fuels and activity generated fuels resulting from
young stand thinning. Following thinning treatments, slash would be piled by hand within 12
months after fuels treatment.
The piles would be covered to create a dry ignition point and would be burned in the fall or
winter when the risk of fire spread (scorch or mortality) to nearby residual trees and shrubs is
reduced. The handpiles would remain on site until dry enough for complete combustion (cured).
It is expected that handpiles would be burned in the first year following the construction of the
pile, but could take as long as 18 months.
Exceptions to this would be if piles did not have enough time to cure, unseasonably dry
winter/spring conditions, or atmospheric conditions not conducive for adequate smoke
management.
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2.3.2.2 Forest Product Removal
To support local contractors and economies all units proposed for variable canopy thinning, fuels
treatments, and young stand thinning would be available for biomass and SFP (e.g., poles, fuel
wood, biomass) harvesting/collection. Units would be assessed for access and economic
feasibility; forest products in units found to be practical and feasible would be made available for
removal and utilization. Areas targeted for product would focus on areas within 300 feet of
roads and/or located on low gradient slopes with existing access. Forest product removal would
not occur within the streamside buffer guidelines specified in Table 3.
It is anticipated that less than 400 acres would be identified for forest product utilization. SFP
harvesting/collection would be permitted only to the extent consistent with the stand treatment
and silvicultural objectives.
All actions would utilize existing roads and skid trails where feasible.
On slopes greater than 35% material would be winched or cabled to existing roads and skid
trails. On slopes then than 35% ground based extraction would use existing roads and skid trails
where possible. However, up to 2 miles of temporary skid trails may be created. All temporary
skid trails would be located at least 100 feet from stream channels.
Cumulatively, new temporary skid trails would not exceed 2 miles across the entire project area.
Following use, trails would be “winterized” to reduce potential runoff and erosion via water bars,
pulling slash and vegetation debris onto the skid trail surface, or seeded with native grass.

2.3.3 Project Design Features
The following Project Design Features (PDFs) are included in the design of the proposed actions.
These PDFs are a set of the Best Management Practices (BMPs) identified in the Salem District
RMP, the LSR assessment as well as and resource protection measures identified by the EA
interdisciplinary team.

Water Quality and Aquatic Habitat
•

Maintain an overall canopy cover of 50 percent, retain, brush, hardwoods, and ground cover.

•

No roads would be constructed.

•

Thinning would be completed with the use of hand tools; no heavy machinery would be used.

•

Slopes less than 35% may utilize small machinery.

•

Slopes greater than 35% all product removal would be cabled or winched to existing roads and
skid trails.

•

Skid trail development would not occur within 100 feet of streams.

•

Skids trails would be winterized after use.

•

No cable corridors would be constructed.

•

Equipment would utilize existing roads and skid trails where possible.
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Wildlife
•

Northern spotted owl: Seasonal restriction of activities that cause disturbance above ambient
noise levels from March 1 to July 15th within ¼ mile of known spotted owl sites. This seasonal
restriction may be waived if non-nesting is determined. If any new owls are discovered during
harvest, activities would stop until mitigation options can be determined.

•

Northern spotted owl: Pile and underburning would not occur between March 1st and July 15th
within ¼ mile of known spotted owl sites. This seasonal restriction would be waived if nonnesting is determined.

•

Protect osprey nests with a 5 acre no harvest buffer and a seasonal restriction for activities
within ¼ mile of nest site from March 1 to August 31.

•

Maintain all snags >14”, except those that need to be felled for safety reasons. The snags that
must be felled for safety, including ROW road hazard trees, would be left on site.

•

Ripped skid trails and would be planted with native grasses and shrubs of good elk forage value.

Special Status Plants
•

For special status botanical species, the size of the no treatment protection buffer would be
determined on a case-by-case basis, depending on the species and its habitat requirements but
would be a minimum of a 20’ radius for sensitive species.

Cultural Resources
•

Known cultural sites would be buffered with flagging prior to project implementation. No
treatment would occur in the buffered areas.

• If unrecorded cultural sites are found during project implementation, activities near the site
would halt until a cultural resource specialist could determine appropriate protection measures.

Noxious Weeds
•

Seed and straw used for restoration, replanting, and post treatment throughout the project area
would be native species and weed free to prevent the further spread of noxious weeds.

•

For prevention of noxious weeds, all heavy equipment would be cleaned prior to moving onto
BLM lands. Equipment would also be cleaned when moving from known noxious weed areas
into weed-free areas.

Fire and Fuels Management
•

Fuels treatments would be consistent with the Oregon Department of Forestry’s Smoke
Management Plan and the Department of Environmental Quality’s Air Quality and Visibility
Protection Program.

•

To protect migratory birds nesting, burning would occur before March 1st and after July 15th.
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Wild and Scenic Rivers/ Visuals
•
•

No low density thinning would occur within the Wild and Scenic River Corridor.
Variable canopy pre-commecial thinning within the Wild and Scenic River Corridor would
maintain at least 100 trees per acre to protect visual qualities.

Forest Product Removal
•

Skid trails would be used only during the dry season and would be water barred in a manner
appropriate to the slope and soil type. Slash and vegetation debris would be scattered on trail
surface to reduce erosion potential.

•

Ground-based equipment would be restricted within 100 feet of stream channels; in section 7 in
the upper Crabtree watershed ground-based equipment would be restricted within 200 feet of
stream channels

•

No commercial sale of forest products from section 7 in the upper Crabtree watershed

2.4 Alternatives Considered But Not Analyzed In Detail
Recreation/ Visual Resource Management
Initially the team identified units for treatment within the Crabtree Complex Area of
Environmental Concern (ACEC) and adjacent to the Yellow Bottom Recreation Area.
After discussion with Resource Area Recreation Planner, on January 18th 2011, the ACEC and
Yellow Bottom units were dropped from consideration because of potential inconsistency with the
ACEC management direction and potential visual and disturbance impacts to the recreation
facility, respectively. Units dropped from further analysis within the ACEC lie in T.11 S., R. 3 E.,
sec. 8, 16, 17, and 20.
In addition to units being dropped, the team placed project design features on a unit within the
Quartzville Wild and Scenic River Corridor located in T.11 S., R. 3 E., section 35. In this unit, the
BLM would thin to 100 trees per acre; no low density thinning patches would be created. The
design features are intended to preserve visuals along the Wild and Scenic Corridor consistent
with management recommendations included in both the Quartzville Creek Wild and Scenic
Management and the Salem District Resource Management Plans.

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
This section of the EA describes the current condition and trend of the affected resources and the
environmental effects of the alternatives on those resources. The interdisciplinary team of resource
specialists (IDT) reviewed the elements of the human environment, required by law, regulation,
Executive Order and policy, to determine if they 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)] (EA section
3.3.10), as well as the issues raised in scoping (EA section 1.3).
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After internal and external review of the proposed project the team identified the following
resources potentially affected: Vegetation and Forest Stand Characteristics; Wildlife; Air Quality
and Fire Hazard/Risk; Recreation; Visual and Cultural Resources.

General Setting
The Quartzville Habitat Enhancement Project area is located two 5th field watersheds. The project
identified 1400 acres in the Quartzville Creek 5th field watershed meeting the young stand criteria.
The watershed is 95,468 acres in size and is located in Linn County. The Quartzville Watershed
Analysis (QWA 2002) was completed in 2002. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) manages
about 32 percent of the Quartzville Creek Watershed, and the U. S. Forest Service (USFS) manages
36 percent.
The project also identified 1200 acres in Crabtree Creek meeting the young stand criteria. The
Crabtree Creek 5th field watershed is 100,022 acres in size and is also located in Linn County. The
BLM manages about 18 percent of the Crabtree Creek Watershed. Prominent geographic features of
the project area include the designated Quartzville Creek Wild and Scenic River, Crabtree Creek,
Yellowstone Mountain, and Snow Peak. The LSR contains the Crabtree complex ACEC in the
northeast portion.

3.1 Terrestrial Habitat
Terrestrial habitat in the project area consists largely of forest vegetation and associated constituents
of snags and down wood. The affected environment analysis describes current forest stand and
habitat conditions. A list of known or suspected Special Status wildlife species and preferred habitat
are identified and described. Similar to the affected environment, the anticipated short and long
term terrestrial habitat effects largely depends on vegetation conditions following the proposed
actions. The environmental effects analysis presents how the proposed actions would influence
vegetation patterns, densities and species.
The analysis then links changes in vegetation characteristics to terrestrial habitat and wildlife
species. To facilitate data presentation and understanding of the vegetation to species linkages, this
terrestrial habitat analysis includes both vegetation and wildlife resources.

