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Abstract: The Eagle Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) discusses the mmagement of lad in the
Eagle Crak/South Fork of Eagle Crmk drainages on the Estacada Ringer District, Mt. Hnod National Forest.

a

The proj=t aru is locat~d along the western bounda~ of the forest md is approximately one-half (1/2) way

betwmn the Columbia River and tbe Willamette National Forest. Additionally, the projwt arm is ti the nofihem
portion of the district ad is borderd by private and B“r~u of bd Mmagement (BLM) lads to the west md

the Salmon-Hucklebemy Wilderness to the ~st.

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Eagle Crwk Timber Sales was developd md

distribute for public review and cement in the sumer of 1993. A Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (SDEIS) was developd md distribute for public review md cement in tbe spring of 1996. The

SDEIS considerd all of the substitive cements that were rweivti on the DEIS. The SDEIS inco~omtd all

of the requirements ad stidards md guidelhes m descti~ in tbe Mt. Hood National Forest hd md

Resource Mmagement Pla m amendd by the Nofihwest Forest Plm. The Eagle Cr=k watershd hm bwn
designatd m a Tier 11 watershd under the Nofihwest Forest Plm md a Watershd Aalysis waa completed in

1995.

The Eagle Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Stitement (SDEIS) wm mde available for public review
and cement on May 24, 199b with a 45 day cement period. The co~ent period ended on July 8, 1996.

Substitive cements wem rweivd on the SDEIS md responses to thow comenk are includd in the

Appendix of this Final Environmental Impact Stifement (FEIS).

The si~ficant issues for this FEIS are 1) Water qulity ad fish habitaq 2) Salmon-Hucklebe~ Roadless

Ar=; 3) Production of wood prduck ad the local wonomy; md 4) Ecological Diversity. After review of

public input and cements on the SDEIS and review of the Nofihwest Forest Pla, there are no chmges to tbe
significant issues be~en the SDEIS and tbe FEIS.

There were five (5) objwtives developed for this watershti, They were; 1) Maintain md etiace the long tem

health of the watershd for the production of high q~lity water, 2) Efiacing the long tem growth potential of

@

the projat ar=, 3) Enhance wildlife habitat diversity, 4) Maintain or improve the riparim conditions for the



benefit of fish, wildlife, ad plm~, md 5) Begin restomtion activities where there are bow resoume

@

concerns.

Although there are ~veml methods available for timbr stid ~ipulation, the Forwt Semite cho~ to cut ad
remove timber to m~t (in pan) tbe shtd obj~tives. me propsd mtion ticludes four projwk. ~e= projws

ar% 1) Silvicul~mlly tr~t stids h the Eagle dmtiage, 2) Re-vegem@ bare S1OP ara, 3) Re-stmcmm a
segment of road M141 80, ad 4) Clew wveral roa&,

mere are four alternatives (includtig the proposal action) that were analyd in this document. ~ese ticlude
thre (3) action alternatives md a no ~t ion alternative.
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Intiduction

This is a m- of the =gle Ftial Enviromenti I~wt Stikmmt @EIS). h this dlwusion, the pro~d

action ad altemtiva ~ the propd action are di~layti. me propd wtion ad the de-tiv= @ the

prop~ wtion d=l tith the -agement of Natiod Fo~t Im& ti the figle Cmk wakmhd on the
Esum& tiger Distict, Mt. Hd NatioA Fomt. This projwt wvem approfimkly 6,528 acrw of National
Forest Imd which is lmtti w=t of md djamnt ti the Sdmon-Huctieb~ Wlldemm ti Oregon.

A Dmh Envtimenti Iqwt Skkment @EIS) for Ugle Cr=k Tti&r Sdm wu publishd md ml- @
the public for a sixty&y review md cement Priti (1993). Comenk on the DEIS were r=iv~ md

mviewd by the hkdiwipltia~ T=m. Follotig the El= of the Qgle Cmk DEIS, a “For- Confemnw.
wti convend ti Poflad, Oregon. Followtig Ms mnferenw, a Rard of Dwision (ROD) wm pubhsbd for

amendmenb to For=t Semite md Burau of hd Mmagement pitig daumenk witti the rmge of the

No*em SPttd @l @ofihw=t For=t Plm, 4/13/94). After revietig the =gle DEIS, it w= mncludti tit

the action alkmtivw did not coincide with the s@Ar& ad Wideltiti pr=ntd h the Nofibwest Forwt Plm.

Thus, a a r=ult of public wmen= ad the Nofihw=t Fomt Pla, the Mt. Hd National Forest d=idti to
issue a Supplemenhl Dmft Enviromenbl Impact S&tement (SDEIS). The SDEIS tico~mtd subsmtive

comen~ to the DEIS m well = r~uiremen~ md sti&r& ad &idelin= publishd in the Notihw=t For=t
Pla. The SDEIS for Eagle wm publishd ad relwd m the public for a fofiy-five (45) &y review md

e

cement ~riod (May 24, 1996). Comenk on the SDEIS were rweivd md reviewd by the kterdl~ipltiv

Tam. ThM comenb md raponsm to the w-enb are mnbtid h the ap~ndix of the FEIS.

Tbr= (3) action altemativ= (ticludtig the proposal action) md a no action alternative were pr=ntd h the

SDEIS for public review md cement. The= four altemativw (with tier chmgti) have btin =rnd foward

into the FEIS. The FEIS consided public co-enk on the SDEIS md provides the dmision tier tith
environmental diwlosur= sufficiently detiild to allow a rmond choice among the alternatives.

Cham6 ktiwn the SDEIS and ~IS

A few chagw have kn de kW=n the tifomtion pmvidd h the bgle Supplemenkl Dmft

Environmental Impact Stit.ment (SDEIS) md this Eagle Ftial Enviromentil Impact Sbkment (FEIS).

Although cbmges have tiumd, the titent, the objwtiv=, md the si@fiat issues have not chmgd. The

following dewriptions identify what cbmges were de fi the d~umen~
1) Extensive field &m indicat= that the acr=ge @ for the propsd mi~ h all alkmatives wem

slightly overatimti. Thu, the acra prmentti h tbe FEIS are lower tba show ti the SDEIS.
2) Atir riparia -w= were mmurd on the gromd, it w= found that wim W 1 md 22 were tw

smll md wem sub~uently drop@ from considemtion ti all altemativ-. This tm h- affwtd totil

tr=tment acr= d=cri~ h the alkmativ~.
3) There WM a mpping emor on tit #10 h altemativ~ #l ad 3. The SDEIS mps tidimti that tit 10

would tti ti m ara that had alr=dy b-n tid. This wm not the intent for tis tit md the

mpping hm bwn com=td.
4) The propd road awesstig unis #27 md 28 hm kn movd fifiher to the at. Approximately 1/4

of the new road would utilim m existkg Wur road k a existtig clamut. No tr- would be cut for

constmction until tbe road r=ches tbe proWA utik. k addition, fifiher ground verifimtion tidlmtes
that at Imt WO loggers spurs would & rquird to acres utik for skyltie yarding. The= spurs would

have a combind length of approximately 0.35 tiles. Thus, combind with the road to unik 27 and 28,
the tokl til=ge would be approximately 1.20 files of road ad spurs. As with the Origtial propml,

SumV -- Page 1



SumU - figle FEIS
e

the new road md spurn would not cross riparim ar-.

5) The SDEIS did not diwuss pssible effws fmm the fldtig of 1996. This topic ha kn tidd @

Chaphm III ad W of the FEIS.

6) The SDEIS did not diwms complekly, wweys for C3 ~i=. A dixmsion hm kn addd ti

Chaptem In md IV of the FEIS.

7) The silvicul~d pr=riptions for tik 11 md 28 kve kn chmgd h d~-tive #1. The p=ription

for th~ tik W- shel@~A that would have left 40 tr- b the acre. ‘h the FEIS, the p-ription
for th= ti~ h= &n chagd b mmemial -g ad mmovtig 40 % of the W m.

8) Ex@mive cmisfig of p~ntial tib tidiak tit the volume ~ltig fim the pmp~ d~mtiv=
wm uder-timti. ~s is tw even though the num~r of acm t~ti bve dmp~ ad the

silviculmml p=riptiom hve mtid the =me (exwpt for the chag- noti). The follotig
tidimtes why the origtial volume W= mderatimti
a) Volum= ori~ally shorn wem on the mwmative side. Rmlt, +2-3MMbf

b) Grwn trw defwt W= estimtd at 30% of the gross, it is

actilly 5-8%. Rewlt, +6-8MMbf

c) Stid exam usd, in some ~s, are 10 to 15 y=rs old md Rmlt, + 10MMbf

additional growh was not aautd for.

9) After carefil review of the analysis contitid in tbe SDEIS md FEIS, the Fo~t Su~miwr @widing

Officer) b= =Iwtd Alemative #l = the agency pmfed alternative. ~s is a chmge from the

SDEIS where the Dwiding Officer =Iwtd Alternative #3 m the agency prefeti altemtive.

Affwted Environment

The Eagle projat is Imatd on the Estim& hger District on the Mt. Hd National Fomt. h the wly
sing= of plaming, actions were considerd that would have wagd la& on the Zig=g hger District=
well as on the Estica& district. With the Noflhwfit Fa~t Pkm, the Imd adtiisted by the Zig=g tiger

District is wi~hin a bte-Successional Rewme (LSR). ~,s dmument d- not pro~se altemativ= that would e

-age the land within the LSR. The legal de~ription of the projwt arw ix Swtions 3, 4, 5, ad 6 T.4 S. R.6
E. ad Setions 17 through 20 and 29 through 33 T.3 S. R.6 E. W.M. sumeyd,’ Clackaw Couty, Oregon.
The projmt arw is hrderd on the w=t by private md other owembip Imds md on the -t by the Salmon-

Hucklebe~ Wilderness.

Under the Mt. Hood National For=t hd Mmagement Plm, the entire projwt is cl=sifid m B6-S~ial

Emphmis Watemhd. The min goal of B6 lm& is to mfitiin or efimw aqutic babitit ~d water qwlity for
a variety of resources. Withti tbe B6 la& are B7Weneml Riparim lm&. The ~ti goal is to mktik high

quiity water md babibt for fish, wildlife, and riparian plas. A =n&W goal ti thm all-tions is to

mainkin a hulthy forest condition tkougb a variety of timkr uagement pmcti~.

Under the Nonhwest Forest Plm, the mjority of the lm& have a .Matrix. allmtion. ~s allmtion is where
most timber hawest md silviculmral activitiw will tie plain (ROD, page 7). Within the Matrix dlation are

“Ripatim Resewes”. The min puwow of this all-tion is to protwt tbe h=lth of the ~utic system md ik

dependent spwi~. The s~ndards md Widelties under cument plms, wt. Hood Forest Plm), apply where they
are mom ratrictive or provide grater &nefik to bte-Sutissional Fo~st-Relatd S~i= (ROD, page 8). h

the c=e of tbe Eagle am, the Nofihwest Forest Plm sti&rds md &idelties a~ mom mtrictive ad would

tie prwedence over sti&rds md ~idelines in the Mt. Hd For=t kd Mmagement Plm. me entire =gle
drainage is alw desi~atd m a Tier 2 watemhd. Th~e watershd are imptit for high qwlity water though

they do not contiin madromou fish or other ‘at-risk” @iw (ROD, page 10). Prior to magement activities,

a watershd analysis is rqui~ in key watershds. A watemhd malysis wm completi for tbe Eagle Cr=k
watershd ( 1995).

Con mind within the watersbd is approximately 2,825 acres or 16% of the 17,650 acres of the Salmon-
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HucUek~ Rotil~s %=. This mdlas ar= wm pafi of, md mb%umtfy excludd hm, a larger lmd b=

that eventilly -e the Sdmon-Huckfe&~ Wfldemm (1984). M@mativ* #1 ad 3 prow= @ -ge

approximkly 16% of the 2,825 ac= of Roadlss h or 3 % of the 17,650 acm con@@d h the entire

The lower elevatiom wntiti tiventorid der md efk tier md -er mge. Thx _ am @ by big
game for fomge md shel~r dependkg on the *verity of the w~ther md the _m.

=gle Cr=k flows from the wildemws, tiugh fded lad h the nodem @ of the projwt u-, md then
though other Imd omemhips &fore dmtig tito the Clwh- River @gle Cr=k Wa@mhd halysis, Map

1-1). figle C=k is eligible for cl=sifi~tion = “r=r=tioml- mder the Wild md Swtic Rivem Act for

approximkly 1.1 filw up from the forest hu&v. From this ptit on, it is eligible for cl~sifi~tion ~
. wild. uder the Wild md SWtic Rivem Act.

Much of the projwt ar= hm &n acc=d by rok for the i~lemen~tion of ~agement activiti= btft on
md off National Forest hds. Additionally, there are ttils along the notthem, mtem, md wuthem
bounhries that were once usd for fire detwtion md prevention md are now ud for rwration.

The projwt ar= = well u sumounding Imds have hd a histog of fire activity. The latest stid repl=ment

fire owumd in the tid-1800’s. As a result, the mjority of the projwt ara wn~tis tr= that are

apprOximtely 130 y=rs of age. There is ve~ little old-groti exwpt h smll pcke~ or ~tterd tidividmls.
Th=e trms are Imatd ti or around dminages or wet ar- h the nofiem pafi of the proj=t ara, Th=e trm

are mtimtd ~ & approximately 3~-500 y=rs of age.

e hrpose and NA
Five objwtiv= were develo~ that if met, would kgti moving the ara towards a more desird fitttm

condition u well = address ce~in concerns voicd by the public.

The following paragraphs describe the five objwtives md are followd by pu~w md n~ s@tement(s):

1) Objwtive Maintiin and enhance the long tem h=lth of the wkmhd for the ~rod.ction of hizb awliq
=

A single agd stid do= not m=t the desird fitire conditions of a B6 watemhd or a Tier 2 Key
Watemhd. In addition, the= sti& are not exp=td to r=ch this desird wndition in the n=r fitire.

Individul tr- are losing their vigor due to overcrowd stid conditions. Inswt, di-e, ad the

possibility of fire could si~ifi-tly affwt wakr qmiity ad timbr production.

The n~ exis~ to mnipulate homogeneous overstmkd timbr sti~ to improve forest halth md
crmte a more variable stid stmctttre over the watemhd which would mintiin or efimce wakr

qmlity.

2) Objwtivti Etimcinc the long tem erotih wtential of the Droiwt ar=.

Approximately 4,170 acres (78%) of the un--agd stib h the Eagle ar= are comiderd Priori~ 1
for silviculmral tratment (stids of timber that are p=t cultivation of mm mwl increment). The
remining swds (1, 177 acres or 22%) are mnsiderd Pr;ori~ 2 stids. The Eagle ar= is pati of the

forest b-e for maculating the “ptential wle qwtity. h the Rword of Dwision for the Nofiwest

For=t Plan. Approximately 5,347 acres (82%) of the ~gle projwt ar= h= not had my typ of

mnagement.
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me nd exisb to tipula~ wl=t sti& b i~mve their stwmd divemity, promo~ the

development of mom mmplex -opiw, md to develop large mags md logs. Jn ddition, sd

opetigs am n~d h the lafi~ to provide babimt for =rly *A de~ndent ~iw md fomge for
d=r ad elk.

1

4) Obj=tive Main@in or imurove the riuarim conditions for tbe &nefit of fish, wildlife, md olmk.

me mjority of the timkr sti& in riparia ara are homogeneous even-agd tr- tith a prly
develo~ understo~ mopy. h tidition, snags ad dying tr= are less thm 21” h diamekr md

there is a lack of defmtive grmn trws ad large wdy debris. In addition, thw stik are not

expwtti to r-ch this desird condition h tbe nar fimre. hdividml trm ,are lostig their vigor due to

overcrowd smd conditions. In*t, disae, md the ~ssibility of fire could si@fiutly affwt water
qwlity

Due to stind age md trw density, a Iititd num~r of riparia ara have &n identifid where

trating the stid would improve sad md riparia halth.

5) Objwtive Begin r-toration activiti= where there are kom remurce concerns. ‘

Rfiources in the Eagle ar= have ben alterd by bth cawtrophic events (e.g., fire) md huu
activiti=. ~e= alterd prm~~ include but are not Iitid to 1) hck of old groh cbwteristics

in the sti~, 2) bck of large tr- h arly ad tid wml sti&, 3) Dwr- stmcmre md
composition of riparim vegemtion, 4) Bare mil arm on cut bti of the existkg rod system, md 5)

Rduction in cbmel habimt complexity.

mere is a nd to enmumge groti of large trms for riparim md wildlife &nefiK, to m-vege~ti

arm along roa~ that have a ~titial to prdum aliment, ad to re+ontour red/or re-sba~ dmtiage

facilities to prevent aliment tms~fi.

me Forest Sewice rwofizs that there are seveml methods that could be d ti tipulate the timkr stids
so that they would &gin to move towar& a more d=irti fiture condition(s) (e. g., silviculmml tr=tmenG, ~-
titrtiuction of fire, falling =Iwt t~ md I=ving them h PI-, etc.). Of th= different meth~, the For=t

Sewice h= chosen to use silviculmml tr=tmen~ b awomplisb the objwtives for the arw md bgti movtig the
land towards a more d=ird fimre condition (hdscap Desi~, &gle Watemhd ‘halysis, Map 4-2).

