
   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

 

 
 

      

 

 

     

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

Evans Mountain Thinning Timber Sale
 

Final Decision, Decision Rationale and Finding of No Significant Impact-

Environmental Assessment (EA) Number DOI-BLM-OR-S040-2010-0006-EA 

January, 2014 

United States Department of the Interior
 
Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office
 

Salem District, Cascades Resource Area
 

Willamette Meridian,
 
T. 8 S., R.3 E., Sections 24 and 25 

T.8 S., R. 4 E., Sections 29 and 30 

Little North Santiam 5
th 

field Watershed
 
Marion County Oregon
 

Responsible Agency:	 USDI - Bureau of Land Management 

Responsible Official:	 John Huston, Field Manager
 
Cascades Resource Area 

1717 Fabry Road SE
 
Salem, OR 97306
 

For further information, contact:	 David Simons
 
Cascades Resource Area 

1717 Fabry Road SE
 
Salem, OR 97306
 
(503) 375-5612 



       

            

             

         

          

         

         

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As the Nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of Interior has responsibility for most of our 

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

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

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

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

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

communities and for people who live in Island Territories under U.S. administration. 
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1.0	 Introduction 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has conducted an environmental analysis for the Evans Mountain 

Thinning project, which is documented in the Evans Mountain Thinning Environmental Assessment (EA) and 

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). The EA is incorporated here by reference in this Decision Record, 

Decision Rationale, and Finding of No Significant Impact (DR). I made the EA and FONSI available for public 

review from September 25
th
, 2013 to November 12

th
, 2013. Substantive comments received during the public 

review period are addressed in DR section 9. 

2.0	 Decision 

I have decided to implement the Evans Mountain Thinning as a timber sale consisting of all or part of 

units 24A, 24B, 29A, and 30A (DR Table 2)
1 

originally described in the EA proposed action (EA pp. 

9-15). The following is a summary of the decision, hereafter referred to as the “selected action”. The 

selected action will: 

2.1 Timber Harvest 

Harvest approximately 221 acres (DR Table 2, DR section 7.0) and provide approximately 4.4 MMBF
2 

of 

timber.  This harvest includes: 

o	 Thinning 221 acres within the following 1995 RMP Land Use Allocations (LUA). 

	 204 acres within the Matrix LUA, 

	 17 acres within the Riparian Reserve LUA. 

2 

o	 Thinning 3 acres to a density of 10-12 trees per acre (TPA) (low density thinning) within the Matrix 

LUA (EA section 2.2.1, p. 9, DR section 8.0 – Maps).  There will be 3 patches of 1 acre each. 

o	 Clearing approximately 4 acres of vegetation within the road rights-of-way accessing units in the 

Timber Sale (EA section 3.1.4, “Soils”, p. 55) 

2.2 Logging Systems 

Approximately 62 percent (138 acres) of the 221 acre harvest area, including clearing for road construction, 

will be logged using ground based yarding systems. The remaining 38 percent (83 acres) will be logged 

with a skyline yarding system. 

2.3 Road Work Associated with Logging and Hauling 

The selected action will: 

o	 Construct approximately 1.0 miles of new temporary, natural surface road to access thinning units and 

accommodate logging equipment and log transport.  See DR Table 4, EA Table 3, p. 12. 

o	 Renovate approximately 2.0 miles of existing road to the minimum standard necessary for hauling, 

including blading, spot rocking, brushing, curve alignment, and tree removal. 

1 
DR Table 2 (DR section 7.0) shows the selected action and the crossover between EA and Decision 

Record Timber Sale units.  The maps (DR section 8.0) show the selected action by section. 

MMbf = Million board feet 
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o	 Conduct routine maintenance operations on existing, usable road. Renovation and maintenance may 

include blading and shaping of roadway and ditches, small slide/slump repairs, clearing brush from 

cut and fill slopes, cleaning or replacing culverts, and applying rock surfacing material to depleted 

surfaces. 

o	 Replace 3 log fill stream crossings on intermittent streams with culverts.  They will be installed during 

the dry season.  No culverts will be replaced on perennial stream crossings. 

After Logging Operations are Completed: 

o	 Decommission of all newly constructed roads following project completion.  Decommissioning entails 

installing water-bars or other shaping of roads for drainage, placing woody debris, and/or seeding with 

native species.  Earth and debris berms, large boulders, or other methods determined to be effective 

for each site may also be used to block these roads. 

o	 Seed approximately 4 acres of disturbed soil associated with roads in and adjacent to harvest units 

with native species. 

Restricted Haul Period 

o	 As detailed in EA section 3.1.2, 3.1.3 and in EA Table 7 (p. 21): “Summary of Seasonal Restrictions 

and Operational Periods” hauling operations within the Evans Mountain project area will generally be 

restricted to June through September due to water quality, sedimentation and fish habitat concerns. 

2.4 Fuels Treatments 

The selected action will treat slash on up to 39 acres within the thinning units after harvest operations. The 

planned treatment is to pile slash mechanically in the low density thinning areas (DR 2.1) and designated 

property lines, cover the piles to keep them dry, and burn the piles. After the fuels in the slash piles have 

cured, the piles will be burned in compliance with the Oregon Smoke Management Plan after the fall rains 

begin, when fire danger is low and soils are moist (EA section 2.2.3 PDF # 15 – 21, pp. 17, 18, EA section 

3.1.6, pp.74-78). Slash which accumulates at logging landings will be piled, covered and burned as 

described above. 

2.5 Public Access 

Following harvest operations public access would remain unchanged from today’s access.  The Fawn Creek 

road is privately gated and the Evans Mountain road is not gated. 

2.6 Special Forest Products 

The BLM will make permits available for collecting Special Forest Products (SFP) (1995 RMP p. 49) from 

the harvest units if there is a demand for the products and collection would not interfere with project 

operations. Special Forest Products are salable natural products that can be found in the forest and may 

include: edible mushrooms, firewood, posts and poles. 

Transplants of native plants from road rights-of-way, skid trail locations and landings will be available for 

permit.  Access to the area will be controlled through the Special Forest Products permit requirements. 

2.7 Project Design Features 

The selected action will implement the project design features (PDF) described in EA section 2.2.3 (EA pp. 

15-20). These design features have been incorporated into the timber sale layout and the contract. The 

BLM contracting officer would ensure PDF are implemented during operations by monitoring the 

operator’s performance in the field. A performance bond associated with the contract holds the purchaser 

financially liable for implementing the PDF. 
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3.0 Alternatives Considered 

3.1 No Action (EA section 2.3): 

No commercial timber management actions would occur. Normal administrative activities and other uses 

(e.g. road use, programmed road maintenance, harvest of special forest products on public land) would 

continue on BLM lands within the project area. 

3.2 Proposed Action (EA Section 2.2): 

Actions Associated with the Timber Sale: 

Commercial thinning and road work: The proposed action analyzed in the EA is to thin approximately 252 

acres of 48-92 year old forest stands. Approximately 219 acres are in the Matrix LUA and approximately 

33 acres are in the Riparian Reserve LUA. The proposed action includes 156 acres of ground based 

yarding and 96 acres of skyline yarding. Connected Actions include constructing 1.0 miles of new 

temporary natural surface road for logging and hauling. New construction includes clearing vegetation 

within the road right-of-way (ROW) using ground based equipment. All temporary roads would be 

decommissioned after use (EA section 2.2.2, pp. 11-14). Connected actions also include renovating 

approximately 2.0 miles of existing roads, maintenance of existing roads, replacing 3 cross-drain culverts, 

and reducing forest fuel accumulations on approximately 39 acres. 

Unit 29C, which is 93 years old will be deferred from harvesting in the selected action. As disclosed in EA 

section 3.1.1, (p.27), Unit 29C meets key criteria for thinning. Canopy closure is high, the Curtis relative 

density is high at 76, there are 148 trees per acre and the average stand diameter is 20.7 inches DBH, which 

is low for a 93 year old stand. These parameters indicate that the stand is dense, overcrowded and in need 

of thinning. Thinning will increase growth of residual trees while encouraging understory development. 

Old growth characteristics will develop sooner than if the stand were not thinned. However, this stand is 

the only unit located within one mile of listed fish downstream (EA section 3.1.3, p.46), the only suitable 

habitat for the RTV and spotted owl planned for harvest (EA section 3.1.5), and is adjacent to land 

proposed for addition to an existing wilderness (EA section 3.1.7). The stand is small (14 acres) and 

represents minor volume for the Evan’s Mountain Project. 

When finishing the final layout of Unit 29A, after release of the EA for comment, the BLM made the 

decision to cut a portion of the unit off at a significant slope break within the unit where logging operations 

would be difficult as proposed in the EA. Deleting the acreage reduced the unit size from 74 acres to 57 

acres. 

3.3 Alternatives considered but not analyzed in detail (EA pp. 22-23): 

Treatment of other forest stands within the Riparian Reserve LUA 

The IDT evaluated all Riparian Reserve stands adjacent to proposed harvest units to determine whether 

treatment would contribute to attaining LUA and ACS objectives for habitat. The BLM used two general 

criteria in this screening process: 

 If the stand has a simple structure that would benefit from thinning to accelerate development of 

elements of complex structure for habitat enhancement; and 

 If the stand can be treated in conjunction with the adjacent Matrix unit using only existing roads 

and roads that would be constructed to manage Matrix land (no road construction for the sole 

purpose of treating Riparian Reserve stands). 

Riparian Reserve stands that did not meet both of the above conditions were dropped from further 

consideration for treatment. 

Evans Mountain Thinning – Decision Record  EA # DOI-BLM-OR-S040-2010-0006-EA p. 5 



       

   

  

       

          

      

   

        

 

 

   

   

         

         

          

             

  

  

    
 

    

   

 

         

      

           

  

      

        

           

       

 

       

 

  

         

  

            

       

 

Reserve the Stands in the Project Area for Carbon Storage 

The BLM did not analyze this alternative in detail for the following reasons. This Alternative: 

 Does not respond to the purpose for the project (EA section 1.1.2, p. 1) and is not in conformance 

with the RMP which sets the basic policy objectives for the management of the project area. 

Under the RMP, Matrix lands are managed for timber production, and Riparian Reserves are 

managed to help develop late successional habitat conditions in line with the Aquatic 

Conservation Strategy. The RMP does not include a Land Use Allocation that reserves lands or 

stands for carbon storage; and 

 Is substantially similar in design to the “No Action alternative” which is analyzed in the EA. 

4.0 Decision Rationale 

In choosing the selected action, I reviewed the environmental analysis, the finding of no significant impact and 

the project record. Specifically, I assessed compliance with the RMP and related policies as detailed in the EA, 

agency consultation (EA pp. 88, 89) and the project design features (EA section 2.2.3, pp. 15-20) in meeting the 

Evan Mountain project objectives. The following table lists the project objectives (EA pp. 3, 4 “Purpose 

(Objectives) of the Project” and compares the conformance of the alternatives with them.   

Table 1: Comparison of the Alternatives by Project Objectives 

Project Objectives within Matrix LUA (EA p. 3) 

Matrix Objective 1: Manage developing stands on available lands to promote tree survival and growth 

to achieve a balance between wood volume production, quality of wood, and timber value at harvest 

(RMP p. 46); 

No Action: This alternative would conduct no thinnings or other vegetation management actions; this 

alternative would not manage developing stands. The forest stands would continue to grow at a reduced 

rate compared to the proposed action. At rotation age there would be smaller trees to harvest, reducing 

net yield (EA p. 33, Table 10, p. 27). 

