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Abstract: Thisenvironmental assessment (EA) discloses the predicted environmental effects of two
projects on federal land located in Township 14 South, Range 6 West, Section 31, Township 14 South,
Range 7 West, Sections 21, 23, 25, 26 and 36; and Township 15 South, Range 6 West, Sections 5 and 6;
Willamette Meridian and within the Upper Alsea River and Marys River Watersheds.

u Prgect 1 (Roads de Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement) is a proposal to
remove immediate and potentially future hazard trees and reduce fuel loadings and fire hazard
risk adjacent to a backcountry byway [South Fork Alsea Access Road (Rd. # 14-6-34.1)].

u Project 2 (Park Enhancement) is a proposal to remove hazard trees, enhance stand health
in addition to providing a visually appealing and safe park for visitors within the Alsea Falls
Recrestion Site

The actions would occur within Late-Successional Reserve (LSR), Riparian Reserve (RR) and
Matrix Land Use Allocations (LUA).

Asthe 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
minera resources and works to assure that their development is in the best interest of al people. The Department aso
has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for people who live in Island Territories
under U.S. administration.

BLM/OR/WA/AE-10//020+1792
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FINDING OF NO ADDITIONAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Introduction

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) published the South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree
Removal/Roads de Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancement Environmental Assessment (EA)
(EA# OR080-07-03) in December of 2008. Comments received on the EA werereviewed and asaresult,
the BLM revised the South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roads de Enhancement and
Alsea Falls Park Enhancement EA. The South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside
Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancement Revised EA is attached to and incorporated by reference
in this Finding of No Additional Significant Impact determination (FONASI). Theanalysisinthis
revised EA is site-specific and supplements analyses found in the Salem District Proposed Resource
Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement, September 1994 (RMP/FELS).

The proposed roadsi de hazard tree removal/roads de enhancement and park enhancement activities have
been designed 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
BLM lands within the Salem Didtrict (EA Section 1.3).  Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and National Marine Fisheries Serviceis described in Section 6.1 of therevised EA.

The projects are located within the Upper Alsea River and Marys River fifth-field watersheds. The
projects are on BLM managed lands in Township 14 South, Range 6 West, Section 31, Township 14
South, Range 7 West, Sections 21, 23, 25, 26 and 36; Township 15 South, Range 6 West, Sections 5 and
6; Willamette Meridian.

Therevised EA and FONASI will be made availablefor public review from July 14, 2010 to July 29,
2010. The naticefor public comment will be published in alega natice in the Gazette Times newspaper.
Written comments should be addressed to Trish Wilson, Field Manager, Marys Peak Resource Areg, 1717
Fabry Road S, Sdlem, Oregon  97306. Emailed comments may be sent to OR_Salem _Mail@blm.gov.
Attention: Trish Wilson.

Finding of No Additional Significant | mpact

Based upon review of the Revised South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside
Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancement EA and supporting documents, | have determined that
the proposed action is not a mgjor federal action and would not significantly affect the quality of the
human environment, individually or cumulatively with other actions in the general area. No site-specific
environmental effects meet the definition of significance in context or intensity as defined in 40 CFR
1508.27. Therefore, supplemental or additional information to the analysis done in the RMP/FEIS
through a new environmental impact statement is not needed. Thisfinding is based on the following
information:

Context: : Potential effects resulting from the implementation of the proposed action have been analyzed
within the context of the Upper Alsea River and Marys River 5th-field Watersheds and the project area
boundaries. The proposed action would occur on approximatdy 174 acres of LSR, RR and Matrix LUA
land, encompassing less than 0.01 percent of theforest cover within the Upper Alsea River and less than
0.006 percent of the forest cover within the Marys River Watershed [40 CFR 1508.27(a)].
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I ntensity:
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The resources potentially affected by the proposed thinning activities are: air quality, fire hazard/risk,
fish species/habitat (except ESA listed species/habitat), invasive, non-native plant species, migratory
birds, other specia status species/ habitat —wildlife, recregtion, soils, threatened or endangered
species — northern spotted owl, visual resources, water quality, and wildlife habitat components. The
effects of hazard tree removal and density management are unlikely to have significant adverse
impacts on these resources [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (1)] for the following reasons:

Project design features described in (EA section 2.2.2) would reduce therisk of effectsto
affected resources to be within RMP standards and guiddines and to be within the effects
described inthe RMP/EIS.

Vegetation and Forest Sand Characteristics (EA section 3.1.2): No special status vascular plant
species or bryophytes would be affected.

Noxious Weeds - While the number of plants may increase in the short term, any increase that
does occur should be short lived because all areas with ground disturbing activities would be
grass seeded with Oregon Certified (blue tagged) red fescue (Festuca rubra) at arate equal to
40 pounds per acre or sown/planted with other native species as approved by the resource area
botanist. Implementation of the Marys Peak integrated non-native plant management plan
alows for early detection of non-native plant species which alows for rapid control and
generally these species often persist for several years after timber harvest but soon decline as
native vegetation increases within the project areas. 1n addition, all road construction and road
mai ntenance areas would be monitored for Scot's broom infestations and eradicated. Other
species would be eradicated as funding allows. No significant increase in populations of the
noxious weed (invasive/non-native) species identified during thefield surveysis expected to
occur.

Stands proposed for harvest activities are not presently functioning as late-successional old
growth habitat.

Carbon Sequestration (Storage) and Climate Change (EA section 3.1.8)

The South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roadsi de Enhancement EA (OR-
080-07-03) (EA) tiered to the PRMP FEIS (1994) which concluded that all alternatives
analyzed inthe FEIS, in their entirety including all timber harvest, would have only dight
(context indicates that the effect would betoo small to calculate) affect on CO2 levels.

The following show quantities of carbon in forest ecosystem vegetation' in the Coast Range,

andinthe project area.

Total carbon, forest ecosystem vegetation, Pacific northwest, Coast Range 1.8-2 Giga-tonnes
(Gt) (Hudiburg, et al. 2009).

Total carbon, forest ecosystem vegetation, South Fork Alsea River Hazard Tree Removal
and Park Enhancement Project stands = 5,810 tonnes or 0.0001676 Gt. This represents
.001% of the Coast Rangetotal.

The annual carbon accumulation from forest management in the United Statesis 191
million tonnes. Current management on BLM-managed lands in western Oregon

! Carbon contained in both above ground and below ground parts of trees and forest vegetation, and downed wood,
litter and duff. It does not include mineral carbon in soil, nor fossil fuels.
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would result in an average annual accumulation of 1.69 million tonnes over the next
100 years, or 0.9% of the current U.S. accumulation. (WOPR, p. 4-537).

Carbon emissions resulting from the proposed action would total 223 tonnes. Current global
emissions of carbon dioxidetotal 25 billion tonnes of carbon dioxide (IPCC 2007, p. 513), and
current U.S. emissions of carbon dioxidetotal 6 billion tonnes (EPA 2007, p 2-3). Therefore, the
emissions from the proposed action would constitute .000000009% of current global emissions
and .00000004% of current U.S. emissions.

Tree growth following harvest would offset greenhouse gases and result in net storage of 89
tonnes of carbon. The WOPR EIS (p. 4-538), which isincorporated here by reference, states that
by 2106, the No Action Alternative (management under the 1995 RMP) would result in atotal
carbon storage of approximatdy 628 million tonnes, 9% higher than average historic conditions
(576 million tonnes, WOPR, 3-224, as reanalyzed in November 6, 2009 memo, onfile, Marys
Peak Resource Area). Theincremental effect of the proposed action, over time, would be net
storage of carbon.

With the implementation of the project design features described in EA section 2.2.2, potential
effects to the affected d ements of the environment are anticipated to be site-specific and/or not
measurable (i.e undetectable over the watershed, downstream, and/or outside of the project
areas). Theproject is designed to meet RMP standard and guiddlines, modified by subsequent
direction (EA section 1.3); and the effects of these project would not exceed those effects
described in the RMP/FEIS [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (1), EA sections 3.1].

Hydrology; Beneficial Uses, Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat; and Soils (EA sections
3.1.3t0 31L.5):

The cregtion of yarding corridors and the mechanical removal of trees are unlikely to
significantly increase sedimentation into project area streams because harvest generated dash
would be maintained in the yarding corridors minimizing the need for machinesto travel on
bare soil. Also, ground-based equipment would only be allowed on 9 opes less than 35 percent.
Ground-based skidding would occur during periods of low soil moisturewith little or no
rainfall, in order to minimize soil compaction and erosion.

Treeremoval is not proposed on steep, unstable sopes where the potential for mass wasting
adjacent to streams is high. Therefore, increasesin sediment delivery to streams dueto harvest
activities and mass wasting are unlikely to result fromthis action. In addition, SPZsin riparian
areas have high surface roughness, which can function to trap any overland flow and sediment
before reaching streams. For the protection of stream channels and aguatic resources, riparian
buffers or no-treatment zones were applied to all stream channels and “ high water table areas’
(small wet areas, ponds, marshes, ec.) inthe project area (EA section 3.2.3.2).

Sincethe project areas are located below the € evation zone normally subject to transient snow
accumulations in the winter, the small reduction in stand density is unlikely to result in any
increase in snow accumulation and melting during ROS events. The project acres shown bdow
reflect that 0.1 percent of the Upper Alsea River and 0.006 percent of the Marys River
Watershed would be impacted. In reality only a small portion of each areainthe Alsea Falls
Park and along the roads would have activities. Thiswould lead to a smaller impact than the

Revised South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement & Alsea Falls Park
Enhancement EA #0OR-080-07-03 v



0.1 percent leve inthe South Fork Alsea River Watershed and would not be measurablein
either of the watersheds. Therefore, this proposal is unlikdy to result in any detectable changes

in peak flows.

Retention of the SPZ buffer and the location of treatments primarily adjacent to intermittent
channels would be expected to maintain the existing stream temperature regimes. The proposed
action is unlikdy to increase in-stream temperatures a the site (Wegner 2007). Based on the
shade sufficiency analysis, the hydrology report water quality analysis and the project design
features, the proposed action is unlikely to affect fish habitat downstream.

Soils: (EA section 3.1.4). Approximatey 70 percent of the activity in this proposal would be
carried out from the existing roadways in the project areas. The effects to soils on those areas
away from the road surfaces would be limited to tracked machinery (harvester/forwarder) and
this equipment would operate on dry soils with some slash component which would result in no
measurableincreasein soil compaction. Thefeling of trees as scattered individuals would have
no visible or detectabl e effect on soil physical properties such as bulk density.

Soecial Satus FPoecies: (EA section 3.2.1). These projects would not directly affect any SS
vascular plant, lichen, bryophyte or fungi species since there are no known sites within the
project area or adjacent to the project. However, thinning dense stands would provide habitat
for SS botanical and fungal species known from forests with larger diameter trees at an earlier
age since thinning dense stands can allow for increased secondary conifer growth and allow for
the devel opment of the understory and shrub species.

These projects could affect any SS species that are not practical to survey for and known sites
were not located during subsequent surveys. These species would mainly include SS
hypogeous fungi species. However, the mgjority of these species have no known sites within
the Marys Peak Resource Area or the Northern Oregon Coast Range Mountains.

Wildlife (EA section 3.1.6): The hazard tree removal and park enhancement treatments would
maintain the functionality of the mid-seral forests within this landscape. Therewould be no
discernabl e change in landscape conditions, since only about 174 acres would be affected in
several small trestment units that are scattered across several parces of BLM managed lands
within these watersheds. No specia habitats would be affected by Project 1 or Project 2. There
would be no anticipated disturbance to spotted owls since there are no known nest siteswithin
0.25 miles of the proposed unitsin Project 1 and Project 2. The proposed action (Project 1 and
2) would not affect marbled murrdet suitable habitat nor designated critical habitat. The effects
to riparian associated wildlife speciesislikely to be negligible since forest habitat conditions
would be maintained and since the trestment units are very small and scattered across several
BLM managed parcdls.

Air Quality and Fire Hazard/Risk (EA section 3.1.7): Fud loading, risk of afire start and the
resistanceto control afire, would all increaseto a small degreeat the sites. Slash created from
timber harvest would add an estimated 1 to 5 tons per acre of dead fud to the areas where
sdlected hazard trees are cut.

Risk of afirestart in the untreated dash would be greatest during the first season following
cutting, - the period when needles dry out but remain attached. These highly flammable“red
needies’ generaly fall off within oneyear and risk of afire start greatly diminishes. Firerisk
would continue to diminish as the area "greens up" with under story vegetation, and as thefine
twigs and branches in the slash begin to break off and collect on the soil surface
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Thetotal amount of dash debris expected to be piled for burning is estimated to be less than 100
tons from the treated areas along theroad. Burning less than 100 tons of dry, cured, piled fuds
under favorable atmaspheric conditions in the Oregon Coast Range is not expected to result in
any long-term negative effects to air quality in theair shed. Burning of dash would be
coordinated with Oregon Department of Forestry in accordance with the Oregon State Smoke
Management Plan which serves to coordinate all forest burning activities on aregional scaleto
prevent cumulative negative impacts to local and regional air sheds.

Visual Resources and Recreation (EA section 3.2.2): Removing a portion of trees within 100 feet
of the Byway would reduce the hazard and potentially increase the sight distance in areas where
tressaredense. Recreationa use of the project areas would be restricted in the short-term during
operations. Thelong-term seasonal operation of facilities at Alsea Falls Recreation Area of early
May to September 30 would not change and year round foot and bicycle access would continue
ontrails. A recreational forest setting would remain.

Theremoval of sometrees would have a minimal impact to the quality of the whole viewshed.
Visitors would notice overall management of the trees and disturbance to vegetation, increased
sight distance, and experience safer driving conditions. Chipping dash would contributeto a
visually pleasing park setting and keep the recrestion site managed as a fire suppression and fuds
management area, reducing fire hazards and protecting investments. Timber management at
Alsea Falls Recreation Site would allow the desired regeneration of the forest canopy by
removing hazardous or suppressed trees so the remaining trees can thrive.

Public health or safety [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(2)]: Theproject’s effectsto public health and
safety would not be significant because: Public safety along haul routes would be minimally
affected because | og truck traffic from forest management activities on both private and public
land is common and because project design features such as speed limits and warning signs near
logging activities would providefor public safety.

2.  Theproposed thinning activities:

a.  Would not affect

(1) unique characterigtics of the geographic area[40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)] - Thereareno
parklands, prime farmlands, wild and scenic rivers, wilderness, or ecologicaly critical
aress located within the project area (EA Section 3.1, Table 3);

(2) didricts, sites, highways, structures, or other objects listed in or digiblefor listing in the
National Register of Historic Places, nor would the Proposed Action cause loss or
destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources [40 CFR
1508.27(b)(8)] (EA Section 3.1, Table 3).

b. Arenot unique or unusual. The BLM has experience implementing similar actionsin similar
areas without highly controversia [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (4)], highly uncertain, or unique or
unknown risks [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (5)].

c. Do not sat a precedent for future actions that may have significant effects, nor does it represent
adecision in principle about a future consideration [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (6)].

d.  Arenot expected to adversdy affect Endangered or Threatened Species listed under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (9)].

ESA Wil dlife - Northern spotted owl (EA Section 3.2.6):. There would be no anticipated
disturbance to spotted owls since there are no known nest sites within 0.25 miles of the
proposed unitsin Project 1 and Project 2. Over the years of spotted owl monitoring, owls have
been detected foraging within 0.25 miles of the proposed hazard tree unitsin Section 21, 23,
and 26. But nather Project 1 nor 2 would affect the suitable habitat conditions available for
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spotted owlsinthisarea. Projects 1 and 2 would dightly alter but maintain the dispersal habitat
quality of the mid-seral stands that aretreated. About 110 acres of this dispersal habitat lies
within OMOCA-36. The proposed action is considered a may affect, but not likely adverse
affect to this designated critical habitat.

Marbled Murrelet

The proposed action (Prgject 1 and 2) would not affect marbled murrelet suitable habitat nor
designated critical habitat. Some of the proposed trestment unitsin Project 1 liewithin 0.25
mile of unsurveyed suitable habitat for murrdets. However, no noise disturbanceis anticipated
since the proposed action would be restricted to occur outside of the marbled murrelet critical
nesting season.

ESAFish—Proect 1
The propased action, with the incorporation of project design features, is considered a*“ may affect”
to ESA listed OC Coho Salmon for hazard tree removal from stream protection zones within 1 mile
of listed fish habitat or within 150 feet of listed fish habitat. A ‘may affect’” determination indicates
consultation with NMFS for this project isrequired. The proposed project would comply with
project design features as described under the programmetic Biol ogic Opinion resulting from the
Biological Assessment for Programmatic Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Activities
in Northwest Oregon (May 2, 2008). Actions and effects beyond the scope of the NMFS
programmetic consultation would require additional consultation with NMFS.

Project 2

The propaosed action, with theincorporation of project design features, is considered a* may affect”
to ESA listed OC Coho Salmon. A ‘may affect’ determination indicates consultation with NMFS for
this project is required. Compliance of the thinning project with guidance described in Endangered
Soecies Act Section 7 Informal Consultation for the 2008-2009 North Coast Province Thinning
Timber Sales Programmatic on Portions of the Sudaw National Forest and Eugene and Salem
Didgtricts of the Bureau of Land Management, Saven Water sheds within the Oregon Coast Recovery
Domain (NMFS 2008) would provide consultation coverage for the May Affect actions of the Alsea
Falls Park Enhancement thinning activities.

The proposed water system replacement project would comply with project design features as
described under the programmatic Biologic Opinion resulting from the Biological Assessment for
Programmatic Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Activitiesin Northwest Oregon
(May 2, 2008). Actions and effects beyond the scope of the programmeatic consultation would
require additional consultation with NMFS.

Protection of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), as described by the Magnusor/Stevens Fisheries
Conservation and Management Act, and consultation with NMFS isrequired for all projects which
may adversdy affect EFH of Chinook or coho salmoninthe action area. The South Fork Alsea
River is considered EFH to Alsea Falls.

e Do ﬁot violate any known Federal, Sate, or local law or requirement imposed for the protection
of the environment [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (10)] (EA Section 1.3).

(1) Thelnterdisciplinary Team (IDT) evaluated the project areain context of past, present and
reasonably foreseeabl e actions [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (7)] and determined that thereisnot a
potential for cumulative effects on the affected resources (EA Section 4.-0).
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Approved by:

John Huston, Date
Marys Peak Resource Area Acting Fidd Manager
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Glossary: Abbreviations, Acronyms, and Terms

ACS Aquatic Conservation Strategy

Access Road A through route linking two federal or state highways

Alternative Proposed project (plan, option, choice)

Anadromous Fish Species that migrate to oceans and return to freshwater to reproduce.

BLM Bureau of Land Management

BMF Best Management Practice(s) design features to minimize adverse
environmental effects.

Bureau Senditive Species | All federal candidates, state listed T& E, or De-listed Federal species and

(BS) generally Oregon Heritage listed 1 and 2 species

CEQ Council of Environmental Quality, established by the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969

CEQ Regulations Regulations that tell how to implement NEPA

Crown The portion of atreewith live limbs.

Cumulative Effects Past, present, and reasonably foreseeabl e effects added together (regardless
of who or what has caused, is causing, and might cause those effects)

CWD Coarse Woody Debrisrefersto atree (or portion of atree) that hasfallen or
been cut and le&ft in the woods. Usually refersto pieces at least 20 inchesin
diameter as described in Northwest Forest Plan and FEMAT.

Density Management To changethe structure, and possibly the compasition and function of a gand
of trees by ether increasing the number of trees per acre through planting, or
by decreasing the existing tree density through cutting. Usually occurs with
LSR and RR LUAs.

DBHOB Diameter Breast Height Outside Bark

EA Environmental Assessment. NEPA document that describes a federal
action(s) and analyzes the effects to the public and other agencies and tribes.

ESA Endangered Species Act.

Federal Threatened and All specieslisted by the Federal Government as Threatened or Endangered.

Endangered (T&E)

Species

FEIS Final Environmental | mpact Statement

FLPMA Federal Land Policy Management Act

FONS| Finding of No Additional Significant Impact. NEPA document that
describes why the proposed action within a EA would not significantly affect
the quality of the human environment, individually or cumulatively.

Fuds Any natural combustible material |eft on sitethat is available for burning (ie
logs, limbs, needles, vegetation)

Ground Base Yarding Moving trees or logs by equipment operating on the surface of the ground to
alanding where they can be processed or |oaded

Invasive Plant Any plant speciesthat is aggressive and difficult to manage.

Landing Any designated place wherelogs are laid after being yarded and are awaiting
subsequent handling, loading and hauling

LSR Late-Successiona Reserve (a NWFP land use allocation) Lands that areto be
protected or enhanced for the purpose of providing habitat for older forest
related species.

LSRA Late-Successional Reserve Assessment for Oregon Coast Province—
Southern Portion. Interagency document which facilitates appropriate
management activities to meet L SR objectives.

LUA Land Use Allocation. Lands designated using objectives as described in the
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NWFP.

LWD Woody material found within the bankfull width of the streem channd and is
specifically of asize 23.6 inches diameter by 33 feet length (per ODFW -
Key Pieces)

Native Plant: Speciesthat historically occurred or currently occur in a particular ecosystem
and were not introduced

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act (1969)

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service

Non-native Plant

Any speciesthat historically does not occur in a particular ecosystem or were
introduced

Non-Point

No specific Site

Noxious Weed

A plant species designated by federal or state law as generally possessing
one or more of thefollowing characteristics: aggressive and difficult to
manage; paraditic; a carrier or host of serious insects or diseases; or non-
native, new, or not common to the United States.

NWFF

Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management Planning Documents within the Range of the Northern Spotted
Owl and Standards and Guiddines for Management of Habitet for Late-
Successional and Old-Growth Related Species within the Range of the
Northern Spotted Owl (1994) (Northwest Forest Plan).

ODEQ

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

ODFW

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Oregon Smoke
Management Plan

The State of Oregon's plan for implementing the National Clean Air Act in
regards to burning of forest fuels

RMF

Salem Digtrict Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (1995).

RMP/FEIS Salem Digtrict Proposed Resource Management Plan/ Final Environmental
Impact Statement (1994).

ROD Record of Decision

RR Riparian Reserves (NWFP land use all ocation) Lands on ether side of
streams or other water feature designated to maintain or restore aquatic
habitat.

Rural Interface BLM lands within %2 mile of private lands zoned for 1 to 20 acrelots. Areas
zoned for 40 acres and larger with homes adjacent to or near BLM lands.

Skid Trails Path through a stand of trees on which ground-based equipment operates.

Snag A dead standing tree lacking live needles or leaves

South Fork Alsea River The BLM's Back Country Byway program designates special roads noted for

National Back Country their scenic attributes, solitude and recregtional opportunities.

Byway

SPZ Stream Protection Zoneis a buffer along streams where no material would be
removed and heavy machinery would not be allowed. The minimum
distanceis 50 fedt.

Special Status Species Callectively, any plant or animal specieswhichisfederaly listed or
proposed for listing under the ESA, and BLM Sensitive species (BLM
manual 6840 — Special Status Species Management).

Succession A predictable process of changes in structure and compaosition of plant and
animal communities over time. Conditions of the prior plant communities
that arefavorablefor eh establishment of the next stage. The different stages
in succession are often referred to as saral stages.

Turbidity Multiple environmental sources which causes water to change conditions.
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USDI United States Department of the Interior

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency

VRM Visual Resource Management. Lands are classified from 1 to 4 based on
visual quality ratings.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 ProjectsCoveredinthisEA

This Environmental Assessment (EA) isarevision of the South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree
Removal/Roads de Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancement EA (original EA) that was published
and made available for public review from January 5, 2009 to February 3, 2009. The original South Fork
Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roadsi de Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancement EA
isincorporated by reference

The purpose of therevised EA, heresfter referred to asthis EA, is to respond to the comments received on
theorigina EA.

This EA will analyze the impacts of proposed roads de hazard tree removal/roadside enhancement and
park enhancement and connected actions on the human environment in the Upper Alsea River and Marys
River fifth fidd watersheds. The EA will provide the decision-maker, the Marys Peak Resource Area
Fidd Manager, with current information to aid in the decision-making process. It will aso daermineif
there are significant impacts not already analyzed in the Environmental I mpact Statement for the Salem
Didtrict’ s Resource Management Plan and whether a supplement to that Environmental I mpact Statement
isneeded or if a Finding of No Additional Significant |mpact is appropriate.