3.1.1 Affected Environment
Forest Vegetation
The areas proposed for treatment range in elevation from 2000-4000 feet. All stands are
"second-growth" in nature, regenerating through traditional industrial-style reforestation
techniques following clear-cut logging. The stands range in age from 20-60 years old. Based on
stand data and observations these even-aged plantations typically lack species diversity, ground
cover and large remnant overstory trees.
There is a shift in coniferous species occurrence and plant association at around 2800 feet in
elevation. Plant associations below 2800 feet are in the western hemlock plant association, while
Pacific silver fir associations become dominant above this elevation line. Several of the
proposed units in the Pacific silver fir associations have a significant young noble fir stand
component. Plant association typically varies with aspect in this transition-zone area.
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Some of the older stands (50-60 years old) in the proposal would have been aerially seeded, at a
time when off-site Douglas-fir seed was commonly used. Most sites were hand-planted, with
Douglas-fir until about 1980, when western hemlock and western redcedar were typically added
to the planting stock mix. Any true fir, mountain hemlock, or other species presence in these
areas can be attributed to natural regeneration.
Given the variation in elevation and a wide range of treatment histories growing conditions vary
widely.
In general, tree growth for these stands is limited by the availability of soil nutrients, which
become less rich as elevation increases. The availability of water and sunlight is generally not
limiting for these stands, unless and until an overstocked stand condition has developed.
Another facet of treatment history that has resulted in disparate growing conditions is whether or
not stocking control has been achieved through a pre-commercial thinning (PCT) treatment.
Again, the current situation is varied, with PCT'd units having current stocking levels of 170-302
trees per acre (TPA). TPA numbers in the untreated areas with western hemlock stocking could
be as high as 2000 TPA, since it is very common for western hemlock regeneration to seed in
heavily.
All units that have current stand exam data have a canopy closure that is greater than 70 %.
Based on these stand exams plus informal field observations, all proposed units have a current
canopy closure greater than 70 %. Overall, the proposed stands have high tree densities with
little species or canopy variability.
Terrestrial Habitat
Variation in forest stand conditions within stands and at the landscape level have been identified
as a key factor in providing habitat for a diversity of forest organisms (Hayes et.al. 1997; Muir
et.al., 2002). Structural and compositional aspects that have been found to be important
contributors to habitat diversity and species richness include dead wood in the form of snags and
down logs, remnant live trees, and vertical and horizontal diversity in tree and understory
canopies. Also, hardwood trees and shrubs in particular have been found to be important
contributors to forest biodiversity in otherwise coniferous forest, providing habitat substrate,
food sources, foraging substrate, and nesting opportunities. These key habitat features are
generally lacking in the managed stands proposed for thinning.
The presence of snags, course wood debris (CWD), and special habitats is based on stand exam
data, aerial photos, and field review by specialists. Based on the data, there are no residual oldgrowth trees present in the proposed Quartzville units. CWD that would meet RMP management
direction (240+ linear feet per acre of material in decay classes 1 or 2, at least 20” in diameter at
the large end, and 20 feet in length) is currently absent in all of the proposed units. Consistent
with these findings the Crabtree Watershed Analysis concluded that there is a lack of older
forests and the watershed is dominated by younger stands, which lack structure and
characteristics of late successional stands (p. 94; CCWA 2001, Chp. 7 p. 1).
CWD in decay classes 3-5 is lacking, but can be found in small numbers throughout the
proposed units and are usually remnants of old-growth “cull” trees that were not removed after
harvest.
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These logs provide valuable habitat for a whole host of CWD associated wildlife species
(O’Niell et.al. 2001), and they persist for many decades before passing through advanced decay
classes to become unrecognizable as down logs. The less-decayed logs in smaller size classes
are mostly the result of recent self-thinning in crowded overstocked stands from suppression
mortality.
These small logs are much less useful to forest floor-associated animal species for cover because
they have less volume, and persist for shorter time spans (usually less than two decades) than the
larger material, thus they are less useful for wildlife.
In determining existing snag habitat, the assessment uses a diameter of 15+ inches as most
wildlife species that utilize snags are associated with snags greater than 14.2 inches (Rose et.al.
2001). On average, hole nesting birds use Douglas-fir snags over 23.6 inches in dbh and over 50
feet tall for foraging and nesting (Mannan et al., 1980).
Plot data found very little to no large snags within units identified for treatment; snag habitat
does not meet the 40 percent of maximum population densities requirement (RMP, p.21) for the
five woodpecker species throughout most of the project areas. Most of the snags are small
and/or highly decayed. In general stands throughout the project areas are in a condition in which
there is a long-term (three to six decades) snag deficit.
Wildlife Species
Federally Listed Species - Northern Spotted Owls: The proposed thinning units provide
capable and dispersal habitat in the Quartzville and Crabtree Watersheds. There are 13 known
spotted owl sites in the vicinity of the Quartzville Project Area. These sites were located during
the late 1970's and early 1980s, and have been surveyed consistently since that time. There have
been barred owl responses since about 1992.
No suitable nesting, foraging and roosting habitat is proposed for thinning inside or outside the
provincial home range of any known spotted owl sites. The units are not located in Critical
Habitat designated in 2008, but are located in Late Successional Reserves (LSRs) and critical
habitat that was designated in 1992.
Special Status, Survey and Manage, and other Species of Concern: Vegetation surveys (stand
exam data) indicate that most of the stands proposed for thinning are lacking in habitat elements
that support diverse populations of wildlife species, especially CWD, residual old-growth trees,
snags, deciduous understory and ground cover vegetation, or deep accumulation of leaf litter.
Salamander Slug: Habitat consists of leaf litter under bushes in mature conifer forest at
elevation of 600' in east side of the Oregon Coast Range. The salamander slug has been found at
13 sites in the Cascades Resource Area, ranging from unharvested or unthinned late-successional
forest, to a 45 year old stand that originated after regeneration harvest. There are 5 salamander
slug sites in the Quartzville area, all in older forest stands. No salamanders have been found
within the identified units.
Oregon Slender Salamander: The Oregon slender salamander, a Bureau Sensitive species, was
found throughout the Quartzville LSR and is assumed to be present in all sections of the project
area. Habitat is generally described as conifer stands dominated by Douglas-fir with large
amounts of large rotten (decay class 3 to 5) Douglas-fir down logs.
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Old logs, stumps and large woody material piles around stumps, and exfoliated tree bark on the
ground are used for cover, feeding and breeding. Optimal habitat for these animals is generally
described as late-successional forest conditions with cool, moist microclimates and large down
wood. Sites are expected to occur in portions of the project areas where CWD of adequate size
(RMP requirements >20” diameter at the large end, >20’ in length) occurs. Oregon slender
salamander has been found throughout the Cascades Resource Area in stands across the full
range of seral stages.
Red Tree Vole: The red tree vole is an arboreal vole associated with conifer forests west of the
Cascades summit, below about 3,500 to 4,500 feet in elevation. The project area is within the
“Northern Mesic Zone” of the range identified for the species. The red tree vole survey protocol
indicates surveys are required within the Northern Mesic Zone when (Biswell et al 2002) the
Stand contains: the stand has an estimated quadratic mean diameter >16 inches or an average
mean diameter >15 inches; the stand contains mature or old-growth conditions, or are older
mixed-age conifer forests with multi-layered canopies; and/or activities are likely to have a
significant negative impact on the species.
None of the stands currently proposed for thinning meet the stand-level criteria as described
above. The plantations are all younger than 60 years old are unlikely to provide red tree vole
habitat.
Bats: Four bat species of concern are suspected to occur in the Quartzville Area (silver-haired
bat, long-eared myotis, long-legged myotis, and Yuma myotis). These species are associated
with caves and mines, bridges, buildings, cliff habitat, or decadent live trees and large snags with
sloughing bark. Decadent live trees and large snags, particularly ones with bark attached that
extend above the tree canopy, are used variously as solitary roosts, maternity roosts, and
hibernacula by these species, and other bat species associated with Douglas-fir forests (Christy
and West 1993, Weller and Zabel 2001, Waldien et.al. 2000). Old-growth and tall snags with
sloughing bark are rare in the project areas and bats are likely to be present in low numbers.
Migratory and Resident Bird Species: About 125 bird species are known or suspected to breed
in the Cascades Resource Area; eighty (80) have at least a low probability of breeding in the
Quartzville Project Area.
Research found a correlation between stand level bird species richness with habitat patchiness,
densities of snags, and conifers size-class (Hagar et al 1996, Hansen et al 2003). Even-aged
conifer stands supports a relatively high number of birds but few species. Further, the lightlimited understory of unthinned stands does not provide for a diverse community of shrub and
ground cover plant species that are important in providing insect and plant food resources (Hagar
2004). The proposed thinning units are structurally simple and characterized by an even-aged,
single-layered, closed-canopy with poor understory development, and are low in landbird species
richness.
Big Game: Big game species that are found in the project areas include Roosevelt elk (Cervus
elaphus roosevelti) and black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus). The project areas are in earlymid seral stands which provide hiding and low quality thermal cover. There is no critical winter
or summer range in the project areas.
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3.1.2 Environmental Effects
3.1.2.1 Alternative 1 - No Action
Forest Vegetation
Identified stands for treatment would maintain simple structure and limited diversity.
Researchers have recognized that stands initiated and managed are not “equivalent” to similaraged unmanaged, natural stands. Regeneration of old-growth unmanaged stands occurred over a
prolonged period, and trees grew at low density with little self-thinning.
Conversely, young stands following harvest may develop with high density of trees with similar
ages and considerable self thinning (Tappeiner et. al. 1997). Because of the prolonged stand
establishment stage and other disturbance over time, old-growth stands were found to have ages
of 100 to 420 years old, while plantations had trees that usually varied in age by 5 to 10 years
old. (Tappeiner et. al. 1997).
Under the no action, stands would take 30-40 years to develop late successional habitat
conditions and remain less diverse for a longer period of time. Young plantations have low vigor
and small crowns resulting in slower growing conditions. Variable densities would occur
naturally, but diameter growth would not accelerate as fast as in thinned stands.
Terrestrial Habitat
Snags and CWD created by self thinning mortality would not be large enough to benefit snag
associated species or meet RMP standards for another 30 to 60 years when suppressed co
dominates achieve these diameters. Understory and ground cover development are expected to
develop in very isolated patches following a disturbance, creating a canopy opening. The breaks
in canopy would take longer to develop under the current young dense stand conditions as time is
required for density induced mortality and windthrow.
In addition, these stands with reduced vigor and growth would become more susceptible to
catastrophic disturbance events such as insect attacks, disease infestations, windthrow,
snowbreak, and fire.
Stands that are heavily stocked are especially vulnerable to windthrow and snowbreak. Stand
replacement fires are not common in this area, but may occur when a confluence of
environmental conditions favorable for fires is present; which would typically be in the fall of
the year.
Wildlife
Northern Spotted Owl: There would be no immediate change in spotted owl habitat and no
effect to spotted owls caused by management action. Habitat conditions would remain as
described in the Affected Environment, and would continue to develop slowly over time for
reasons stated above. In unthinned areas, it would take 40 to 80 years to develop suitable habitat
conditions.
BLM Special Status Species and Survey and Manage: In the short term, there would be no
immediate change in current habitat conditions for Survey and Manage and BLM Special Status
Species. In the long term (10 to 100 years ):
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 Trees would grow more slowly, and material available for snags and CWD recruitment
would develop as self-thinning occurs; average tree diameter would likely develop into
smaller than optimal size due to high stocking levels. Development of Oregon slender
salamander habitat conditions would likely be delayed without the addition of new large
woody material to replace existing well-decayed material that would eventually disappear.
 No undetected red tree vole nests would be affected. Optimal red tree vole habitat
conditions, presumed to be older forest conditions, would develop more slowly without
thinning, and the creation of open grown wolf trees with large live crown ratios.
Migratory and Resident Birds: Species richness of bird communities would reflect the simple
single storied early-mid seral stages for a longer period of time; overall bird species richness is
less than expected in a structurally diverse stand. Legacy features in the future stand would
likely be smaller and less persistent, especially those that provide habitat for cavity-nesting
species.
Big Game: In the short term (less than 5 years), there would be no disturbance effects due to the
proposed action. Thermal and hiding cover quality would remain the same as current conditions.
There would be no increase in vegetative forage due to a lack of light resources to the forest
floor. In the long term (5+ years), thermal and hiding cover quality would gradually decrease as
overstocked stands mature hindering mobility. Forage quantity would continue to decrease over
time as less light reaches the forest floor. Wet meadows and other open areas would continue to
experience heavy use by big game which could cause deterioration of habitat.