Selected Action: Diameter growth rates on retained trees would increase because of decreased 

competition for site resources (EA p. 30; Table 10, p. 27), resulting in larger trees available for future 

management objectives. Retaining 61-90 trees per acre (EA p. 27) ensures sufficient stocking for future 

treatment opportunities including timber harvests, green tree retention, and snag / CWD recruitment (EA 

p. 30). 

Matrix Objective 2: Supply a sustainable source of forest commodities from the Matrix LUA to provide 

jobs and contribute to community stability (RMP pp. 1, 46-48) by developing timber sales that can be 

successfully offered to the market place. 

No Action: This alternative would neither supply commodities nor provide employment opportunities to 

the local workforce. Therefore, this alternative would not provide benefits to local and state economies. 

Selected Action: The selected action will generate more than 4 million board feet of forest products with 

an estimated value at $2,149,071. Implementing the project will provide jobs for workers in local 

communities, contributing to community stability. 
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Project Objectives within Matrix LUA (EA p. 3) 

Matrix Objective 3: Develop and maintain a safe, efficient transportation system that serves the needs of 

users in an environmentally sound manner (RMP p. 62). 

No Action: Regularly scheduled road maintenance activities would continue within the area. Road 

sections with surface erosion and poorly functioning culverts currently routing water and sediment to 

streams would continue. 

Selected Action: The selected action will not add road miles in the watershed (EA p. 12). The proposed 

road actions will bring road surfaces to an erosion resistant condition and replace poorly functioning 

culverts that will improve flow passage and reduce chronic erosion (EA pp. 40-45); renovation will bring 

existing roads up to safe timber haul standards (EA p. 13). This project will decommission 0.5 miles of a 

road that is currently at risk to erosion and soil instability problems (EA p. 12). 

Matrix Objective 4: Provide habitat for a variety of organisms associated with younger forests; and 

provide early successional habitat (RMP p. 20) by creating low-density thinning patches. 

No Action: Increased crown closure in unthinned stands would further reduce the amount of light 

reaching the forest floor (EA pp. 33, 73), decreasing understory vegetation and forage quantity(EA 

sections 3.1.1, pp. 33-34, 3.1.5, pp. 58-73, pp. 73-74). 

Selected Action: Stand structure will become more complex as understory and ground cover develops 

with an increase in light reaching the forest floor (EA section 3.1.1, pp. 28-33). Forest, vegetative, 

habitat and forage diversity will increase compared to the no action alternative (EA pp.64-73). The low 

density thinning patches will result in vertical layering and ground cover, adding complexity to future 

stands (EA). 

Matrix Objective 5: Provide for important ecological function such as dispersal of organisms, 

carryover of some species from one stand to the next, and maintenance of ecologically valuable 

structural components such as down logs, snags, and large trees to provide habitat for a variety of 

organisms associated with both late-successional and younger forest (RMP p. 20). 

No Action: Currently even-aged stands lack species diversity and structural heterogeneity (EA 3.1.5 p. 

59), especially large remnant overstory trees, and standing dead material (snags). Dense stands with low 

vigor would grow slowly; snags and CWD created by self-thinning would not be large enough to meet 

RMP standards for 20-60 years (EA section 3.1.5, EA p.73). 

Selected Action: Thinning will increase growth, size, branch diameter and crown ratios of remaining 

tress and increase development of understory vegetation, effectively increasing diversity (EA 3.1.5, p. 

64). Thinning, due to the retention of habitat, will not change connectivity (EA section 3.1.5, pp. 65-73). 

Thinning these stands will reduce the number of small diameter (less than 15 inches DBH) snags over the 

next 20 years because thinning from below removes the smaller suppressed and intermediate trees from 

which snags generally develop in unthinned stands (EA p. 66). However, analysis of the Evans/Fawn 

Creek sub basin shows that 70 percent of the stands in the sub basin of similar age classes as those 

proposed for thinning will remain untreated; small dead wood will still be present and available in 

adjacent untreated areas (EA p. 71). Beneficial cumulative effects to CWD, larger snag habitat and 

associated species will result as larger trees will be available sooner to contribute additional large snags 
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Project Objectives within Matrix LUA (EA p. 3) 

and CWD recruitment in future stands (EA p.71).  

In the long term, thinning will increase structural complexity and habitat quality for wildlife (EA p. 64). 

In addition, the project design features (EA pp.15-20, #36) protect existing forest stand structure by 

retaining existing old growth trees ( trees 36 inch DBH or larger) as well as 90 percent of existing snags . 

Any snag felled for safety reasons would be left on-site as coarse wood debris. 

Project Objectives within Riparian Reserve LUA (EA p.3) 

Riparian Reserve Objective 1: Maintain water quality standards (RMP p.2) and improve stream 

conditions by: 

• Maintaining effective shade for streams, pursuant to the BLM’s TMDL agreement with the State of 

Oregon; 

• Designing temporary roads and using existing roads to avoid increasing the quantity of water and 

sediment transported to streams. 

No Action: This alternative would maintain water quality standards but would not implement 

improvements to stream conditions such as replacing culverts, stabilizing road surfaces, and 

decommissioning roads (EA p. 46). 

Selected Action: The selected action will retain effective shade for streams, maintaining water quality 

and protecting beneficial uses (EA p. 42). Temporary roads will not cross streams or enter no entry 

riparian buffers to protect stream channels from any physical alteration (EA p. 40). The selected action 

will not increase road miles in the watershed and will not alter watershed hydrology or stream flows (EA 

p.41). The road actions will reduce both water and sediment routing, improving existing road conditions 

(EA 3.1.2, pp. 40-45). 

Riparian Reserve Objectives 2: 1)  Maintain, develop, and accelerate development of large conifers 

with deep crowns and large limbs; future source material (large green trees) for coarse woody debris 

(CWD); future source material (large green trees) for large snag habitat(larger than 15 inches diameter 

and 15 feet tall); long-term structural, spatial and tree species diversity; multi-layered stands; and other 

elements of late-successional forest habitat(RMP p. 11). 

Riparian Reserve Objective 3: 

 Provide habitat for Special Status, SEIS special attention and other terrestrial species (RMP p. 

9) by applying commercial thinning treatments within the Riparian Reserve LUA (RMP p. 11, 

D-6;). 

 Maintain and restore habitat to support well-distributed populations of native plant, invertebrate 

and vertebrate riparian-dependent species (RMP p. 6) associated with openings or young forests 

by creating low density thinning patches. 

No Action: This alternative will conduct no thinnings or other vegetation management actions. The 

forest stands will maintain development and continue to grow, but at a reduced rate due to competition for 

site resources (light, water, nutrients).  

Selected Action: The selected action will harvest less than three percent of the riparian areas in the 
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Project Objectives within Riparian Reserve LUA (EA p.3) 

project area. Ninety-seven percent of the riparian areas will be left untreated. 

All riparian stands which were naturally developing complexity were dropped from consideration (EA p. 

22). In units selected for treatment, diameter growth rates on retained trees will increase (EA section 2.5, 

table 10) over the next 5-20 years (EA p. 31) because of decreased competition for site resources, 

resulting in larger trees in the future. Spacing variability within thinned stands and between thinned and 

unthinned stands will create structural diversity (EA p. 32). 

The small clumps and gaps created by spacing variation will introduce density variability, as well as 

improve the distribution and species mix of ground cover plants, brush and conifer understory. Less 

common tree species are expected to have higher survival and growth. 

Hence, the thinning actions would improve wildlife habitat conditions in the Riparian Reserves by: 

accelerating development of late-seral forest stand characteristics including a large green tree component 

providing the opportunity for recruitment of larger snags and down CWD; developing multi-layered 

stands with well-developed understories; and establishing multiple species that include hardwoods and 

other minor species (EA p. 65). 

In addition, connectivity for species such as the Northern Spotted Owl is expected to improve as late-

successional conditions develop (EA pp. 64-73). 

Project Objectives within Both Matrix and Riparian Reserve LUA (EA p.4) 

Matrix / Riparian Objective 1: 

Reducing natural and activity fuel hazards on the BLM-administered lands in Rural Interface Areas. 

Matrix / Riparian Objective 2: 

2. Limiting potential human sources of wildfire ignition by controlling access and reducing fuel hazards 

on the BLM-administered lands. 

No Action: The analysis area would continue on its current trend. The potential for these stands to 

eventually succumb to a wildfire would continue to increase as ladder fuels and coarse woody fuel load 

increases and as the fire return interval departs further from the natural fire regime (EA p. 78). 

Selected Action: There are no rural interface areas in the project area (EA p. 79).  

The selected action will increase fuel loading and resultant fire hazard in the short-term (0-5 years) (EA p. 

77). The main cause of wildfires across the analysis area is people (EA p.74). The project proposes to 

reduce the impacts of a fire by decreasing the fuel loading. Surface fuels will be reduced in strategic 

locations such as along roads, property lines, and within low density thinning areas. The treatments will 

reduce surface fuels resulting in lower fire intensity, rates of spread and flame lengths (EA p. 77). 

The localized increase in fire risk would diminish to background levels over time as slash decomposes.  In 

the longer term, due to the wider spacing between tree crowns and the removal of most of the ladder 

fuels, there will be a reduced risk of fire spreading into the tree canopy (EA p. 77). 

During operations, the timber sale purchaser will prevent unauthorized access, including OHV, during 

operations as part of normal security measures. The BLM requires that the operator place physical 

barriers to block OHV access on roads and skid trails at the end of operations (EA p. 14). 

4.1 No Action Alternative: 

This alternative was not selected because it either does not meet the project objectives described in EA 

section 1.1.2 (EA pp.1) and DR Table 1, delays the achievement of those project objectives, or meets the 
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project objectives similarly to the proposed action alternatives and the selected action. 

4.2 Selected Action: 

The selected action implements the Evans Mountain Thinning Timber Sale described in DR section 2.0. 

The Selected Action: 

o Meets the purpose and need of the project as described in the Evans Mountain Thinning EA section 

1.1 (EA pp. 1-4), and Project Objectives (EA pp. 3, 4) as shown in DR Table 1 (DR section 4.0); 

o Is consistent with the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan and related 

documents which direct and provide the legal framework for management of the BLM lands within 

the Salem District (EA pp. 4, 5, section 1.2); 

o Will not contribute to the long term expansion of invasive/nonnative weed populations (EA pp. 15, 32, 

33, 82); 

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

anticipated and addressed in the RMP/EIS (FONSI); 

o Uses existing roads and the minimum length of new roads to facilitate implementation of the project 

(EA p. 12); 

o Will not impact ESA listed fish or their occupied habitat (EA p. 88, DR section 6.3 - 2); and 

o Will not impact suitable habitat within the provincial home range (1.2 mile radius) of any known or 

historic Northern Spotted Owl (NSO) and will impact no stands in LSR or Critical Habitat for NSO 

(EA pp. 67, DR sections 6.3, pp. 11-12). 

5.0 Compliance with Direction and Planning updates 

The analysis documented in the Evans Mountain Thinning EA is site-specific and supplements analyses found 

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

1994 (RMP/FEIS). The Evans Mountain Thinning project, which includes the Evans Mountain Thinning 

Timber Sale, was designed under the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan, May 

1995 (RMP) and related documents which direct and provide the legal framework for management of the BLM 

lands within the Salem District (EA pp. 4, 5, EA sections 1.2 and 3.1.8.). These documents may be reviewed at 

the Cascades Resource Area office and the 1995 RMP can be reviewed online at 

http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/salem. 