Section 1 of this EA for the roadside hazard tree removal/roadsi de enhancement and park enhancement
projects provide a context for what will be analyzed inthe EA, describes the kinds of action we will be
considering, defines the project areas, describes what the proposed actions need to accomplish, and
identifies the criteria that we will usefor choosing the alternative that will best meet the purpose and need
for this proposal.

| This June 2010 revision of the EA addresses Carbon Sequestration (Storage) and Climate Change.

Two projects will be analyzed in this EA (Environmental Assessment):

Project 1, South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roads de Enhancement is a
proposal to cut and remove immediate and potentially future hazard trees and reduce fuel
loadings and fire hazard risk adjacent to a BLM managed access road/backcountry byway
[South Fork Alsea Access Road (Rd. # 14-6-34.1)]. The project would occur on
approximatey 115 acres of 45 to 55 year old stands within LSR (Late Successional Reserve),
RR (Riparian Resarve) and Matrix LUAs (Land Use Allocations).

Project 2, Alsea Falls Park Enhancement is a proposal to enhance stand health in addition to
providing a visually appedling and safe park for visitors within the Alsea Falls Recreation Site
The project would occur on approximatdy 21 acres of 50 to 60 year old stands within LSR and
RR LUAs. The project would also replace approximately 2,500 feet of existing underground
pipethat supply water to the Alsea Falls Recreation Site.

1.2 Project AreaL ocations

Township 15 South, Range 6 West, Sections 5 and 6; Township 14 South, Range 6 West, Section 31;
Township 14 South, Range 7 West, Sections 21, 23, 25, 26 and 36, Willamette Meridian |ocated
approximatey 9 miles southwest of Alsea, Oregon.
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The South Fork Alsea Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park
Enhancement Project arees arein the Upper Alsea River and Marys River 5th-field Watersheds
which drain into the Alsea River and the Willamette River respectively.
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1.3 Conformance with Land Use Plans, Palicies, and Programs

The proposed action is in conformance with the following documents:

Salem Didtrict Record of Decision and Resource & Management Plan (RMP), dated May 1995;
as amended: The RMP has been reviewed and it has been determined that the proposed thinning
activities conform to the land use plan terms and conditions (e g. complies with management
goals, objectives, direction, standards and guiddines) as required by 43 CFR 1610.5 (BLM
Handbook H1790-1). Implementing the RMP is the reason for doing these activities (RMP p.1-
3)

Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
Planning Documents Within the Range of the Northern Sootted Owl and Sandard and
Guiddines for Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related
Foecies Within the Range of the Northern Sootted Owl, dated April, 1994; (the Northwest Forest
Plan, or NWFP),

Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for Amendment to the Survey & Manage,
Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Sandards and Guiddines (S&M ROD,
January 2001)

The analysis in the South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Alsea Falls Park
Enhancement EA is site-specific and supplements analyses found in the Salem District Proposed
Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement, September 1994 (RMP/FELS).
The RMP/FEIS includes the analysis from the Final Supplemental Environmental [mpact Satement
on Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species within the
Range of the Northern Spotted Owl, February 1994 (NWFP/FSELS). 1n addition, the EA istiered to
the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Satement For Amendment to the Survey & Manage,
Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Sandards and Guiddines (S&M FSEIS,
November 2000).

The proposed action is located within the coastal zone as defined by the Oregon Coastal
Management Program. This proposal is consistent with the objectives of the program, and the State
planning goals which form the foundation for compliance with the requirements of the Coastal Zone
Act. Management actionsg/directions found in the RMP were determined to be consistent with the
Oregon Coastal Management Program.

All of the above documents are hereby incorporated by reference in the South Fork Alsea Access
Road Hazard Tree Removal/Alsea Falls Park Enhancement EA and are availablefor review in the
Salem Didtrict Office. Additional information about the proposed projects are available in the South
Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Alsea Falls Park Enhancement EA AnalysisFile
(NEPA file), also available at the Salem District Office
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1.4 Survey and Manage Review

The South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Alsea Falls Park Enhancement projects
are consstent with court orders rdating to the Survey and Manage mitigation measure of the
Northwest Forest Plan, asincorporated into the Salem District Resource Management Plan.

On December 17, 2009, the U.S. Didtrict Court for the Western District of Washington issued an
order in Conservation Northwest, et al. v. Rey, et al., No. 08-1067 (W.D. Wash.) ( Coughenour, J.),
granting Plaintiffs motion for partial summary judgment and finding a variety of NEPA violations
inthe BLM and USFS 2007 Record of Decision diminating the Survey and Manage mitigation
measure. Previoudly, in 2006, the District Court (Judge Pechman) had invalidated the agencies
2004 RODs diminating Survey and Manage due to NEPA violations. Following the Digtrict Court’s
2006 ruling, partiesto thelitigation had entered into a stipulation exempting certain categories of
activities from the Survey and Manage standard (here nafter “ Pechman exemptions”).

Judge Pechman's Order from October 11, 2006 directs: "Defendants shall not authorize, alow, or
permit to continue any logging or other ground-disturbing activities on projects to which the 2004
ROD applied unless such activities are in compliance with the 2001 ROD (asthe 2001 ROD was
amended or modified as of March 21, 2004), except that this order will not apply to:

A. Thinning projects in stands younger than 80 years old:

B. Replacing culverts on roads that arein use and part of the road system, and removing
culvertsif theroad istemporary or to be decommissioned;

C. Riparian and stream improvement projects where the riparian work is riparian planting,
obtaining material for placing in-stream, and road or trail decommissioning; and wherethe
stream improvement work is the placement large wood, channd and floodplain
reconstruction, or removal of channd diversions; and

D. The portions of project involving hazardous fud treatments where prescribed fireis
applied. Any portion of a hazardous fud treatment project involving commercial logging
will remain subject to the survey and management requirements except for thinning of stands
younger than 80 years old under subparagraph a. of this paragraph.”

Following the Court’s December 17, 2009 ruling, the Pechman exemptions are fill in place. Judge
Coughenour deferred issuing aremedy in his December 17, 2009 order until further proceedings, and
did not enjoin the BLM from proceeding with projects (including timber sales). Neverthdess, | have
reviewed the South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Alsea Falls Park Enhancement
projects are consideration of both the December 17, 2009 and October 11, 2006 order. Because the
South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Alsea Falls Park Enhancement projects entail
no regeneration harvest and entails thinning only in stands less than 80 years dld, | have madethe
determination that these projects meat Exemption A of the Pechman Exemptions (October 11, 2006
Order), and therefore may till proceed to be offered for sale even if the District Court sets aside or
otherwise enjoins use of the 2007 Survey and Manage Record of Decision since the Pechman
exemptions would remain valid in such case. Thefirst noticefor sale will appear in the newspaper
on August 24, 2010.

South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Road Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancemenrt
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1.5 Compliance with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy

On March 30, 2007, the Digtrict Court, Western District of Washington, ruled adversetothe U. S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA-
Fisheries) and USFS and BLM (Agencies) in Pacific Coast Fed. of Fishermen’s Assn. et a v. Natl.
Marine Fisheries Service, et al and American Forest Resource Council, Civ. No. 04-1299RSM
(W.D. Wash)( (PCFFA 1V). Based on violations of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the
National Environmental Palicy Act (NEPA), the Court set aside:

The USFWS Biological Opinion (March 18, 2004 ),

The NOAA-Fisheries Biological Opinion for the ACS Amendment (March 19, 2004),

The ACS Amendment Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS) (October

2003), and

The ACS Amendment adopted by the Record of Decision dated March 22, 2004.

Previoudy, in Pacific Coast Fed. Of Fishermen’'s Assn. v. Natl. Marine Fisheries Service, 265 F.3d
1028 (9th Cir. 2001)(PCFFA I1), the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit ruled thet
because the evaluation of a project’s consistency with the long-term, watershed level ACS objectives
could overlook short-term, site-scal e effects that could have serious consequencesto a listed species,
these short-term, site-scale effects must be considered. Section 4.0 of the EA shows how the South
Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Road Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park
Enhancement Projects meet the Aquatic Conservation Strategy in the context of PCFFA IV and
PCFFA 1.

1.6 Decision Criteria/Project Objectivesfor Each Project

The Marys Peak RA Fidld Manager will use thefollowing criteria/objectives in sdl ecting the alternative to
beimplemented. Thefidd manager would sl ect the alternative that would best meet these criteria. The
sdlected action would:
Meet the purpose and need of the projects (EA section 1.6).
Comply with the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan, May
1995 (RMP) and related documents which direct and provide thelegal framework for
management of BLM lands within the Salem Didtrict (EA section 1.3).
Would not have significant impact on the affected e ements of the environment beyond those
already anticipated and addressed in the RMP EIS.

South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Road Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancemenrt
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1.7 Resultsof Scoping

A scoping letter, dated April 16, 2008, was sent to 21 potentially affected or interested individuals,
groups, and agencies. In addition to the scoping letter, a press rd ease informing and soliciting public
input was sent to the Gazette Times Newspaper on May 1, 2008 and posters were placed on bulletin
boards within the Alsea Falls Recreation Sitefor Project 2 from May 1, 2008 to August 1, 2008. Four
responses were received during the scoping period.
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North Fork Alsea River Access Road Hazard Tree Removal Project
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Revised South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement
Project
(Leaning Deciduous Trees)
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Revised South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement
Project
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1.8 Purpose of and Need for Action

Project 1 (South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside
Enhancement)

The BLM proposes forest management activities within 100 feet on each side of the South Fork
Alsea Access Road (14-6-34.1). These activities would include hazard tree removal, roadside
vegetation enhancement, and treatment of fuels by various methods on approximatdy 153 acres.
The LUAsfor these activities are LSR, Matrix and RR.

After 40 years of tree growth adjacent to the South Fork Alsea Access Road/Backcountry Byway
(Road # 14-6-34.1) the frequency of problems associated with windfall, snow and ice loaded tree and
limb fall has increased to the point where safety hazards have been created to road users. Those
safety hazards (falling trees, snapping tops and limbs, heavy lesf litter) conflict with the BLM's
designation of the road as an access road and backcountry byway. The trees have grown beyond
brush size and now lean toward, and often over theroadbed. The BLM road maintenance crew
performs frequent winter maintenance (removing fallen trees and limbs) on theroad. The time spent
to cleanup this road debris reduces the ability to repair, maintain and improveinfrastructure (i.e
culvert installs, rocking, other drainage repairs etc) on BLM administered roads which is critical in
promoating the overal health of the ecosystem.

Thefollowing describe the purpose for the action:

Roads (RMP p. 62) : Maintain and develop a safe, efficient and environmentally sound road
systemto:
U Provide appropriate access for timber harvest and silvicultura practices.
U Providefor safe public access on a onelane heavily used BLM managed access road.
U Reduce environmental effects associated with identified existing roads within the project
area
U Reducetherisk of afirestart along a BLM managed access/backcountry byway road.

Thereisaneed to:

- Reduce hazards to the public by removing trees that have the potential to fall or drop
larger limbs (trees with hazard rating of imminent and likely) and those likdy to succumb
to density mortality within a decade or two, and susceptible trees adjacent to disease
centers that could reach the access road.

Reduce the proportion of hardwood trees which cause dick road surface conditions from
heavy ledf litter.

Reduce road mai ntenance costs by removing imminent and likely hazard trees before
they create immediate hazards.

Treat existing and newly created dash and space out tree crowns to reducetherisk of a
fire start, provide areas with alower rate of spread, lower resistance to control and lower
fireintengity from which to control any firethat occursin the surrounding area.

Improve sight distancefor vehicular traffic.

The project would be implemented within a three year time period that could commencein
September, 2009.

South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Road Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancemenrt
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Project 2 (Alsea Falls Park Enhancement)

The BLM proposes density management trestment on approximatdy 21 acres of stands that would
improve scenic resources, enhance visitor recreation experiences and satisfy public land users.

The project areais currently dominated by a 50 to 60 year old Douglas-fir forest with scattered and
clumped western hemlock and various hardwoods where growth rates are declining and structural
diversity islimited. This second-growth forest is characterized by a single-layered, moderately dense,
overstory canopy. Small areas of Douglas-fir mortality from laminated root rot occur in the project area,
aswell as other root rot affecting western hemlock. The project areaislocated in Township 14 South,
Range 7 West, Sections 25 and 26.

In addition, there are approximatdy 2,500 feet of existing underground pipethat supply water to the
Alsea Falls Recreetion Site that would be replaced. The existing deteriorating pipeis over 40 yearsold
and requires maintenance to keep the water system up to current health standards.

The following describes the purpose for the action:

Manage scenic and natural resources to enhance visitor recreation experiences and satisfy public
land users (RMP pp. 41to 43) by:
U Removing hazard trees along trails and in devel oped recregtion arees;
U Continuing to operate and maintain developed recreation sites and trails;
U Designating devel oped recregtion sites as fire suppression areas and fire fuel management
areas,
U  Managing timber within developed recreation sites for purpaoses of providing spacefor
activity areas, and providing desired regeneration of the forest canopy.
Enhance recreation opportunities provided by existing national back country byways by:
U Continuing to facilitate, manage and promote public use of the South Fork Alsea River
National Back Country Byway (RMP p. 44).

Thereisaneedto:
- Removetreesthat create a hazard (all trees with hazard rating of-imminent and likely , and those

likdly to succumb to density mortality within a decade or two) within the recregtion site;
Create a stand that gives a pleasing visual experience of large, full-crowned trees, stand
complexity featuring a range of tree sizes and densities, multiple canopy levels that provides
visual screening, and visually shows little evidence of management (stumps, skid trails,
intentional spacing);
Maintain species diversity by retaining most hardwoods and western hemlock, and all western
red cedar;
Reduce incidence and impact of root and stem decays by removing susceptible trees adjacent to
disease centers;
Manage timber within recreetion sites to reduce fud levels and rate of spread;
Reducethelikelihood for contaminants to enter into the water system that supplies the recreation
ste by replacing approximatdy 2,500 linear feet of underground water lines.

Except for the replacement of approximately 2,500 feet of underground water lines, the projects
would be accomplished by offering timber sales. The replacement of the water lines would be
accomplished when funding becomes available.

South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Road Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancemenrt
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2.0 Alternatives

2.1 Alternative Development

Pursuant to Section 102 (2) (E) of NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended),
Federal agencies shall “ Study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended
courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning aternative uses of
availableresources.” No unresolved conflicts wereidentified. This EA will analyze the effects of
the Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and Alternative 2 (No Action).

2.2 Alternative 1 (No Action)

The BLM would not implement the projects at thistime. This aternative serves to set the
environmental basdinefor comparing effects to the proposed action.

2.3 Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Project 1 (South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement)

The project would remove hazard trees within 100 feet on each side of the South Fork Alsea Access Road
(14-6-34.1) on BLM managed lands. With the exception of five snags greater than 36 inches diameter
breast height outside bark (DBHOB) that would be cut and |eft on sitein Section 26 (as shown on EA
Map), trees targeted for removal would be less than 80 years old and could be of any size (DBHOB).
Hazard trees would be defined as:
U any treesleaning into, or over the roadbed;
U deciduous trees with canopies overtopping the roadway;
U treeswith conditions of likely or imminent failure potential that pose a danger to people
or improvements under prescribed analysisin the Fidd Guidefor Danger Tree
I dentification and Response (USDA USDI, 2008 (EA Appendix 2).

The project would also provide roadside enhancement by:
U Removing suppressed conifer and deciduous trees,
U Retaining any large snags that arefdled as hazard trees unless they fall across theroad
surface or cut bank;
U Reducing the fire hazard and visual impacts by treating the majority of thelogging
debris.

Project 2 (Alsea Falls Park Enhancement)

This project consists of density management treatments on approximatey 21 acres of 50 to 60 year old
stands within LSR and RR LUAs. The areas would be thinned primarily from below to a variable
density, retaining about 20 percent of lower half of diameter classes. Trees would be yarded using
ground-based equipment.

Approximately 2,500 linear feet of existing 40 year old underground water lines would be replaced with
new water lines. New pipes would be installed underground in the genera vicinity of theold lines.

231 Project Design Featuresfor Projects1 and 2

Thefollowing is a summary of the design features that reduce the risk to the affected d ements of the
environment described in EA Section 3.1

South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Road Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancemenrt
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Table 1. Season of Operation/Operating Conditions

Season of Operation
or Operating
Conditions

Applies to Operation

Objective

During periods of
low recreation use,
(Labor Day to early

May)

All cutting, yarding and dash
treatment operations

Maintain the quality of recreation
experience and use of the backcountry

byway

August 6 to March
31

Operation of power
equipment

Minimize noise disturbance (marbled
murre et)

Generally year round

Timber hauling would be
allowed year-round on paved
roads

Minimize soil erosion/stream sedimentation

During periods of

low soil moisture, Ground based yarding A . . .
gengaly Junel5to | (Harvester/Forwarder) Minimize soil erasion/compaction
October 31

During periods of

low precipitation,
generally May 1 to
October 31

Timber hauling on unpaved
road surfaces

Minimize soil erosion

During periods of
low recreation use,
(Labor Day to early

May)

Waterline replacement within
Area AF-1

Minimize noise disturbance (recreation
users)

During the dry
season (May 1to
October 31) or during
extended dry periods
(weether forecasts
would befor more
than aweek of dry
conditions)

Waterline replacement

Minimize soil erosion/stream sedimentation

During instream
work period (July 1
and August 31)

Waterlines requiring trenches
within stream channdls

Minimize soil erosion/stream sedimentation

To protect water quality, minimize soil erosion as a source of sedimentation to streams
and to minimize soil productivity loss from soil compaction, loss of slope stability or

loss of soil duff layer:

All logging activities would utilize the Best Management Practices (BMPs) required by the
Federal Clean Water Act (as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987) (2008 FEIS
Appendix I, pp. 270 to 290).
After operations, skid trails would be waterbarred where they are determined to be necessary
by the contract administrator and blocked where they meet timber haul roads.

The cutting and dispasing of trees would be accomplished by harvester/forwarder equipment.
Cutting and yarding would only be allowed utilizing rubber tired harvester/forwarder
equipment. If damage to the road surfaces occur, the purchaser would be required to fix the

damages as directed by the contract administrator.
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Harvester/forwarder corridors would be spaced a minimum 60 feet apart and less than 15 feet
inwidth. The equipment would be limited to dopes less than 35 percent. Log decks may be
placed off the roadbed (within ditches, shoulders and turn outs) as approved by the contract
administrator.

Stream protection zones (SPZs) where no cutting and/or yarding is permitted would be
established aong all streams and identified wet areas within the harvest areas. These zones
would be a minimum of approximatdy 55 feet from the high water mark.

To protect water quality, al trees within one tree height of SPZswould be feled away from
streams.

To contain and/or reduce noxious weed infestations on BL M-managed lands using an
mtegrated pest management approach:
All soil disrupting equipment moved into the project area would be required to be clean and
free of dirt and vegetation as directed by the contract administrator.
All locations where mineral soil is exposed (roads to be constructed/renovated, skid trails and
landings, culvert replacements/installations) would be sown with Oregon Certified (blue
tagged) red fescue (Festuca rubra), and/or sown with awildlife vegetation mix and applied at
arate equal to 40 pounds per acre or sowrVplanted with other native species as approved by the
resource area botanist.

To protect and enhance ESA Habitat and EFH components:

All activities with the intent to sdll timber shall be limited such that no adverse effects to ESA habitat

and EFH would occur. In order to meet these conditions the following design criteria shall be

mcorporated
Unless fisheries personnd determine that large woody debris (greater than 24 inches DBHOB)
for streams and Riparian Reserves in the proposed project areas are met (As defined by
Watershed Analysis and NFP Standards and Guiddines), standing timber greater than 24
inches DBHOB | ocated within Riparian Reserves would remain on site
Whereit is safe and feasible, downed trees and portions of downed trees within the road prism
that are greater than 8 inches diameter at thelargest end and not removed would be moved or
placed off to the stream side of the road or used for in-stream restoration projects.
Whereit is safe and feasible, actions would be taken to deter theft of large woody meteria in
Riparian Reserves such as moving tree portions away from immediate road prismareain a
manner that would make the large woody meaterial less visible and accessible
Heavy equipment would be operated in a manner that minimizes sedimentation to streams. To
the extent practical all equipment would operate from existing roads.
Yarding would occur no closer than 100 feet from EFH stream channds and 55 feet on non-
EFH stream channdls.
Tothe extent practical existing landingsthat are a least 200 feet from EFH stream channdls
and 100 feet from all other channels would be utilized. New landings would be located at least
550 feet from EFH channdls and 200 feet from all other channels. Mitigate sediment transport
risk (slt fences, bark bags, reseeding, ec) for landings located near EFH channds or which
may be connected to EFH during the wet season.
Landings where equipment must |eave the hardened road surface would be surfaced with
aggregate material for wet season use
Where a cut tree does fall within a SPZ, the portion of the tree within the SPZ would remainin
place, except wheretree falling could impede the function of aroad structure (eg. culverts,
ditches, cut and fill dopes). The portion of the treethat could impede road structure
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functionality and routine maintenance activities would be fully suspended and moved away
from the stream and remain on site.

Harvest operations that do not fall within these design criteria, but appear to have mitigating
circumstances that would result in actions that would not adversely affect EFH should be
individually reviewed and approved by thefisheries speciaist.

To protect Bureau Special Status (SS) botanical, fungal and animals:
Required pre-disturbance surveys and known-site management for any listed botanical, fungal,
or animal species would be accomplished in accordance with BLM Manual 6840- Special
Satus Species Management, and. Record of Decision and Standards and Guiddines for
Amendment to the Survey & Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures
Sandards and Guiddines (S&M ROD, January 2001).
Theresource areas biologist and/or botanist would be natified if any listed botanical, fungal or
animal species are found occupying stands propased for treatment during project activities. If
the speciesisafedera listed ESA or Category A, B or E Survey and Manage species then all
of the known sites would be withdrawn from any timber harvesting activity. If the speciesis
other than afederd listed ESA or Category A, B or E Survey and Manage species, then
appropriate mitigation action would be taken.
For any listed botanical species whose characteristics make |ocating them with field surveys
practical, clearances would generally be done by field surveys using intuitive controlled
methods, field clearances, fidd reconnaissance, inventories, and/or habitat examinations.
Clearances for fungi are considered "not practical” and surveys are not required

Toreduce hazard treesin Upland and Riparian Reserve:
- Inareasinfected with Phdlinus weirii, remove symptomatic trees and all Douglasir trees (the
most susceptible species) within 50 feet of dead or symptometic trees. In areas
Heter obas dium annosum infection, remove all symptomatic western hemlock trees (the most
susceptible species) adjacent to improvements and frequently used areas. Where openings
greater than approximatdy 0.25 acre are created, plant large nursery stock of non-susceptible
Or immune species.

Toreducevisual impactsto VRM 2 designations
The mgjority of debris/dash would be trested by way of chipping, piling and burning, lopping
and scattering, removing fromthe site, or a combination of these treatments.
Trees would be cut within 6 inches to the ground.

To Protect Cultural Resources:

The project area occurs in the Coast Range. Survey techniques are based on those described in
Appendix D of the Protocol for Managing Cultural Resource on Lands Administered by the Bureau
of Land Management in Oregon. Post-project survey would be conducted according to standards
based on dope defined in the Protocol appendix. Ground disturbing work would be suspended if
cultural material is discovered during project work until an archaeol ogist can assess the significance
of the discovery.

Project Design Featuresfor Project 1 only

Toreduce hazard treesin Upland and Riparian Reserve:
Approximately five snags greater than 36 inches DBHOB would be cut and left on site
in Section 26 and as shown on EA Map.
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Toreducefirehazard risk and protect air quality:

- Wheneve possible, alternative waste recycdling of dash material would be encouraged. This
may be accomplished by: providing firewood to the public, chipping for co-gen power
production, chipping for soil amendments, soil protection, ec.

At least 90 percent of the ¥sinchesto 10 inches diameter dash located within 30 feet of the
road edge would be piled and covered for burning and/or chipped. Suitable firewood material
closeto the road would be separated and sat aside in accessible areas adjacent to the road and
made availableto the public.

All pileswould belocated at least ten feet away from reserve trees and snags and at least 55
feet from streams. Slash pilesto be burned would be located to ensure that thereis no
connectivity between the location and surface runoff to a sreem channd.

Before the onset of fall rains 4 mil thickness or heavier black polyethylene plastic would be
placed over thepiles. Plastic would not be placed prior to August 15" of the year the piles
would be burned.

All burning would occur under favorable smoke dispersal conditionsin thefall, in compliance
with the Oregon State Smoke Management Plan (RMP pp. 22, 65).

Accumulations of debris further than 30 feet from the edge of roads would be scattered.
Débris would be lopped and scattered so that 90 percent of the dash, tops and limbs would be
within 24 inches of the soil surface.

