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Chapter | Purpose and Need for Action

Background

The Remote Control Timber Sale was sold on August 28, 1998 after the issuance of a Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI). The environmental impacts of the project were analyzed in the original
Sandy/Remote Analysis Area EA (EA# OR128-96-21, revised 7-14-98). Since that time the sale has been
part of several lawsuits that have delayed the award of the sale to the high bidder. These lawsuits broadly
concern: impacts of projects to Port-Orford cedar (POC), ambiguous language pertaining to the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS), and the removal of the Survey and Manage provision from the Coos Bay
District Resource Management Plan (RMP).

The BLM has satisfied the court order concerning POC by completing the POC Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and issuing a Record of Decision (ROD) in May 2004.

The SEIS to clarify language pertaining to the Aquatic Conservation Strategy was found insufficient. An
analysis of the project pertaining to the ACS Objectives is included in Chapter 4.

The issuance of a new Supplemental EIS to remove the Survey and Manage standards and guidelines
from the RMP has resulted in a new analysis of impacts.

Prior to issuing a decision to conduct “forest management activities” by awarding the Remote Control
timber sale, this new Environmental Assessment is being developed to re-analyze the environmental
effects of the Proposed Action and to tier the analysis included in the Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statements that amended the current RMP.

Need

The Coos Bay District Resource Management Plan and its Record of Decision (ROD/RMP), (USDI
1995) responds to two needs: the need for forest habitat and the need for forest products (p.1). These
needs are addressed in the RMP through an ecosystem management strategy comprised of building blocks
called Land Use Allocations (LUA). “These land use allocations have differing management direction
and are located and configured in the landscape to support overall ecosystem function and to meet the
vision for management of federal lands in western Oregon”(p.1). The need for forest products is
primarily intended to be met by harvesting timber from lands identified as Matrix while at the same time
the need for forest habitat is satisfied by the establishment of various reserves including Riparian
Reserves and Late-Successional Reserves. The underlying need for this proposal is to provide for a
sustainable supply of timber and forest products.

The Coos Bay District is meeting the need for forest products intended to come from commercial
thinnings but has not fulfilled its Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) commitment for regeneration harvest.
The ASQ “refers to the maximum non-declining level of timber harvest sustainable over time.”
Combinations of harvest methods including regeneration harvests and commercial thinnings are
anticipated and necessary to fulfill this commitment. Since the RMP’s approval in 1995, the Coos Bay
District has sold 112MMDbf of timber for regeneration harvest for the decade ending in 2004. This is
approximately 40% of the 273MMbf of regeneration harvest volume anticipated in the RMP for the first
decade. The District has sold 96% (46.2MMbf) of the commercial thinning volume that was scheduled
for the first decade.

Cumulative effects of the Coos Bay District timber management program were assessed within the
District ROD/RMP. Based on this analysis, the ROD/RMP (p.ROD-8) anticipated an annual ASQ of
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32MMDbf of timber in support of the sustained yield assumptions. A Third Year Review, however,
resulted in the re-adjustment of this number to 27 MMbf per year.

The Coos Bay BLM has conducted a watershed analysis of the Sandy Creek sub-watershed and identified
that it is time for the timber on the Remote Control Timber Sale to contribute to meeting the need for
timber production identified in the RMP. These Matrix stands are of the age and condition analyzed for
regeneration harvest under the RMP.

Purpose

A reasonable action alternative must meet the objectives provided in the ROD/RMP for projects to be
implemented in the planning area. The ROD/RMP and applicable statutes specify the following
objectives (and management actions to meet these objectives) to be accomplished in managing lands in
the project area.

1. Provide a sustainable supply of timber and other forest commodities to provide jobs and contribute to
community stability (p.22) by:

e Conducting timber harvest and other silvicultural activities in that portion of the Matrix with
suitable forest lands (p.22).

e Scheduling regeneration harvests to assure that, over time, harvest occurs in stands at or above
the age of volume growth culmination (i.e., culmination of mean annual increment). This refers
to the age range which produces maximum average annual growth over the lifetime of a timber
stand (p.53).

e Planning and designing forest management activities to produce a sustained yield of products to
support local and regional economic activity (p.45).

e Providing timber sale volume toward the Coos Bay District ASQ as required in the Oregon and
California Act (O&C Act) of August 28, 1937. The BLM has a statutory obligation under the
O&C Act to manage suitable commercial forest lands revested by the government from the
Oregon and California Railroad grant (O&C lands) for permanent forest production in accordance
with the sustained yield principle.

2. Provide for important ecological functions such as dispersal of organisms, carryover of some species
from one stand to the next, and maintenance of ecologically valuable structural components such as down
logs, snags, and large trees (p.22) by:

e Providing a renewable supply of large down logs well distributed across the Matrix landscape in a
manner that meets the needs of species and provides for ecological functions (p.53).

e Retaining 6-8 green conifer trees per acre after regeneration harvest to provide a source of snag
recruitment and a legacy for bridging past and future forests. Retained trees would be well
distributed in variable patterns (e.g., single trees, clumps and stringers) to contribute to stand
diversity (p.53).

e Retaining snags within a timber harvest unit at levels sufficient to support species of cavity-
nesting birds at 40% of potential population levels (p.53).

3. Provide early-successional habitat (p.22) by:
e Maintaining a well-distributed pattern of early and mid-seral forest across the Matrix (p.53).

Location

The Remote Control Timber Sale units are located just outside of Bridge, Or., off of the Sandy Creek
County Road. The four units are located in T. 29 S., R. 10 W., Sections 9, 16, 28, and 29. The entire
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project area is located within the Sandy Creek sub-watershed (6™ field) of the Middle Fork Coquille
Watershed (5" field) (Mapl1).

Decision Factors

In choosing the alternative that best meets the purpose and need, consideration would be given to the
extent to which each alternative would:

e Provide cost effective management that would enable implementation of these management
objectives while providing collateral economic benefits to society.

e Provide timber resources to the local community and revenue to the government from the sale of
those resources.

e Comply with applicable laws and Bureau policies including, but not limited to: the Clean Water
Act, the Endangered Species Act, The O&C Act, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act, and the Special Status Species Program.

Conformance with Land Use Plans, Policies and Programs

Timber management on the Revested Oregon and California Railroad Lands (O&C Lands) managed by
the Coos Bay District Office is principally authorized and guided by:

The Oregon and California Act of 1937: Section 1 of the O&C Act stipulates that suitable commercial
forest lands revested by the government from the Oregon and California Railroad are to be managed for
the sustained production of timber.

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA): Section 302 at 43 U.S.C. 1732(a), directs
that “The Secretary shall manage the public lands . . .in accordance with the land use plans developed by
him under section 202 of this Act when they are available . . .”

This EA is tiered to and in conformance with the Final: Coos Bay District Proposed Resource
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (USDI 1994) and its Record of Decision (USDI
1995) and the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS) on Management of Habitat
for Late Successional and Old Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted
Owl (Northwest Forest Plan [NFP]) (USDA and USDI 1994a) and its Record of Decision (USDA and
USDI 1994a) as supplemented and amended by:

e Management of Port-Orford-cedar in Southwest Oregon Final Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (USDA and USDI 2004) and its Record of Decision (USDI 2004) (POC
FSEIS).

e The Final Supplement to The 2004 Environmental Impact Statement to Remove or Modify The
Survey and Manage Mitigation Measure Standards and Guidelines (USDA and USDI 2007) and
its Record of Decision (USDI 2007d)

This EA is also tiered to and in conformance with the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides On Bureau Of Land Management Lands in 17
Western States (USDI 2007a) and its Record of Decision (USDI 2007¢) as well as the Coos Bay
Integrated Noxious Weed Program (EA OR 120-97-11) (USDI 1997).
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This EA will consider the environmental consequences of the alternatives, in light of new information
developed since the RMP, in order to determine whether the anticipated impacts would exceed those
considered in the Coos Bay District RMP/EIS and require the preparation of a Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).