At the begiming of the analysis pr-s, a ‘Notiw of Intent” W* publishd h the ‘“FdeA Regis@r” on April
15, 1991. A =ond notice of intent to revise tbe origtial wm pubiishd July 22, 1992. Followtig th=
publications, newspa~r afiicles app=rd in the Omgonim and in Imal newspa~m m well = a news let~r

calld “SprouS” that is publishd by tbe Mt. Hood National Forest md is maild to more thm 3,000 individ~ls
and organi=tions.
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Two public m=ttigs were held on Novem&r 18th md 21st of 1991. A to~l of 41 pmple atkndd the wo
m=ttigs. Additiondly, 39 Iettim daltig tith the pmpud we= r-ivd. Additional tifo-tion b &n

r-ivti fim the =gle Cr=k Fish HamheW, the ~tidem~ Trik of W- Sptigs , md the Gnfdemti
Trihea of Gmd Ronde.

Follotig the publimtion of the figle C=k Tlmbar Sd= DEIS, - public m=ttigs we~ held. Th-
m=ttigs were held k Mollala on July 26, 1993, h Gr=h~ on July Z7, lg93. ad ~ Es~* On JUIY 2g.
1993. ti Au~t 11, 1993 a public field review wm held. Dutig the public w-ent Friud, =ved

new~a~r aticl= d=ltig tith the dmfi dmmmt were pubfishti. me Fomt Semiw -ivd 30 wment
Iettem on the DEIS. Subs&tive comens m the DEIS md r-m m thow m-enk wem ticludd ti the
appenti for the SDEIS.

@w the dwision hti &n de m prtiuw a mpplemnt m the DEIS, a ootiw of tiknt w- publishd h the

Fdeml Registi on @tubr 18, 1995. The Supplemmti Dmft EnvimmenM I~wt Sm@ment (SDEIS) W*

completd ad a “Notiw of Availability” w= pubhshd h the Feded Regiskr on May 24, 1996. ne public
cement priud m for 45 &ys md endd on July 8, 1996. timenk on the SDEIS have &n r=ivd md

r=ponses to the substitive comenk have bwn ticluded h the FEIS.

Ropused action

This propoml would ticlude four actions. These actions are
1) Silviculmmlly trat 1,030 acra of Imd. AJ1 of this lmd would & in the Matrix allwtion.
2) Re-vegemte bare soil arw h Iwatiom along roads 4614 ad 4615 to rduce the putential for

dlment delive~ into strwm.

●
3) Re<ontour md re-surface the tig surfae of road 4614180 md re-stmcmre the dminage

faciliti= to reduce the ptential for aliment delive~ tito strain.
4) Blwk acres to or oblitemti roa& bough ripptig md plating vegewtion m tiough the titillation

of gatw m km that would rduw the ptential for tildlife hamsment (LMP, page Four-72). Roa&
to ~ blwkd are 4614130, 4614140, 4614150, 4614160, 4614170, 4614180, 4614190, md 4615135.

Thox roads that would be obliterad am 4614167, 4615011 ad NO m-numkrd wum on the 4615.

Signifiat ksua

Review of the substitive comenk to the SDEIS ad review of the Nofibw=t Forest Pla md Watemhd

Aalysis tidimtw that no new si~ifi~t issu= have kn suggatd. Tbw, the issues prewntd h this FEIS
are the mme as pr=entd in the SDEIS.

Sigtifimnt hue #l: water Quality mrd F~h fititit)
Activiti= that dismrb soil md wipulati vegetation my tier- str=m &iment Ioadhg, strain

tempemmrm, md alter the titing ad sim of@ flows. Tbwe wcumenws my have affwts to the r=ident

fish ~pulations md the national fish hatcheq ad my have a affwt on strain bd smbifity.

Signifimnt hue #2: (Salmmt-HucMek~ Road= Ara)
Silviculmd activiti= muld rduw, alter, m elifiate wme existtig rotil=s ar= chamcteristics b the =gle
ar=. The= roadless arm chamcteristics are Natiml ktegrity, Apparent Nammkess, Remoten=s,
Solimde/Prititive Rmrmtion Oppu~niti~, Utique F=mres, md Mmag=bility/Bow&ries.

Sgnifim.t kue #3: (Reduction of Wood Roducta and the LoA fionomy)
The bgle Crmk plming ar~ h= the potential to supply wd produc~ m well m employment op~titiw

to the Imal wonomy. Rweipts from timhr hamest would tid IBI whmls ad remm revenues to the U.S.
Tr=su~.

Sumary -- Page 5



Su- - &gle FEIS

9

Sigtifimnt ksue #4 &ologid Divemity)
Silviculmml activiti= muid Au=, al~r, or eltik the abitity for trwti sti& to provide habimt for a

variety of orgtism. k tidition, -system productivity muld & dud ad mm=tivity could & dismp~

be~~n the Iak sumiond stids of timkr.

F=mres Comon to All Action Mtemativw

1) Wa&r qwlity would k mtititid bough adbemn= @ stik wkr q~hy kt mgetint pmti-.

2) Air remuw valuw would& mtititid tiough mmpliau tith Oregon Shte I~lemenmtion Pla, Smoke
Mmagement Plm, md dirwtive 144401.
3) OSHA re~lations would & met.

4) Ml activiti= would k h m~limm tith the Natioml Hishric P=wation Act of 1966.
5) None of the alkmativ= would constmct roads h the Sahon-HucHebW Rotil=s *m.

6) None of the action altemativw propo= magement activitiw h the hte-Su=sional R=me.
7) None of the action altemativ= would affwt the sm~ of Eagle Cr=k h relation to eligibility mder tie Wild

and Scenic Rivers Act.

8) Sumeys for T. E. & S. ~wi= md propsd T. E. & S. ~im were conducti.
9) Slmh dis~=l would consist of butig ladings only for hard rduction. Sih preparation my & ntis=~

in sbeltemood uni~ w that these Imds could be re-stmkd.

10) Following activiti=, plmbbility suweys would be conductd.

11) Up to 240 lin~l f~t of logs will be left for wildlife considerations.

12) Riparim re=wa would be esbblishti along all strain, pon&, WPS, md wet arm.

Alternative #1 (Reposed Action)

This alternative is tbe propsd action u prewntd ~der pu~se ad nd.

1) Silvicultimlly trat 1,030 acres of Imd. All of this Imd would & h the Matrix all-tion.
2) Re-vege@te bare mil ar- in l~tions along rods 4614 ad 4615 to rduu the ~tential for
stiiment delive~ into strain,

3) Re<ontour and re-sufiaa the ming surfaw of road 4614180 ad re-stmcmre the dmtiage

faciliti= to rduw the ~tmtial for Aiment delive~ tito str=m.
4) Blink access to or oblitemm roa& though ripptig md plmttig vegetation or through the tiswllation

of gates or km that would rduce tbe potential for wildlife hamsment (LMP, page Four-72). Roads

to & blwkd are 4614130, 4614140, 4614150, 4614160, 4614170, 4614180, 4614190, md 4615135.

Those roads that would k obliterate are 4614167, 4615011 md WO m-numbrd spurn on the 4615,

a new road to wik ~7 md 28, ad loggem spurs.

Alternative #2

1) Silviculmrally tr=t 562 acres of land. All of this lad would & in tbe Matrix allmation. There
would be no mmageme”t activities in the roadless ara.

2) Re-vegetite bare mil ar~ h lo~tions along road 4615 to rduce the potential for dlment delive~

into str~m.
3) Reantour md re-surfam tbe -g sutia= of road 4614180 md re-stmctire the dmtiage
facilities to rd”ce the ptential for Aiment delive~ tito str~m.

4) Block auss to road 4614180 ttiough a gate or km tn rduce the ~tential for wildlife hamsment

(LMP, page Four-72). Thow roads that would b oblitemtd are 4615011 ad NO un-numkrd spurn

on tbe 4615, a new road to units # 27 ad 28, md loggers spurn.

Alternative #3
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SU-V - =gle FEIS

1) Silviculmmlly tr=t 1,229 acw of Imd. Afl of this lmd would & h the Matrix all~tion.

2) Re-vege~te bare mil ara in I=tions along roa& 4614 md 4615 to rtiuw the pmntid for
dlment delive~ kto str-.

3) Rean~ur md re-sufiam the -g stiti of rod 4614180 md re-stmc~e the tiige

faciiitim to dum the ~titial for dl~t defive~ ti~ st-.
4) Blink -s to or obli@mk ro~ tiugh ripphg md platig vegehtion or tiough the titillation
of gaw or km that would dum the pkntid for tildlife hmment (LMP, page Fow-72). RoA
m k blmkd are 4614130, 4614140, 4614150, 4614160, 4614170, 4614180, 4614190, ad 4615135.
mow rod that would b oblikmti m 4614167, 4615011 md WO u-numkrti wum on the 4615,

a new roti to MS #27 ad 28, ad loggem wurs.

Alt-tive #4

~s is the no action alkmative. No pmjwb or activiti= would k iqlementti = a r=ult of this
dwument.

Enviromenhl Comeauenc6

Signifimnt kue #1: water Qmhty ad fish ~titit)

Alternative #1 thro~h 3
1) Soils erosion mtes would remain at low levels md stite water qmlity sti&rds for mrbidity would &

minkin~.
2) me ma~mde md frquency of@ flows is not ex~td to h m-umbly affwtd witi or dowtr=m

●
from the proj=t ar=.

3) It is =timtd that there would b n!> mmumble eff=t to water qulity at the fish hatche~ l-td five til=
domstram from the forest bunhy.

4) In relation to a biologi=l evalwtion, tha alkmativa my effmt tidividwls or habitik but me not likely to

contribute to a trend towards fdeml listing or mW a loss of viability to tbe ~pulations or ~ies. ~em
would b no impact to the Bull trout or Rdbad trout.

ARP Values:

Alternative #1

Alternative K

Mtemative #3

Alternative #4

Upper min stem, 94.9 (Same m existtig)

South Fork, 85.4 (Dow 2.1 % from existtig)

Combind uppr min skm md South Fork, 92.3 (DOW 2.6% from existing)
Entire watershd, 65.8 (Same u Existtig)

Upper -in stem, 94.9 (Same = existhg)

South Fork, 85.6(Dow 1.9% from existkg)
Combtid up~r mfi stem md South Fork, 92.3 (DOW 2.6% from existtig)

Entire watershd, 65.8 (Same m Existing)

Uppr min stem, 94.9 (Same M existtig)

South Fork, 85.6(Dow 1.9% kom existtig)

Combinti upper - stem md South Fork, 92.3 (Dow 2.6% from existtig)

Entire watershti, 65.8 (Same m Existing)

All ARP values will remin the =me m existing.



SUWW - =gle FEIS

Sigtifiat kue #2: (Stion-HucMe&~ RoadJN Arm)

~ Altmtiv6 #1 tiwft 3
1) Under the malysis cri~ria of .~ial plaws/~ial activiti=-, none of the altiativm a~”ex~ti to
chage or dmr th- vdu= titb one exmption, “W of roa&”. This would =ur due ~ rod C1OWH pro~d

h the dtemativa.
2) None of the altemativm would wnstmct roads k the Salmon-HuckJe&~ Rotil=s b.

Eff~K to malvsis Crikria

Namd hkgnty

M@mative #1, them would b a 20% rduction h acm that mmt namml tikgrity.

Mtimative #2, them would&a O% tiuction h ac~ tit mmt nati tik~ty.

AJtemtive #3, them would&a 20% rduction h acm that mmt M-1 bkgrity.

Alternative #4, there would & a O% rduction in acrw that mmt namml timgrity.

Apparent Natirabess:

Cumently, h- I does not Iwk namral due to preview wagement activities. timntly, tiw 11 still ap~m
namral. With albmativ= #l md 3, a~here activities ~ur, the affwti la& will not ap~r namral. There
would he no chmges to apparent natimlness under alternative #4.

Remoteness:
There are 361 acres that =t the remoteness criteria, none of the altemativ= would rduce this numbr.

Solimde~rititive Rwr=tion ~~tinities:

1) There would & no chmg= to remoteness, sire, or eviden= of hums under this criteria.,

2) It is wtimti that user density would inc= under alternatives #1 md 3 md there would be no chmge
under alternatives #2 or 4.
3) Regimentitio” would inc.-e under all alternatives except alternative #4, no action.

Unique F-tires:

There would no effwt to unique famres by any of the alternatives.

Mmag=bility/Bou&ries:
Wi[h Aw I, the ability for the Forest Sewiw to mnage sim (5,000 acres or gr=ter) is forgone. With Ara II,

313 acra are com=ti to the wilderness ad would m=t the sim requirement of 5,000 acres. None of the
alternatives would aff~t th~ 313 acres.

Signifimnt kue #3: (Reduction of Wood Roduc@ and the bml =onomy)

The following dau is a conwli&tion of effwk of the proposal alternatives.
Alternative #1 -- Volume to b sold, 26.4MMbf

Estimte of Jobs SupPfid, 713

Estimtd Tobl Income Generatd, $42.2MM
Estimt@ hcome Tax Generatd, $6.3MM

Alternative #2 -- Volume to b sold, 15.8MMbf

Estimate of Jobs S.pPfid, 427
Estimtd To&l Income Generatd, $25.3MM

Estimatd Income Tax Generatd, $3. 8MM
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Alkmative #3 -- Volume to & wld, 30.8MMbf

Estimte of Jobs SupPti, 832
Estimti Totil hcome Genemtd, $49.3MM

Estimtd hcome Tm Genemti, $7.4MM

Mtemative #4 - Volume ~ b wld, O.OMMbf
Estim@ of Jobs SupPfid, O

Estimtd Totil ~wme Genemti, $0.OMM

Estimti hcome T= Genemt~, $0.OMM

Sigoifi-t hue #4 @ologid Divemity)

The folloting &h is a cOnwli&tiOn of eff=s of the propd alkmativ=.

Alternative #1 -- Acres of suitible Spti ml habibt existtig -2,285, acrw after implementation --2,159.

Acres of interior habiht existtig --2,100, acrw after i~lemenbtion -1,056

Acres of bte-Successioml Forest existtig --1,435, acres after implementation – 1,324
Miles of new dge cratd --4 to 5.

Alternative #2 -- Acr= of suihble Spottd @l babi~t existtig --2,285, acres after implemenmtion – 2,159.

Acres of titerior habitit existing --2,100, acres after implemenhtion --1,640

Acres of hte-Successional Forest existtig --1,435, acres after implemen~tion --1,344

Miles of new dge cratd – 4 to 5.

● A1’emative #3 -- Acres of suitible S~ttd Owl habibt existing --2,285, acres after implemen~tion --2,064
Acr- of interior habitit existing --2,100, acres after implementation --985
Acres of Lte-Su=essional Fo%st existing --1,435, acr- after implementation --1,290
Miles of new dge cratti --4 to 5.

Alternative #4 -- Acr= of suibble Spottd Owl habitit existkg --2,285, no rduction.

Acres of interior habitit existtig --2,100, no rduction.
Acres of bte-Sumessional For=t existtig -1,435, no rtiuction.

Miles of new dge cr=td -- no additional til=.

a) None of the alternatives would aus a loss of viability of this habiut ty~ for dependent ~i=.

b) On the Iad=pe level, aside from remtiing acres after irnplemenmtion, there are 10,390 acres of titerior

habitit =-iatd with wilderness md LSR. Thus, habi~t would & minhind at this level.

c) All of the alternatives would mwt the “Matrix- stikr& md Widelines including 15% retention of the ar-

associatd with wch cutting unit.

Other Comidemtiom
* None of tbe alternatives propow the cl=rcut prexription.
* Them are no foreeble Iong-tem effw~ to the Salmnn-Hucklebe~ Wilderness.
* None of the Eagle ar= is within a Critiul Hahlbt Unit (CHU).
* Suweys have b=n completd for C3 spwies m dwcribd in the Nofiwest Forest Pla, Rword of

D=ision. Sp=ies that have kn found include: 1) Rd Tr= Volq 2) Co~&lis aq~e-geliti% ad 3)

Allotropa Virgati. Th=e s~ies would be prot=td through avoitice or l=ving stiding tra around
the sites. In addition, there have btin no sightings nor is there sui~ble babiht for the Gr=t Grey &l.