Project Design Featuresfor Project 2 only

To protect and enhance stand development and diversity:

Unit AF1 (Campground) Only
Within Unit AFL, approximately 22 percent of existing basal area (sq. ft.) per acrewould be
removed to concentrate growth on remaining trees.

Unit AF2 (Day Use Area) Only
Within Unit AR2, approximately 51 percent of existing basal area (sq. ft.) per acrewould be
removed to concentrate growth on remaining trees.

Both AF1 (campground) and AF2 (Day Use Area)

The project would remove hazard trees of any size, defined as those with conditions of likdy
or imminent failure potential that pose a danger to people or improvements under prescribed
analysisin the Fidd Guidefor Danger Tree I dentification and Response (USDA USDI, 2008)
(EA Appendix 2).
The project would aso utilize the rating system commonly used for determining hazardous
treesinrecreational sites, Long-Range Planning for Developed Sites in the Pacific Northwest:
the Context of Hazard Tree Management (1992, USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest
Region, FPM-TP039-92). Treesarerated for their potential for failure, and the potential of the
failed portion to damage a valuabl e target.
Priorities for tree marking would be based on Marking Guiddines (see Silviculture
Prescription Table 4 and Appendix 3). Tree sdection would be designed to leave arange of
diameters, increase the proportion of minor species, and retain legacy and wildlifetree
structure while meeting target densities.
Clumps would be retained through variable density thinning, and would not exceed 0.1 acrein
size However, severa areas would remain untreated due to logging infeasibility and riparian
buffers.
Areas of large open-grown trees would be maintained at lower range of target residual basal
area
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Any treefound to have a stick or ball nest, regardless of size (tree or nest) would be protected,
unlessit is a hazard tree.

Variability in density would be retained by removing a proportion of trees per acreand
intentionally reserving arange of residual densities.

Most hardwoods and western hemlock, and all western red cedar would be retained, thinning
primarily Douglasir.

The mgjority of the project areaisin Riparian Reserve, and includes the secondary shade zone
for stream shading therefore residual stand density would be maintained at 50% canopy cover
or grester.

No refueling would be allowed within 200 feet of any standing or running water (RMP, BMP
C-8, C-6).

To reducethe spread of annosus root disease

To limit the spread of annosus root disease, borax (sodium tetraborate decahydrate, aregistered
fungicide) would be applied by hand to the cut surface of stumps of live trees immediatdy
following treefdling. Borax (trade name Sporax®) would be applied according to labd
directions. Only one application is necessary unlessit iswashed off by rain within aweek,
necessitating a second application. The fungicide would be transported and stored in a sealed
container, stored 200 fet or more from flowing streams, and no more than one pound would be
carried by applicator at any time. Product would be hand-applied using a shaker container with
sealable cap and would be sealed while not in use.

Toreducefirehazard risk and protect air quality:
Slash created during the logging operation would generally be | €ft in place to be chipped after
completion of logging. Any dash that fallson trails, roads, parking aress, etc. would be
removed and placed with dash to be chipped in the harvest areas. The dternate disposal
would beto transport dash off the site to be chipped at a central location. Equipment same as,
or similar to the equipment used to yard logs would be used (e g.: modified forwarder bunks).
At least 90 percent of the ¥sinchesto 10 inches diameter slash would be chipped with the
chips being spread out on the site or removed fromthe site
For areas that are to be chipped, mechanical equipment would remain on sopes averaging 35
percent or less (unless the equipment is specifically designed to operate on stegper dopes and
approved by the contract administrator).

Toreplace the waterlines:

- Replace approximetely 2,500 linear feet of 40 year old underground water lines utilizing a
large backhoe or small excavator. A trench approximeately 30 inches wide by 36 inches deep
would be dug and the new water lines would be installed in the ground in the general vicinity
of theold lines. The water lines would be bored under existing roads so that the existing
roadway would not be disturbed.

South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Road Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancemenrt
EA #OR-080-07-03 19



Table2: Summary Comparison of Project Activitiesfor Alternatives1 and 2

Activity Alternative 1 (No Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)
Action)

Ground based yarding (acres) 0 123

Hazard tree removal/roadsi de enhancement 0 16

(miles)

Park enhancement (acres) 0 21

Fuels reduction (acres) 0 136 (115 for Project 1 and 21 for

Project 2)

2.4 Comparison of Alter natives With Regard To Pur pose and Need

Table 3: Comparison of Alternatives by Purpose and Need (Project 1 only)

Purpose and Need Alternative 1 (No Action) Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

(EA Section 1.6)

Reduce hazards to the Safety hazards (problems The project would remove hazard trees
public by removing trees associated with windfall, (any trees leaning into, or over the

that are both imminent
potential to fail (lean
toward and often over the
roadbed) and have
potential for creating future
hazards (suppressed trees)
located adjacent to the
accessroad. Reducethe
proportion of hardwood
trees (dick road surface
conditions from heavy |eaf
litter).

snow and ice loaded tree and
limb fall) would continue.
Those hazards would conflict
with the BLM's designation of
the road as an Access Road
(maintained to a higher
standard, both for public and
industrial access).

roadbed; and deciduous trees with
canopies overtopping the roadway)
within 100 feet of theroad prismin 45 to
50 year-old forest. This project would
utilize acommercial timber saleto
remove trees adjacent to the South Fork
Alsea Access Road (Road #14-6-34.1).

Treat existing and newly
created dash and space out
tree crowns to reduce the
risk of afire tart, provide
areas with alower rate of
spread and lower resistance
to control and lower fire
intensity fromwhich to
control any firethat occurs
in the surrounding area.

Tree death caused by
suppression would continue.

Fud loading, risk of afire start and the
resistanceto control afire would all
decreasein the project areaas aresult of
the proposed action.

Increasi ng the spacing between the tree
crowns would have the beneficial result
of decreasing the potential for crown fire
occurrencein thetreasted stand. By
piling and burning and/or chipping the
dash it would be highly unlikdly for any
fireto build enough intensity to enter the
crowns of theresidual stand.
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Reduce road maintenance
costs by removing
imminent and likely hazard
trees beforethey create
immediate hazards.

Road maintenance cogts of
removing hazard trees and
reducing dick road surfaces
would continue at the current
rate

Road mai ntenance costs would be
substantially reduced by removing
imminent and likely future hazard trees
and by removing trees that create dick
road surfaces. This reduction would
provide the means to complete road

mai ntenance that would repair, maintain
and improve infrastructure on BLM
administered roads.

Table 4: Comparison of Alternatives by Purpose and Need (Project 2 only)

Purpose and Need Alternative 1 (No Action) Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)
(EA Section 1.6)
Manage natural resources to Hazard trees would remain until - | The project would remove hazard

enhance visitor recreation
experiences and satisfy public
land users by removing trees that
create a hazard within the
recreation Site and along thetrall
system.

they fall naturally or areat ahigh
rating through an inventory of
treesintherecregtion siteand are
then feled.

treesresulting in a safer
environment to the public.

Cregte a gtand that gives a
pleasing visual experience of
large, full-crowned trees, stand
complexity featuring a range of
tree sizes and densities, multiple
canopy levelsthat provides
visual screening, and visually
shows little evidence of

management

Trees continueto grow and close
in the canopy reducing light to
the understory and natural
regeneration/recruitment. Trees
would continue to be suppressed
and grow at adower rate

Thinning would increase both
understory and overstory tree
diameter growth, increase crown
length, width, and branch size,
promote stand stability and result
inagreater leve of understory
devel opment than would occur
without thinning.
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Purpose and Need Alternative 1 (No Action) Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)
(EA Section 1.6)
Designate devel oped recreation Fud loading, risk of afire start Fud loading, risk of afirestart

stesasfire suppression areas and
firefud management aress by
managing timber within the
recreation site to reduce fuel
levels and rate of spread.

and theresistance to control a
fire, would all increase Potential
for crown fire would continueto
increase as tree crowns continue
to enclose upon each other

and theresistance to control a
fire, would all decreasein the
project areaasaresult of the
propased action.

Increasing the spacing between
the tree crowns would have the
beneficial result of decreasing the
potential for crownfire
occurrence in the trested stand.
By chipping the slash and ladder
fudsit would be highly unlikely
for any fireto build enough
intensity to enter the crowns of
theresidual stand.

Retain variability by removing a
proportion of trees per acre and
intentionally reserving arange of
residual densities. Maintain
species diversity by retaining
most hardwoods and western
hemlock, and all western red
cedar. Reduce incidence and
impact of root and stem decays
by removing susceptible trees
adjacent to disease centers.

Stand structure would remain
reatively uniform, except for
gaps created by disturbance.
Deve opment of desirable stand
characterigtics, such aslarge
diameter, full-crowned trees and
multiple canopy layers would not
beaccderated. Species diversity
would remainthesame. The
spread of root diseases would
continue. The perimeters would
expand within the centers of
infection, as many western
hemlock, and nearly all Douglas-
fir would bekilled, leaving red
alder and western red cedar.

Thetreatment would increase
spatial and structural diversity of
thestand. Sometrees would
experience no competition and
grow very full crowns. Some
treeswould remain at close
spacing and retain closed canopy
conditions. Infection centers
would belikdy sites of
windthrow after trestment.
Windthrow is not expected to
reduce tree stocking by more
than 20 percent for thefirst
decade after trestment.

Reduce thelikelihood for
contami nants to enter into the
water system that suppliesthe
recreation site by replacing
approximatdy 2,500 linear feet
of underground water lines.

Thelikelihood of contaminants
entering the water system would
increase as pipes break, creating
leaks within the system.

Reduces the likelihood of

contaminants entering the water
system through the replacement
of the 40 year old water system.
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Table 5: Elements of the Environment Review based on Authorities and M anagement

Direction

Element of the Envir onment
/Authority

Remar ks/Effects

Aquatic Conservation Strategy

In compliance with PCFFA 1V (Civ. No. 04-1299RSM), this
project complies with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy described
in the Northwest Forest Plan and RMP. These projects also
complies with the PCFFA |1 (265 F.3d 1028 (9th Cir. 2001)) by
analyzing the site scale effects on the Aquatic Conservation
Strategy. EA section 5.0 shows how the South Fork Alsea Acccess
Road Hazard Tree Removal/Alsea Falls Park Enhancement
projects meet the Aquatic Conservation Strategy in the context of
the PCFFA cases.

Air Quality (Clean Air Act as amended
(42 USC 7401 et seq.)

These projects are in compliance with this direction because air
quality impacts would be of short duration (one burn period during
implementation of pile burning). Addressed in Text (EA Section
3.1.7).

Cultural Resources (National Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (16 USC
470) [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)], [40 CFR
1508.27(b)(8)]

These projects are in compliance with this direction and the project
would have no effect on this element because Cultural resource
sitesin the Oregon Coast Range, both historic and prehistoric,
occur rarely. The probability of site occurrence is|ow because the
majority of BLM managed Oregon Coast Range land is located on
steep upland mountainous terrain that lack concentrated resources
humans would use. Post-disturbance inventory would be
conducted according to Appendix D of the Protocol for Managing
Cultural Resources on Lands Administered by the Bureau of Land
Management in Oregon. Inventoried areas would be based on
percent slope and topographic features

Ecologically critical areas [40 CFR
1508.27(b)(3)]

These projects would have no effect on this element because there
are no ecologically critical areas present within the project area.

Energy Policy (Executive Order 13212)

These projects are in compliance with this direction because these
projects would not interfere with the Energy Policy (Executive
Order 13212).

Environmental Justice (E.O. 12898,
"Environmental Justice" February 11,
1994)

These projects are in compliance with this direction because
projects would have no effect on low income populations.

Fish Habitat, Essential (Magnuson-
Stevens Act Provision: Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH): Final Rule (50 CFR Part
600; 67 FR 2376, January 17, 2002)

These projects are in compliance with this direction because
NMFSs Biological Opinion (2008) found habitat restoration
actions would not result in adverse modification of EFH. Effects
to this element are addressed in text (EA Section 3.1.3).

Farm Lands, Prime[40 CFR
1508.27(b)(3)]

The projects would have no effect on this element because no
prime farm lands are present on BLM land within the Marys Peak
RA

Floodplains (E.O. 11988, as amended,
Floodplain Management, 5/24/77)

These projects are in compliance with this direction because the
proposed treatments would not change or affect floodplain
functions.
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Element of the Envir onment
/Authority

Remar ks/Effects

Hazardous or Solid Wastes (Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
(43 USC 6901 et seq.)

Comprehensive Environmental Repose
Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980, as amended (43 USC 9615)

These projects would have no effect on this element because no
Hazardous or Solid Waste would be stored or disposed of on BLM
lands as a result of these projects.

Healthy Forests Restoration Act
(Healthy Forests Restoration Act of
2003 (P.L. 108-148)

These projects are in compliance with this direction because
treatments would decrease the risk of fire and help restore forests
to healthy functioning condition (EA Section 3.1.7).

Migratory Birds (Migratory Bird Act of
1918, asamended (16 USC 703 et seq)

These projects are in compliance with this direction because
treatments would restore natural resources that could degrade
habitat for migratory birds. Addressed in text (EA Section 3.1.6).

Native American Religious Concerns
(American Indian Religious Freedom
Act of 1978 (42 USC 1996)

These projects are in compliance with this direction because no
Native American religious concerns were identified during the
scoping period.

Noxious weed or non-Invasive, Species
(Federal Noxious Weed Control Act
and Executive Order 13112)

These projects are in compliance with this direction because
Project Design Features would prevent establishment of new
populations of invasive plant species and because vegetation
devel opment would result in decline in both number and vigor of
invasive plant populationsin the project area. Addressed in text
(EA Section 3.1.1).

Park lands [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)]

The project would have no effect on this element because there are
no parks within or adjacent to the project area.

Public Health and Safety [40 CFR
1508.27(b)(2)]

The project would have no effect on this element because the
public would be restricted from the project area during operations
and the project would not create hazards lasting beyond project
operations.

Threatened or Endangered Species
(Endangered Species Act of 1983, as
amended (16 USC 1531)

These projects are in compliance with this direction because there
would be no adverse effects on Threatened or Endangered Species
(EA Section 3.1.3 and 3.1.6).

Water Quality —Drinking, Ground (Safe
Drinking Water Act, as amended (43
USC 300f et seq.) Clean Water Act of
1977 (33 USC 1251 et sq.)

These projects are in compliance with this direction because
Oregon State water quality standards would be adhered to and the
area hydrology would not be changed measurably. Addressed in
text (EA Section 3.1.3)

Wetlands (E.O. 11990 Protection of
Wetlands 5/24/77) [40 CFR
1508.27(b)(3)]

These projects are in compliance with this direction because
wetlands within the project area would be protected by buffers.
(EA Section 3.1.3)

Wild and Scenic Rivers (Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, as amended (16 USC
1271) [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)]

These projects are in compliance with this direction because there
are no Wild and Scenic Rivers within or adjacent to the project
areas.

Wilderness (Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (43 USC
1701 et seq.); Wilderness Act of 1964
(16 USC 1131 et seq.)

These projects are in compliance with this direction because there
are no Wilderness Areas or areas being considered for Wilderness
Area statusin or adjacent to the project aress.
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3.0 Affected Environment and Environmental Effects

Those dements of the human environment that were determined to be affected are vegetation,
recreation, visual resources, fisheries, soils, water, wildlife, and fud gair quality. This section
describes the current condition and trend of those affected € ements, and the environmental effects of
the dternatives on those d ements.

311 Vegetation

Affected Environment

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Park Enhancement (Project

2)

Present Stand Condition and History

The project areas occur within a 55 year-old western hemlock plant association and are dominated by a
coniferous forest that is comprised mainly by Douglas-fir and/or red alder and big leaf maple. Although
some of the project areas occur within conifer stands which are older than 80 years, the actual age of the
treatment areas is approximately 50 years of age. These areas are younger than the adjacent stands
because they were harvested when the access road was constructed.

Douglasir isthe major component of all of the project areas with the exception of the areas located in
Township 14 South, Range 7 West, Section 21 wherered alders are dominant. For the remainder of the
project areas, big leaf maples and red alders are mostly confined to riparian areas and red alders often
occur adjacent to the road prism where soil was disturbed during road construction. Common tall shrubs
in the project areainclude: vine maple, California hazlenut and salmonberry within riparian zones.
Dominant low growing shrubs and forbs include salal, Oregon grape and sword-fern.

Thereareno “unique’ habitat aress (caves, diffs, meadows, waterfalls, ponds, lakes) within the proposed
project aress.

Table 6. Current Stand Attributes (trees greater than 7 inches DBHOB)

AF1
(Campground)
Basal DBH Crown

Species Acres Total age Trees/ac area/ac’ (in.)? closure’
Douglasfir A/, //'///'/ / 72 223 BB ST
e 727277z 2 )
Saplings S LY S 33.2 13 2.1 (I
AF2 (Day Use
Area)
\?Vogla&fif ;/f’////?;/////ﬁﬂ 160 215 157 YA/ S
=7/ Y/
e D227 ko p o)
Saplings SIS SIS, 285 18 25 (7
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Forest Health

There are no known current threets to forest health beyond the following endemic processesin the
proposed project area. Laminated root rot, caused by the fungus Phdlinus weirii, is anative root
pathogen that is a natural part of many forest ecosystems (Thies and Sturrock 1995). P. weirii affectsless
than 5 percent of the area, creating small (0.1 to 0.2 acre) openings in stand AF2 whereinfected Douglas-
fir have died.

Stand AF2 aso contains scattered western hemlock trees infected with Heteobasi dium annosum roct
disease. To reduce therisk to recreationists from weakened trees, design features to reduce the
spread of both root diseases are included in the project. To prevent the spread of annosum root
disease, the fungicide Sporax® would be applied to all freshly-cut surfaces of live conifer stumps
during the thinning process. Presence of disease may not be obvious; therefore, it is reasonable
to treat al live conifer stump surfaces even though some may already be diseased. Sporax®
application would occur on approximately 2,600 live tree sumps over the 20.5 acre campground.
Because one pound of Sporax® can treat 50 square feet of tree sumps and each stump is about
one square foot in size, approximately 50 Ibs. would be used. No treatment would be necessary
on stumps occurring from snags removed for safety reasons. The USDA Forest Service has
provided a Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment for Borax (Sporax®) Final Report
and hereby incorporated by reference. The document is available at
http://www.fs.fed.us/foresthealth/pesticide/pdfs/022406 _borax.pdf

Bureau SS Botanical and Fungal Species

Inventory of the project areafor bureau SS vascular plant, lichen, bryophyte and fungal species were
accomplished through review of; 1) existing survey records and spatial data, 2) habitat evaluation and
evaluation of species-habitat associations and presence of suitable or potential habitat, and 3) field
clearances, fied reconnaissance and inventories utilizing intuitive controlled surveys, in accordance with
survey protocols for the specific groups of species. Many portions of these project areas have been
surveyed in the past for bureau SS species.

Thereareno “known sites’ of any vascular plant, lichen, bryophyte or fungi SS species within the project
area nor were any found during subsequent surveys.

Non-native plants (Noxious Weeds, Invasive Non-native Species):

Thefollowing noxious weeds are known from within or adjacent the project area, Tansy ragwort (Senecio
jacobaea), bull and Canadian thistles (Cirsumwulgareand C. arvense), St. John’swort (Hypericum
perforatum), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), Scot’ s broom (Cytisus scoparius) and false
brome (Brachypodium sylvati cum)

Environmental Effects

3.1.1.1 Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1)

Without trestment, stand structural conditions would remain on the current trgjectory of increasing
density and decreasing individual tree growth rates. Density mortality would continue contributing a flow
of ‘hazard trees’ within the South Fork Alsea Access Road corridor. Similar to Stand AF2 in Project 2,
stands of that age and density would typically have 25 percent stand mortality in 20 years, or about 40 to
100 trees per acre, averaging about 10 inches diameter (using the ORGANON growth and yield computer
simulation modd, Edition 7.0 (Hann, 2003), sand AF2). Natural disturbance agents such as disease,

South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Road Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancemenrt
EA #OR-080-07-03 29


http://www.fs.fed.us/foresthealth/pesticide/pdfs/022406_borax.pdf

insects, and wind would create stand structural diversity and contribute to structural devel opment, but
resulting damaged or killed trees would be hazards within the road corridor.

Many of the leaning and suppressed trees along the roadway would fall into the roadway and creste
hazardous situations for motorized and non-motorized vehicles. As hardwoods fall into the roadway it
would create an opening above the roadway and an adjacent hardwood would eventually fill in the void,
creating additional hazards.

Because of the heavy stocking; the number and diversity of shrubs and forb speciesin many areas may
remain low for several decades. Eventually openings in the canopy would be created (blowdown, dying
trees fromlack of sunlight, pathogens & insects) which would allow for additional sunlight to reach the
shrubs and forbs and increase the projects areas diversity in numbers and size of individual
plants.

Park Enhancement (Project 2)

Without trestment, stand structural conditions would remain on the current trgjectory of increasing
density and decreasing individual tree growth rates. Density mortality would continue contributing a flow
of ‘hazard trees. ORGANON modeling projects density mortality of 38 trees per acre of an average
diameter of 10 inchesin stand AF1 over the next 20 years, and 69 trees per acre of 9.5 inches average
diameter in stand AF2. Natural disturbance agents such as disease, insects, and wind would create stand
structural diversity and contribute to structural devel opment, but would also contribute to hazard tree
recruitment.

Without treatment, stand structure would remain relatively uniform, except for gaps created by
disturbance Development of desirable stand characteristics, such aslarge diameter, full-crowned trees
and multiple canopy layers would not be accderated. Species diversity would remain the same.

Crown ratio, the proportion of the tree crown height to thetotal tree height, is directly related to the heelth
and vigor of thetree. Asthe canopy closes and lower limbs arelost to shading, crown ratios would
decreasein stand AF1 fromthe current average of 35 percent to 25 percent in 30 years, and from 29
percent to 26 percent in AF2. Wind firmness and individual tree stability would also decrease.

Therewould be no reduction in canopy density and consequently no microclimatic changes in the upland
or Riparian Reserves.

Therewould be no short-term elevated risk of bark beetleinfestation resulting from harvest, but risk of
significant windthrow that could trigger bark beetle infestation would remain.

The spread of Phdlinusweirii and Heterobasi dium annosumwould continue. The perimeter of P. weirii
centers would expand about 1 foot per year (Bloomberg, 1984 cited in Theis and Sturrock, 1995).
Disease centers (P. weirii & H. annosum) would increase and within the centers of infection, nearly all
Douglas-fir would bekilled, and many western hemlock, leaving red alder and western red cedar.
Heterobasidium annosum woul d spread, cregting little mortality, but weakening trees and making them
more susceptible to windthrow. Heterobasi dium annosum would also be expected to spread through the
implementation of this project by creating additional avenues for infection (cut stumps).

Characterigtics for the standsin Project 2 thirty years from present with and without treatment as
projected by ORGANON are compared in Table 8.
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Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Park Enhancement (Project

2)

Bureau SS Botanical and Fungal Species
Not affected, since no known sites exist within the project area.

Noxious Weeds:

Without any new human caused disturbances in the proposed project area the established noxious weed
populations would remain low. However, false bromeis rapidly becoming infested throughout the South
Fork Alsea River Watershed and it is anticipated to become established within the project area within the
next couple of years. Falsebromeis being targeted for removal in the area by the Marys Peak Resource
Area under separate NEPA documentation.

3.1.1.2 Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1)

The proposed action would decrease saf ety hazards by removing trees and additional suppressed and co-
dominant coniferoustrees. This action would reduce existing hazardous conditions for motorized and
non-motorized vehicles.

Stand devel opment would be little changed from the no-action alternative, because trestment occursin a
narrow roadside strip, and would primarily remove trees that are suppressed, damaged, or dead and have
little effect on overall stand trajectory. An estimated maximum of 25 percent of the trees per acreand 25
percent of the stand basal area would be removed. Dominant and co-dominant conifer trees without
damage or defect and/or not leaning into the roadway would remain. Treatment would dightly reduce
tree competition and remove suppressed trees that are most likely to die from density mortality within the
next 20 years, and thus prevent suppressed trees from becoming hazard trees. Treatment would reduce
the proportion of hardwood trees and favor the growth of conifer trees, but the effect would be limited to
theimmediate roadside.