Additional Documentation Incorporated by Reference

The following documents were used to assist in the analysis of the Remote Control Project and are
referenced throughout this EA:

Sandy-Remote Watershed Analysis (USDI 1996)

Remote Control Analysis File

Scoping

The scoping process identified agency and public concerns relating to the proposed project that helped
define the issues which are the environmental impacts of concern to be examined in detail in the EA. The
general public was informed of the planned EA through letters to those on the Field Offices’ mailing and
e-mail lists, the Coos Bay Planning Update, and a legal notice in The World newspaper. Additional
scoping notices were also sent to adjacent landowners, agencies that have requested these documents, and
other interested parties on the District NEPA mailing list. The scoping period for the current proposed
project ran between January 28, 2006, and February 27, 2006.

Issues
Scoping identified the following major issues that are used to develop and analyze the alternatives:

Issue 1 — Change in the amount, arrangement and quality of late-successional forest cover in the affected
environment

Issue 2 — Threatened and Endangered Species (NSO and MM)

Issue 3 — Stand Structure

Issue 4 — Open Road Density

Issue 5 — Special Status Wildlife Species

Issue 6 — Migratory Birds

Issue 7 — Special Status Plant Species

Issue 8 — Stream Flow Changes Associated with Peak Flow, Annual Yield & Low Flow
Issue 9 — Aquatic Species and Habitats

Issue 10 — Noxious Weed Spread

Issue 11 — Port-Orford cedar (POC)

Issue 12 — Forest Fuels and Air Quality

Other Issues Identified but Eliminated from Analysis in the EA

Some of the concerns raised in Project Scoping were eliminated from detailed study, as directed by CEQ
regulation §1500.1(b), 1500.2(b) and other sections, because they were determined to be beyond the
scope of this EA, do not address the purpose of the action, do not suggest different alternatives, would not
influence a Finding of No Significant Impact, or the impacts are not of a sufficient level of concern or of
magnitude in intensity or duration on the affected environment. Therefore, they were eliminated from
further analysis in this EA document. For more detail and discussion on these issues and their elimination
from further analysis, see the Analysis File, Section A.

Impacts to Water Quality
Parameters are: dissolved oxygen, temperature, and instream sedimentation. Due to Riparian buffer
widths, adequate riparian tree shade, gentle to moderate slopes, and project design features including
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sediment barriers at stream crossings along haul routes the proposed project would: not add any
detectable amount of organic solids to adjacent streams, not be expected to increase directly or indirectly
water temperature of any streams, and not be expected to have any direct or indirect suspended sediment
effects above the current State ODEQ standard for water quality.

Impacts to Slope Stability and Soil Surface from Removal of Tree Canopy, Road Work and other
Soil Disturbance Activities

This discussion builds upon the analysis of sedimentation described in Water Quality. Key Indicators are:
naturally occurring unstable slopes within and adjacent to the proposed units; and amount of canopy
removal and soil disturbance.

Location of historic landslide surfaces, steepness of hill-slopes and the inclination of geologic bedding
planes does not indicate naturally unstable sites in the project units or for locations of new construction.
Some mobilization of sediment would occur in the short term (1-2 years) from removal of tree canopy
and under-story vegetation coupled with post-harvest site preparation, which would expose the soil to the
weather elements of wind and rain. The risk of sediment delivery to stream channels, however, from the
initiation of slope failures, surface erosion, and increased compaction is negligible because of: Project
Design Features, moderate to high soil infiltration rates, gentle to moderate slopes, and effective riparian
buffers acting as sediment filters.

Sudden Oak Death (Phytophthora ramorum)

The Annual (July-August) Aerial Mortality Detection Surveys of the forested areas of Oregon conducted
by the USFS and Oregon Department of Forestry have not detected Sudden Oak Death infections in Coos
County. While more new sites have been identified in 2008, the infection has not spread to the Middle
Fork Coquille watershed; the current infected area is located within the Lower Rogue River area
including the Chetco River sub-watershed. All sites are being treated to eradicate or slow the spread of
the disease.

Cultural Resources

In 1996, a cultural resource clearance was issued for the land included within Sandy Creek sub-
watershed. This indicates that significant cultural resources were not found, and are not expected, on land
associated with project activities. There has not been any additional information uncovered since this
clearance was issued that would warrant its’ reconsideration.

American Indian Rights

The Sandy Creek sub-watershed is within the territory occupied by the Upper Coquille Indians in the past,
according to ethnographic information. Today, it still is within the area of interest of the Coquille Indian
Tribe. The Coquille Indian Tribe is being provided the opportunity to evaluate and comment on the
proposed alternatives.

Environmental Justice

The proposed areas of activity are not known to be used by, or disproportionately used by, minority or
low-income individuals for specific cultural activities, or at greater rates than the general population.
This includes their relative geographic location and cultural, religious, employment, subsistence, or
recreational activities that may bring them to the proposed area.

Hazardous Materials

A field review of the proposed project area was conducted by the District Hazardous Materials
Coordinator in March 2006. Small amounts of roadside solid waste rubbish were all that was noted. All
Action Alternatives are subject to Federal and State regulatory guidelines for petroleum product use and
storage. Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plans (SPCC) are required under the Oregon
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Forest Practices Act (Rule OAR 629-57-3600) and by Department of Environmental Quality (Rule OAR
340-108, inclusive). Spill containment capabilities on equipment sites are recommended. Spills shall be
reported and actions taken under guidelines set forth in the District Spill Plan and ODEQ OAR 340-108.

Resources that Would Remain Unaffected by Either Alternative

The following resources would remain unaffected by either alternative because they are absent from the
project area: Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC); prime or unique farmlands; floodplains;
and Wild and Scenic Rivers.
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LCHAPTER Il ALTERNATIVES

This chapter contains a description of each alternative and summarizes the environmental consequences
of the alternatives.

Contained within this EA is an analysis of a no action alternative and a proposed action alternative.
Analysis of the no action alternative is required under CEQ regulation §1502.14. For an action alternative
to be considered it must meet the purpose and need while not violating any minimum environmental
standards. The alternatives developed are consistent with the RMP and satisfy the purpose and need of
implementing the RMP.

For harvest unit locations refer to Maps 1-7. Appendix D of the RMP ROD describes the Best
Management and Conservation practices for harvest related activities while Appendix E outlines the
silvicultural systems and harvest methods to be used in implementing the RMP.

All quantifications (i.e. acreages, mileages, etc.) are based on estimates obtained from geographic
information systems (GIS). Final numbers could vary slightly as the plans are translated to the ground.
Harvest volumes came from actual cruise plots.

Alternative | - No Action

The No Action Alternative will be a baseline for the comparison of the alternatives. This alternative
describes the existing condition and the continuing trends. Selection of this alternative would not
constitute a decision to reallocate these lands to non-commodity uses. Future harvesting in this area
would not be precluded and could be analyzed under a subsequent EA.

The project area would not receive the treatments described in this document in the foreseeable future.
Ongoing activities would continue to occur. These include silvicultural activities in young stands,
compliance with Oregon fire control regulations, construction of roads across BLM land under existing
right-of-way agreements, routine road maintenance, control of noxious weeds, and projects covered by
earlier records of decision. Timber harvest on adjacent private lands would occur and would be guided by
Oregon Forest Practices Act.

