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Abstract: The Eagle Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) discusses the management of land in the
Eagle Creek/South Fork of Eagle Creek drainages on the Estacada Ranger District, Mt. Hood National Forest.
The project area is locatzd along the western boundary of the forest and is approximately one-half (1/2) way
between the Columbia River and the Willamette National Forest, Additionally, the project area is in the northern
portion of the district and is bordered by private and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands to the west and
the Salmon-Huckleberry Wilderness to the east.

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Eagle Creek Timber Sales was developed and
distributed for public review and comment in the summer of 1993. A Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (SDEIS) was developed and distributed for public review and comment in the spring of 1996. The
SDEIS considered all of the substantive comments that were received on the DEIS. The SDEIS incorporated all
of the requirements and standards and guidelines as described in the Mt. Hood National Forest Land and
Resource Management Plan as amended by the Northwest Forest Plan. The Eagle Creek watershed has been
designated as a Tier 1l watershed under the Northwest Forest Plan and a Watershed Analysis was completed in
1993,

The Eagle Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) was made available for public review
and comment on May 24, 1996 with a 45 day comment period. The comment period ended on July 8, 1996.
Substantive comments were received on the SDEIS and responses to those comments are included in the
Appendix of this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

The significant issues for this FEIS are: 1) Water quality and fish habitat; 2) Salmon-Huckleberry Roadless
Area; 3) Production of wood products and the local economy; and 4) Ecological Diversity. After review of
public input and comments on the SDEIS and review of the Northwest Forest Plan, there are no changes to the
significant issues between the SDEIS and the FEIS.

There were five (5) objectives developed for this watershed. They were; 1) Maintain and enhance the long term
health of the watershed for the production of high quality water, 2) Enhancing the long term growth potential of
the project area, 3) Enhance wildlife habitat diversity, 4) Maintain or improve the ripanan conditions for the




benefit of fish, wildlife, and plants, and 5) Begin restoration activities where there are known resource
concerns.

Although there are several methods available for timber stand manipulation, the Forest Service chose to cut and
remove timber to meet (in part) the stated objectives. The proposed action includes four projects. These projects
are; 1) Silviculturally treat stands in the Eagle drainage, 2) Re-vegetate bare slope areas, 3) Re-structure a
segment of road 4614180, and 4) Close several roads.

There are four alternatives (including the proposed action) that were analyzed in this document. These include
three (3} action alternatives and a no action alternative.
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Summary - Eagle FEIS

Summary

Introduction

‘This is a summary of the Eagle Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). In this discussion, the proposed
action and alternatives to the proposed action are displayed. The proposed action and the alternatives to the
proposed action deal with the management of National Forest lands in the Eagle Creek watershed on the
Estacada Ranger District, Mt. Hood National Forest. This project covers approximately 6,528 acres of National
Forest land which is located west of and adjacent to the Salmon-Huckleberry Wilderness in Oregon.

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Eagle Creek Timber Sales was published and released to
the public for a sixty day review and comment period (1993). Comments on the DEIS were received and
reviewed by the Interdisciplinary Team. Following the release of the Eagle Creck DEIS, a "Forest Conference”
was convened in Portland, Oregon. Following this conference, a Record of Decision (ROD) was published for
amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management planning documents within the range of the
Northern Spotted Owl (Northwest Forest Plan, 4/13/94). After reviewing the Eagle DEIS, it was concluded that
the action alternatives did not coincide with the standards and guidelines presented in the Northwest Forest Plan.
Thus, as a result of public comments and the Northwest Forest Plan, the Mt. Hood National Forest decided to
issue a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS). The SDEIS incorporated substantive
comments to the DEIS as well as requirements and standards and guidelines published in the Northwest Forest
Plan. The SDEIS for Eagle was published and released to the public for a forty-five (45) day review and
comment period (May 24, 1996). Comments on the SDEIS were received and reviewed by the Interdisciplinary
Team. These comments and responses to the comments are contained in the appendix of the FEIS.

Three (3) action alternatives (including the proposed action) and a no action alternative were presented in the
SDEIS for public review and comment. These four alternatives (with minor changes) bave been carried forward
into the FEIS. The FEIS considered public comments on the SDEIS and provides the decision maker with
environmental disclosures sufficiently detailed to allow a reasoned choice among the alternatives.

Changes between the SDEIS and FEIS
A few changes have been made between the information provided in the Eagle Supplemental Draft

Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) and this Eagle Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).
Although changes have occurred, the intent, the objectives, and the significant issues have not changed. The
fotlowing descriptions identify what changes were made in the document:

1} Extensive field data indicates that the acreage used for the proposed units in all alternatives were
slightly over-estimated. Thus, the acres presented in the FEIS are lower than shown in the SDEIS.

2) After riparian reserves were measured on the ground, it was found that units #21 and 22 were too
small and were subsequently dropped from consideration in all alternatives. This too has affected total
treatment acres described in the alternatives.

3) There was a mapping error on unit #10 in alternatives #1 and 3. The SDEIS maps indicated that unit 10
would thin in an area that had already been thinned. This was not the intent for this unit and the
mapping has been corrected.

4) The proposed road accessing units #27 and 28 has been moved further to the east. Approximately 1/4
of the new road would utilize an existing spur road in an existing clearcut. No trees would be cut for
construction until the road reaches the proposed units. In addition, further ground verification indicates
that at least two loggers spurs would be required to access units for skyline yarding. These spurs would
have a combined length of approximately 0.35 miles. Thus, combined with the road to units 27 and 28,
the total mileage would be approximately 1.20 miles of road and spurs. As with the original proposal,
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Summary - Eagle FEIS ‘
the new road and spurs would not cross riparian areas.

5) The SDEIS did not discuss possible effects from the flooding of 1996. This topic has been added to
Chapters I1I and IV of the FEIS.

6) The SDEIS did not discuss completely, surveys for C3 species. A dlscussmn has been added in
Chapters 11 and IV of the FEIS.

i) The silvicultural prescriptions for units 11 and 28 have been changed in alternative #1. The prescription
for these units was shelterwood that would have left 40 trees to the acre. In the FEIS, the prescription
for these units has been changed to commercial thinning and removing 40% of the basal area.

8) Extensive cruising of poteutial units indicates that the volume resulting from the proposed alternatives
was under-estimated. This is true even though the number of acres treaied have dropped and the
silvicultural prescriptions have remained the same (except for the changes noted). The following

indicates why the original volume was under-estimated:

a) Volumes originally shown were on the conservative side. Result, +2-3MMbf
b) Green tree defect was estimated at 30% of the gross, it is

actually 5-8%. Result, +6-8MMbf
c) Stand exams used, in some cases, are 10 to 15 years old and Result, + 10MMbf

additional growth was not accounted for.
9) After careful review of the analysis contained in the SDEIS and FEIS, the Forest Supervnsor (Deciding
P - ia n nahomoan foneme tha

Umcer) has selecied Alternative #1 as the agency prt':wrlw alternative. This is a Change 1om uic
SDEIS where the Deciding Officer selected Alternative #3 as the agency preferred alternative.

Affected Environment

The Eagle project is located on the Estacada Ranger District on the Mt. Hood National Forest In the early
stages of planning, actions were considered that would have managed lands on the Zigzag Ranger District as
well as on the Estacada district. With the Northwest Forest Plan, the land administered by the Zigzag Ranger
District is within a Late-Successional Reserve (LSR). This document does not propose alternatives that would
manage the land within the LSR. The legal description of the project area is: Sections 3, 4, 5, and 6 T.4 8. R.6

E. and Sections 17 through 20 and 29 through 33 T.3 S. R.6 E. WM. surveyed, Clackamas County, Oregon.

The project area is bordered on the west by private and other ownership lands and on the east by the Salmon-
Huckleberry Wilderness.

Under the Mt. Hood National Forest Land Management Plan, the entire project is classified as B6-Special
Emphasis Watershed. The main goal of B6 lands is to maintain or enhance aquatic habitat and water quality for
a variety of resources. Within the B6 lands are B7-General Riparian lands. The main goal is to maintain high
quality water and habitat for fish, wildlife, and riparian plants. A secondary goal in these allocations is to
maintain a healthy forest condition through a variety of timber management practices.

Under the Northwest Forest Plan, the majority of the lands have a “Matrix” allocation. This allocation is where
most timber harvest and silvicultural activities will take place (ROD, page 7). Within the Matrix allocation are
"Riparian Reserves™. The main purpose of this allocation is to protect the health of the aquatic system and its
dependent species. The standards and guidelines under current plans, {Mt. Hood Forest Plan), apply where they
are more restrictive or provide greater benefits to Late-Successional Forest-Related Species (ROD, page 8). In
the case of the Eagle area, the Northwest Forest Plan standards and guidelines are more restrictive and would
take precedence over standards and guidelines in the Mt. Hood Forest Land Management Plan. The entire Eagle
drainage is also designated as a Tier 2 watershed. These watersheds are important for high quality water though
they do not contain anadromous fish or other "at-risk" species (ROD, page 10). Prior to management activities,
a watershed analysis is required in key watersheds. A watershed analysis was completed for the Eagle Creek
watershed (1995).

Contained within the watershed is approximately 2,825 acres or 16% of the 17.65!0 acres of the Salmon- .’
-
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Huckleberry Roadless Area. This roadless area was part of, and subsequently excluded from, a larger land base
that eventually became the Salmon-Huckleberry Wilderness (1984). Alternatives #1 and 3 propose to manage
approximately 16% of the 2,825 acres of Roadless Area or 3% of the 17,650 acres contained in the entire
roadless area.

The jower elevations contain inventoried deer and elk winter and summer range. These areas are used b
.game for forage and shelter depending on the severity of the weather and the seasons.

v hio
J Vs

Eagle Creek flows from the wilderness, through federal lands in the northern part of the project area, and then
through other land ownerships before draining into the Clackamas River (Eagle Creek Watershed Analysis, Map
1-1). Eagle Creek is eligible for classification as "recreational” under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act for
approximately 1.1 miles up from the forest boundary. From this point on, it is eligible for classification as
*wild" under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Much of the oroiect arez has been accessad hu rnade far the imnlemeantation of manasement activities both on

UG PIUVGAL alta Uad Ll ablindasal LVGMS AL b RRpAT AL sia st AR SR R asteam BASIUASS SRR

and off National Forest Lands. Additionally, there are trails along the northern, eastern, and southern
boundaries that were once used for fire detection and prevention and are now used for recreation.

The project area as well as surrounding lands have had a history of fire activity. The latest stand replacement
fire occurred in the mid-1800’s. As a result, the majority of the project area contains trees that are
approximately 130 years of age. There is very little old-growth except in small pockets or scattered individuals.
These trees are located in or around drainages or wet areas in the northern part of the project area. These trees
are estimated to be approximately 300-500 years of age.

Purpose and Need
Five objectives were developed that if met, would begin moving the area towards a more desired future

condition as well as address certain concerns voiced by the public.

ar N

The following paragraphs describe the five objectives and are followed by purpose and need statement(s):

1) Objective: Maintain and enhance the long term health of the watershed for the production of high quality

water.
A single aged stand does not meet the desired future conditions of a B6 watershed or a Tier 2 Key
Watershed. In addition, these stands are not expected to reach this desired condition in the near future.
Individual trees are losing their vigor due to overcrowded stand conditions. Insect, disease, and the
possibility of fire could significantly affect water quality and timber production.
The need exists to manipulate homogenous overstocked timber stands to improve forest healt
create a more variable stand structure over the watershed which would maintain or enhance water

quality.