Theincreased amount of sunlight would allow conifer and hardwood seedlings and saplings, shrubs,
forbs, ferns and graminoids to increasein size and density. Many open dash covered areas could become
dominated by shrub and/or fern species. The proposed action would increase vegetetive diversity within
the project area. Many of the reserved hardwoods would eventually lean and grow over the roadway
again creating hazards. However, becausethisis aso a density trestment (thinning), the hardwoods
would also have roomto grow on all sides and not be limited to hanging over the roadway. This would
help reduce the amount of hardwoods |eaning over the roadway in the future than if the trees were not
thinned.

The stems of many of the severed conifers and hardwoods would be removed fromthe site. A portion of
the tops, branches and broker/shattered stems would remain on siteto decay. Some of the materia would
be piled and later burned. Vegetation located within these pile siteswould likely bekilled or severdy
reduced dueto the burning of the piles.

Park Enhancement (Project 2)

Stand Development
Stand development for 30 years growth after density management under the proposed action and without
treatment is compared in Table 8. The treatment includes variable density thinning, creation of small
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gaps, and retention of small clumps. Thiswould increase spatial and structural diversity of the stand.
Some trees would experience no competition and grow very full crowns. Some trees would remain at
close spacing and retain clased canopy conditions.

Accelerated devel opment of desired tree characteristics

After treatment residual trees would have acce erated diameter growth and increased crown depth/width.
Limb diameter and crown depth would be maintained because trees would be rel eased from competition
that causes growth decrease and loss of shaded lower limbs. The long-term results of density
management would be larger average diameters and deeper crowns (higher crown retios) at any given
age Thepredicted averageincreasein QMD for overstory treesin the thirty years following density
management thinning is 5.0 inches. Without thinning, the averageincreasein QMD is predicted to be 4.1
inches. Density management would result in an additional 0.9 inch of diameter growth in 30 years, a 22
percent increase from no treatment.

Maintenance of sand health and gability

Trees with less competition maintain deeper live crowns, lowering their center of gravity and decreasing
their height/diameter ratiaos, reducing susceptibility to wind damage. Deep live crowns arealso a
structural attribute of late seral forest. With treatment, the current stand average height to diameter ratios
(calculated from the quadratic mean diameter and the height of the 40 largest trees per acre) of 73, would
declineto an average of 70 after 30 years of growth indicating an improvement of tree stability over time.

Long-termincreasein quality CWD recruitment

Therisk of abark bedtle infestation from the increased fresh down wood is unlikely to be increased with
the proposed action, because treatment would dispose of much of the down wood created by project
implementation.

The potential for windthrow from winter storms would be higher for thefirst decade following density
management. Therisk is reduced in the design of the variable density thinning; residual densities are

higher than generally prescribed, for aesthetic reasons. Higher density decreases therisk of individual
treelossto windthrow. The areais somewhat shetered by higher ridges to the south and west.

Phdlinus weiri infection centers would be likdy sites of windthrow after treatment, because of the
opening edges created by removal of infected and buffer trees. Wind throw is not expected to reduce tree
stocking by more than 20 percent for the first decade after treatment over the treated area (Busby, Adler,
Warren and Swanson, 2006). A two-year study of wind damage following variable density thinning
(Roberts, et a., 2007), showed aloss of 1.3 percent of stems concentrated in topographically vulnerable
conditions. The study showed overall levd of wind damage resulting from variable density thinning is
not statistically greater than unthinned stands, nor uniform thinning.
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Table 7. Project 2 Stand Characteristics with Treatment vs. No Treatment 30 yearsin the future
(year 2038)"

Unit | Tmt® | Age’ | TPA*| % | BA® | QUD | RDPP Density Mortality

AF1 | NoTmt. | 88 81 |79%| 306 | 262 | .74 | 49 | 30 10.6

AF1 | 195BA | 88 53 | 90%| 265 | 302 | .60 6 | 7.8 15.4

AF2 | NoTmt. | 87 | 198 |56% | 353 181 | .99 | 8 | 45 9.9

AF2 | 150BA | 87 65 | 86% | 212 245 | 52 3 | 52 17.8
No 67

Avg | Tmt. 875 | 139 | o 329 221 | 8 | 67 | 37 10.3
88

Avg | Tt 875 | 59 | o 238 273 | 5 | 45 | 65 16.2

! Modeled from stand age in 2008 to 2038.

% Treesper acre greater than 7 inches DBHOB.

% Basal areain square feet: cross-sectional area occupied by tree boles on each acre, a measure
of density

* QM D=quadratic mean diameter, the DBHOB of tree of mean basal area.

®Relative Density (RD) isaratio of treesin a given stand compared with the number of trees
asite can support.

®Tmt = treatment for units

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Park Enhancement (Project

2

Bureau SS Botanical and Fungal Species

These projects would not directly affect any SS vascular plant, lichen, bryophyte or fungi species since
there are no known sites within the project area or adjacent to the project. However, thinning dense
stands would provide habitat for SS botanical and fungal species known from forests with larger diameter
trees at an earlier age since thinning dense stands can allow for increased secondary conifer growth and
alow for the devel opment of the understory and shrub species.

These projects could affect any SS species that are not practical to survey for and known sites were not
located during subsequent surveys. These species would mainly include SS hypogeous fungi species.
However, the mgjority of these species have no known sites within the Marys Peak Resource Area or the
Northern Oregon Coast Range Mountains.

Non-native plants and noxious listed weeds.

Exposed mineral soil often creates environments favorable for the establishment of non-native plant
species. Yarding corridors and landing sites pose the greatest risk of expasing mineral soil with the
implementation of this project.

Any adverse effects from the establishment of Canadian and bull thistles, St. John's wort, tansy ragwort,
Himalayan blackberry, Scot's broom and false brome within or near the project areaare not anticipated
and therisk rating for the long-term establishment of these species and consequences of adverse effects
onthisproject areais low because 1) the implementation of the Marys Peak integrated non-native plant
management plan alows for early detection of non-native plant species which allows for rapid contral, 2)
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generally these species often perdsist for several years after becoming established but soon decline as
native vegetation increases within the project areas, 3) seeding the exposed soil areas would reducethe
opportunity of spread, and 4) Marys Peak is aggressively treating any known false brome sitesin the area
and will monitor this project for rapid response to any new infestations.

3.1.2 Recreation/Visual Resources

Affected Environment

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Park Enhancement (Project

2

Recrestion

The project areas arewithin a recreational forest setting and accessed by the paved South Fork Alsea
Access Road. Evidence of man-made modifications (roads, trails, timber harvest, utilities, buildings,
residential development) is common on both private and public lands within or in the vicinity of the
project areas. Timber management operations are likely to continue on both private and public forest
landsinthevicinity. Activitiesthat occur within and adjacent to the project areas include camping,
picnicking, hiking, swimming, biking, horseriding, hunting, off-highway vehicle (OHV) use, target
shoating, driving for pleasure, and special forest product harvest. Two thirds of recreation usein the
project areas occur during the months of May through October. Alsea Falls Recreation Site OHV useis
limited to designated roads and trails and the remaining project areas are open to OHV use. The project
areas are not currently used by OHVs.

Project 1 isalong the South Fork Alsea River National Back Country Byway (South Fork Alsea Access
Road). The paved South Fork Alsea River National Back Country Byway (Byway) is an alternate, off the
beaten path route for travel ers to the Oregon Coast by connecting the Willamette Valley to Highway 34.
Vehicle use of the Byway increases during the months of May through October. Traffic counters a both
ends of the Byway recorded an average of nearly 48,000 vehicles for the 2008 fiscal year.

Project 2 (Alsea Falls Recreation Site) is located to the east of Alsea Falls on the South Fork of the Alsea
River. Alsea Falls Recreation Siteis adjacent to and visible from Project 1 area while driving the Byway.
Alsea Falls recrestion site open season in 2010 is from currently Memorial Day through Labor Day
(unless ready to open earlier), however walk-in useis allowed when the park is closed. This recregtion
site has an extengvetrail system, 16 campsites, 22 picnic sites, 4 restrooms, awater treatment building
and an administrative shop. Thetrails to the north and south of the Byway include gravel forest roads and
those along theriver are primary links connecting the campground and picnic areas. Recrestion use
concentrations range from low to high depending on the weather and season. Maximum use occurs on
summer weekends and holidays. Approximately 27,000 visitor days occur per year within the recreation
site Isolation fromthe sights and sounds of humans and the opportunity to interact with the natural
environment exist within Alsea Falls Recreation Area.. However, visitors may hear and see vehicles
driving the Byway.
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Visual Resource Management

Visual resource values and opportunities to maintain scenic quality are greatest on BLM-administered
lands seen from special recreation management aress, and recreation Stesand trails. The intermixed land
ownership pattern between public and private forest land in the vicinity of the proposed projects, greatly
limits the BLM’ s ability to manage the project areas as a contiguous viewshed. Timber management
operations near or adjacent to the project areas are observable from private and public lands including
Alsea Falls Recregtion Site and the Byway. The view from mgjor roads and highways of the surrounding
terrainis one of timber management, where various age classes of treesarevisible

The proposed projects arewithin VRM Class 2, which states "Manage visual resource management class
2 landsfor low levels of changeto the characteristic landscape. Management activities may be seen but
should not attract attention to the casual observer. Changes should repesat the basic dements of form, line,
color, texture, and scalefound in predominant natural features of the characteristic landscape” (RMP p.

37).

All of the project areas are in the foreground and observable from the Byway. Project 2 is aso observable
while visiting Alsea Falls Recreation Site. The project is in the distance when |ooking from major public
travd routes or other key observation points and may not be observable since the rolling mountains and
remaining trees and vegetation block the view. Project 1 may be observable from nearby residences. For
the most part BLM lands are unidentifiable from other lands when looking at the landscape from any
vantage point.

Environmental Effects

3.1.2.1 Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

With the exception of unexpected changes (i.e wildfire or disease), the project areas would continue to
provide arecrestional forest setting for designated recreetion use on the byway and at Alsea Falls
recreation Site, as well as dispersed recreetional activities. A oneto three year increasein log truck
traffic, noise and other inconveniences related to the thinning operations, dash treatments, and waterline
replacement activities would not occur. However, the same timber harvest actions from other
landowners timber management operations in the vicinity would still occur. No modifications to the
landscape character of the project areas would be expected to occur. Modifications to the landscape
character in the vicinity of the proposed project areas would still be expected, asaresult of timber
management operations on other lands.

3.1.2.2 Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Recreation

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1)

Removing a portion of trees within 100 feet of the Byway would reduce the hazard and potentially
increase the sight distance in areas wheretrees aredense. The haul routeincorporates the Byway. This
additional traffic on theroad isaminor concern. Although not a two-lane road, the Byway iswide
enough to accommodate two larger vehicles passing. During hauling operations, the Byway has the
potential to have a high volume of truck traffic and recreational travelers with varying sizes and shapes of
vehicles especially during the summer months.
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Park Enhancement (Project 2)

A recrestional forest setting would remain. Vegetation disturbed by operations would re-grow within five
years concealing any evidence of thinning and waterline replacement operations. Recreational use of the
project areas would be restricted during thinning, hauling, dash treatment, and waterline replacement
operations, generally when therecreation siteis closed and recreational useislow along thebyway. The
projects would occur sometime after the 2010 camping season which ends September 6. Thelong-term
seasonal operation of facilities at Alsea Falls Recregtion Area of Memorial Day weekend through Labor
Day would not change and year round foot and bicycle access would continue on trails. Other BLM lands
nearby will remain availablefor recreational opportunities. Recreational usersin thevicinity will hear the
noises of thetimber sale operations and may experiencetraffic delays of up to 15 minutes.

Removing vegetation may allow more noise from the Byway to filter into the Alsea Falls Recreation Site.
Noise has aways been a factor for this recreation site due to the close proximity to the Byway. Thinning
operations would open up the canopy allowing light to hit the forest floor vegetation thus increasing
growth and screening between campsites, picnic sites and the Byway. Vegetative growth would
contribute to screening the noise and sight of the Byway and other visitors, contributing to a peaceful park
setting.

After thinning operations, recreation users would continue to use Alsea Falls recreation site and South
Fork Alsea River National Back Country Byway asinthepast. This project may impact some visitors or
usars of theproject areas. Thinning trees for future desired condition of remaining trees and replacing the
waterlines would improve overall safety along the byway and at Alsea Falls recrestion site. Future
recreation opportunities would remain the same.

Visual Resource Management

Timber harvest and waterline replacement is allowablein VRM 2 areas, but activities should not attract
attention to the casual obsarver. Theremova of some trees within Projects 1 and 2 would have a minimal
impact to the quality of the whole viewshed. Changes to the landscape character are expected to be seen
while adjacent to the project areas. Visual disturbance of the project area would be associated with
modifications to vegetation and other ground disturbing activities from thinning and waterline
replacement activities. The proposed action would maintain some canopy cover and repair any roads
along the byway and in the recregtion site. The areas are expected to return to a more natural appearance
within five years as disturbed vegetation returns and the existing canopy grows.

Removing trees would create a high amount of dash. Project design features mitigate the mgjority of
visua impacts. Visitors would notice overall management of the trees and disturbance to vegetation,
increased sight distance, and experience safer driving conditions. Debris chipped and left on site would
be noticeabl e until the chips decay. Burned piles along the byway would be noticeable until vegetation
grows over the charred sites. There may be a few days wherethereis a declinein visual quality within
the larger landscape viewshed as aresult of the smoke created while burning of debris/dash piles occur.
Any burning would be done in compliance with state smoke management regulations.

Therewould be athreeto five year declinein visual quality as aresult of dying vegetation, chipped
meterial and ground disturbance, but visual qualities of larger trees and clearings would be achieved.
Design features would minimize impacts and increase compliance with VRM objectives.

Waterline replacement would have a minimal impact to the quality of the whole viewshed. Most of the
disturbance would be from modifications to vegetation associated with the crushing of vegetation and
roadbed cuts for access by the equipment used for trenching. The areawould to return to a more natural
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appearance quickly as disturbed vegetation returns and grasses grow. Roads would be repaired after
completion of project.

Project design features such as grass seeding and waiting until after the camping season would reduce the
focus of management actions. Design features would minimize impacts and increase compliance with
VRM objectives.

3.1.3 Fisheries

Affected Environment

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Park Enhancement (Project
2)

Alsea Falls on the South Fork Alsea River, located in Section 25, is acombination of a stegp dideand 12
foot falls. This creates a barrier to all anadromous fish species. Thisfalsdteisabarrier toall
anadromous fish (BLM 1995). Thisfalls Stewith atotal vertical rise of approximatdy 45 feet (Wagner
e a 1986). Severa fish species are known to be present in the project area including the South Fork
Alsea River. Historically coho salmon and adult steel head had been stocked in the South Fork Alsea
River abovethefalls (House 1986), however the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife no longer
stocks any anadromous fish above Alsea Falls (ODFW 1997). Bdow Alsea Falls anadromous and
resident species areknown toreside (BLM 1995). Upstream of Alsea Falls only resident cutthroat and
sculpins are known to be present. Western brook lamprey may exist above Alsea Falls, however, no
information appears to be available to definitively support or refute their presence

Fish distribution surveys were conducted in the spring of 2008 covering Park Enhancement (Project 2)
areas in Section 25 which drain to the South Fork Alsea (USDI BLM 2008). The lower 200 feet of a
small tributary within the Alsea Falls Campground, immediatdly east of Fall Creek in section 25, was
documented as fish bearing. The following additional streams crossing the South Fork Access Road have
previously been documented as fish bearing: Fall Creek, Coleman Creek, and Williams Creek.

The South Fork Alsea River thru the project area was surveyed using ODFW protocols in 1997 (ODFRW
1997). Active channd width to depth ratio and key wood leves are bd ow the undesirable threshald. In
general, pool area and shade are meeting benchmark conditions in the project area stream channdls.

Soecial Satus Fish Joecies

The Oregon Coast coho salmon Evalutionarily Significant Unit (Oncorhynchus kisutch) is listed as
threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), asamended. Oregon Coast coho salmon are
documented in the project area (StreamNet GIS Data 2005) and consultation with NMFS on actions
which “may affect” listed speciesis required under Section 7 of the ESA.

Protection of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), as described by the Magnusor/Stevens Fisheries Conservation
and Management Act, and consultation with NMFS isrequired for all projects which may adversdy affect
EFH of Chinook or coho salmoninthe action area. The South Fork Alsea River is considered EFH to
Alsea Falls.
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Environmental Effects

3131 Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1)

Trees overhanging the South Fork Alsea Access Road would continue to fall across the affected road
network. Potentially the no-action alternative could result in an increase in repetitive annual mai ntenance
of the South Fork Alsea Access Road. These maintenance activities may include effects to listed fish
species. These activities would be covered under the Road Maintenance category of the programmetic
Biologic Opinion resulting from the Biological Assessment for Programmatic Forest Service and Bureau
of Land Management Activitiesin Northwest Oregon (May 2, 2008).

Disturbancein forest canopy would be similar to basdine conditions, thus no changes to peak/base flows
would be anticipated. The minor Site effects to stream shading noted in the proposed action would not
occur and no changes to stream temperature would be anticipated. No site disturbances from yarding and
falling would occur, thus no changes in sediment transport or erasion would be anticipated.

Leaving the road sides untreated woul d have no short-term effects on woody debris recruitment to stream
channds. Road lengths adjacent to streams (less than 240 feet), would continue to provide coarse woody
debris under exigting rate. Over thelong term, accderation in the recruitment of alder would be expected
as these stands reach maturity, assuming stand aging occurs over the next 20 to 40 years, and tree
mortality increases. Large woody debris recruitment to stream channdls would not be affected with the
implementation of the no-action alternative.

Park Enhancement (Project 2)

Disturbance in forest canopy would be smilar to basdine conditions, thus no changes to peak/base flows
would be anticipated. The effects to stream shading noted in the proposed action would not occur and no
changes to stream temperature woul d be anticipated under the no-action alternative. No site disturbances
fromyarding, falling, and water line replacement would occur, thus no changes in sediment transport or
erosion would be anticipated under the no-action aternative.

Ove the short-term LWD recruitment to stream channels would not be affected with the implementation
of the no-action alternetive; however, over thelong term the beneficial enhancement of diameter and
numbers of larger trees would not be realized with the no-action aternative.

3.1.3.2 Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1)

Falling/Yarding

Reductions in canopy closure and vegetative cover can result in changes in peak or baseflowswhichin
turnimpair the availability or quality of aquatic habitat. The proposed action would affect the forest
canopy over topping the road system and select trees which are considered highly probableto fall across
the road in the event of blow down. Dueto the nature of the project (removing sdlected trees along the
road segments), combined with onsite retention of wood within SPZs would result in only minor
aterations to the canopy in any of the affected drainages. Based on hydrology analysis, this action would
be highly unlikdly to measurably dter stream flows (Wegner 2008). As changes in peak flows are not
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anticipated, the quantity and quality of aquatic habitat would not be expected to change as aresult of the
propased action.

Those stream crossings where trees are removed within 55 feet of the stream channels may reducethe
amount of shade over the stream. Removing trees which provide shade to the stream channed can
negatively affect water temperatures which could impair aquatic habitat quality. The proposed action
would remove sdlected timber along the road which may include up to 39 stream crossings. Some
crossings may have young alders growing from theroad fill over thetop of the streamcrossing. The
proposed action would remove some alder from thesefills that arewithin 55 feet of a perennial channd.
Other stream crossings could have minimal or no actions. The effect is limited to small openings created
by the proposed treetment on either side of thecrassing. Shade conditions of the affected streams outside
of theroad prism and fill would not be affected. Based on the Hydrology - Water Quality analysis the
proposed action is not anticipated to impact stream temperatures (Wegner 2008). As stream temperature
are not anticipated to be affected (due to the disperse nature of openings and small area affected), the
quality of aquatic habitat would be unaffected.

All trestments are closdly associated with the existing paved road segments. Falling and yarding would
be accomplished with harvester/forwarder from theroad prism. Any additional compaction or soil
displacement would be minimal as treatments are principally limited adjacent to the road, (only hazard
trees would be fdled west of the Road 14-6-9, and no treastment would occur more than 100 feet from the
edge of the South Fork Alsea Access Road east of Road 14-6-9.  Based on the Hydrology - Water
Quality analysis the turbidity indicators are not anticipated to be impacted from the proposed action
(Wegner 2008). With SPZsof at least 55 fet and seasonally restricting ground based activities of f of
paved roads, the project is unlikely to contribute to increased rates of sediment transport to stream
channdls. Sincewater quality characteristics, such as sediment and turbidity are not anticipated to be
impacted, the quality of aquatic habitat is not anticipated to be impacted.

Loss of CWD and large woody débris (LWD) dueto harvest can affect the stability and quality of aquatic
habitat. The proposed faling/yarding is predominately for alder and a minor component of small conifer.
Ovedl thereare 39 stream crossings in the project area. Retaining on site any fdled conifersthat are 24
inch DBHOB or greater within 240 feat of fish bearing streams would protect current LWD function at
thesitelevd. Reaining on site any down trees within 55 feet of streams would protect current and future
CWD function at thesitelevel. Any portion of atreethat fals into a stream channd would be bucked at
least 55 feat from the stream and | €ft on site, further protecting CWD.

The surrounding alder and conifers would be expected to close the openings created over the road prism
associated with stream crossings over time and proposed treatments woul d be expected to provide some
growth benefits where stands are over stocked or the canopy is crowded. Remaining trees should increase
growth rates following treatments, thus the project would be expected to benefit CWD/LWD over the
long term.

Timber Hauling

The propased year round hauling on the paved South Fork Alsea Access Road (Road # 14-6-34.1) is not
expected to result in measurable quantities of sedimentation reaching streams channels. Therefore, no
effects to aguatic habitat conditions would be anticipated.

Fuels Reduction/Pile Bur ning

With incorporation of applicable design features, pile burning is not expected to result in short-term or
long-term effectsto fish. Short-term effects on soil infiltration is possible at the Site of the burn pile
resulting in surface runoff (Wegner 2008), but not likdy to influence fish habitat. The SPZ is expected
provide sufficient distance from the stream to capture any surface erosion from pile burning trestments.
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Mechanical removal of accumulated logging debris for chipping is not expected to result in short-term or
long-term effectsto fish. Callection of material at the site may result in aminor amount of soil
disturbance The SPZ is expected provide sufficient distance from the stream to capture any surface
erosion from these activities.

Par k Enhancement (Project 2)

Yarding/Falling

Reductions in canopy closure, and vegetative cover, can result in changesto pesk or base flows whichin
turnimpair the availability or quality of aquatic habitat. The proposed project would affect less than 0.03
percent of theforest cover in the Upper Alsea River Watershed. The low e evation of the proposed action
was consdered unlikely to detectably alter stream flows (Wegner, 2008). No discernable effects to fish
habitat within the treatment area are anticipated from undetectabl e changes in peak and base flows, and
would evenlesslikdy to affect fish habitat downstream.

Removing trees which provide shade to the stream channd can negatively affect water temperatures.
According to the stream shading sufficiency analysis done for the proposed treatment, the proposed SPZ
was sufficient to protect critical shade in the primary shade zone, based on topography and averagetree
height (Snook 2008). Within the treatment units the SPZ widths are designated as a minimum of 55 fegt
wide The proposed vegetation treatment in the secondary shade zone (approximately 240 feet fromthe
stream) would not result in canopy reduction of more than 50 percent. The existing shade adjacent to
perennial streams in the project area is adequate (ODFW 1997). Based on the Hydrology — Water Quality
analysis, stream temperatures would not be impacted from the proposed action (Wegner 2008). Based
onfidd review, most of the streamsin the project areaare perennial. Retention of the canopy cover in the
SPZswould be expected to maintain the existing shade and the proposed action is unlikely to increase
stream temperatures at the site. Based on the shade sufficiency analysis, the hydrology report water
quality analysis, and the project design features, the proposed actions are unlikely to affect aguatic
habitat, and fish, both at the trestment site and downstream.

Loss of CWD and LWD dueto harvest can affect the stability and quality of aguatic habitat. Based on
the silvicultural prescription, the proposed action would retain trees with larger diameters (Snook 2008).
Based on Organon growth modeing, mechanical treatment of the stand would increase the growth rate for
the residual trees approximately 20 percent over 30 years compared to the no treatment option. Inthe
short-term the smaller woody debris would continueto fall from within the untreated SPZs, and larger
wood would begin to be recruited from farther up the s opes as the treated stands reach heights of 200
fet. Thus, wood with alarger range of sizes would potentially be recruited into streams over thelong-
termin treated stands.