This alternative would not meet the need of conducting regeneration harvest on Matrix lands to satisfy the
ASQ, nor would it meet the RMP objective of providing early successional habitat. Other areas would
need to be proposed for forest management activities and addressed under separate analysis to meet these
objectives.

Alternative Il - Proposed Action

Remote Control

Adopting the proposed action would contribute to fulfilling the need for forest products by providing
approximately 8.5 million board feet (MMDbf) of timber through regeneration harvest. This volume would
count toward the Coos Bay District’s annual ASQ of 27 MMbf and would also incrementally diminish the
disparity between the actual decadal regeneration harvest volume and the District’s ROD anticipated
decadal regeneration harvest volume.

The Myrtlewood Field Office proposes to regeneration harvest 193 acres of Matrix-designated forest

stands. The RMP/ROD designated the General Forest Management Areas to provide this volume; Matrix
lands are a large component. These stands were identified in the Sandy-Remote Watershed Analysis as
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potential Priority 1 harvest units and were selected for regeneration harvest because they are of suitable
age and condition in the Matrix, their location away from mapped and un-mapped Late-Successional
Reserves, and their location on stand edges to reduce landscape fragmentation. The following table
summarizes the main components of the proposed action.

Table 11-1 Summary of Activities of the Proposed Action - Remote Control.

Activity Total
Timber Harvest Regeneration Harvest acres (GFMA) 193 acres
Regeneration Harvest Volume 8.5 MMbf
. . Cable yardin 100%
Timber yarding Grounz baseg yarding 0%
Wet Season/Gravel Roads 0.9 miles
Wet Season/ Paved Roads 6.5 miles
Timber hauling Dry Season/Dirt Roads 0.6 miles
Dry Season/Gravel Roads 5.3 miles
Dry Season/ Paved Roads 0.0 miles
Fuel Treatments Broadcast Burn 160 acres
Hand Pile and Burn 40 acres
Construction 1.2 miles
Renovation 1.8 miles
Road Activities Improvement 0.2 miles
Decommissioning (Total) 1.1 miles
Haul Route Maintenance 6.3 miles
Haul only 3.9 miles
th No Action Proposed Action
Open Road Density on BLM Sandy Creck sub-watershed (67 ficld) 2.95 miles/sq.mile 2.98pmiles/sq.mile
(miles/milez) Middle Fork Coquille Watershed (5" No Action Proposed Action
Field) 4.33 miles/sq.mile 4.34 miles/sq.mile

Harvest Activities

Regeneration Harvest The proposal consists of harvesting 4 timber sale units totaling approximately 193
acres through regeneration harvest. The timber stands are 120-130 years old. Estimates for harvest
volume of the individual units are shown in Table II-2. No harvesting would take place within the
Riparian Reserves.

Table 11-2 Harvest Units and volumes

3 5 7
EA Unit # z’ijcrilets Umt(l\\/flﬁgme Volume/ Acre Stand type Stand Age
Unit | 48 2877 59.9 D4D3-=1880 130
Unit 2 17 1027 60.4 D4D3-=1880 130
Unit 3 27 1346 51.8 D4D3-=1880 130
Unit 4° 101 3218 29.8 D4=1890 120
Total 193 8468

*Unit volume is original timber sale volume/acre + 2.5 Mbf/acre for in-growth times the number of Unit acres.
This EA unit contains almost 40% hardwood species. There are forest type islands within this unit that are not reflected in the FOI type symbol.
Examples of these type islands would be FHD RA3=1940, FHD RA2=1970, FHD=1900

Defined in the RMP as stands > 200 years old, “old-growth” would not be harvested as part of the
proposed action. For the purpose of clarity within this EA, the terms “late-successional forest” and “late]
successional habitat” are used. Late-successional forest is defined in the Coos Bay RMP as “forest seral
stages that include mature and old-growth age classes, 80 years and older.” “Late-successional habitat”
also refers to conifer stands that are 80 years old and greater. This definition is not synonymous with
“Late-Successional Reserves,” which is a Land Use Allocation designation and does not imply a current
structural stage. Appendix B, Table-1 includes a comparison of different stand structural definitions
used in this document.
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Riparian Reserves

This alternative adjusts interim Riparian Reserve widths on seven intermittent stream segments adjacent
to (or included within) proposed harvest units 2, 3, and 4. Riparian Reserves (RRs) on these intermittent
streams were analyzed and adjusted to 110 feet each side of the stream channel. This adjustment is a
reduction of the interim width used in the RMP of one site-potential tree height for each side of the stream
channel. In the Sandy-Remote Watershed Analysis, the site-potential tree height was calculated at 220
feet within the Sandy Creek sub-watershed. These RRs were adjusted in accordance with the Riparian
Reserve Evaluation Techniques and Synthesis module, detailed within the Supplement to Section Il of
Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale: Federal Guide for Watershed Analysis Version 2.2 (REO
1997). The purpose of the module was to help managers implement direction in the Northwest Forest
Plan, that requires watershed analysis prior to the final delineation and management of the Riparian
Reserve network in a watershed (REO 1997). The module addresses the physical and biological elements
that are necessary to both meet the Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) objectives (USDA and USDI
1994a) and provide habitat benefits to terrestrial species within an integrated Riparian Reserves system
(REO 1997).

The Forest Plan ROD (page B-13) states that “[t]he prescribed widths of Riparian Reserves apply to all
watersheds until watershed analysis is completed, a site-specific analysis is conducted and described, and
the rationale for finale RR boundaries is presented through the appropriate NEPA decision making
process.” The Sandy-Remote WA included a Riparian Reserve Evaluation (RRE) performed at multiple
scales and using multiple variables to determine riparian reserve widths necessary to meet ACS
objectives. The RRE identified potential adjustment for specific intermittent streams associated with the
current Remote Control EA analysis area. Site-scale investigations were conducted both during the
original Sandy-Remote EA, and during the current Remote Control NEPA analysis.

The difference between the interim Riparian Reserve width of 220 feet and the adjusted Riparian Reserve
width of 110 feet for this alternative totals roughly 22 acres (Table 1I-3). The Interdisciplinary Team
determined that the adjustments meet the ACS objectives. All perennial non fish-bearing streams would
retain Riparian Reserve widths of 220 feet on each side of the stream channels. All fish-bearing streams
would retain Riparian Reserve widths of 440 feet on each side of the stream channels.

Table 11-3 Riparian Reserve Adjustments

2h . Stream Length
Uﬁﬁ 4 SS;ZE?:; t 'Flow Fish Presence Riparian Width 1{?331 lrlisatgl;itrg; Affected by
Adjustment (feet)
Unit 1 la P No 220 None 0
2a° I No 110 -4.59 650
Unit 2 2b P No 220 None 0
2c 1 No 110 -4.23 700
Unit 3 3a P No 220 None 0
3b 1 No 110 -3.43 540
4a P Yes 440 None 0
4b 1 No 110 -5.10 1000
Unit 4 4c 1 No 110 -2.92 500
4d-1 1 No 110 -.86 150
4e-1 1 No 110 -1.31 300
-22.4 acres 3840 feet

'P = perennial stream, I = intermittent stream
*Taken from Sandy-Remote EA
*Not identified in original Sandy-Remote EA/Sandy-Remote WA
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Legacy components

Management actions/directions in the RMP include that 6-8 green trees per acre be retained in the GFMA
portion of the Matrix when conducting regeneration harvests. These trees would generally be
representative of the size and species of the stand. Existing snags would be retained and where snags are
deficient, additional trees may be left for snag creation to support cavity nesting birds at 40 percent of
potential population levels (USDI 1994:p.22). The total number of green trees proposed to be retained,
including the number of additional trees for snag recruitment, ranges from 7-10 trees per acre. The RMP
minimum of 120 linear feet per acre of down wood post-harvest would be retained in all harvest units.