Summary -- Page 9
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Chapter I -- Eagle FEIS

Chpter I
h~ose of And Ned for Action

Introduction
A Dmft Environmental Impact S@tement (DEIS) for the Eagle ar~ w= publishti in the sumer of 1993 ad public

responses were rweivd. During this mme time fmme, the “Forest Conference” was convend in Pofilmd, Oregon
to address the hum ad environmental n~s sewd by fdeml foresk of the Pacific Nofihwest ud Noflhem

California. As a result of this forest conference, a Rword of Dwision (ROD) w= publishti on April 13, 1994 for

amendmenk to For=t Sewice ad Buruu of hd Mmagement plmtig documents within the rmge of the

Nonhero Spottd owl (Noflhwest Forest Plm). As a result of public comen@ ad the stidards ad @idelinw

Iistti in the ROD, the Mt. Hood National Forest d=idd to issue a Supplemenbl Dmft Enviro~entil Impact

Smtement (SDEIS) for the Eagle Crwk Timber Sales. ~s SDEIS inco~oratd substitive cements to the DEIS

as well as r~uirements and stidards and guidelines publishti in the Nofihwest Forest Plm, Rword of Dwision.

The SDEIS w- completed, publishd, and made available for public cements on May 24, 1996. The cement
petiod for this SDEIS W= 45 tiys ad endd on July 8, 1996. ~Is Final Enviromentil Impact Sktement

inco~orates substantive cements to the SDEIS m well as requirements and sbndards md guidelines Iistd in the

ROD for the Nofihwest Forest Plm. A Watemhd Analysis was completd for the Eagle Crwk watershd in 1995.

This document falls under Public hw 104-19 (Rmission Bill) ( 1995) however, these Imds do not conhin a salvage

component.

e The Northwest Forest Plm has designatd the nofihem pfiion of the Eagle projmt area as a hte Successional
Resewe (LSR). This document does not consider the lands within the LSR for resource management however, this

decision does not formiose options for land management of the LSR in the &mre. Thus, this FEIS only considers
those lands that are within the Eagle Creek watershed, outside of the LSR, for land mnagement.

The Eagle Creek drainage is tributiry to the Clackamas river and encompasses approximately 6,528 acres of Imd

in the Mt. Hood National Forest. Within this watershd, there are mture stands of timber that range from 110 to

130 years of age. The major tr= sp=ies include: Douglas fir, noble fir, western red cdar, western hedock, and
some Pacific silver fir. These timber sbnds developd through namral regeneration following large, hot, stid

replacement fires that swept the ar= in the mid to late 1800’s. In some ar=s, remant old-growth tr=s (250 to 500

years of age) suwived the fires. These tr=s can be found in ad around wet ar=s in the notihem potiion of the
project ar= (minly in the LSR).

hnd management activities in the Eagle are. have b~n occurring since the 196Ws. To date, approximately 775
acres within the Eagle projwt ar= have b-n cl~rcut md approximately 406 acres of lad have ban commercially

thinnd. Approximately 21.7 tiles of road were constmctd to provide access to the ~agd timber stids.

The legal de=ription for the Eagle proj=t is Swtions 3, 4, 5, ad 6 T.4 S. R.6 E., md Swtions 17, 18, 19, 20,

29,’30, 31, 32 ad 33 T.3 S. R.6 E., W.M. sumeyd, Clackamas County, Oregon. The Eagle Cr=k ara is
approximately 11 air tiles =t of Esbcada, Oregon md 32 air tiles southeut of Pofllmd, Oregon. The projwt

ar- is boundti by private and Burwu of hd Mmagement lads to the west. To the =st is the Salmon-

Hucklebe~ Wilderness (Refer to Map L 1). To the nofih ad south are other National Forest Imds.
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Chapter I -- bgle FEIS

Land Allomtiom

The Mt. Hood National Forest hnd md Resource Mmagement Plm (Forest Plm) (10/90), detetin~ what the

lmd allmations for this projwt ara would b. The forest plm alw pmvidm ~agement dimtion for the=
allwations md forest-wide sti&r& md ~ideltia. The allocations contiind in the Forest Plm am

1) The entire projwt ar= is desi~ati u B6-(Spwid Emphmis Watemhd).

2) Witti the B6 allocation, there are ticlmions of B5-(Pil-ted Wmdpwker/Pine Mafien *).

3) Within the B6 allocation them are inclusions of B7- (General Riparim Arm). The B-7 allocations
sumound all Class I through IV str=m, wet mu, sptigs ad WPS.

In FebmW 1994, the Final Supplemental Envirowentil Impact Shtement on Mmagement of Habibt for hte-
Successional md Old~roWh Forest Relatd Spwi= Witi the Rage of the Nofiem S~tted @l (FSEIS) W=
rel-d. In April of 1994, the Rword of D=ision (ROD) w- si~d ad ml-. Th=e dwumen@ amend the

cument Mt. Hod National Forest, Forest Plm by detetiting Imd allmations md providing sti&rds md

guidelines md will be refemd tom the Nodhwest Forest Plan in this document.

The Rword of Dmision (ROD) for the Notihwest Forest Plan rwo@d that existing plms contitid stitirds

ad guidelines for different land allocations. The ROD s~tes “Except u othewise notd in this ROD or At@chment

A, the shndards ad guidelines of existing plans apply where they are more restrictive or provide greater benefik

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

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

1) The Salmon-Hucklebemy Wilderness md the noflhem 1/3 of the plaming arw h= bwn desi~atti m

a hte Successional Resewe.

a“

2) R]parim Resewes have been disignatd around peremial md intetittent stream and wet arem.
3) The lands not included in the first WO allocations are desi~atd = h[atrix.

In addition, to improve the h-lth of the region’s aqutic =osystem, the Aquflric Cotlsen,nrion Sfraregy w=
developd (ROD, page 9). There are four pans to this strategy; riparian resewes, key watershds, watershd

malysis, and watershed restoration. The entire Eagle projat arm h= htin desiWatd w a Tier 2 Key watershd.

These are watershds where high water quality is im~mnt (ROD, page 10), (FEIS, Appendices, page B-91).

The following is a description of the land allocations and management dirwtion as described in tbe Mt. Hd

National Forest, Forest Plan.

B6-(Spwial Emphasis Watershd)

Goal: Maintiin or improve watershd, riparim, and aquatic habi~t conditions and water qwlity for muticipal uw
andlor long tem fish production. A =onda~ goal is to minain a halthy forest condition through a variety of
timber ~agement practices.

Desird FuNre Condition: (The following are exce~ts from the Forest Pla. For a more complete description, refer
to the Forest Plm, page Four-247).

* De~nding on the ifierent sensitivity of =ch spwial emphmis watershd, no more than 25 ~rcent of the
wakrshd ar~ should be in a hydrologically dismrbd condition at my time.

* Extensive stinds of trws at various stiges of development, ammgd in a mosaic pattern, influencd by

drainage patterns, gwlogy, soils and avoitiw of sensitive watershd lmds are prevalent.
* Riparian ar=s approximate namml conditions.
* Transpo~tion system desi~ may be restrictd to avoid sensitive watenhed lands.
* Some roads or trails may be closd pafi of the y=r or for several y=rs at a time.

3



* Evidence of lmd tisbbility may be present,

Chapter I -- Eagle FEIS

B5-(Pilwt4 WA~ker/Pine Matien Habitit Ar~)

There were four (4) B5 ar- witbti the Eagle C~k dminage. WItb the implemenhtion of the Nofiw~t Fo~t
Plm, three B5 allwations cm be retired to mtrix mless other allwations md the ROD sti&rds md ~idelti~

will not m~t uagement obj~tiv~ for th~ s~i~ (ROD, page C45). A watemhd aalysis W= condwti for

the Eagle Cr=k dmtiage md it w= detetind that objwtives would & met with cument allmations md that B5
Imdx could revefi to matrix (Eagle Crek Watershd halysis, page 112).

B7-(General Riparim)

As b= h~n stitd, when wo sti&rds exist for one Imd allmation, then the more r~trictive allmation applies.
In the cme of riparim a-, the sti&rds ad @idelkes uder the riparim lmd allmation h the Nofiwest Forest
Plm would b more restrictive. ~us, tbe s@&rdx md Widelti~ for B7 under the Mt. Hood Forest Plm would

not apply.

The following is a description of the Imd allocations under the Notihwtit Forest Pbm and a de~tiption of the Tier
2 Key Watershd desi~ation..

Late Succwional Raerve

These resewes are to be magd to protect and etiance old-growth foxst coriditions. No progmmti timbr
hamest is allowd in a resewe. However, thiming or other siiviculmml tr~tmenti inside the resewe my mc”r

in s~nds up (O 80 years of age if the tratments are beneficial to the crmtion md maintenance of late-successional

forest conditions. Non-silvictdmral activities within these re%wes are allowd where such activities are neutml or

beneficial to the cr=tion and maintenance of late-successional habitit (ROD page ,8).

Riparian Rmerv6 o
Riparim resewes are areas along all strains, wetlmds, ponds, lakes, md unsbble or ~tentially unshble ams –

where the consemation of aquatic and tiparian-dependent terrestrial resources rmeives prim~ emphmis.

The main PUVOSC of the resemes is to protwt the hmlth of the aqutic system md its dependent s~ies; the
resemes also provide incidenbl benefits to uplmd spwies, These resemes would help minhin md r-tore riparim

stmctures a“d hnctio”s, benefit fish and riparia”-dependent ~o”.fish spwies, ~fiace habi~t ~o”~ewation for
organisms dependent on the transition zone betwwn upslope ad riparim arw, improve travel md dis~ml

corridors for temestria] animals and plants, md provide for grmter co~mtivity Of ]ate.~”c~e~~lo”al forest habi~t
(ROD, page 7).

hlatrix

This is the arm in the forest where most timber bawest and silvic”lmml activities wo”ld ~c”r, HOWever, the ~trix
does conkin non-forestal ar~ u well u forestal arm that my b twbically unsuitd for timkr prduction

(ROD, page 7).

Tier 2 Key Watemhed
Thew watershds were desi~atd a sources for high water q~l]ty, ~ese water~h~~ do “Ot ~on~~ at.ri~k fish

stocks (e. g., salmon) (ROD, page 10). No new roads would be built i“ i“ventori~ roadless a- in key watemha.

The key wate~hd designation dom not prmlude regularly ~hduld timber hamest md other _agement
activiti~. Watershd malysis is rquird prior to mmagement activities, except tinor activities such m those

Categorically Excludd under NEPA (md not including timkr ham~t) (ROD, page C-7).
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fipose and Ned
The Interdiwiplinary Team (lDT) detefined the existing conditions of the ara ustig a Integratd Resource

%alysis (IRA). tice the existtig condition h= kn established, it is compard to the objwtives for the ar- or

the desird fimre condition. If these NO conditions do not coticide, objwtives are develop~ ad hen a n~ fOr

action is detetind. tice a nd has kn detetind, then a proposal action cm b develo~.

The following swtemeoh identify objwtives for the magement of the Eagle watershd.

1) Objwtive: Main@in md efiace the lone tem halth of tbe watershd for the Production of bi~h a~litv wakr.

A sfigle agd stid does not m=t the desird fimre conditions of a B6 watemhd or a Tier 2 Key
Watershd. h addition, the= sti& are not expwtd to namrally r-h this desird condition fi the nw

fimre. Individwl tr=s are Ioshg their vigor due to overcrowd s~d conditions. hswt, dis-, ad the
possibility of fire could si~ificmtly aff=t water qwlity ad timber production.

The nd exists to manipulate homogeneous overstmkti timber stinds to improve forest h=lth ad create

a more variable stind stmcmre over the watemhd which would mainmin or efimce water qulity.

2) Objwtive: Enhancine the lone tem growth potential of the uroimt area.

Approximately 4,170 acres (78%) of the un-mmagd smds in the Eagle arw are considerd PrioriT 1 for

silviculmml treatment (stids of timber that are past culmination of ma mwl increment). The remiting

sbnds (1,177 acres or 22%) are considerd Prior;T 2 stids. The Eagle arm is pan of the forest bme for

calculating the “potential sale quantity” in the Rword of Dwision for tbe Nofihwest Forest Plm.

Approximately 5,347 acres (82 %) of tbe Eagle proj=t area h= not had my type of management for timber

production.

*
The nd exists to begin thiming o, erstockd s~nds so that the growth potential of tbe site cm be ralid.
The resulhnt wood products from these activities would (in pafi) satisfy the shon-tem demnd for timber
as well as contribute to the potential sale qwntity for the Mt. Hood National Forest.

3) Objwtivc Enhance wildlife habitit diversitv.
The majority of the sbnds in the project ar= are characteriti as homOgenOus. even-ag~ s~ds with 10w

levels of stmctural diversity. Many of these sknds lack large snags (gr=ter than 21” in diameter) md do

not m=t 60% biological potential for cavity nesting birds. brge logs grater than 22” in diameter are also
missing from many stands. In addition, small openings of early seral singe habitit which provide forage

for deer and elk are bwofing scarce as vegetation in existing opening mmre.

The nd exists to mmipulate selwt stids to improve their stmctiral divemity, promote the development
of more complex canopies, and to develop large snags and logs. In addition, smll o~nings are ndd

in the Iandxape to provide habitit for early seral dependent sp=ies md fomge for dwr md elk.

4) Objwtive: Maintiin or imnrove the riuarim conditions for tbe benefit of fish, wildlife, md Plmts.
The mjority of the timber stids in riparim arws am homogeneous even-agd trms with a Prly

developd understo~ cmopy. In addition, snags ad dying tr=s are 1=s tha 21” in diameter ad there
is a lack of defwtive gr=n tr=s and large windy debris. In addition, the= stids are not expwtd to

naturally r=ch this desird condition in the near fimre. Individ~l trm am losing their vigor due to

overcrowded stind conditions. Ins=t, disae, and the ~ssibility of fire could si~ificmtly affwt water

quality.

Due to smnd age and tr= density, a Iitited number of riparian aras have bwn identifid where treating
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the stid would improve stid md riparim h=lth.

5) Obj=tive: Begin restoration activities where them are how resoume concerns.

Chapter I -- Eagle FEIS

6

Resourcw io the Eagle arw have hn alterd by both cahtrophic even~ (e.g., fire) ad huu activiti~.

These alterd prmesses inc[ude but am not lititd to 1) bck of old growh chamcteristics b the sti&,

2) hck of large trm h wrly md tid WA stids, 3) Dwti stmcmre md composition of riparim
vegetation, 4) Bare soil ara on cut bds of the existtig rod system, md 5) Rtiuction ti chmel habiht

complexity.

Them is a nd to mcoumge groti of large trw for riparim md wildlife bnefik, to m-vegemte am

along roak that have a potential to ptiuce sdiment, md to m<ontour ad/or re-shap dmtiage facilities

to prevat sdiment trmspofi.

Reposed Action

me Forest Semite proposes to silviculturally trat s~nds in the Eagle Crwk drainage so that smtd objwtives my

be met. It is rwognizd that different methods my be available to accomplish some of the Iistd objwtives. These

methods may be: 1) The re-introduction of fire using controlld bums; 2) Felling selwtd trms md Iaving them

on the ground; 3) Girdling and blowing tops out of trws; 4) md others. However. w that all obj=tives my & met,
the Forest Sewicc hm chosen to propose four projwts, one of which is a timber sale(s).

This propowl consists of four actions. These adioos would 1) Silviculmmlly tr=t 1,030 acres of Imd. All of the
land in this proposal hm the Matrix allwatio”. The Nofihwe:t Forest pla raofims that these are the Imds where

the mjority of timber hawest would occur within the fomt (ROD, page 7); 2) Re-vegebte “bare” wil am h

thr~ locations along roads 4614 and 4615 ~atershti Aalysis, Map 3-1 1); 3) Re+ontour ad re-surface the

mnning surface of road 4614180 md re-stmcture the drainage faciliti~ to rduce the ~tential for sdiment deliveq
into stream: 4) Block access to roads through hems or gates to rtiuce the potential for wildlife hamsment (LMP, *
page Four-72).

Comercial thinning would occur on 868 acres, a sheltewnnd pre~ription would wcur on 125 acres, md
individual tre sel~tion would occur on 37 acres. To accomplish this propoml, approximately .85 files of road

would nd to be constmctd as well m 0.35 tiles of tempom~ roads. It is estimtd that approximately wo (2)

acres of. bare soil arem would be re-vegetitd and that approximately one-half (1/2) a tile of road md mwiatd

drainage facilities would be re-stmcmrd. Road closures would reduce tbe “open” roads per sq~re tile so that it
is equal to or less than the LMP stindard of 2.0 tiles of open mad per squa~ tile h wtiter -ge md 2.5 files

of open road per square tile in summer range.

me proposal action would mwt (at last in pafi) four of the sktd objwtives by:
a) Beginning to create a more variable stand stmcmre.
b) Begin raliting growth potential while providing up to 26.4MMbf of timber for the Imal wonomy.

c) Begin to cr~te stmcmral divemity ad large snags md logs.
d) Rducing the potential for aliment delive~ through the restomtion of bare soil U- ad re-sfictitig

of roads ad drainage facilities.