As short-term recruitment of the existing CWD is expected to be maintained, the proposed actions are not
expected to cause short-term effects to fish habitat at the site or downstream. In the long-term beneficial
growth inthe size of treesin riparian reserves could beneficially affect LWD recruitment to the stream
channd, thus potentially improving the quality/complexity of aguatic habitat adjacent to the treatment
aressinthefuture

Skidding can compact soil and displace soil thus all owing sediment to be transported down slope and
potentially to the stream channel. Based on the Sails and Hydrology analysis, the proposed project is
unlikely to impact turbidity, sediment, dissolved oxygen, or nutrient levels (Wegner 2008). Stream
protection zones, residual sash, and seasonal restrictions should keep sediment movement to a minimum
and away from streams.  As the proposed actions are not likely to measurably alter water quality
characterigtics at the treatment sites, it would be unlikdy to affect aguatic habitat adjacent to or
downstream from the project area.
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Hauling

Hauling can increase the risk of sediment reaching stream channels and negatively affect aguatic habitat.
The majority of the haul routelocated in the sale areais paved including: the picnic loop road, the
campground access road, and the South Fork Alsea Access Road. The proposed year round hauling on
paved roads is not expected to result in detectable quantities of sedimentation reaching fish bearing
streams.

Fuels Reduction/Pile Bur ning

With incorporation of applicable design features, pile burning is not expected to result in short-term or
long-term effectsto fish. Short-term effects on soil infiltration is possible at the site of the burn pile
resulting in surface runoff (Wegner 2008), but are not likely to influence fish habitat. The SPZsare
expected provide sufficient distance from the streams to capture any surface erosion from pile burning
treatments.

Mechanical removal of accumulated logging debris for chipping is not expected to result in short-term or
long-term effectsto fish. Callection of material at the site may result in aminor amount of soil
disturbance The SPZs are expected to provide sufficient distance from the streams to capture any surface
erosion from these activities.

Water System Replacement

The water lines proposed for replacement would generally follow existing roads and paths to existing
water facilities. Work would be located well away from streams. No more than short-term soil
disturbance (covering a very a small footprint), is anticipated with the proposed action. No impactsto
stream channels or water quality characteristics are anticipated from the waterline replacement in the park
area (Wegner 2008). As no hydrologic impacts are anticipated, no impacts to aguatic and fisheries
resources would be anticipated.

314 Soils

Affected Environment

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Park Enhancement (Project

2)

The affected environment consists of existing road surfaces, ditches, cut/fill opesand up to 100 feet on
each sde of theroadway. The project area also includes the Alsea Falls Recreetion Site. Soilsin road
prisms have been structurally altered: organic metter and surface duff layer removed, surface compacted
and alayer of graved or blacktop placed on top. Sailsinthe project areas that are located away fromthe
road prisms are al silt loamsthat fall into two basic types: Elsie silt loam with slopes between 0 and 15
percent and Kirkendall-Nekoma-Quosatana silt |oam with d opes between 0 and 3 percent.
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Environmental Effects

3141 Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Park Enhancement (Project
2)

Under this alternative the existing soil conditions at the project areas would continue in their current
trends.

3.14.2 Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Park Enhancement (Project
2)

The effects to surface soil properties from the harvest of timber to existing roadways would be so
negligiblethat they cannot be measured because the majority of the action would be confined to
previously disturbed surfaces (i.e, roads). These surfaces are highly resistant to disturbance and have
been engineered to withstand traffic. Approximately 70 percent of the activity in this proposal would be
carried out from the existing roadways in the project areas. The effects to soils on those areas away from
the road surfaces would be limited to tracked machinery (harvester/forwarder) and this equipment would
operate on dry soils with some dash component which would result in no measurable increasein soil
compaction. The equipment would make as few passes as necessary to complete the activity and would
be alowed to operate only in the low moisture portion of the year (generally between June 15 and
October 31).

Direct and I ndirect Effects

Treefdling, skidding, and hauling:

Thefdling of trees as scattered individuals would have no visible or detectable effect on soil physical
properties such as bulk dengity. Over time the material |eft on site would breakdown and add to the
organic matter content of the soil and this could dightly alter some soil chemical properties (i.e,
increased supplies of soil carbon and organic acids). Small disturbances to the soil surface
(compactior/displacement) from motorized traffic and removal or repasitioning of some material would
occur during project operations. These effects would be dispersed across the trestment areaand would
not result in aloss of soil productivity or function.

Following completion of this proposed action, the mgjority of understory vegetation and root systems
would remain, along with surface soil litter and dash from harvested trees. Expected amounts of surface
soil displacement, surface erosion, and dry ravel resulting from harvest operations would be minimal (less
than 10% of the areq) in the ground-based yarding area, but overall the aerial extent and degree would
remain well below the established district guiddines (10 percent or less).

Additional soil compaction can be expected to result in the harvest areas associated with these activities.
A study on the effects of compaction on soil bulk densities by Page-Dunroese (1993) found moderate
leves of timber removal activities from using forwarder-type equipment (which is proposed in this
action) resulted in an 18 percent increasein bulk density of the yarding corridors. All of the proposed
timber removal activitiesare planned and laid out to remain below the cumulative leved of 10 percent
agria extent of soil disturbance fromthe RMP (Timber harvest BMP' s, Appendix C-2).
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Approximately 7 landings in already compacted areas a ong roads would be needed. These areas total
approximatedly 1.2 acres. Approximately 1.0 acresin skid trails would also be utilized, this would result
in a cumulative detrimental disturbance level of 1.6 percent in the sale area units. The agrial extent and
degree of disturbance would remain within RMP guiddines of less than10 percent disturbance, especialy
since the majority of the areas that would be used for landings are already compacted areas along existing
roads (Timber harvest BMP' s, Appendix C-2).

For al of thelandings, aportion of the existing haul road or the harvest road is used for equipment to
operate on. Some additional ground adjacent to the road surface is used to turn equipment around on and
to sort and deck logs until transport. Areas where equipment turns or backs around multiple times would
experience heavy compaction and disturbance to the top soil layer. These areas would not readily support
new vegetation or tree growth in thefirst 10 years after thework is compl eted.

The estimated reduction in growth rate for trees on moderately impacted areas is 15-20 percent during the
first 10-20 years of growth. Astrees age and become established, the negative effect on growth from soil
compaction and displacement becomes |ess pronounced and growth rates may approach that of trees on
similar, undisturbed sites. The proposed amount of harvester/forwarder yarding corridors in the sale units
iswdl bdow the alowable limit in the RMP of 10 percent (Timber harvest BMP's, Appendix C-2), and
s0il disturbance levds are expected to remain at an insignificant level.

In regard to sediment, most research to date supports the conclusion that the effectiveness of SPZsin
forest settings for trapping sediment beforeit can enter a water way reaches 100 percent at around 150
fed, particularly for diffuse sources such asasale unit. The research suggests that buffer widths of this
magnitude may be more than necessary for the protection of water quality on sopes less than 30 percent
(CH2MHILL et a., 1999). All dopesintheproject areas areless than 15 percent with the mgjority of the
dopes batween 3 and 7 percent. No fdling of trees would be allowed within 55 feet of any stream
channd for these projects.

Timber hauling that occurs during periods when water is flowing on roads and into ditches could
potentially increase stream turbidity and suspended sediment transport with indirect detrimental effects on
the streams physical and biological attributes (Cederholm et al. 1980). The main haul route would be on
the paved South Fork Alsea Access Road. Project design features call for no hauling on unpaved roads
from November 1 to April 30 asthisis the normal wet period when the potential for fine sediment
ddivery to streamsis highest.

Based on the USFS - Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment for Sporax, adverse effects
of environmental exposure to the soil resource does not appear to be arisk especially given the
atypical application method for Sporax. Widespread exposures to soil are not likely.

Ste Productivity

For harvester / forwarder systems, the suggested design features include: soils arefairly dry (lessthan 25
percent soil moisture), equipment operates on an adequate layer of dash (80 percent soil coverage), and
full suspension of logs. Soil impacts in skid trails are expected to result in light to moderate compaction
dueto dash covering thetrails. Thetreesin the project area have ample crowns, so there would be
adequate dash on the ground to protect soils during skiding activities. The harvester/forwarder system s
expected to result in light to moderate compaction (10 to 15 percent) with no expected measurable
reduction in overall yield for the project area because of the design features.

The estimates in reductions of overall yield are based on studies and observations donein Western OR
and WA and are by no means conclusive. Observation and study results vary widdly. Studies recently
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being done by Weyerhaeuser Co. indicate that negative effects from compacted soil on growth of young
trees become negligible within 8-12 yrs of planting. Effects from top soil loss or displacement may have
more long term significance than the associated compaction.

Theinitia severity of compaction and the amount of soil displacement can be reduced when dash and
small logs areléeft in the skid trails and the total number of passesislow (<10). Operating only when
soilsaredry and soil strength is high will help to reduce the amount of crushing of individua soil
aggregates and resulting depth of compaction. Multiple passes on moist or wet soil usually resultsin

heavy compaction.

In order to avoid damage to existing tree roots, we would not plan on ripping skid roads to mitigate
compaction. Mitigation would only bein the form of limiting soil disturbance and compaction by skiding
on top of dash as much as possible and doing ground based skiding during periods of low soil moisture
(less than 25 percent) with a minimum of skid trails (less than 10 percent of the unit areq) (Timber
harvest BMP's, 2008 FEIS).

Pile Burning:

On the sites where piles are burned, surface organic material would be removed, increasing localized
potential for soil detachment. However, sediment ddlivery to streamsis highly unlikely, since burn-pile
areas are outside the SPZs in the project area, widdy dispersed, and typically smaller than 10 fegt in
diameter. Pile burning and rain impact on burned spots can decrease infiltration capacity until natural re-
vegeation occurs. Displaced soil would befiltered and retained by the intact vegetation immediately
surrounding the burn pile spot.  Since burning would occur during wet soil conditions, heat damageto the
upper soil layer would be moderated and only occur in scattered localized sites.

Pile burning along roads may produce small patches of soil with altered surface properties that restrict

infiltration. However, these surfaces would be surrounded by large areas that would easily absorb any

runoff or sediment that may reach them. Therefore, pile burning is unlikely to result in surface erosion
with ddivery of sediment to local streams.

3.15 Water

Affected Environment

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Park Enhancement (Project
2)

The project areas arelocated in the Northern Oregon Coast Range at € evations ranging from 800 to 1,200
feet. The project areas lie bdow the transent snow zone (TSZ), an devation zone subject to rain-on-
snow events (ROS) that have the potential to increase peak flows during winter or spring storms. This
zone varies with temperature during winter storms but, in the Northern Oregon Coast Rangeit is assumed
to lie between 2,000 to 3,000 feet in evation. The general project area receives approximatdy 50 to 60
inches of rain annualy.

The project areas arelocated in 2 fifth field watersheds (Upper Alsea River and Marys River). Over 93
percent of all proposed areas ultimatdy drain to the Alsea River. There are no key watershedsinthe
project areas. The primary tributaries impacted by the proposal are the South Fork Alsea River and
Muddy Creek.
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Project area stream flow

Project streams are smilar to other Western Oregon streams where highest discharge takes place during
winter ssorm events. Summer base-flow normally beginsin perennial channds sometimein July and
continues through October. Many small headwater channels (intermittent or ephemera) dry up
completely during this period.

Peak Flow

Peak flow refers to the instantaneous maximum discharge associated with individual storm or snowmelt
events (U.S.E.P.A., 1991). Thetwo largest pesk flow eventsin the last century took placein 1964 and in
1996. Both wereestimated at or above a 100 year flood return interval and both were in responseto
substantial snow pack melt-off. Smaller peak flows are associated with snow pack meting during the

spring.

Jones and Grant (1996), among cthers, hypothesize that forest harvest leads to increasesin total storm
runoff while road construction and wood removal from channels resultsin earlier, higher peak flows.
Stream channd patterns and dimensions (i.e width, depth and gradient) adjust to accommodate storm
flows ranging from 1 to 5 year events and therefore, change in the size or timing of peek flows can affect
channel scour and fish habitat. The cumulative effect of increases in peak flow can belarge, causing
flooding, with stream channd and bank damage |eading to increased fine sediment transport and higher
turbidity. Alterationsin peak flow timing and quantity are particularly of concern in watersheds with
potential for snow accumulation and quick melt-off during ROS events such as occurred in the 1996
flood.

Potential for peak flow augmentation due to forest harvest: Current Condition

Because the type of actions proposed for this project (felling of individual trees in the park and within 100
feet of the roadway, and minimal access requirements), do not allow for a good calculation of potential
impacts to peak flows, arigorous analysis was not completed.

In Joanne Greenberg' s research for Boise Cascade Corporation (Hydrol ogic Process | dentification for
Western Oregon, page 7) she assumed an devation of 2,300 as the break between precipitation dominant
and ROS. Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board also cites 2,300 feet (page A-58, Appendix A-
Ecoregion Description as aminimum eevation for the transient snow zone from which ROS generated
pesk flows in the coast range can occur. Thetransent snow zoneis that area considered to be capable of
accumulating snow for periods during thewinter but is not cold enough to develop a snow pack that will
remain for the entire winter season. Because of this ability to accumulate snow, the area can also rdease
al the water in the snow pack when the area is subsequently hit by a warmer rain event. Theresulting
stream flows from a rain-on-snow preci pitation event can be extreme and very quickly flood the stream
channdl. Conversdly, asaresult of little or no snow pack accumulation and infrequent summer rainfall,
stream flow inthe summer istypically afraction (lessthan 20 percent) of winter levels and many
headwater channdls retreat to subsurfaceflow. Becauseall of the proposed unitsfall below this
devation, thereis currently alow risk for peak-flow enhancement in the two project watersheds.

Existing Peak Flow/Water Quality Effects from Roads

Road surfaces have been implicated as important contributors to increased peak flows. Asthedope
increases, the extent of surface and subsurface disturbance required to construct a stable road increases.
Under the worse case scenario, more than 50 percent of cut banks near stream channels may intercept
groundwater and rout it through road ditches (Toman, 2004). In addition, when road ditches drain
intercepted water directly to streams, they act asan “extension” of the stream network and can have a
measurabl e effect on stream flow which may include an augmentation of peak flows on a watershed scale

(Wempleet a, 2003).
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Streams near roads are at higher risk for water quality contamination from material washed off the road
surface and for increased stream temperature as aresult of reductionsin streamside shading. During
storms, runoff from unpaved forest roads may deliver sediment to streams resulting in increased sediment
trangport, deposition of finesin gravels and turbidity levels that exceed natural background levels.
(Beschta, 1978; Binkley and Brown, 1993). Roads andyses completed for other larger projectsinthe
Uppe Alsea River and Marys River Watersheds (Y amaha L SR Enhancement and Rickard Creek Timber
Sale EAS) intherecent past have shown that the project watersheds are well bel ow the value where road
reated stream problems begin to appear. These projects do not propase any change in the road network
and any equipment use would occur during the low precipitation times of the year.

Project area stream channels

Stream channels in the main project areas are primarily small 1% and 2™ order headwater streams; these
are“source’ reaches, following the classification of Montgomery and Buffington (1993). On the stegper
dopes (10 to 20 percent), these have devel oped into constrained, step-poal channel s typically |ess than ten
feet wide On very short segments of the road trestment zones, and inside the Alsea Falls Park, the South
Fork Alsea River iswithin thetreatment zone. This channd is perennia fish bearing and lower gradient
thanitstributaries. Even though the South Fork Alsea River had in-channel LWD placement completed
in 2000 (Falls Over EA), dl of the channels remain low in their amount of contributed large wood from
nearby riparian forest but arewed | shaded. All hazard trees cut in the SPZs would be left aslong as they
do not pose a threet to safety of existing structures (culverts and bridges, etc.)

Theremaining channedsin the project areaare small with intermittent or ephemera flow. These sl
tributary channdls formed in the silt loam soils in the project area and flow intermittently on the surface
before disappearing underground, only to pop out again down-dope. Many are associated with high
water tables in earth-flow terrain which forms in some of the softer dump deposits or on the surfaces of
benchesandflats. It'slikely that ground water and intricate patterns of subsurface flow, as opposed to
surface run-off, is the primary system of water ddivery to these small channds. Most arelower gradient
(Iess than 10 percent) with small substrates (sands and silts) reflecting the adjacent soils.

During field review of stream channelsin the project area, the perennial channels were cbserved to be
mostly stable (not experiencing channe changes outside the expected range of natural variability) and
functional (the size of stream substrate and woody debris amounts are similar to reference streamsinthe
Coast Range provence). Sediment supplies arein the range expected for their stream type (Rosgen,
1994).

Project areawetlands
No wetland\pond complexes are identified within the project areas.

Project Area Water Quality

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ)

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ) 1998 303d List of Water Quality Limited
Streams (http://waterquality.deg.state.or/wg/303dpage. htm) is a compilation of streams which do not

meet the stat€' s water quality standards. The South Fork Alsea River is 303d-listed for exceeding
summer temperature standards from river mile 0 to 17.2, approximately 3 streem miles downstream of the

proposed projects.

The DEQ aso published an assessment, the 319 Report, which identifies streams with potential non-point
source water pollution problems (1988 Oregon Statewide Assessment of Nonpoint Sources of Water
Pallution). Thelower South Fork Alsea River fromriver mile0to 17.2, (approximatey 3 stream miles
downstream of the propased projects) is listed for having moderate water quality conditions affecting fish
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and aguatic habitat. Marys River Watershed islisted for bacteria and water temperature and is currently
under study for problem aress.

Beneficial Uses

Marys River is the drinking water sourcefor the city of Philomath approximetey 30 miles beow the
project area and located on a different fork of theriver. Muddy Creek is the nearest affected stream
within the Marys River Watershed and makes up approximatdy half of thetotal acres of the Marys River
Watershed. Thereare no known municipal or domestic water usarsintheproject area. Thereisanin
stream water right along the South Fork Alsea River for anadromous and resident fish rearing
approximatdy 8 stream miles downstream of the project area. Irrigation and livestock watering occur in
the Alsea Valley severa miles downstream from the project area. Additional recognized beneficial uses
of the stream-flow in the project area include anadromous fish, resident fish, recreation, and aesthetic
vaue

Environmental Effects

3.151 Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

Under this alternative the existing water quality conditions, stream flows, and channel conditions at the
project sites would continue ther current trends. During field review of stream channelsin the project
area, the channds were observed to be mostly stable (not experiencing channd changes outside the
expected range of natural variability) and functional (the size of stream substrate and woody debris
amounts are similar to reference streams in the Coast Range provence). Sediment suppliesareinthe
range expected for this stream type (Rosgen, 1994). Channd substrates are typically sand, with some
pebbles and gravels. Some channd reaches contain large amounts of CWD. Theremaining channels all
contai ned sections of discontinuous flow where water went subsurface. No reduction of forest canopy
would take place. No additional disturbanceto flow paths resulting from timber harvest and road
work/use would occur. Streams disturbed from past management would continue to display the above
referenced stable conditions.

3.152 Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Park Enhancement (Project

2)

Stream channels and wetlands: Direct and Indirect Effects

Therewould be no direct ateration of the physical features of the project area stream channels or
wetlands under this proposal. Thereisno new road construction or maintenance proposed. Stream
banks, wetlands and channel beds are protected from direct physical ateration or disturbance by
equipment by implementation of SPZs. 1n addition, the proposed action is unlikely to affect stream flow
in a measurable manne and therefore any indirect effects to stream channels asaresult of increasesin
pesk flowsis unlikely. Thus, the proposed action would be unlikely to result in any measurable effects,
such asincreases in bank erosion, channd incision, loss of floodplain connectivity or ateration of local
wetland hydrology that could result from augmented peak flows or atered watershed hydrology.
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Water shed Hydrology: Direct and I ndirect Effects

Mean Annual Water Yield

Sincethe project areas are located below the € evation zone normally subject to transient snow
accumulations in the winter, the small reduction in stand density is unlikely to result in any increasein
snow accumulation and meting during ROS events. 1n the coast range of Oregon, below TSZ devations,
reductionsin stand density are unlikely to result in an augmentation of peak flow (Mooreet al., 2005).
The project acres shown below reflect that 0.1 percent of the Upper Alsea River and 0.006 percent of the
Marys River Watershed would be impacted. In redlity only a small portion of each areainthe Alsea Falls
Park and along the roads would have activities. Thiswould lead to a smaller impact than the 0.1 percent
level in the South Fork Alsea River Watershed and would not be measurable in either of the watersheds.
Therefore, this proposal is unlikey to result in any detectable changes in peak flows.

Upper Alsea Watershed
124 acres 12 acres

Peak Flow effects from Roads

This proposal would not alter existing roads in away that would likdly reduce or increase effects to peak
flows attributable to the current road network and thus it would maintain the current condition and trends
relative to hydrology and stream flow.

Water quality: Direct, I ndirect and Cumulative Effects

The water quality parameters such as stream temperature, dissolved oxygen (DO) concentrations (both
inter-gravel and in water), hydrogen ion concentration (pH), and turbidity are not expected to beimpacted
by this proposal. For that reason there are no expected direct, indirect or cumulative effects to water
quality from the completion of this proposal.

Based on the USFS - Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment for Sporax, adverse effects
of environmental exposure to the aquatic resource does not appear to be arisk especially given
the atypical application method for Sporax. Widespread exposures to water are not likely.

3.16 Wildlife

Affected Environment

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Park Enhancement (Project

2)

Landscape L evel Conditions

Both proposed projects occur adjacent to each other on BLM managed lands in the Upper Alsea River 5th
Fidd Watershed. The BLM managed landsin this landscape were extensively logged in the late 1940s
through mid 1980s. Private timber lands were also logged during this period with a recent upturnin
harvest activity. A summary of forest habitat conditions presented in the South Fork Alsea River
Watershed Analysis (USDI-BLM 1995) shows that 17,360 acres (43 percent) of the South Fork Alsea
Watershed is composed of early to mid-seral habitats. About 8,300 acres of this habitat lieson BLM land
(37 percent). The BLM managed lands also have interspersed small patches of late-seral and old-growth
stands. Theintervening parcds of private ownership are dominated by early-seral and mid-seral forest
stands that are currently being managed on rotations of 40 to 60 years.
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A broad-scale analysis of federal lands within this part of northern Oregon was presented within the Late
Successional Reserve Assessment, Oregon Coast Province - Southern Portion (RO267, RO268), [referred
to asthe LSRA, see USDA-FS and USDI-BLM 1997]. The LSRA considers this landscape to function as
an important corridor of mixed seral stages which form a connecting linkage to adjacent blocks of
federally managed lands farther west, and much of this BLM managed land is expected to grow into older
forest habitat over the next several decades.

Stand Level Conditions

Theforest stands in Project 1 that lie adjacent to (less than 100 feet) Road #14-6-34.1 are considered edge
habitats. Most of these stands extend well beyond the 100 foot limit of proposed hazard tree unit
boundaries. The portion of these stands that are within the treatment units have localized clumps of high
conifer tree density, moderate to high canopy closure, and are intermingled with hardwoods and shrub
patches, especially near theroad edges. The small cluster of older forest snagsin Section 26 liejust
beyond 100 feet from theroad at the bottom edge of alarger older forest patch (greater than 120 years
old). Project 2 stands form a narrow strip of mid-seral forest habitat that is wedged between South Fork
Alsea Access Road and South Fork Alsea River (200 to 500 feet wide).

Coar se Woody Debris

Coarse wood includes downed wood, snags, and live trees with dead or broken tops or decay. Data on
coarse wood was not collected for thestandsin Projects 1 or 2. In Project 1, because the proposed
treatment is limited in scaleto a narrow strip fronting the South Fork Alsea Access Road, and limited to
removal of hazard trees and imminent mortality, it is expected to have little effect on coarse wood at the
standlevel. InProject 2, LSR objectives for coarse wood levels are constrained by public safety and
aesthetics. Therefore, data was not collected to establish a basdine quantity relativeto LSR objectives.

Special Habitats and Special Habitat Components

The Salem District RMP has recognized that special habitat features (caves, dliffs, exposed rock, talus,
wetland types, and meadows) add valuable wildlife diversity to the local landscape. Within the proposed
treatment unitsfor Project 1 and 2, there are no known specia habitat features.

The habitat components most important to wildlife in conifer forests of the Oregon Coast Range are very
large diameter remnant/legacy live and dead trees. In addition to remnant structure, the following types
of trees also function as special habitat components: stand-age trees which were open-grown (wolf trees);
older cohorts with full live crowns; trees with deformities like broken tops or witches' brooms, and large
diameter deciduous trees like big-leaf maple. All these tree types provide a more complex stand structure,
meet morewildlife needs than most trees in the stand, and make for a healthier functioning forest
ecosystem. Larger diameter hard snags and CWD would, over time, provide for more wildlife species
needs than smaller and softer snags and CWD. Prgject 1 and 2 units are generally lacking in these special
habitat components, except for the snag cluster in Section 26 which is part of alarger and older forest
stand where large live and dead trees are more abundant.