Site Preparation

Following regeneration harvest, residual vegetation and logging debris would be treated to reduce fire
hazard, provide room for planting of tree seedlings, lessen initial competition from other vegetation, and
limit the cover for seedling—damaging rodents. A pre-harvest assessment of the harvest units has been
done. To meet the stated objectives, it is expected that approximately 149 acres (Units 1 and 4) would be
treated using broadcast burning; 44 acres (Units 2 and 3) would be treated by hand piling and burning.

Transportation Management

New road construction, road renovation, and road improvement are needed to provide the access
necessary to implement the proposed harvest activities (Map 2). The proposed action also contains road
decommissioning that would block roads no longer needed. Roads would be managed according to the
following RMP objectives: 1) Develop and maintain a transportation system that serves the needs of users
in an environmentally sound manner. 2) Correct problems associated with high road density by
emphasizing the reduction of minor collector and local road densities where those problems exist. 3)
Manage roads to meet the needs identified under other resource programs.

New Construction

All new construction would occur on BLM lands; no new construction would take place within the
Riparian Reserves. Newly constructed roads (1.2 mi.) would either receive a lift of rock or remain dirt
with seasonal restrictions on haul. Some roads would receive a lift of rock but haul would remain
restricted to the dry season. Table II-4 lists these with further details.

Renovation and Improvement

Renovation (1.7 mi.) of existing roads may include reconditioning the road bed, cleaning and reshaping
ditches, trimming roadside vegetation, cleaning, repairing, and replacing drainage structures, and
generally restoring the original condition of the road. Spur 3 (0.2 mi.) would be improved by adding
culverts to facilitate drainage.

Road Closure

The proposed action contains three types of road closures: temporary, decommissioned, and fully
decommissioned (Map 5). Temporary road closures are those that are closed to vehicular traffic but may
be open for BLM/Permittee commercial activities. These roads are closed with a gate or barrier and
drainage structures are left in place. Temporary closures would equal 1.5 miles.

Decommissioned roads would be closed to vehicles on a long term basis (>5 years) but may be used again
in the future. These roads would be left in an erosion resistant condition by blocking, establishing cross
drains, eliminating diversion potential at stream channels, and stabilizing or removing fills on unstable
areas. Decommissioning would equal 0.2 miles of road.

Roads proposed to be fully decommissioned may involve sub-soiling, water barring, and planting to
reestablish vegetation. Cross drains, fills in stream channels, and unstable areas may be removed if
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necessary to restore natural hydrological flow. Full decommissioning would equal 0.9 miles. There is

one intermittent stream crossing culvert associated with the full decommissioning of Spur 3 that would be

removed.

Table 11-4 Road Work Activity (excluding maintenance), haul seasons, and closures.

EA Unit EA Road Road Work Miles Surface Type Haul Closute Type
number number Activity Season
29-10-9.0 Renovation 0.5 Rock All -
1 Spur 1A New Cons. 0.03 Rock All Decom.
Spur 1B New Cons. 0.1 Rock All Decom.
2 29-10-9.4 Renovation 0.3 Rock All 0.25 mi. Full Decom.
3 Spur 3 Improvement 0.2 Dirt Summer Full Decom.
29-10-21.2 Renovation 0.6 Rock Summer Temporary
29-10-29.1 Renovation 0.3 Rock Summer Temporary
0.5 Rock Summer Tempora
4 29-10-29.2 New Cons. 0.9 0.4 Dirt Summer Full I]))ecgln.
29-10-29.3 New Cons. 0.06 Rock Summer Decom.
Spur 4A New Cons. 0.07 Rock Summer Temporary
Spur 4B New Cons 0.03 Dirt Summer Full Decom.

Haul Route Maintenance

Routine maintenance would occur on an additional 6.3 miles of existing roads This would include
roadside brushing and replacement of drainage features that are in poor or unsatisfactory condition. At a
minimum these roads would remain open for limited administrative access and have the following
activities occur as needed: maintenance of drainage structures, grading, brushing, and/or grading.

Timber Haul

The proposed haul routes consist of a total of 13.4 miles, which includes 4 miles of the paved Sandy
Creek county road. Seasonal restrictions for specific roads are included in Table II-4. The paved portions
of the haul route have no restrictions.

Design Features for the Proposed Action

This section describes measures designed to avoid, minimize or rectify impacts on resources and are
included as part of the action alternative. Project Design Criteria (PDC’s) are site specific measures,
restrictions, requirements or physical structures included in the design of a project in order to reduce
adverse environmental impacts. Additionally, the RMP (Appendix D) lists "Best Management Practices"
(BMP's) and the ROD lists "Standards and Guidelines" (S&G's). BMP's are measures designed to
maintain water quality and soil productivity. S&G's are ". . . the rules and limits governing actions, and
the principles specifying the environmental conditions or levels to be achieved and maintained" (USDA
and USDI 1994a).

Timber Harvest

1l4|Page

All areas (except road right of ways) would be harvested using a skyline cable yarding system
capable of maintaining one-end log suspension.

Cable yarding corridors would be a minimum of 75 feet apart.

In Unit 4 the use of a “swing yarding system” would be required. This would utilize several
existing but non-inventoried roads to facilitate moving yarding and loading equipment from near
the end of the -29.2 road down to landing locations on the “swing road.” Logs would be cable
yarded from the swing landings to locations along the -29.2 road where there is access for log
trucks. The southeast portion of the unit, approximately 20 acres, would be harvested by using
this method. These swing roads have some grades that exceed 30% and are considered too steep
for timber hauling.
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Designated swing roads in Unit 4 would have erosion control and hydrological restoration
measures performed immediately following harvest; these measures include sub-soiling, water
barring, and seeding and mulching of exposed soil. Tree seedlings would be planted in the
prepared road prism at the same time the harvest unit is planted.

For existing skid trails identified in Unit 4, erosion control and hydrological restoration
techniques would be performed prior to falling timber. This work may consist of sub-soiling,
water-barring, seeding and mulching of exposed soil. Skid trails would be identified by the
Interdisciplinary Team soils specialist or the District soil scientist prior to work being done.
Planting would occur with the planting of the harvest unit.

Cable yarding of Units 1, 2, and the west /4 of Unit 3 could be accomplished during any season
since they are accessed by all-weather paved or gravel roads.

Yarding of Unit 4 and the east %2 of Unit 3 would be restricted to the dry season (generally June 1
to October 15). Timber hauling would also be restricted to these dates unless weather supports a
longer or shorter hauling period.

Trees would be directionally felled away from all Riparian Reserves, Green Tree Retention areas,
and unit boundaries.

Logs would be fully suspended across stream channels where feasible so that the logs would clear
both stream banks.

Skyline cable corridors through Riparian Reserves would be no more than 12 feet wide. The
locations would utilize natural openings if possible. Trees felled in Riparian Reserves to provide
clearance for skyline cables would be felled toward the stream channel and retained on site.