The proposal action would not enter riparim rewwes thw, objwtives for encoumging the gro~h of large t~s

and improving stid hwith md stid stmctore would not & accomplisbd.

Other Managment Comidemtiom (These are not desi~atd as lad allocations in the ForHt Plm b“t are to be
considerd in spwific management plans)
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A) Eligible Wild, Scenic ad Rwrational Rivem
The min stem of Eagle Cmk is eligible for clmsification = hth remearional md wi~ under the Wild md Scetic
Rivem Act. It is &yond the WOF of this FEIS to detetie or rwomend the dwi~ation of thm wgmenh uder

the Wild md Scetic Rivers Act. The acml dwision to detefine the fil cl=sifimtions would & m~letd k

other environmenml dmumenhtion. The eligible clmsification of mr=tional extmds 1.1 tiles from the western

forest bu&v, wt. toward the Salmon-HucHehe~ Wilderness. The eligible cl=sifimtionof “wild” ex@n& from
the -t end of tbe r=reational potiion, upstr=m for approximately 7.2 tilw. Th=e potential cl=sifimtions extend
one quatier of a tile from mch bd of the river, For more in fomtion, refer to the Mt. Hwd National Forest,

For=t Pla, pag= Four-lW though Four-106 ad Appendix E, pages 17 md 18.

With the implemen~tion of the Nofihwest Forest Plm, the la& sumoudtig Eagle trek fall with a hte-

Successioml R-we (LSR). This document dm not PIOPX uagement activities withti tbe UR ka~ under
the Nofihw=t Fomt plm, timber hamest my not Mcur except ti s@& that am less thm 80 Y=N of age or when

salvage opemtions are nwesm~, (ROD, page 8). At this time, there am no sti& withim the LSR uder 80 y=m

of age that cumently rquire comercial thiming ad there are no hom ~kets of blowdom or d=d tr=s that
would rquire wlvage operations.

B) Inventoried D=r and Elk Winter Range

The lower elevations of the main stem of Eagle Crek md the South Fork of Eagle Crwk include inventorial dmr

md elk winter rage (Refer to the ap~ndix o; this document md to page Four-73-within the Mt. Hmd Forest Plm).

The main emphasis in these areas is to minbin or improve babikt (e.g., fomge, theml, optiml ad hidtig cover)

for dwr md elk. Timber hawest may occur. Open road densities are to be lifitd md should be no more than 2.0

files of open road per square file by the year 2~. Ce~in restrictions my & instigatd (e. g., hunting ad

human access).

e C) Roadless AI=
A mrtion of the nofibem one-half of the Eagle proiwt ar= is within the Roadless Ar= Review md Evalwtion 11
(R~RE 11) inventorial “Salmon-Hucklebeny-Ro~dl~ss Ar=” (Refer to Appendix C, pages 51 through 56 of the Mt.

Hood, Forest Plan). Due to road constmction, this rotiless ara has bwn dividd into WO separate blocks. The
roadless ar= in the south western potiion of the Eagle projet ar= is without roads except loggers spurs. However,
this land includes previously clearcut and comercial thiming bawest uni~ @re-1990 hawest activities). The

poflion of roadless area to tbe nofih md &t includes one shofi road and clarcut units @re-1990 bamest activity=).

The roadless ara within the Eagle Crwk plming arm were includd in RARE 11 in 1979. After pm=ge of the
Oregon Wilderness Act of 1984, the areas not includd in the Salmon Hucklebemy Wilderness were relea~ to &

mnagd for multiple use. (Refer to tbe Forest Pla Final Environmen~I Impact Stitement, pages 111-149 md III-

150). The Mt. Hond National Forest, Forest Plm, discus=s this roadless ar= md mo~id that the selwtd

Alternative “Q” would elitinate tbe potential for a hmre wilderness dmi~ation of this roadless arm. (Refer to the
Forest Plm, Appendix C, pages 51 through 55). The sti&rds md Widelines k the ROD for tbe Notihwest Fomt

Plm are mom restrictive tha the stidards and guidelines in tbe Mt. Hmd Forest Plm. Under the ROD, road
constmction caot acur in m inventorial roadless ara within a Tier 2 watersbd (ROD, page C-7) however,
timber hawest may occur.

Rqulation and Mrwtion
This Final Environmenml Impact Shtement h= kn prepard in wcor~ce with the re~lations estiblishd under
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Dirwtion for waging competing ad unwmtd vegetation

is providd tbrougb the Rword of Dwision, signti by the Regional Forester, USDA Forest Sewice, 12/8/88, for

tbe Final Environmental Impact Stitement (FEIS) for “Mmaging Compting ad Unwmtd Vegetation, ” Pacific

Nofihwest Region, and tbe Mdiatd Agrmment (supplement to the FEIS) si~d 5/24/89. Rewume obj=tives have
bmn estiblishd in the Final Environmenul Impact Stitement (FEIS) for the Mt. H~d National Forest bd md
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Resource Mmagement Plm, (10/90) ad b the Fiml Supplemen&l Envimnmentil Iwwt Stitement on Mmagement 6

of Habitit for bte-Successional ad Old-GroWh Forest Relatti S~i~ Wltbin the tige of the Nonhero Spttd

hl (FSEIS) md the Rword of D=ision (ROD) (4/94). Mmagement of Pacific Yew would b mnsistent with
dirwtimt providd h the “Pacific Yew Ftial Enviromentil Impact Sbtement” ad Rword of D=ision (Septembr

1993). This dmument falls mder ~hlic bw 104-19 md is subjwt to all quiremenk uder this law. The msultit

timbr salw under this dwument do not con~in a mlvage compnent.

Dwisiom to be Made

This Final Environmental Impact Stitement (FEIS) tifom the Mt. Hd National Forest Su~miwr (dwision

tier) of the dirwt, indirwt, md cumulative effmts to the environment m a result of the propd action md my
alternatives to that proposal action. Additionally, this dmument infow the public of magement propmls md

of potential effwk to the environment caud by thew actions. With this FEIS, the For~t Supewiwr cm chmw
beWmn thr~ alternatives. Two of thew alternatives provide for fifiher uagement of the Eagle pmjwt am while

one alternative is the “No Action” alternative.

The Supewisor would have to dwide:

1) Should thiming occur within the Salmon.Hucklebemy roadless ar~?

2) Should thinning occur within riparim resewes?

3) At what intensity should the affwtd stids be mmagd?

4) Should finher silvicultiral tr=tments be delayd for tbe time bing through selwtion of the No Action

Alternative?

The Supemisors dwision would also include all “conn~td” activities associatd with the chosen alternative (e.g.,
erosion control, tr= planting, and implementing titivation memures).

ScopiW and ~hlic Invnlvment
At the begiming of the Draft Environmental Impact Stitement prmess, a “Notice of Intent” w~ p“blish~ i“ tie

e

Federal Register on April 15, 1991, This notice dewribd the Forest SeNice intention of mmaging tbe Eagle projmt
area. A swond notice of intent was publisbd i“ the Fderal Register that revisal the original propwl ba on

a Preliminary study Of tbe ar=. ~is s=ond notice w= publisbd on July 22, 1992. A third notice of intent ww
published on October 18, 1995 informing the public of the dwision to publisb a Supplemen@l Draft Environmenbl
Impact Stitement. A Notice of Availability ww publishd in the Fderal Register for the Supplemenhl Dmfi

Environme”til Impact Stiteme”t o“ May 24, 1996.

~llowing the publication of tbe April 15, 1991 notice of intent, newspapr afiicla appared in the Oregotim md

in local newspapers. Regular informational afiicles and time-line updates have b~n publishdin Mt. H~d National

Forest newsletter calld Sprouts. This newsletter is regularly mild to over 3,~ i“divid~ls md orgtimtions.

Two public mmtings were held on Novemkr 18th a“d Novem&r 2 lst, 19g 1 i“ Es@a&, OregOn. A to~l of 41
pmple attendd thm WO mwtings. In addition, tbe Estica& Ringer District weivd 39 Iettem dalhg with the

proposal.

A represenmtive from the Eagle Cr-k National Fish Hatche~ (Adtiisterd by the U.S. Fish md Wildlife

Sewice), regularly attendd Stmring Cotitt~ metings. Additionally, tbe Confdemtd Tribes of Wam Springs,
the Y&im Indian Nation, md the Confdemtd Tribes of Gmd Ronde have bmn conhctd concemi”g ttis
projwt.

The Drafi EnvironmenWl Impact Stitement (DEIS) for the Eagle Crmk Timber Sales ww relwsd for public review
on July 9, 1993. Originally, tbe public comment petiti for tbe draft document wm 45 &ys and would have kn
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completd on Auwt 23, 1993. However, due to klephone conve~tions with titewti tiem, the cement

period wu exten~d form additional 15 &ys. The en~ of the cement Priti then kame Septembr 7, 1993.

Followtig the rel~ of the DEIS, Ibrm public m~ttigs wem held. Thew mmttigs wem held h The city of
Mollala on July 26, 1993, the city of Gresham on July 27, 1993, md the city of Estica& on July 29, 1993. Dutig
th~ public mwttigs, panicipmk were hviti to a public field trip to view the figle Cr~k am. ~s field review
wm held on Au~t 11, 1993. D“fig the public cement period (July 9 though Septembr 7) wveml newspapr

aflicles daltig with the dmft document were publishd h tbe Oregonia ad h the Clacka~ Couty News.

The For=t Semite rweivti 30 letters comenttig on the dmft enviromenml impact swtement @EIS) for the
Eagle C~k Tim&r Sales. Res~nws to substitive comenk from th~ Iettem ad other public involvement

documenktion cm & feud withti the appendix of the SDEIS.

Once tbe dwision wm mde to produce m SDEIS, Rwlar tifomtional atiicl= md time-ltie u@& have kn

publishd in Mt. H~d National Forest newsletter calld Sprouts, The SDEIS wu mde available to the public on

May 24, 1996 md the public cement period endd on July 8, 1996. Cements were rweivd on the SDEIS ad
responses to substitive comments from these Iettem and other public involvement documentation can & found in

the appendix of this document.

ku=
This smtion describes the issues genemtti m a result of di~ussions with interdiscipltia~ tam membem, mwu~e
sp-ialists, other interested patiies, letters from public pa fiicipants, and after considering comenw rweivd on the

Supplemenhl Draft Environmenbl Impact Statement (SDEIS).

e Public cements from the 45 &y cement period o“ the SDEIS did not identify my new signt~cant issues that

the Forest Sewice should consider. For more info-tie”, refer to “Consultation With Others” in the ap~ndix of
this document.

This sation hm been divided into WO pans. The first pan identifies significant issues that would drive alternatives

and the s=ond pafl deals with those issues that would not drive an alternative, but where environmental effwk

should still be addressd in this document,

A) Significant Issues

Signifimnt Iwue #1: ~ater Q~lity and Fish Habitit)
The Mt. Hood National Forest, Forest Plan, desi~atd most of the Eagle projwt ar~ as B6 - (S~ial Empb~is
Watershd). This are wm desi@atd as B6 in tbe Forest Plm due to ifierent sensitivity, fish populations, md the

Eagle Crwk National Fish HatcbeW that is Iocatd approxititely 4.0 files domstrwm from the forwt bun&~.
The Notihwest Forest Plm desi~atd the arw m a Tier 2 watershd due to high quality water. Aftbough there are

no “at risk- fish populations in the proj~t ara, Eagle crwk md the South Fork of Eagle crwk do sup~fi r~ident

populations of fish.

Issue S&tement: Activities that dismrb soil ad mipulate vegetation my incrwe strwm sdiment Ioadmg, strain

tempemmw, ad alter the titing md sim of@ flows. The= wcumences my have effw~ to the ~ident fish
populations md the national fish hatche~ md my have m affwt on str~m bti stibility.

The following criteria are to& usd to maure the effwts of ~ch alternative md provides a method to compam
the alternatives to mch othec

1) The “Aggregate Rwovery Percenbge” (ARP) methodology would be usd on this projwt. The arm for
consideration would include the Eagle projwt ar~, pafi of the wilderness, ad it would consider private
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lads bew=n the forest kun&W md the fish hatche~. This methodology is a m- of estimttig the
e

ability of a sub-watembd to accept a rain+n-snow event.

2) Estimti ptential dimeot production compard h tons ~r ywr. h ~timte would b mde for the
potential Aiment from roads ad hawest ui~.

3) Prdictd str~m temperamres h Eagle Cmk ad ti the South Fork of Eagle Crwk where they I=ve
the forest bou&~ md at the fish hatche~.

Signifi-t hue #2: (Salmon-HucUek~ Rotiless A-)
Pofiions of the Eagle ar= were involvd h a “Roadless Arm Review md Evalwtion II” (W 11) ti 1979.

Following tbe Wilderness Act in 1984, tbe Salmon-HucMeb~ Wlldemws ww ~tiblishd. @ce tbe wildemws

bun&ri= were esbblishd, the lmds not includd in the wildem-s d~i~ation wem mde available for non
wildem~s uses. The Mt. Hwd National For~t, Forest Plm, evalutti the remfing mm 11 roadlew ar~ on the

forest outside the wilderness areas. It was dwidd that six would& uagd for pre$ewar;on ad tbe remining

five would be considerd for timber management. The Salmon-Hucklebe~ Roadless A= within tbe Eagle projmt

ara is one of the five that would be considered for timber silviculmral activities.

Issue SQtement: Silvicultural activities could rduce, alter or elifi”ate some existing roadless are characteristics

in the Eagle area. These roadless area characteristics are: 1) Natiml integrity 2) Apparent namralness 3) Remoteness

4) Solitude / prifitive rwreation oppofinities 5) Unique f~tires ad 6) Mmag&bility / kun&ries.

The following criteria are to be usd to measure the effw~ of ~ch alternative md provides a methd to compare
the alternatives to each othec

1) Estimatd changes in roadless area characteristics through pro~sd hdwest activities.

e
2) Estimtd impact the proposed actions would have on the adjacent Salmon-Hucklebe~ Wilderness.

Signifimnt lxue #3: (Production of Wood Products md tbe Local Economy)
Many communities are either dir=tly or indir=tly affwtd by the timber production from the National Forest

system. During public meetings, this topic repatdly surfaced, Under this docu,ment, the mjority of the Imds
within the Eagle ar= are available for some fom of timber production. The exception would be, the nofihem

section of Eagle that is within a bte-Successional Resewe (LSR) where, prior to stid magement, m LSR

assessment would be r~uird. It is beyond tbe ~ope of this dmument to produce m LSR msessment. Whenever

timber is sold on National Forest lands, the counties where thew roles are lmatd, rweive 25% of the timkr

rweipts. If the= roles are sold within “Oregon: California” (O&C) Revestd lads, then the county r=eives 50%

of tbe timber rweipts. These finds are generally U* by the lmal govemmen@ to help tid whmls md road
repair.

Issue Statement: Tbe Eagle Crwk plaming ara b= the potential to supply wood prod”cti ~ well m employment

OPPO~nities tO tbe 10cal =OnOmY. Rwelpts from timkr hawest would find 10caI xb~ls md rem~ reVe”UeS to
the U.S. Truu~.

The following criteria are to be usd to memure the effwk of ach alternative md provide a methd to compare
the alternatives to each othec

1) Volume of timber to be hawestd by =ch alternative.

2) Estimatti number of pwple affwtd through dirwt or indirwt employment kawe of available wd
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producb

3) Estimti revenues available to comti= kW of available wd producfi.

4) Econotic viability of the timbr wles (Pent Net Value, PN~, estimtd re~ms to the fdeml

trmu~ ad wtimtd paymenh to Oregon comti=.

Sigtifimnt kue #4 (Ecological Divemity)

me wologiml diversity of forest wosystem ticludw the wcumence of a fill ~ge of successional sbg=. mew
skga rmge from ve~ young “s=ond groti” sti& to ‘late succ=sional” s~ds. &ologiml dlvemity alw

includes the distribution of the= seral skges throughout the ladsca~. With the Eagle projwt ara, there am

smds of timbr that consist of ve~ young wend groti up though the “late successional” singes. ~we timbr

types are intercomwtd so that there is a op~~tity for disperml of orgtism ad ca~ over of some s~i~
from ‘one stid to the next. Viable habi~t ad wosystem productivity dm exist titi these arw for a variety of
orgmism. Although Iacklng in mny stids, wologically valuble stmcmral components do exist. ~ese

components include: Dow logs, snags, md larger tr=s.

Issue Shtement: Silviculmml activities could rduce, alter, or elitiate the ability for tr=td sa& to provide

babikt for a variety of organism. in addition, =osystem productivity could be rduced ad comwtivity could b
dismptd &W*n the late successional stids of timber.

me following criteria are to be usd to measttrc the effwts of =ch alternative md provide a method to compare

the alternatives to -ch other:
1) Suihble Spotted Owl Habibt Convefld: me measure of tbe extent to which suimble owl habitit bas

o
bmn converted.

