Highland Fling Thinning Timber Sale
Final DecisionDecision Rationaland Finding of No Significant Impa@R)
Environmental Assessment Number (EA) # OR08@5

August2010

}oLySIq wajes

United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office
Salem District, Cascades Resource Area
Upper Milk Creek and Middle Clear Creek (including Little Cedar CréBK)eld Watershesl
ClackamasCounty Oregon

Willamette Meridian,
T.3S, R.3E., Section 35;
T.4S,R.3E.,Sectiors 1, 21, 27, 29.

Responsible Agency: USDI - Bureau of Land Management

Responsible Official: Cindy Enstrom Field Manager
Cascades Resource Area
1717 Fabry Road SE
Salem, OR 97306
(503) 3755969

For further information, contact: Keith Walton
Cascades Resource Area
1717 Fabry Road SE
Salem, OR 97306
(503) 3755676




As the Nationds princiopal conservatiiyfornoogiency,
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 anddigal places, and providing for the enjoyment of life

through outdoor recreation. The Department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to
assure that their development is in the best interest of all people. The Department also has a major
responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for people who live in Island

Territories under U.S. administration.

BLM/OR/WA/AE -10/059+1792

Highland Fling Thinninglimber SaleDR  August 2010  EA # ORO&B-05 p.2



1.0 Introduction

TheBureau of Land Management (BLM) has conductedranronmental analysis for the Highland
Fling Thinning project which is documented ithe Highland Fling Thinning Environmental
Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FO&fpiloved on March 22010 This EA

is incorporated here by rerce in this Final Decisigiecision Rationaleand Finding of No
Significant Impac{DR). | signed greliminaryFinding of No Significant Impact on Mar&@8, 2010

and made the EA available for public review from March 24, 2010 to April 23, ZIR&¢cion 6.0.
Substantive comments received during the public review period are addressed in DR section 10.0.

TheHighland FlingThinning project has been divided irto timbersales the Highland Fling
Thinning Timber Saleis the first to be offeredrhis decision is limited to thdighland FlingThinning
Timber Sale which is located inT. 3 S., R. 3 E., Section 3%5.4S.,R. 3E., Section1; T.4S.,R. 3
E., Section 21; T.4 S.,R. 3E., Section 27;and T. 4 S., R. 3 E., SectdhM9

Additional units that were analyzed in the Highland Fling Thinning EA will be offered in the Highland
Flung ThinningTimber Sale The BLM plans to offer the Highland Flung Thinnifignber Slein
November 2010 and a separate decision will be prepared tadian

2.0 Decision

| have decided tanplementheHighland Fling Thinninglimber Sleas atimber saleconsistingof
tenof theeighteerunits of the proposed action described in the EA (pf24). The units | will
implement in thedighland Fling Thinmg timber saleare35A, B, C and D; 1; 21A and C; 27A and B;
and 29B(DR Table2)'. The following is a summ@ry of thedecision, hereafter referred to as the
isel ect &this@ecitdion Batianalel{R). The selected action will:

2.1 Timber Harvest

Harvest aproximately446 acres(DR Table2, DR section 8.0 This harvesincludes:
e Thinning439 acres within the followingRMP Land Use Allocations (LUA)
0 359acres within the General Forest Management Area (GFMA) portion of the Matrix
LUA,
0 80acreswithin the Riparian Reserve LUA.

¢ Clearing7 acres of vegetation withirthe road righg-of-way accessingll sectionsn the
timber sale contract aréBR Table2).

2.2  Logging Systems
All logging operations will be done using ground based yarding.

2.3  Road Work for Logging and Hauling

e Construct pproximatelyl.7 milesof new roado access thinning units amtcommodate
logging equipment and log transport

1 DR Table 2 DR section &) shows the selected action by section and the crossover between EA and Timber sale units.
The mapsDR section 9.pshow the selected action by section.
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¢ Renovateapproximately0.8 miles of unmaintained, currently unusabtead tothe minimum
standard necessary floauling, including spatocking, blading, brushing, curve alignment
and tree removal

e Stabilizeand blockall natural surface roadsewly constructedr renovated) Stabilizing
entails installing watebarsor othershaping ofoadsfor drainage, placing woody debris,
and/or seedingith native speciesEarth and debriberns or other methods determined to be
effective for each siteill be used to block these roads.

e Seed approximately 1.5 acres of disturbed seibagated with roads in and adjacent to harvest
units.

e Renovate and maintain approximat2ly milesof existing usableoad. Renovatioand
maintenancenay include blading and shaping of roadway and ditches, small slide/slump
repairs, clearing brush froout and fill slopes, cleaning or replacing culverts, and applying
rock surfacingnaterial to depleted surfaces.

e Replacel crossdrainculvert.

2.4 Fuels Treatments

A total of 86 acres inall unitswill havetreatment of the thinning slash following harvest

Treatment includes up @7 acres ofpullbackand scatter and up &9 acres of mechanical slash
piling and pile burning In all units except Unit 3Aslash will be pulled back00 feetfrom

property linesand scattered so that duff, litter and slasfela donot createa fuel bed deeper than

12 inches above mineral soil. In unit 3A (29 acres) slash will be mechanically piled and covered
after thinning operations and burned. After the fuels have cpitedwill be burnedin

compliance with the OregoSmoke Management Plafter the fall rains begjnvhen fire danger

is low andsoils are mois(EA pp. 19, 23100).