Legacy components

Structural legacies would be maintained at or above NFP minima by: a) minimizing damage to existing
snags and downed wood; b) creating new snags and downed wood from retained green trees soon after
site preparation; and ¢) retaining additional green trees to provide future legacy structures. The specifics
of this protection, retention and creation, are detailed in the following table.
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Table 11-5 RMP Legacy Retention and the Remote Control Retention Requirements.

Unit S Tops NFP/RMP Remote Control
Number Minimum (per acre) Proposed Action
Snags 2; avg. stand diameter 3.5GT
1 Green Conifers 6 6
Down Wood 120 ft 2 GT!
Snags 2; avg. stand diameter 35GT
2 Green Conifers 6 6
Down Wood 120 ft 2 GT
Snags 2; avg. stand diameter 2GT
3 Green Conifers 6 6
Down Wood 120 ft 2 GT
Snags 2; avg. stand diameter 2GT
4 Green Conifers 6 6
Down Wood 120 ft 2 GT

GT= Green Trees
'Depending on size/form class, only 1 GT may be needed to provide for 120’ down wood

All existing snags and down wood would be left except where doing so would create a safety
hazard. High quality snags and down logs (Decay Class 1 and 2, DBH > 24", 16 ft. long) would
be additionally reserved from burning through pull back of slash material. Pull back provisions
would apply to only a few (estimated < 10) snags/down wood pieces per unit

Green Tree retention (GTR) would approximate the conifer tree species mix in the treatment units
and would (where possible) be placed to protect existing snags.
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Unit 1 and Unit 4 would retain one hardwood per acre after the completion of harvest activities,
favoring hardwood species other than red alder.

Roughly 60%-80% of the GTR would be in clumps 0.5-2.5 acres in size or greater. The
remaining Green Trees would be scattered throughout the units. Clumps would be used to protect
existing snags and down logs where feasible. Areas predicted to be highly susceptible to wind
throw would be avoided to the extent practical. Areas within 100 feet uphill and 50 feet downhill
of open roads would be avoided for GTR areas to reduce theft.

Snag creation would involve tree topping, and would be implemented within two years of
completion of harvest.

Two green trees would be left per acre, in addition to those left for GTR and snag retention, for
the purpose of downed wood creation after site preparation.

Outside of, and adjacent to, Units 1 and 2, 14 snags would be created in Riparian Reserves.

New Road Construction

New construction would use the applicable “Conservation Practices for Road and Landing Construction”
Best Management Practices (p. D3-D4) found in the RMP. These include:

Road and landing construction activities would be limited to the dry season, generally from May
to October.

Roads would be located on stable locations, such as ridge tops, stable benches or flats, and gentle[]
to-moderate side-slopes.

Road drainage would be designed to minimize soil erosion and stream sedimentation. Energy
dissipators, culvert down pipes, or drainage dips would be used where water is discharged onto
loose material and onto erodible or steep slopes.

Culverts

Rusted-out stream crossing culverts encountered during road improvement or renovation work
would be replaced. The structures would pass the 100-year theoretical storm.

Stream-crossing culvert replacements would occur during the in-stream operating period (July 01
- September 15).

When replacing stream-crossing culverts on perennial streams, stream flow would be diverted
around the work area, sediment contained (using straw bales and/or filter fabric), turbid water
pumped from excavation site onto vegetated terrace or hill slope (as needed), and physically
unobstructed passage provided for aquatic-dependent species where feasible.

Culvert replacements on intermittent streams would occur after cessation of flow or treated as if
perennial.

Road Closures

Roads would be closed according to the Transportation Management Objectives (TMO) plan.

For roads to be less than fully decommissioned (unless otherwise specified) water bars would be
installed to route surface runoff to vegetated areas and roads would be blocked to traffic by use of
an earthen berm or rock boulders. Water bars would be installed as back up drainage features
near culverts to prevent diversions. Water bars should tie into ditch lines where possible to route
flow from ditch lines as well as road surfaces.

Fully decommissioned roads would have removal of fill and culverts on stream crossings, banks
restored to stable grades, road surfaces de-compacted, mulching and seeding, and blockage to
traffic by use of an earthen berm or rock boulders as necessary.

The 21.2B road would be gated on the property line between Sections 20 and 21.
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Spurs 1A, 1B, and 3 would be blocked. A portion of the -29.2 road would be blocked at the
junction with Spur 4A.

Winter Haul

All roads designated for winter use would be surfaced with an approved lift of rock or asphalt.

For winter haul on gravel roads, the following additional BMPs would be implemented. These sediment
prevention measures would be in place before winter haul begins:

An additional lift of rock would be applied to the area of road that can influence the stream if rill
erosion is evident in the road tread near live stream crossings.

Any offsite movement of sediment from the road or ditch flow near streams would be contained
with silt fencing or sediment entrapping blankets. Such control measures would allow for the free
passage of water without detention or plugging. These control structures and applications would
receive frequent maintenance, and may be removed at the completion of haul.

Winter haul would be suspended if the ground is already saturated from winter rains and more
than one inch of precipitation is predicted in the project area within the next 24 hours. Operations
may resume after the 24-hour suspension, except when another storm (exceeding 2 inches) is
forecasted. Currently, precipitation predictions are based on the Quantitative Precipitation
Forecast (QPF) maps from The Hydrometeorological Predication Center internet site:
http://www.hpc.ncep.noaa.gov/html/fcst2.html. A similar predictive model internet site may be
used if this site should become unavailable.

Site Preparation & Silviculture

Site preparation would include broadcast burning and pile, cover and burn. Broadcast burning would be
conducted during the winter and spring seasons to provide for a low severity burn. Ignition timing and
patterns would be used to reduce and/or pull heat away from forest boundary structures, green tree
retention areas, snags and down wood. All burned areas would be mopped up in compliance to the local
protection association seasonal requirements. Hand constructed fire lines would be located on or near the
unit boundaries and would receive water barring during or after construction as needed.

Hand piling and burning would be used for site preparation on Units 2 and 3, and would be
conducted during the rainy season. Piles would be distributed throughout the treated area to
provide opportunity for micro-site planting.

Landing and hand piles would be located away from snags, leave trees and coarse woody debris
to ensure they remain undamaged from direct or radiating heat.

Slashing would be used in areas where dense woody vegetation could impede planting seedlings
at 9> X 9’ spacing.

POC would only be planted in Low Risk Sites. Resistant stock would be used if available.

To protect the Bureau Sensitive species found in Unit 1, the five host trees would be completely
encircled by a no-harvest buffer of trees. The buffered site would include trees both below the
road and on the ridgeline across the road. This site would be approximately one acre in size.
Areas below this buffered site would be post-harvest hand piled to prevent buffer tree scorching
during burning operations.

Non-native species

All heavy equipment, especially track mounted, and road building equipment would be washed
prior to entry on BLM lands.

All equipment would be exit-washed prior to leaving the project area, except as follows: log
trucks, pickups, and utility vehicles hauling during the dry season or which do not leave hard
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surfaced roads during the wet season, and road construction equipment which does not leave a
hard surfaced road. During the wet season, if trucks are loaded from an un-surfaced area they
would be washed prior to leaving the project area.

Noxious weeds (gorse, scotch and french broom) would be removed along roads (within 12 feet
slope distance from edge of the running surface, or the top of the cut slope and the bottom of the
fill; whichever is less) designated for haul on BLM-administered lands.

Grass seeding would be in accordance with District Native Plant Restoration Policy.

Dirt spurs should be closed or gated during the wet season for the life of the timber sale contracts.

Port-Orford cedar

POC would be pulled, cut, or girdled below the lowest live limb for a slope distance of 30 feet on
each side of the road, prior to log haul on the -15.2 road from the junction of the -15.3 road to the
junction of the -21.2A road.