2) Acres of ~tc-Successional Interior Forest Fragmental: me amount of interior babibt that hm bwn
fragmental at the projwt level and at the landscape level.

3) bte-Successional or Old Growth Forest Convefid: me amount of mmre forest that h= &n

convefied to a grasslforb or open sapling-pole stid condition.

4) Edge Edge is defind as the =sily distinguishable line be~=n WO stid types. b example would be
bewmn an early seral grasslforb type and a mamrc forest type. In this document, the meuure would b

the amount of “new” edge creatd in residwl smnds by silviculmral activities.

B) Other Issues
~is swtion d=ls with issues that did not crate alternate mmagement strategies but were addressd sifilarly in

all alternatives.

Issue #1. 1 (Visul Qwlity)

fie Eagle ara rweives my forest visitom during the y=r. In general, these visitors Me tbe existing KO* md
five hiking trails constmctd in the =rly 19W’s for fire prevention.

Cttwently, these tmils (dir=tly and indirwtly) provide access into the Salmon-HucMebe~ Wlldemess ad provide
views along the edges of the wilderness that Iwk dow into Eagle Cr&k. Motoriti travel is quite frquent. mew
visitom use the existing transpomtion system for leisurely driving, bike riding, hunting, snow play, sbmting,

Kathering and other activities. me Eagle ar~ can be s-n from selwtd view pints off forest.

11



Chapter I -- Eagle FEIS

r
Silvicultuml activities my chmge the visul qmlity of the sumoudtig lmdscape. This arm m & viewti from -

existing roads, trails, the eligible wild md scenic corridors along Eagle C~k ad from the wilderness. nese
activities my also affwt the qulity of the view sbd when ~n horn wlwtd viewtik oukide the projwt am

such u in Gresham, Pofilmd and Estica&.

The followtig crikria are to & usti to m~”m the eff~@ of ~ch .dtemative md provide a methd to compm

the alternatives to ach othec

1) Are “Vis~I Q~lity Objwtives” (VQO’S) being met m descriM in the Forest Plm, (e. g., Retention,
Paflial Retention ad Modification) along tmils, roads ad other viewer ~sitions, (Refer to the Forest Plm

pages Four-107 though Four-1 17 @d FouI-103).

2) Number of roads, trails or selmtd view poinm that do not met VQO sti&rds.

Issue W. 1 (Forest Hwlth and Silviculmre)

The growth md vigor of forestal Imds in the Eagle arw have ban rducd due to stid age md the high number

of trws per acre. These shnds are bwoting mom susceptible to inswts md dis~se, Approximately one qmtier

to five air tiles nofih and emt of the Eagle ar~, the Mt. Hood National Forest is experiencing a epidetic of the

Spmce Budwom. These atbcks are more prevalent in less vigorous s~ds of tr~s where the tidividuls c~ot
resist this fom of atmck.

Silvicultural activities cm increase the general hmith of a forest by thiming the existing stids so that residml tr~s
incr~se their growth and health. This typeof stid is better able to resist my atmcks by in~ts md diswws.

The following criteria are to be usd to measure tbe effwts of Gcb alternative and provide a method to compare
the alternatives to each other

I) Total number of acres treatd.
e

2) Silviculturally, tbe total number of first priority stands trmtd.

Issue #3. 1 (Der and Elk Habitit)
Lower elevation areas along Eagle Crwk and the South Fork of Eagle Crwk are inventorial dwr md ek winter
range, Currently, these ar~s are relatively intict with little evidence of bum activities. D~r are evident in thew

ar=s all ‘yar. In addition, there is a herd of elk that move in md out of this area depending on the severity of the
weather during the winter months.

Silvicultural activities my change the percenbges of forage, hiding cover, optiml cover and theml cover md
dismpt travel ways. Open roads increase the potential for harassment by hum activities ad allow access to thew
arms by legal ad illegal bunters.

The following criteria are to be usd to m=ure the effwk of ach alternative md provide a methd to compare

the alternatives to ach otbec

1) The “Model to Evaluate Elk HabiQt in W~tem Oregon” is to & UA to m~ure the effwk of ach

alternative on elk and d=r md provide a mms to compare the alternatives to ach other. This mdel

maur= tbr= variables that include: 1) Siting md spacing of fomge md cover au 2) Density of IO*

own to motorid vehicles md 3) cover qwlity.

Issue #4. 1 (Increasd Potential for Windthrow)

The first large mie to develop the Forest Sewice portion of the Eagle ar~ was a co~ercial tbiming that w%
Ioggti i“ the 1970’s. Since then, scatterd clearc”t hamest ““its have b~n placd across the landscape. In the past,
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light blowdow h~ mcumd, along road system, along stmight cl=mut dg= md wet arm where tr- have
developd shallow r~ts due to high water ables. Often, blowdom hm occumd h wet ar- that wem in the

fiddle of contiguous sti& md wem not tifluencd by hum activities.

Opetings crmtd by roads md hawest utits may incr=se the risk of windthrow in residml timbr sti~ md h

tipana um.

The following criteria are to be usd to mmure the effwts of =ch alternative md provide a method to compam
tbe alternatives to wch othex

1) Mila of new, expd “dge” cratd by silvicultiml activities.

Issue #5. 1 (Yew Wood)

The chefical “Tmol” is cumently Wing extmctd from the bark of Pacific Yew trw (Taxus brevifolia) for the
pu~ows of cmcer m=rch. Genemlly, on the Es&a& Ringer District, the Yew trffi is fomd with riparim a-

wbere site conditions are damp. Through suweys, a few Yew trms have b=n found along the South Fork of Eagle

Cr=k. Dirwtion for mnagement of tbe Yew trw is found in htetim guides publishd hth in 1992 md 1993.

Road building ad other hawest activities ti riparim arm my &mge or up-root the existing Yew tres.

The following criteria are to be U4 to muure the effwk of ach alternative md provide a methti to compare
the alternatives to =ch othec

1) The amount of riparim ar= that could be affwtd by hawest activiti=.

2) The number of Yew trms affwtd by hamest activities

● Issue #6. I (Rwreation)
Currently there are ar-s in the Eagle dminage that contiin little evidence of human activities. Comercial thiming,
sheltemood hawesting and road building would incrwe humm prewnce in arw previously not accessible to

general forest users. Silvicultural activities and road buildlng could also chmge the general character of the ar=.

The following criteria are to be usd to muure the effwts of ach alternative ad provide a method to compare

the alternatives to =ch othec

1) Estimtd changes in the oppormnities for rwrutional experiences. This is m=surd by using thw
main components: Setting, Activities and Experience.
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Cbpw n

Altefitive tiptiom hdudi~ the hposetf Action

wem ~ivd ad the I.D. ~ ~ndd to the wbs-tive mmk. S~ific I-W to tie mwm~ are

conhtid h Ap~ndix I of this dncumt. Afthough dditional kfomtion k kn tidd to this Ftil

Enviromenml I~wt Sm~ment (FEIS) dw to public comens md Wer mfid field ~tim~, no comeok
were rweivd or infomtion gatberd that tid tidltiond ism= or that wodd Al for the aalysis of additioml

alkmativ=. Tbm, the dkmativa p-nti k this dmument are b=iwlly the me u p-nti b the Eagle

SDEIS but do ioclude a few ctig=. Thw chg= m notd h wtion “C. of this chapkr. Aftemative mps md

de~riptions fmm the SDEIS have kn ticltid ~ the ap~ndlx of this dwumnt.

This chapter h= kn dividd tito wven wtions. The= wtions ticlude:

A) Development of the Afkmatives: ~s =tion diwwws the methodologies ud for developmen~ of the propsd

action, issuti, md mb~uent alternatives to the proposed action.
B) Altem,a:ives Considerd but Elitiati from Dekild S@dv: This wtion d=ri~s alternatives that were

elitiamd from fifier smdy dutig the developmenwl prwess ad the mtionale for th~ d=isions.

C) Alternatives Considerd h Dewil: This wtion dewriks ti de~il the propod action ad alternatives to the
propd action.

D) Chmees ti the Alternatives BeW&n the SDEIS md the FEIS: ~Is ~tion dewriks the chmges in the

altemativw bew~n the SDEIS ad the FEIS due to groud verifimtion of wveml tik.

*

E) Mitigation M~ures: ~s =tion dwcriks the titigatiou maur= that would accompmy the alternatives if
implementti.
F) Sumw Comparison of the Akmativ=:

This is a SU-V of the -agement activiti= that would wcur uder wch of the altemativw. This SU-V is

displayed h “wble” fem.

G) Aeencv Prefed Mtemative

This s=tion identifies the agenci= prefemed alternative.

A) Development of the Altemtiva

The Integratd Resource Aalysis (IRA) prmess md lmbp =ology pticiples were d hy both t=m dutig

the development of the DEIS md the SDEIS for Eagle. h thex prnces=, the “on the gromd” existtig conditions

were detetid md reviewd. ~e= existing conditions were then compared to the Forest Plm Desirti Fumre

Condl[iom to w if they “mtchd-. If they did not -@h, objwtiv= we~ dektid, the nd for wtlon w=

develo~, ad oppotiti= to bfig the existtig rendition towar& the d=ird condition were considerd. From

this petit, possible projw~ wem develo@ from the smtd oppntiti-. Thu. the Forest Sewice dwidcd to
prw~ with stid bpulation to tid= the n+ stiti h Chapkr 1.

With the implemenhtion of the Nofiwwt For=t Plm, a watershd malysis wm rquird ti my a- where

activitia would =ur witi a ‘Key. wakmhed. From this prm, a conwpti Im&p d=i~ w= develo@

that illwtmtes the vege@tion pattern dwti uder the Nofiw=t Fomt Plm md the Mt. Hood Forwt Plm
~atemhti halysis, bgtig on pge 75 md Map 4-2). For this dysis, the wakmhd adysis .titerim

o~mttig plm” W= W to develop projwk that would move this ar= towar& the conceptil lmk~ d=i~
~atemhd halysis, page 78 md Map 4-3).

After considering the infomtion provided in the watemhd malysis, the lDT coqild a list of possible projw~
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tit could & ticludd h this dwument. Thow projww are

a) Implement stid -gement activiti= that would move th= ara towards a mom desiti condition (e. g.,
C~te a timkr =Ie, re-titrtiuce fire, fall md Iave =Iwtd t-).

b) Begti to C1O= Id m rduce tildlife tismmt.
c) Provide o~tigs w tit view Ptik would b cr=ti along tils md rd.

d) Co~le@ wtimtion proj=~ that were id=tified ti the =gle Cwk Watemhd hlysis.
e) Constmct a ex~ion of tmil #502 from Old Baldy, ti~ tbe tildem~ md pmsibly tie tito the existig =gle

Cr=k tmil.
~ Po=ibly constwt md develop a ho~/&y - k the w.th =km ~fion of the Ugle am.

At the md of the p-s, the dmidtig offiwr =I=ti which projmU wem ~ & Urnd fomad md which pmj=~
would b considerd h fimre enviromenal dwumnbtion. Ikm .a., (stid magement), item .b., (C1OWR of

rod), md item .d., (co~lew mtomtion proj=b), wem wl=ti m the proj=k that would & comided h this

tiument. This proj=t wlwtion ticlud= dl of the “com=ti. wtiom =wiati tith th- projek (i.e., A

red/or spur constmction or rehabilitation, Imdtig constmction for ydkg quipment, md all ==iatd titivation

Wsures)

The 1ss..s Iistd withk Chapter I of this dwument were develo~ md tilid with input from the IDT,
~ialis@, other agencies, NO public m=ttigs, lettem from bdividwls, public mettigs followtig the publiwtion

of the DEIS, a field visit dutig the DEIS cement Writi, public co-enK on the DEIS, md public comenk

on the SDEIS. @ce the si~fiut issues had kn detetid md sha@, alternatives to the pro~~ mtion were

develo@. ~e= al~mativw are d~ri~ h dehil ti S=tion C of this Chapter.

B) Altemtiv& Comidemd but Eltiimted from Detiled Study

e During the development of this dmument, a tobl of five alternatives were considered. However, one of tb=
alkmativ= W* not filly develo@. ~s altemtive w=:

Alternative A - titiate proj=N witi the bte Suwessiond Re=we @R) at the nofi end of the watemhti.

~is alternative would have silviculmdly t~td tim~r sti& titi the MR. ~s alkmative ww elitiati
from fifier smdy -me:

*1) With the exception of rwently ~fomstd ti~, tbe timbr sti& are gr=ter thm 80 yam of age.

*2) There are no =Ivage op~titi= available.

*3) It is hyond the wope of this document to develop a .Mmagement As%ssment” for this MR.

* Nofihwest Forest Plm, ROD, pages C-11, C-12, md C-13 tiougb C-16.

C) Alt-tiv6 Comiderd in Detil

The follotig item P~ti to altemativ= #1, 2, md 3 ody md not @ alternative #4 (No Action).

F-mm m-n to the action alkmativ=
1) Waer q~lity would & mti~tid bough tiemn= ~ the stik wakr q~lity .B=t M-gement Pmtim”
(Refer to the @egon Adtistmtive Rul= @pkr 34041 ~1-975), the Mt. Hd Natioml Fomt, Fo~t Plm
(Ap~n&,x H, pg~ 1 tio.gh 6), ad stitifi md ~ideltia kriW h the Nofiw=t Fomt Plm md R=rd

of Dwision (ROD).

2) @gon Sate Implemen@tionPlm (OAR 340-20@7), Oregon SU@ Smoke Magement Plm (OAR 62943-3)
md Dir=tive 144+01 (@mtional Guitice For The Oregon Smoke Maagement Progmm, P. N. 845), would

& employd to WtiUti air mwurce values.
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3) The Oregon Occupational Safety ad H=lth Cde for For=t Activitim (OAR 437, Division 6) m~lations would *

be met.

4) N] activities implemental= a result of the action d~mtiva wodd & h m~fimce tith the NatioA Historic

Pr=wation Act of 1966, Ex=utive Otier 11593, 36 CFR 8W.9 @ro&timt of Historic Pm~Ri~) ad
Progmmtic Memomdu- of Ag-mnt (1979, 19g2, -d-t Nn. 1, 1989) ~W~n the @gon Sk&

Historic Pr-wation Office (SHPO) md the USDA Fomt Sewim, Pwific Notiwtit Region.

5) None of the wtion altemativw would mnstmct rod h the Sdmon-HmMA~ tiven~rid rdlws ar~,

6) None of the wtion altemativ= would wmemidly b, mm~ct ro~, or othetiw alkr the lM& witi a
hte-Suw=sional Rmme.

7) None of the al@~tives would affmt the ouk~dtigly re~rhble vdu~ that exist along Eagle Cr~k that tie

it eligible for cl=sifimtion under tbe Wild ad Smtic Rivem Act.

8) Sumeys for th~tened, entigerd or wnsitive plm@ ad timls md pro~~ entigerd, tbtend or

wnsitive spwies (PETS) were conductd, hy Wwi= that w= fomd would & prot=td bough avoitice of that

paflicular spwies red/or habibt.

9) Propnsd prexriptions md rwomendd titivation m-m titi~ the nd for ~st-hamest fiel tratment

of logging residues. ~alysis of hawest prescriptions md tidividwl tit cha=~ristics tidicates pst-hamest fiel

tr=tment ti thitigs, tidividwl tre =Iwtion tik, ad light shelkmds to & m=e=~. It my b nms~g

to trat sl=h in the more bavily cut sheltered ar- for & duction md site pmpwtion. This detehation

coincides with experience of previomly hamestd tik ad sitilar pre~riptions tithti the projwt ar~. However,

hel prescriptions am subjwt to modifimtion follotig pm- ad pnst-haw=t field ~view~ should the amout or m
distribution of Ioggtig residues & different tbm prdicti. Rokide concentmtiona of Ioggiog residue would b

disposti of by .1OP md scatter” or hmd piled md bumti (depndtig on the mout of ~idue to & di~d ).

hgging residues tijacent to tmil system would b ddt tith k mch a mer w to =ioati pr~nt .visml
q~lity objwlives’ (V QO’S). bdmg ~idues would & bumd afir effofi to utili= tie m~rial. h compliace

with the “Pacific Nofiwest” region FEIS for Mmagtig b~ttig md Unw~ted Vegehtion (1988) md MdiaM

Agrwment (1989), tit ~agement stmtegy is ‘prevention” md di~ml of tfil system, roa&ide, md lmdtig

residues is “comwtion”. The identity of ndd fiel tr-tment activiti= is for had rduction pupws ody (fire

protwtion)

10) Followtig hawest activities, suweys for plm~bility would & conductd titi all arm that have the
sbeltewd pre=ription. If adqute pimthg spnk m not available, site pmpamtion activities would b tistigatd.