Slash which accumulates at logging landings will be placed on skid trails and natural surface roads
to stabilize the soil surface, andprevent use by vehicles after harvest operations.

2.5 Public Access

After the completion of the timber sale:

e Public access to uni# 8, 9 and 1in section35, T. 3 S., R.3 E. will not be changed as a
result of this timber saleNatural surface roads te constructed for logging access will be
stabilized and blocked.

e Public access to usibA, 6B and6C will be reduced by blocking road3E-1 near the west
section line/property line. This accegas created bgrivate road construction in section 2
tha connected the BLM road to the county road without BLM agreent@losing this road
will restore access to previous conditiomMéo other public access to the area would be
changed.

e The existing natural surface road3E-28 that provides vehicle accasso the interior of unit
5in section 29T.4 S,, R.3 E., would be stabilized and blockéadl prevent vehicle access.
Foot and horseback access would not be closed.

e Natural surface roads (both existing and new construction) that access the remaisinglunit
be stadized and blockedo prevent vehicle acces$oot and horseback access would not be
closed
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2.6  Special Forest Products

The BLM will makepermitsavailablefor collecting Special Forest Produ¢&-P) (RMP p. 49)

from the harvest units there is a demand for the products, and collection would not interfere with
proposed pr@ct operations. Special ForesbBucts aresalable naturgbroducts that can be found

in the forest andhayinclude edible mushrooms, firewood, posts and pol@sansplants of native
plantsfrom road rightsof-way, skid trail locations and landingsll be available for permit

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

2.7 Design Features

Project Design Features describedEm section2.3.4will beimplementedn the timber sale
contract.

3.0 Alternatives Considered

1. NoAction (EA section 2.% No commerciatimber management actions would occur. Only
normal administrative activities and other uses (e.g. road use, programmed road maintenance,
harvest of special forest products on public land) would continue on|Badvithin the
project area.

2. Proposed Ation (EA section 2.3 The proposed action analyzed in the EA is a proposal to
commercially thinapproximately 720 acres including:
e 9lacres of 8to 40yearold Early and EarhMid Seral Stagetimber stands;
e 564acres of 41 to 80 yeadd Mid and LateMid SeralStage timber stands;
e 65acres of 81 t®3 yearold Early Mature Seral Stage timber stands.

The abwee acres include rightsf-way acres.Approximatelys45acres are in General Fast
Management Area (GFMA) LUANnd175acres are in thRiparianReserva_LUA. In the
proposed action, approximatéd acres were proposed for skyline yarding 88&acres for
groundbased yarding.Connectd Actions include constructing 5t8ilesof new road
maintaining approximatel§ milesof existingroad removng afailing log fill stream
crossingfording one stream at a single crossing pand reducing forest fuel accumulations
on approximatehd70acres.

3. Alternatives considered but not analyzed in detail (EA25§26): Alternatives were
considered far
o Treatment of other forest stands within the Riparian Reserve LUA;
¢ Installation of a temporary culvert in Randall Creek to provide access to treat unit 29A;
¢ No treatment of unit 29A to avoid crossing Randall Ci@eit specifically analyzed as a

separat@lternative because it would be selection of the "no action" alternative for this
unit);

2 Age ranges of stands proposed for treatment are based on 2008 Stand Exam data and are rthisgeesentation.
Seral Stage Age Classes are: Early30QEarly Mid = 3140; Mid = 4160; Late Mid = 6180; Early Mature = 81.20;
Mature = 121200; Old Growth = 201+.
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4.0

e Treatment of unit 21BIS-3E, dropped from additional analysis when stream mapping
updates showed that most of the unit is in Riparian Reserve rather than Matriatamal th
treatment was reconended to achieve ACS Objectives;

e Treatment of additional areas$®ction 29 of 48lE, dropped from additional analysis
when trees with okgjrowth characteristics were found in the stands;

¢ Addition of a commercial thinning unit ihe NW corner of Section-14S3E was
dropped from further analysis because of a combination of site specific factors;

e Addition of a commercial thinning unit in SW¥.SW%¥%4 Section 2%-3E was dropped
from further analysis because field examinations shdivattreatment is not needed at
this time;

¢ Management options fonaxistingnetwork of unauthorized usereated trails in
multiple units in the proposed action were dropped from further analysis because this
area is not in any designated Special Rémedlanagement Area (SRMA) and
management of reeational facilities is outside of the scope of this project analysis;

¢ An alternative that would managesds for carbon storage was not analyzed in detail for
reasons describad EA section 2.%nd thathis alternativevould have the same effects
as the No Action alternative.

. Selected ActiorfDR sectios 2.0, 8.0,DR Table2): EA units35A, B, C and D; 1; 21A and

C; 27A and B; and 29Bf the Proposed Actigiitem numbeR above have been selected to
form theHighland FlingThinningtimbersale, treating approximately 446 acres of forest
stands This timber sale is a proposal to thproximately439 acres 0£28-93 yearold

mixed conifer stands.