The Evans Mountain Thinning project conforms to the RMP as amended by the 2001 Record of 

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

and other Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines (2001 ROD). 

6.0 Public Involvement/Consultation/Coordination 

6.1 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 59 federal, state and municipal government agencies, nearby 

landowners, tribal authorities, and interested parties on the Cascades Resource Area mailing list on June 22, 

2010. 

Seven comment letters/emails were received during the scoping period. The scoping and EA comment 

letters/emails are available for review at the Salem District BLM Office, 1717 Fabry Rd. SE, Salem, 

Oregon 97306.  EA section 1.3 and EA section 8 pp. 97-99 addresses the topics raised in the comments. 
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http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/salem


       

         

       

      

          

   

  

              

         

          

       

   

  

  

    

       

         

        

       

        

      

       

     

        

           

     

  

               

          

 

    

         

  

       

              

          

 

     

     

  

      

           

         

 

         

            

The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) of BLM resource specialists conducted internal scoping through the 

project planning process which includes record searches, on-site field examinations of the project area, 

professional observation and judgment, literature review and IDT discussion. In the project planning 

process the IDT considered elements of the environment that are particular to this project as well as 

elements of the environment that are common to similar timber management projects. 

6.2 EA Comment Periods and Comments 

The BLM made the Evans Mountain Thinning EA and Draft FONSI (Finding of No Significant Impact) 

available for public review from September 25
th
, 2013 to November 12

th
, 2013. Seven comment 

letters/emails were received during the EA comment period. These comments are available for review at 

the Salem District BLM Office, 1717 Fabry Rd. SE, Salem, Oregon. Responses to substantive comments 

are detailed in DR section 9. 

6.3 ESA Section 7 Consultation 

1. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

EA section 5.1.1 describes consultation with USFWS.  The Evan’s Mountain Thinning Project was re-submitted 

for formal consultation during the 2014 consultation process. Using effect determination guidelines contained 

within The Willamette Planning Province – FY2014 Biological Assessment of Likely to Adversely Affect 

Projects with the Potential to Modify the Habitat and/or Disrupt Northern Spotted Owls (BA), the effect call for 

the Evans Mountain Thinning is a may affect, likely to adversely affect the Northern Spotted Owl due to the 

modification of dispersal habitat within 300 meters of a site center (BA, pp. 37-39, 51-52, 85, 87). The 

Biological Opinion Regarding the Effects of Habitat Modification Activities on the Northern Spotted Owl and 

its’ Critical Habitat within the Willamette Province, FY2014 (BO) was issued in September 2013 (FWS 

reference #01EOFW00-2013-I-0186). The BO concluded that FY2014 projects in the Willamette Province, 

including the Evans Mountain Thinning Project, are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the 

spotted owl and are not likely to adversely modify spotted owl Critical Habitat. The Service reached these 

conclusions because the proposed actions would not appreciably diminish the effectiveness of the conservation 

program established under the Recovery Plan for the Spotted Owl, and the Northwest Forest Plan (BO p. 121): 

o	 The project will alter 221 acres of dispersal habitat. Current dispersal habitat conditions will be 

maintained after treatment on all acres in the selected action (EA pp. 67-68; BA pp. 85-87, 106; BO 

pp.75, 106-107, 151-152); 

o	 None of the units are located in LSR or Critical Habitat for spotted owl; 

o	 There are two known spotted owl sites within the provincial home range radius of the Evans Mountain 

Project Area. Evidence of nesting activity has never been documented at these sites (EA pp.61-62); 

o	 Evan’s Creek, the closest site center, is based on the response of single female once at night. No nest 

trees are known to be present. Habitat is less than 80 years old and will benefit from thinning. There 

will be a seasonal restriction on habitat modification activities during the critical nesting season. No 

incidental take is anticipated from thinning Evan’s Mountain (BA pp. 85-87, BO p. 152); 

o	 With the deferral of unit 29C, no suitable habitat will be altered, removed or downgraded by the project; 

o	 Four acres of dispersal habitat will be converted to linear openings as road rights-of-way. 

2. National Marine Fisheries Administration (NMFS) 

Consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) on effects of the Evans Mountain 

Thinning project on Upper Willamette River (UWR) Chinook salmon, UWR winter steelhead trout is 

not required because the thinning will have no effect on these species or on essential fish habitat (EA 

p. 88). 

Most thinning units from the selected action are more than one mile upstream of steelhead and salmon 

habitat in lower Evans Creek and the Little North Santiam River (EA p. 88). One project unit is 
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located 0.7 mile upstream of listed fish habitat. No-disturbance buffer widths on tributaries within one 

mile of listed fish habitat of 200 feet on perennial streams, and 50 feet on intermittent 1st and 2nd 

order tributaries will be adequate to maintain stream shading and thus stream temperature, and 

intercept and infiltrate water carrying sediment preventing its delivery to listed fish habitats (LFH). 

Thinning in headwater tributaries will not affect large wood supplies in LFH in Evans Creek and Little 

North Santiam River as flows are too small to deliver large wood to LFH from the areas being thinned 

(EA p. 88). 

As detailed in EA section 3.1.2, 3.1.3 and in EA Table 7, “Summary of Seasonal Restrictions and 

Operational Periods”( p. 21), hauling operations within the Evans Mountain project area will generally 

be restricted to June through September due to water quality, sedimentation and fish habitat concerns. 
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7.0 DR Selected Action Compared to the EA Proposed Action 

Table 2: Matrix treatment vs. Riparian Reserve 

Stand 

Age 

EA Proposed Action* DR Selected Action 

Change from EA to 

Selected Action: 

Total Acres Unit 

Number 

Unit Acres 

Unit 

Number 

Unit Acres 

Total Matrix 
Riparian 

Reserve 
Total 

Matrix 
Riparian 

Reserve 

Thin 
LD 

patch 
Thin 

LD 

patch 
Matrix 

Riparian 

Reserve 

48 24A 53 53 0 1 57 57 0 0 0 +4 +0 

56 24B 50 49 1 2 50 46 3 1 0 +0 +0 

52 29A 74 52 22 3 57 45 0 12 0 -7 -10 

92 29C 14 11 3 -X- 0 0 0 0 0 -11 -3 

56 30A 61 54 7 4 57 53 0 4 0 -1 -3 

Total thinning 252 219 33 221 204 17 -15 -16 

Right-of-Way (ROW) Clearing included in Unit Acres ROW 4** 0 0 0 

*Data from Table 1 in EA, p. 10 

**EA Section 3.1.4, “Soils”, p.55 
Total Acres 

thinning 
221 29 -3 -9 

Total acres 

thinning and ROW 
225 0 

Table 3: Matrix Treatment vs. Riparian Reserve by Logging system 

EA 

Unit 

No. 

DR* 

Unit No. 

EA** 

Unit 

Acres 

DR 

Unit 

Acres 

Thinning Acres by 

Yarding System and LUA 

Ground Based Yarding 
Skyline 

Yarding 

Riparian 

Reserve 

EA 

Riparian 

Reserve 

DR 

Matrix 

EA 

Matrix 

DR 

Riparian 

Reserve 

EA 

Riparian 

Reserve 

DR 

Matrix 

EA 

Matrix 

DR 

24A 1 53 57 0 0 28 32 0 0 25 25 

24B 2 50 50 1 1 49 49 0 0 0 0 

29A 4 74 57 5 5 26 24 17 7 26 21 

29C -X 14 0 0 0 0 0.0 3 0 11 0 

30A 3 61 57 5 1 42 26 2 3 12 27 

Total Thinning 

Ac. 
252 221 11 7 145 131 22 10 74 73 

Difference in 

acres DR vs. 

EA 

-31 -4 -14 -12 -1 

Total Thinning Acres by Yarding Type DR: Ground Based = 138 acres, Skyline = 83 acres;  Total 221 Acres 

*DR – Decision Record (Selected Action) **Environmental Assessment (Proposed Action) 
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Table 4: Connected actions: Road Work 

EA Unit # 

Temp. Road Construction Decommission 

Constructed 

Road 

Road Renovation 

Miles Miles 

BLM Private Total BLM Private Total 

24A 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.4 1.1 1.5 

24B 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 

29A 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.5 

29C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

30A 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.1 2.0 
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9.0 Response to Comments Received during the EA Comment Period: 

1. Carbon storage and emissions from the proposed action.   

 An opinion that the BLM should develop an alternative that addresses carbon storage and climate 

change. 

 An opinion that the EA fails to adequately analyze carbon release caused by commercial logging, both 

carbon release from trees removed and release from fuels consumed in operations and transport to mills. 

Response: The EA team considered (EA pp. 7-8) the carbon issue but eliminated from detailed analysis 

because BLM has sufficient information from analysis of four previous commercial thinning projects
3 

in the 

Cascades Resource Area for the Decision Maker to make an informed decision between alternatives. The 

past analyses concluded that the carbon emissions attributable to the projects, both individually and 

cumulatively, are of such small magnitude that it is unlikely to be detectable at any scale (EA p. 7). 

2. Analyze an alternative with no road construction. 

	 An opinion that BLM did not consider an alternative focused on thinning areas that are already 

accessible from existing roads and recognized the ecological values of leaving inaccessible areas 

untreated. 

Response: The proposed action identified treatments on 16 percent of BLM lands within the project area, 

leaving 84 percent untreated. The selection of the No Action as well as dropping units or roads from the 

proposed action in the decision is an option for the decision maker.  As stated in the project objectives, BLM 

avoids road constructing as much as possible, limiting actions to provide an efficient transportation system 

that also protects existing environmental conditions. 

The selected actions would not increase road miles in the watershed (EA p. 12).  The analysis concluded 

that road actions would reduce both water and sediment routing, improving existing road conditions (EA p. 

41). 

3. Winter harvesting and wet weather haul 

 A comment expressing the need for consistent and steady operation time throughout the year to 

maintain a product flow and keep employees working. 

 A request for dry season restrictions on the use of road 8-4E-30 in Section 29 and monitoring weather 

and the road's condition 

 A request to limit transportation system use to BLM and contracted parties 

Response:  As detailed in EA Section 3.1.2, 3.1.3 and in Table 7: “Summary of Seasonal Restrictions and 

Operational Periods” hauling operations within the Evans Mountain project area will generally be restricted 

from June through September due to water quality, sedimentation and fish habitat concerns. 

Regarding public use of roads, the EA (pp. 12, 14) states that following project completion all temporary 

access roads would be decommissioned and blocked.  

The selected actions will not change current public access. 

4. Question regarding the decommissioning and rehabilitation of the road in section 24. 

Response: The EA proposed decommissioning 0.5 miles of Rd. 8-3E24.1; the DR selected the 

decommissioning action. 


3 
Airstrip, Gordon Creek, Highland Fling, and Power Mill Thinning projects 
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5.	 Rank new road segments according to their relative costs and benefits and consider dropping roads with the 

lowest ratio of benefits to costs. 

Response: BLM did consider economic feasibility in developing the road proposal.  Potential roads are 

evaluated by BLM engineering specialists, in collaboration with other BLM resource specialists, to 

determine their best location to provide an economically and environmentally sound road system.  As 

displayed in the EA (pp. 12-13) roads that either economically or environmentally did not meet these 

criteria were dropped from inclusion in the EA proposed action and subsequent selected action. 

6.	 A question asking if BLM can come in from the NW and not build P1 in unit 24A? 

Response: BLM evaluated this possibility in developing the proposed action, but crossing private land 

would be required and road construction would still be needed. 

7.	 Comments regarding retention and management of hardwoods, large firs, snags and wildlife habitat. 

 A question on how the basal area is calculated, are the hardwoods contributing to this total? 