Special Status Species

Special Status Species that may occur within this project vicinity and which may be affected by the
proposed action include the northern spotted owl, marbled murreet and red tree vole. A review of an
interagency database (GeoBOB) and the Oregon Natural Heritage Database found no records of any other
SS Species locations within or adjacent to the planned treatment units.

Northern Spotted Owl
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The BLM and cooperators have conducted extensive spotted owl surveysin this vicinity sincethe mid
1980s. Therearetwo active spotted owl sites within 1 mile of the project areas. Both of these sitesare
beyond 0.25 miles of the proposed project units. But, over the years, owls have been detected roosting
and foraging within 0.25 miles of the proposed units for Projects 1 and 2. The proposed treatment units
for both projects do not provide suitable habitat for spotted owls, but they may provide rather poor quality
dispersal habitat sincethey arerdatively small areasthat receive high levels of human disturbance (i.e,
well-traveled road and recregtion site). Most of the project areas, (except Sections 21 and 23) fall within
critical habitat (OMOCA-36) that has been designated for spotted owls (USDI-FWS 2008a, USDI-FWS
2008b). Thereare57,370 acres of federal lands within OMOCA-36. Dispersal habitat is considered a
congtituent eement of spotted owl critical habitat (USDI-FWS 2008b).

Marbled Murrelet

There are no occupied marbled murrdet sites within 1.0 mile of any proposed unit in Projects 1 or 2. The
proposed project units occur amost entirdly within forest stands that do not contain suitable nesting
structure for marbled murrdets. The exception is the small cluster of snags at the lower edge of an older
forest stand in Section 26. BLM managed lands within these project areas which have LSR designation,
also have been designated as a critical habitat unit for the murrdet (CHU: OR-04-)).

Red Tree Vole

Thered tree vole is a Bureau Sengitive Species (BSS) and currently a Survey and Manage Species
(USDA-FS and USDI-BLM 2001). The BSS status only applies to the red tree vole populations in the
northern Oregon coast range, north of Highway 20 (Corvallis to Newport). Populations south or Highway
20 including those within the Upper Alsea River watershed are believed to be more abundant and well
distributed (USDA-FS and USDI-BLM 2007). Asaresult of a December 2009 court ruling, thered tree
vole has been returned to a Survey and Manage species in both project areas. However, surveysfor this
species are not required within the proposed project areas since the habitat conditions within the mid-seral
forest stands (less than 80 years old) did not trigger the need for surveys. Voles prefer to nest in older
forest habitats in this landscape, but are occasionally found occupying mid-seral forest stands similar to
thoseincluded in Projects 1 and 2.

Riparian Reserve Species

Most of the proposed treatment unitsin Projects 1 and 2 are overlaid with RR LUA designation. One of
the many functions of the RR LUA isto provide habitat for riparian-dependent and associated species,
and specifically for the following native wildlife species: al mollusks, al amphibians, all bats, marbled
murrdet, northern spotted owl (dispersal habitat function), red tree vole, and the American marten.
Several mollusk, amphibian, and bat species are expected to occur within the RR LUA of the proposed
action area. The American marten israre in the northern Oregon Coast Range and is not expected to
occur intheaction area. Townsend' s big-eared bat is dso not expected to occur in the action area dueto
the lack of any caves or cave-like structures which are necessary for their roost sites.

Bird Spoecies of Conservation Concern

There are 88 native bird species, of which 34 are migratory Bird Species of Conservation Concern that
nest inthe mid and late-seral forest habitats of the central Oregon Coast Range Many of these species
are expected to breed in or adjacent to the project areas. The critical breeding period for most of these
speciesisfrom April 15 to July 15. See Appendix B for atable of al currently listed migratory birds and
Species of Conservation Concern that occur in the Marys Peak Resource Area.

Environmental Effects
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3161 Alternative 1 (No Action)

This alternative would not conduct any hazard tree removal or harvest within theforest stands of the
proposed action for these project areas. There would be no immediate change to the mid-seral forest
conditions within BLM managed lands in this watershed. Stand devel opment processes would continue
unaltered within the forest stands of these project areas. Many of the currently identified hazard trees
would be expected to fall at similar rate as previoudy occurred. The current pattern of habitat use by
wildlife species within these project areas would be expected to continue unchanged. Dispersal habitat
conditions for spotted owls would remain unchanged. Given the current rate of harvest on adjacent
private industrial forest lands, the landscape in the immediate vicinity is expected to remain highly
fragmented and dominated by early seral and mid-seral forest conditions for the foreseeable future

3.1.6.2 Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Park Enhancement (Project

2)

L andscape L evel

The hazard tree removal and park enhancement treatments would maintain the functionality of the mid-
sard forestswithin this landscape. There would be no discernable changein landscape conditions, since
only about 174 acres would be affected in several small treatment units that are scattered across severa
parcds of BLM managed lands within these watersheds.

Stand L evel

Project 1 would remove only those suppressed trees or leaning trees which arelikdy to fall toward the
road and cause a hazard. Fud's reduction would remove much of the heavier dash from the treatment
units. This action would approximate a very light thinning harvest which would retain tree species
diversity and canopy closure (greater than 40 percent) in these stands. Therewould be alocalized |oss of
small snag recruitment, retention of some small dash, and creation of small openings that may disrupt the
current pattern of wildlife usefor the short-term. These minor short-term changes to habitat conditions at
the stand level would only extend 100 feet from the road edge and would |eave the connected stand
conditions that lie beyond 100 feet unchanged. These changes would occur adjacent to an existing habitat
edge (road side aopening) which would favor some species (several small mammals, some bird species)
that are associated with more open forest and habitat edge conditions.

Project 2 would reduce the density of the mid-seral forest on about 21 acres. Like Project 1, the park
enhancement would also retain tree species diversity and canopy closure (greater than 40 percent) while
creating alocalized loss of small snag recruitment. The reduced canopy closure, lass of small snags,
increased growth of shrubs, and minor slash created may disrupt the current pattern of wildlife usefor the
short-term. These minor short-term changes to habitat conditions would be quite localized (21 acres)
leaving the adjacent mid-seral forest stands unchanged. The replacement of the waterline in this project
area would have a negligible effect on stand conditions that would not be discernable from the effect of
thethinning harvest.

Special Habitats and Special Habitat Components

No specia habitats would be affected by Project 1 or Project 2. The only special habitat component thet
would be affected is the small cluster of large snags at the edge of an older forest patch in Section 26 (part
of Project 1). Thesesnags likely providefor cavity nesting, roosting, and foraging habitat for avariety of
wildlife species. Managing snag structure and decadence processes within forest stands is recognized as
an important component in maintaining forest health and restoring late-successional forest conditions
(Roseg, et al. 2001, Hagar 2007, Mdlen, & a. 2006). Although theloss of afew snags would dightly
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diminish thelocal abundance of large snags at this location (2 acres), thefdled snags would remain as
down logs and the connected patch of older forest (42 acres) would continue to function as high quality
late-seral forest habitat.

Special Status Species
Refer to Appendix A for atable summarizing the impacts of this action on al SS Species in the Resource
Area.

Northern Spotted Owl

Therewould be no anticipated disturbance to spotted owls since there are no known nest sites within 0.25
miles of the proposed unitsin Project 1 and Project 2. Over the years of spotted owl monitoring, owls
have been detected foraging within 0.25 miles of the proposed hazard tree unitsin Section 21, 23, and 26.
But neither Prgject 1 nor 2 would affect the suitable habitat conditions available for spotted owlsin this
area. Thefdling of afew snags at the edge of an older forest patch would not impair the function of this
patch as suitable habitat for owls. Projects 1 and 2 would dightly alter but maintain the dispersal habitat
quality of the mid-seral stands that aretreated. About 110 acres of this dispersal habitat lies within
OMOCA-36. The proposed action is considered a may affect, but not likely adverse affect to this
designated critical habitat.

Marbled Murrelet

The proposed action (Prgject 1 and 2) would not affect marbled murrdet suitable habitat nor designated
critical habitat. Theremoval of some larger snags in the older forest patch in Section 26 would not affect
any suitable nesting structure. Some of the propased trestment unitsin Project 1 liewithin 0.25 mile of
unsurveyed suitable habitat for murrdets. However, no noise disturbance is anticipated since the
proposed action would be restricted to occur outside of the marbled murrdet critical nesting season.

Red Tree Vole

The proposed action would occur inforest stands that may have some activered tree vole nests.

However, this proposed action is not anticipated to have an appreciabl e effect on the population of red
treevolesin this watershed since voles arewdll distributed throughout the watershed and since this action
would nat remove any older forest stands which provide the best habitat for supporting vole population
persistence.

Bird Soecies of Conservation Concern

In the central Oregon Coast Range the majority of birds complete their breeding cyce withinthe April 15
to July 15 time period while some birds (eagles; owls; hawks,; woodpeckers) begin breeding as early as
February or March and others (flycatchers; finches) do not finish breeding until August. Dueto the
ubiquitous nature of breeding birds, soil disturbance (affecting ground-nesting birds) and vegetation

mani pulation would have a direct negative impact on bird nesting successiif it occurs during the breeding
season. Thereisahigh likelihood that some levd of disturbance to nesting birds would occur if Project 1
thinning operations are conducted during the February-August breeding season. Project 2 impacts would
not disturb nesting birds since the treetments would occur after August and before February.

Project 1 and 2 treatments are not expected to modify bird nesting and foraging habitats to the point that
some species are no longer ableto occupy the site. Research shows that bird species respond differently
to changes in their nesting and/or foraging habitats; some populations seem to be unaffected by thinning
(for example, Stellar’ s Jay, Black-headed Grosbesk), some decreasein nunmbers (for example, Golden-
crowned Kinglet, Hermit Warbler, Pacific-slope Flycatcher, Varied Thrush), and othersincrease (for
example, American Robin, Hairy Woodpecker, Dark-eyed Junco, Western Tanager). Responses to
thinning can occur immediatdy and then change slowly over time. In some cases short-term (0-5 years)
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decreases can lead to mid-term (6-10 years) and/or long-term (10+ years) increases (for example, Hermit
Warbler, Varied Thrush); in other cases just the opposite response can occur (for example Olive-sided
Fycatcher, Evening Grosbeak, Townsend' s Solitaire).

In general, species that nest and/or foragein clased canopies would show declines commensurate with the
intensity of the thinnings, and species that nest and/or foragein open forest canopies usually increasein
numbers. Species that nest and forage on the ground and in the understory usually maintain their
pretrestment abundance or show an increase in abundance after the thinning.

3.1.7 FuelgAir Quality

Affected Environment

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Par k Enhancement (Project 2)

Fues

The proposed project areas are presently occupied by alight accumulation of small and medium diameter
dead woody meterial and leaf litter on the ground. Larger 20 inch diameter downed logs are scarce as are
largesnags. Small snags lessthan 12 inches DBHOB arefairly common. Based on visual estimates, fud
loading in the timber stands ranges from less than 10 up to 25 tons per acre. Much of the existing down
material isrotten or only partialy sound.

All aspects are found on the proposed treatment units with the majority of the aspects being northerly or
southerly. Approximatdy 30 percent of the proposed trestment area hasflat to 10 percent dopes. Ten
percent to 35 percent dopes are present on approximately 60 percent of the proposed trestment areas. On
the remaining areas to be treated, the 9 ope ranges from 35 percent up to approximatey 60 percent.

With the exception of the Alsea Falls Park, the areais industrial forestry land. The park has afew
structures within it functioning as restrooms and maintenance buildings.

Air Quality

Air quality inthe vicinity of this proposed project is generally very high dueto the location of the project
areas in the Oregon Coast Range. Transport winds affecting the area generally come in off the ocean and
keep the air shed scoured out preventing a buildup of particulate matter. Occasional stagnant air
conditions do devel op and may result in accumulation of particulate matter but generally these are short
lived lasting less than 1 week.

Environmental Effects

3171 Alternative 1 (No Action)

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Park Enhancement (Project

2

This aternative would result in no change to the affected environment. Short-term impacts to fuds and
air quality would be avoided. However, the positive immediate and long-term benefits due to the
decrease in fire hazard and risk following the proposed trestment would not be recognized.

South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Road Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancemenrt
EA #OR-080-07-03 53



3.1.7.2 Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1)
Fuds

Fud loading, risk of afire start and the resistance to control afire, would all increaseto a small degree at
thestes. Slash created from timber harvest would add an estimated 1 to 5 tons per acre of dead fud to
the areas where sd ected hazard trees are cuit.

Risk of afire start in the untreated dash would be greatest during the first season following cutting, - the
period when needles dry out but remain attached. These highly flammable “red needles’ generally fall

off within one year and risk of afire start greatly diminishes. Firerisk would continue to diminish asthe
area"greens up" with under story vegetation, and as the fine twigs and branches in the dash begin to
break off and collect on the soil surface. Past experience, in the geographic area of this proposed action,
has shown that, in approximatdy 15 years, untreated dash would generally decompose to the point where
it no longer contributes significantly to increased firerisk.

Depending on the amount of large, down wood |eft on site from logging, the resistance to control would
also decrease over time but moredowly. Thisiswhat is expected to occur for the areas considered in this
proposed action where the dash created would be left in place, untreasted. The resulting total residual
dead fud loading would vary through out the site ranging from 5 to 30 tons per acre. It is expected that
morethan half of the dead fued tonnageto beleft on site following trestment would be in the form of
down logs and pieces inthe 8 inch and larger size class.

Air Quality

Thetotal amount of slash debris expected to be piled for burning is estimated to beless than 100 tons
fromthetreated areas along theroad. Burning less than 100 tons of dry, cured, piled fuels under
favorable atmospheric conditions in the Oregon Coast Range is nat expected to result in any long-term
negative effectsto air quality intheair shed. Locally within ¥to %2 mile of the piles there may be some
very short-term smoke impacts after piles areignited resulting from drift smoke. Generdly, once
covered, fireintensity of dried piles builds rapidly to a point wherethe fuels burn cleanly and very little
smoke is produced. The strong convection column produced carries the smoke and gases wdll up into the
atmosphere whereit is diluted and carried away inthe air mass. After afew hours, as the piles burn down
and the intensity subsides, additional smoke may be produced dueto lower temperatures and less efficient
combustion.

Depending on size, arrangement, type and moisture content of the remaining fud, the smoke would
diminish over several hours or days asthe piles cool and burn out (sooner if rain develops). Generally
this smoke only affects the immediate area (Vato Y2 mile or less) around the pile. If atemperature
inversion develops over the area during the night time hours, smoke may be trapped under theinversion
and accumulate, resulting in a short-termimpact to the local air quality. The accumulated smoke
generally clears out by mid-morning as the inversion lifts.

Burning of dash would always be coordinated with the Oregon Department of Forestry and conducted in
accordance with the Oregon State Smoke Management Plan. This serves to coordinate all forest burning
activities on aregional scaleto prevent negative impactsto local and regional air sheds.
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Par k Enhancement (Project 2)

Fues

Fud loading, risk of afire start and the resistance to control afire, would all decreaseinthepark asa
result of the proposed action. Slash created from timber harvest would be chipped and scattered on the
dgte Duetothe moist nature of the site the chips are expected to poselittlefirerisk. Any firethat might
occur would spread very dowly with minimal flame length and be easily controlled. The chipped
material is expected to break down and be incorporated in the surface soils within a decade.

Although not the stated purpose of this propased action, increasing the spacing between the tree crowns
would have the beneficial result of decreasing the potential for crown fire occurrencein the treated stand.
By chipping the slash and ladder fuds it would be highly unlikely for any fireto build enough intensity to
enter the crowns of theresidual stand.

Air Quality
Therewould be no effect on air quality fromthis proposed trestment as no burning would occur.

3.1.8 Carbon Sequestration (Storage) and Climate Change

On July 16, 2009, the U.S. Department of the Interior withdrew the Records of Decision (2008 ROD) for
the Western Oregon Plan Revision. The information contained in the Final Environmental I mpact
Statement for the Revision of the Resource Management Plans of the Western Oregon Bureau of Land
Management (2008 FEIS) isrdevant sinceit examined recent and applicabl e science regarding climate
change and carbon storage That analysis concluded that effects of forest management on carbon storage
could be analyzed by quantifying the change in carbon storagein livetrees, storagein forests ather than
livetrees, and storagein harvested wood. The discussion on Volume |, Pages 220-224; Volume I, Pages
537-543, and Volume 111, Appendices, Pages 28-30 arerdevant to the effects analysis for this project and
areincorporated by reference

Context —Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change and the Spatial Scalefor Analysis

Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change and the Spatial Scalefor Analysis

Uncertainty about the nature, effects and magnitude of the greenhouse gases and global climate change
interrdationship is evident in awide range of conclusions and recommendationsin the literature
reviewed. However, Forster et. al. 2007 (pp. 129-234), which isincorporated here by reference,
concluded that human-caused increases in greenhouse gases are extremely likdy to have exerted a
substantial effect on global climate The U.S. Geological Survey, inaMay 14, 2008 memorandum to the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, summearized the latest science on greenhouse gases and concluded that it
is currently beyond the scope of existing scienceto identify a specific source of greenhouse gas emissions
or sequestration and designate it asthe cause of specific climate impacts at a specific location. This
defines the spatia scalefor analysis as global, not local, regional or continental. That memorandum s
incorporated here by reference. Based onthe BLM' s review of statutes, regulations, policy, plans and
literature, the BLM accepts the conclusions above as appropriate context for a reasoned choice among
alternatives.

Context — Temporal Scalefor Analysis
The BLM has sdlected twenty years as the analysis period of carbon storage for this project, becauseit
encompasses the duration of thedirect and indirect effects on carbon storage. In twenty years, sandsin
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the project areawill have nearly returned to current carbon storage levels, and carbon storage will have
offset carbon emissions resulting from harvest.

Context — Calculations of Carbon Sorage, Project Area Scale

The purpaose of the calculation of carbon storageis to provide a basis for determining significance of
carbon storage relative to the temporal and spatial scale. The BLM used site specific data from stand
exams as input to the ORGANON stand growth modd (v. 8.2, 2006) to predict stand growth to calculate
livetree carbon under each adlternative. Calculations from Smith €. al, 2006 were used to calculate
carbon inthe‘ other than livetrees category.

Greenhouse gas emission from harvest operations are based on empirical analysis of fue use per thousand
board feet from past timber sales. The estimates of emissions from prescribed fire (burning of landing
piles) are basad on quantity of dash accumulations typically produced in similar projects.

The 2008 FEIS analyzed carbon stored in harvested wood in using a factor from Smith e al. 2006, p. 35
for converting board feet of harvested wood to carbon. Based on information devel oped after the 2008
FEIS thisfactor has been refined to better account for regionally-specific conditions and the proportion
of harvested volume that is typically milled into solid wood products and into processed wood products.
Harvest volumes were converted to cubic feet, converted to pounds of biomass, and then to carbon
content, yielding an overall conversion factor of 1,000 board feet = 1.326 tonnes of carbon (R. Hardk,
personal communication, 11/09). Of thistotal amount of carbon in harvested wood, 63.8% of harvest
volumeis considered as sawlogs and 36.2% as pul pwood (GTR RM-199, Table B-6), for evaluation using
the storage rates over time from Smith e a. 2006, p. 27. Theimproved conversion factor is used in this
analysis to evaluate the amount of carbon stored in harvested wood.  The effect of the 2008 FEIS
aternatives on carbon storage has been reanalyzed based on thisimproved conversion factor. This
reanalysis revealed a dight increase in the amount of carbon storage over timefor all alternatives and less
difference among the alternatives than described in the 2008 FEIS, pp. 537-543, but no changeinthe
magnitude or trend of effects on carbon storage from that described in the 2008 FEIS.

Affected Environment

The 2008 FEI S described current informeation on predicted changesin regional climate (pp. 488-490) ,
concluding that the regional climate has become warmer and wetter with reduced snowpack, and
continued changeis likely. However, because of uncertainty about changes in precipitation, it is not
possibleto predict changes in vegetation types and condition, wildfire frequency and intensity,
streamflow, and wildlife habitat.

Under average historic conditions (2008 FEIS, p. 3-211), BLM-managed lands in western Oregon stored
576 million tonnes of carbon, 35% morethan is currently stored in forests and harvested wood today, due
to the greater proportion of young stands on those lands today (2008 FEIS, p. 3-224).

The proposed actions is to conduct density management harvest on approximatey 26 acres and hazard
treeremoval on 115 acres.

Carbon Storage
The following show quantities of carbon in forest ecosystem vegetation® in the Coast Range, and in

the project area.

® Carbon contained in both above ground and below ground parts of trees and forest vegetation, and downed wood,
litter and duff. It does not include mineral carbon in soil, nor fossil fuels.
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Total carbon, forest ecosystem vegetation, Pacific northwest, Coast Range 1.8-2 Giga-tonnes
(Gt) (Hudiburg, et al. 2009).

Total carbon, forest ecosystem vegetation, South Fork Alsea River Hazard Tree Removal
and Park Enhancement Project stands = 5,810 tonnes or 0.0001676 Gt. This represents
.001% of the Coast Rangetotal.

Theannual carbon accumulation from forest management in the United Statesis 191 million
tonnes. Current management on BLM-managed lands in western Oregon would result in an
average annual accumulation of 1.69 million tonnes over the next 100 years, or 0.9% of the
current U.S. accumulation. (WOPR, p. 4-537).

Carbon in forest ecosystem vegetation can be divided into three pools, and form the basis of the analysis
for carbon storage and emissions for the South Fork Alsea River Hazard Tree Removal and Park
Enhancement projects:
- Livetrees (foliage, branches, stems, bark and live roots of trees),
Forest carbon other than live trees (dead wood and roots, non-tree vegetation, litter and soil
organic matter) and
Harvested wood products.

Emissions of carbon resulting from timber harvest can be divided into several sources:
Equipment used to harvest and haul logs,
Disposal of harvest-generated fudls or dash by burning,
Harvested wood products theat are disposed of as waste, burned without energy capture, or
discarded over time and allowed to decay.

Environmental Effects

3.1.8.1 Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

Under the no action aternative, no greenhouse gases would be emitted from harvest operations or fuds
treatments. Carbon stored in live trees would not be converted to the harvested wood carbon podl. A
portion of the carbon currently stored in live trees would be converted over timeto theforest ‘ carbon
other than livetrees' pool through ongoing processes of tree mortality.

After 20 years of growth, livetree carbon would increase to 6,600 tonnes, an increase of 1,700 tonnes
from the current levd of 4,900 tonnes.

The no action alternative would result in greater net carbon storage over the 20 year analysis period than
the proposed action by approximatdy 1,400 tonnes.

3.1.81 Proposed Action

Short-term Impacts (0-10 years after timber harvest):

Harvest Operations

Equipment use necessary to harvest and transport the timber to the nearest mill (Bellfountain, Oregon)
would consume an estimated 1,400 gallons of fud, or total emissions of 7 tonnes of carbon. (This
includes 141 acres of conventional yarding).
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Live Trees
Livetrees would be removed, decreasing livetree carbon from 4,880 to 3,100 tonnes, and transferring
1,800 tonnes of live tree carbon storage to other pools.

Forest Carbon Other Than Live Trees

Some carbon would be converted to forest carbon other than livetrees - dead material that would store
carbon and dowly releaseit through decay. Decay of dead material would result in dow rel ease of
carbon under al alternatives, and this analysis assumes that the rate of release would not differ among
alternatives, including the No Action alternative. Emissions from decay of dead material are not
quantified inthis analysis. Burning of landing piles after harvest would result in 6 tonnes of carbon
emitted.

Harvested wood

Harvested saw log gross volume of 529 mbf would contain 793 tonnes of carbon. Much of the emissions
from harvested wood occur shortly after harvest. Inthefirst 10 years after harvest, approximately 181
tonnes would be emitted.

Long-term | mpacts (11-20 years after timber harvest):

Live Trees

Following harvest an average of 59 trees per acre would remain on site, and would store carbon as they
grow. Additionally, new tree seedlings arelikely to establish and grow, increasing carbon storage
considerably. However, in order to avoid prediction error they are not included in this analysis, providing
a conservative estimate of carbon storage. Carbon emissions resulting from the proposed action would be
offset by carbon storage in tree growth approximatdy five years after harvest. Live tree carbon would
egual the pretreatment level after 30 years of growth. After 20 years of growth, carbon stored inlive
trees would be 4,600 tonnes, still 270 less than the current (pre-harvest) level of 4,870 tonnes.