No skyline yarding is includenh the selected action. Field assessments of treatment needs
for both Matrix and Riparian Reserve objectives, operational feasibility of each potential
skyline logging setting, timber volume recovery and the economic return on acres suitable for
skylinelogging resulted in dropping all skyline yarding that had been included in the
proposed action.

Theselected actiomcludesl.7 miles of new road constructipresulting in 7 acres of
clearing None of the new road construction would take place wittérRiparian Reserve
land use allocatian(See maps)Crossing Randall Creek is not part of the selected action.
See DR section 4.0, bullet #2.

Approximately 1 mile of the 1.7 miles of new construction is optional, depending upon the
pur c has e mplanso be apgragvedrbygthe BLM (see DR section 8@ps). Dropping

skyline yarding from the selected action changed the location and reduced the amount of road
construction in several locations. The road construction for the selected action is wthin th
scope of the road construction analyzed in the EA. Similar to the EA proposed action; new
road constructioffor the selected actiomould occur in stable locationgn gentle slopes

(<20 percentyvith stable, vegetated surfaces.

Decision Rationale

| used the followindgactorsin selecting the alternative that bestets the purpose and need and
decision factors described in EA sectidn2 and DR Table 1
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This section compares the alternatives with regard to the Decision Factors desdeBexkdion
1.2.3and the project objectives BPA section 1.2.2

Table 1: Comparison of the Alternatives by Decision Factors and Project Objectives

Decision Factorsand Project Objectives

Comparison of Alternatives

a. Provide timber resources and revenue to the
government from the sale of those resources
(objectives 1 and 2); The No Action Alternative would not meet this factor sinc
b. Reduce the costs both shtetm and longerm of . .
; : . o no timber sale would take plac&he proposed action and
managing the lands in the project area objectives . C
and 2): and selectedaction wouldprovide timber resourseto the
c. Provides safe, costffectiveaccess for logging market.
operations, fuels management and fire suppress
(objectives 2, 6, and)7
- . - The No Action Alternative would not meet this decision
d. Reduce competitiorelated mortality and wildfire . .
risk, and increase tree vigor and growth (objectiv| fa_ctor.T_hg proposed action and seleciscionwould meet
1 and 7) thisdecisionfactor. €A pp.24-25, 4647, 64, 72, 78, 995,
103, 111112, 114, 11%
The no action alternative, proposed action and selected
actionmeetthis decision factarUnder theproposed action
e. Reduce erosion and subsequent sedimentation f| and selectedction, roads would be maintained, reducing
roads (objectives 3 and 6) risk of erosion and sedimentation associated with the
existing road system. New road construction servation
would not cause sedimentatioEEA pp.vi, 3, 17-21, 47-64,
64-72)
Under theno action alternative, stand health and tree groy
rates would decline if stands are not thinned. Competition
would result in mortality of smaller trees and some co
dominant trees in thetands. This alternative retains existi
elements, but does not enhance conditions to provide the
elements for the future stand. Trees would continue to gr
f.  Provide for the establishment and growth of coni| slowly until reaching suitable size fooarsewoody debris,
species while retaining structural and habitat shags and late successional bebi
components, such as large trees, snags, and cog
woody debris (objectives 4 and 5); Theproposed action and selectctionwould meethese
decision factors. Stand health and tree growth rates wol
g. Promote the development of healthy late be maintained as trees are released from competitioseTh
successionatharacteristics in the RiparianReseryfal t er nati ves retain the el
LUA (objective 4) on untreate@reas of the stands in the project area and
encourage development of larger diameter trees and mo
open stand conditions in treated areas. These conditions
an element of diversity to the landscape not provided on
BLM lands under the No Action altertie.
(EA pp. vi, viii, 11-12, 21-22, 2629, 3031, 3547, 7895,
95103, 112114, 117122).
The no action alternative, proposed action and selected
actionmeet thisdecision factarHowever, under the No
h. Establish a defensible area for use during exteng Action Alternative, dense forest stands with high crown

fire suppression activities and possibly reduce th
overall sizeand intensityof a wildfire (objective 7).

Reduce potential human sources of wildfire igniti
by controlling access (objective 7).

densities are more susceptible to a high intensity, stand
replacement wildfire that escapes initial attack and could
threaten the public and other resources. Undepriigosed
action and selecteattion managedthinned forest stands
are less prone toatastrophic wildfires. Fires that do start
tend to be easier to control in nzeyed standgEA pp.vii,
14-16, 23, 95103, 112114).
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Considering public comment, the content of thghland Fling Thinning EAthesupporting
project record, and the management direction contained in the RMP, | have decided to
implement the selected action as describddR section2.0. The following is my rationale for
this decision.

1. No ActionAlternative This alternative wasot selectedbecause it does not meet fhreject
objectives odelays the achievement of thmject objectiveslescribed in EA sectioh.2
(EA pp. 24) andDR Table 1(DR section 4.Q0)

2. Proposed Action

¢ | have selecte®A units3-3-35A, B, C and D4-3-1; 21A and C; 27A and B; and 238
theHighland FlingThinning Timber Sale, documentedsthe SelectedAction.

e UnitsinT.4S., R. 4 E. (EA unit4-4-21; 27A,B,C; and 29A,B,C)ere not selected
because | plan to implement them in Highland FlungThinning Timber Sale, which
will be documentedh a separatd®ecisionRationaledocumentat a later time

e | have deferred decision on treatment of B 4-3-29A and the associated action of
removing the failing log fill crossing on a tributary to Randakekbecause of concerns
raised in consultation with National Marine Fisheries Serfhi#d¢FS) andin public
comments. If | implement treatment of this unit and associated actions at another time, |
will prepare a separate decision.

e | have deferred decwmn on fuels treatments outside of proposed thinning units. If |
implement these treatments at another time, | will prepare a separate decision.