2) Objective: Enhancing the long term growth potential of the project area.
Approximately 4,170 acres (78 %) of the un-managed stands in the Eagle area are considered Priority 1

for silvicultural treatment (stands of timber that are past culmination of mean annual increment). The
remaining stands (1,177 acres or 22%) are considered Priority 2 stands. The Eagle area is part of the
forest base for calculating the “potential sale quantity” in the Record of Decision for the Northwest

Forest Plan. Approximately 5,347 acres (82%) of the Eagle project area has not had any type of
management.
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The need exists to begin thinning overstocked stands so thai the growth potential of the site can be
realized. The resultant wood products from these activities would (in part) satisfy the short-term
demand for timber as well as contribute to the potential sale quantity for the Mt. Hood National

Forest.

3) Objective: Enhance wildlife habitat diversity.

The majority of the stands in the project area are characterized as homogenous, even-aged stands with
low levels of structural diversity. Many of these stands lack large snags (greater than 21" in diameter)
and do not meet 60% blologxcal potential for cavity nesting birds. Large logs greater than 22" in

diameter are also missing from many stands. In addition, small openings of early seral stage habitat

which provide forage for deer and elk are becoming scarce as vegetation in existing opening mature.

The need exists to manipulate select stands to improve their structural diversity, promote the
development of more complex canopies, and to develop large snags and logs. In addition, small
openings are needed in the landscape to provide habitat for early seral dependeut species and forage for

deer and elk.
1

4) Objectwe Maintain or improve the np_anan conditions for the benefit of fish, wildlife, and plants.

The um_;uuu._'f of the timber stands in n?unnn areag are hnmnosxnn'll‘: even-aaed trees with a noorlv
developed understory canopy. In addition, snags and dying trees are less than 21" in dlameter and
there is a lack of defective green trees and large woody debris. In addition, these stands are not
expected to reach this desired condition in the near future. Individual trees are losing their vigor due to
overcrowded stand conditions. Insect, disease, and the posmblllty of fire could significantly affect water

quality.

Due to stand age and tree density, a limited number of riparian areas have been identified where
treating the stand would improve stand and riparian health.

5) Objective: Begin restoration activities where there are known resource concerns.
Resources in the Eagle area have been altered by both catastrophic events (e g., fire) a.nd human

activities. These aitered processes include but are not limited to: 1) Lack of old growth characteristics
in the stands, 2) Lack of large trees in early and mid seral stands, 3) Decreased structure and
composition of riparian vegetation, 4) Bare soil areas on cut banks of the existing road systems, and 5)
Reduction in channel habitat complexity.

There is a need to encourage growth of large trees for riparian and wildlife benefits, to re-vegetate
areas along roads that have a potential to produce sediment, and to re-contour and/or re-shape drainage
facilities to prevent sediment transport.

The Forest Service recognizes that there are several methods that could be used to manipulate the timber stands
so that they would begin to move towards a more desired future condition(s) (e.g., silvicultural treatments, re-
introduction of fire, falling seiect trees and ieaving them in place, etc.}. Of these different methods, the Forest
Service has chosen to use silvicultural treatments to accomplish the objectives for the area and begin moving the

land towards a more desired future condition (Landscape Design, Eagle Watershed ‘Analysis, Map 4-2).

At the beginning of the analysis process, a "Notice of Intent” was published in the "Federal Register" on Apnl
15, 1991. A second notice of intent to revise the original was published July 22, 1992. Following these
publications, newspaper articles appeared in the Oregonian and in local newspapers as well as a news letter
called "Sprouts™ that is published by the Mt. Hood National Forest and is mailed to more than 3,000 individuals
and organizations.
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Two public meetings were held on November 18th and 21st of 1991, A total of 41 people attended these two
meetings. Additionally, 39 letters dealing with the proposal were received. Additional information has been
received from the Eagle Creek Fish Hatchery, the Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs , and the Confederated
Tribes of Grand Ronde.

Following the publication of the Eagle Creek Timber Sales DEIS, three public meetings were held. These
meetings were held in Moliala on July 26, 1993, in Gresham on July 27, 1993, and in Estacada on July 29,
1993. On August 11, 1993 a public field review was held. During the public comment period, several
newspaper articles dealing with the draft document were published. The Forest Service received 30 comment
letters on the DEIS. Substantive comments to the DEIS and responses to those comments were included in the
appendix for the SDEIS.

Once the decision had been made to produce a supplement to the DEIS, a notice of intent was published in the
Federal Register on October 18, 1995. The Supplements! Draft Environmental Impact Statement {SDEIS) was

completed and a "Notice of Availability" was published in the Federal Register on May 24, 1996. The public

comment period ran for 45 days and ended on July 8, 1996. Comments on the SDEIS have been received and
responses to the substantive comments have been included in the FEIS.

Proposed action

This proposal would include four actions. These actions are:
1) Sitviculturally treat 1,030 acres of land. All of this land would be in the Matrix allocation.
2) Re-vegetate bare soil areas in locations along roads 4614 and 4615 to reduce the potential for
sediment delivery into streams. )
3) Re-contour and re-surface the running surface of road 4614180 and re-structure the drainage
facilities to reduce the potential for sediment delivery into streams.
4) Block access to or obliterate roads through ripping and planting vegetation or through the installation
of gates or berms that would reduce the potential for wildlife harassment (LMP, page Four-72). Roads
to be blocked are: 4614130, 4614140, 4614150, 4614160, 4614170, 4614180, 4614190, and 4615135.
Those roads that would be obliterated are 4614167, 4615011 and two un-numbered spurs on the 4615.

Significant Issues

Review of the substantive comments to the SDEIS and review of the Northwest Forest Plan and Watershed
Analysis indicates that no new significant issues have been suggested. Thus, the issues presented in this FEIS
are the same as presented in the SDEIS.

Significant Issue #1: (Water Quality and Fish Habitat)

Activities that disturb soil and manipulate vegetation may increase stream sediment loading, stream
temperatures, and alter the timing and size of peak flows. These occurrences may have affects to the resident
fish populations and the national fish hatchery and may have an affect on stream bank stability.

Significant Issue #2: (Salmon-Huckleberry Roadless Area)

Silvicultural activities could reduce, alter, or eliminate some existing roadless area characteristics in the Eagle
area. These roadless area characteristics are: Natural Integrity, Apparent Naturalness, Remoteness,
Solitude/Primitive Recreation Opportunities, Unique Features, and Manageability/Boundaries.

Significant Issue #3: (Production of Wood Products and the Local Economy)

The Eagle Creek planning area has the potential to supply wood products as well as employment opportunities
to the local economy. Receipts from timber harvest would fund local schools and return revenues to the U.S.
Treasury.
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Silvicultural activities could reduce, alter, or eliminate the ability for treated stands to provide habitat for a
variety of organisms. In addition, ecosystem productivity could be reduced and connectivity could be disrupted

between the late successional stands of timber.

Alternatives Considered

Features Common to All Action Alternatives '
1) Water quality would be maintained through adherence to state water quality best management practices.

’)\ Alr resource values would be maintained ﬂ'lrnlloh nnmnhanr‘ﬁ with OI’Pﬂ'Oﬂ Sta[g I_m_plemi‘nmhnﬂ Plan Smoke

Managemen( Plan, and directive 1-4-4-601.

3) OSHA regulations would be met.
4) All activities would be in compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.

5) None of the alternatives would construct roads in the Salmon-Huckleberry Roadless Area,

6) None of the action alternatives propose management activities in the Late-Successional Reserve.

7) None of the action alternatives would affect the status of Eagle Creek in relation to eligibility under the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act.

8) Surveys for T. E. & S. species and proposed T. E. & S. species were conducted.

9) Slash disposal would consist of buming landings only for hazard reduction, Site preparation may be necessary
in shelterwood units so that these lands could be re-stocked.

10) Following activities, plantability surveys woild be conducted.

11) Up to 240 lineal feet of logs will be left for wildlife considerations.

12) Riparian reserves would be established along all streams, ponds, seeps, and wet areas.

Alternative #1 (Proposed Action)
This alternative is the proposed action as presented under purpose and need.

1) Silviculturally treat 1,030 acres of land. All of this land would be in the Matrix allocation.
2) Re-vegetate bare soil areas in locations along roads 4614 and 4615 to reduce the potential for

sediment delivery into streams.

3) Re-contour and re-surface the running surface of road 4614180 and re-structure the drainage
facilities to reduce the potential for sediment delivery into streams.

4) Block access io or obliteraie roads through ripping and planting vegetation or through the
of gates or berms that would reduce the potential for wildlife harassment (LMP, page Four-72). Roads
to be blocked are: 4614130, 4614140, 4614150, 4614160, 4614170, 4614180, 4614190, and 4615135.
Those roads that would be obliterated are 4614167, 4615011 and two un-pumbered spurs on the 4615,

a new road to units #27 and 28, and loggers spurs.

IR T T
¢ installation

Alternative #2

1) Silviculturally treat 562 acres of land. All of this land would be in the Matrix allocation. There

would be no management activities in the roadless area.
M Da_vangatata hava anil acana to lasatimas alnne vnnd ASTE ¢4 cadisns sha cwntnmtinl fnc cndiceans
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into streams.
3) Re-contour and re-surface the running surface of road 4614180 and re-structure the drainage

facilities to reduce the potential for sediment delivery into streams.
4) Block access to road 4614180 through a gate or berm to reduce the potential for wildlife harassment
(LMP, page Four-72). Those roads that would be obliterated are 4615011 and two un-numbered spurs
on the 4613, a new road to units # 27 and 28, and loggers spurs.

Alternative #3
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2) Re-vegetate bare soil areas in locations along roads 4614 and 4615 to reduce the potential for
sediment delivery into streams.

3) Re-contour and re-surface the running surface of road 4614180 and re-structure the drainage
facilities to reduce the potential for sediment delivery into streamns.

4) Block access to or obliterate roads through ripping and planting vegetation or through the installation
of gates or berms that would reduce the potential for wildlife harassment (LMP, page Four-72). Roads
to be blocked are: 4614130, 4614140, 4614150, 4614160, 4614170, 4614180, 4614190, and 4615135.
Those roads that would be obliterated are 4614167, 4615011 and two un-numbered spurs on the 4615,
a new road to units #27 and 28, and loggers spurs.

f this land would be in the Matnx allocatton.

Alternative #4
This is the no action alternative. No projects or activities would be implemented as a result of this

document.

Environmental Consequences

Significant Issue #1: (Water Quality and Fish Habitat)

Alternatives #1 through 3
1) Soils erosion rates would remain at low levels and state water quality standards for turbidity would be

maintained.

2) 'The magnitude and frequency of peak flows is not expected to be measurably affected within or downstream
from the project area. .

3) It is estimated that there would be no measurable effect to water quality at the fish hatchery located five miles
downstream from the forest boundary.

4) In relation to a biological evaluation, these alternatives may effect individuals or habitats but are not likely to
contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the populations or species. There
would be no impact to the Bull trout or Redband trout.

ARP Values:
Alternative #1  Upper main stem, 94.9 (Same as existing)

South Fork, 85.4 (Down 2.1% from existing}

Combined upper main stem and South Fork, 92.3 (Down 2.6% from existing)
Entire watershed, 65.8 (Same as Existing)

Alternative #2  Upper main stem, 94.9 (Same as existing)
South Fork, 85.6(Down 1.9% from existing)
Combined upper main stem and South Fork, 92.3 (Down 2.6% from existing)
Entire watershed, 65.8 (Same as Existing)
Alternativ Upper main stem, 94.9 (Same as existing)
South Fork, 85.6(Down 1.9% from existing)
Combined upper main stem and South Fork, 92.3 (Down 2.6% from existing)
Entire watershed, 65.8 (Same as Existing)

Alternative #4  All ARP values will remain the same as existing.
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Significant Issue #2: (Salmon-Huckleberry Roadless Area)

Alternatives #1 through 3 _
1) Under the analysis criteria of “special places/special activities”, none of the alternatives are expected to
change or alter these values with one exception, "use of roads”. This would occur due to road closures proposed

in the alternatives. ‘
2) None of the alternatives would construct roads in the Salmon-Huckleberry Roadless Area.