3.1.2.2 Alternative 2 - Action Alternative
Forest Vegetation
Proposed thinning consists of a 21 X 21-foot spacing, or 100 residual trees per acre and 47 X 47
foot spacing to 20 residual trees per acre with all trees over 14" DBH retained. Another ten per
cent of the acres would receive no treatment and typically includes untreated riparian reserves,
portions of units with low conifer stocking, or leave patches within units.
This mosaic of thinning, low density thinning patches, and leave islands creates a variable
density/variable canopy thinning effect. Collectively these treatments lead to both stand
structural and landscape horizontal structural diversity that is currently lacking.
Species diversity would also increase. Unit canopy closure in these stands after treatment would
decrease from over 70 percent to 40-60 percent. Canopy cover is expected to recover at a rate of
0.7 percent per year in the first ten years after thinning to 100 TPA. In the short term (3-5 years),
tree felling and fuels treatments would reduce brush and understory vegetation. In the long term,
thinning and low density thinning patches would increase light and nutrient availability,
releasing understory vegetation, including conifers and hardwoods in the intermediate and/or
suppressed crown classes. Grasses and forbes are also expected to increase with greater light
reaching the forest floor.
Thinning these stands would accelerate growth rates of residual conifer and hardwood trees over
the next 5-100 years. Reducing competition and density would increase growing space resulting
in greater diameter, height, and live crown ratio development. Associated with increased growth
and vigor would be an increase in stand resiliency to insects and disease.
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Skid trail construction creates narrow linear openings through the vegetation. The 2 miles of
temporary trail construction would occur in small segments (1/4 to ½ mile in length) and be
dispersed throughout the project area, creating low density thinning patches in forest vegetation.
Within the patches there would be a short term (less than 5 years) reduction in ground vegetation
and canopy closure.
The canopy breaks would allow more light to reach the forest floor, stimulating understory
vegetation. In the long term, ground vegetation would become re-established due to increased
light to the forest floor and the breaks in the canopy would begin to close.
Terrestrial Habitat
Research found that it is possible to develop desired structural and compositional diversity in
young managed stands through specific actions (Bailey and Tappeiner 1997, Chan et.al.2006).
Variable density thinning forest stands produces what has been described as “cascading
ecological effects” (Hayes, Weikel and Huso, 2003) that result from reduced competition
between overstory trees and increased availability of solar radiation to the forest floor. Growth,
size, branch diameter, and crown ratio of the remaining trees would increase, stimulating and
development of understory and ground cover vegetation. These changes effectively increase
structural complexity and habitat quality.
The increase in structural diversity would improve wildlife habitat by providing more
opportunities for foraging, nesting/breeding, and cover habitat for a variety of species in the
forest environment, including invertebrates, songbirds, and small mammal species.
These changes are beneficial since there is an abundance of simplified structure habitats in the
vicinity of the project area (CCWA Chp. 5, pp.4-6).
Snags: Project design features include retention of existing snags over 15 inches diameter.
Retention would effectively reserve the best existing habitat features for primary excavators
(woodpeckers), and secondary cavity users, such as songbirds, bats and small mammals. Some
of the smaller diameter/taller snags (<12 inches diameter and >25 feet tall), would be felled for
safety reasons, or fall incidental to thinning operations. These snags are less important for
wildlife species than the larger material over 15 inches (Rose et. al., 2001).
Applying the proposed thinning treatments to these stands would reduce the number of small
diameter (less than 15 inches DBH) snags over the next 30 to 60 years. The actions intend to
remove the smaller suppressed and intermediate trees most likely to die from suppression
mortality and become snags within that time period. However, due to the presence of untreated
young stands within the project area and on adjacent private lands, retention of existing snags,
the reduction of future recruitment of small snags would have minimal to no effect on snag
habitat over the 5th field watersheds.
Course Wood Debris: Thinning would tree growth; larger trees would be available sooner to
contribute additional large snags and CWD. The RMP guidelines for snags (40 percent
maximum population densities) and CWD (240+ linear feet per acre of material in decay classes
1 or 2, at least 20” in diameter at the large end, and 20 feet in length), could be met in two to five
decades.
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Except in areas designated for fuel reduction, the proposed action retains existing CWD. Pile
burning in 10-20% of the units following thinning would burn downed wood. Burning is
expected to consume 70% of the down wood material. However, down wood in adjacent units,
including mature stands, and the amount of down wood in thinned units that do not receive
follow up burning treatments provides habitat for dead-wood associated species. Further,
burning piles may kill up to 10 % of the residual trees in the low density thinning patches,
increasing the number of snags in the near term.
Development of up to 2 miles of skid trails has the potential to reduce existing CWD. The 2
miles of temporary trail construction would occur in small segments (1/4 to ½ mile in length)
and be dispersed throughout the project area, creating isolated modifications to forest CWD.
BLM oversight of skid trail locations would ensure that skid trails were located to avoid impact
to high value CWD whenever feasible, reducing the potential impacts.
Wildlife
Riparian Habitat and Associated Wildlife Species: The proposed thinning improves habitat
conditions in the Riparian Reserves for wildlife by accelerating development of late successional
forest stand characteristics. The benefits include larger trees for a large green tree component,
future recruitment of large standing dead and down wood, and multi-layered stands with multiple
species that include hardwoods and other minor species. At the landscape level, connectivity for
many species, including the spotted owl is expected to improve as late successional conditions
develop within the Riparian zones.
Northern Spotted Owl: Thinning opportunities were identified for 1200 acres in capable and
dispersal habitat in the Quartzville Creek Watershed and 700 acres of capable and dispersal
habitat in the Crabtree Watershed. The thinning treatments maintain current spotted owl habitat
conditions in all of the proposed units.
No suitable habitat would be downgraded or altered as a result of the proposed thinning. The
functionality of the habitat used by spotted owls would remain intact post treatment.
Seasonal restrictions on habitat modification activities (felling, yarding, and burning) would
minimize the risk of disturbance to any northern spotted owls during the critical nesting season
and delay habitat modification activities later into the nesting season when spotted owls are less
sensitive to disturbance. Disturbance associated with thinning (burning, noise etc,) may have
temporary effects on the presence or movement of spotted owls.
However, thinning would maintain dispersal habitat, maintaining the ability of the habitat to
accommodate movement of birds.
The proposed thinning would accelerate the development of suitable habitat characteristics. As
thinned stands mature, habitat conditions are expected to improve. Canopy closures would
increase and these stands would attain suitable habitat conditions within 30 to 60 years.
Residual trees would increase in size and be available for recruitment and/or creation of snags,
culls and CWD for prey species and nesting opportunities for spotted owls. In addition, thinned
stands would facilitate development of foraging and nesting structure.
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Burning piles in the low density thinning patches could possibly disturb nesting owls during
critical nesting period. Project design features include burning outside the critical nesting period
of March 1st to July 15th, greatly minimizing potential disturbance.
Oregon Slender Salamander: Direct effects (disruption or mortality) to Oregon slender
salamanders may occur during thinning operations and skid trail development. However, it is
not expected that thinning would result in loss of habitat. Oregon slender salamanders would be
expected to persist at sites within stands where CWD of adequate size (>20” diameter at the large
end, >20’ in length) currently exists. Use of existing trails and locating new trails away from
CWD would minimize potential disruption and mortality.
Red Tree Vole: Undetected nests within marginal habitat (habitat less than 80 years of age)
could be destroyed or disturbed during thinning operations. No red tree vole habitat would be
removed as a result of this proposal, and habitat conditions for red tree voles would gradually
become more suitable as the stands continue to mature and develop older forest characteristics.
Bats: Old-growth forests provide higher quality roost sites than younger forests and many
species prefer older forests (Thomas and West 1991, Perkins and Cross 1988). No older forests
are proposed for thinning. Bat species which use snags would be affected due to a loss of 10
percent or less of the standing dead material within the proposed thinning units. Most existing
snags in all sizes over 15 inches diameter would be retained.
Bat activity appears to be higher in thinned versus unthinned stands. Structural changes in stands
caused by thinning may benefit bats by creating habitat structure in young stands that bats are
able to use more effectively (Humes, Hayes, Collopy 1999).
Migratory and Resident Birds: Unintentional take of nests, eggs, nestlings and nesting failure
are likely if operations occur during active nesting periods. However, the impacts would be
short term, involving loss of nests and unintentional take during one nesting season. These short
term disturbances would not reduce the persistence of any bird species in the watershed or
populations at the regional scale. Some individual birds may be displaced during thinning
operations in the project area due to disturbance.
Adjacent untreated areas and areas where active operations are not occurring would provide
refuge and nesting habitat, which would help minimize short term disturbance.
Changes in habitat structure are expected to create a variable effect depending on bird species.
Thinning densely-stocked conifer plantations would enhance habitat suitability for species which
prefer a less dense conifer canopy, and reduce habitat suitability for species that prefer
continuous conifer canopies.
Big Game: The proposed thinning would temporarily disturb big game species during
implementation. Equipment noise and human presence may cause animals to avoid or disperse
from the project areas temporarily.
Thermal and hiding cover quality would decrease in the short-term as a result of variable density
thinning, (Cole, et al. 1997, Trombulak and Frissell 1999, USDA (PNW) 2006). In the long term
(5+ years), thermal and hiding cover quality would increase as stands mature and increase
canopy cover. As a result of increased light, forage quantity would increase providing feed for
species such as elk and deer
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Vegetative forage such as saplings, shrubs, grasses and forbs would increase as a result of the
proposed thinning. Low density tree retention combined with fire are expected to create a rich
herbaceous layer.
The increase in primary production is anticipated to create more and higher quality forage for big
game. There are special habitats in the project area (wet meadows and other natural openings)
that are susceptible to habitat downgrade from foraging big game; the low density thinning
patches might lessen the pressure on these special habitats.