3. Selected ActionThe selected actiamplementghe Highland FlingThinning Timber Sale

described in th®R sectiorn2.0. The Selected Action

e Meets the purpose and need of the pragsalescribed in the Highland Fling Thinning
EA sectionl.2 (EA pp.1-3), and all decision facto&A pp. 34) as shown iDR Table
1 (DR section 4.Q)

¢ |s consistentwith the &lem District Record of Decisin and Resource Management Plan
and related documents which direct and provide the legal framework for management of
BLM lands within the Salem DistricEA pp. 4-7, DR sectiors 5.0, 7.1)

¢ Is responsive to concerns for @amonomically efficient projedEA p. 9.
Is responsive to public inpuDR sectiols 10.3, 107).

e Decreases potential fstand replacement fires A pp. vii, 23, and section 3.3:6)
o Limiting access to the interior of units by closing roads;
0 Reducingpatential ignitions by reducing the amount of small diameter, easily ignited

fuels from designated areas;

o Providing ground level fuel brealsljacent to property lines;
0 Reducing ladder fuels; and
o Providing access for fire engines and other firefighting nessu

¢ Would not contribute to the expansionim¥asive/nonnative weegabpulationgEA pp.
vi, 22, 42, 47.

¢ Would not hava significant impact on the affected elements of the environment beyond
those already anticipated and addressed in the RMPEASp.v-ix, DR section 7.1

e Uses the minimum transportation system to facilitate implementation of the giect
section 2.3
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e Would have no effects on ESA listed fishtheir occupiedhabitat(DR section 63).

5.0 Compliance with Direction

Theanalyss documented in the Highland Fling Thinning EAsige-specific and supplements
analyses found in th®alem District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental
Impact StatemenBeptember 1994 (RMP/FEI)his project was designed undke Salem

District Record of Decision and Resource Management,Rlialy 1995(RMP) and related
documents which direct and provide the legal framework for management of BLM lands within
the Salem Distric(EA pp. 47). All of these documents may be reviewadhe Cascades

Resource Area office.

The project also complies with authorities described in EA secti@®and 3.3.10.

Survey and Manage Revi€wA section 1.3t Fol | owi ng t he Courtdés Dec
the Pechman exemptions are stilplace. Judge Coughenour deferred issuing a remedy in his
December 17, 2009 order until further proceedings, and did not enjoin the BLM from proceeding
with projects. Nevertheless, | hareviewed theHighland Fling Thinningorojectin consideration

of both the December 17, 2009 and October 11, 2006 order.

| have determined that the Highland Fling Thinning project complies with both the December 17,

2009 and October 11, 2006 orders because:

e TheHighland Fling Thinningproject entails no regeneratioarkiest

e Units3S3E35A,B,C,D; 4S3E1; 21A,C; and29B entailthinning only in stands less than 80
years old, | have made the determination thatgbition of thisproject meets Exemption A
of the Pechman Exemptions (October 11, 2006 Order).

e Botany: All botanical surveys conducted on the proposed Highland Fling Thinning Timber
Sale as well as all proposed timber sale projects within the Cascades Resource Area are
conductedo the same standards as was required under Survey & Manage (2001 ROD).
Known sites for any listed botanical species in the proposed project area or close proximity
are identified, all habitat, with a focus on suitable habitat, is inventoried and all botanical
species (vascular plants, lichens, bryophytes and fungi) encounterddraifeed. All
botanical species encountered during survey efforts of the proposed project area are common
species with no concern for persistence. (EA pp. 42).

e Wildlife: The Supplementary Wildlife ReportHighland Fling/FlungProjects(USDI BLM,
2010)is incorporated by reference. It states that:

o Units 1 and 2 of the Highland Fling Thinning Timber Sdlel§., R.3E., section 27 units
A and B (18 acrgsare the only units in th sale that are older than 80 yeatsigd exam
age of93).

0 Methodology:

A These units wersurveye for mollusk species in order to comply with tRecord of
Decision and Standards and Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey and Manage
Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines, Forest Service National Forests and
Bureau of Lad Management Districts Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl
(ROD 2001) without Annual Species Reviews {R-2016017, Interim NEPA
Direction for Survey and Manage Species).

A Both of the units which are older than 80 years are located oofside range of the
red tree vole (Huff, Biswell et.al., 2002, rev 2008).
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A

Survey and Manageusveys were conducted according to the latest survey protocol
(version 3.0 2003) during the sprifidarch, May and June)f 2010.

0 Survey Resultand Recommendatis

A
A

A

Target species for the surveys were Survey and Manage Species as of ROD 2001.
Two mollusk species were found (Oregonagomphix Megomphixhemphilli

(MEHE)) and Mal o-slwg@emphiliiamgionen)g

Concurrent with terrestrial mollusk surveydregon slender salamanders were located

in the units surveyed. Oregon slender salamanders are addressed in the Highland
Fling Environmental Assessment, Section 3.3.5.