Effects to analysis criteria

Natural Integrity:

Alternative #1, there would be a 20% reduction in acres that meet patural integrity.
Alternative #2, there would be a 0% reduction in acres that meet natural integrity.
Alternative #3, there would be a 20% reduction in acres that meet natural integrity.
Alternative #4, there would be a 0% reduction in acres that meet natural integnty.

Apparent Naturalness: ‘
Currently, Area I does not look natural due to previous management activities. Currently, Area II still appears

natural. With alternatives #1 and 3, anywhere activities occur, the affected lands will not appear natural. There
would be no changes to apparent naturainess under alternative #4.

Remoteness:
There are 361 acres that meet the remoteness criteria, none of the alternatives would reduce this number.

Solitude/Primitive Recreation Opportunities:
1) There would be no changes to remoteness, size, or evidence of humans under this criteria.
2) It is estimated that user density would increase under alternatives #1 and 3 and there would be no change

under alternatives #2 or 4.
3) Regimentation would increase under all alternatives except alternative #4, no action.

Unique Features:
There would no effect to unique features by any of the alternatives. |

Manageability/Boundaries:
With Area I, the ability for the Forest Service to manage size (5,000 acres or greater) is forgone. With Area 1L,
313 acres are connected to the wilderness and would meet the size requirement of 5,000 acres. None of the

alternatives would affect these 313 acres.

Significant Issue #3: (Production of Wood Products and the Local Economy)
t

The following data is a consolidation of effects of the proposed alternatives.
Alternative #1 -- Volume to be sold, 26.4MMbf

Estimate of Jobs Supported, 713

Estimated Total Income Generated, $42.2MM

Estimated Income Tax Generated, $6.3MM

Alternative #2 -- Volume to be sold, 15.8MMbf
Estimate of Jobs Supported, 427
Estimated Total Income Generated, $25.3MM
Estimated Income Tax Generated, $3.8MM
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Alternative #3 — Volume to be sold, 30.8MMbf
Estimate of Jobs Supported, 832
Estimated Total Income Generated, $49.3MM
Estimated Income Tax Generated, $7.4MM

Alternative #4 — Volume to be sold, 0.0MMbf
Estimate of Jobs Supported, 0
Estimated Total Income Generated, $0.0MM
Estimated Income Tax Generated, $0.0MM

Significant Issue #4: (Ecological Diversity)
The following data is a consolidation of effects of the proposed alternatives.

Alternative #1 -- Acres of suitable Spotted Ow] habitat existing — 2,285, acres after implementation -- 2,159.
Acres of interior habitat existing -- 2,100, acres after implementation ~ 1,056
Acres of Late-Successional Forest existing -- 1,435, acres after implementation — 1,324
Miles of new edge created -- 4 to 5.

Alternative #2 -- Acres of suitable Spotted Owl habitat existing -- 2,285, acres after implementation -- 2,159.
Acres of interior habitat existing —- 2,100, acres after implementation -- 1,640
Acres of Late-Successional Forest existing -—- 1,435, acres after implementation - 1,344
Miles of new edge created - 4 to 5.

Al'ernative #3 -- Acres of suitable Spotted Owl habitat existing - 2,285, acres after implementation — 2,064
Acres of interior habitat existing -- 2,100, acres after implementation — 985
Acres of Late-Successional Forest existing -- 1,435, acres after implementation - 1,290
Miles of new edge created — 4 to 5.

Alternative #4 -- Acres of suitable Spotted Owl habitat existing -- 2,285, no reduction.
Acres of interior habitat existing -- 2,100, no reduction.
Acres of Late-Successional Forest existing — 1,435, no reduction.
Miles of new edge created -- no additional miles.

a) None of the alternatives would cause a loss of viability of this habitat type for dependent species.

b) On the landscape level, aside from remaining acres after implementation, there are 10,390 acres of interior
habitat associated with wilderness and LSR. Thus, habitat would be maintained at this level.

¢) All of the alternatives would meet the "Matrix” standards and guidelines including 15% retention of the area
associated with each cutting unit.

Other Considerations

* None of the alternatives propose the clearcut prescription.

* There are no foreseeable long-term effects to the Salmon-Huckleberry Wilderness.
* None of the Eagle area is within a Critical Habitat Unit (CHU).

*

Surveys have been completed for C3 species as described in the Northwest Forest Plan, Record of
Decision. Species that have been found include: 1) Red Tree Vole; 2) Corydalis aquae-gelidae; and 3)
Allotropa Virgata. These species would be protected through avoidance or leaving standing trees around
the sites. In addition, there have been no sightings nor is there suitable habitat for the Great Grey Owl.
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Chapter I -- Eagle FEIS

Chapter I
Purpose of And Need for Action

Introduction

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Eagle area was published in the summer of 1993 and public
responses were received. During this same time frame, the "Forest Conference” was convened in Portland, Oregon
to address the human and environmental needs served by federal forests of the Pacific Northwest and Northem
California. As a result of this forest conference, a Record of Decision (ROD) was published on April 13, 1994 for
amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management planning documents within the range of the
Northern Spotted owl (Northwest Forest Plan). As a result of public comments and the standards and guidelines
listed in the ROD, the Mt. Hood National Forest decided to issue a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (SDEIS) for the Eagle Creek Timber Sales. This SDEIS incorporated substantive comments to the DEIS
as well as requirements and standards and guidelines published in the Northwest Forest Plan, Record of Decision.
The SDEIS was completed, published, and made availabte for public comments on May 24, 1996. The comment
period for this SDEIS was 45 days and ended on July 8, 1996. This Final Environmental Impact Statement
incorporates substantive comments to the SDEIS as well as requirements and standards and guidelines listed in the

TONS

ROD for the Northwest Forest Plan. A Watershed Analysis was compieted for the Eagie Creek watershed in 1995.

This document falls under Public Law 104-19 (Recission Bill} (1995) however, these lands do not contain a salvage
component,

The Northwest Forest Plan has designated the northern portion of the Eagle project area as a Late Successional
Reserve (LSR). This document does not consider the lands within the LSR for resource management however, this
decision does not foreclose options for land management of the LSR in the future. Thus, this FEIS only considers
those lands that are within the Eagle Creck watershed, outside of the LSR, for land management.

The Eagle Creck drainage is tributary to the Clackamas river and encompasses approximately 6,528 acres of land
in the Mt. Hood National Forest. Within this watershed, there are mature stands of timber that range from 110 to
130 years of age. The major tree species include: Douglas fir, noble fir, western red cedar, western hemlock, and
some Pacific silver fir. These timber stands developed through natural regeneration following large, hot, stand
replacement fires that swept the area in the mid to late 1800°s. In some areas, remnant old-growth trees (250 to 500
years of age) survived the fires. These trees can be found in and around wet areas in the northern portion of the
project area (mainly in the LSR).

[y v b M tha T e
nt activities in the Eagle area have been occurring since the 1960’s. To date, approximately 775

acres within the Eagle project area have been clearcut and approximately 406 acres of land have been commercially
thinned. Approximately 21.7 miles of road were constructed to provide access to the managed timber stands.

The legal description for the Eagle project is; Sections 3, 4, 5, and 6 T.4 8. R.6 E., and Sections 17, 18, 19, 20,
29,730, 31, 32 and 33 T.3 S. R.6 E., W.M. surveyed, Clackamas County, Oregon. The Eagle Creek area 1s
approximately 11 air miles east of Estacada, Oregon and 32 air miles southeast of Portland, Oregon. The project
area is bounded by private and Bureau of Land Management lands to the west. To the east is the Salmon-
Huckleberry Wilderness (Refer to Map 1.1). To the north and south are other Naticnal Forest lands.



B0 DARY

FOREST

EAGLE FEIS

RAP T .0

~ HIKING TRAIL AND NUABER

EXISTING ROAD AMD MUABER

LANDL IME SECTION MUASERS

Chapter I -~ Eagle FEIS

4E1a153

)




®

Chapter I -- Eagle FEIS

Land Allocations

The Mt. Hood National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) (10/90), determined what the
land allocations for this project area would be. The forest plan also provides management direction for these
allocations and forest-wide standards and guidelines. The allocations contained in the Forest Plan are:

1) The entire project area is designated as B6-(Special Emphasis Watershed).

2) Within the B6 allocation, there are inclusions of B5-(Pileated Woodpecker/Pine Marten Areas).

3) Within the B6 allocation there are inclusions of B7- (General Riparian Areas). The B-7 allocations
surround all Class I through 1V streams, wet areas, springs and seeps.

Py P ¥ LTy TToliént Fre T

in February 1994, the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on Managemeat of Habitat for Late-
Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (FSEIS) was
released. In April of 1994, the Record of Decision (ROD) was signed and released. These documents amend the
current Mt. Hood National Forest, Forest Plan by determining land allocations and providing standards and
guidelines and will be referred to as the Northwest Forest Plan in this document.

The Record of Decision (ROD) for the Northwest Forest Plan recognized that existing plans contained standards
and guidelines for different land allocations. The ROD states "Except as otherwise noted in this ROD or Attachment
A, the standards and guidelines of existing plans apply where they are more restrictive or provide greater benefits

to late-successional forest-related species than do other standards and guidelines in Attachment A" (ROD, page 8).

Within the Eagle project area, the ROD has identified three land allocations. These allocations are;

1) The Salmon-Huckleberry Wilderness and the northern 1/3 of the planning area has been designated as
a Late Successional Reserve.

2) Riparian Reserves have been designated around perennial and intermittent streamns and wet areas.

3) The lands not included in the first two allocations are designated as Matrix,

In addition, to improve the health of the region’s aquatic ecosystems, the Aquatic Conservation Strategy was
developed (ROD, page 9). There are four parts to this strategy; riparian reserves kev watersheds, watershed

U ViU VL, papt JF. LHvIC aib vl LA T D A lipgait sl VEDS, ALY valblslitdls, wdlkblalle

analysis, and watershed restoration. The entire Eagle project area has been designated as a Tier 2 Key watershed.
These are watersheds where high water quality is important (ROD, page 10), (FEIS, Appendices, page B-91).

The following is a description of the land allocations and management direction as described in the Mt. Hood
National Forest, Forest Plan.

B6-(Special Emphasis Watershed)
Goal: Maintain or improve watershed, riparian, and aquatic habitat conditions and water quality for municipal uses
and/or long term fish production. A secondary goal is to maintain a healthy forest condition through a variety of

.......... SRARRRIRRERA2R. aeAUIRal ¥ IElAk1l1dl].

timber management practices.

Desired Future Condition: (The following are excerpts from the Forest Plan. For a more complete description, refer
to the Forest Plan, page Four-247).
*  Depending on the inherent sensitivity of each special emphasis watershed, no more than 25 percent of the
waltershed area should be in a hydrologically disturbed condition at any time.
*  Extensive stands of trees at various stages of development, arranged in a mosaic pattern, influenced by
drainage patterns, geology, soils and avoidance of sensitive watershed lands are prevalent.
*  Riparian areas approximate natural conditions,
Transportation system design may be restricted to avoid sensitive watershed lands.
Some roads or trails may be closed part of the year or for several years at a time.

L)
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*  Evidence of land instability may be present.

B5-(Pileated Woodpecker/Pine Marten Habitat Area)

There were four (4) B areas within the Eagle Creek drainage. With the implementation of the Northwest Forest
Plan, these BS allocations can be returned to matrix unless other allocations and the ROD standards and guidelines
will not meet management objectives for these species (ROD, page C-45). A watershed analysis was conducted for

the Eagle Creek drainage and it was determined that objectives would be met with current allocations and that BS
lands could revert to matrix (Eagle Creck Watershed Analysis, page 112).