 A question asking if hardwoods get used part of the percent cover that needs to be left. 

 Units 24A, 24B, 30A have a huge amount of hardwood scattered throughout these units. 

 A question asking what minor species are present and how determined. Is a list of species available? 

Response: Project Design Features (EA Section 2.2.3) require retention of: all old growth trees; 90 percent 

of all snags and CWD - snags felled for safety reasons would remain on-site for coarse wood debris; trees 

that have desirable wildlife habitat structure (broken tops, large limbs); all hardwoods, allowing them to be 

felled for efficiency and safety but to retain the trees on-site. It is anticipated that hardwoods would be 

burned in areas along roads, property lines and within units with heavy fuel loads (EA p. 77). Contract 

requirements and timber sale administration will limit damaging of retained trees including hardwoods. 

Hardwoods are included in crown closure calculations.  Basal area is calculated by multiplying the average 

tree count per plot times the basal area factor (BAF).  There are very few conifers in areas where there are 

large amounts of hardwoods.  Ground based logging equipment should not need to enter the hardwood 

dominated areas.  In the event a hardwood is cut or otherwise killed it will be left in place and not burned 

(EA p. 20, #43). 

The EA (pp. 25-26) describes the methodology of determining species present.  The team utilized stand 

exam data and unit reconnaissance.  Retention of minor species is a prescription designed to retain those 

species found in low frequencies. For species information, the EA (section 3.1.1) describes the stand 

characteristics including tree species for each unit. For more detailed information tree species lists of are 

available for review at the Salem District Office.  

8.	 Layout and harvest prescriptions 

 An opinion that BLM’s assertion that thinning increases the growth rate of residual trees is not 

supported by the facts.  

 An opinion that NEPA analyses must account for the effects of logging on both the quantity and quality 

of wood. 

 36 Inch diameter cut limit 

 A statement that the commenter disagrees with removing all tree up to 36 inch dbh cut limit. 

 A question asking if damaged fir will be left standing to grow to create snags? 

 Presence of Western Red Cedar or other species such as Larch, Dogwood, chinquapin, true fir species, 

manzanita spp. 

Response: Based on field measurements and modeling, stands growth rates and diameter size will increase 

following project activities (EA p. 27, table 10; p. 30). 
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This project does not propose cutting all trees less than 36 inches. The EA (p. 10) requires the retention of 

all trees greater than 36 inches.   

One of the objectives in harvesting within the Matrix LUA is to “achieve a balance between wood volume 

production, quality of wood, and timber value at harvest (RMP p. 46) , this project proposes leaving 61 to 90 

trees per acre (EA, p. 27.  Thinning that retains this level of tree retention will not only ensure vigorous 

growing conditions but also provide a sufficiently stocked stand for future opportunities. 

All trees retained have the potential to become legacy trees and/or snags.  Contract stipulations require that 

damage to trees more than half the circumference be limited to no more than 2 trees per acre. Trees that are 

damaged and marked for harvest will typically be removed; those trees damaged and not marked for 

removal will remain to become snags.  

Tree species lists are available for review at the Salem District Office.  The only species listed in this 

comment (Western Red Cedar or other species such as Larch, Dogwood, chinquapin, true fir species, 

manzanita spp.) found in stand exam plots is golden chinquapin in unit 30A. 

9. 	 Commercial Logging in Riparian Reserve LUA 

	 An opinion that logging riparian reserves is not supported or appropriate, especially in older (+80 years) 

stands. 

	 An assertion that nowhere in the NWFP or in the Salem RMP is direction given to manage riparian 

reserves as if they were de facto LSR’s; yet page 65 of the EA describes that treatments in riparian 

reserves were designed to “improve habitat conditions by accelerating development of late-seral forest 

stand characteristics.” 

	 An assertion that the EA discusses the range of habitats that these reserves could provide, including 

early seral stage; yet no prescriptions to enhance early seral stage habitat in the reserves was included. 

Response: The Salem RMP, under topic “Management Direction”, “Timber Management” states in part: 

“Neither conduct nor allow discretionary timber harvest, including fuel wood cutting, in Riparian Reserves, 

with exception of the following: “......”Apply silvicultural practices for Riparian Reserves to control 

stocking, reestablish and manage stands, and acquire desired vegetation characteristics needed to attain 

Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives.” 

The project proposed three low density thinning patches (EA p. 9) to create early successional habitat. The 

EA (p. 65) assessed the skips and gaps in riparian reserves finding that gaps would create density variability 

and improve species mix. 

10.	 Hardwoods in Riparian Reserves 

 Will fifty percent removal be overkill if hardwoods make up the majority of this removal?
 
 A question of what type of wood will be taken out of these areas?
 
 A question of 35 acres of riparian logging of what species?
 

Response: The team designed the prescriptions to maintain 50 percent canopy cover outside the primary 

shade zone.  No hardwoods are proposed to be harvested or removed under the proposed action.  Some may 

be killed incidental to logging operations, however any such hardwoods will be left on site.  The 

prescription targets the understory trees (conifers), retaining the dominant and co-dominate trees (trees 

contributing to the forest canopy).  

11.	 Thinning in Riparian Reserves 

Evans Mountain Thinning – Decision Record  EA # DOI-BLM-OR-S040-2010-0006-EA	 p. 20 



       

  

  

   

  

  

   

   

  

   

     

 

  

  

   

 

 

   

  

 

  

 

  

 

    

  

  

  

     

 

 

  

  

    

 

  

 

  

  

	 An opinion that “logging into riparian reserves will set them back successionally and continue to 

possibly compact these soils by ground based yarding, skid, move, sorting”. 

	 An opinion that he Evans Mountain EA failed to provide a site-specific, quantitative analysis to show 

that silviculture is needed to meet ACS objectives in these riparian reserves. 

	 An opinion the BLM should carefully describe the rationale of thinning in riparian reserves and explain 

how thinning is needed when it will retard attainment of LWD objectives 

	 An opinion that the ecological rationale for logging in riparian reserves is deeply flawed. 

	 An opinion that the EA relies on the watershed analysis  which makes unsupported assertions about the 

alleged benefits of logging in riparian reserves. 

Response: The EA (p. 11) Riparian Reserve prescriptions will remove smaller trees and allow the 

development of larger trees, understory vegetation and multiple canopy structure.  The wildlife and 

vegetation assessment concluded that thinning will increase growth rates of the retained stand (EA pp. 30, 

65).  The hydrology analysis (p. 41) determined that riparian no entry buffers adjacent to stream banks, 

channel beds and wetlands would protect the streams from direct physical alteration or disturbance by 

harvesting equipment. 

The team analyzed site specific stand exam data to ascertain tree densities, structural composition and 

species distribution to determine need for treatment in the Riparian Reserve.  

The EA explains that treatment areas include stands with little to no species variability and/or structural 

complexity (EA p. 11).  For this project 34 out of 701 Riparian Reserve acres met the criteria of simplified 

structure and low species variability.  Consistent with the RMP, all treatments in riparian reserve meet the 

ACS objectives (EA pp. 83-87). 

The watershed analysis presents findings and recommendation for improving watershed conditions.  

Thinning riparian reserves was identified as a beneficial treatment.  Based on this finding and direction 

contained in the NWP and RMP, the team completed field exams and identified stands for treatment.  The 

team factored watershed recommendation with management direction and field verification to establish the 

areas in need of treatments within the Riparian Reserve .  

12. 	 Riparian Reserve Width 

	 An opinion that assuming the relevant sections are Hydrology and Fisheries, it is not clear what the 

width of the reserves actually is, and the limitations on landing and road location. 

Response: The minimum width of any stream protection zone (SPZ) on perennial streams in the Evans 

Mountain project area is from 85 feet depending on the slope (EA p. 11, 41).  Steeper slopes have wider 

SPZs than shallower slopes.  Landings are prohibited in the SPZ and no new road-stream crossings are 

proposed (EA pp. 40-42). 

13.	 Dead Wood and Streams 

 An opinion that if the goal of logging is to create large trees faster, the NEPA analysis should document 

the size, gradient, and other characteristics of streams adjacent to each logging area and determine the 

size of wood that can serve key ecological and hydrological functions, then disclose the effects of 

logging relative to those relevant wood sizes. 

	 An opinion that generally, recruitment of dead wood to streams would likewise be reduced in 

conventionally thinned stands relative to unthinned stands.
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 A question of how does this removal (of trees from riparian areas) reduce woody debris in the active 

floodplain, creek bed, wetland, pond, pool, meandering seasonal creek bed’s? 

 A request that the Salem BLM consider the tradeoffs of the relatively large no-cut buffers (85-200 feet) 

on intermittent and perennial streams on this project.  

Response: As shown in the EA and addressed in responses number 11, 28 and 31, thinning is anticipated to 

accelerate tree growth, developing into larger green trees for future recruitment of large snags and CWD.  

Because the proposed action is only thinning about 3 percent (17 acres / 735 acre of riparian reserve, EA p. 

11) of the riparian reserve in the project area the vast majority of the area will provide sources of smaller 

wood debris. No trees will be removed from the primary shade zone.  The fisheries analysis (EA pp. 49-50) 

found no adverse effects to in stream LWD sources from the proposed actions and all aquatic habitats would 

be maintained. 

14. Thinning and Stream Shading 

	 An opinion that thinning in riparian corridor to take out fir may increase solar access to these flash 

creeks and heat up these spring flows and or continuous water table flows further adding to temperature 

impacts downstream. 

	 A question regarding whether riparian reserve harvests will occur in both the secondary and primary 

shade zones? 

 A question of how are these streams going to be shaded once all these hardwood and fir are removed? 

 An opinion that although shade curves are useful in establishing minimum stream protection zones on 

perennial streams (here, 85'), stream temperature should not be the only criterion for buffer width. 

Response: The SPZ is designed to exclude, at a minimum, the primary shade zone. Therefore, no primary 

shade zone vegetation would be treated or harvested.  Some thinning within secondary shade zones may 

occur.  Both the hydrologic and fisheries analysis concluded that the proposed action would not affect 

stream temperatures (EA pp. 39, 47-50).  

15. Regarding ACS05, SPZs widths within a mile of listed fish habitat were to be a minimum of 200' on 

perennial streams, and 85' on intermittent streams (see p. 48).” 

Response: The perennial stream in section 29 that is located within 1 mile of listed fish habitat does have 

200’ wide SPZs.  SPZ’s were widened on this stream because of steep side slopes and the proximity of an 

existing road to the stream channel. 

16. Clarify which areas were naturally seeded and which units were planted within the project area. 

Response:  EA Section 3.1.1 (pp. 26-27) provides the stand history for each unit including identification of 

natural seeding or planting.  Areas within the project area, including portions of the harvest units received 

additional planting / seeding including planting in the NW ¼ of section 29 in 1954, aerial eeding in section 

24 in 1967 and natural seeding / regeneration within the entire area. 

17. A comment that the totals in Table 8 are slightly different from the text on pp 10-11 and elsewhere. 

Response: DR Table 4 describes the correct EA acres. 

18. Past pre-commercial thinning in the proposed thinning stands 

 How the 1970 pre-commercial thin was done and what it did to the area it was applied to, botanically 

and silviculturally, and what it did to soils in this second entry? 

 A question asking how are the thinning units for Evan's Mountain that were pre-commercially thinned 
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doing ecologically? 

Response: The 1970 pre-commercial thinning was completed with chainsaws.  No product was removed 

from the site and there was no ground disturbing activity.  The lesson learned from that is pre commercial 

thinnings increases the growth rates of retained trees.  