3.1.2.3 Cumulative effects
This analysis assumes that private lands would continue on a rotational harvest schedule
resulting in early to mid aged stands. Other than an additional 200 acres of forest vegetation
treatment proposed under the planned Crab Race timber sale, no other forest vegetation actions
are anticipated within the LSR. Treatments proposed under Crab Race are similar to intent and
treatment as those proposed in the Quartzville project. Specifically all actions proposed within
the LSR aim to improve long term terrestrial habitat conditions.
The analysis found some short term effects to species and habitat but all long term effects proved
positive. Due to the beneficial nature of all actions proposed in the LSR, there would be no
adverse cumulative effects to terrestrial habitat or species.
Snags and CWD
Design features would retain existing CWD and snags 15+ inches diameter. The recruitment of
small snags from suppression mortality would not occur with proposed treatment. However, less
than 1% of the 5th field watersheds are proposed for treatment.
Therefore, there would be no cumulative effects on snags and CWD in the watershed because of
the small area and the small amount of biomass that would be lost due to the proposed treatment.
Beneficial cumulative effects to CWD, snag habitat and associated species may occur as a result
of implementing the projects, since larger trees would be available sooner than without the
proposed thinning to contribute additional large snags and CWD recruitment in future stands.
Spotted Owl
The proposed project would not contribute to cumulative effects to spotted owls because
dispersal habitat within and between known owl sites would be maintained, and no suitable
habitat would be removed or downgraded within known owl sites. Overall habitat conditions
within the provincial home range of the 13 known spotted owl sites would improve as a result of
thinning. Silvicultural prescriptions that promote multi-aged and multi-storied stands may
increase the quality of spotted owl habitat over time (LOC pp. 17, 25).
BLM Special Status Species and Survey and Manage
The proposed thinning would not contribute to the need to list any Bureau Sensitive species
under the Endangered Species Act (BLM 6840) because habitat for the species that is known to
occur in the project areas would be not be eliminated, habitat connectivity would not be changed,
any habitat alteration would have only short-term negative effects, and long-term effects would
be beneficial.
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The proposed action would not contribute to cumulative effects to the Oregon slender
salamander and other CWD associated species. Suitable habitat conditions would be maintained
in the short term in the project areas, providing refugia for low-mobility amphibians and
invertebrates. In the long term, larger trees would be available sooner than without thinning to
contribute additional large CWD in future stands. Implementation of the project would not
eliminate connectivity between proposed units or adjacent untreated stands under BLM
management.
No adverse cumulative effects to red tree vole habitat are expected because no late successional
habitat over 60 years of age would be lost or altered and the proposed thinning stands would
expedite older forest conditions sooner as a result of the density management thinning project.
Migratory and Resident Birds
The proposed action would not reduce the persistence of any bird species in the watershed or
populations at the regional scale. Habitat changes resulting from the proposed action would not
eliminate any forest cover type, change any habitat or patch size, and therefore would not
contribute to fragmentation of bird habitat. The proposed thinning would not contribute to a
fundamental change in the species composition of existing bird communities within the
watershed. Therefore, no adverse cumulative effects would occur to migratory birds.
Creation of 1 to 5 acre low density thinning patches should create a variety of different habitats.
In the long term the watershed may have higher bird species richness because of these unique
and differing habitat patches.
Big Game
No adverse cumulative effects to big game species populations are expected. The proposed
action would not fundamentally change or eliminate any forest cover type or change any habitat
patch size. Therefore, thermal and hiding cover present before treatment would be maintained
after harvest.
Creation of low density thinning patches would increase the early seral plant communities. This
should create more forage opportunity for big game. This would reduce the current pressure on
wet meadows that are experiencing higher than normal use by elk. The conditions in these
unique habitats have been altered by higher than normal foraging. Over all the proposed action
should create more forage opportunity for big game across the watershed therefore lessening the
impacts on any one area.

3.2 Wild and Scenic River, Visual Resource Management and Recreation
3.2.1 Affected Environment
Wild and Scenic River
The project area includes a 9.66-mile segment of Quartzville Creek, designated a national Wild
and Scenic River (WSR) in 1988 by the Oregon Omnibus Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The final
WSR boundary and management direction for Quartzville WSR can be found in the Quartzville
Creek National Wild and Scenic River Management Plan (1992).
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BLM’s role in WSR management is to protect and enhance the identified outstandingly
remarkable values (ORVs) within WSR boundaries. The Outstandingly Remarkable Values for
Quartzville WSR include:
Scenery: The scenic qualities of Quartzville Creek consistent of a unique combination of oldgrowth stands, cascading whitewater, water clarity, rocky outcrops, and diverse vegetation of
conifers and hardwood, providing color variation and height diversity (Quartzville WSR
Management Plan, pg 22)
Recreation: Recreational mining attracts visitors from within and outside of the region.
Whitewater boating is also considered outstandingly remarkable.
The Quartzville WSR Plan specifically addresses the concept of restoration for wildlife habitat,
stating “Habitat restoration and/or enhancement would be pursued in order to restore previously
impacted areas or improve existing habitat” (pg 43).
Visual Resource Management
The Salem RMP assigned a visual resource management (VRM) category I through IV for all
lands in the district. Lands within the project fall within three VRM categories:
VRM II (Quartzville WSR): to be managed for “low levels of change to the characteristic
landscape. Management activities may be seen but should not attract the attention of the casual
observer” Salem RMP pg 37. The VRM II guideline would apply to lands within the boundary
of the Quartzville Creek Wild and Scenic River and in 11-3E-35.
VRM III: to be managed for moderate levels of change to the characteristic landscape (Salem
RMP pg 37). In VRM IV, management actions may dominate the view and may be the focus of
viewer attention. Approximately 14 of the proposed units fall within the VRM III classification
and the rest fall within VRM IV.
Recreation
The project area is located within the Yellowstone Special Recreation Management Area
(SRMA). SRMAs are administratively designated during the land use planning process and
indicate areas where recreation use is known to occur and requires an additional level of
management attention. Two developed recreation sites (Yellowbottom and Dogwood) are
located within the SRMA.
The Quartzville Creek/Yellowbottom area sees substantial recreation use during the spring,
summer and falls months. Quartzville Creek has been designated a Back Country Byway and is
jointly administered by the BLM, Linn County Parks, Army Corps of Engineers and the US
Forest Service.
Visitor data is collected along the Quartzville Access Road by BLM and the Army Corps of
Engineers. Data collected at Green Peter Dam indicates between 110,000 and 130,000 visitors
travel along Green Peter Reservoir each year. BLM traffic data from 2010 collected near
Dogwood Recreation Site indicates approximately 60,000 to 70,000 visitors make it to BLMadministered land.
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Little information is available on visitor use of upland areas near most of the proposed units.
Staff observation indicates visitor use is moderate and relatively low compared with the mainline
Quartzville Access Road. Popular activities include dispersed camping, day hiking, target
shooting and hunting.
BLM lands within the proposed units have an OHV designation of Designated Roads and Trails.
Within this designation each road is assigned a ‘Closed’ or ‘Open’ designation. However, few
gates or other access controls have been installed in the project area and these OHV road
designations are not posted.