B7-(General Riparian)
As has been stated, when two standards exist for one land allocation, then the more restrictive allocation applies.
In the case of riparian areas, the standards and guidelines under the riparian land allocation in the Northwest Forest
Plan would be more restrictive. Thus, the standards and guidelines for B7 under the Mt. Hood Forest Plan would
not apply.

The following is a description of the land allocations under the Northwest Forest Plan and a description of the Tier
2 Key Watershed designation..

Late Successional Reserve

These reserves are to be managed to protect and enhance old-growth forest conditions. No programmed timber
harvest is allowed in a reserve. However, thinning or other silvicultural treatments inside the reserve may occur
in stands up to 80 years of age if the treatments are beneficial to the creation and maintenance of late-successional
forest conditions. Non-silvicultural activities within these reserves are allowed where such activities are neutral or
beneficial to the creation and maintenance of late-successiona] habitat (ROD page 8).

Riparian Reserves )
Riparian reserves are areas along all streams, wetlands, ponds, lakes, and unstable or potentially unstable areas
where the conservation of aquatic and riparian-dependent terrestrial resources receives pnmary emphasis.

The main purpose of the reserves is to protect the health of the aquatic system and its dependent species; the
reserves also provide incidental benefits to upland species. These reserves would help maintain and restore riparian
structures and functions, benefit fish and riparian-dependent non-fish species, enhance habitat conservation for
organisms dependent on the transition zone between upslope and riparian areas, improve travel and dispersal
corridors for terrestrial animals and plants, and provide for greater connectivity of late-successional forest habitat
(ROD, page 7).

Matrix
This is the area in the forest where most timber harvest and silvicultu

(ROD, page 7).

Tier 2 Key Watershed

These watersheds were designated as sources for high water quality. These watersheds do not contain at-risk fish
stocks (e.g., salmon) (ROD, page 10). No new roads would be built in inventoried roadless areas in key watersheds.
The key watershed designation does not preclude regularly scheduled timber harvest and other management
activities. Watershed analysis is required prior to management activities, except minor activities such as those
Categorically Excluded under NEPA (and not including timber harvest) (ROD, page C-7).
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Purpose and Need

The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) determined the existing conditions of the area using an Integrated Resource
Analysis (IRA). Once the existing condition has been established, it is compared to the objectives for the area or
the desired future condition. If these two conditions do not coincide, objectives are developed and then a need for
action is determined. Once a need has been determined, then a proposed action can be developed.

The following statements identify objectives for the management of the Eagle watershed.

1) Objective: Maintain and enhance the long term health of the watershed for the production of high quality water.
A single aged stand does not meet the desired future conditions of a B6 watershed or a Tier 2 Key

Watershed. In addition, these stands are not expected to naturally reach this desired condition in the near
future. Individual trees are losing their vigor due to overcrowded stand conditions. Insect, disease, and the
possibility of fire could significantly affect water quality and timber production.

The need exists to manipulate homogenous overstocked timber stands to improve forest health and create
a more variable stand structure over the watershed which would maintain or enhance water quality.

2) Objective:_Enhancing the long term growth potential of the project area.
Approximately 4,170 acres {78 %) of the un-managed stands in the Eagle area are considered Priority 1 for

silvicultural treatment (stands of timber that are past culmination of mean annual increment). The remaining
stands (1,177 acres or 22 %) are considered Priority 2 stands. The Eagle area is part of the forest base for
calculating the "potential sale guantity” in the Record of Decision for the Northwest Forest Plan.
Approximately 5,347 acres {82 %) of the Eagle project area has not had any type of management for timber
production.

The need exists to begin thinning overstocked stands so that the growth potential of the site can be realized.
The resultant wood products from these activities would (in part} satisfy the short-term demand for timber
as well as contribute to the potential sale quantity for the Mt. Hood National Forest.

3) Objective: Enhance wildlife habitat diversity.
The majority of the stands in the project area are charactenized as homogenous, even-aged stands with low

levels of structural diversity. Many of these stands lack large snags (greater than 21" in diameter)} and do
not meet 60 % biological potential for cavity nesting birds. Large logs greater than 22" in diameter are also
missing from many stands. In addition, small openings of early seral stage habitat which provide forage
for deer and elk are becoming scarce as vegetation in existing opening mature.

The need exists to manipulate select stands to improve their structural diversity, promote the development
of more complex canopies, and to develop large snags and logs. In addition, small openings are needed
in the landscape to provide habitat for early seral dependent species and forage for deer and elk.

4) Objective: Maintain or improve the riparian conditions for the benefit of fish, wildlife, and piants.
The majority of the timber stands in riparian areas are homogenous even-aged trees with a poorly

developed understory canopy. In addition, snags and dying trees are less than 21" in diameter and there
is a lack of defective green trees and large woody debris. In addition, these stands are not expected to
naturally reach this desired condition in the near future. Individual trees are losing their vigor due to
overcrowded stand conditions. Insect, disease, and the possibility of fire could significantly affect water
quality.

Due to stand age and tree density, a limited number of riparian arcas have been identified where treating
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the stand would improve stand and riparian health.

5) Objective: Begin restoration activities where there are known resource concerms.
Resources in the Eagle area have been altered by both catastrophic events (e.g., fire) and human activities.

These altered processes include but are not limited to: 1) Lack of old growth characteristics in the stands,

2} Lack of large trees in early and mid seral stands, 3) Decreased structure and composition of riparisn

vegetation, 4) Bare soil areas on cut banks of the existing road systems, and 5) Reduction in channel habitat
complexity.

There is a need to encourage growth of large trees for riparian and wildlife benefits, to re-vegetate areas
along roads that have a potential to produce sediment, and to re-contour andlor re-shape drainage facilities
to prevent sediment transport.

Proposed Action

The Forest Service proposes to silviculturally treat stands in the Eaole Creek drainace so that stated ohiectives ma
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be met. It is recogmzed that different methods may be available to accomplish some of the listed objectives. These
methods may be: 1) The re-introduction of fire using controlled bumns; 2) Felling selected trees and leaving them
on the ground; 3) Girdiing and blowing tops out of trees; 4) and others. However, so that all objectives may be met,
the Forest Service has chosen to propose four projects, one of which is a timber sale(s).

This proposal consists of four actions. These actions would: 1) Silviculturally treat 1,030 acres of land. All of the
land in this proposal has the Matrix allocation. The Northwest Forest Plan recognizes that these are the lands where
the majority of timber harvest would occur within the forest (ROD, page 7); 2) Re-vegetate "bare™ soil areas in
three locations along roads 4614 and 4615 (Watershed Analysis, Map 3-11); 3) Re-contour and re-surface the
running surface of road 4614180 and re-structure the drainage facilities to reduce the potential for sediment delivery
into streams; 4) Block access to roads through berms or gates to reduce the potential for wildlife harassment (LMP,

page Four-72).

Commercial thinning would occur on 868 acres, a shelterwood prescription would occur on 125 acres, and
individual tree selection would occur on 37 acres. To accomplish this proposal, approximately .85 miles of road
would need to be constructed as well as 0.35 miles of temporary roads. It is estimated that approximately two (2)
acres of bare soil areas would be re-vegetated and that approximately one-half (1/2) a mile of road and associated
drainage facilities would be re-structured. Road closures would reduce the "open® roads per square mile so that it
is equal to or less than the LMP standard of 2.0 miles of open road per square tile in winter range and 2.5 miles
of open road per square mile in summer range.

The proposed action would meet (at least in part) four of the stated objectives by:
a) Beginning 1o creale a more variable stand structure.
b) Begin realizing growth potential while providing up to 26.4MMbf of timber for the local economy.
¢) Begin 1o create structural diversity and large snags and logs.
d) Reducing the potential for sediment delivery through the restoration of bare soil areas and re-structuring
of roads and drainage facilities.
The proposed action would not enter riparian reserves thus, objectives for encouraging the growth of large trees

and improving stand health and stand structure would not be accomplished.

red in snacific managaman

+ =2\
nsigereg in SpA LI ulauasc«lucut 11y )

Other Management Considerations (These are not designated as land allocations in the Forest Plan but are to be
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A) Eligible Wild, Scepic and Recreational Rivers

The main stem of Eagle Creek is eligible for classification as both recreational and wild under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act. It is beyond the scope of this FEIS to determine or recommend the designation of these segments under
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The actual decision to determine the final classifications would be completed in
other environmental documentation. The eligible classification of recreational extends 1.1 miles from the western
forest boundary, east, toward the Salmon-Huckleberry Wilderness. The eligible classificationof "wild" extends from
the east end of the recreational portion, upstream for approximately 7.2 miles. These potential classifications extend
one quarter of a mile from each bank of the river. For more information, refer to the Mt. Hood National Forest,
Forest Plan, pages Four-100 through Four-106 and Appendix E, pages 17 and 18.

With the implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan, the lands surrounding Eagle creek fall within a Late-
Successional Reserve (LSR). This document does not propose management activities within the SR because under
the Northwest Forest plan, timber harvest may not occur except in stands that are less than 80 years of age or when
salvage operations are necessary, (ROD, page 8). At this time, there are no stands within the LSR under 80 years
of age that currently require commercial thinning and there are no known pockets of blowdown or dead trees that
would require salvage operations.

B) Inventoried Deer and Elk Winter Range

The lower elevations of the main stem of Eagle Creek and the South Fork of Eagle Creek include inventoried deer
and elk winter range (Refer to the appendix of this document and to page Four-73 within the Mt. Hood Forest Plan).
The main emphasis in these areas is to maintain or improve habitat (e.g., forage, thermal, optimal and hiding cover)
for deer and elk. Timber harvest may occur. Open road densities are to be limited and should be no more than 2.0
miles of open road per square mile by the year 2000. Certain restrictions may be instigated (e.g., hunting and
human access).

O) Roadless Area

A portion of the northern one-half of the Eagle project area is within the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II
(RARE II) inventoried "Salmon-Huckleberry Roadless Area” {Refer to Appendix C, pages 51 through 56 of the Mt.
Hood, Forest Plan). Due to road construction, this roadless area has been divided into two separate blocks, The
roadless area in the south western portion of the Eagle project area is without roads except loggers spurs. However,
this land includes previously clearcut and commercial thinning harvest units (pre-1990 harvest activities). The
portion of roadless area to the north and east includes one short road and clearcut units (pre-1990 harvest activities).
The roadiess areas within the Eagle Creek planning area were included in RARE II in 1979. After passage of the
Oregon Wilderness Act of 1984, the areas not included in the Salmon Huckleberry Wilderness were released to be
managed for multiple use. (Refer to the Forest Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement, pages 111-149 and III-
150). The Mt. Hood National Forest, Forest Plan, discusses this roadless area and recognized that the selected
Alternative "Q" would eliminate the potential for a future wilderness designation of this roadless area. (Refer to the
Forest Plan, Appendix C, pages 51 through 55). The standards and guidelines in the ROD for the Northwest Forest
Plan are more restrictive than the standards and guidelines in the Mt. Hood Forest Plan. Under the ROD, road
construction cannot occur in an inventoried roadless area within a Tier 2 watershed (ROD, page C-7) however,
timber harvest may occur.

Regulation and Direction

This Final Environmental Impact Statement has been prepared in accordance with the regulations established under
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Direction for managing competing and unwanted vegetation
is provided through the Record of Decision, signed by the Regional Forester, USDA Forest Service, 12/8/88, for
the Fina! Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for "Managing Competing and Unwanted Vegetation,” Pacific
Northwest Region, and the Mediated Agreement {supplement to the FEIS) signed 5/24/89. Resource objectives have
been established in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Mt. Hood National Forest Land and
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Resource Management Plan, (10/90) and in the Final Supplemental Eavironmental Impact Statement on Management
of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted
Owl (FSEIS) and the Record of Decision (ROD) (4/94). Management of Pacific Yew would be consistent with
direction provided in the "Pacific Yew Final Environmental Impact Statement” and Record of Decision (September
1993). This document falls under Public Law 104-19 and is subject to all requirements under this law. The resultant
timber sales under this document do not contain a salvage component.