Resistant POC would be planted in upland sites away from roads and streams in units, at the
percentage stocking that existed prior to harvest.
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CHAPTER Il AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This chapter describes the current (baseline) condition of specific resources affected by the alternatives
analyzed by issue in Chapter 4. It is the predicted effects of an action that create an issue (Freeman and
Jenson 1998).

Current baseline conditions for the Affected Environment reflects intensive management on a 60-80 year
rotation on federally managed GFMA/Connectivity lands and Coquille Tribal areas, and intensive
management on a 40-year rotation on private forests.

Analysis Area

The Analysis Area of the Affected Environment is resource dependent, and is chosen for the
consideration of the appropriate geographical scale for which impacts to the resource disappear or become
negligible. Impacts will be analyzed as appropriate with more detail at the site or stand scale, and more
broadly with less quantitative detail for larger areas like the Middle Fork Coquille Watershed or the Coast
Range Province.

Concurrent and Future Actions

The following actions have a reasonably foreseeable likelihood of implementation or are currently being
implemented in the Middle Fork Coquille Watershed (MFC), and will be used to analyze the cumulative
effects:

The BLM has planned timber sales in the King Myrtle (EA#OR128-08-02) and Slater Rocks (EA#OR
128-07-01) analysis areas of the Middle Fork Coquille Watershed. The projects include an estimated
1,377 acres of commercial thinning on Matrix lands, 654 acres of Density Management in Riparian
Reserves, and 76 acres of Density Management within Late-successional Reserves.

The Coquille Tribe has scheduled timber harvests within this watershed. Approximately 270 acres are
proposed for Regeneration Harvest and 30 acres for Commercial Thinning. Harvest of all Coquille Tribal
Forest lands managed similarly to federal Matrix allocations has been assumed in long-term modeling
estimates of cover change.

The US Forest Service (USFS) manages roughly 1,500 ac. in the southern portion of the MFC. No USFS
proposed actions are considered reasonably foreseeable; it is assumed that USFS matrix holdings would
be managed intensively and that reserved areas would undergo succession.

The State of Oregon does not directly manage any terrestrial forest in the MFC.

Relevance of Past Actions

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), provided guidance on June 24, 2005, as to the extent to
which agencies of the Federal government are required to analyze the environmental effects of past
actions when describing the cumulative environmental effect of a proposed action in accordance with
Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). CEQ noted the “[e]nvironmental analysis
required under NEPA is forward-looking,” and “[r]eview of past actions is required only to the extent that
this review informs agency decision-making regarding the proposed action.” The CEQ stated in this
guidance that “[g]enerally, agencies can conduct an adequate cumulative effects analysis by focusing on
the current aggregate effects of past actions without delving into the historical details of individual past
actions.” This is because a description of the current state of the environment inherently includes the
effects of past actions. Guidance further states that “[g]enerally, agencies can conduct an adequate
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cumulative effects analysis by focusing on the current aggregate effects of past actions without delving
into the historic details of individual past actions.”

Review of past actions is discussed in Chapter 4, only as needed, to assess the present effects of past
actions on a particular resource for a cumulative effects analysis, or to illuminate or predict the direct and
indirect effects of the Proposed Action.

Scoping for this project did not identify any need to exhaustively list individual past actions or analyze,
compare, or describe the environmental effects of individual past actions in order to complete an analysis
which would be useful for illuminating or predicting the effects of the proposed action.

Forest Ecology

Issue 1: Change in the amount, arrangement and quality of late-
successional forest cover in the affected environment

Those aspects of the forest ecology of the affected environment which could be altered by the
Alternatives are discussed. Descriptions of forest ecology portions of the affected environment below
include: a) characteristics of the action area pertinent to Issue 1, presented as average stand-scale
conditions; and b) characteristics of the analysis area pertinent to Issue 1, presented as forest ecology
indicators. Forest ecology (baseline conditions) in the action area will be discussed and quantified at the
stand-scale; forest ecology of the analysis area will be discussed and quantified at the sub-watershed (6™
field), and watershed (5™ field) scales. Conditions at Provincial and Plan-level scales will be discussed
broadly and qualitatively, as appropriate.

Project area (Units 1-4) environmental baseline

The project area (action area) analyzed for Issue 1 includes portions of BLM-managed forest stands
included in Units 1-4. Description of within-stand conditions in the project area will include individual
stand structures, microclimatic conditions, vegetation and entire stand structure.

Individual (within-stand) forest structures

Large overstory trees are common in the project area, but have not developed height or decadence-related
structures associated with old-growth stands; Douglas-fir trees of this age have typically only achieved
65% of their eventual heights (Franklin et al. 2002). The density of large Douglas-fir trees (>37 in. DBH)
in the action area is higher than in average Maturation-stage' forests (Table 4)*. Large (>15.8 in. DBH)
shade-tolerant trees (e.g., western hemlock, western red cedar) are absent or uncommon in Units 1-3, but
are common in Unit 4. Fire and harvest disturbances have modified overstory tree densities, and in Unit 4
left shade-tolerant species and decreased densities of Douglas-fir, compared to less disturbed Maturation
stands. An average of 8 trees per acre (TPA) in the project area support some developed structures (Table
3); “structures” are defined as branches > 6 in. diameter 30 ft. above the ground, or large deformities such
as brooms. This modest level of structures is consistent with the developmental stage of these stands
(Franklin and VanPelt 2004).

The project area currently supports relatively few large, competent snags (Decay Class 1, 2 or 3) or
downed wood pieces due to structural stage and disturbance history (fire and repeated salvage) effects.
Large downed wood pieces are < 10% of those expected from unmanaged Maturation-stage stands; large
competent snags are < 25% of expectations from unmanaged Maturation-stage stands (Table I1I-3). The
majority of downed wood and snag volume includes hard but failing (decay class (DC) 3) and soft (DC 4

! Forest structure classes follow Franklin and Spies (2002). Structural classes are compared in Appendix A, Table 1
2 All of the Tables used in this analysis are found in Appendix A except for Table ITI-3 in Chapter 3.
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and DC 5) pieces. These pieces provide some ecological functions (e.g., microclimatic buffering, support
of invertebrates), but lack bark and provide limited foraging/cavity nesting opportunities for a range of
forest species (Johnson et al. 2001).

Within-stand microclimates/edges

The project area (Units 1-4) supports a range of microclimatic conditions in soil and air temperatures,
relative humidity, and wind speeds, including conditions similar to large old stands (interior conditions),
conditions comparable to adjacent young stands, and areas with transitional edge conditions. The
transition from edge conditions to interior conditions varies by microclimatic variable. Depth-of-edge
influence on some microclimatic variables is > 400 m (Chen et al. 1999). Considering edge effects of
400 m, the project area would support no interior habitat. Considering a 200 m depth-of-edge influence,
the project area would support < 2 acres of interior forest; for a 100 m depth-of-edge influence, which
might be reasonable for some microclimatic variables (e.g., soil temperature), the project area would
support roughly 94 acres of interior forest. Response of species to changes in these microclimatic
conditions depends on the autecology (species ecology) of the species in question. Species requiring high
relative humidity conditions comparable to old forest interiors or complex horizontal/vertical cover or
concealment conditions would be predicted to be absent or rare in the project area.