The pre-commercial thinning in 1970 thinned the stand to 13 foot spacing.  At that time there was likely a 

temporary growth increase in under story vegetation.  At 13 foot spacing the crowns would have closed very 

quickly and the effects on understory vegetation would have been short term.  As disclosed in EA Section 

3.1.1, current tree densities and stocking levels are associated with overstocked stands where competition 

for site resources (water, nutrients and light) results in moderately to severely reduced growth rates and 

stand vigor with increased susceptibility to damage from insects, disease, fire and windthrow. 

The treatment analyzed in this EA increases the spacing to an average of 21 to 25 feet.  The effects on 

understory vegetation from the wider spacing would be greater than the pre-commercial thinning and tend to 

be more long term in nature due to the longer timespan it would take for the crowns to close after thinning.  

Following thinning, stand structure would become more complex as understory and ground cover develops, 

compared to an overstocked stand with limited light reaching the forest floor (EA p. 30).  

19. Stand Health and Disease. 

 A concern that thinning may increase presence of yellowing tree tops and boring insects 

 A question asking how the presence of tree diseases and insects is detailed in the EA.
 
 An opinion that the thinnings proposed will not result in botanic diversity returning to openings created.
 
 Is the vegetation in the understory a result of elevation, soil fertility, snow loading, canopy closure, fire, 


drought, prior logging damage and injury from two harvests which had no regard for the environment? 

Response: Overstocked stand are more susceptible to insects and disease (EA p. 25).  Currently there is 

very little incidents of disease.  Supporting documents including tree species lists and incidents of disease 

are available for review at the Salem district office.  

Existing vegetation represents the stand’s history including past disturbance and management as well as 

growing conditions including light, weather, moisture, and soils. In the selected units, understory vegetation, 

or lack of vegetation in the understory, is directly influenced by the high tree densities and the low level of 

light reaching the forest floor (EA pp. 33, 59).  Thinning would reduce the canopy, increasing light energy 

reaching the forest floor, stimulating understory vegetation and diversity (EA pp. 29, 31, 64-65).  

20. Thinning and resulting canopy cover 

 Canopy closure following harvest activities should have been given. 

 A comment that the forest in the vicinity (of harvest units / low retention areas) does not appear
 

overstocked; assessment should account for natural openings.
 

Response:  As detailed in EA Section 3.1.1(pp. 25, 27) forest stands above 65 percent RD have lower tree 

vigor, higher mortality of suppressed trees, and higher susceptibility to insects, disease, and more severe fire 

behavior than stands with lower densities (EA p. 25). The RD for selected stands ranges from 62-84 (EA 

Table 10. P.27). 

Current canopy cover generally ranges over 60% percent (EA p. 68).  Due to the variable marking, retention 

patches and untreated areas, canopy cover will be variability across the project area.  At the unit or stand 

level post treatment canopy closures for this project have a predicted range of 40-60 percent within Matrix 

and 55-70 percent within Riparian Reserve (EA p. 11). 

In assessing canopy cover effects to spotted owls, the EA disclosed that canopy closures would increase 

with time and thinned dispersal habitat would attain suitable habitat conditions within 20 to 40 years (EA p. 

67). Thermal and hiding cover present before treatment would be maintained after harvest (EA p. 71).  The 
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hydrologic analysis concluded that sufficient canopy cover would be maintained to prevent any changes in 

stream flow or water quality (EA pp. 41, 42). 

21. General Hydrology Comments 

 A question asking if the three seventh field sub watersheds all within the Elkhorn sixth field watershed? 

 The scale and effects of fog drip reduction for the project area 

Response: All 7
th 

field watersheds within the project area lie within the Elkhorn 6th field watershed.  The 

EA (p. 41) found that Proposed Action would not have a detectable effect on fog drip at any scale. 

22. Locate debris piles outside of riparian areas and riparian reserve LUA to avoid ash or sediment delivery. 

Response: Piles to be burned would be located outside of stream protection zones so there is no 

delivery mechanism by which ash or soil from the pile locations could reach stream channels (EA p. 

44).  Therefore, pile burning would not have any effect on water quality, stream channels or 

watershed hydrology and any effects to soils and hydrology would be short term and limited to the 

immediate site (EA p. 44). 

23. A concern that Unit 29A is at risk to surface erosion due to features found with the Unit. 

Response: The fragile area within the unit is marked out of the project unit and will not be treated 

(EA p. 53). 

24. Protecting and mapping wetlands. 

 An opinion that the BLM should mark / map and buffer depressions and seasonally wet areas, wetlands 

and pools. 

 A question asking the type of wetland, what type of botany, and is it protected from logging damage? 

 A request that the BLM consider mapping out wetlands (wetland exclusions) and flagging them. 

Response: Resource Area staff used the BLM GIS Water Bodies theme (for smaller wetlands, ponds 

and lakes), and the BLM GIS Timber Production Capability Classification (TPCC).  In addition, field 

surveys of the area identified small wetlands/wet areas not previously identified; all wetlands are 

excluded from treatment (EA pp.36, 37).  

Further, all seasonally flowing or intermittent streams and wetlands are identified and posted out of
 
the unit prior to logging.
 

The hydrology assessment concluded that wet areas and streams would be protected from direct
 
physical alteration or disturbance by harvesting equipment (EA p. 40) because: equipment will not
 
enter any streams and wetlands; temporary road construction would not cross stream channels,
 
wetlands or their associated stream protection zones (EA p. 40).  


25. A question asking how past logging impacted current riparian condition. 

Response: There are a diversity of riparian conditions in the project area resulting from site growing 

conditions, natural disturbances and past management.  The project team focused riparian treatments 

proposals to those acres exhibiting simple structure that would benefit from thinning to accelerate 

development of complex structure (EA p. 22).  Based on these criteria, 34 acres, representing 0.5 

percent of the riparian area, were deemed appropriate to thin.  Stand conditions in these areas are 

simplified in structure and lacked species diversity and occur on gentle slopes. Because the remaining 

areas were dropped from project consideration, the EA did not detail stand conditions in them. 

26. An opinion that Fishery data is not included. 
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Response: The EA discussion of Fisheries is included in EA Section 3.1.3, “Fisheries and Aquatic 

Habitat”. 

27. Botanical species in the project area. 

 A question asking if the EA lists the project's botanical species present in the area? 

 A question asking what are there are botanically and biologically differences in the logged units vs the 


unlogged units. 

	 A comment that wetland plants are missing from botanic discussion and wetland areas were observed. 

	 An opinion that logging will not increase botanic diversity by opening the canopy considering this is the 

third entry. 

	 A question asking if increased botanical diversity only occurs in the riparian reserve areas that are 

thinned or will it increase in other areas as well? 

	 Presence of mycological species; are there survey and manage species in the project area. 

Response: The team searched known occurrence databases and conducted field surveys for botanical 

TE&S, special status, and Survey and Manage Species. No Sensitive or Survey & Manage Species were 

found (EA p. 28).  Since the investigations found no occurrences, no botanical issues arose that would 

require detailed analysis.  Therefore, the EA did not include an exhaustive list of species.  However, the list 

of species found is available in the project record for review at the Salem District Office.  

The project team dropped several units for various reasons including stand age, stocking levels, presence of 

sensitive species, economic feasibility, adjacent municipal watersheds and wilderness (EA Table 9,  pp. 23, 

63, 67).  Once the project eliminates units from consideration, they are eliminated from detailed analysis.  

Hence, a study detailing the botanical species difference between the units was not included in the EA. 

Importantly, the EA (pp. 9, 25, table 10 p. 27, 29-31, 59, 65, 71) describes the current conditions of selected 

stands and the expected results to understory and ground vegetation following thinning.  In summary, stand 

densities and canopy cover are high retarding development of understory and ground vegetation. Through a 

reduction in canopy cover, greater light resources will reach the ground stimulating hardwood species, 

minor species, grasses, and forbs.  The EA concluded that both structural diversity and biological species 

richness would increase with thinning.  The EA disclosed that within 2-5 years woody and herbaceous 

species would become established (EA p. 28-32).  Understory vegetation is expected to increase in plant 

species for 10-30 years (EA p. 29).  Beyond 30 years, the canopy cover would begin to close and understory 

and ground vegetation would begin to decline. 

Mycological surveys are not required in younger stands (less than 180 years old) proposed for thinning 

under the NWFP or the Salem RMP.  Stands 180 years and older do require such surveys.  When fungi are 

observed within a harvest unit their presence is generally documented in the specialist’s notes.  No currently 

listed S&M or special status species were observed during field surveys and there are no known sites within 

any area proposed for treatment. 

28. Harvest actions on soil productivity, carbon storage and future habitat 

	 An opinion that, related to compaction and erosion, the EA lacks projections on the future productivity, 

suitability as habitat for various species, and especially the capacity for carbon storage, after repeated 

harvests and subsequent biomass removal. 

	 A question regarding different acreages between Table 1 and the text. 

	 A question asking if BLM can specify that ground-based harvester/forwarder system be used to reduce 

soil compaction. 

Response: Project design features (EA pp. 15-20) require: limiting the number and spacing of skid roads; 

slope limitation; seasonal use; and utilization of existing trails where possible.  Consistent with RMP 

standards, these design criteria effectively limits compaction to less than 10 percent within each unit (EA p. 

55).  Permanent roads and landings would remain compacted and have low site productivity levels. The 
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soils analysis concluded that due to the limited compaction and retention of  mycorrhizae populations the 

proposed action would have no negative effect to tree growth on residual stands (EA p. 55).  

Thinning the stands would increase botanical habitat diversity (EA pp. 28-33).  Habitat for terrestrial species 

are expected into increase as well with an increase in both structural and species diversity (EA pp. 65-73).  

As explained in response number 1, the team considered the carbon issue and eliminated from detailed 

analysis because the carbon emissions attributable to the projects, both individually and cumulatively, are of 

such small magnitude that it is unlikely to be detectable at any scale (EA p. 7). 

BLM does not specify use of specific logging equipment in the EA.  The EA analyzes the effects of utilizing 

different equipment.  The EA (p. 54) assessed compaction from both tractor and harvester/forwarder 

equipment finding both would comply with RMP compaction standards.  The purchaser is required to 

submit a logging plan with type of equipment to be used.  If the plan, including type of equipment, meets the 

environmental standards disclosed in the EA the plan is approved. 

Harvest acres in the EA are 252.  Matrix ground is 219 acres of harvests.  The text on page 55 should read 

252 acres. The selected action includes 221 harvest acres. 

29.	 Literature on soil compaction and tree growth has not been consulted.  

Response: The EA (p. 56) disclosed that no research was identified that has documented a reduction in 

tree growth of the retained stand following stand thinning that was attributable to compacted surfaces or 

soil disturbance.  To clarify, soil productivity losses in roads and skid roads were noted (EA pp. 54-56).  

However, skid roads have not been identified in Cascade forested soils as a mechanism that reduces tree 

growth within the residual stands. Conversely research has clearly shown that thinning increases growth 

rates and facilitates species diversity (Section 9.0 Literature cited). 

30.	 An opinion that the BLM needs to disclose soil pit locations and skid road locations to confirm pits actually 

sampled across units. 

	 A concern that skid trail (locations) are not identified. 

	 An opinion that harvest activities will add to soil compaction as purchaser actions and approach will not 

be monitored 

	 An opinion that soils compression may also add to run off from these soils as water appears to be sheet 

flowing over the forest floor in unit 24b. 