3.2.2 Environmental Effects
3.2.2.1 Alternative 1- No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative vegetation treatments would not occur. Therefore, there would
be no effects to the visual or recreation resources. The current high use of the Quartzville
mainline, areas adjacent to Green Peter Reservoir, and the developed recreation sites would
continue to have high use, particularly during the summer months.

3.2.2.2 Alternative 2 – Action Alternative
Other than the unit within the Wild and Scenic Corridor located in T.11 S., R. 3 E., sec. 35, all
units fall into VRM Class III and IV. Treatments within the one unit in VRM II would retain a
100 trees per acre, preserving the scenic quality and recreation experience.
Management direction for VRM class III and IV permits a moderate change in the landscape and
Class IV provides for a change to the landscape that can dominate the view. Given the retention
of 50% canopy cover across the proposed units, inclusive of 1-5 acres low tree retention, the
treatments would not generate conditions uncharacteristic of the landscape. All units would have
a minimal to moderate change to the view. Therefore, the actions comply with RMP visual
resource direction.
There are no action proposed that would interfere with or diminish the use or value of the
recreation uses in the Special Recreation Management Areas. Similarly, there would be no
effects to recreation uses at the neighboring Green Peter reservoir.

3.2.2.3 Cumulative Effects
Since this project would not generate any direct or indirect effects there would be no cumulative
effects. All actions comply with the RMP, retain scenic values, and maintain recreation uses.

3.3 Cultural Resources
3.3.1 Affected Environment
There are approximately eight recorded cultural sites located within the project area units.
Identified sites and units are included in the project record. These sites include historic cabins
and camps as well as pre-contact lithic scatters of various sizes and densities. The lithic scatter
sites maintain various levels of integrity and interest due to their high elevation.
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Likely representing the past activities of the Molalla people the sites contain chert, obsidian and
groundstone artifacts and debitage. Many of the recorded sites have been extensively disturbed
by past logging activities and road building.
The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 requires us to avoid or mitigate impacts to
significant cultural resources. Valuable information about the past is imbedded in archaeological
deposits.

3.3.2 Environmental Effects
3.3.2.1 Alternative 1 - No Action
Under the no action alternative proposed activities would not occur and stands would continue
their current trajectory. Since no ground disturbing activities would take place cultural resources
would not be affected.

3.3.2.2 Alternative 2 – Action Alternative
Tree felling is unlikely to displace or harm cultural resources as no ground disturbing activities
would occur. However, slash burning, skidding and winching can have adverse effects on both
historic and pre-contact cultural resources if sites are not protected from project activities. The
project would avoid damage and disturbance to artifacts and archaeological sites because cultural
resource surveys would be conducted prior to temporary skid trail placement, forest product
removal skidding and/or winching, and pile burning. All verified existing sites and identified
any previously unknown cultural resources would be flagged and buffered out of project
activities. Likewise, historic structures would be identified, flagged and buffered in order to
avoid tree falling and slash burning on or near the structures.

3.3.2.3 Cumulative Effects
Prior to project implementation cultural resource investigations identifying potential sites and
field verified as necessary to protect cultural resources. Identified sites would be flagged and
buffered out of project activities. Due to the protection buffers there would be no direct or
indirect effects to cultural resources. Therefore, the project would not generate cumulative
effects.

3.4 Fire and Fuels
3.4.1 Affected Environment
Fire History
Older photos and topography illustrate that fires in the area were driven by east winds and were
therefore most intense on the ridges that run east to west. In the 1956 and 1967 photos these
areas of historic fires are identified by younger patches of trees. Evidence from tree cores and
fire scars collected throughout the Willamette Province from harvested trees 1950 to 1980
provides evidence that fire regimes in the project area range from 150 years in the lower
elevation and on south facing aspects to 300 years in the upper elevations and north aspects.
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Fire Behavior
Fuel model classes offer an approach to evaluating potential fire behavior under fuel loading and
weather conditions. The fuel models incorporate ground fuel types and depth, and live woody
vegetation. The fuel models appropriate for the project area are the “timber type” fuel models
described in table 4.
Table 4: Fuel Model (FM) Description
Fuel Model (FM)

Description

FM-5 (brush)

Fire is generally carried in the surface fuels, made up of litter,
shrubs and the grasses or forbs in the understory. FM 5 can exhibit
intense fire behavior under severe weather conditions involving
high wind, high temperature and low humidity’s.

FM-8 (closed timber litter)

Fires are slow burning ground fires with low flame lengths
although fires may encounter heavy fuel concentrations that can
flare up.

FM-10 (heavy timber litter/understory)

Fires burn in surface and ground fuels with greater intensity than
other timber models due to higher fuel loadings. Crowning,
spotting and tree torching is frequent in this fuel type.

FM-11 (light logging slash)

Fires are fairly active in the slash and the intermixed herbaceous
material. Relatively light fuel load, overstory shading and rapid
aging of the fine fuels generally limit the fire potential.

FM-12 (moderate logging slash)

Rapidly spreading fires with high intensities capable of long range
spotting can occur. If a fire starts, it is generally sustained until a
fuel break or change in fuel type is encountered.

FM-13 (Fuel bed 3 feet deep)

Fire is generally carried by a continuous layer of slash. Large
quantities of >3 inch material are present. Fires spread quickly
through the fire fuels and intensity builds up as the large fuels start
burning. Active flaming is sustained for long periods of and a wide
variety of firebrands can be generated.

Within the project area the forested overstory is dominated by dense second growth Douglas-fir
with little ground cover except for sword fern, vine maple, and salal. Small diameter snags are
present (<6” dbh) with few scattered large diameter snags with decay class 4 and 5 logs
throughout the project area. The project area is best represented by a mixture of fuel model 8
(light timber litter) and FM 10 (heavy timber litter) with pockets of FM 5 (brush).
Air Quality
The project area is located approximately 15 miles north east of the town of Sweet Home, and 10
miles west of the Middle Santiam and Menagerie Wilderness areas. Corvallis and Stayton are
both smoke sensitive receptor areas (SSRA), respectively 35 miles and 20 miles northwest west
and west of the project area. Within this zone open burning is regulated to prevent any smoke
intrusion into SSRAs and prevent any visibility issues in wilderness areas.
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3.4.2 Environmental Effects
3.4.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action
Fuels
Under the No Action there would be no immediate impact on fuels. The project area would
continue to grow increasingly denser and as a result, mortality would increase as the self thinning
occurs.
Areas of no treatment would see increased tree mortality from competition and an increase in
ground fuels as the dead trees fall to the forest floor. The current FM 8 with patches of FM 10
would persist for 10-15 years but transitions to a FM 10 with patches of FM 8, resulting in a
higher potential risk for a stand replacing fire event. Surface fire duration and flame length
would increase creating a higher potential for a crown fire to occur due to lower crown to height
ratio and increased canopy closure. See Table 5
Air Quality
The no action alternative would have no effect on air quality from piling and burning, although
wildfires would produce a large quantity of smoke in a short period of time. This creates a
greater potential for smoke intrusion to the neighboring communities, as well as into the
Menagerie and Middle Santiam Wilderness Areas.