Decisions to be Made

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) informs the Mt. Hood National Forest Supervisor (decision
muaker) of the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to the environment as a result of the proposed action and any
altematives to that proposed action. Additionally, this document informs the public of management proposals and
of potential effects to the environment caused by these actions. Within this FEIS, the Forest Supervisor can choose
between three alternatives. Two of these alternatives provide for further management of the Eagle project area while
one alternative is the "No Action” alternative.

The Supervisor would have to decide:

1} Should thinning occur within the Salmon-Huckleberry roadless area?
2) Should thinning occur within riparian reserves?
3) At what intensity should the affected stands be managed?

4) Should further silvicultural treatments be delayed for the time being through selection of the No Action
Alternative? ,

The Supervisors decision would also include all "connected™ activities associated with the chosen alternative (e.g.,
erosion control, tree planting, and implementing mitigation measures),

Scoping and Public Involvement
At the beginning of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement process, a "Notice of Intent* was published in the
Federal Register on April 15, 1991. This notice described the Forest Service intention of managing the Eagle project

area. A second notice of intent was published in the Federal Register that revised the original proposal based on
a preliminary study of the area. This second notice was published on July 22, 1992. A third notice of intent was
published on October 18, 1995 informing the public of the decision to publish a Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. A Notice of Availability was published in the Federal Register for the Supplemental Draft

Environmental Impact Statement on May 24, 1996.

Following the publication of the April 15, 1991 notice of intent, newspaper articles appeared in the Oregonian and
in local newspapers. Regular informational articles and time-line updates have been published in Mt. Hood National
Forest newsletter called Sprouts. This newsletter is regularly mailed to over 3,000 individuals and organizations.

Two public meetings were held on November 18th and November 21st, 1991 in Estacada, Oregon. A total of 41
people attended these two meetings. In addition, the Estacada Ranger District received 39 letters dealing with the
proposal.

A representative from the Eagie Creek National Fish Hatchery (Administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service), regularly attended Steering Committee meetings. Additionally, the Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs,
the Yakima Indian Nation, and the Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde have been contacted concerning this
project.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Eagle Creek Timber Sales was released for public review
on July 9, 1993. Originally, the public comment period for the draft document was 45 days and would have been

@
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completed on August 23, 1993. However, due to telephone conversations with interested readers, the comment
period was extended for an additional 15 days. The end of the comment period then became September 7, 1993.

Following the release of the DEIS, three public meetings were held, These meetings were held in: The city of
Mollala on July 26, 1993, the city of Gresham on July 27, 1993, and the city of Estacada on July 29, 1993. During
these public meetings, participants were invited to a public field trip to view the Eagle Creek area. This field review
was held on August 11, 1993, During the public comment period (July 9 through September 7) several newspaper
* articles dealing with the draft document were published in the Oregonian and in the Clackamas County News,

The Forest Service received 30 letters commenting on the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the
Eagle Creek Timber Sales. Responses io substaniive commentis from these letters and other public involvement
documentation can be found within the appendix of the SDEIS.

Once the decision was made to produce an SDEIS, regular informational articles and time-line updates have been
published in Mt. Hood National Forest newsletter called Sprouts. The SDEIS was made available to the public on
May 24, 1996 and the public comment period ended on July 8, 1996. Comments were received on the SDEIS and
responses to substantive comments from these letters and other public involvement documentation can be found in
the appendix of this document.

Topanno

This section describes the issues generated as a result of discussions with interdisciplinary team members, resource
specialists, other interested parties, letters from public participants, and after considering comments received on the
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS).

Public comments from the 45 day comment period on the SDEIS did not identify any new significant issues that
the Forest Service should consider. For more information, refer to "Consultation With Others™ in the appendix of
this document.

This section has been divided into two parts. The first p
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and the second part deals with those issues that would not drive an alternative, but wher
should still be addressed in this document.

A) Significant Issues

Significant Issue #1: (Water Quality and Fish Habitat)

The Mt. Hood National Forest, Forest Plan, designated most of the Eagle project area as B6 - (Special Emphasis
Watershed). This area was designated as B6 in the Forest Plan due to inherent sensitivity, fish populations, and the
Eagle Creek National Fish Hatchery that is located approximately 4.0 miles downstream from the forest boundary.
The Northwest Forest Plan designated the area as a Tier 2 watershed due to high quality water. Although there are

no "at risk” fish populations in the project area, Eagle creek and the South Fork of Eagle creek do support resident
populations of fish,

Issue Statement: Activities that disturb soil and manipulate vegetation may increase stream sediment loading, stream
temperatures, and aiter the timing and size of peak flows. These occurrences may have effects to the resident fish
populations and the national fish hatchery and may have an affect on stream bank stability.

The following criteria are to be used to measure the effects of each alternative and provides a method to compare
the alternatives to each other:
1) The "Aggregate Recovery Percentage” (ARP) methodology would be used on this project. The area for
consideration would include the Eagle project area, part of the wilderness, and it would consider private
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lands between the forest boundary and the fish hatchery. This methodology is a means of estimating the
ability of a sub-watershed to accept a rain-on-snow event.

2) Estimated potential sediment production compared in tons per year. An estimate would be made for the
potential sediment from roads and harvest units,

3) Predicted stream temperatures in Eagle Creek and in the South Fork of Eagle Creek where they leave
the forest boundary and at the fish hatchery,

Significant Issue #2: (Salmon-Huckleberry Roadless Area)

Portions of the Eagle area were involved in 2 "Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II" (RARE II) in 1979.
Following the Wildemness Act in 1984, the Salmon-Huckleberry Wilderess was established. Once the wilderness
boundaries were established, the lands not included in the wilderness designation were made available for non
wilderness uses. The Mt. Hood National Forest, Forest Plan, evaluated the remaining Rare II roadless areas on the
forest outside the wilderness areas. It was decided that six would be managed for preservarion and the remaining
five would be considered for timber management. The Salmon-Huckleberry Roadless Area within the Eagle project
area is one of the five that would be considered for timber silvicultural activities.

Issue Statement: Silvicultural activities could reduce, alter or eliminate some existing roadless area characteristics
in the Eagle area. These roadless area characteristics are: 1) Natural integrity 2) Apparent naturalness 3) Remoteness
4) Solitude / primitive recreation opportunities 5) Unique features and 6) Manageability / boundaries.

The following criteria are to be used to measure the effects of each alternative and provides a method to compare
the alternatives to each other: .
1) Estimated changes in roadless area characteristics through proposed harvest activities.

2) Estimated impact the proposed actions would have on the adjacent Salmon-Huckleberry Wilderness.

Significant Issue #3: (Production of Wood Products and the Local Economy)

Many communities are either directly or indirectly affected by the timber production from the National Forest
system. During public meetings, this topic repeatedly surfaced. Under this document, the majority of the lands
within the Eagle area are available for some form of timber production. The exception would be, the northern
section of Eagle that is within a Late-Successional Reserve (LSR) where, prior to stand management, an LSR
assessment would be required. It is beyond the scope of this document to produce an LSR assessment. Whenever
timber is sold on National Forest lands, the counties where these sales are located, receive 25% of the timber
receipts. If these sales are sold within "Oregon:California” (O&C) Revested lands, then the county receives 50%
of the timber receipts. These funds are generally used by the local governments to help fund schools and road
repair.

Issue Statement: The Eagle Creek planning area has the potential to supply wood products as well as employment
opportunities to the local economy. Receipts from timber harvest would fund local schools and return revenues to
the U.S. Treasury.

The following criteria are to be used to measure the effects of each alternative and provide a method to compare
the alternatives to each other:

1) Volume of timber to be harvested by each alternative.

2) Estimated number of people affected through direct or indirect employment because of available wood
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products.
3) Estimated revenues available to counties because of available wood products.

4) Economic viability of the timber sales (Present Net Value, PNV), estimated returns to the federal
treasury and estimated payments to Oregon counties.

Significant Issue #4: (Ecological Diversity)

The ecological diversity of forest ecosystems includes the occurrence of a full range of successional stages. These
stages range from very young "second growth" stands to "late successional” stands. Ecological diversity also
includes the distribution of these seral stages throughout the landscape. Within the Eagle project area, there are
stands of timber that consist of very young second growth up through the "late successional” stages. These timber
types are interconnected so that there is an opportunity for dispersal of organisms and carry over of some species
from 'one stand to the next. Viable habitat and ecosystem productivity does exist within these areas for a variety of
organisms. Although lacking in many stands, ecologically valuable structural components do exist. These
components include: Down logs, snags, and larger trees.

Issue Statement: Silvicultural activities could reduce, alter, or eliminate the ability for treated stands to provide
habitat for a variety of organisms. In addition, ecosystem productivity could be reduced and connectivity could be
disrupted between the late successional stands of timber.

The following criteria are to be used to measure the effects of each alternative and provide a method to compare
the alternatives to each other:
1) Suitable Spotted Owl Habitat Converted: The measure of the extent to which suitable owl habitat has
been converted. -

2) Acres of Late-Successional Interior Forest Fragmented: The amount of interior habitat that has been
fragmented at the project level and at the landscape level.

3) Late-Successional or Old Growth Forest Converted: The amount of mature forest that has been
converted to a grass/forb or open sapling-pole stand condition.

4) Edge: Edge is defined as the easily distinguishable line between two stand types. An example would be
between an early seral grass/forb type and a mature forest type. In this document, the measure would be
the amount of "new” edge created in residual stands by silvicultural activities.

B) Other Issues :

This section deals with issues that did not create alternate management strategies but were addressed similarly in

" all alternatives.

Issue #1.1 (Visual Quality)
The Eagle area receives many forest visitors during the year. In general, these visitors use the existing roads and
five hiking trails constructed in the early 1900°s for fire prevention.

Currently, these trails (directly and indirectly) provide access into the Salmon-Huckleberry Wilderness and provide
views along the edges of the wilderness that look down into Eagle Creek. Motorized travel is quite frequent. These
visitors use the existing transportation system for leisurely driving, bike riding, hunting, snow play, shooting,
gathering and other activities. The Eagle area can be seen from selected view points off forest.

11
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Silvicultural activities may change the visual quality of the surrounding landscape. This area can be viewed from
existing roads, trails, the eligible wild and scenic corridors along Eagle Creek and from the wilderness. These
activities may also affect the quality of the view shed when seen from selected viewpoints outside the project area
such as in Gresham, Portland and Estacada.

The following criteria are to be used to measure the effects of each alternative and provide a method to compare
the alternatives to each other:
1) Are "Visual Quality Objectives™ (VQO’s) being met as described in the Forest Plan, (e.g., Retention,
Partial Retention and Modification) along trails, roads and other viewer positions, (Refer to the Forest Plan
pages Four-107 through Four-117 and Four-103).

2) Number of roads, trails or selected view points that do not meet VQO standards.

Issue #2.1 (Forest Health and Silviculture)

The growth and vigor of forested lands in the Eagle area have been reduced due to stand age and the high number
of trees per acre. These stands are becoming more susceptible to insects and disease. Approximately one quarter
to five air miles north and east of the Eagle area, the Mt. Hood National Forest is experiencing an epidemic of the
Spruce Budworm. These attacks are more prevalent in less vigorous stands of trees where the individuals cannot
resist this form of attack.

Silvicultural activities can increase the general health of a forest by thinning the existing stands so that residual trees
increase their growth and health. This type of stand is better able to resist any attacks by insects and diseases.