Response: As stated in the EA (p. 53), random small pits dug by area specialists did not reveal any 

compacted soil surfaces beneath the duff; and concluded that compaction outside of road and skid trail 

surfaces, if it remains at all, is discontinuous and of no consequence to soil properties or fertility (EA p. 53).  

Because the soils are well drained with a forested duff layer, compaction will be less than 10 percent, 

complying with the RMP, and spot checks for compaction revealed little evidence of  productivity loss. 

Detailed analysis of soil profiles was not necessary to inform the decision maker of the effects to the 

resource. 

Purchaser activities are monitored by BLM staff, especially Timber Sale Administrators and road 

engineering staff.  Compliance with the Project Design Features and any other necessary BMPs or required 

mitigations are enforced as necessary to ensure harvest activities are conducted as envisioned in the 

environmental analysis and Decision Record.  The exact location of skid trails and yarding corridors are 

determined by the purchaser and the BLM’s timber sale administration staff based on a purchaser prepared 

logging plan.  BLM must approve the logging plan prior to operation. The purpose of this process is to 

ensure compliance with the Project Design Features and any other requirements that may apply.  

The Cascades Resource Area Hydrologist has conducted field reviews of skyline logging on similar sites in 

the Cascades Resource during multi-day rain storms and found no evidence of overland flow or sediment 

transport (EA p. 57).  Other than sheet flow over heavily compacted road surfaces or in areas with high 

water tables, the BLM has not observed any instances of sheet flow over forested soils.  As stated (EA pp. 
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52-53) wet areas were eliminated from project activities. 

31.	 Snag and coarse woody debris (CWD) management in Riparian Reserve and Matrix. 

 It has been well documented that thinning in riparian areas accelerates the stand’s trajectory to produce 

large conifer trees. 

	 An opinion that the retention of existing large snags, CWD, and “Wildlife” trees is important. 

	 An opinion that there are significant trade-offs, not fully disclosed or carefully analyzed in the EA, 

especially long-term recruitment of abundant snags and dead wood. 

	 An opinion that the proposed action will improve general habitat for wildlife by accelerating structural 

development in stands of certain age classes, leaving much of the acreage alone (especially in Riparian 

Reserves). 

	 An opinion that thinning both reduces and delays recruitment of snags, first by removing trees that 

would otherwise suffer suppression mortality, and second by increasing stand vigor and postponing 

overall mortality. 

	 A comment that instead of providing the requested analysis of the effects of logging on dead wood, the 

EA relies on flawed recommendations from the Little North Santiam Watershed Analysis, suggesting 

that logging will enhance "recruitment of larger standing dead/down." 

	 An opinion that BLM should mitigate for the loss of future snags by retaining untreated skips within the 

treatment areas. 

	 An opinion that BLM should quantify the loss of future recruitment of large and small snags as a result 

of thinning. 

	 An opinion the BLM’s assertion that logging will allow the faster growth of residual live trees and 

enhance the recruitment of larger standing dead/down CWD and snags is counter-factual. 

	 A request that all CWD be left regardless of size, including down logs less than 20 inches not be piled 

and burned. 

	 A comment that snags appear to be missing. 

	 An opinion that the hard snag deficit is well represented by Tables 15 and 16, taken together. 

	 An opinion that since snags are not marked, logging will remove a huge percent of living snags or 

damaged fir and hemlock eliminating future snags. 

	 An opinion that since there are no snags as standing dead legacy trees, all snags should be selected and 

carefully reserved because the purchaser will not leave snags as they will cost purchaser time and 

money to leave standing. 

	 An opinion that harvest units will be effectively sterilized of any future snags. 

	 An opinion that the few large snags in the area should be retained, even above the 90 percent level, 

since the snag deficit will not be met for two to four decades. 

	 A comment indicating the commenter is not in favor of creating snags from larger healthy trees, 

especially where such trees are in short supply.
 

	 A question that if these areas need to be managed, should most of the standing fir to be removed be 

turned into wildlife snag trees instead of cutting these in the active riparian corridor? 

Response: The effects of thinning on snags and dead wood are addressed in EA Sections 3.1.1, 3.1.5 and 

3.1.9. The trade-offs between thinning now and the loss of suppression mortality for snag recruitment and 

the benefits of thinning on growth and availability of larger trees for snag recruitment later in the life of 

these stands was analyzed and disclosed.  The EA acknowledges that there would be adverse effects to 

smaller snags less than 15 inches DBH due to thinning (EA p. 66). The number of small snags and dead 

wood retained and recruited would be reduced because thinning from below removes small and intermediate 
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trees that would otherwise die from suppression mortality and become snags. The EA also acknowledges 

that currently there is a short term snag deficit as evidenced by the lack of snags in existing stands (EA p. 

61; Tables 15 and 16).  The EA further states that RMP snag and CWD guidelines could be met in two to 

four decades. In the interim, the largest CWD and snags would be utilized as available. 

It is important to observe that, while thinning does reduce mortality and correspondingly decreases the 

recruitment of smaller woody debris and snags, surrounding stands which include 97 percent of untreated 

Riparian Reserves, continue to provide for small diameter suppression recruitment of snags. As detailed in 

Section 2.3 “Scope of the Proposed Action,” the EA states that of the 1599 acres of BLM lands in the 

project area, 252 acres are proposed for harvest, which is only 16 percent of the project area.  BLM believes 

there are a more than adequate amount of “skips” in the project area.  Recruitment of large and small snags 

will remain unchanged in those areas.  In the 16 percent of the area proposed for thinning, recruitment of 

smaller snags will be reduced in the short term and the generation of larger trees will provide the 

opportunity for the recruitment of larger snags in the long term. This coupled with the untreated areas 

creates a diverse representation of forest components that can contribute to the overall health and viability of 

the forest. 

The creation of snags and CWD from live large healthy trees is not a part of the proposed action at this time.  

However, snag and CWD creation projects may be implemented in the future.  If increased stand vigor 

postpones mortality, BLM could implement separate projects to create snags and CWD.  Thinning is 

expected to provide larger material for snag and CWD recruitment not just for natural mortality, but also for 

recruitment of snags and CWD by girdling, topping or falling.  In addition, reserved trees damaged or killed 

during logging operations would be left on site to provide snags and CWD.  

Lands within the Riparian Reserve are to be managed according to the Aquatic Conservation Strategy for 

late-successional stand conditions in the long term (RMP pp. 5-6, 9-11). Once the thinned stands in Riparian 

Reserve grow beyond 80 years of age, they will be in the early-mature seral stage with some characteristics 

of late-successional habitat. Trees available for snag and dead wood recruitment would be larger with more 

volume and value to wildlife. 

Lands within the Matrix/Connectivity Land Use Allocation are primarily designated for the sustained 

production of timber, not for the development of late-successional stand conditions. Guidelines for retention 

of snags and dead wood for the matrix are described in the RMP pages 20-21; the EA is consistent with this 

direction. Regeneration harvest could occur in the future in Matrix stands, and this project leaves enough 

large green trees for green tree retention, snag and dead wood recruitment to meet RMP guidelines and 

objectives at that time. 

The use of forestry techniques such as thinning to allow for the development of larger trees to create larger 

CWD and snags over the long term is clearly envisioned in both the NWFP and the RMP. Appendix D of 

the RMP, “Silvicultural Systems and Harvest Methods” under “Silvicultural Treatments,” “Commercial 

Thinnings” page D-2 states in part: 

“The objectives of commercial thinning may include one or more of the following: to increase the 

proportion of merchantable volume in the stand, to produce larger, more valuable logs, to anticipate 

mortality of small trees as the stand develops, to maintain good crown ratios and stable, wind firm trees, to 

accelerate development of trees which can later provide large-diameter snags and down logs (emphasis 

added), to manage species composition, or to promote development of desired understory vegetation.” 

Leave trees which are alive and green are painted orange and reserved by the BLM in the timber sale 

contract.  Existing snags in the units are not marked with orange paint, but are automatically reserved by 
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contract stipulation.  This limits the amount of paint needed to mark the stands because dead trees are 

readily distinguishable from green conifer trees.  Although we anticipate that many snags smaller than 15 

inches DBH and ten percent of snags over 15 inches DBH could get cut or knocked down, all of the snags 

are reserved regardless of size.  Any snags, and some reserve trees that are knocked down or cut for safety 

reasons or to facilitate logging are left on the ground as CWD.  CWD greater than six inches (EA Section 

2.2.3 #17) that is already on the ground is reserved regardless of size, and logs would not be piled and 

burned as part of the project.  

Contrary to the comment that snags will cost the purchaser more time and money to leave standing, the 

opposite is true.  It takes more time and costs more money to fall snags than it does to leave them standing.  

This is particularly true with large and/or highly decayed snags because they can be very time consuming 

and dangerous to cut.  

32.	 Survey and Manage surveys and findings, specifically the red tree vole (RTV); and the application of the 

Pechman exemptions in the Evan’s Mountain Project. 

	 Where are the RTV nest trees and who did these surveys? How many trees where climbed and what was 

found? 

	 Unit 29C should be fully surveyed for all Survey and Manage Species as it has trees older than 80 years 

and has not been logged. 

	 An opinion that detrimental impacts to undetected RTV nests have been reduced by the exclusion of 

timber stands most likely to contain them. 

	 An opinion that it is gratifying to see a federal agency not only follow the law in terms of survey work 

and project modification but also proactively go beyond it in excluding additional acreage. 

	 An observation that those units in which red tree voles were found were dropped (29B and D), as well 

as additional acreage (unit 29F and 45 acres of Unit 29C) which contains suitable red tree vole habitat. 

	 An assertion that when the Pechman exemption is applied to an EA it should clearly detail what it 

applies to and how it has been used. 

	 An opinion that use of the Pechman exception on another 179 acres and doing no Survey and Manage 

evaluation or review for Red Tree Voles and mollusks is negatively impacting forest biodiversity in the 

Evans Mtn. timber sale. 

Response: Details of RTV surveys were available in the project file at the Salem District Office during the 

EA comment period.  The following summary is provided in response to the above questions: 

The description of the affected environment for RTVs and effects of the proposal are addressed in EA 

Section 3.1.5. All stands over 80 years of age including unit 29C were surveyed for Survey and Manage 

species, including the RTV and mollusks.  RTV surveys were conducted by BLM wildlife staff during the 

fall of 2010 in units 29B and C and during the summer of 2011 in unit 29D. Twenty-three trees were 

identified for potential climbing, and 20 trees were climbed by contracted climbers.  Four active and two 

inactive RTV nests were confirmed in units 29B and D. Two RTV reserves have been established, resulting 

in dropping all of unit 29 B (17 acres) and all of 29D (17 acres) from the proposal. The RTV reserves both 

exceed the required ten acres in size. In addition, 45 acres of Unit 29C and unit 29F (32 acres) have been 

dropped, all of which is suitable RTV habitat over 80 years of age. As described in this Decision Record, the 

remainder of unit 29C (14 acres) has been dropped leaving no acres of suitable habitat for RTV over 80 

years of age in the final project.  
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The application of the Pechman Exemption that is relevant to the Evan’s Mountain Project is described on 

pp. 62-63 of the EA.  In 2006, Judge Pechman of the District Court ruled in Northwest Ecosystem Alliance 

V. Rey invalidating the agencies’ 2004 Records of Decisions eliminating Survey and Manage due to NEPA 

violations. On October 11, 2006, following the District Court’s ruling, parties to the litigation entered into a 

stipulation exempting certain activities from the Survey and Manage standard. These are known as the 

Pechman Exemptions, and they include thinning projects in stands younger than 80 years old (exemption 

A).  As a result, surveys for Survey and Manage species such as the RTV are not required in stand less than 

80 years of age, which include 8S-3E-24A and B; 8S-4E-29A; and 30A.  Although RTV surveys are not 

required in stands less than 80 years of age, the EA addresses the effects of thinning in marginal habitat 

(under 80 years of age) as well as suitable habitat over 80 years of age (EA pp. 69-70; 72). 