No buffers are recommended due to the abundance of sites over the geographic range
of both species, and the lack of any Bureau status. The scientific rationale provided in
the 2001 and 2003 Annual Species Reviews is the currently the best science available.
These documents state that these species are more common than previously thought,
and the reserve system and other Standards and Guidelines of the NWFP appear to
provide for a reasonable assurance of species persistence (ASR 2003, FEIS 2007, App.
8 & 9). In addition, the Oregon megomphix meets the criteria for locally common in

all of the units surveyed (MEHE &hagemenRecommendationgp. 17-18). The
Management Recommendations for Oreg@mgomphix allows a higher level of
disturbance where this species is locally common, including thinning and other
activities.

0 Design Feature$EA sections 2.3.12.3.4 (especiallyp. 21-23, 24)):
Design features that have been incorporated intedleetedaction that would assure
persistence of these species include:

A

> > > > >

Unthinned areas would include the best habitat in Riparian Reserves where thest of
hardwood compagnt is located. Large portions like habitat in the parcels where
thinning is proposed would be left unthinned, and thus unimpacted. In T.4S., R.3E.,
section 27, fiftyfive percent of the habitat would be left unthinned.

Most of he hardwoods within the thinning unit boundaries would be retained and left
standing, including big leaf maple.

Due to seasonal restrictions on bark slippage and soil moisture, operations would
occur during the dry season when these mollusks are less.activ

No broadcast burning would occur, and only limited pile and burning would occur in
the units.

Large coarse woody debris would remain on site, and existing CWD would be left in
place whenever feasible.

Canopy closures would be maintained above 40 peraad in some cases over 60
percent.

Thereforethe Highland Fling thinning timber sateay still 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 Peman exemptionr units3-10 (EA Units 33-35A,B,C,D; 43-1, 21A,

21C, and 29Byvould remain valid in such caseélnits 1 and 2 (18 acres) of the Highland Fling
thinning project (EAUnNIts 4S3E-27A&B) meet the December 17, 2009 ortecause¢hese units

were surveyetb the standards outlined in the 2001 Survey and Manage Record of Decision (2001
ROD withoutAnnual Species Review&SR9 and the latest survey protocols (DR §p10).
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6.0 Public Involvement/ Consultation/Coordination
6.1 Scoping

External scoping (seeking input from people outside of the Biokthis projectwas conducted by
means of @coping lettesent out tapproximately 291ederal, state and municipal government
agencies, nearby landowners, tribal authorities, and intdrpatées on the Cascades Resource
Area mailing liston February20,2008. In addition, BLM representatives attended the Clarkes
Highland Community Planning Organization meeting on M&%2008 to answer questions about
the Highland Fling Thinning progal and solicit comments. Approximatéfyrty-eight(38)
comment letteremails/postcardaere receivediuring the scoping period. The scoping and EA
commentettergemails/postcardare available for review at the Salem District BLM Offit&17
Fabry Rl SE,Salem, Oregon.

EA section 1.4.2addresssthe topics raised in the commentaternal scoping was conducted by
the Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) through record searches, field reviews and the project planning
process.

6.2 EA Comment Periods and Comments

BLM made theHighland Fling Thinning=eA and FONS[Finding Of No Significant Impact)
available for public review frorMarch 24, 201@o April 23, 2010

BLM representatives (the Decision Maker, a Natural Resource Staff Supervisor and the Highland
Fling IDT leader/EA author) attended a field trip at Bark's reqishg the EA comment period
onApril 16. Onerepresentativef Bark and foutocal people attended.

Eight comment lettere@mails/postcardaere receivediuring the EA comment perio@hese
commentsareavailable for review at the Salem District BLM Office 177Fabry RASE, Salem,
Oregon.

6.3 ESA Section 7 Consultation
1. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servic@JSFWS)
EA section 5.1.1 describes consultation with USFWS.

The Highlandrling Thinningselected actiofmay affect, but is not likely to adversely affect"
the northern spotted owl and is "not likely to adversely affect” spotted owl Critical Habitat or
to "diminish the effectiveness" of the conservation program due to the modification of
dispersal and suitable habitat beca(isé pp. 8788):
o No dispersal or suitable habitat woulddeered ordowngraded by the projewatithin
the provincial home range of any known spotted owl sites
e  None of the units are located in LSR or Critical Habitasfuotted owl;
o Current habitat conditions would be maintained after treatment even though the stands
would be altered,;
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o The presence of nesting spotted owls within 0.5 miles of any of the timber sale units is
highly unlikelydue to the uni@location in rural residential areas in the Willamette
Valley.

2. National Marine Fisheries AdministratigNMFS)

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

Fling Thinningtimber sale on Lower Columbia RivatGR) coho salmon and LCR winter

steelhead trout was completed on April 2810 under the programmatic consultation

process for timber thinning sales. BLM and NMFS determined that the project effect is

"may affect, not likely to adversely affect” listéish and/or critical habitat, and also that the

effect to essential fish habitat for LCR coho salmon does not exceed the may affect threshold.