The following criteria are to be used to measure the effects of each alternative and provide a method to compare
the alternatives to each other:-
1) Total number of acres treated.

2) Silviculturally, the total number of first priority stands treated.

Issue #3.1 (Deer and Elk Habitat) ‘

Lower elevation areas along Eagle Creek and the South Fork of Eagle Creek are inventoried deer and elk winter
range. Currently, these areas are relatively intact with little evidence of human activities. Deer are evident in these
areas all year. In addition, there is a herd of elk that move in and out of this area depending on the severity of the
weather during the winter months.

Silvicultural activities may change the percentages of forage, hiding cover, optimal cover and thermal cover and
disrupt travel ways. Open roads increase the potential for harassment by human activities and allow access to these
areas by legal and illegal hunters.

The following criteria are to be used to measure the effects of each alternative and provide a method to compare

the alternatives to each other:
1) The "Model to Evaluate Elk Habitat in Western Oregon" is to be used to measure the effects of each
alternative on elk and deer and provide a means to compare the alternatives to each other. This model
measures three variables that include: 1) Sizing and spacing of forage and cover areas 2) Density of roads
open to motorized vehicles and 3) cover quality,

Issue #4.1 (Increased Potential for Windthrow)
The first large sale to develop the Forest Service portion of the Eagle area was a commercial thinning that was
logged in the 1970°s. Since then, scattered clearcut harvest units have been placed across the landscape. In the past,
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light blowdown has occurred, along road systems, along straight clearcut edges and wet areas where trees have
developed shallow roots due to high water tables. Often, blowdown has occurred in wet areas that were in the
middle of contiguous stands and were not influenced by human activities.

Openings created by roads and harvest units may increase the risk of windthrow in residual timber stands and in
riparian areas.

The following criteria are to be used to measure the effects of each alternative and provide a method to compare

the alternatives to each other:
1} Miles of new, exposed "edge” created by silvicultural activities.

Issue #5.1 (Yew Wood)

The chemical "Taxol” is currently being extracted from the bark of Pacific Yew trees (Taxus brevifolia) for the
purposes of cancer research. Generally, on the Estacada Ranger District, the Yew tree is found within riparian areas
where site conditions are damp. Through surveys, a few Yew trees have been found along the South Fork of Eagle
Creek. Direction for management of the Yew tree is found in interim guides published both in 1992 and 1993.

Road building and other harvest activities in riparian areas may damage or up-root the existing Yew trees.

The foltowing criteria are to be used to measure the effects of each alternative and provide a method to compare
the alternatives to each other:
1) The amount of riparian area that could be affected by harvest activities,

2) The number of Yew trees affected by harvest activities.

Issue #6.]1 (Recreation)

Currently there are areas in the Eagle drainage that contain little evidence of human activities. Commercial thinning,
shelterwood harvesting and road building would increase human presence in areas previously not accessible to
general forest users. Silvicultural activities and road building could also change the general character of the area.

The following criteria are to be used to measure the effects of each alternative and provide a method to compare
the alternatives to each other:
1) Estimated changes in the opportunities for recreational experiences. This is measured by using three
main components: Setting, Activities and Experience.
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Chapter I
Alternative Descriptions Including the Proposed Action

Introduction

For the Eagle Creek Timber Sales SDEIS, the interdisciplinary team (IDT) analyzed three action alternatives as well
as the no action alternative in response to the issues listed in Chapter 1 of the document. Comments on the SDEIS
were received and the I.D. team responded to the substantive comments. Specific responses to the comments are
contained in Appendix I of this document. Although additional information has been added to this Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) due to public comments and further refined field estimates, no comments
were received or information gathered that raised additional issues or that would call for the analysis of additional
alternatives. Thus, the alternatives presented in this document are basically the same as presented in the Eagle
SDEIS but do include a few changes. These changes are noted in section "C" of this chapter. Alternative maps and
descriptions from the SDEIS have been included in the appendix of this document.

This chapter has been divided into seven sections. These sections include:

A) Development of the Alternatives: This section discusses the methodologies used for development of the proposed
action, issues, and subsequent alternatives to the proposed action.

B) Altcinatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study: This section describes alternatives that were
eliminated from further study during the developmental process and the rationale for these decisions.

C) Alternatives Considered in Detail: This section describes in detail the proposed action and alternatives to the
proposed action.

D) Changes_in the Alternatives Between the SDEIS and the FEIS: This section describes the changes in the
alternatives between the SDEIS and the FEIS due to ground verification of several units.

E) Mitigation Measures: This section describes the mitigation measures that would accompany the alternatives if
implemented.

F) Summary Comparison of the Altematives:
This is a summary of the management activities that would occur under each of the alternatives. This summary is

displayed in “table” form.

G) Agency Preferred Alternative:
This section identifies the agencies preferred alternative.

A) Development of the Alternatives

The Integrated Resource Analysis (IRA) process and landscape ecology principles were used by both teams during
the development of the DEIS and the SDEIS for Eagle. In these processes, the “on the ground” existing conditions
were determined and reviewed. These existing conditions were then compared to the Forest Plan Desired Future
Conditions to see if they "matched”. If they did not match, objectives were determined, the need for action was
developed, and opportunities to bring the existing condition towards the desired condition were considered. From
this point, possible projects were developed from the stated opportunities. Thus, the Forest Service decided to
proceed with stand manipulation to address the needs stated in Chapter .

With the implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan, a watershed apalysis was required in any areas where
activities would occur within a "Key” watershed. From this process, a conceptual landscape design was developed
that illustrates the vegetation patterns desired under the Northwest Forest Plan and the Mt. Hood Forest Plan
(Watershed Analysis, beginning on page 75 and Map 4-2). For this analysis, the watershed analysis "interim
operating plan” was used to develop projects that would move this area towards the conceptual landscape design
(Watershed Analysis, page 78 and Map 4-3).

After considering the information provided in the watershed analysis, the IDT compiled a list of possible projects

14



Cbapter II -- Eagle FEIS

that could be included in this document. Those projects are:

a) Implement stand management activities that wouid move these areas towards a more desired condition (e.g.,
Create a timber sale, re-intreduce fire, fall and leave selected trees).

b) Begin to close roads to reduce wildlife harassment.

¢} Provide openings so that view points would be created along trails and roads.

d) Complete restoration projects that were identified in the Eagle Creek Watershed Analysis.

e) Construct an extension of trail #502 from Old Baldy, into the wilderness and possibly tie into the existing Eagle
Creek trail.

f) Possibly construct and develop a horse/day camp in the south eastern portion of the Eagle area.

At the end of the process, the deciding officer selected which projects were to be carried forward and which projects
would be considered in future environmental documentation. Item "a”, (stand management), item "b", {closure of
roads), and item "d", {complete restoration projects), were selected as the projects that would be considered in this
document. This project selection includes all of the "connected” actions associated with these projects (i.e., road
and/or spur construction or rehabilitation, landing construction for yarding equipment, and all associated mitigation
measures).

The Issues listed within Chapter 1 of this document were developed and finalized with input from the IDT,
specialists, other agencies, two public meetings, letters from individuals, public meetings following the publication
of the DEIS, a field visit during the DEIS comment period, public comments on the DEIS, and public comments
on the SDEIS. Once the significant issues had been determined and shaped, alternatives to the proposed action were
developed. These alternatives are described in detail in Section C of this Chapter.

B} Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study

During the development of this document, a total of five alternatives were considered. However, one of these
alternatives was not fully developed. This alternative was:

Alternative A - Initiate projects within the Late Successional Reserve (LSR) at the north end of the watershed.
This alternative would have silviculturally treated timber stands within the LSR. This alternative was eliminated
from further study because:

*1) With the exception of recently reforested units, the timber stands are greater than 80 years of age.

*2) There are no salvage opportunities available.

*3) It is beyond the scope of this document to develop a "Management Assessment” for this LSR.

* Northwest Forest Plan, ROD, pages C-11, C-12, and C-13 through C-16.

C) Alternatives Considered in Detail

The following items pertain to alternatives #1, 2, and 3 only and not to alternative #4 (No Action).

Features common to the action alternatives

1) Water quality would be maintained through adherence to the state water quality "Best Management Practices”
(Refer to the Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340-41-001-975), the Mt. Hood Naticnal Forest, Forest Plan
(Appendix H, pages 1 through 6}, and standards and guidelines described in the Northwest Forest Plan and Record
of Decision (ROD).

2) Oregon State Implementation Plan {OAR 340-20-047), Oregon State Smoke Management Plan (OAR 629-43-043)

and Directive 1-4-4-601 (Operational Guidance For The Oregon Smoke Management Program, P.N. 845), would
be employed to maintain air resource values.
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3) The Oregon Occupational Safety and Health Code for Forest Activities (OAR 437, Division 6) regulations would
be met.

4) All activities implemented as a resuit of the action alternatives would be in compliance with the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, Executive Order 11593, 36 CFR 800.9 (Protection of Historic Properties) and
Programmatic Memorandums of Agreement (1979, 1982, Amendment No. 1, 1989) between the Oregon State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region.

5) None of the action alternatives would construct roads in the Salmon-Huckjeberry inventoried roadless area.

6) None of the action alternatives would commercially thin, construct roads, or otherwise alter the lands within a
Late-Successional Reserve,

7) None of the alternatives would affect the outstandingly remarkable values that exist along Eagle Creek that make
it eligible for classification under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, '

8) Surveys for threatened, endangered or sensitive plants and animals and proposed endangered, threatened or
sensitive species (PETS) were conducted. Any species that was found would be protected through avoidance of that
particular species andlor habitat.

9) Proposed prescriptions and recommended mitigation measures minimizes the need for post-harvest fuel treatment
of logging residues. Analysis of harvest prescriptions and individual unit characteristics indicates post-harvest fuel
treatment in thinnings, individual tree selection units, and light shelterwoods to be unnecessary. It may be necessary
to treat slash in the more heavily cut shelterwood areas for hazard reduction and site preparation. This determination
coincides with experience of previously harvested units and similar prescriptions within the project area. However,
fuel prescriptions are subject to modification following pre- and post-harvest field reviews; should the amount or
distribution of logging residues be different than predicted. Roadside concentrations of logging residue would be
disposed of by “lop and scatter” or hand piled and burned (depending on the amount of residue to be disposed ).
Logging residues adjacent to trail systems would be dealt with in such a manner as to maintain present “visual
quality objectives® (VQO’s). Landing residues would be burned after efforts to utilize the material. In compliance
with the "Pacific Northwest" region FEIS for Managing Competing and Unwanted Vegetation (1988) and Mediated
Agreement (1989), unit management strategy is "prevention” and disposal of trail system, roadside, and landing
residues is "correction”. The identity of needed fuel treatment activities is for hazard reduction purposes only (fire
protection) .

10) Following harvest activities, surveys for plantability would be conducted within all areas that have the
shelterwood prescription. If adequate planting spots are not available, site preparation activities would be instigated.
These activities may include; hand piling slash and leaving the piles in place, hand piling siash and burning those
piles, or light under-buming of concentrations.

11) Following plantability surveys and any appropriate site preparation work, the Forest Service would depend upon
natural re-generation to re-forest the harvest units except in the heavier shelterwood units. These units would be re-
planted using Douglas-fir and/or Noble fir seedlings. Menitoring would be conducted to determine if natural re-
generation was successful. If it is determined that full stocking has not been achieved, supplemental planting of
trees by hand would be accomplished. In either case, reforestation would occur and new stands would be established
within five years after harvest activities have been completed. There would be no need to plant trees within areas
that have a thinning prescription. This is because enough trees would remain on site so that full stocking would be
maintained.