33.	  Adverse and beneficial effects on wildlife habitat and species, surveys and design features to protect 

wildlife such as seasonal restrictions: 

	 An observation that a large variety of wildlife will be served based on their habitat preferences. 

	 Comments that the seasonal restrictions on logging during the critical nesting season are important and 

should be strictly enforced, even if no nesting is observed 

	 BLM needs to be proactive in modifying or restricting operations in response to the weather and 

presence of any bird breeding activity. 

	 An observation that the measures to protect Bureau Sensitive species are proactive such as seasonal 

restrictions near the cliffs to protect peregrine falcons, preserving CWD for the Oregon Slender 

Salamander, and setting aside older trees and stands. 

	 A question regarding effects to migratory bird species that use rock outcrops (swift, martin, hawk, 

falcon species). 

	 An opinion that thinning in the riparian reserve appears to be the area where this project will benefit 

migratory avian species. 

	 A comment generally agreeing that providing a variety of habitats by thinning/not thinning and 

encouraging minor species will increase bird species richness.
 

	 An opinion that the effects analysis is honest in allowing for the incidental take of some nesting birds, 

due to the wide variability of nesting times for different species. 

	 An opinion that the wildlife report does not define impacts to wildlife species and asks about occurrence 

and what surveys were conducted. 

	 A question regarding impacts to forage for deer and elk when there is not much forage to begin with. 

Response: As instructed by Bureau policy, the EA addressed federally listed and Bureau Sensitive species 

(RMP p. 29, BLM 6840.2B).  The list of special status species documented or likely to occur in the Evans 

Mountain areas includes one terrestrial federally threatened species (northern spotted owl) and one 

terrestrial Bureau Sensitive species (peregrine falcon), and the effects of the proposal to these species and 

their habitat were analyzed in the Wildlife Report and EA Section 3.1.5.  In addition, a number of surveys 

were conducted in the Evans Mountain area.  Mollusk and red tree vole surveys were conducted in 8S-4E

29B, C and D.  Spotted owl surveys have been conducted every year since 2007. 

The adverse and beneficial effects of the Evan’s Mountain Project on migratory birds are addressed in EA 

Section 3.1.5, Migratory Birds.  There are seasonal restrictions on logging operations to protect spotted owls 

and peregrine falcons during the critical nesting season.  Peregrine falcons have never been observed in the 

vicinity of the project area.  There are no rock outcrops in any of the units which provide suitable nesting 

cliffs for peregrine falcons; however, there are suitable cliffs less than a quarter of a mile downhill from unit 

29C, which has been dropped from the proposal.  There is no longer a need for a seasonal restriction to 
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protect peregrine falcon and other cliff nesting species because the closest unit (29A) to the cliffs is 

topographically separated from the cliffs and located over a quarter mile downhill from unit 29A.  


Seasonal restrictions would be strictly enforced and only waived when there is confirmation of non-nesting 

status.  All timber sale contracts include the E-4 Special Provision, which enables the BLM to impose 

seasonal restrictions and/or suspend operations in the case where a threatened, endangered or sensitive 

species is found in the project area.    

The effects of the project to deer and elk are addressed in EA Section 3.1.5, Big Game.  Currently, canopy 

closures are high, and understory development is limited, providing limited forage for deer and elk.  

Initially, ground disturbance would reduce understories and ground vegetation.  However, thinning would 

reduce the overstory canopy and there would be an increase of light reaching the forest floor and understory, 

stimulating growth of understory and ground cover.  Vegetative forage such as saplings, shrubs, grasses and 

forbs would increase as a result of thinning.  As a result of increased light, forage quantity would increase 

and attract early successional species such as elk and deer to the thinned areas. 

34. Low density thinning areas in the Evan’s Mountain project. 

 A comment that the reviewer questions the need for low retention areas.
 
 A comment that if low retention areas are incorporated into the project, then high retention areas or
 

“skips” in the harvest should also be included for balance, and these skips should include areas with 

larger trees and natural openings. 

	 An opinion that the EA makes the important point that 70 percent of the stands in this sub basin of 

similar age classes remain unthinned. 

	 A opinion that a commenter appreciates the Cascades Resource Area implementing low density thinning 

areas to promote at least a small amount of early seral habitat. 

	 An opinion that while the low density thinning patches will not solve the issue of sustainable timber 

supply, it is recognition that some early seral conditions are important for both wildlife and long-term 

timber supply. 

	 An opinion that the proposed action will improve general habitat for wildlife by accelerating structural 

development in stands of certain age classes, leaving much of the acreage alone (especially in Riparian 

Reserves), creating a few low-density patches, and protecting special habitats. 

	 An opinion that accelerating development of early-seral forest stand conditions by including gap cuts in 

the riparian areas would improve wildlife habitat.  

Response: Low density thinning or low retention treatments, objectives and effects are addressed in EA 

Sections 1.1.3, 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.3, and 3.1.5.  Three low density thinning areas retaining 10 to 12 trees per 

acre are proposed to create variable densities and openings based on recommendations in the Little North 

Santiam Watershed Analysis and the Salem District RMP.  One of the objectives for the matrix is to 

“Provide early successional habitat” (RMP p. 20).  

In the Little North Santiam Watershed Analysis, Chapter 7 Recommendations for density management in 

stands 30 to 70 years of age recommends to consider creating small isolated openings, less than one acre in 

size, over 5 to 15 percent of the area leaving 10 percent unthinned.  Three acres of the total 221 harvest 

acres in the project area are proposed for low density thinning, or about one percent.  As detailed in Section 

2.3 “Scope of the Proposed Action” the EA states that of the 1599 acres of project area 252 acres are 

proposed for harvest, or 16 percent of the project area.  BLM believes there are a more than adequate 

amount of “skips” in the project area.  Seventy percent of the stands in this sub basin of similar age classes 

remain unthinned.  Vegetative forage would increase as a result of thinning, particularly in the low density 
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thinning areas.  These openings would result in more vertical understory layering and ground cover, adding 

complexity to future forest stands. 

35. The presence of spotted owls and the analysis of the effects of this proposal on spotted owls and their 

habitat: 

	 A comment that there are apparently two known spotted owl sites in the project vicinity, designated as 

Evans Creek and Henline, with recent sightings of both male and female owls. Although these sites 

alone may not maintain all life history functions, they have some significance or the owls wouldn't be 

there. 

	 An opinion that the effects analysis for the northern spotted owl is very good, describing both short-term 

and long-term impacts on both habitat and species. 

	 Under 11 Cumulative Effects", the second and third paragraphs contradict each other.  It is my
 
understanding that suitable habitat exists for the Northern Spotted Owl.
 

Response: The description of the habitat and spotted owl occurrence and effects are addressed in the EA 

Section 3.1.5. There are two known spotted owl sites within the provincial home range radius (1.2 miles) of 

the project area. Surveys conducted since 2007 indicate their presence, but no nesting activity has been 

confirmed. The Evan’s Mountain Project as described in the EA was consulted on with the USFWS during 

the 2014 consultation process.  The Biological Opinion issued on September 30, 2013 concluded that the 

projects in the Willamette Province which include the Evan’s Mountain Project would not likely jeopardize 

the continued existence of the spotted owl or adversely modify spotted owl Critical Habitat (BO p. 121

122).  As a result of this Decision Record, unit 29C which contains the only suitable habitat over 80 years of 

age originally planned for thinning has been deferred. Surveys for spotted owls will continue in future years 

during the life of the project.  If the spotted owl status changes, the E-4 provision included in all timber sale 

contracts would enable the BLM to impose additional protection measures and/or suspend the sale for 

further consultation. 

36.	 Protection of special habitats and reserving hardwoods. 

 A comment that special habitats were recognized in the EA and will have no-treatment buffers.
 
 The proposed action will improve general habitat for wildlife by protecting special habitats.
 
 An opinion that the retention of existing hardwoods is important.
 

	 An opinion that all reserve trees, hardwoods, and special habitats should be conspicuously posted. 

Response :  Special habitats are addressed in EA Section 3.1.5.  All reserve trees are clearly marked with 

orange paint and special habitats are buffered and posted outside of the units.  Existing hardwoods and snags 

in the units are not marked with orange paint, but are automatically reserved by contract stipulation. This 

limits the amount of paint needed to mark the stands because hardwoods and dead trees are readily 

distinguishable from green conifer trees. Any hardwoods or snags that are knocked down or cut for safety 

reasons or to facilitate logging are left on the ground as CWD.             

37.	 The importance of old-growth remnants and analysis of old-growth trees versus stands. 

	 A comment that retaining and protecting remnant old-growth trees from logging is important. 

	 A comment that effects analysis on old-growth remnants is unnecessary because neither the Salem RMP 

nor the NWFP defines old growth as a tree, but rather as a stand. 

	 An opinion that RMP direction that describes objectives for Matrix land management focuses simply on 

“maintenance of large trees.”  
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Response: Large tress over 36 inches DBH and old-growth remnants are to be reserved from cutting and 

marked with orange paint, thus maintaining these structural components as matrix objectives describe (RMP 

p.20). 

It is true that neither the Salem RMP nor the NWFP defines “old-growth” as a tree, but rather recognizes 

old-growth stands. However, the importance of these individual legacy trees for wildlife habitat is well 

known, and many of our publics who comment on our projects have made it clear that individual legacy 

remnants and large trees are important to them.  Increasingly, we receive comments expressing their 

concerns regarding the effects of our projects on old-growth remnants.  As a result, we acknowledge their 

concerns, address the effects of our projects on these legacy trees, and have taken measures to retain these 

components in all land use allocations, including Matrix.     

38.	 Thinning of Unit 29C because it is over 80 years of age and provides suitable habitat for the spotted owl, 

red tree vole, and is within a quarter mile of cliff habitat: 

	 A statement that the commenter’s primary concerns are with logging in the 93 year old stand, and 

logging in riparian reserves 

	 An opinion that BLM shouldn't log Unit 29C, and that BLM consider dropping unit 29C from the 

harvest proposal. 

	 An opinion that logging unit 29C increases the loss of connectivity in the forest canopy reducing the 

functionality of the habitat for the RTV. 

	 An opinion that Unit 29C should be dropped because it has never been logged, bisects and abuts a 

riparian corridor and is steep. 

	 An opinion that Unit 29C already has the ecological building blocks to develop into old growth forest 

habitat and that thinning will retard that process and negatively impact habitat for species that depend on 

older forests. 

Response:  Unit 29C has been deferred from this timber sale in the selected action for the Evan’s Mountain 

Project.  As disclosed in EA Section 3.1.1, Unit 29C meets key criteria for thinning.  Canopy closure is high, 

the Curtis relative density is high at 76, there are 148 trees per acre and the average stand diameter is 20.7 

inches DBH, which is low for a 93 year old stand. These parameters indicate that the stand is dense, 

overcrowded and in need of thinning. Thinning will increase growth of residual trees while encouraging 

understory development.  Old growth characteristics will develop sooner than if the stand were not thinned. 