Tbm activiti= my include; hmd piling slmh md I=vtig the pil~ k place, hmd piling sl=h ad butig thow

piles, or light mder-butig of concentmtions.

11) Following plmtibility mmeys ad my appropriak si~ p-tion wok, the Fomt Sewim would de~nd upn

natiml re-genemtion @ re-for=t the ham=t tik exqt h tie h-vier shelem~ tik. ~S tik would k re-
plmtd ustig Dougl=-fir red/or Noble fir Albgs. Motimtig would & mnductd ~ detetie if mtiml re-

genemtion w= su-sfil. If it is detetid that fill stmtig k not &n whievd, mpplementi plmtittg of

tr- by hmd would& amqlishd. h either U, mfo~@tion would mur md ❑w sti~ would & =~blishd
witti five ywrs after hm~t activiti~ have bn mmpleti. Them would b no nd @ plmt tr~ titi ar~

that have a tig p~ription. This is *W mough t- wodd m- on sik w tit fill stwtig would &

mhbtid

12) Under tbe Noflhwest Forat Plm, approximately Welve logs (240 Iti=l fet) at l-t 20 bch= ti diameter =ch
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md at l=t 20 f=t h length should k left on site (Noflhw=t Fomt Plm, Rword of Dwision, pge C40). The=
smhrds apply to cl=mut ar= but, the pticipl= still apply h shelkmd a=. This quirement cm k

mtiifid ti a pafiial cut sitition de~ndtig on the develop-t cycle of the stid. This Wide is more mtrictive

tbm the cument Mt. hd Fo=t Plm wide which stib tit 6 dom logs ~r wre conktig a volume of at l-t
40 cubic fmt should& lefi on si~ @omt Plm page Four-74). ~w, the sti~d md @de uder tbe Nofiw=t

Fomt plm would tie pr~enw. ti-tly, there is a lack of this si= don log titi the proj=t w. k the

c= of the tig m, tb= tik would k motitu~ for approximbly 3 @ 4 y=m m detetie if this dow

log rquimment is &tig met tiough namd or m=timl mms (i.e., blowdow, dd tr- falling over or from

slmh Iefi over from ham=t activity=). If tis r~uirement is nOt &~g met, tr- ~~ tie ~id~l s~d wOuld

b fend @ acco~lish the obj=tive. The ahve diwwsion hol& tme fi tie e of a sheltewd p=ription.

However, sdditiond trms my have to& mrkd, along tith the sheltered l~ve trw, w that them would k

enough msid~l tr- to m=t the objwtive.

13) As de=ribed h the Nofiwwt Forest Pla, riparim mwww wodd b =Wblishd along all str~ md wet
ara. Re=we tidths would vaq dependtig on site CIUS, strain cl-s, md if they am fish ktig or not (ROD

page 9).

Alternative #1 ~ti is the ~posed Action)

~lis aiiemative cur,sisk of four aciiuns. Tu.s. actions would: 1) Sfivicullurally tr=t 1,030 acres of iwd. Al of the

Imd in this prop=l h- the Matti allmation. The Noflhwest Forwt Plm m@=s that tbew are the lmds where
the mjority of silviculmral activities would wcur with the for=t @OD, page 7). 2) Re-vegetite “bare” soil ar-

in thw Iwations along roads 4614 md 4615 watershd halysis, Map 3-1 1). 3) Re+ontour ad re-sutface the

mming sufiace of rod 4614180 ad re-stmcmre the dmtiage fwiliti= to rduce the ~tential for aliment delive~

into strtim. 4) Blink or oblitemte access to roa& tiough b- or gates to rduw the pnteotial for wildlife

● harmsment (LMP, page Four-72). Tbow roads that would b blmkd * 4614130, 4614140, 4614150, 4614160,
4614170, 4614180, 4614190, md 4615135. Tbo= ro~ that -e tob oblitemtedticlud~ 4614167, 4615011 ad

wo u-numbd WUIS on the 4615. With oblitemtion, the md sutiactig would& mmvd, the road W would

b rippd, ad gr=ss ad Pssibly tres would& platd on the site.

With this projwt, co-ercial thtig would xcur on 868 acr=, a ~elte~d pr-ription would ~ur on 12S

acres, md Wdividwl trm =Iwtion would wcur on 37 mr=. To awoqlish this projwt,’ approximkly 8S tiles

of new roti md 0.3S tiles of tempumv road would nd m b mmtmctti. Follow fig tbe completion of

magement activi!iw, this new road ad the bg~ rd would & oblitemtti. It is estimtd that

approximteiy four (4) acres Of bare mil ar= would b m-vegetiti md that approxim~ly one (1) tile Of road
md -iati dmtiage fwilitiw would b m-stmc~~. Rod clom would AUW the “o~n” road Pr ~wre

tile w that it is qwl to or 1=s thm the LMP stikrd of 2.0 tiles of o~n rod WI ~~re tile h wtiter mge

ad 2.5 tilw of opn road p? qure tile h rower mge.

The pro~~ action would m=t (at l-t ti pan) four of the s*M objwtiv= by:
a) Begtig tn cmte a more vtiable sbd stmcmm.
b) Begb Aitig groti pnkntial while pmvitig up @ 26.4MMbf of ttikr for the l-l wonomy.

c) Be@ @ cr-k stmcmml divemity md large mags md logs.
d) Rductig the puhntid for Aiment delive~ tiugh the r=~mtion of bam mil m md re-stmcmtig
of rods md dmtiage faciliti=.

The pmpud wtimt would not enkr riptim -w= thin, obj=tivm for enwum~g the gmti of large tr=s

md improvtig s~d h=ltb md stid stmcmm would not k -qli~ed.

This alternative propu=s tig tr= h sw~ that are tijmnt m ttils 502 md 502A (Refer to Map I. 1 page
2, Chapter 1). For tmil S02, the pr=riptions for the sti& would b comistent titb the visul q~lity objwtive

17
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Q
of Rerenrion. For trail 502A, the prescriptions would & comisknt tith tbe viml qulity obj=tive of PaH;a/-

Refenrion west of road 4614 ad Rdenrion -t of rod 4614. ~- =nsitivity levels md viswl qmlity objmtiva

are de~ri~ ti the Fortit Plm (Refer to tie For=t Plm, pagm Four-115 bough Four-117 md the glo~~ of
this dwument).

Follotig magement activitiw, them would he enough -idd stidtig d~ md gmn tr~ to ti@ti a 60 %
biologiul ptential for prim~ wvity n-tbg pi= (e.g., wd~kem). me timum numbr of ~uird t-
to ~ti divemity is; at lwt 2 to 3 had mags md 2 to 3 live t- per acre to & Iefi follotig mgement
actlvitiw.

me followtig tibl= di~lay the attribum of alkmative #1:

20
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Alte~tive #2 @

This al~mtive consisk of four actions. Th- mtiom would: 1) Silviculmmlly t-t 562 Km of Imd. Afl of the

lmd h this pmpn~ h the Mti dlmtion. The Nofiw=t Fomt Pl= mm= tit th= am the la& where
the mjority of silviculmd ~tivitia would wur titi the fomt @OD, page 7). 2) Re-vegtifi.bti” mil -

h WO lmtions along m~ 4614 ad ‘M 15 wakmhti tilysis, Map 3-11). 3) Re+onbur md -w* the

-g d-of mti 4614180 md m-_ctom tie dfiage fiihtiw ~ AN the ptitid for +]~t dehve~
tito str~m. 4) Blink or oblikm~ _ ~ * tiugh b- or gak b Auw the ~tmtid for tildlife

hamsment @MP, page Four-72). Them is one rod that would hlwkd md it is 4614180. The= m~ tit=
to b oblikmtd w 4615011 mdWOm-nwkdwumonthe4615. With oblikmtion, the rod wfiachg wodd
& mwvd, tie ~ w would& rip@, md ~ md ~~ibly t- would & plmti on the sik.

With this projwt, comemid tig would mur on 458 acr= md a shelkwd prewription would =ur on

104 acre. To acm~lish the ml~s), approximately .85 til= of new rod md .35 files of km~m~ rod would

nd to & mnstmc~. Followhg the coqletion of uagemmt wtiviti=, this new road md the tempnm~ md
would k oblitemtd. It is estimtd that approximately wo (2) acr~ of bam wil ar- would & re-vegehted md

that approximately one (1) tile of road ad msociatd dmtiage faciliti= would k re-stmcmrd. Road CIOSUB
would not rduce the .o~n” road pr ~wre tile so that it is qwl to or l~s thm the LMP s@&rd of 2.0 tilm

of open road pr WWR tile h winter rmge md 2,5 tilw of own rod Pr ~~re tile ti su-er mge.

Alternative #2 would met (at Iat h pafi) four of the shtd objwtives by:

a) Begtitig to crate a more variable sad stmcmre.

b) Providing up to 15. 8MMbf of timkr for the lmal wonomy md kgti r~liting gro~h ptential.

c) Begti to crate stmcmml diversity md large mags md logs.

d) Rductig the ptential for sediment delive~ tiougb the restomtion of bare soil ar= md re-stmcmtig
of roak md dmtiage facilities.

e
The propod action would not enter riparim re=wes thin, objwtiv= for encouragtig the groti of large t-
md improving stid halth md smd stmcmre would not & awomplishd.

This alternative PIOPS ting stids k one ara that is tij=nt to tmil 502 md four ti~ that are djacent ~
trail 502A (Refer to Map I. 1 page 2). For tmil 502, the pre~ription for the stid would & consistent tith the

visml qulity objwtive of Rerenrion. For tmil 502A, the prwriptiom would & consistent with the visul qulity

objwtive of Panial-Reremion w~t of road 4614 ad Rerenr;on -t of rod 4614. Thw =nsitivity levels ad viml
qulity rrbjwtives am d~ri~ in the Forwt Plm (Refer to the For=t Plm, pagm Four-1 15 through Four-1 17 md

the glosm~ of this dmument).

Followtig ~agement activities, there would& enough r=idul shdtig dad md gmn tr= to mtititi a 60%
bioiogiul ~tential for primq mvity nesttig ~ia (e.g., wd~kem). The timum numbr of r~uirti t=
to mintiti divemity is; at Imt 2 to 3 hard snags md 2 to 3 live tms pr mre to k left followtig uagement

activiti=.
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The followbg wbl- display the attribut= of alternative ~:

flable 11.2b) Attribuk of Mkative ~

~able 11.2d) Attribu- of Nkmative ~

yardtig on 230 acres, helimpter ywdmg on 283 acre, md twtor yarding on 49 acre.
** ~S @UI ticludes 0,40 til~ of existtig road md 0.85 til= of new rod. Te~mv ro~ were not hcludd

in this -Iculation.
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a

Altemtive #3

This alternative consish of four actions. The= actiom would: 1) Silviculmmlly t~t 1,229 ac~s of lmd.

Approximately 1,104 mres h- the Wti sflmtion. The Nofiwwt Fomt Plm r-@x that th- me the lsn&

where the mjority of silvicdti mtivitie wmdd wur titi the forat @OD, page 7). me me g ID xm

are Mb riptim ~ww. This sfwmstive would apply silvicufti tr-tmnk to quim dwi~ ri~m

cbmckrisfics @OD, page C-32, “TM-1 (c)”) me ri@m ugemmt would tiur h tits #16,26, md 29. 2)

Re-vegetite “bare. mil m h h Iatiom sfong d 4614 md 4615 ~akmhd tiysis, Map 3-1 1). 3)
Re<ontour mtd ~-mfi~e the -g ti- of d 4614180 ad m-stmcmm the dtiage f~ilitie tu duw the
potential for aliment delive~ itt~ str~. 4) Blwks @ r- bough km or ga@ ~ duw the ~tential

for wildlife ha~mat @MP, pge Four-72). Thow d that would ~ blwked me 4614130,4614140,4614 1S0,

4614160,4614170,4614180, 4614190, snd 4615135. mow ro~ tn & oblikmtedticlude: 4614167, 461S01 1 ud

wo u-numbd wurs on the 4615. WItb obli~mtimt, the msd mrfmtig would & removed, the rd W would

& rip@ ad g-s ad p~ibly t~ wodd & plmted on the si~.

With this projwt, co~emial t-g would tiur on 1,063 acres, a sheltered pr-riptimt would wcur on 129

acres, ad tidivid~l trw wlmtion would =cur on 37 at-. To =coqlish this =le(s), approximately .85 til~

of new rod smd .35 tilw of kqm~ msd would ttd to k constmctd. Followtig the completion of

magement activities, this new road md @WmV roads would be oblitemtd. It is ~timtd that approximately

for (4) acres of bare mil arm would & ffi-vegeti~ md thst approximately one (1) tile of msd md ss~iatd

drainage facilities would & re-stmc~d. Road clomrm would rtiuw tbe .o~n. road per ~mre tile so that it

is qua] to or 1=s tbm the LMP smdsrd of 2.0 Ml= of open rosd ~r ~ure tile h wkter rmge md 2.5 tiles

of open road per ~ure tile in su~er rmge.

Alternative #3 would met (at lat ti pan) the s~td objwtives by:

1) Begitig to cr=te a more vtiable stid stmcmre.

2) Providtig up to 30. 8MMbf of timber for the Id wonomy md begti r=litig groti fmtential. e

3) Begting to c~te stmcmml divemity ad large mags ad logs.

4) Begtig to crmk vegetative diversity h wlwtd riparim arw.
5) Rducing the ~tential for aliment delive~ tiough the mtomtion of bare wil a= md re-stmcmtig
of roa& ad dmtiage faciliti~.

This alternative pro~=s ttig timbr h tits that are adjacent to tmils 502 ad 502A (Refer to Map I. 1 page
2, Chapter 1 md Map 11.2, page 24 ti tis chapter). For tmil 502, the pr~riptions for the sw& would k

consistent with tbe visul qulity objmtive of Refenrion. For tmil 502A, the prmriptions would be comistent with

the visui q~lity objwtive of Panial-Retention west of road 4614 md Rerenrion at of rosd 4614. The= wnsitivity

levels md visul qwlity objmtiva ue d-rihed in the Formt Plm (Refer to the For=t Pla, pages Four-115
tbrougb Four-117 md the glosw~ of this dmuent).

Followtig -gement activiti~, them would b enough r=idwl stidtig dad md g-n t- to mtikti a 60%

birdogid pnkntial for pri~ uvity n=tbg pi= (e.g., wd~kem). me timum uumbr of rqtid tms
to mtitsti divemity is; at Imt 2 ~ 3 M msgs md 2 ~ 3 live t~ per acre to be Iefi follotig magement
activiti~.
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The followtig @ble displays the attribuk of altemtive #3:

Silvlculmml ●1,229 68 462 .s5 plu .35 125 0
Tratment of til- of

sm& Teq Rd.

ffable 11.3b) Attribu@ of M&-tive #3

Re-Stmcmre I 1.0 I 2

I

o
ti14180 &
Dmina~es I I I

flable 11.3d) Attribu@ of ASkmative #3
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Altemtive #4 No Action)
*

~is is the no wtion alternative. No uagemmt wtiviti= would tie pl=e @ a remit of this dwummt. ~s
would ticludti rod clowres, stid uagement, riparim ugement, watemhd mtomtion etc.. Activiti~ that

have been =hduld ~der other envtimenti dmumentition would however wntioue mtil the r~ti~menk of
such dwumenbtion h= kn ~tisfied.

AStemtive #4 would not meet ay of the five sati obj~tiv~. ~s is -w,

1) A mo~ variable stid stmcmre would not he cr=ted,

2) No timbar would he avtilahle for the Id monomy md tie WOW poteotid of the site would not &

r=lid.

3) me dtemative would not begio to cmte stmcmml divemity md lmge mags &d logs.
4) me alte~tive would not &@ to cmte vegetative divinity h wl=ted riptim a~.

5) me pokntial for Aiment delive~ through the restomtion of km wil - md re-stmc~tig of ro~

md dtiage facilities would mmti at existtig conditions.

D) Cha~m in the Alternatives Mtieen the SDEIS aaad the =1S

During the period bew~n the publi=tion of the figle SDEIS md the publi=tion of tis FEIS, growd verifimtion
of several tiw hm Kcumed. Due to this verification ad comenk from r~ndenk to Me SDEIS, wme cbmges

have .un mde to the altemativti. Aftbough tiere have kn chmges to the alte~tiv~, the origioa] iote”t of the

document, the objwtives for magement, md the si@fiat ismes have not cbgd, me follotig lis~ the

chmges that ha~,e &n mde to the alkmatives:

1) Field &b indimtes that the acrtige wd for the propo~ ti~ h all alternatives wu slightly over+stimtd.

~us. the acr~re pre~ntd h this dmument are lower tha dimlavd h the SDEIS.-. . .

2) Afier riparim r~mes were mmurd on the gromd, it W* feud that ti~ ~1 md 22 were too sdl to be e
wonotically fwible md &tig w smll, uagement of th- tik would not contribute much to the ovemll
objwtives for the dmtiage. ~us, tiw ~1 md 22 were drop~ from all al~mtivw which contributes to the
reduction ti ac~s for the alternatives.