Project area vegetation and stand structure

Overstory tree species richness is low in Units 1-3. Douglas-fir and western hemlock are the most
common overstory species, with tanoak, chinquapin, red alder, California laurel and some Port-Orford|
cedar as primary understory species. Unit 4 has greater tree diversity including grand fir in its overstory
(Table 2). The Sandy Creek sub-watershed and its surroundings have been characterized as part of the
Port-Orford-cedar (Chamaecyparis lawsoniana) variant of the western hemlock zone (USDI 1996).
Series identified in the project area include western hemlock, tanoak and Port-Orford-cedar series.

Units 1-3 have been classified as “well-stocked large sawtimber” with an 1880 birth date; Unit 4 has been
typed as “large sawtimber” with an 1890 birth date’. Units have moderate vertical and horizontal
structural development, generally consistent with 120 year old forest. These units support two-story
stands with well-developed, >120 ft. tall overstory canopies* and developing, weakly-expressed
understories; mean canopy height diversity is 4.8 (Table 2, FE Technical Report). Historic
salvage/harvest, stand-modifying fire disturbance, and hardwood invasion have created horizontal
variability within stands including dense suppressed patches, canopy gaps, and (in Unit 4) some
hardwood patches (Table 3). This horizontal variability is consistent with Maturation-stage conditions in
Units 1-3; Unit 4 is slightly more variable.

Based on overstory tree age (roughly 120 YO), low densities of legacy structures, and predominance of a
single, moderately dense, even-aged overstory of intolerant pioneer trees, Units 1-4 are best-described as
being in the Maturation-stage of stand development (Franklin et al. 2002). For summarization and
mapping purposes, stands 80 to 120 years old (Unit 4; roughly 116 YO), and un-aged stands with similar
characteristics have been typed as “mature late-successional” forest. Stands over 120 years old (Units 1[]
3; roughly 126 YO) and un-aged stands with similar characteristics have been typed as “old late-
successional” forest. These classifications are somewhat arbitrary; actual within-stand conditions (as
described above and in Table III-3) are far better descriptors of unit structural conditions. Table 1
includes a comparison of different stand structural definitions used in this document.

? Forest Operational Inventory (FOI) type for units 1-3 is D4D3=1880. Unit 4 has been typed as D4=1890.
* Douglas-fir trees of this age have typically only achieved 65% of their eventual heights (Franklin and Spies 2002).
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Analysis area (watershed and sub-watershed) environmental baseline: Issue 1

The amount, arrangement, and quality of late-successional forest cover in the analysis area have been
quantified using three indicators: the amount of late-successional cover (FE1), late-successional interior
area (FE2), and late-successional quality (FE3). Late-successional patch arrangement and patch size
distribution in the analysis area were also quantified, but did not change markedly between the
Alternatives; these analyses are described in the FE Technical Report (Analysis File) and summarized in
descriptions of late-successional quality in the analysis area. In order to determine significance of
changes in the environmental baseline, specific thresholds have also been identified for each indictor.
Detailed definitions and rationale for use of these indicators and thresholds is provided in the FE
Technical Report.

Indicator FE1: Amount of late-successional forest cover

The amount of late-successional forest cover was measured using acreage amount and % total cover at the
watershed and sub-watershed scales. The amount of mature and old forest structure was used to contrast
different alternatives in the PRMP (USDI 1994 p4-39), and set thresholds for minimum late-successional
retention in a watershed. Thresholds in the amount of late-successional cover have been identified in the
Northwest Forest Plan and through theoretical modeling (Franklin and Forman 1987, MELP 2000).

The current cover of late-successional forest in the analysis area reflects the historic range in conditions
modified by modern management activities. Like much of the Coast Range, the Middle Fork Coquille
watershed analysis area (MFC) was characterized by infrequent, large, high intensity stand-replacing fires
and occasional, smaller stand-modifying fires previous to European expansion. By the 1930s, following
turn-of-the-century fires (mostly in the western portion of the MFC) and minimal harvest, > 60% of the
watershed supported late-successional conditions (Harrington 2003), including roughly 40% old-growth
(structurally complex) forest cover (Table 6). Estimated total late-successional cover for the watershed in
the 1930s cover map is close to pre-logging old forest estimates by (Ripple et al. 2000); old-growth cover
estimates in this map are close to modeled historic range in old-growth cover for the Oregon Coast Range
(Wimberly et al. 2000).

Since the turn of the 19™ century, historic late-successional forest stands have been harvested, disturbed
by fire, or have undergone succession. The current condition for the watershed includes about 14% late-
successional forest cover in federal management and 3-4% in private ownership (Table 5). The largest
portion (10% of the 14%) of Federal late-successional forest® cover is mostly 80-200 years old; < 4% is
201-566 years old. There is less than 200 ac. of forest that has been identified as > 300 YO. The closest
location of this Vertical Diversification-stage old-growth is approximately 0.6 mi. from Unit 4. It is
unlikely that any of the private late-successional forest in the analysis area includes old-growth forest.

Current late-successional cover in the Sandy Creek sub-watershed is almost 30% (Table 10). This more
extensive cover is attributable to the sub-watershed’s distance from European settlements and (more
recently) federal land use allocations. Late-successional forest cover in the Coast Range Province was
approximately 18% in 2004 (Wimberly and Ohman 2004), similar to the MFC and far lower than in the
Sandy Creek sub-watershed.

Indicator FE2: Late-successional interior area

Interior patch area is that portion of a late-successional patch not influenced by edge effects. Interior
patch covers and patch sizes are meaningful comparators to total late-successional patch cover and sizes
(measured in FE1). There are mechanistic reasons why some species would be predicted to be associated
with interior late-successional habitat, including the need for complex horizontal/vertical concealment
cover (e.g., marbled murrelet) or a buffered microclimate (some fungi, bryophytes). Measures of late[]

* Coquille Tribal lands and USFS holdings have been lumped with BLM-managed areas for the purposes of analysis.
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successional interior area discussed include: total interior area (ac.), cover by interior (% of watershed/
sub-watershed), mean interior patch size (ac.), and number of isolated interior patches. Depth-of-edge
influence used for these landscape level measures is 200 meters. Regulatory thresholds for late-
successional interior patch size have not been quantified; in the absence of these thresholds, and
considering that different functions and species have very different edge-to-interior change responses
(Chen et al. 1999), comparison can be made to historic conditions and to predicted responses from some
species and functions.

Historic conditions supported both very large late-successional patches and large interior patch areas in

the MFC. Analysis of 1930s forest type maps suggests that 85% of the late-successional area was interior
habitat; mean interior patch size was almost 7,000 ac. (Table 7)°. The amount of Interior late-
successional forest cover in the current analysis area has changed radically from historic conditions, and
has been reduced more dramatically than total late-successional cover. Considering a 200 meter depth-ofT]
edge, interior late-successional forest currently covers slightly less than 2% of the watershed (Table 7).
Mean interior patch sizes are 1/10™ the mean late-successional patch size (about 4.2 ac.) with 15% of
interior late-successional patches existing as fragmented-type islands. The majority of late-successional
patches in the current landscape have no interior area.

Mean interior patch size in the sub-watershed (20.4 ac: Table 11) is larger than in the watershed (MFC).
This is due to historic disturbance patterns which left larger late-successional patches and current land
use/land allocation patterns retaining these larger patches. The environmental baseline for mean interior
patch size in the Sandy sub-watershed is still only 2% of historic interior patch sizes. At a larger scale, in
1994 the BLM Coos Bay District holdings included 123 blocks of interior old-growth habitat’. This
constitutes almost 25% of all of BLM-managed old-growth, < 4% of all Coos Bay District holdings, and
< 1% of cover in the Southwest Oregon Province. At the province-scale, LSRs in the analysis area (LSR
260, 261) represent large-scale disjunct interior areas. LSR 261 is considered the most isolated LSR in
the province, with only 29% of potential dispersal azimuths reaching another LSR within 12 miles; LSR
260 is considered moderately isolated (USDA and USDI 1998).