However, this stand is the only unit located within one mile of listed fish downstream (EA Section 3.1.3), 

the only suitable habitat for the RTV and spotted owl planned for harvest (EA Section 3.1.5), and is adjacent 

to land proposed for addition to existing wilderness (EA Section 3.1.7).  The stand is small (14 acres) and 

represents minor harvest volume for the Evan’s Mountain Project. 

39.	 Do staff check on Native American trail systems, or wagon trail systems or homestead sites in the Donation 

Land Claim record?  Does this area have any Native American trails or DLC homestead sites? 

Response:  Section 106 Consultation with State Historical Preservation Office Compliance was completed 

according to Appendix A of the Protocol for Managing Cultural Resources on Lands Administered by the 

BLM in Oregon (EA Section 5.1.3, p. 89). Cultural resource inventories conducted according to protocol 

did not yield any cultural resources (EA p. 8, 89).  The BLM’s records indicate that there is a historically 

recorded trail and a homestead in the general vicinity, but not within the project boundary.  Cultural 

resource inventory did not identify any archeological sites, historic trail or homesteads within the project 

boundary. 
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10.0 Conclusion 

10.1 Administrative Review Opportunities 

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

In accordance with Forest Management Regulations at 43 CFR 5003, protests of this decision may be made 

within 15 days of the publication of a notice of decision in a newspaper of general circulation. The notice for 

this decision will appear in the Stayton Mail newspaper on January 29, 2014. The planned sale date is February 

26, 2014. 

To protest this decision a person must submit a written protest to John Huston, Cascades Field Manager, 1717 

Fabry Rd SE, Salem Oregon, 97306 by the close of business (4:30 PM) on February 13, 2014. A written protest 

electronically transmitted (e.g., email, facsimile, or social media) will not be accepted as a protest. A written 

protest must be on paper. 

The protest must clearly and concisely state the reason why the decision is believed to be in error. Any 

objection to the project design or my decision to go forward with this project must be filed at this time in 

accordance with the protest process outlined above. If a timely protest is received, this decision will be 

reconsidered in light of the statements of reasons for the protest and other pertinent information available, and 

the BLM shall serve a decision in writing on the protesting party (43 CFR 5003.3). 

10.2 Implementation Date 

If no protest is received within 15 days after publication of the notice of decision, this decision will become 

final. For additional information, contact David Simons (503) 375-5612, Cascades Resource Area, Salem BLM, 

1717 Fabry Road SE, Salem, Oregon 97306. 
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11.0 FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) completed an environmental analysis for a proposal to thin 

approximately 250 acres of 36-92 year old forest stands. The project is located on the BLM lands in T. 8 S., R. 3 

E. sections 24 and 25; T. 8 S., R. 4 E., sections 29, and 30 W.M. in Marion County, Oregon. The Evans 

Mountain Thinning Environmental Assessment (EA) (# DOI-BLM-OR-S040-2010-0006-EA) documents the 

environmental analysis of the proposed commercial thinning activity. I have incorporated the EA by reference 

in this Finding of No Significant Impact determination. 

The analysis in this EA is site-specific and supplements analyses found in the Salem District Proposed Resource 

Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement, September 1994 (RMP/FEIS). The Resource Area 

Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) has designed the proposed thinning activities to conform to the Salem District 

Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan, May 1995 (RMP) and related documents, which direct and 

provide the legal framework for management of the BLM lands within the Salem District (EA section 1.2). 

11.1 Finding of No Significant Impact 

Based upon review of the Evans Mountain Thinning EA and supporting documents, I have determined that the 

proposed action is not a major federal action. The proposed action would not significantly affect the quality of 

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

meet the definition of significance in context or intensity as defined in 40 CFR 1508.27. Therefore, I have 

determined that there is no need for a environmental impact statement. This finding is based on the following 

discussion: 

Context [40 CFR 1508.27(a)]: Effects resulting from the implementation of the proposed action have been 

analyzed within the context of the project area boundaries, and the Little North Santiam 5th field watershed. 

This project would thin approximately 0.3 percent of the 72,157 acre Little North Santiam watershed (EA p. 22). 

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 commercial 

thinning are unlikely to have significant (beneficial and adverse) impacts (EA section 3.0) for the following 

reasons: 

• Project design features described in EA section 2.2.3 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. 

• Vegetation and Forest Stand Characteristics (EA section 3.1.1): Effects to this resource are not significant 

because: 1/ stands proposed for thinning are not presently functioning as late-successional old growth habitat. 2/ 

Existing snags, remnant old growth trees and coarse woody debris (CWD) would be retained. Fewer than 10 

percent of existing large (≥ 15 inches diameter and ≥ 15 feet tall) snags would be felled for safety or knocked 

over by falling and yarding operations and would be retained as CWD. 3/ Increases in the number of 

invasive/non-native plants are expected to be short lived because all areas with ground disturbing activities 

would be re-vegetated with native species (EA section 2.2.3, # 41, 42, 43), and native species would naturally 

re-vegetate after thinning activities (EA section 3.1.1). 

• Hydrology; Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat; and Soils (EA sections 3.1.2-3.1.4): Effects to this resource are not 

significant because 1/road construction would occur on gentle slopes with stable, vegetated surfaces. 2/ Stream 

protection zones (minimum 85 feet to 200 feet maximum) on perennial streams, (50 feet on intermittent streams) 

would maintain current stream temperatures by retaining the current vegetation in the primary shade zone. 

Stream protection zones are also expected to further prevent sediment as a result of overland flow or surface 
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erosion in logging units from reaching streams (EA sections 3.1.2, 3.1.4). 3/ Timber haul and road maintenance 

project design features would prevent sediment delivery to streams in quantities that would exceed Oregon DEQ 

requirements. 4/ hauling operations within the Evans Mountain project area will generally be restricted to June 

through September due to water quality, and fish habitat concerns. 5/ The proposed action will abide by and 

meet State of Oregon water quality standards. 

• Soils (EA section 3.1.4): Effects to this resource are not significant because soil compaction is limited to no 

more than 10 percent of each unit’s acreage. 

• Wildlife (EA section 3.1.5): Effects to this resource are not significant because: 1/ Stands proposed for 

thinning are not presently functioning as old growth habitat; 2/ Existing snags, remnant old growth trees and 

coarse woody debris (CWD) would be reserved. The small number (≤ 10 percent) of large (≥ 15 inches diameter 

and ≥ 15 feet tall) snags expected to be felled for safety or knocked over by falling and yarding operations 

would be retained as CWD; 3/ No suitable habitat for the BLM Special Status Species known or likely to be 

present would be altered. Therefore, the project would not contribute to the need to list any of the BLM Special 

Status species; 4/ Thinning would not significantly change species richness (a combination of species diversity 

and abundance) of the Migratory and Resident Bird community. No species would be extirpated in stands as a 

result of thinning; and 5/ The amount of dispersal and suitable spotted owl habitat within the provincial home 

range of known spotted owls would not change as a result of thinning. 

• Air Quality, Fire Risk, and Fuels Management (EA sections 3.1.6): Effects to this resource are not significant 

because the selected action will comply with the Clean Air Act and State of Oregon Air Quality Standards by 

adhering to Oregon Smoke Management guidelines. Within one year fire risk will diminish as needles drop and 

ground cover/understory vegetation "greens up". Other fine fuels generated by thinning would decay in the 

project areas within 3 to 5 years reducing the risk of a surface fire to near current levels. The thinning would 

decrease the risk of a canopy fire by removing ladder fuels. Pile burning would lessen the fuel load, and the 

potential for human caused ignition adjacent to roads that are open to public access. 

• Recreation, Visual Resources, and Rural Interface (EA section 3.1.7): Effects to this resource are not 

significant because changes to the landscape character would be low and there would be no reduction in 

available recreation opportunities. The project would comply with Visual Resource Management guidelines 

because the project would maintain a forested setting. Some disturbance to vegetation would be observable after 

thinning activities and would be expected to develop an undisturbed appearance within five years. 

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

proposed project would not adversely affect public health or safety because the public would be restricted from 

the project area during operations and the project would not create hazards lasting beyond project operations 

(EA section 3.1.7). 

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 known cultural 

resources that require protection are outside of the unit boundaries and would not be affected by operations. Any 

cultural resources discovered in the future would be protected as determined by the BLM Archaeologist. The 

proposed project would not affect parklands, prime farmlands, wild and scenic rivers, wilderness, or 

ecologically critical areas because these resources are not located within the project units (EA section 3.1.7). 

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 over the course of many 

decades of timber resource management. 

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

Evans Mountain Thinning – Decision Record  EA # DOI-BLM-OR-S040-2010-0006-EA p. 36 



       

        

      

  

       

      

         

             

          

   

          

       

            

         

             

    

       

    

        

          

  

       

   

         

        

  

      

   

  

 

            

        

          

      

          

        

     

 

        

          

       

         

         

       

   

  

uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks: The BLM has experience implementing similar actions in 

similar locations and has designed the project, including project design features, to avoid highly uncertain, 

unique and unknown risks (EA section 2.2.3). 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 documented 

in the RMP EIS; and 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. 

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 future actions and determined that the proposed action would be 

expected to temporarily increase stream turbidity as a result of culvert replacement, road renovation, road 

maintenance, road use and log fill removal (EA sections 3.1.2 -3.1.4). These effects are not expected to be 

significant because any turbidity increase resulting from thinning would be too small to be discernible relative to 

background turbidity, would not exceed ODEQ water quality standards, would dissipate within 800 meters 

downstream, and would decrease quickly over time, returning to current levels within minutes or hours. 

Cumulatively, the proposed action and connected actions would be unlikely to result in any detectable change 

for water quality on a sixth or seventh field watershed scale and would be unlikely to have any effect on any 

designated beneficial uses, including fisheries (EA section 3.1.3). Other analyses determined that there would 

be little to no indirect or direct effects; therefore, there would be no cumulative effects. 

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

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

cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources: The project would not 

affect these resources because cultural resource inventories of the affected area have occurred and no resources 

were found (EA section 5.1.3, p. 89). 

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 3.1.5): Effects to the species are not significant because: 

1/The project is not located in Late Successional Reserve, Critical Habitat, or stands which meet the criteria for 

Recovery Action 32 for the northern spotted owl; 2/ The project maintains dispersal habitat and does not alter 

suitable habitat; 3/ Habitat conditions are expected to improve as thinned stands mature (>20 years); and 4/ 

Residual trees would increase in size and be available for recruitment or creation of large diameter (>15 inches) 

snags, culls and coarse woody debris (CWD) for prey species and nesting opportunities, particularly in Riparian 

Reserves, sooner than would be expected without treatment. ESA Consultation is described in EA section 5.1.1 

and DR Section 6.3. 

• ESA Fish – UWR Chinook salmon and UWR steelhead trout (EA section 3.1.3). Effects to ESA fish are not 

significant because thinning is not expected to affect these species. Considerations include: 1/ Distance – all 

Project Units are >1 mile upstream of salmon and steelhead habitat; 2/ implementation of stream protection 

zones 200 feet in width on streams within 1 mile of steelhead habitat; and 3/ Project design features minimize 

impacts from tree thinning and road renovation and maintenance on stream channels, water quality, and fish 

habitat as described in the Hydrology; Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat; and Soils section, above. Additionally, 

new road construction would be located in stable locations and would not contribute to degradation of aquatic 

habitat. ESA Consultation is described in EA section 5.1.2. 
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10. [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (10)] - Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or 

requirements imposed for the protection of the environment: The proposed thinning activities have been 

designed to follow Federal, State, and local laws (EA sections 1.2.1, 3.1.8). 
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