3) me silviculmml pmwription for ti~#11 md 28 would have bn shelkwood ti the 5DEIS, So the FEIS, tbe

prescription h= chmged to comemial -g, ~s chmge is -W the wakmhed malysis stitd that o~tigs
should not exd 20 acres. Dutig growd verifiution, it wm diwoveti that th= ti~ did excd 20 acres ad

since the stids do nd tratment. it w- d=idd to chmge the pmription mthkr thm drop acr~ for
considemtion. In tidition, this chmge would rtiuce viml impww.

4) me pr~ription for uoit f17 W= to he m evedy ~wd sheltered haw=t. ~s h- &n ctigti to a

sheltered where patchea of at l-t 13 t- pr pakh would b left tith tidividti tr- watterd bw=n th~

patch=. ~is w= done due to tiput from the District md Forat k&pe khikk. ~s chmge would tiuce
viwl impacta CWW by havtig siogle tr~ slhouetti agahst the skyltie.

5) me new rd a-fig tic f17 md 28 would& moved fafier wuth tim ori~lly pl~d. ~s md would
now k Imted h m existtig clwrcut md would be oblitemted md not jmt blinked. ~s w= done &W the
rod gde would & leas md there would & l= cutttig md fillhg for the roti~ thin, them would b fewer
impac~ to wils. Ftier gmud tivatigatiom iodiwk tit approxtimly 0.35 til= of tmopom~ rod would &

rquid to atiss mme of the -g tik. tim activiti~ hve &n m~le~, th~ te~m~ ro~ wo”ld

& oblitemti. A tith the new rd, thm te~~ md would not cms riparim a-. With oblitemtion, there
would he no net tic= io rod tiles.
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6) ~ough field verifimtions, it h= kn detetiti that volume estimt= on tidividti tis on d] alkmatives
wu uderetimtd. ~ough them w- m tic- io volume, objwtivw for s~d _gement hve mmtid the

=me. me =me acr~ ae &tig t~ti md the p=riptions for the tik am the =me. Volume is not a obj=tive

of this dwument nor d~ is it a mu for the obj=tiv=. me follofig tidimt= wby volue =timt= were

low:
a) Volum~ ori@lly show wem on the mnwmative side ---– Rmltit kCX, 2-3MMbf

b) Gr=n t- defwt w= -timti at 30% of the gross,
it is wtily 5-8%. ----- Rmltit kC~, 6-8MMbf

c) Stid exm h wme _ m 10-15 y= old —- R=ultit bC-, 8-10MMbf

7) After mefil ~view of the ulysis conbtiti h the SDEIS md FEIS, the Fo~t Su~mimr O=idtig Officer)

h- wlwti Mtemtive #1 x the agency p~fed d-ative. ~s is a ckge from the SDEIS wbem tbe D=idtig

Oficer wlwtd Afkmtive #3 m the agency prefemd alternative.
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E) Mtigatimr M-w=
e

This next swtion dixm=s Mitigation Mwms. Mitigation M-r= am defid = wtiow taken to avoid,

fiiti=, rdwe, or elitite i~cta m a ralt of. iqlementtig m dtemative. ThR titivation m-m are
comon to tie action altemativ=. If a titivation is pific m a ptiiculw dbmtive, it is stati. This dwu-t

wm pmpard mder the @tice of the Mt. Hd NationaS Fomt tid md R=uw Mmagement Plm md the

Nofiwest Fo~t Pi=. Sti&r& md Gtideltim u d=riti ti the For=t Plm md k the No*w=t Fomt plm

(w litigations) are tico~md titn tbe d=i~ of the d~mativa h this dmument. The p.bIiwtion, Gneral
Wmer Qwfiry Ear Mamgemenr Ratiic= (USFS, 1988) hw kn utilid m a Wide io developtig titivation

m-m md sik ~ific Bwt Mmagemmt Pmctim. Mtemative #4 is the No Action d~mtive tbu, th=

litigations would not apply.

The effwtiveness of tbe followtig titivation _ am =- M UPU their ability to rduw pnxible

impack from pro~d activiti=. Al of the pmpd m-m are considerd m & -ily iqlementable titb

mml cost.

Those mmures mrkd with (BMP, . ...) kdicate which Best Mmagement Pmctice the panicular mwure is

consistent with. (Refer to appendix G for a list of Best Mmagement Pmctices).

1) Consult a hdscape Acbitmt dutig uit desi~ation, mrking ad loggtig cl-up n-r hitig trails.

2) Met the s-&rds ad ~idelti= of Retention or Patiial Retention along tig tmils.

3) Matititi foreground scr~tig along mti roads, if ~ssible.

4) Flush cut stimps witi view of tmils (&gle cut away from tmil).

5) No tractor skidding of logs across tig tmils. Tractor yardtig probibitd on slopes gr=ter h 35 %.

6) Full sus~nsion of logs ahve the gromd witi 50’ on hth sidw md while yardtig over any htig

trail while skyltie yardtig. Ge end +nsion rquird on the remtider of skyltie mik.

7) Stlwtively place slmh after hawwt to viwlly ~r=n yardtig corndom with sight dismce of tmils

md roads.

8) bp md =tter or pull sl=h away from tig tmils wherever concentmtions exist

9) Rmonstmct tig tmil trd if dis~rbmw wcum.

10) Skyline corndom should & no clowr tbm 15W apti, u m-rd from wnkrlbe to @nkrltie at the

back of the tit. Pamllel ~tttigs am quid whenever pssible. Radial wtttigs are to& avoiti.

11) Skyltie corndom should & no tider thm 15’; mb tr- ue ti & left h pla~ for tildlife.

12) Lititi o~mttig -n r~uiti dufig @ mp flows md m protit wil ad water ~urce~

opmtions would & lititi from 6/1 m 10/31. To titim the pkntial for ma erosion, road md

ladtig constmction ad log haul would not recur dutig pri~ of prolongti mti fall. Sale dtistmtom

ad wakmhd p~mel should eval~te such o~mtiom ~ w if they are appropriak dutig tbew timw.
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(B~, T-5, T-13)

13) kve dl tiil tr=s u tildlife tr=s on skylti= tik exwpt where n=r a tmil. If they a~ tijacent to

a tfil, they am to k removal.

14) Clew all newly constmctd roa& followtig w pummt ~ =Qblishd road uagement obj=tiv=.

(B~, T4)

15) Kep dl -h roa~ o~n for titistmtive ad public _ dutig Ioggtig activities,

16) Prot=t all Imd mwey monumenti.

17) Prokt dl identifid genetidly mprior tr-.

18) Utilim existtig Imdtigs md wum whenever pnssible. ~~, T-10)

19) Pile md bum ail Imdtig slmh

20) Tractor access to tiiltr=s pro~bitd. (B~, T-9, T-11)

21) Erosion stmcmres (e.g., filter cloth, Aiment tmps, etc.) would b tistilled wherever nwesm~ at
str=m crosstigs dutig road oblitemtion or re-stmcmtig projwk 10 capmre ad rduce erosion md

Aiment tm~ti. (B~, R-7)

22) Skid all logs away from strwm md wet ar=. (B~, T-12)

23) SA, feflili= md mulch all ba~ wil am tit wem dismr~ = a -It of -agement activities
(e.g., corndom, shd rods, lmdtigs md cut md fill slow. Erosion control mkrials should b consist

of ; aml We grins applid at 301b. / acre, 16-204 feflili=r applid at a mte of 2001b. / acres, md We
gms mulch applid at a mte of 3,~lb. / acre. Strew applid at this mte should provide lW % cover of

expd soil to a depth of at I&t 1 tich. (B~, T-14, R4, R-S

24) Lititd opmttig Prid for completing of new rod constmction, mad obliteration, md road cut md
fill repaim is from 7/1 to 9/30 to protwt wil ad water mu-. No work should tie place &Wmn 10/1

md Jue 30. (BN~, R-3, R4, R-9)

25) Adhew to the Mt. Hd National FOEI 15% plicy for detrimental wil conditions.

26) Kwp road-mlati erosion mntrol work (-g, mulcbg, water bafig, etc.) cunnt md complete
all mch work prior to 10/1. (B~, R-2, R-3, R-9)

27) SQbili= (ink) road mti= b tifi= mfi= erosion; utili= vial d=iw considemtio~
(Bumoug&, E.R. md J.G. bg, 1991). @~, R-n

28) Scari~ or mbwil lmdtigs -d t=tor skid ttils prior tn erosion wntrol plmttigs. ~MP, T-14, T-15,

T-IQ

29) D=i~ Imdtigs hto rod where appropriak. (BMP, T-10)
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30) D-i@ate ~ific Mparim R=we ar-. Pr-riptions would & develod for uch tit, identifytig
e

si=, width, hawwt, md yardtig prescriptions, md Iitimtiom. (B~ T-7)

31) Skid rod ad Iadhgs titi tmctor sbddtig tib would & 1-M by the purch=r md approval

by the de tiministmtor ad wakmhd Pialist prior to the batig of hsmwt activitim (e.g., fallfig,
buctig, sHddiog, em.).

32) Dutig projwt implementation, deviations from satsblishsd lititsd opsmtion Friods md other ~ific

titivation mmrfi my b mmpletd sfier ~ific tiput by mp-n~tive raume ~ialisG. (B~,

T-1, T-22)

33) Dirwtionally fall all timkr away horn riptim =WW, str=m md biking tmils. ~~, T4)

34) Ml koom T. E. & S. ~ia sites would b prot=ted dufig pmjwt implemenmtion. Should my

spmies bs found during projwt implementation, proj=t activiti= would b haltd md appropriate action

instigatd to protmt the new site~abiht.

35) Re@in a buffer of tres ad mags aromd rmk outcrops or tilus slopes.

36) Adhere to guidelties h the ‘Etk Wioter Rage Guidelines for the Clackau River Dminage, Mt.

Hd National For=t” to rduce big game ha=sment.

The folloti~ mitigation mmw= apply to dtemtive #3 rmfy where ~=~ent wo~d wcw in riPfi~

r~em~ (Unik 16, 26, srrd 29).

Alt 3-1) No tr=tment of my tid would wcur imdia~ly tijawnt to str=m. This distice would be e
the grater disam of a) The top of the tier gorge along -ch side of the str=m chmel orb) Fifty fmt
(50) slops distice from the dge of the bd-till ctiel along wch side of ephememl str=m or c) @e-

half (1/2) the si~ ~tential trm height along -ch side of non-fish btig or ~retial str=m chmels.
A site pmemial t- height is approxi-tely Wo-hudd eight f+t (208’) Watemhd Aalysis). A no

trwtment buffer along WPS, aptigs, and wet a- 1=s ti one(1) acre h sim would extend to the outer
limits of riparim vegetation (e.g., devil’s club, dmon-b~, eti.) md would ‘ticlude the first row of

coniferous t=. A no tratment buffer along ~s, ~tigs, md wet m grater tbm one (1) acm ti sim
would extend one-half (1/2) the site potential trm height aromd the fill ~rimeter (1/2 of 208’ or 104’),

Att3-2) St~m ad wet ar- would k identified on %le - mps md prokti.
Mt3-3) Trm to & fellti ti the riparia ar- would hs fallen away from the no activity mne.

Att34) Ml hardw~ are to bs left stiding ti~ there is a wfety concern.

At3-5) Full log s~mion of logs, dutig h-haul, rquird tithin the riparim re=wes.

Att3+) No new ladings would k mnstmctd h riparim m= md existtig ladings are to k avoidti

if possible. If this is not possible, Imdhgs ue to k lmti at lat one-hoodti Wenty five fmt (12S’)
from the dge of tbe bd fill stm ch~el.

Mt3-7) Do not remove t~s tit di~tly contribute s~e to st=m chmels. This r~n& to mtimining
water tem~mmr~ in the South Fork u well m avoidtig pokntid effmk to qtit ic mcro-tivembmt~.
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Chapter 11-- Eagle FEIS

n S-q Comption of the Altetitiv=

Acm h 1,030 562 1,229 0

Silvicultiml (Ml Matrix) (Ml Matrix) (1 ,271 h Matrix,

Tr=tmenb 125 h Ripanm)

Acra of Re- 4.0 2.0 4.0 0

vegemtd Bam Soil

Miles of Re- 1.0 1.0 1.0 0

stmcmrd Road

Miles of Closd 5.04 2.21 4.0 10
Road

Miles of @en 17.6 20.39 17.6 21.7

Road Afier

Closures

Acres of Rparim o 0 125 0

Tr=tti by Silv.
Prescriptions

Acres of Mparim 5.0 3.5 5.0 0

Benefiting from
Restoration

Projwk

AcrM of Roadl=s 462 0 462 0

Affatd by Silv.

Prwriptions

Mil= of New Rod .85 plu .35 tilw .85 pl~ .35 tilti .85 PIU .35 tiles o
of Teq. Rd. of Teq. Rd. of Temp. Rd.

~one k Rdless) @one h Rdlw) @one h Rodl-s)

G) Agency ti~ Al~tive

~s wtion dwrik the alkmative that the Fomt Sewice h= dektid ~ bt m-t the magemmt obj=tiva
md n~ tit hve km identifid ti Ctipkr I, “Rpw ad Nd for Action”. The For=t Semiw h= alw
detetind that this alternative kt m~~ the issues that have bn mid by the public, other agencia, ad by

orgti=tions.

The For-t Sewiw “Nfe* Alte-tive & #l”.
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Chaptem 111& IV -- =gle FEIS

3rrtiduction
me more mnventionrd methti of p-nttig @@r III, Affmti Envimment md ~ptm IV, Envimmati

co~uenc= is ~ kve them =pmted kto wo distinct cbphm. k tis d~-t, th= wo =tiO~ hve ~
combhd for a clmer p-nmtion of the mbjwt m~r. k the= mmbmd c~km, the Aer till fimt fid

pamgmph d=ribmg the affwti envim-t md tbm the ~er til fid Pgmph dwribmg envim-ti

wn~ua~ ~ the aff=td mviromt. The p-w of the affwti mvimment de=riptions is to fom a b-

ltie w that the ~er ~ mmpam the exifig mditiom tith tie effwk or pmible ckg= tn the existhg

rendition - a tilt of implemmhtinn of the dkmtivw.

Chapkr IV pmvidw the *ientific md @ytid Wis for the mm@wn of d~utiv= that wem d=ri~ h
mapter II. Additiondly, Chapter IV dais tith dir=t, tidimt, ad cumulative eff=~.

The Issue: Activities that dismrb the wil md timdate veee~tirm mv incm strain Aiment Ioadine, strain
teMUe~NfeS. ad alter timing md siu of @ flows. Tbew wcumences mv have effwts to the resident fish

ulations md the national fish hatchew ad mv have m effwt on strum bti sabilitv.WV

Affwted Environment

Under the Mt. Hood hd ad Rewurce Mmagement Pla (LMP), the ~gle Cr&k watemhti h= a Imd allmtimt

e

of B6 (S~ial Emph=is Watershti). With tis all~tion, wagement emptiims high comhtiatimrs of riparia
remurce values ad high =nsitivity due to genemlly demdtig sik conditions ad where the goal is to mintiin
m improve habitit conditions for the ws~ind long-tern production of fisheriw md high q~lity wahr. The word

of dwision for the Nodhwest Forest Plm (NFP) de~riks the ktent of the Aq~tic Commstion Stm@gy (ACS).
The ACS w= develo@ to restore md mtiain the wologiml h=lth of watemhd md aqwtic wosystem on public
lmds (ROD, page B-9). The NFP h= mbblishd that the figle Cr=k am is a Tier 2 Key watemhed. Tier 2
wate~hds were esablishd kaw they am imp-t wurcm of high qdity water even though they do not

conmin madromow fish ~ies (ROD, page B-18). While the B6 all-tion ro@ms riparim md water qmlity
values, the NFP stitirds md Widelties a~ more wtrictive. Thus, tbe NFP sti&rds md Widelties have

prwdence over the LMP sti&rds ad &idelin=.