The project design features for the Highland Fling praeetconsistent witthe design

criteria described ithe programmatic consultation. Examples incl(€é& section2.3.42):

o meeting NW Forest plastandards and guidelines and BMPs for protection of water
quality;

e thinning from below, retaining the dominant/dominant trees;

o meetingor exceedingninimum steam protection buffer widths (e.g. 100 feet on

perenniaktreamsand50 feet on intermittent streams within 1 mile of LRihd 60 feet

on perennial and30 feet on intermittstreamsmorethan 1 mile from LFH);

no felling of trees within the primary shadene on perennial streams;

retainingminimum50% averagecanopy closure within the secondary shade zone;

using existing landings and skid trails to the maximum extent possible;

constructing new roads on stable, relatively flat topography;

implementing ersion control measureand

notimber transport onaturalsurface roads during the wet season

7.0 Conclusion
7.1  Final Finding of No Significant Impact

| have made a final decision on tHeghland Fling timber salélThe selected action is described in
DR sectim 2.0.TheHighland FlingThinningEnvironmental Assessmatdcuments the
environmental analysis ¢tie proposed commercial thinning actyvithe EA is incorporated by
reference in this Finding of No Significant Impaetermination.The analysis in thigA is site-
specific and supplements analyses found irBélem District Proposed Resource Management
Plan/Final Environmental Impact Stateme&gptember 1994 (RMP/FEIST.he proposed thinning
activities have been designed to conform toShem Distret Record of Decision and Resource
Management PlarMay 1995 (RMP) and related documents which direct and provide the legal
framework for management of BLM lands within the Salem Dis{Eét Section 1.3)The EA and
FONSIwasmadeavailable for public review from March 24, 2010 to April 23, 20L€eceived
eightcomment letters. Response to substantive comments is described in DR $k06tion 1

Based upon review of thdighland Fling Thinning EAand supporting documents and the public
comments | received on this project, | have determined that the selected actiba major federal
actionand would not significantly affect the quality of the human environpmeditvidually or
cumulatively wih other actions in the general area. No environmeffitts meet the definition of
significance in context or intensity as defined in 40 CFR 1508.27.
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Thereforesupplemental or additional information to the analysis in the RMP/FEIS in the form of a
new environmental impact statement is not needHuis finding is based on the following
discussion:

Context:

Potential effects resulting from the implementation ofslected actiohave been analyzed within
the context of th@roject area boundarieand the following 6" field watersheds: Middle Clear
Creek (including Little Cedar Creek), Upper Clear Creek, Upper Milk Creek and Headwaters of
Milk Creek. This project would affect approximately 0.6 percenthef56,118 acre combined's
field watersheds listed abo&A section 1.1, Table 110 CFR1508.27(a)]

Intensity:

1.

The resources potentially affected by the proposed thinning activitiegegetation and forest
stand characteristics, hydrology, fisheries and aquatic habitiat, widlife, air quality andire

hazard/risk, carbon storage, carbon emissions and climate change, recreation, visual resources and

rural interface areas, and cultural resourcEse effects of commercial thinning are unlikely to
have significant adveesmpacts on these resources [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (1)] for the following
reasons:

e Project design featuredescribed irEA section 2.3.4vould reduce the risk of effects to
affected resources to be within RMP standards and guidelines and to be withiedtse eff
described in the RMP/EIS.

e Vegetation and Forest Stand CharacteristiEd section 3.3.1)1/ No special status vascular
plant species or bryophytes would be affected. 2/ Noxious Weledseases in the number
of invasive/nomnative plants are expext to beshort lived because all areas with ground
disturbing activities be revegetated with native spegé@@éssection 2.3.4 3); andnative
speciesvould naturally revegetate after thinning activitfe#\ section 3.3.1.1)3/ The
proposed action wouldot result in adverse effects to BLM Special Status Species or former

Bureau Assessment Species because no suitable habitat for any species known or likely to be

present would be lost or altered to a degree that may impact existing populations. Therefore,
the project would not contribute to the need to list any BLM Special Status Species.

e Hydrology; Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat; and SqHA sections 3.3-3.3.4): Road
construction would occur on gentle slopes with stable, vegetated surfaces. Geuilietaten
slope gradients in this project area provide little opportunity for surface water to flow. Stream
protection zones (60 feet on perennial streams, 30 feet on intermittent stiraraased to
100feet on perennial and 50 feet on intermittent stieavithin one mile of listed fish habijat

would maintain current stream temperatures by retaining the current vegetation in the primary

shade zone and most of the current levels of shading in the secondary shade zone. Stream
protection zones are also expet to prevent sediment as a result of overland flow or surface
erosion in logging units from reaching streams during storms of less than a 10 year return
interval (EA section 3.3.2)Timber haul and road maintenance project design features would
preventsedimentation delivery to streams in quantities that would exceed Oregon DEQ
requirements. hstream work (standard culvert maintenance) would take place during the dry
season/irwater work period to prevent water quality degradation for more than aoigs h
within a few days time period within % mile downstream of the work site. The proposed
action will abide by and meet State of Oregon water quality standards.
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e Soils Soil compactions limited to no more than Iflercento f e ac h u,withtleéss a c r e
than 2 percent potential loss of productivity

o Wildlife (EA section 3.3.5):1/ Stands proposed for thinning aret presently functioning as
late-successional old growth habitat, except units 27A and B, which would be maintained as
late successionalabitat.2/ Existing snags, remnant old growth trees and coarse woody debris
(CWD) would be retained. The feffiewer than 10 percent of existing)ar ge ( O 15 i n
di ameter and O 15 feet tall) snags lnpat wou
and yarding operations would be retained as CWINo suitable habitat for BLM Special
Status species known or likely to be present would be lost. Therefore, the project would not
contribute to the need to list any BLM Special Status spe#fidhinning would not
significantly change species richness (a combination of species diversity and abundance) of
the Migratory and Resident Bird community. No species would be extirpastahits as a
result of thinning5/ See # 2, for effects to northerrogied owl.