Harvested wood

Harvested wood in the South Fork Alsea River Hazard Tree Removal and Park Enhancement project
would contain 793 tonnes of carbon. From 11 to 20 years after harvest approximately 29 tonnes of
carbon would be emitted from harvested wood, totaling 210 tonnes (31%) emitted without energy capture
inthefull 20 year analysis period. The balance, approximatey 583 tonnes (69%) of the carbon would
remain stored in products still inuse and in landfills, or emitted with energy capture (based on regional
averages, Smith, et al, 2006, WOPR, Appendix C:30).

Summary of Carbon Storage and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
To summarize, total greenhouse gas emissions resulting from harvest, fud treatment and harvested wood
would be 223 tonnes, while storage would equal 312 (net storage of 89 tonnes) and include the following:

Short-term emissions (0-10 years post-harvest)
- Harvest operations emissions totaling about 7 tonnes
- Fud treatment (burning) emissions totaling 6 tonnes
- Emissions from harvested wood O to 10 years after harvest of 181 tonnes

Long-term emissions(11-20 year s post-harvest)
- Emissions from harvested wood, 11 to 20 years after harvest of 29 tonnes.

Long-term Storage (20 year analysis period)
- 580 tonnes of storagein harvested wood
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- -272 tonnes net storagein livetrees after 20 years of growth

C Emissions and Storage, South Fork Alsea
Alt 1 and No Action by Stand Age
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Stand Age (from present age 68, harvest at 68.1)

4.0 Cumulative Effects

4.1 Vegetation

AgeClass:
Dueto ecological succession and forest management (mostly private land harvests), the amount of

acreage in each age class within this watershed isin constant transition. Ecological succession would
advance early seral forest plantations toward mid seral conditions, just as current and expected future
harvests of mid seral stands would return these patches to early seral conditions.

Fire history and intensive forest management on both private and public lands over the past several
decades has gresatly reduced the amount of late seral forests and the quality and quantity of coarse woody
debrisin western Oregon forests (Moeur, et al. 2005, Hagar 2007). The prevailing management regime
on private lands would likely invol ve alternating between mid seral and early seral habitat conditions over
time without retaining any late seral forests patches for the foreseeable future. The propased action
would affect mid-seral stands aged 36 to 71 years but would not change the age class composition on
BLM-managed lands in the watershed.

Native vegetation:

The perennial vascular plant species would persist on site post-treatment and their coverage would
increase after treatment. As stand canopy again increases over time, conditions would become more
similar to current or pre-treatment conditions.
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Bureau Special Status Botanical and Fungal Species:

This project area currently provides suitable habitat for rare or uncommon botanical and fungal species.
However, any coniferous forest over approximatdy 50 years of age and located in the northern Oregon
Coast Range Mountains provides suitable habitat for rare or uncommon botanical or fungal species.
Coniferous forests over 50 years of age are common and widespread in northwestern Oregon. If this
project isimplemented, it would take approximatdy 50 years for the area to once again provide suitable
habitat for bureau SS botanical and fungal species. Although this areais considered as suitable habitat,
there are no known bureau SS botanical or fungal species known fromthis area.

Invas ve/Non-native Plant Species (including Noxious Weeds):
Therewould be no effect to Bureau SS species, but the projects would provide for additional habitet at a
quicker rate when compared to the no action alternative.

Many past and present management and non-management activities tend to open dense forest settings and
disturb soils therefore providing opportunities for widespread non-native plant (NNP) infestations to
occur. Most NNPs are nat shade tolerant and would not persist in aforest setting as they become out-
competed for light astree and/or shrub canopies clase and light to the understory is reduced. In addition
many NNPs are early successional species and are replaced by more dense growing shrubs and forbs that
are common inwestern Oregon.  Theimplementation of this project would likdly increase the number of
common and widespread non-native plant species that are known to occur within the Upper Alsea River
Watershed. However, as discussed above, therisk rating for any adverse cumulative effects to the Upper
Alsea River Watershed or any adjacent watersheds would remain low.

Examples of forest management activities and natural events within the Benton Foothills Watershed that
would create soil disturbance, increase available light, and increase soil temperatures, all of which would
influencethe spread of NNPs are

commercial and pre-commercial timber density management projects;

young stand maintenance;

road construction, maintenance, renovation, decommissioning and culvert replacements,
landdlide, high flow sedimentation deposits; and off highway vehicle (OHV) activities.

Activities that do not necessarily create disturbance but influence the spread of weed seeds are
recreational hiking, biking, horseback riding, fishing and hunting.

Other sources of seed dispersal are from wildlife movement, water movement, natural dispersal and wind.
Many past and present management and non-management activities tend to open dense forest settings and
disturb soils, therefore providing opportunities for widespread NNP infestations to occur. Most NNPs are
not shade tolerant and would not persist in aforest setting as they become out-competed for light astree
and/or shrub canopies close and light to the understory is reduced. Theimplementation of this project
would likely increase the number of common and widespread non-native plant species that are known to
occur within the Benton Foothills Watershed. However, as discussed above therisk rating for any
adverse cumulative effects to the Benton Foothills Watershed or any adjacent watersheds would remain
low.

4.2 Recreation/Visual

The propased project would have a direct impact on recrestion use at Alsea Falls and along the South
Fork Alsea River National Back Country Byway. The project would occur after the 2010 camping season
with the park closing Labor Day reducing disturbanceto visitors and other recrestion usars. Thereare
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aternative areas in the vicinity to do recreetional activities while operations occur. The projects would
visually would alter the landscape. This project may impact visitors but replacing the waterlines would
improve overall safety of the water system at Alsea Falls. Thinning trees would contribute to the amount
of timber cut in the watershed, but the amount is minimal compared to timber harvest practices on private
lands where clear cutting is an often used harvest method. Large scale clear cutting practices affect the
view morethan athinning or scattered removal of trees. Mogt recregtion visitors want avariety of
scenay. Aswith any timber management trestment, disturbed vegetation will taketimeto recover after
thetreatment activity. There are private clearcuts along the byway. Management of this landscape will
continue through the BLM' s strategic plan and private companies.

There have been threetimber sales on BLM managed lands along the byway in the past 10 years. All had
some minimal visual impact to users of the byway and Alsea Falls recregtion site such as noise from
logging equipment and increased byway traffic

4.3 Soils

Placement of water barsin skid trails and blocking off motorized access to skid trails would promote out-
dope drainage and prevent water from accumulating and running down the skid trail surfacesin large
enough volumes to cause erosion that could reach streams. A small amount of localized erasion can be
expected on some of thetractor skid trails thefirst year or two following skidding. Eroded soil is not
expected to move very far fromits source (less than 100 feet) and would be diverted by the water bars or
out doping to spread out in the vegetated areas adjacent to thetrails and infiltrate into the ground. After
several seasons, the accumulated litter fall on the skid trails would reduce the impact of rain droplets on
the soil surface further reducing the potential erosion of the skid trails.

Because the effects of the propased action on soils are expected to be short-term (maximum one decade)
and localized, cumulative effects are not anticipated. The combined effect of each of the proposed actions
(treefdling, pile burning, CWD crestion, and waterline replacement), would not lead to a measurable
increase to the overall amount of compaction and erasion in the project area. The greatest cumulative
effect on the sitewould likdly be a dight reduction (less than 1% over the entire project area) in overall
site productivity from top soil displacement.

44 Water

Stream channels and wetlands:

Since the proposal is not likely to result in measurable direct or indirect effects to channel or wetland
function, and all effects are within the range of those disclosed in the RMP, the proposal would be
unlikely to contribute to any potential cumulative effects in these watersheds. Over thelong-term, the
incremental improvement of forest stand characteristics (increased species diversity and wood
recruitment) in the riparian areas would support the cumulative improvement in these conditions that is
anticipated throughout these watersheds in response to the NWFP.

Peak Flow effects from Roads

The current condition of the watersheds in the project areas indicate low risk for an existing augmentation
of pesk flows from canopy reductions dueto the proposal. The proposed removal of hazard trees along
the South Fork Alsea Access Road would not result in any increasein forest openingsin ROS and
therefore would be unlikely to result in a detectable augmentation of peak flows. Proposed road use
would nat alter surface or subsurface hydrology in a manner that would result in a detectable changein
stream flow from current conditions in the watershed. Sincethe proposal isnot likely toresultina
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detectable direct or indirect effect to peak flow, the proposal would be unlikely to contribute cumulatively
to any existing augmentation of peak flow in these watersheds.

The Gotaway Timber Sale (EA #OR-080-00-08) cumul ative effects analysis states that in almogt all
cases, removal of morethan 20 percent of the vegetative cover over an entire watershed would result in
increases in mean annual yied (Bosch, 1982). Removal of less than 20 percent of vegetative cover has
resulted in negligible changes where it was not possible to detect any effect. Typically, increasesin
stream flow occur during periods of low soil moisture and are attributed to reductions in evapo-
trangpiration.

In addition to alterations in mean annual water yidd, dterationsin thetiming and/or quartity of peak flow
events asaresult of forest harvest and road construction have been studied for several decades. Jones and
Grant (1996) hypothesized that clear-cutting leads to increases in stormflow volume while road
construction and wood removal from channels resultsin earlier, higher pesk flows. Alterations in peak
flow timing and quarntity are particularly of concern in watersheds with potential for snow accumulation
and quick mdt-off during ROS such as occurred in the 1996 flood.

Using informeation based on a recent report by Grant (2008), an analysis was completed that totaled up the
existing amount of harvested lands in the 6th fiedld watersheds (Oliver Creek and South Fork of the Alsea
River Watershed) in the project area. That analysis found that approximately 18.2 percent of the Oliver
Creek Watershed and 11.7 percent of the South Fork of the Alsea River Watershed wasin a“ open”
condition, meaning that the lands were either harvested and currently had less than 30 percent crown
cover or were naturally open (meadows, rock s opes, etc).

The Grant paper s&t the peakflow detection leve at 10 percent based on measurement error in natural
stream systems and natural variability in stream systems. Adding in the proposed SF Alsea Road hazard
treeremoval and Park thinning acres (12 acresin the Oliver Creek Watershed and 187 acres in the South
Fork of the Alsea River Watershed), the projected percent of the watersheds in an open condition
increases to 18.3 percent in the Oliver Creek Watershed which would roughly relate to a cumulative
mean predicted increase of 2 percent in peak flows. The range does extend up to 6 percent based on the
regression line data shown in the envel ope curve devel oped by Grant. For the South Fork of the Alsea
River Watershed, the percent of the watershed in an open condition increases to 12.1 percent which would
roughly rate to a cumulative mean predicted increase of 0.0 percent in peakflows. The range does
extend up to 4 percent based on the regression line data shown in the envel ope curve devel oped by Grant.

The analysis assumes no recovery of past harvest stands, (proposed Rickard Creek harvest activity inthe
Oliver Creek Watershed), and thet the current level of harvest activity on private lands remains the same
and that all theacresinthe sale areresulting in less than 30 percent crown cover when completed. Based
onthese side boards, it is still expected that the addition of the proposed activities in both watersheds
would ill fall into the unmeasurable level for peak flow increases based on the Grant envel ope curve and
the peakflow detection levd.

Taking into account theforseeable future BLM harvest activity inthe Oliver Creek Watershed (Upper
Oliver and Twisted Oliver Timber Sales) the additional 410 acres would increase the open condition to
20.9 percent which would roughly relate to a mean predicted increase of 3 percent in peakflows.

Looking at forseeable future BLM harvest activity in the South Fork of the Alsea River Watershed (Buck
Roberts and Upper /Lower Alsea Timber sale) the additional 643 acres would increase the open condition
to 14.3 percent which would roughly relate to a mean predicted increase of 0 to 4 percent in peak flows.
Even with the addition of the potential future sale activity, both watersheds would still fall into the
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unmeesurable level for peak flow increases based on the Grant envel ope curve and the peakflow detection
leve.

Therisk for contributing to cumulative effects to hydrol ogic processes or water quality in the watershed is
low. Because of felling requirements near stream aress, the extent that the proposal could likely
contribute to an increasein the supply of large wood to channds is moderate. Since LWD and pool
habitat are“at risk” in the South Fork Alsea Watershed, long-term LWD supply to streamsislikdy the
mogt critical factor for maintenance of aquatic habitat in these watersheds. This proposal would likely
improve LWD supply.

Additional projects of this scope arein the planning stages for 2010, 2011 and 2013 in the Upper Alsea
watershed. A potential of 32 acres (Green Pegk sal€), 268 acres (Bummer Ridge sale), 354 acres (North
Fork Overlook sale), 246 acres (Buck Roberts sal€), and 20 acres of the Reflector sale. Additional
projectsin the planning stages for the Marys River watershed in 2010 and 2012 include; A potertial of
126 acres (Green Peak sale), 220 acres (Watertank sale), 547 acres (Upper Oliver Creek sale), and 333
acres ( Lower Oliver Creek sale). Even with all these additional activities added together the potential for
impacts to peak flows still remains low

Water shed Hydrology:

No stream temperature data was available for this analysis. The channds are generally shaded by alder,
conifer, ferns and brush. Stream shading varies between dense canopy (greater than 80 percent angular
canopy density) cover by conifers to open canopy (50 to 60 percent angular canopy density) at flatter
reaches (Brazier and Brown 1972). Streams in the project areas are classified by the South Fork Alsea
Watershed Analysis as having a“low” risk of detrimental changes in water temperature based on stream
bank vegetation shading (Map Plate 9, USDI 1995). Based on field observations, aerial photo reviews of
streams compl eted for the analysis of this EA, and modding runsfor theproject area, current streamside
vegetation and valley topography appears adequate to shade surface waters during summer base flow and
itislikely that stream temperatures consistently meet the Oregon state standard (18 degrees Cdsius) for
these waters.

For the protection of stream channels and aquatic resources, SPZ's or no-treatment zones were applied to
al stream channdls and “ high water table areas’ inthe project area. Stream buffers extend a minimum of
55 fedt from stream channds and to the extent of the riparian vegetation around “wet areas’. Sediment
supplies arein the range expected for their stream type (Rosgen, 1994). Channd substrates aretypically
sand, with some pebbles and gravels. Some channd reaches contain large amounts of CWD. The
remaining channgls al contained sections of discontinuous flow where water went subsurface.

An andysis of sediment and temperature cumulative effects on BLM lands was completed in the Final
Environmental Impact Satement for the Revision of the Management Plans of the Western Oregon
Bureau of Land Management (FEIS 2008). This analysisis located on pages 759-775 of Volumell.
BMPs used to limit sediment introduction to water sources arelisted in Appendix | (Pages 268-316) in
Volumelll of the FEIS. The appropriate BMPs needed to maintain the existing sediment regimeinthe
stream systems are listed in Chapters 2 of this document. The FEIS analysis combined with this more site
specific anadlysis results in no anticipated eff ects to stream sediment or temperature from existing
conditions.

No burning would occur within SPZsto protect water resources and the remaining vegetated buffer would
filter out any potential sediment delivered from upslope areas. Based on previous burning projects, it is
not expected that any erasion would occur from these areas due to the burning and thus there would be no
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impact to sediment generation or nutrient levels available to the remai ning vegetation which would
maintain the productivity of the stand.

45 FisheriesAquatic Habitat

The proposed stand treatments are not expected to ater (LWD) recruitment, stream bank stability, and
sediment supply to channels at the 5th field watershed scalein the short-term or long-term.  As short-term
LWD recruitment is protected and long-term LWD recruitment is enhanced, only dightly positive
cumulative effects are anticipated for instream structure from the proposed actions.

Cumulative impacts to fishery resources could occur if proposed actions result in alterations in runoff
contributing to changes in flows where fishreside. Based on the Hydrology reports analysis of alterations
to peak flows in the project area (Wegner 2009), changesin flows were considered unmeasurable at the
steleve and are unlikely to contribute to cumulative effects, subsequently, no cumulative effects are
anticipated on aguatic resources.

The Hydrology report indicated that the proposed trestments were considered unlikely to have detectable
affects on stream temperatures and not expected to result in any cumulative effects to temperature
(Wegner 2009). No cumulative effects are anticipated for peak flows, streambanks, and instream
structure which could also affect temperature. As no cumulative effects were anticipated for these project
activities on temperature, sreambank conditions, and peak flows, these treatments would not result in
cumulative effects for fisheries resources.

Approximately 54 percent of the land base within the Upper Alsea River Watershed is federally managed,
by the BLM and Forest Service Thetrend in LWD recruitment on federal lands is increasing as the
stands mature within the Northwest Forest Plan designated Riparian Reserves (Reeves et al 2006).
Analysis conducted under the 2008 FEIS indicated trends of LWD recruitment on all Western Oregon and
Washington BLM managed Riparian Management Aress.

Private lands account for roughly 46 percent of the land base in the Upper Alsea River Watershed. An
assessment of Oregon Forest Practices indicated on non-federally managed forest lands, roughly 94
percent of theriparian network would be considered inadequately stocked for future recruitment of LWD
(IMST 1999). However, based on the various policies currently being applied to coastal Oregon forest
lands, the amount of riparian area with large and very large conifer trees, which would contribute towards
large wood recruitment, is projected to increase significantly (Spies & a 2007).

The BLM, industrial forest companies, and small land owners have conducted a variety of sitelevel LWD
enhancement projectsin the Upper Alsea River Watershed in Tobe Creek, Peak Creek, and the Upper
South Fork Alsea River. Future LWD enhancement work is planned in the South Fork Alsea River, Trout
Creek, Peak Creek, Bummer Cregk, and Fall Creek by the Alsea River Watershed Council, Mid-Coast
Watershed Council, Forest Service, and BLM. Sitelevd LWD restoration projects, both private and
public, havelocally increased LWD abundance. However, these projects are unlikely to detectably alter
fish productivity at 5" fidd scale due to the small scale of project work and lack of connectivity between
treatment aress.

Proposed road renovation activities associated with the mid-seral enhancement are unlikdy to reach fish
habitat and would not be expected to contribute to any cumulative effects. Hauling and culvert
replacement may contribute a minor amount of sediment to the stream network in the wet season. Most
haul routes arelocated near ridge tops with alimited number of stream crossings. Hauling and culvert
replacement within the effected drainages are in close proximity to fish habitat; however, siteleve
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impacts were expected to be unmeasurable  As Site level impacts are anticipated to be unmeasurable,
cumulative effects to aquatic resources would be unmeasurable.

Extensive road work has occurred on BLM, USFS and adjacent industrial forest over the last decadein
the Upper Alsea River Watershed. 1n addition to timber sale road construction, substantial restoration
work has occurred to improve road stability, reduce road generated sedimentation, and remove barriersto
aguatic habitat movement at stream crossings. Site leve road work, both private and public, have had
negative and paositive impacts on aguatic habitat. However, these projects are unlikely to detectably alter
fish productivity at 5" field scale due to the small scale of project work and lack of connectivity between
trestment aress.

Impacts of other hauling activities, from Forest Service and private forests, may contribute to cumulative
impacts to fish habitat at the 5" fidd scale However, the magnitude and extent of impacts from hauling
areimpractical to assess, or predict, dueto high degree of variability of hauling which may occur within a
watershed from one year to the next.

4.6 Wildlife

Dueto ecological succession and forest management, the amount of habitat in each seral stage withina
watershed is never stagnant, but rather it is constantly in transition from early open habitats toward
matureforest stands. Hazard tree removal and thinning harvests such as the proposed action would alter a
very small amount of the existing forest structure (about 200 acres), yet these treatments do not result ina
loss of habitat for most of the wildlife species that are known or suspected to usetheseforests. The
cumulative impact on habitat availability for wildlife species of concern resulting from the proposed
action is consdered negligible

Within the northern Oregon Coast Range, the condition of dispersal habitat for spotted owlsis a matter of

eevated concern (Courtney et al. 2004, USDI-FWS 2008a). The proposed action (Prgject 1 and 2), which
approximates a light thinning harvest on about 110 acres within OMOCA-36, would not contribute to any
cumulative loss of dispersal habitat since the functional capacity for dispersal would be maintained.

4.7 FuedAir Quality

Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside Enhancement (Project 1) and Park Enhancement (Project

2)

Therewould be few cumulative effects to the resources, asthe effects from the project would be local
and/or short lived, and there would be no other uses affecting this resource. Burning of lash would be
guided by the Oregon State Smoke Management Plan which serves to coordinate all forest burning
activities on aregiona scaleto protect local and regional air sheds. Based on past experience with pile
burning inthis and other smilar areas there are no expected cumulative effects on air quality fromthe
planned fuels treatment under this proposal.

In the treated areas along the Byway, therewould be adight increase in fud loading and resultant fire
hazard in the short-term, but that would diminish within afew years. Within the park there would be
positiveimmediate and long-term benefits due to the decrease in fire hazard and risk following the
proposed treatment. When looked at from a watershed scale, the selected harvest on approximetdy 174
acres of forest habitat would have very minor overall efects on thelong-term (5 or more years) potential
of thestands to carry afire Thelocalized increasein firerisk along the Byway would diminish back to
background levels within 10 to 15 years. If fuds are removed from the site for cogen power production,
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firerisk would diminish immediately by a substantial margin. Within the Alsea Falls Recregtion site, the
firerisk should remain low for many years following the trestment.

4.8 Carbon Sequestration and Climate Change

Alternative 1 (No Action)

Incremental Effects of Project Related Greenhouse Gases and Carbon Storage:

This increase of 1,400 tonnes of live tree carbon would contribute to an annual average of 70
tonnes, or .00007% to the U.S. annual accumulation of carbon from forest management of 191
million tonnes. The WOPR EIS (p. 4-538), which is incorporated here by reference, states that
by 2056, the No Harvest benchmark analysis (no future harvest of BL M-managed lands in the
analysis area, as reanalyzed in November 6, 2009 memo, on file, Marys Peak Resource Area)
would result in atotal carbon storage of approximately 603 million tonnes, 5% higher than
average historic conditions (576 million tonnes, WOPR, 3-224).

Greenhouse gas emissions and carbon storage over the 20 year analysis period resulting from the
No Action are displayed in Table 9, below.

Comparison of Alternatives

Table 9. Carbon Emissions and Sorage, Comparison of Action and No Action

Alternatives
Source Proposed No Action Notes
Action Alternative
(Tonnes) (Tonnes)

. Logging, fud treatments (burning), and
Emissions, 2010-2030 223 0 emissions from harvested wood.
Livetree storage, 2039 4,600 6,600 | 20 years of stand growth
Livetree storage, 2009 4,900 4,900 | 56 year old stand, 2009
(current conditions)

Net changg, livetrees -272 + 1,700 | Livetree carbon from growth 2009 - 2029
ggg‘éaed wood storage 583 0 | 69% of harvested wood carbon, 20 years
Total storageincrease 312 1,700 | Storage: live trees and harvested wood
NE2 CEAIR SEETE 89 1,700 | Storage minus emissions, 2009-2029

Proposed Action

Under the No Action alternative, 30% more carbon would remain stored in live trees than under
the Proposed Action during the 20 year analysis period. Under the Proposed Action, carbon
would be released through logging, fuel treatments and emissions resulting from harvested wood,
the majority (87%) within ten years after harvest. Stand growth subsequent to harvest would
store carbon equivalent to those emissions within five years. Therefore, the period where
emissions are greater than storage is less than five years, atemporary effect.

Under the No Action alternative, no carbon emissions would occur except for processes not
considered in this analysis due to their relatively small effect. Emissions under the Proposed
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Action would total 223 tonnes, equivalent to 5% of the current live tree storage in the project
area, and approximately .00000004% of current U.S. annual emissions. The cumulative effect of
management of BLM Western Oregon forest lands is a net increase of carbon storage above
average historic conditions.

Emissions resulting from the Proposed Action would be small and temporary, and therefore not
significant. Furthermore, it is currently beyond the scope of existing science to identify a
specific source of greenhouse gas emissions or sequestration and designate it as the cause of
specific climate impacts at a specific location.

5.0 Compliance with Components of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy

Existing Watershed Condition
Theproject aress arein the Marys River and Upper Alsea River 5 field Watersheds which drain into the
Willamette River and the Pacific Ocean respectively.

Marys River Watershed

Three percent of the Marys River Watershed is managed by BLM, four percent is managed by the U.S.
Forest Service, two percent of the watershed is managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
ninety-one percent is managed by private land owners. Approximatdy 12 percent of thetotal BLM-
managed lands consist of stands greeter than 80 years old and approximatey 22 percent of BLM-
managed lands are located in riparian areas (within 100 feet of a stream).