3.4.2.2 Alternative 2 – Action Alternative
Fire Behavior
The fire return interval for the area is low at 150-300 years. Thus the probability for a wildfire is
low. Two thinning treatments are proposed: thinning trees down to 100 trees per acre; and
thinning stands down to 20 trees per acres. The fuel arrangement would tend to be continuous
with patches of low fuels. Fuel models are selected to represent the forest stand before the
thinning and after the thinning to predict fire behavior characteristics if a fire started. Table 5
displays the fuel models prior to and after thinning treatments.
Table 5: Fuel Model (FM) – Before and After Treatment
Time Interval

No Treatment

Thinning

Patch

Before

5-8-10

5-8-10

5-8-10

After 0-3 years

8-10

12

13

After 3-5 years

8-10

11

11

After10-15 years

10-8

5

5

Variable Canopy Precommercial Thinning: Fuels treatments would be limited to areas with
higher fire risk (along roads and within the low density thinning patches). Not all of the slash
would be treated because the fuels specialist’s analysis showed that the cost of treat all the slash
would be fairly high (>$1000 per acre) and would result in limited benefit in reducing fire risk.
Without fuel reduction treatments in thinned stands fuel loading, fire behavior and resistance to
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control would increase. The residual fuel bed after tree felling (0-3 years) in the thinned areas
would be a Fuel Model 12.
Units With Fuels Reduction
Low density forest patches: The residual fuel bed after tree felling in the low density thinning
patches would be a Fuel Model 13. Fuel Model 13 under the site conditions of this project yields
high fire behavior under most burning conditions. Fuels treatments would reduce slash in the low
density thinning patches, either through biomass removal or piling and burning. It is expected
that at least 10-20% of the total fuel loading would remain scattered on site in the form of down
logs to meet the down coarse wood requirements. Following the fuel reduction treatment fire
behavior would be characteristic of a Fuel model 5.
With 50 to 70% of the slash material removed from the site post treatment, stand mortality would
be expected to be low if a wild fire burned through the area. This would be due to the substantial
reduction in ground fuels. Further, areas of fuel reduction treatment would create a fuel break,
reducing the potential for large fires.
Slash adjacent to roads would also be treated. Treatment could include either biomass removal
or piling and burning. Treatments would create fuel breaks, reducing the risk of large fires.
Reducing the roadside fuel load would also greatly reduce fire risk, defined as the risk of a fire
start, from public use or activities. Removing ground fuels adjacent to roads would prevent the
spread of a fire start along a road into a treated unit. The project would not increase access to or
through the project area; therefore project actions would not increase fire risk.
Reducing slash left from the thinning would result in quicker fire suppression, reduced risk to
fire fighters and reduce resource damage.
3-15 Years After Thinning:
Past management in the project area has shown that in approximately 15 years untreated slash
would decompose to the point where it no longer contributes a substantial increase to fire hazard.
The Fuel Model would decrease to FM11 in approximately 3 years as the slash breaks down.
Fires would be less active in the slash and the intermixed herbaceous material; overstory shading
and rapid aging of the fine fuels would generally limit the fire potential. Fire hazard would
continue to diminish as the area "greens up" with under story vegetation, and as the fine twigs
and branches in the slash begin to break down on the soil surface. After 10 years, live fuels
would begin to dominate with the site becoming a Fuel Model 5. Under these conditions fire is
generally carried in the surface fuels, made up of litter, larger down logs, shrubs and grasses in
the understory. An increase in crown spacing after thinning would reduce the potential of a
crown fire under moderate weather conditions. Thinning reduces potential of crown fire by
removing ladder fuels and small diameter trees which can move ground fire into the tree canopy.
Air Quality
Pile burning may change the local air quality for a short duration but transport winds affecting
the area would prevent a buildup of particulate matter and provide atmospheric mixing to prevent
any intrusions or visibility. Locally within ¼ - ½ mile of the piles, there may be some very
short term smoke impacts from drift smoke after piles are ignited. After the piles burn down and
the intensity subsides, additional smoke may be produced due to lower temperatures and less
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efficient combustion. This would depend on size, arrangement, type and moisture content of the
remaining fuel. The smoke would diminish over several hours or days as the piles cool and burn
out.
The pile burning would occur in the fall or early winter when favorable smoke dispersion
conditions are prevalent and risk of fire spread is low. Burning of piles may occur over a several
day period. Burning activities would be coordinated with ODF and conducted in accordance with
the Oregon State Smoke Management Plan. This coordinates forest burning activities on a
regional scale to prevent negative impacts to local and regional air sheds. Through coordination
with state agencies and following the Smoke Management Plan it is not anticipated that the
burning of the piles would exceed the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or the
State Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality.

3.4.2.3 Cumulative Effects
Without fuel reduction treatment in the thinned units there would be a short term increase in fire
intensity and behavior for approximately 10-15 years. In the long term, after 10 years, fire
behavior and intensity would drop below the expected fire behavior under the no action
alternative as the fuel bed decomposes and integrates into the soil profile. After treatment tree
spacing would be much greater, small trees would be removed and after decomposition the stand
would become fire resilient. The stand would gain fire resilience due to wide tree spacing and
removal of ladder fuels. Fires would likely be mixed severity and create a heterogeneous
landscape following the natural pattern of fire in this regime and landscape.
In units treated with fuel reduction there would be an immediate decrease in fire hazard and fire
behavior intensity. The network of units with slash treatment and along roads would provide
fuel breaks, potentially reducing the size and intensity of fires. Reducing the fuel load adjacent
to roads would reduce the potential for fire starts along roads to move into thinning units.
Other foreseeable projects include the Crab Race Timber Sale. The proposed actions include
thinning from below to expedite large trees and improve wildlife habitat. Thinning from below
would remove vegetation competition, resulting in less mortality and future fuels loads.
The thinning would also increase tree spacing and ladder fuels, reducing potential stand
replacement and crown fires. At this time it is unknown the level of fuel reduction activity.
Regardless, there are no expected cumulative effects due to the long term reduction in fuels and
fire intensity combined with reduction of fire risk from roadside fuel reduction.

3.5 Review of Elements of the Environment Based On Authorities and Management
Direction
Table 6: Elements of the Environment Review based on Authorities and Management Direction
Element of the Environment
/Authority

Aquatic Conservation Strategy
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Element of the Environment
/Authority
Air Quality (Clean Air Act as amended
(42 USC 7401 et seq.)

Remarks/Effects

This project is in compliance with this direction because all actions
comply with the Oregon State Smoke Management Plan.
This project is in compliance with this direction and the project
Cultural Resources (National Historic
would have no effect on this element because cultural resource
Preservation Act, as amended (16 USC
inventories of the affected area would precede management actions
470) [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)], [40 CFR
that include any ground disturbing activities that could potentially
1508.27(b)(8)]
damage cultural resources.
Ecologically critical areas [40 CFR
This project would have no effect on this element because there are
1508.27(b)(3)]
no ecologically critical areas present within the project area.
This project is in compliance with this direction because neither
Energy Policy (Executive Order 13212) the action nor the affected environment contains energy resources
(Executive Order 13212).
Environmental Justice (E.O. 12898,
This project is in compliance with this direction because project
"Environmental Justice" February 11,
would have no effect on low income populations.
1994)
Fish Habitat, Essential (MagnusonThis project is in compliance with this direction because all actions
Stevens Act Provision: Essential Fish
seek to improve aquatic conditions and would follow the NMFS
Habitat (EFH): Final Rule (50 CFR Part
guidelines for restoration.
600; 67 FR 2376, January 17, 2002)
Farm Lands, Prime [40 CFR
The project would have no effect on this element because no prime
1508.27(b)(3)]
farm lands are present on BLM land within the Cascades RA.
Floodplains (E.O. 11988, as amended, This project is in compliance with this direction because the
Floodplain Management, 5/24/77)
proposed project would not change or affect floodplain functions.
Hazardous or Solid Wastes (Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
This project would have no effect on this element because no
(43 USC 6901 et seq.)
Hazardous or Solid Waste would be stored or disposed of on BLM
Comprehensive Environmental Repose
lands as a result of this project.
Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980, as amended (43 USC 9615)
Healthy Forests Restoration Act
This project is in compliance with this direction because it would
(Healthy Forests Restoration Act of
improve forest health by increasing diversity.
2003 (P.L. 108-148)
Migratory Birds (Migratory Bird Act of This project is in compliance with this direction because it
1918, as amended (16 USC 703 et seq) improves habitat diversity for a variety of species.
Native American Religious Concerns
This project is in compliance with this direction because no Native
(American Indian Religious Freedom
American religious concerns were identified during the scoping
Act of 1978 (42 USC 1996)
period (EA section 3.3.2).
Noxious weed or non-Invasive, Species
The project would have no effect on this element because there are
(Federal Noxious Weed Control Act
no expected actions that would introduce or spread weeds.
and Executive Order 13112)
The project would have no effect on this element because there are
Park lands [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)]
no parks within or adjacent to the project area.
Public Health and Safety [40 CFR
1508.27(b)(2)]
Threatened or Endangered Species
(Endangered Species Act of 1983, as
amended (16 USC 1531)
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.)
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Element of the Environment
/Authority
Wetlands (E.O. 11990 Protection of
Wetlands 5/24/77) [40 CFR
1508.27(b)(3)]
Wild and Scenic Rivers (Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, as amended (16 USC
1271) [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)]
Wilderness (Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (43 USC
1701 et seq.); Wilderness Act of 1964
(16 USC 1131 et seq.)

Remarks/Effects
This project is in compliance with this direction because no
wetlands are within the project area and adjacent wetlands would
be protected by buffers.
This project is in compliance with this direction because only one
area is within the designation and project design features would
protect values.
This project is in compliance with this direction because there are
no Wilderness Areas or areas being considered for Wilderness
Area status in or adjacent to the project area.