Indicator FE3: Late-successional quality (landscape-scale)

Quality components for the analysis area (MFC) landscape include the structural stages of late-
successional forest present in the analysis area, and the size and arrangement of these older patches in the
landscape. At the landscape-scale, just over 75% of the late-successional forest in the MFC is in the
Maturation-stage; 24% is in the Vertical diversification-stage; < 1% is in the Horizontal diversification-
stage®. Forests in the Maturation-stage across the watershed would be predicted to have late-successional
stand qualities similar to Units 1-4. These include moderate densities of large trees with few well-
developed structures, limited secondary canopies, and few legacies. Forests in the MFC in the Vertical
diversification-stage would be predicted to have many large trees with extensive numbers of large
structures, well-developed secondary canopies, and many legacy structures. Forests in the Horizontal
diversification-stage would be predicted to include multiple smaller structural units, with a greater
variability in structural conditions including hardwood patches, dominant tolerant species, and highly
variable distribution of structural legacies including large structures.

The analysis area is currently dominated by stands < 500 ac. in size (Table 8), which is roughly 70% of
all MFC cover. Current landscapes support far fewer large (> 2,000 ac.) late-successional patches than
historic landscapes (FE Tech Report; Table 8). Historic large-scale fires often created very large patches
dominated by a single structural stage, isolated from patches with similar structure. This led to a

®Due to the large grain size of this 1930s type map, it likely under-represents small gaps in these large patches, however the general trend of large
late-successional patches with significant interior area is probably correct.

7 “Interior” was defined as > 400 feet from adjacent young stands.

¥ See Appendix B, Table 1 for structural class comparison.

23|Page Remote Control Environmental Assessment



landscape with very low connectance (<1%) and high clumpiness for late-successional patches for
functions operating on scales of hundreds (Table 7) to a few thousand meters (FE Tech Report).

Current late-successional patches remain clumped, due to these same historic influences (fire) and the
subsequent retention of late-successional patches principally in federally managed areas. Changes from
historic conditions in patch size and patch arrangement are qualitatively apparent in the Sandy Creek sub-
watershed. The sub-watershed was dominated by a single large late-successional patch in the north 2 of
the sub-watershed in the 1930s. Harvest in the north and succession in the southern portion of the sub-
watershed have produced a pattern of smaller, less connected late-successional patches in the current
landscape (Table 11; Map 6). Similar patterns of decreased late-successional patch size and clumped late-
successional patch arrangement are present at larger scales. Over 50% of the mature and old forest cover
in the BLM Coos Bay District is in blocks > 600 ac. in size’; the bulk of old forest in historic landscapes
occurred in patches > 200,000 ac. in size (Wimberly 2002). At the province-scale, late-successional
forest habitat is clumped in federal ownership, generally in the middle of the Coast Range Province,
removed from population centers.

Wildlife Resources

For purposes of this discussion the analysis area is defined as the Middle Fork Coquille 5" field
Watershed. Discussions will also focus on the smaller 6™ field Sandy Creek sub-watershed and the
proposed harvest units (site level) where appropriate.

Issue 2: Threatened and Endangered Species

Two wildlife species listed as federally threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) are known to
occur or have habitat present within the analysis area. These species are the marbled murrelet
(Brachyramphus marmoratus) and the northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina).

Marbled Murrelets — Although the stands are located within nesting range of the ocean (26-31 air miles),
the proposed units do not qualify as suitable marbled murrelet habitat. These stands are in the age range
and have remnant large trees, but field verifications have determined the limbs and moss growth in these
trees have not developed sufficiently to provide platforms. Trees must have enough moss covered limbs
in the top third of the tree that are a minimum of four inches in diameter to be considered nesting habitat.
Adjacent cover from surrounding trees is also desirable to reduce vulnerability to predation.

As these stands are not typed as suitable habitat, a complete set of protocol surveys to detect presence was
not conducted in the proposed harvest units. However, multiple surveys were performed as part of field
verifications of the sites (Table III-1). No murrelets were detected. Adjacent suitable habitats were
surveyed to avoid disturbance effects; there are none within 120 yards of Units 1, 2, and 3. Surveys were
conducted adjacent to Unit 4 during the 2005 and 2006 breeding seasons. This habitat was also surveyed
in 1995, 1996 and 1997. No murrelets displaying nesting behavior were observed in 34 surveys.
Murrelet occupancy was documented in a small stand several miles from the proposed units and at
another location in an adjacent sub-watershed, approximately 0.1 miles west of Unit 1.

9 RMP data based on 1988 inventories. “Block” definition may be different than patch definitions produced using other delineation techniques.
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Table 111-1 Summary of Marbled Murrelet Surveys Completed in the Sandy Creek Survey Area

No. of | Total Surveys Protocol Surveys Number of Most Significant
Site Year Stations Completed Completed Required Detections Behavior Detected
Units 1,2,3 2006 0 0 0 0 0 Dropped Not Habitat
U’ 2006 6 6 5 5 0 None
Units 1,2,3 2005 3 3 3 0 0 Dropped Not Habitat
U’ 2005 6 8 7 5 0 None
U 1997 6 5 5 5 0 None
§] 1996 4 4 4 4 0 None
U 1995 9 4 4 4 0 None
Units 1,2,3 | 1995 9 4 4 4 0 None
! Site adjacent to Unit 4 “ Individual unit data was unavailable, minimum requirements were met

There are 18 known occupied murrelet sites in the Middle Fork Coquille Watershed; two of these overlap
into adjacent watersheds. Sites range in size from 21 to 330 acres.

None of the proposed harvest units are designated as Critical Habitat. Not all lands on the Coos Bay
District have been field-verified; stand age (>80 years) will be used for this analysis as a potential
predictor of murrelet habitat. The Sandy Creek sub-watershed contains about 3,757 acres (29.5 %) of
potential murrelet habitat with 2,186 of these acres designated as Critical Habitat. The Middle Fork
Coquille Watershed has an estimated 33,833 acres (17.2 %) of potential murrelet habitat with 10,894 of
these acres designated as Critical Habitat.

Northern Spotted Owl (NSO) — The final Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl was approved in
May 2008 (USDI 2008). This plan designated Managed Owl Conservation Areas (MOCA) and
Conservation Support Areas (CSA). The project area is not included in a MOCA, but does fall within an
unmapped CSA, Coquille OCSA-04. These CSAs are described as “areas between or adjacent to
MOCAs where habitat contributions by private, State, and some Federal land managers are expected to
increase the likelihood that spotted owl recovery is achieved.” Contributions for recovery for these areas
are “where private, State, or Federal management regimes support owl habitat (for example, Section 10
Habitat Conservation Plans, State forest practices rules, certain Federal adaptive management areas).”
The Remote Control units are not located within any special federal adaptive management areas as they
are designated as Matrix, and are not expected to contribute to the recovery of the northern spotted owl;
“CSAs recognize existing management compatible with spotted owl conservation such as Habitat
Conservation Areas under the ESA, State parks and other Federal lands.” Additionally, none of the
proposed units are located in NSO Critical Habitat.

Nest Sites

There are no known NSO nests in the proposed units. Telemetry data from an ongoing National Council
for Air and Stream Improvement (NACSI) study shows that there were four visits to U