e Air Quality and Fire Hazard/RiskEA section 3.3.6)After 2 to 4 years the fine fuels
generated by thinninggould be decayed in the units andhin 15 years all slash would be
decomposed so thtte risk of surface fire would decrease to near current levels. The
thinning itself would decrease the risk of a canopyHlireeducing ladder fuels and increasing
stand vigor Theselectedaction would comply with State of Oregon Air Quality Standards
by strict adherence to smoke management regulations. For example, slash burning would take
place when wind and air movement patterns would dissipate smoke within 12 hours, reducing
the effect on air quality.

e Carbon Storage, Carbon Emissions and Climaterigje(EA section 3.3.7):

o0 The incremental increase in carbon emissions as greenhouse gasses that could be
attributable to theelectedaction is of such small magnitude that it is unlikely to be
detectable at global, continental or regional scales off¢otahe results of any models
now being used to predict climate change.

0 The retained trees would sequester carbon equal to the amount of carbon from the live
trees pool emitted during the first decade of the project within three years after thinning
so he direct impacts are of short duration as well as small magnitude.

o An equal amount of wood would be harvested and processed from other lands within the
region to meet market demand, resulting in zero net difference between the action and no
action alterntives on regional carbon storage and global climate change scales.

e Recreation, Visual Resources, and Rural Interf@o® section 3.3.7)Changes to the
landscape character would be low and would comply with Visual Resource Management
guidelines becausedtproject would maintain a forested setting. Some disturbance to
vegetation would be observable after thinning activities and would be expected to develop an
undisturbed appearance within five yeav¥ithin harvest units, existing unauthorized trails
would only beinaccessibléo recreational users for a short tich&ing harvest operatiorfa
few weeks or months on each untile active operations would pose safety hazards to
recreational users)Althoughthe unauthorizedrails would not be protectest maintained by
the BLM, recreational access to the project area #ftdrer harvesbperations are complete
will not berestrictedbecause of the selected action.
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2. The proposed thinning activities:

Would not affect

(0]

Unique characteristics of the geographic area [40 CFR 1508.27 (b]{3g}e are no
parklands, prime farmlands, wild and scenic rivers, wilderness, or ecologically critical
areas located within the project afé& Section 3.3.10);

Districts sites, highwgs, structures, or other objects listed in or eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places, nor would $keéectedaction cause loss or
destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources [40 CFR
1508.27(b)(8)[EA Section 3.3.10).

Are not unique or unusualhe BLM has experience implementing similar actions in similar
areas without highly controversial [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (4)], highly uncertain, or unique or
unknown risks [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (5)].

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

Are not expected to adversely affect Endangered or Threatened Species listed under the
Endangere®pecies Act (ESA) of 1973 [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (9)].

(0]

ESA Wildlife - Northern spotted owl (EA Sectid.3.5).Effects to the species are not

significant because:

A The project maintains dispersaid suitabléabitat, and does not affect suitable owl
habitatwithin and between known owl sites

A Habitat conditions are expected to improve as thinned stands mature (>20 years);
residual trees would increase in size and be available for recruitment or creation of
snags, culls and CWD for prey species and nestipgrtymities, particularly in
Riparian Reserves. ESA Consultation is described in EA sectiorahd ih DR
section 6.3

ESA Fishi UWR Chinook salmon, UWR steelhead trout, LCR coho salmon, and LCR

steelheadrout (EA Sections 3.3.2, 3.3.3kinal ESAConsultation is described in DR

section 6.3.Effects to ESA fish are not significant because

A Thinning is not expected to affect these species for the reasons stated in the
Hydrology section, abov@~ONSI #1)

A Thetemporary ford on Randall Creélas @en dropped from the selected action.

A The log haul route from unit-3-35B crosses ESA fish habitat in Little Clear and
Mosier Creeks. Effects of the log hauling are not significant because hauling would
be conducted in summer when road surfaces araddybecause approaches to the
stream crossings drain water away from the streams, and ditches are densely
vegetated with no sign of sediment movement from road surfaces.

A New road construction would be located in stable locations and would not contribute
to degradation of aquatic habitat.

Do not violate any known Federal, State, or local tawequirement imposed for the
protection of the environment [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (1BA Section 1.3).