12) Under the Northwest Forest Plan, approximately twelve logs (240 lineal feet) at least 20 inches in diameter each
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and at least 20 feet in length should be left on site (Northwest Forest Plan, Record of Decision, page C-40). These
standards apply to clearcut areas but, the principles still apply in shelterwood areas. This requirement can be
modified in a partial cut situation depending on the development cycle of the stand. This guide is more restrictive
than the current Mt. hood Forest Plan guide which states that 6 down logs per acre containing a volume of at least
40 cubic feet should be left on site (Forest Plan page Four-74). Thus, the standard and guide under the Northwest
Forest plan would take precedence. Currently, there is a lack of this size down log within the project area. In the
case of the thinning areas, these units would be monitored for approximately 3 to 4 years to determine if this down
log requirement is being met through natural or mechanical means (i.e., blowdown, dead trees falling over or from
slash left over from harvest activities). If this requiremnent is not being met, trees within the residual stand would
be felled to accomplish the objective. The above discussion holds true in the case of a shelterwood prescription.
However, additional trees may have to be marked, along with the shelterwood leave trees, so that there would be
enough residual trees to meet the objective.

13) As described in the Northwest Forest Plan, riparian reserves would be established along all streams and wet
areas. Reserve widths would vary depending on site class, stream class, and if they are fish bearing or not (ROD

page 9).

Alternative #1 (This is the Proposed Action)

This ajiernative consisis of four aciions. These actions would: 1) Silviculturally treat 1,030 acres of iand. All of the
land in this proposal has the Matrix allocation. The Northwest Forest Plan recognizes that these are the lands where
the majority of silvicultural activities would occur within the forest (ROD, page 7). 2) Re-vegetate "bare” soil areas
in three locations along roads 4614 and 4615 (Watershed Analysis, Map 3-11). 3) Re-contour and re-surface the
running surface of road 4614180 and re-structure the drainage facilities to reduce the potential for sediment delivery
into streams. 4) Block or obliterate access to roads through berms or gates to reduce the potential for wildlife
harassment (LMP, page Four-72). Those roads that would be blocked are: 4614130, 4614140, 4614150, 4614160,
4614170, 4614180, 4614190, and 4615135, Those roads that are to be obliterated include: 4614167, 4615011 and
two un-numbered spurs on the 4615. With obliteration, the road surfacing would be removed, the road bed would
be ripped, and grasses and possibly trees would be planted on the site.

With this project, commercial thinning would occur on 868 acres, a shelterwood prescription would occur on 125
acres, and individual tree selection would occur on 37 acres. To accomplish this project, approximately .85 miles
of new road and 0.35 miles of temporary road would need to be constructed. Following the completion of
management activities, this new road and the temporary roads would be obliterated. it is estimated that
approximately four (4) acres of bare soil areas would be re-vegetated and that approximately one (1) mile of road
and associated drainage facilities would be re-structured. Road closures would reduce the "open” road per square
mile so that it is equal to or less than the LMP standard of 2.0 miles of open road per square mile in winter range
and 2.5 miles of open road per square mile in summer range.

The proposed action would meet (at least in part) four of the stated objectives by:
a} Beginning to create a more vanable stand structure.
b) Begin realizing growth potential while providing up to 26.4MMbf of timber for the local economy.
¢) Begin to create structural diversity and large snags and logs.
@) Reducing the potential for sediment delivery through the restoration of bare soil areas and re-structuring
of roads and drainage facilities.
The proposed action would not enter riparian reserves thus, objectives for encouraging the growth of large trees
and improving stand health and stand structure would not be accomplished.

This alternative proposes thinning trees in stands that are adjacent to trails 502 and 502A (Refer to Map 1.1 page
2, Chapter 1). For trail 502, the prescriptions for the stands would be consistent with the visual quality objective
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Chapter II -- Eagle FEIS

of Retention. For trail 502A, the prescriptions would be consistent with the visual quality objective of Partial-
Retention west of road 4614 and Retention east of road 4614. These sensitivity levels and visual quality objectives
are described in the Forest Plan (Refer to the Forest Plan, pages Four-115 through Four-117 and the glossary of

this document).

Following management activities, there would be enough residual standing dead and green trees to maintain a 60%
biological potential for primary cavity nesting species (e.g., woodpeckers). The minimum number of required trees
to maintain diversity is; at least 2 to 3 hard snags and 2 to 3 live trees per acre to be left following management

activities.

The following tables display the attributes of alternative #1:

(Table I1. 1a) Attributes of Alternative #1

Silvicultural
Treatment of
Stands

*1,030

68 462 .85 plus .35 0 0
of Temp.
Rd.

(Table 11.1b) Attnbutes of Alternative #1

Revegetate
Bare Soil
Areas

n

(Table II.1c) Attributes of Alternative #1

Re-Structure
4614180 &
Drainages
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(Table II. id) Attnbutes of Alternative #1

Obliterate *#1.55 2.0Mi./8q
Roads Mi.

Block Roads 3.49

ternative does not propose the clearcut silvicultural prescription. Logging would be accomplis.
yarding on 260 acres, helicopter yarding on 721 acres, and tractor yarding on 49 acres.

** This total includes 0.70 miles of existing road and 0.85 miles of new road. New spur roads were not included
in these calculations.

y skyline
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Alternative #2

This alternative consists of four actions. These actions would: 1) Silviculturally treat 562 acres of land. All of the
land in this proposal has the Matrix allocation. The Northwest Forest Plan recognizes that these are the lands where
the majority of silvicultural activities would occur within the forest (ROD, page 7). 2} Re-vegetate"bare” soil areas
in two locations along roads 4614 and 4615 (Watershed Analysis, Map 3-11). 3) Re-contour and re-surface the
running surface of road 4614180 and re-structure the drainage facilities to reduce the potential for sediment delivery
into streams. 4) Block or obliterate access to roads through berms or gates to reduce the potential for wildlife
harassment (LMP, page Four-72). There is one road that would blocked and it is 4614180, Those roads that are
to be obliterated are: 4615011 and two un-numbered spurs on the 4615. With obliteration, the road surfacing would
be removed, the road bed would be ripped, and grasses and possibly trees would be planted on the site.

With this project, commercial thinning would occur on 458 acres and a shelterwood prescription would occur on
104 acres. To accomplish the sale(s), approximately .85 miles of new road and .35 miles of temporary road would
need to be constructed. Following the completion of management activities, this new road and the temporary roads
would be obliterated. It is estimated that approximately two (2) acres of bare soil areas would be re-vegetated and
that approximately one (1) mile of road and associated drainage facilities would be re-structured. Road closures
would not reduce the "open” road per square mile so that it is equal to or less than the LMP standard of 2.0 miles
of open road per square mile in winter range and 2.5 miles of open road per square mile in summer range.

Alternative #2 would meet (at least in part) four of the stated objectives by:
a) Beginning to create a more variable stand structure.
b) Providing up to 15.8MMbf of timber for the local economy and begin realizing growth poteatial.
¢) Begin to create structural diversity and large snags and logs. ‘
d) Reducing the potential for sediment delivery through the restoration of bare soil areas and re-structuring
of roads and drainage facilities.

The proposed action would not enter ripanan reserves thus, objectives for encouraging the growth of large trees
and improving stand health and stand structure would not be accomplished.

This alternative proposes thinning stands in one area that is adjacent to trail 502 and four units that are adjacent to
traif 502A (Refer to Map 1.1 page 2). For trail 502, the prescription for the stand would be consistent with the
visual quality objective of Rerention. For trail 502A, the prescriptions would be consistent with the visual quality
objective of Partial-Retention west of road 4614 and Rerention east of road 4614. These sensitivity levels and visual
quality objectives are described in the Forest Plan (Refer to the Forest Plan, pages Four-115 through Four-117 and
the glossary of this document).

Following management activities, there would be enough residual standing dead and green trees to maintain a 60%
biological potential for primary cavity nesting species {e.g., woodpeckers). The mtnimum number of required trees
to maintain diversity is; at least 2 to 3 hard snags and 2 to 3 live trees per acre to be left following management
activities.
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The following tables display the attributes of alternative #2:

(Table I1.2a) Attributes of Alternative #2

Silvicultural .85 plus .35
Treatment of of Temp Rd.
Stands

—

(Table I1.2b) Attributes of Alternative #2

Revegetate 2 1.5 Q
Bare Soil
Areas

(Table 11.2c) Attributes of Alternative #2

Re-Structure 1.0 2 0
4614180 &

I Drainages

yarding on 230 acres, helicopter yarding on 283 acres, and tractor yarding on 49 acres.

Obliterate *x] 25 0 ¢] 20.39 1.18 2.1/8q. Mi.
Roads Unchanged
from Current
Block Roads 0.96 Conditions
#This alternative does not propose the clearcut silvicultural prescription. Logging would be accomplished by skyline

#* This total includes 0.40 miles of existing road and 0.85 miles of new road. Temporary roads were not included

in this calculation.
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Alternative #3
This alternative consists of four actions. These actions would: 1) Silviculturally treat 1,229 acres of land.
Approximately 1,104 acres has the Matrix allocation. The Northwest Forest Plan recognizes that these are the lands
where the majority of silvicultural activities would occur within the forest (ROD, page 7). The remaining 125 acres
are within riparian reserves. This alternative would apply silvicultural treatments to acguire desired riparian
characteristics (ROD, page C-32, "TM-1 (c)") The riparian management would occur in units #16,26, and 29. 2)
Re-vegetate "bare” soil areas in three locstions along roads 4614 and 4615 (Watershed Analysis, Map 3-11). 3)
Re-contour and re-surface the running surface of road 4614180 and re-structure the drainage facilities to reduce the
potential for sediment delivery into streams. 4) Block access to roads through berms or gates to reduce the potential
for wildlife harassment (LMP, page Four-72). Those roads that would be blocked are: 4614130, 4614140, 4614150,

4614160, 4614170, 4614180, 4614190, and 4615135, Those roads to be obliterated include: 4614167, 4615011 and
two un-numbered spurs on the 4615. With obliteration, the road surfacing would be removed, the road bed would
be ripped and grasses and possibly trees would be planted on the site.

With this project, commercial thinning would occur on 1,063 acres, a shelterwood prescription wouid occur on 129
acres, and individual tree selection would occur on 37 acres. To accomplish this sale(s), approximately .85 miles
of new road and .35 miles of temporary road would need to be constructed. Following the completion of
management activities, this new road and temporary roads would be obliterated. It is estimated that approximatelyv
for {4) acres of bare soil areas would be re-vegetated and that approximately one (1) mile of road and associated
drainage facilities would be re-structured. Road closures would reduce the "open” road per square mile so that it
1s equal to or less than the LMP standard of 2.0 miles of open road per square mile in winter range and 2.5 miles
of open road per square mile in summer range.

Alternative #3 would meet (at least in part) the stated objectives by: ;
1) Beginning to create a more variable stand structure. . A
2) Providing up to 30.8MMBbf of timber for the local economy and begin realizing growth potential.
3) Beginning to create structural diversity and large snags and logs.
4) Beginning to create vegetative diversity in selected riparian areas.
5) Reducing the potential for sediment delivery through the restoration of bare soil areas and re-structuring
of roads and drainage facilities. '

This alternative proposes thinning timber in units that are adjacent to trails 502 and 502A (Refer to Map 1.1 page
2, Chapier | and Map 11.2, page 24 in this chapier). For trail 502, the prescriptions for the stands would be
consistent with the visual quality objective of Retention. For trail 502A, the prescriptions would be consistent with
the visual quality objective of Partial-Retention west of road 4614 and Reiention east of road 4614. These sensitivity
levels and visual quality objectives are described in the Forest Plan (Refer to the Forest Plan, pages Four-115

through Four-117 and the glossary of this document).