3.6 Compliance with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
Based on the environmental analysis described in the previous sections of the EA, Cascades
Resource Area Staff have determined that the project complies with the ACS on the project (site)
scale. The project complies with the four components of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy, as
follows:
•

ACS Component 1 - Riparian Reserves: The project would comply with Component 1
because treatments riparian reserves are expected to improve LWD and shade function, and
travel corridors.

•

ACS Component 2 - Key Watershed: The project would comply with Component 2 by
establishing that the Quartzville LSR Habitat Enhancement project is not within a Key
watershed. (RMP p. 7).

•

ACS Component 3 - Watershed Analysis: The project would comply with Component 3
because watershed analyses were completed and recommendations are incorporated into the
project actions. Recommendations from the watershed analysis include Implement density
management prescriptions to develop and maintain late seral forest stand characteristics.(
Quartzville WA 2002 pp. S-6; S-10, S-12; Crabtree Creek WA 2001, Chapter. 7 pp.4-8).

•

ACS Component 4 - Watershed Restoration: The project would comply with Component 4
by improving riparian conditions intended to improve long term aquatic conditions. The
project identified young stands with little habitat diversity and intends to improve terrestrial
and riparian habitat conditions through thinning. Thinning would accelerate large tree
development, increase species diversity, and lead to multiple canopy structure. These
improvements in diversity and growth rates comply with Component 4 by improving riparian
conditions intended to improve long term aquatic conditions.

Cascades Resource Area Staff have reviewed this project against the ACS objectives at the project
or site scale with the following results. The No Action alternative does not retard or prevent the
attainment of any of the nine ACS objectives because this alternative would maintain current
conditions. The proposed action does not retard or prevent the attainment of any of the nine ACS
objectives for the following reasons.
1. ACSO 1: Maintain and restore the distribution, diversity, and complexity of watershed
and landscape-scale features to ensure protection of the aquatic systems to which
species, populations and communities are uniquely adapted. Addressed in Text (EA
sections 2.3; 3.1; 3.1). In summary:
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No Action Alternative: The No Action alternative would maintain the development of the
existing vegetation and associated stand structure at its present rate. The current distribution,
diversity and complexity of watershed and landscape-scale features would be maintained.
Without this project, young stands in the LSR would continue to lack complex structure.
Without active management, it would take longer for riparian areas in younger stands to
develop late-successional habitat and forest structure.
Proposed Action: Proposed actions are consistent with the RMP and intend to increase
landscape habitat diversity via increasing both species and structural diversity. This project
would add forest stand structure and complexity by promoting understory development,
increase species diversity, and promote multi-canopy layers. Through thinning young stands
the project would release slow growing heavily stocked young forest stands. As a result
spatial distribution of late successional habitat conditions would increase and would create a
mosaic of stand densities with diverse structural and species composition.
2. ACSO 2: Maintain and restore spatial and temporal connectivity within and between
watersheds. Addressed in Text (EA sections 2.3; 3.1). In summary:
No Action Alternative: The No Action alternative would have little effect on connectivity
except in the long term within the affected watersheds.
Proposed Action: Through thinning and development of riparian late successional
characteristics, the project would improve travel corridors for terrestrial species.
3. ACSO 3: Maintain and restore the physical integrity of the aquatic system, including
shorelines, banks, and bottom configurations. Addressed in Text (EA sections 1.3; 2.3).
In summary:
No Action Alternative: The current condition of physical integrity would be maintained.
Proposed Action: Streamside protection buffers would maintain current integrity and riparian
thinning treatments would release slow growing young stands leading to increased growth
rates and long term abundance of large tree structure. Therefore, large wood recruitment to
stream channel is expected to increase, improving the physical integrity to aquatic systems.
4. ACSO 4: Maintain and restore water quality necessary to support healthy riparian,
aquatic, and wetland ecosystems. Addressed in Text (EA sections 1.3; 2.3). In summary:
No Action Alternative: The current condition of the water quality would be maintained.
Proposed Action: All actions would comply with state of Oregon water quality management
plans via streamside protection buffers. Through vegetative buffers, the project would not
affect stream temperatures. No road building would occur. There would be no temporary skid
trails within 100 feet of streams prevents any mechanisms for sediment to route to stream
channels. Retained streamside vegetation furthers buffers stream channels from upslope
sediment routing to stream channels. Hence, the project would maintain water quality.
5. ACSO 5: Maintain and restore the sediment regime under which aquatic ecosystems
evolved. Addressed in Text (EA sections 1.3; 2.3). In summary:
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No Action Alternative: It is assumed that the current levels of sediment into streams would
be maintained.
Proposed Action: Because of no road development, no temporary skid roads within 100 feet
of streams, and riparian protection buffers, the proposed actions would not lead to sediment
entering any stream channel. No road building or temporary skid trails within 100 feet of
streams prevents any mechanisms for sediment to route to stream channels. Retained
streamside vegetation furthers buffers stream channels from upslope sediment routing to
stream channels. Therefore the project would maintain the current sediment regime.
6. ACSO 6: Maintain and restore in-stream flows sufficient to create and sustain riparian,
aquatic, and wetland habitats and to retain patterns of sediment, nutrient, and wood
routing. Addressed in Text (EA sections 1.3; 2.3). In summary:
No Action Alternative: No change in in-streams flows would be anticipated.
Proposed Action: Because there would be no road building to capture and route water and
retention of canopy to avoid increased snow pack and water availability, there would be no
alterations in peak, base or annual streamflow.
7. ACSO 7: Maintain and restore the timing, variability, and duration of floodplain
inundation and water table elevation in meadows and wetlands.
No Action Alternative: The current condition of flood plains and their ability to sustain
inundation and the water table elevations in meadows and wetlands is expected to be
maintained.
Proposed Action: No actions would occur with a floodplain.
8. ACSO 8: Maintain and restore the species composition and structural diversity of plant
communities in riparian areas and wetlands to provide adequate summer and winter
thermal regulation, nutrient filtering, appropriate rates of surface erosion, bank
erosion, and channel migration and to supply amounts and distributions of coarse
woody debris sufficient to sustain physical complexity and stability. Addressed in Text
(EA sections 2.3; 3.1). In summary:
No Action Alternative: The current species composition and structural diversity of plant
communities would continue along the current trajectory. Diversification would occur over a
longer period of time.
Proposed Action: The proposed thinning, through release of young, dense fir dominated
stands, would reduce competition leading to increased growth rates and late seral habitat
conditions. Reducing fir densities would improve growing conditions for hardwood species
and multiple canopy development. Hence, the project would increase species and structural
diversity of plant communities.
9. ACSO 9: Maintain and restore habitat to support well-distributed populations of native
plant, invertebrate and vertebrate riparian-dependent species. Addressed in Text (EA
sections 2.3; 3.1). In summary:
No Action Alternative: Habitats would be maintained over the short-term and continue to
develop over the long-term with no known impacts on species currently present.
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Proposed Action: The project maintains and protects all late seral habitat conditions. The
project also retains hardwoods and minor species found in the stands. The proposed thinning
in young dense fir stands with little hardwood component and a single canopy would increase
growing space leading to development of species diversity, multiple canopy layers and late
successional forest characteristics.

3.7 Review of Alternatives with Regard to the Decision Factors
1. Reduce competition-related mortality, and increase tree vigor and growth.
No Action: Stands would continue their current trajectory of suppressed growth and
competition for resources.
Proposed Action: Thinning suppressed stands would increase growth rates of residual stands
and reducing competition would reduce competition-related mortality.
2. Increase structural and species diversity.
No Action: No action would prolong development of structural diversity due to competition for
sun light resources.
Proposed Action: Reducing canopy cover in dense stands would increase light resources,
facilitating multiple canopy layers including development of brush and grasses currently absent
in stands.
3. Create contract opportunities for local businesses.
No Action: There would be no contract or special forest products opportunities.
Proposed Action: Each unit would be treated using contract crews. Opportunities for special
forest products would be available in all units to contractors and small businesses.

4.0 LIST OF PREPARERS
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5.0 CONTACTS AND CONSULTATION
5.1 ESA Consultation
5.1.1 US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
The BLM submitted the Quartzville Habitat Enhancement Project in March 2011 for informal
consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as provided in Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16U.S.C. 1536 (a)(2) and (a)(4) as amended). The
Biological Assessment of NLAA Projects with the Potential to Modify the Habitat of Northern
Spotted Owls Willamette Planning Province - CY 2011/2012 (BA) was submitted by to Fish and
Wildlife Service in April 2011.
Using effect determination guidelines, the BA concluded that the Quartzville Habitat
Enhancement Project, may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the northern spotted owl due
to the modification of dispersal habitat (BA, p. 30-31). The project would comply with the
General Standards described in the BA, including seasonal restrictions during the critical nesting
season within disruption distance of known spotted owl sites (BA, pp. 9-11). The Letter of
Concurrence (LOC) associated with the Quartzville Habitat Enhancement Project is expected in
June 2011.