Highland Fling Thinninglimber SaleDR  August 2010 EA # ORO&B-05 p.15



3. The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) evaluated the projeetan context of past, present and
reasonably foreseeable actions [40 CFR 1508.27(b) (7)] and determined that there is a potential for
cumulative effects on water quality and fisheriesd on carbon storagd hese effects areot
expected to be significa for the following reasons:

e Water Quality/Fisheriesfhe selectedaction would be expected to temporarily increase
stream sediment and turbidity as a result of culvert replacement, road rencadicorad
maintenance. There is a theoretical potefdiaincreases in stream sediment and turbidity as
a result of thinning and logging operatid\ Sections 3.3.23.3.4).These effects are not
expected to be significant for the following reasons:

0 Any sediment increase resulting from thinning would bestoall to be discernable
relative to background sediment yields, would not be expected to exceed ODEQ water
quality standards and would decrease quickly over time, returning to current levels within
three to five years as vegetation increases (Dissmej@0) 2

o The limited magnitude (less than 0.3 percent of the total 6th field watershed sediment
supply, an undetectable change) and duration (primarily major storm events during the
first year following disturbance) of this effect would likely be insignificim water
guality on the watershed scale.
Cumulatively, theselectedhction and connected actions would be unlikely to result in
any detectable change for water quality on a sixth or seventh field watershed scale and
would be unlikely to have any effean any designated beneficial uses, including
fisheries. (EA Section 3.3.3.2)

e Carbon storage and carbon emissi(iEA section 3.3.7)The proposed thinning would
contribute to cumulative effects to carbon storage and carbon emissions. The effects are not
significant for the following reasons
0 The incremental increase in carbon emissions as greenhouse gasses that could be

attributable to theelectedaction is of such small magnitude that it is unlikely to be
detectable at global, continental or regional scales or to affect the results of any models
now being used to predict climate chanfjee proposed thinning would contribute to
cumulative effect$o carbon storage and carbemissions by emitting,052 tonnes of
Carbon over the next 10 yediigable 17, Item 11) which is approximately 0.000007
percent of average global emissions (Table 18, Items1g, E

o Tables 17and 18 of the EA show that carbomssions resulting from the proposed
thinning over the next 10 years would total 5,052 tonnes of (0.000005 Gt) of carbon or
18,541 tonnes (0.000019 Gt) of carbon dioxide (tonnes C*3.67). Current annual global
emissions of carbon dioxide total 25 Gt aflwon dioxide, (IPCC 2007, p. 513), and
current annual U.S. emissions of carbon dioxide total 6 Gt (EPA 2003, pi&refore,
the shorterm (£10 years) emissions of carbon from the proposed thinning would
constitute0.000007percent of current globamissions an@.00003percent of current
U.S. emissions. The incremental increase in carbon emissions as greenhouse gasses that
could be attributable to theelectedhction is of such small magnitude that it is unlikely to
be detectable at global, corgmtal or regional scales or to affect the results of any
models now being used to predict climate change.

o In addition, the net carbon emissions would be of short duration. The remaining trees in
the project area would sequestpproximately2,255 tonnesof carbon per year, restoring
the carbon loss from fuel burning, harvested wood, and harvest operations emissions
within three years after thinnin@ébles 17 and 18, EA section 3.3.7).
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8.0

Selected Action by Section

Table 2: Selected Action by sectionunit, LUA and yarding method.

Acres by Harvest Method and Land Use Allocation (LUA) Timber
ga | Timber| . | Thinning by LUA Road Const. & Renovation Sale
EAUnit | Stand | ;. | Sale o, il Ground Based Road Mil Clearing Acres
i : oad Miles
No. Age Acres Llilr:)lt Acres - Yardmg . - . - Ro_ad R-0-W by Remarks
. iparian . ew on| Reno ew on | Riparian | section
Reserve e BLM | vation | Private | Reserve el
3-3-35A| 60 19 10 19 9 10 0.1 0 0+
Incl. 0.7 mile optional
35B | 4860 | 111 9 111 5 102 0.9 0.1 0 4 154 road, some on old RR
grade.
35C 43 11 8 13 3 10 0.1 0 0+
35D |4348| 10 7 11 2 9 0+ 0 0+
4-3-1 | 51-61| 256 |6 AB,C| 195 28 166 0.3 0 1 195 |New const. is optional.
4-3-21A| 59 10 4 7 5 2 0+ 0.1 0 0+
21C | 61,64 54 | 3AB| 52 11 40 B%If’/l 0+ 1 >9
4-3-27A| 93 25 2 16 4 11 0.1 |0.3Pvt 0+ 0 1 18
27B 93 3 1 2 2 0 0+ 0 0+
0.2
4-3-29B| 28 20 5 20 11 9 BLM 0+ 0+ 20
Total 519 446 80 359 | 15 | 08 0.2 0+ 7 446
Acres
Total Acres by Yarding Type 439 446 R-0-W clearing uses
ground based yarding.
Total Acres by Land Use Allocation|Riparian Reserve = 80 Matrix = 366

Notes: 0+ indicates less than 0.5 ear 0.05 mile 0.5 acre is rounded to Acres rounded to nearest full acre. New constructigiiRif-Way clearing averages 30
feet wide, or approximately1/4 mile of®W clearing pelacre. Clearing forrenovated roads calculated using half of new construction acrééitgs rounded to .
"Renovation” refers to unmaintained, currently unusable road to be renovated to useable condition under original dasignAitarew and renovated roads are
natural surface (dirt).

9.0

Maps

The nexffive pages show maps of T3S, R3E sectionadtst T4S, R3E sectioris 21,27, and 3.
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