Following management activities, there would be enough residual standing dead and green trees to maintain a 60%
biological potential for primary cavity nesting species (e.g., woodpeckers). The minimum number of required trees
to maintain diversity is; at least 2 to 3 hard snags and 2 to 3 live trees per acre to be left following management

natiuitiac
Bebl ¥ IO,
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The following table displays the attributes of alternative #3:

(Table I1.32) Attributes of Alternative #3

Silvicultural *],229 68 462 .85 plus .35 125 0
Treatment of miles of

Stands Temp Rd. Il

Revegetate 4 3.0 0
Bare Soil
Areas
. (Table I1.3c) Attributes of Alternative #3

Re-Structure 1.0 2 0
4614180 &
Drainages

(Table I1.3d) Attributes of Alternative #3

Obliterate **] .55 1.2 0 17.6 2.0Mi./Sg
Roads Mi.
Block Roads 3.49
*This alternative does not propose the clearcut silvicultural prescniption. Logging would be accomplis y skyline

yarding on 287 acres, helicopter yarding on 893 acres and tractor yarding on 49 acres.
** This total includes 0.70 miles of existing road and 0.85 miles of new road. This calculation does not include

. .35 miles of Temp. road.
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Alternative #4 (No Action)

This is the no action alternative. No management activities would take place as a result of this document. This
would mclude: road closures, stand management, riparian management, watershed restoration etc.. Activities that
have been scheduled under other environmental documentation would however. continue until the requirements of

such documentation has been satisfied.

Alternative #4 would not meet any of the five stated objectives. This is because;
1) A more variable stand structure would not be created.
2) No timber would be available for the local economy and the growth potential of the site would not be
realized.
3) The alternative would not begin to create structural diversity and large snags and logs.
4) The alternative would not begin (o create vegetative diversity in selected riparian areas.
5) The potential for sediment delivery through the restoration of bare soil areas and re-structuring of roads
and drainage facilities would remain at existing conditions.

D) Changes in the Alternatives Between the SDEIS and the FEIS

During the period between the publication of the Eagle SDEIS and the publication of this FEIS, ground verification
of several units has occurred. Due to this verification and comments from respondents to the SDEIS, some changes
have been made to the alternatives. Although there have been changes to the alternatives, the original intent of the
document, the objectives for management, and the significant issues have not changed. The following lists the
changes that have been made to the alternatives:

1} Field data indicates that the acreage used for the proposed units in all alternatives was slightly over-estimated.
Thus, the acreage presented in this document are lower than displayed in the SDEIS.

2) After npanan reserves were measured on the ground, it was found that units #21 and 22 were too small to be
economically feasible and being so small, management of these units would not contribute much to the overall
objectives for the drainage. Thus, units #21 and 22 were dropped from all altermatives which contributes to the
reduction in acres for the aiternatives.

3) The silvicultural prescription for units #11 and 28 would have been shelterwood in the SDEIS. In the FEIS, the
prescniption has changed to commercial thinning. This change is because the watershed analysis stated that openings
should not exceed 20 acres. During ground verification, it was discovered that these units did exceed 20 acres and
since the stands do need treatment, it was decided to change the prescription rather than drop acres for
consideration. In addition, this change would reduce visual impacts.

4) The prescription for unit #27 was to be an evenly spaced shelterwood harvest. This has been changed to a
shelterwood where patches of at least 13 trees per patch would be left with individual trees scattered between these

patches. This was done due to input from the District and Forest Landscape Architects. This change would reduce
visual impacts created by having single trees silhouetted against the skyline.

3) The new road accessing units #27 and 28 would be moved farther south than originally planned. This road would
now be located in an existing clearcut and would be obliterated and not just blocked. This was done because the
road grade would be less and there would be less cutting and filling for the roadbed thus, there would be fewer
impacts to soils. Further ground investigations indicate that approximately 0.35 miles of temporary road would be
required to access some of the thinning units. Once activities have been completed, these temporary roads would
be obliterated. As with the new road, these temporary roads would not cross riparian areas: With obliteration, there

would be no net increase in road miles.
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6) Through field verifications, it has been determined that volume estimates on individual units on all alternatives
was under-estimated. Though there was an increase in volume, objectives for stand management have remained the
same. The same acres are being treated and the prescriptions for the units are the same. Volume is not an objective
of this document nor does is it a measure for the objectives. The following indicstes why volume estimates were
low:

) Volumes originaily shown were on the conservative side —-— Resultant Increase, 2-3IMMbf
b) Green tree defect was estimated at 30% of the gress,

it is actually 5-8%. —---  Resultant Increase, 6-8MMbf
¢) Stand exams in some cases are 10-15 years old ——- Resultant Increase, 8-10MMbf

7) After careful review of the analysis contained in the SDEIS and FEIS, the Forest Supervisor (Deciding Officer)
has selected Alternative #1 as the agency preferred alternative. This is a change from the SDEIS where the Deciding
Officer selected Alternative #3 as the agency preferred altemative.
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E) Mitigation Measures

This next section discusses Mitigation Measures. Mitigation Measures are defined as actions taken to avoid,
minimize, reduce, or elimipate impacts as a result of implementing an alternative. These mitigation measures are
common to the action alternatives. If a mitigation is specific to a particular alternative, it is stated. This document
was prepared under the guidance of the Mt. Hood National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan and the
Northwest Forest Plan. Standards and Guidelines as described in the Forest Plan and in the Northwest Forest plan
(as mitigations) are incorporated into the design of the alternatives in this document. The publication, General
Water Quality Best Management Practices (USFS, 1988) has been utilized as a guide in developing mitigation
messures and site specific Best Management Practices. Alternative #4 is the No Action alternative thus, these

mitigations would not apply.

The effectiveness of the following mitigation measures are assessed based upon their ability to reduce possible
impacts from proposed activities. All of the proposed measures are considered to be easily implementable with
minimal cost.

Those measures marked with (BMP, ....) indicate which Best Management Practice the particular measure is
consistent with. (Refer to appendix G for a hst of Best Management Practices).

Mitigation Measures Common to the Action Alternatives
1) Consult a Landscape Architect during unit designation, marking and logging cleanup near hiking trails.
2) Meet the standards and guidelines of Retention or Partial Retention along hiking trails.
3) Maintain foreground screening along main roads, if possible.
4) Flush cut stumps within view of trails (Angle cut away from trail).
5) No tractor skidding of logs across hiking trails. Tractor yarding pl’()hlu'biled on slopes greater than 35%.

6) Full suspension of logs above the ground within 50' on both sides and while yarding over any hiking
trail while skyline yarding. One end suspension required on the remainder of skyline units.

7) Selectively place slash afier harvest to visually screen yarding corridors within sight distance of trails
and roads.

8) Lop and scatter or pull slash away from hiking trails wherever concentrations exist.
9) Reconstruct hiking trail tread if disturbance occurs.

10) Skyline corridors should be no closer than 150° apart, as measured from centerline to centerline at the
back of the unit. Parallel settings are required whenever possible. Radial settings are to be avoided.

11) Skyline corridors should be no wider than 15°; rub trees are to be left in place for wildlife.
12) Limited operating season required during peak sap flows and to protect soil and water resources;
operations would be limited from 6/1 to 10/31. To minimize the potential for susface erosion, road and

landing construction and log haul would not occur during periods of prolonged rain fall. Sale administrators
and watershed personnel should evaluate such operations to see if they are appropriate during these times.
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(BMP, T-5, T-13)

13) Leave all tail trees as wildlife trees on skylines units except where near a trail. If they are adjacent to
a trail, they are to be removed.

14) Close all newly constructed roads following use pursuant to established road management objectives,

15) Keep all main roads open for administrative and public access during logging activities.
16) Protect all lapd survey monuments.

17) Protect all identified genetically superior trees.

18) Utilize existing landings and spurs whenever possible. (BMP, T-10)

19) Pile and bumn all landing slash.

20) Tractor access to tailtrees prohibited. (BMP, T-9, T-11)

21) Erosion structures (e.g., filter cloth, sediment traps, etc.} would be installed wherever necessary at
stream crossings during road obliteration or re-structuring projects to capture and reduce erosion and
sediment transport. (BMP, R-7)

22) Skid all logs away from streams and wet areas. (BMP, T-12)

23) Seed, fertilize and muich all bare soil areas that were disturbed as a result of management activities

{e.g., corridors, skid roads, landings and cut and fill slopes. Erosion control materials should be consist
of ; annual rye grass applied at 301b, / acre, 16-20-0 fertilizer applied at a rate of 200bh. / acres, and rye
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grass mulch applied at a rate of 3,0001tb. / acre. Straw applied at lh.lS rate should provide 100% cover of
exposed soil to a depth of at least 1 inch. {BMP, T-14, R4, R-5)

24) Limited operating period for completion of new road construction, road obliteration, and road cut and
fill repairs is from 7/1 to 9/30 to protect soil and water resources. No work should take place between 10/1
and June 30. (BMP, R-3, R-8, R-9)

25) Adhere to the Mt. Hood National Forest 15% policy for detrimental soil conditions.

26) Keep road-related erosion control work (seeding, mulching, water barring, etc.) current and complete
all such work prior to 10/1. (BMP, R-2, R-3, R-9)

27) Stabilize (rock) road surfaces to minimize surface erosion; utilize special design considerations

(Burroughs, E.R. and J.G. King, 1991). (BMF, R-7)

28) Scarify or subsoil landings and tractor skid trails prior to erosion control plantings. (BMP, T-14, T-15,
T-16)

29) Design landings into roads where appropriate. (BMP, T-10)
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30) Designate specific Riparian Reserve areas. Prescriptions would be developed for each unit, identifying
size, width, harvest, and yarding prescriptions, and limitations. (BMP T-7)

31) Skid roads and landings within tractor skidding units would be located by the purchaser and approved
by the sale administrator and watershed specialist prior to the beginning of harvest activities (e.g., falling,
bucking, skidding, etc.).

32) During project implementation, deviations from established limited operation periods and other specific
mitigation measures may be completed after specific input by representative resource specialists. (BMP,
T-1, T-22)

33) Directionally fall all timber away from ripanian reserves, streams and hiking trails. (BMP, T-8)

34) All known T. E. & S. species sites would be protected during project implementation. Should any

species be found during project implementation, project activities would be halted and appropriate action
instigated to protect the new site/habitat.

35) Retain a buffer of trees and snags around rock outcrops or talus slopes.

36) Adhere to guidelines in the "Elk Winter Range Guidelines for the Clackamas River Drainage, Mt.
Hood National Forest” to reduce big game harassment.

The following mitigation measures apply to alternative #3 only where treatment would occur in riparian

reserves {(Units 16, 26, angd 29).

RIS ANy &0

Alt 3-1) No treatment of any kind would occur immediately adjacent to streams. This distance would be
the greater distance of: a) The top of the inner gorge along each side of the stream channel or b) Fifty feet
(50) slope distance from the edge of the bank-full channel along each side of ephemeral streams or c) One-
half (1/2) the site potential tree height along each side of non-fish bearing or perenmial stream channels.
A site potential tree height is approximately two-hundred eight feet (208') (Watershed Analysis). A no
treatment buffer along seeps, springs, and wet areas less than one (1) acre in size would extend to the outer
limits of riparian vegetation (e.g., devil's club, salmon-berry, etc.) and would ‘include the first row of
coniferous trees. A no treatment buffer along seeps, springs, and wet areas greater than one (1) acre in size
would extend one-half (1/2) the site potential tree height around the full perimeter (1/2 of 208” or 104").
Alt3-2) Streams and wet areas would be identified on sale area maps and protected.

Alt3-3) Trees to be felled in the riparian area would be fallen away from the no activity zone.

Alt34) All hardwoods are to be left standing unless there is a safety concern.

Ali3-5) Fuil log suspension of logs, during in-haul, required wiihin ihe riparian reserves.

Alt3-6) No new landings woul