Upper Alsea Watershed

Fifty-two percent of the Upper Alsea River watershed is managed by BLM, 47 percent is privateand 1
percent is managed by the Forest Service. Approximatdy 37 percent of thetotal BLM managed lands
consist of stands greater than 80 years old and approximatey 27 percent of BLM managed lands are
located in riparian areas (within 100 feet of a stream)

Aquatic Conservation Strategy Review
Table 10 shows the project’s effect on the 4 components of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
(Riparian Reserves, Key Watersheds, Watershed Analysis and Watershed Restoration).

Table 10: Aquatic Conservation Strategy Review Summary (RMP pages5to 7)

Components Effect | Remarks/References

Riparian Reserve widths in the propased project would be 480 feet
on each side of perennial fish-bearing streams and 240 feet on each
sde of intermittent and perennial non-fish bearing streams, based
Riparian Reserves None | ontheaverage sitetree height in the project area of 240 fedt.
Within Riparian Reserves, stands would bethinned outside the
SPZs of aminimum 55 feet distance, and a minimum of 100 feet
distance alongside streams classified as Essantial Fish Habitat.

Uppe Alsea River and Marys River are not designated key

Key Watershed None watersheds.

South Fork Alsea Weatershed Analysis, October, 1995. Benton

Watershed Andlysis NOe | Eothills Weatershed Andlysis, December 1996,

The proposed actions are not a component of theresource ared’ s

Watershed Restoration None watershed restoration program.
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Documentation of the Project’s Consistency with the Nine Aquatic Conservation Strategy

Objectives

Unless atherwise specified, the No Action Alternative would not prevent the attainment of any of the
nine ACS objectives. Current conditions and trends would continue and are described in EA Section
3.2. Table 11 describes the project’ s consistency with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives.

Table 11: Project’s Consistency with the Nine Aquatic Conservation Strategy

Objectives

Aquatic Conservation
Strategy Objectives
(ACSOs)

The South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside
Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancement Projects

1. Maintain and restore
the distribution,
diversity, and complexity
of watershed and
landscape-scale
features.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 1.

No Action Alternative: The No Action aternative would maintain the
devel opment of the existing vegetation and associated stand structure et its
present rate. The current distribution, diversity and complexity of watershed
and landscape-scal e features would be maintained. Faster restoration of
distribution, diversity, and complexity of watershed and landscape features
would not occur.

The watersheds where these projects occur lack structural diversity and CWD.
The projects would enhance late-successional forest conditions and speed up
attainment of these conditions acrass the landscape.

2. Maintain and restore
spatial and temporal
connectivity within and
between water sheds.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 2.

No Action Alter native: The No Action aternative would have little effect
on connectivity except in the long term within the affected watershed.

No stream crossing cul verts would be used that would potentially hinder
movement of agquatic species, therefore no aquatic barriers would be crested.
Both terrestrial and aguatic connectivity would be maintained, and over the
long-term, as Riparian Reserves deve op late successional characteritics,
lateral, longitudinal and drainage connectivity would be restored.

3. Maintain and restore
the physical integrity of
the aquatic system,
including shorelines,
banks, and bottom
configurations.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 3.

No Action Alter native: It is assumed that the current condition of physical
integrity would be maintained.

Minimum 55 foot SPZ’ s would maintain the integrity of shorelines, banks and
bottom configurations in the project area. Trees would be directionally felled
within onetree height of the SPZ and any part that falls within the SPZ would
beleft on site, thereby preventing disturbance to stream banks and bottom
configurations.
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Aquatic Conservation
Strategy Objectives
(ACSOs)

The South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside
Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancement Projects

4. Maintain and restore
water quality necessary
to support healthy
riparian, aquatic, and
wetland ecosystens.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 4.

No Action Alternative: It is assumed that the current condition of the water
quality would be maintained.

Stream temperature: According to the stream shading sufficiency analysis,
the proposed SPZ’ s (minimum of 50 feet) was sufficient to protect critical
shade in the primary shade zones, based on topography and averagetree
height. Stream shade would be protected in both projects.

Sedimentation and stream turbidity: see No. 5 bdow

5. Maintain and restore
the sediment regime
under which aquatic
ecosystes evol ved.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 5.

No Action Alternative: It isassumed that the current levels of sediment into
streams would be maintai ned.

The Projects are designed to minimize therisk of a mass soil movement event
(dump/landdlide). Stream protection zones and project design features would
minimize any potential sediment from harvest and road-related activities from
reaching water bodies.

6. Maintain and restore
in-stream flows sufficient
to create and sustain
riparian, aquatic, and
wetland habitats and to
retain patterns of
sediment, nutrient, and
wood routing.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 6.
No Action Alter native: No change in in-streams flows woul d be anticipated.

The proposed projects would not measurably alter instream flows. The
projects would affect |ess than 0.006 percent of theforest cover inthe Marys
River Watershed and 0.13 percent of the Upper Alsea River Watershed.

Proposed thinning projects would entail removing as few trees as necessary to
achieve the purpose and need of the project. Therefore, direct effects from
these projects on cumul ative effects to streamflow are too small to be
measured with reasonable accuracy.

7. Maintain and restore
the timing, variability,
and duration of
floodplain inundation
and water table
devation in meadows
and wetlands.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 7.
No Action Alter native: No change in in-streams flows woul d be anticipated.

Design features for the projects, such as SPZs, coupled with the relatively
small percent of vegetation proposed to be removed, would maintain
groundwater levels and floodplain inundation rates. Detectable direct or
indirect effectsto streamflow asaresult of thisaction are unlikely.

The proposed actions would not alter existing patterns of floodplain
inundation or water table e evation as it would have no effect on existing flow
patterns and stream channel conditions.
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Aquatic Conservation
Strategy Objectives
(ACSOs)

The South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roadside
Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancement Projects

8. Maintain and restore
the species composition
and structural diversity
of plant communitiesin
riparian areas and
wetlands.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 8.

No Action Alter native: The current species composition and structural
diversity of plant communities would continue along the current trgjectory.
Diversfication would occur over alonger period of time.

The actual riparian areas along streams would be excluded from treatment
during the Projects by designating SPZs. Therewould belittle or no change
to riparian vegetation on banks or within the riparian zones along streams
resulting from the propased projects.

The projects would require removal of localized vegetation, including
occasiond trees. Inthelong-term the projectswould have no effect on species
or stand structural diversity. Overall diversity of riparian vegetation would not
be affected.

9. Maintain and restore
habitat to support well-
distributed popul ations
of native plant,
invertebrate and
vertebrateriparian-

dependent species.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 9.

No Action Alternative: Habitats would be maintained over the short-term
and continue to devel op over the long-term with no known impacts on species
currently present.

Habitat to support well distributed riparian-dependent and riparian associated
species would berestored by reducing overstocked stands, moderating tree
species diversity and altering forest structural characteristics.

6.0 Contacts and Consultation

6.1 Agencies, Organizations, and Persons Consulted (ESA Section 7 Consultation)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Wildlife: Dueto potential effects to spotted owl dispersal habitat within OMOCA-36, Section 7(a)
of the Endangered Species Act requires that this action receive consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. To address thisissue the proposed action has been included within a Biological
Assessment (BA) that analyzes all projects that may modify the habitat of listed wildlife species on
federal lands within the Northern Oregon Coast Range during fiscal years 2009 and 2010. This
proposed action has been designed to incorporate all appropriate design standards included in the BA.
Upon completion of consultation, if any additional design standards are set forth in a Biological
Opinion or Letter of Concurrence, then these standards would be incorporated into the design of this
project prior to issuance of a decision record for these two projects.

National M arine Fisheries Service

Fish:

Project 1
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The proposed action, with theincorporation of project design features, is considered a* may affect”
to ESA listed OC Coho Salmon for hazard tree removal from stream protection zones within 1 mile
of listed fish habitat or within 150 feet of listed fish habitat. A ‘may affect’” determination indicates
consultation with NMFS for this project isrequired. The proposed project would comply with
project design features as described under the programmetic Biol ogic Opinion resulting from the
Biological Assessment for Programmatic Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Activities
in Northwest Oregon (May 2, 2008). Actions and effects beyond the scope of the NMFS
programmetic consultation would require additional consultation with NMFS.

Project 2

The proposed action, with theincorporation of project design features, is considered a* may affect”
to ESA listed OC Coho Salmon. A ‘may affect’ determination indicates consultation with NMFS for
this project is required. Compliance of the thinning project with guidance described in Endangered
Soecies Act Section 7 Informal Consultation for the 2008-2009 North Coast Province Thinning
Timber Sales Programmatic on Portions of the Sudaw National Forest and Eugene and Salem
Didgtricts of the Bureau of Land Management, Saven Water sheds within the Oregon Coast Recovery
Domain (NMFS 2008) would provide consultation coverage for the May Affect actions of the Alsea
Falls Park Enhancement thinning activities.

The proposed water system replacement project would comply with project design features as
described under the programmatic Biologic Opinion resulting from the Biological Assessment for
Programmatic Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Activitiesin Northwest Oregon
(May 2, 2008). Actions and effects beyond the scope of the programmeatic consultation would
require additional consultation with NMFS.

Protection of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), as described by the Magnusor/Stevens Fisheries
Conservation and Management Act, and consultation with NMFS isrequired for all projects which
may adversdy affect EFH of Chinook or coho salmoninthe action area. The South Fork Alsea
River is considered EFH to Alsea Falls.

6.2 Cultural Resources - Section 106 Consultation and Consultation with State
Historical Preservation Office

The project area occurs in the Coast Range. Survey techniques are based on those described in
Appendix D of the Protocol for Managing Cultural Resource on Lands Administered by the Bureau
of Land Management in Oregon. Post-project survey would be conducted according to standards
based on dope defined in the Protocol appendix. Ground disturbing work would be suspended if
cultural material is discovered during project work until an archaeol ogist can assess the significance
of the discovery.

6.3 Public I nvolvement

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, aletter dated January 17, 2006,
was sent to 3 adjacent landowners. No comment letter was received.
A |etter dated March 23, 2006, was sent to 18 potentially affected and/or interested individuals,
groups, and agencies. One comment letter was received.
In addition, a letter dated April 16, 2008 was sent to 21 potentially affected and/or interested
individuals, groups, and agencies. One comment |etter was received.
A description of the project was included in the March, June, September and December 2008
project update to solicit comments on the proposed projects.
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e A press release was sent to 5 newspapers on May 28, 2008.

'« Posters describing the project was posted in late May, 2008 at the Alsea Falls Recreation Site
along with flyers requesting public input.

o In addition, the original EA and FONSI document was made available for public review
between January 5, 2009 and February 3, 2009. Six (6) comment letters/emails were
received during the original EA comment period

6.3.1 EA public comment period

e  The Revised EA and FONASI will be made available for public review July 14, 2010 to July
29, 2010. The notice for public comment will be published in a legal notice by the Gazette
Times Newspaper. Comments received by the Marys Peak Resource Area of the Salem
District Office, 1717 Fabry Road SE, Salem, Oregon 97306, on or before July 29, 2010 will be
considered in making the final decision for these projects.

7.0 List of Preparers

Table 12: Interdisciplinary Team Review

Affected Resource Specialist Initial | Date
Botany TES and SS Plant Species Ron Exeter /s &y 13, 20f0
Cultural Resources Heather Ulrich s
Fuels/Air Quality Tom Tomezyk

Fisheries/Aquatic Habitat Scott Snedaker g@ LSS
Hydrology/Water Quality/Soils Steve Wegner <y | 7/8/e
Recreation/Visual Traci Meredith mm | 7/3/i0
Wildlife TES and SS Animal Species Scott Hopkins ) L
Vegetation Hugh Snook o> 7119
Harvest Systems Cory Geisler ‘%6 |3/
NEPA Gary Humbard GLE [7/8/10
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8.0 Major Sources

8.1.1 Interdisciplinary Team Reports

Hopkins, S. 2010. Biological Evaluation FY 2008 South Fork Road Hazard Tree Removal and Park
Thinning Marys Peak Resource Area, Salem District, Bureau of Land Management. Salem, OR. 8

pp + appendix

Meredith, T. 2010. Recregtion, Visual Resources and Rural Interface Report South Fork Alsea
Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roadsi de Enhancement and Alsea Falls Park Enhancement
Projects Marys Pesk Resource Area, Salem Digtrict, Bureau of Land Management. Salem, OR. 6 pp.

Snedaker, S. 2010. Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Report for SFK Alsea Hazard Tree/ Alsea Park
Enhancement EA Marys Peak Resource Area, Salem District, Bureau of Land Management. Salem,
OR. 9pp.

Exeter, R. 2010. Botanical Report South Fork Alsea Hazard Tree/Park Enhancement Marys Peak
Resource Area, Salem District, Bureau of Land Management. Salem, OR.

Snook, H. 2010. South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roads de Enhancement and
Alsea Falls Park Enhancement Projects Silvicultural Prescription. Marys Peak Resource Areg, Salem
Didtrict, Bureau of Land Management. Salem, OR. 22 pp.

Tomezyk, T. 2010. South Fork Hazard Tree/Park Thinning Project Fudls Report. Marys Peak
Resource Area, Salem District, Bureau of Land Management. Salem, OR.

Wegner, S. 2010. South Fork Alsea Access Road Hazard Tree Removal/Roadsi de Enhancement and
Alsea Falls Park Enhancement Soils/Hydro Report. Marys Peak Resource Area, Salem Didtrict,
Bureau of Land Management. Salem, OR. 9 pp

8.1.2 Additional References

USDA. Forest Service, USDI. Bureau of Land Management. 1994a Record of Decision for
Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning Documents
within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl and Standards and Guidelines for
Management of Habitat for Late Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species
Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl. Portland, OR.

USDA. Forest Service, USDI. Bureau of Land Management. 1994b. Final Supplemental
Environmental |mpact Statement Management of Habitat for Late Successional and
Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owil.
Portland, OR.

USDI. Bureau of Land Management. 1995. South Fork Alsea Watershed Analysis. Suislaw
National Forest, Corvallis, Oregon and Salem District BLM, Salem, Oregon.
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USDI. Bureau of Land Management. 1996. Benton Foothills Watershed Analysis. Salem
District BLM, Salem, Oregon.

USDI. Bureau of Land Management. 1995. Salem District Record of Decision and
Resource Management Plan. Salem, OR.

USDI. Bureau of Land Management. 1994. Salem District Proposed Resource
Management Plan/Final Environmental I mpact Statement. Salem, OR.

USDC National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Endangered Species Act Section 7
Informal Consultation for the 2007-2009 Thinning Timber Sales Programmatic on the Mt.
Hood and Willamette National Forests and portions of the Eugene and Salem Bureau of
Land Management Didtricts, 20 Watersheds.

USDC National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Endangered Species Act Section 7
Biological Assessment for Programmatic Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
Activitiesin Northwest Oregon (May 2, 2008).

USDA Forest Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management. 2008. Biological
Assessment, Fiscal year 2009/2010 habitat modification activities in the North Coast
Province which might affect bald eagles, northern spotted owls or marbled murrelets.

Crookston, Nicholas L. 1997. Suppose: An Interface to the Forest Vegetation Simulator.
In: Teck, Richard; Moeur, Melinda; Adams, Judy. 1997. Proceedings. Forest Vegetation
Simulator Conference. 1997. February 3-7, Fort Collins, CO. Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-GTR-
373. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Intermountain Research
Station.

(was1PCC 2007) Denman, K.L., et a. 2007: Couplings Between Changes in the Climate
System and Biogeochemistry. In: Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis.
Contribution of Working Group | to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change [Solomon, S., D. Qin, M. Manning, Z. Chen, M. Marquis, K.B.
Averyt, M.Tignor and H.L. Miller (eds.)]. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United
Kingdom and New York, NY, USA. http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-
report/ar4/wgl/ar4-wgl-chapter7.pdf

Forster, P, et al. 2007. Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of
Working Group 1 to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change. Solomon, S. D., Qin, M. Manning, Z. Chen, M. Marquis, K.B. Averyt, M.
Tignor and H.L. Miller, Eds. Cambridge University Press, U.K. and New Y ork, N.Y. (pp.
129-234). http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wgl/ar4-wgl-chapter?. pdf

Hudiburg, T. Law, B. Turner, D. Campbel, J. Danato, D. and Duane, M. 2009. Carbon
dynamics of Oregon and Northern California forests and potential land-based carbon
storage. Ecological Applications, 2009: 163-180.
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Smith, J.E. Heath L.S. Skog, K.E., and Birdsey, R.A. 2006. Methods for calculating forest
ecosystem and harvested carbon with standard estimates for forest types in the United
States. Gen. Tech. Rep. NE-343. Newtown Square, PA: U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Forest Service, Northeastern Research Station. 216 p.
http://www.treesearch.fs.fed.us/pubs/22954

(was U.S. EPA 2007) U.S. EPA Environmental Protection Agency. 2009. Inventory of
U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 — 2007. U.S. EPA, Washington, D.C.
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/usinventoryreport.html

9.0 Appendix 1—Field Guidefor Danger Tree ldentification and Response

No worker exposure in the potential failure zone of danger treeis allowed by state safety laws.

There are three categories of work activities.
1 Traffic on roads.

2. Activities that do not impact the tree such as walking or conducting non-motorized
activities that do not involve tree contact.
3. Motorized activities near the tree or activities that may cause the tree to be contacted.

Road traffic may or may not influence tree failure. This category is included because trees may
fail and fall on vehicles or people congregated along roads, or they may fail and fall on roads and
be driven into at alater time.

Walking by atree or other non-motorized, non-tree contact activities are not likely to induce the
treeto fail. The tree may fail due to either its condition or weather influences. Activities
involving non-motorized, non-tree contact include planting and surveys.

Motorized activities or non-motorized activities that may contact the tree include road
maintenance activities such as running a grader, culvert work, road construction, logging
including timber falling, site preparation, road reconstruction, trail construction, and helicopter
operations. All of these activities may induce tree failure.

Oregon OSHA Division 7, 437-007-0500 Roads (6). On those portions of roads under the direct
control of the employer: (a) all danger trees that can fall or dide onto the roadways must be
felled.

There are many miles of roads that may have danger trees adjacent to them. It is not possible to
correct the danger tree problem immediately, so it is necessary to prioritize the highest risk
where people are most likely to be impacted by danger trees. Consideration of exposure level and
traffic frequency provides a way to prioritize the workload.

There are three types of exposure: intermittent, short duration, and long duration. Intermittent
exposure includes traffic driving by a defective tree. Short duration exposure includes people
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either stopping next to a defective tree, or stopping at an intersection that is next to a defective
tree for up to 15 minutes. Long duration exposure includes people exposed to defective trees
while parked at atrailhead, repairing aroad, or working on alog landing.

Another aspect of exposure along roads is traffic frequency. Roads that have a higher traffic
frequency expose more people to a danger tree than roads with a lower traffic frequency. The
longer people are exposed to atree, the more opportunity there is for the failed tree to impact
them. If exposure duration and traffic frequency are reduced, the opportunity for the tree to
impact people isalso reduced. The qualified person should consider traffic frequency and
exposure duration when determining whether a tree posses a danger to people.

For specific direction, refer to policy about danger trees along roads. When developing the road
treatment priority, consider treesin the following situations.

Activity — Non-motorized, non-tree contact

These are activities that involve walking near trees without touching them. They are also non-
motorized. The premise behind this activity type is that trees are less likely to fail if they are not
contacted, and workers are more likely to recognize tree dangers if they are not focused on
operating vehicles or machinery. Examples include tree planting, inventory (any type),
surveying, walking to ajobsite along a trail, and designating timber.

With this type of activity, it isimportant to recognize trees that have an imminent failure
potential. These trees may fail at any time so they are a danger to people regardless of the
activity type. Because these trees expose people to dangers, only qualified employees under the
direct supervision of the employer should enter the tree’s potential failure zone.

There would also be treesthat have a likely potential to fail. In order to determine if the treeisa
danger to people, the qualified person needs to evaluate the tree condition, activity, and whether
or not the person would be within the potential failure zone. If the qualified person determines
that the likely failure potential tree does not represent a danger, people should work through the
potential failure zone quickly so asto minimize exposure time and avoid tree contact. If the tree
does represent a danger, it should be removed or the work activity should be excluded from
within the potential failure zone.
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General guidelinesfor danger treeindicators

Failure Indicator

Failure Potential (FP)

Imminent Likey Low
Old dead trees >5 years All species except cedar or larch Cedar or larch None
Recent dead trees< 5 yrs Noneif no other indicators are present All species except cedar or larch Cedar or larch
Recent dead treesin root Treesin laminated root rot or annosus Treesin other root disease pockets Cedar

disease pockets

root disease pockets

Livetreesinroot disease
pockets

Treeswith fading crowns and adjacent
to live windthrown trees with root
decay

Healthy appearing trees with adjacent
windthrown live-infected trees of the
same species; trees with fading crowns
with no windthrown trees present

Treeswith fading crowns and black
stain root disease

Bultt rot

Treeswith >1 basal conksand
extensve decay

Treeswith >1 basal conks and moderate
decay

None

Bole wounds, mistletoe
cankers, or fungal cankers

Truefir, hemlock, spruce, or
hardwoods with < 50% cross- section
of bole with sound wood; pine, cedar,
larch, or Doug-fir with <25% cross-
section of bole with sound wood

Truefir, hemlock, spruce or hardwoods
with 50-75% cross- section of bole with
sound wood; pine, cedar, larch, or Doug-
fir with 25 to 50% cross-section of bole
with sound wood

Truefir, hemlock, spruce or
hardwoods with >75% cross- section
of bole with sound wood; pine, cedar,
larch, or Doug-fir with >50% cross-
section of bole with sound wood

Leaning and/or root-sprung
trees

Trees with recent (<5yr) lean (>15°) or
old uncorrected lean with cracked or
mounded sail or root damage

Treeswith recent lean or old uncorrected
lean without cracked or mounded soil or
root damage

Treeswith old corrected lean

Undermined or severed root
systems

Trees with <50% of structural roots
remaining in the ground

Trees with 50-75% of structural roots
remaining in the ground

Treeswith >75% of structural roots
remaining in the ground

Fire-damaged trees

Boles with <50% cross-section with
sound wood or more than 1 quadrant
(1/40f the circumference)of damaged
structural roots.

Boles with 50-75% cross-section with
sound wood or one quadrant of damaged
structural roots except cedar, larch,
ponderosa pine, or sugar pine which are
low FP

Cedar, larch, ponderosa pine, or sugar
pine with>50% cross-section of bole
with sound wood; other species
with>75% cross-section of bole with
sound wood

Dead tops or dead large
branches (>5in. dia.)

Truefir, hemlock or hardwoods with
significant decay (bark absent or
conks), top or branch isimminent FP,
not the whole tree

Truefir, hemlock or hardwoods with
little or no decay; Doug-fir, spruce, or
pine tops not rust-killed, with significant
decay.

Cedar, larch, or rust-killed tops on
pine

Dwarf-mistletoe brooms

None

Treeswith dead brooms>10 ftin
diameter (broomislikely FP, not the
whole treg)

Treeswith live brooms, dead brooms
<10 ftin diameter

Bole conks

See areatablesin Appendix B,
tables5 - 8

Treeswith>1 conks except larch or
cedar

Larch or cedar with >1 conks

Black cottonwood branches None Live, large branches on maturetreesif Live, large branches without previous
previous breakage i s apparent breakageinthetree

Forked or multiple tops None Tops with embedded bark, cracks, conks, | Tops without embedded bark, cracks,
or decay (topislikely FP, not the whole corks, or decay; U-shaped tops
tree)

Frost cracks None Treeswith weeping, gaping cracksor are | Treeswith tight cracks and no conks

associated with>1 conks

Bole damage or cracks

Trees with bole cracks showing
movement and decay

Trees with bole cracks without
movement or decay

Treeswith tight cracks, not open

Detached tops, limbs, or loose | All species (parts are imminent FP, not None None
bark the whole tree)
Broken or uprooted trees Treesor partsthat are not held securely | Treesor partsthat are held securely None

supported by other trees

Height-diameter ratio (H:D)

Treeswith >100 H:D

Treeswith 80-100 H:D

Treeswith <80 H:D

Balsam woolly adelgid

None

Infested subal pine fir with <10% live
crown

Infested subal pine fir with >10% live
crown

Multipleindicators

Two or more likely FPindicators that
combineto increase FP to imminent
(i.e. live spruce with recent lean
without soil damage but bole conksare
present)

Two or more low FP indicators that
combineto increase FP to likely (i.e. live
but fire-damaged fir with 85% cross-
section of bole with sound wood but with
an old corrected lean)

Two or more low FPindicators that
do not combineto increase FP to
likely (i.e. pine with 85% of structural
rootsremaining and live mistletoe
branches)
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