5.1.2 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
Most of the project areas are greater than one mile from upper Willamette steelhead trout habitat.
Restoration actions in the Quartville watershed and most of the Crabtree watershed would have no
effect on steelhead trout, both because of the distance of restoration areas to steelhead trout habitat
and because of project design criteria that prevent changes to stream temperature and minimize
soil disturbance.
Similarly, the project would have no effect on Upper Willamette Chinook salmon. Some units in
Section 7 of the Crabtree Creek drainage are < 1 mile from steelhead trout habitat. The NMFS
(2008) concluded that restoration projects with design criteria similar to those proposed for
Section 7, may affect, but are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of upper Willamette
steelhead trout, nor are they likely to adversely modify their designated critical habitat.
Consultation for restoration projects such as this are included in the National Marine Fisheries
Service Section 7 Programmatic Consultation Biological Opinion and Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act Essential Fish Habitat Consultation for Fish Habitat
Restoration Activities in Oregon and Washington (NMFS 2008).

5.2 Cultural Resources: Section 106 Consultation with State Historical Preservation
Office
Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act will be completed
according to Appendix A of the Protocol for Managing Cultural Resources on Lands Administered
by the BLM in Oregon. In agreement with the State Historic Preservation Office cultural resource
surveys will precede any ground disturbing activity.
Any cultural resources identified during survey will be recorded and avoided. If the site cannot be
avoided then the Salem District will consult with the State Historic Preservation Office on
mitigation measures.
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5.3 EA Public Comment Period
For the results of project scoping, see EA section 1.3. The EA and FONSI will be made available
for public review from May 25, 2011 to June 9, 2011 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 Albany Democrat Herald newspaper. Written comments should be
addressed to Cindy Enstrom, Field Manager, Cascades Resource Area, 1717 Fabry Road S., Salem,
Oregon 97306. Emailed comments may be sent to OR_Salem_Mail@blm.gov. Attention: Cindy
Enstrom

6.0 FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
Based upon review of the Quartzville LSR Habitat Enhancement 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 5th
field watersheds: Crabtree and Quartzville watersheds. This project would thin dense forest stands in
approximately 0.7 percent of the 195,000 acre combined 5th field watersheds listed above.
Intensity refers to severity of impact [40 CFR 1508.27(b)]. The following text shows how that the
proposed project would not have significant impacts with regard to ten considerations for evaluating
intensity, as described in 40 CFR 1508.27(b).
1. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (1)] – Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse: The effects of
thinning and reducing fuel loads are unlikely to have significant (beneficial and adverse) impacts
(EA section 3.0) for the following reasons:
•

Project design features described in EA section 2.3.2 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/EIS.

•

Wildlife EA section 3.1): Effects to this resource are not significant because only short term
disturbance would occur to wildlife resources during project implementation due to noise
and disturbance. Course wood debris and snags would be minimally affected due to design
features which retains all existing snags and CWD and because units currently contain very
few of these habitat elements. Proposed actions are expected to increase forest stand growth
rates and reduce light resource competition. In the long term, these actions would facilitate
development of multiple canopy layers leading to vegetation and habitat diversity for a
variety of species.

•

In addition actions are expected to decrease time to large snag and course wood debris
availability for wildlife species. Grass and forbes development through in the low density
thinning patches are expected to increase forage for big game species as well as
song/migratory bird species.
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•

Recreation and visuals (EA section 3.2): Effects to this resource are not significant because
all actions comply with RMP VRM standards. Retention of 50% canopy closure on the one
unit within the Quartzville Wild and Scenic River would maintain landscape characteristics
and would not attract attention of the public. No actions would occur within any recreation
sites or destinations.

•

Fuels (EA section 3.4): Effects to this resource are not significant because all actions
comply with the RMP. Short term fire behavior intensity would increase in the short term
but decrease in the long term. Fuel reduction treatments along roads would decrease fire
risk over the no action alternative

2. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (2)] - The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or
safety: Neither the public nor the project team identified any action that would affect public
health or safety.
3.

[40 CFR 1508.27(b) (3)] - Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to
historic or cultural resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or
ecologically critical areas: The proposed project would not affect historical or cultural
resources because all historical and cultural resources would be buffered out of project areas that
may cause disturbance. The proposed project would not affect parklands, prime farmlands,
wilderness, or ecologically critical areas because no actions would occur within these
designations. Only one unit was identified as potentially influencing the view along the
Quartzville wild and scenic rivers. Due to project design of retaining canopy cover in this unit
visuals would not be affected.

4. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (4)] - The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human
environment are likely to be highly controversial: The proposed project is not unique or unusual.
The BLM has experience implementing similar actions in similar areas without highly
controversial effects.
5. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (5)] - The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment
are highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks: The effects associated as a result of the
project do not have not uncertain, unique or unknown risks because 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. See # 4, above.
6. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (6)] - The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future
actions with significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration:
The proposed action would not establish a precedent for future actions nor would it represent a
decision in principle about a further consideration for the following reasons: 1/ The project is in
the scope of proposed activities document in the RMP EIS. 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. See # 4, 5, above.
7. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (7)] - Whether the action is related to other actions with individually
insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts: The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) evaluated
the project area in context of past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions and determined
that there is a potential for beneficial cumulative effects on wildlife.
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All proposed actions and foreseeable actions (200 acres of habitat enhance under Crab Race
Timber sale) are consistent with management direction for maintaining and enhancing late
successional habitat within the Quartzville Later Successional Reserve.

8.

[40 CFR 1508.27(b) (8)] - The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites,
highways, structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places or may cause loss or destruction ofsignificant scientific, cultural, or historical
resources: The project would not affect these resources because there are no listed resources
present in the project area. Sites that remain unevaluated for eligibility would be avoided during
project implementation.

9.

[40 CFR 1508.27(b) (9)] - The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered
or threatened species or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) of 1973: The proposed project is not expected to adversely affect ESA listed
species or critical habitat for the following reasons:
•

ESA Wildlife - Northern spotted owl (EA Section 3.1): The project maintains all suitable
spotted owl habitat. Thinning managed stands would increase both vegetative structural and
species diversity, leading to long term improvement in spotted owl habitat conditions. ESA
Consultation is described in EA section 5.1.1.

•

ESA Fish - UWR Chinook salmon, UWR steelhead trout, LCR coho salmon, and LCR
steelhead trout (EA Sections 1.3; 5.1.2): Effects to ESA fish are not significant because there
are no expected changes to the sediment regime, water quality, or stream channel habitat.
ESA Consultation is described in EA section 5.1.1.

10. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (JO)] - Whether the action threatens a violation ofFederal, State, or local
law or requirements imposedfor the protection ofthe environment: The proposed project
activities have been desi~j'} to follow Federal, State, and local laws (EA sections 1.2, 3.2)

~~

,..,Jkpj;roved by:
\(0 Ci;dy Enstrom, Cascades Resource Area Field Manager
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8.0 TREATMENT TABLE AND MAPS
Table 8: Acres Identified for Treatment over the next 5 years
Township, Range,
Acres
Age
Section, Unit
Crabtree Creek 5th field Watershed
11_2_13_a
2
40
11_2_24_a
7
40
11_2_24_c
29
30
11_3_17_a
39
30
11_3_17_b
7
30
11_3_17_c
12
30
11_3_17_d
26
30
11_3_17_e
26
30
11_3_17_f
20
30
11_3_17_f
38
50
11_3_18_b
36
30
11_3_19_a
5
40
11_3_20_a
13
30
11_3_20_b
20
40
11_3_20_c
9
30
11_3_20_d
17
30
11_3_20_e
30
40
11_3_29_a
31
30
11_3_30_a
22
30
11_3_7_a
32
20
11_3_7_b
20
30
11_3_7_c
5
50
50
11_3_7_c
43
11_3_7_d
17
50
11_3_7_e
5
40
11_3_8_a
45
30
11_3_8_b
30
40
11_3_8_c
8
20
11_3_8_d
20
30
11_3_8_e
27
30
11_3_8_f
37
30
11_3_9_b
15
50
11_3_9_c
33
40
11_3_9_e
17
30
11_3_9_f
37
40
11-2_24_f
56
40
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Township, Range,
Acres
Age
Section, Unit
Quartzville Creek 5th field Watershed
11_3_10_a
11_3_15_a
11_3_22_a
11_3_22_b
11_3_22_c
11_3_22_d
11_3_22_e
11_3_22_f
11_3_22_g
11_3_23_a
11_3_23_b
11_3_23_c
11_3_23_d
11_3_23_e
11_3_23_f
11_3_26_a
11_3_26_b
11_3_26_c
11_3_26_d
11_3_27_a
11_3_27_b
11_3_27_c
11_3_27_c
11_3_27_d
11_3_27_e
11_3_28_a
11_3_28_c
11_3_28_d
11_3_28_e
11_3_28_f
11_3_28_g
11_3_29_b
11_3_29_c
11_4_32_a
11-3_28_b
12_3_10_a

59
3
42
34
50
26
44
44
3
4
7
27
8
16
24
9
38
18
36
27
44
21
21
43
24
27
38
15
7
29
24
4
15
35
33
28

30
30
20
30
40
30
20
30
40
30
30
20
20
40
20
20
20
20
30
40
30
40
40
20
40
20
20
40
40
20
20
20
30
50
30
40

12_3_11_a

11

40
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