In 199S’the For=t Sewice rmd Burau of tid Mmagemmt completd a ‘compmhensive watershd malysis for the

entire Eagle Cmk Watembd w a step ti tbe spplimtion of the Noflhw=t Forest Plm md the awompmying

Aqmtic Conxwation Smtegy (ACS) (ROD, Page B-9). The waktid tiysis provid= the b=is for M
undemtiding of p=t md cu-nt wa@mhed mnditimrs. Hydrologic aditiom, Aimt delive~, wa~r
@mpmNre, riprim md aqutic hahiwt mnditiom, etc. = die h detiil h the dwu-t md fom the tils

for fifier proj=t-level aalysis for mqtiwn of propnd -gemat albmtiv= p-nti b this FEIS.

me am for watembd malysis ticludm the proj=t m, private lm&, ad BLM lm&. NW includti in h
wlysis ar- is the =gle C~k pfiion of the Sdmmr-HucMeb~ Wlldem=. The hgle Cwk wtied, above
the Natioml Fish Hatche~, mco~ M - of appmximkly 30.6 qmm roil=. The elevation wg= km

920 feet at the fi+ htib~ to n-rly ~SO fet jm north of Squw Mmmti m the Wlldemes hmm~. me
pmj=t a- mvem akut 8 wum til=. The =gle pmj=t - mmpri= about one Md of the =gle Cmk
watemhd upst=m from the Natioml FIh HatiheW. The pmj=t m Ii= pritily titi the South FoW =gle

Cr=k wbwatemhti md ticludes pntiions of wo -md tribumriti which enb =gle Cmk oukide of the

o

National Forest bun&~. Wltbin the South Fork of Eagle Cr=k, tie smll ~mtial tribu~tieshom m Tufiey
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Cr=k, Wven Cr~k, md Crow Crmk are wholly hclu~ k the proj=t m. me Salmon-HucMe&~ Wilderness

con@ins narly half (ti ~rcent) of the watemhcd ar= abve the hatcheq md exe- a mbs-tial tifluence on the

flow of ~gle Cr=k to the National Fish Hatche~.

Hy&oiogic CtiWe - P~k NOW and Hytil@c RtiveW
PA flows are critical to a watemhd’s fiction = the relatively fi~uent @ flows (2-yar to 25-y=r evas) am
the chmel mintenmce flows md the relatively bfrquent @ flows (50-y-r md 100-y=r) are flnuds which =

dmmtically chmge the chwel md riparim vegetation m a ~sult of =our md Aiment tw~fi. MS thm 20

Wrcent of the entire Eagle Creek watemhcd lies within the tmsient mow mne ( Chris~er md Ham, 1982). As
such, cument methodologies for mwsing the cumulative effwx of uagement activities on @ flows, which am

h~ on aswssing “miian-mow” events, are appropriate for the Upper Mainstem md South Fork mbwatemh~.

~}le th= methudologiw are not pafiicularly wfil for ==ing the entire Eagle Creek watemhti, they m

provide a relative mmure of vegetative aopy md gmud dismhmce. Eagle Cr*k u a whole, md wveml of

the lower elevation subwatershds outside of this projwt arm, my have ex~riencti mme inces h @ flows
due to extensive hawest md vegehtion conversion activitia over the p=t 75 yam, coupld with a high pcrcm~ge
of soil types having low in filtmtion md ~mmbility mt= h th- other subwatemhcds. me watemhd mlysis
usd a trmsient snow mne methodology to W*SS chmges ti the Up~r minstem md South Fork subwakmh~,
where appropriate, ad this maiysis b~ concluded that no m-mble chmges in water available for moff md
sub~uent incrm in @ flows were evident.

S~ific projwt alternatives in this FEIS are eval~td md compati using the “Hydrologic R&oveU Mndel”
combinti with inte~mtition of historic stradriprim wwey Ah md dir=t obwwations by membm of the

interdi=iplina~ t-m. me propd %gIe Cr=k timber ~le Ii= al~t entirely within the tmsimt mm ae.

fie Hydrologic Rwovery Mudel is utilid on the Mt. Hd National Forfit to -s propd timkr hammt
activiti~ in the tmsient mow mne. me methodology provid~ m kdex of watemhd wndition md cumulative

eff=ts. Hydrologic rwove~, mmurd h Ie- of ‘Aggregate R&ove~ Pewnt. (ARP) values, is a mms of
estimting the ability of a mbatmhti ~ acmpt a min~n-mow evmt tithout ex~rimcing tive~ i~act tn

str=m md riparim am. Such evenk wur whm hmvy mtis, WWtid by relatively wam km~m~m,

mu= mpid melthg of a mm~=k kvhg a high wakr mntit. me ARP ptium ~li~ on stid &m which

ticlude the &k the stid originati, either mmmlly follntig tildfim or snme other ticident or by mfn-tion
ad mgmti follotig Forat mgewnt. me mthdology d- not qmtify the smut of tic- tn the@

flow or mil moismm nor the pntmtial &ge that u mlt. fither, it is @ b tidimte whether m nnt a
watemhcd is h a rwnverd hydrologic stsk. ~e titique is kt ~ ~ mm~re tidividml dmmtiv= @ one

mother md ~ the cu-t sbk. A pm p~r &ribing the ~dology is ticlticd in the malysis file.

Using the ARP del, a ad or c~td optig is detctid tn b hydrologiwlly _vercd whm it whievm
m avemge tm diamter of at l-t 8 inchm diameter md a cmw cIomm of at l-t 70 pc-t. k tis gm~phic

a-, it ties m avemge of 35 y-m for a cl=mut to attsin full hydrologic mve~. Sel~tive kwest pmsriptinm
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m
am assi~d a pafiial rwovew value bd on the estimti time to r=ch crow clomm md di-ter pmetem.

~ the ARP malysis, rods are consideti m w=overd. ARP vdu= of 1=s b 75 Pment miw -gement

concerns that watemhd conditions my & such that valu= md PWW for clwifimtion w S~id E~kis
Wakrshd my & at risk of deteriomtion.

This aw is dai~ted = B6 - S~id Ewbis Wa&dd h the Mt. Hd LMP @efer ~ the Mt. Hd, Fomt

Pla, pag= Four-246 tiugh Four-252). Rewlati timbr tiwt *ould wur h this m- @omt Plm, pge
Four-249) however, a key -t of this cl=ifiution is the wkbliht of a w~mhti distubm .&hold
of Wn=m., or TOC, at 25 ~mt. me ARP ~tivdat of this TOC is 75 ~=nt. me TOC ~fl=@ our

prwivd “wnsitivity - of the wak~d, = on pmf-iod jud~mt md a ti~~re~tion of physid f~~m
(wils, gmlogy, etc.) md str- wwey &&.

ARP valu- for the entire =gle Cr=k watetiti (= a mms of m@wn, though of litited hydrologic value)
have improvd bm a estimtti 56% ti 1960 to ammd 66% cu-tly. The,~ values for lm& tithii the
South Fork watemhd d=ltid from 100% h 1960 @rior to my magement) to abut 88% h 1995, well abve

my value of concern where we tight ex~t to sw adve= effwk. However, ARP values for tbe entire uppr

hgle Cr*k wakrshti, mmpristig primrily Natioml For=t Imds titi the combtid Upper Mabstem md South

Fork subwatershds, chmgd little from 1960 to 1995, prewntly aromd 95 %.

The mjority of the lmds rider private omemhip along the w=tem bmh~ of the projmt ar~ have kn Ioggd
ad sub~uently reforestd. Some of tb= plmtitions are u much u 40 ymm of age. It is not bom pr~iwly
when hamest activities would resume on the= private lads. However, it is pssible that private lmd omers could

oprate on a 55 y=r rotition b-is. If this were the -, then cutttig wtivities would wume on th~ private lM&
h approximately 15 ymrs or aro~d the y=r 2010, perhaps ~ner.

Along with private omership, tbe BLM ows parcels of timbr along the western bun~~ of tbe forest. Cumntly,
the BLM h- one =Ie plmd. on their lm& but tils ale k not b mld or awardd due to ~tti owl habikt

protmtion issues. If this pro~sd activity should wcur tithin the time fmme, of implemen~tion of the hgle

projmt(s), the overall Aggregate Rwove~ Percatige (ARP) would likely remin the wme since the am ti
question is outside of tbe tmsient mow mne.

As di=usd elswhere k this chapter, them is a histo~ of r=utig, tide-~wd tildfim h the figle Cd
watemhti. Imdiately following ~rid of a~trophic tildfi~, ARP valu= would have b very low for mst

subwatershds. Evidence of put wide-~r=d Imdslide evenk (debris slidfi, ek.) appm to cokcide titi prid

of extensive namral wildfi~. This cauw md eff=t relationship would k ex~ti to conttiue. Cumnt smd

stmc~re, dotinatd by extensive homogenmus stids of CIOWIYWd retire trm, mgges~ that the ptmtial

for mother s~d r~l=ement fire exis~ tdy, titft the -l~t likelfid of =elemted -s mvement,

incr- @flows, md dvem affmk m riparim ~syskm.

&lw md Mk

Slop gmdimw titi the ~gle a= ga~ly ~ge fmm 1- ti 10 pmt b appmximtely 90 pmt. tith
wm smll n~r-vefid slops along st~ ad river ctiels. S1OP -t is highfy variable although a mjority

of slop fam w=t-wuthw~t ad nofi.

e
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Cmsidering the texNre md com~sition of the= lm& ad the geneml Iwk of altemtion or intmive rinks, the

valuble tieml rwume potential is low. However, us of c~hd m-w=therd md=ic m a w-n wuu

of Iw-gmde aggregate is considerd fmible. No how o~mttig *W or tig clti=’ are l-td witi the
pmjmt ara. mere is a co-on rwk .qu~” along the muthw=~m bou&v at tie end of rod 4d15 130. ~is

Wllity is still wtive md would pmkbly & A x a rwk mume for wveml mom y-m.

MonWy mil moisNm *W Wwing a 7 y=r wll=tion @od mvds thst on my sit- Ati the pmj=t am,
soil mismre ~ly falls ~low 30 % evm h the dri=t pm of the YW. High wil WisNm is ap~t tiugh field

ob=wations of _nally high water bblw md mpid m+hwge of wil pmfilm follotig pwipihtion. Apparent

hydrophobic wil mismre renditions m k ob=md on the wuth fwing slop abve the mti skm of Ggle

C* md on few wuth factig slopes h the South FoA of ~gle Cmk. ~= wils are genemlly skeleti md

shallow to pmsnt mterial md lack the high moismm holdtig upacity fomd on other sites b the ~gle projmt ara.

Mong the ridge tops md h uppr slop wsitions alOng tbe nOfi. ~u~. ~d west ~w~es, ~ils are shallOw ~

depth containing 40% by volume rwk fmgments 3-IO tithes h diameter. me site Iitititions Pd by thm wil
conditions include ~r plmtibility md incti windtbow had due N shallow rmttig depths. Soil moistire
Wy k Iititing on the= sites during the growing mu. BA On Wrial phOtO ~teTm~tiOn. nO ar= Of large

ea~ flows, Imdslides, or other dep-s=td -fib movemen@ appmr h & pre=nt witi the projwt ar&.

me adesitic rwk md brmcias ap~r sufficiently placd md msive to rem~ relatively s~ble for the slow

a

gdients found within the projmt ar~. Evidence of r=ent crop. mil -S mOvemen@. ~d ~cient debris flOw

tmcks were ob=med during our smdy. ne= ~suble a- wem Pri~lY r~trict~ tO tbe ~JOr d~~ages whe~
the dow cutting by Eagle Cr=k minstem md South Fo] k of ~gle C=k has over-st=~nti the side slo~. For

the PUP=S of this projwt effofi, ar= consideti unmiuble for timbr haw=t due to S1OP ins~bility have kn
withdrew from hawest considemtion in tils projwt. For fitiher kfomtion on wils, refer to the malysis file.

Emion and Sedimmt DWlvery
me watembti malysis for the ~gle arw detemtind that historiml Aiment delive~ ti &n mo~ epidic mther
thm continwl with high levels of delive~ wcurnng dutig Mods followkg large =Ie wildfire red/or flds.
CaUWI agents for the dlmnt deIiveq were mti~n-mow evmts, floods, or l~blides. Sixty l~dslid~ were

idmtifid h the watemhd of which eleven are consideti “acient”. Most of the lmdslides (45) are debris flows
Iwati in the Salmon-Huckle&~ Wilderness ad are =-iatd tith gwlogic conact f=mm io the up~r

minstem mbwatemhd. Pmt red/or prewnt Wlmat delive~ q~tities were not estimtd for th~ lmdslides ad
it w- -A that th- md sitilm slid= have d~YS delived ~l~t m s~~ at ~= ~d sifilm ~~~.

W,mnt from Imdslidw initiad or tifluen~ by magemnt wtiviti= are cmmided a addition to the M~d
tikgmmd aliment Iotitig. Mmgemnt wtiviti~ mh m timkr bm~t, mti constmction, md qu~iog, h

tiflurnd or initiatti 14 Imdslid= mst of which tiur along ~gle Cwk ti the tiddle md uppr minsem

mbammhds. Existtig str~m-tij-nt logg~ a- ~~g the - ch=el Of tie 10wer r-cb~ Of tie SOU~ FO~

~gle C~k, oukide of the NatioA Forest, show mme evidaw of tidtiow md erosion.

Sti& few r~ds existd in the wa~mhd prior to this mm~, mti-mlatd til-t delive~ is consided m
ddition to the namml backgmmd Almmt Iotiing. Tlmbr kff=t md agriculmd wtivity w= alw Iititd at

the Nm of the cenm~ however, for=t cl=tigs mlttig horn tild or bum-- fi~ existd h Imge -le.

~e wabmhd malysis dektind that Aimt ptiu~ fmm omre ~mt timk hawwt or active a~culmml
wtiviti~ WY b sitilw to Aimnt delive~ during the pri~ of tildfim wovev, but less tti that imdiately

●
follwing tbe large -Ie wildfir=.
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Conditions of the existing roa~ are genemlly gd titti the projwt ti-. The primitively constmctd rmd 355
e

to the =gle Crmk tmilh=d, h= divefiad water km the mtiml dmhag= ad ctield the water along the
aliment of the road tbemby tier-tig wil erosion md dlmmt yield. A ~ur rd to a existtig hamest tit

(Crowfmt mit 2 off of road 46 15) hu titercqtd a ~tig ad wntribuk aliment to the 4615 @ dikb system.

Gravel wfi~e rods constmctd along the top of ridges, m ex~ti, have a much Ia=r impwt on the Aj@nt

wil md water r-urc~ (e. g., rO~ numb W 14140 ~d lgo). me ~ ~h~t ~d grovel Pvd rO~ (~ 14
ad 4615) are gmemlly well mnstmctti however, _ of sdl SIW ftilum h the W fill md dtiga which
hve kn blmkd by road fill titfmut plwtig a cdvefi, wem ob=wd On Rd 4615. hti=tfigly, dutig pri~

of tikn=, pmlongti tifall ex~rimu h the late fdl of 1995, Iitde or ❑o ~- flow w= ob=mcd h th=
“dmhages”. Road 4614 hm wme high cut slops along the muthem huw~ of the projwt am wtich apr to

k mseptible to k=-tiw tidud rwkfdl md erosion of he mil ktia. However, obwwatiom dtig the

afommntiond Prid of titaw fifdl rev~d tily no ~i-t-ltim or tibid wa~r mwtig s-

COUW. The mjority of the existhg b am gm~r ti 9 y- old md m well comtmctd md ti~tid.

Rd 355 md a wur to Crotimt 2 (notd ahve) am ~timtd @ hve a gm~r aliment mntributirrn thM my

of the other roads. b gaeml, the Wlmmt contribution from mds is =timti to & of a per m~mde b

in existing clwut a~s. @emll, cumnt erosion md tilment delive~ from rds ad bamwt ti~ is not

pafiicularly mmrkable.

Sdiment contribution from existing bam=t aras md roa&, h the abwnce of si~-~ific motitotig &b, is
difficult to prwiwly estimte. A SU-V of smdies elswhem h the western Oregon C-de mm~tis, with wil

conditions, minfall amotits, ad topugmphy sitilar to the proj=t ar- (Swmwn md Gmt, 1982) etimb namml

basline levels of erosion tO avemge arO~d 0.~7 tOns %1 acre Pr Y=r. Ac~l ba=line rates MY ‘av

dmmtically refl=ttig Imlid conditions, namml dismrbmce factors, etc.

fie following wble displays tohl deliverd dlment by mbwatembd, m wtimtd by mdeling done in suppofi
of the Eagle Crwk Watemhd halysis. a

Effo* to mdel dlmat delive~ fmm - for the wakmh~ tiysis (m iqr=iw mde~g ~ bt, givm

the vtiables tu k consider), detetid tint approximwly Wo-thir& of the @M dimnt delive~ ~ stim

(relatd to ro~) mme from within the Nofih Fok mgle subwatemh~ (41%) md Delph C=k wbwate~~
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(25 %). The bwer Mainstem md Middle Matistem mbwatemhds deliver a mmbhd 30 % of the totil while South

Fork md Up~r Mainstem contribute mdy 4 % of the rmd-relatd dimnt delive~ to sttim. Appmximtsly 128

mila of the toml 509 roil= of A h the ~gle Cr=k wakmhd bve the potential to deliver di~t to stmm.
Sdimnt delive~ mt= ~ge km 0.4 to 15.0 tons/mile/y-r. Sdlment delive~ to st-ms km - for -h

~gle Cr&k mbwakmhd mge fmm a low of 0.001 tom/wm/y- h the up~r -~m mbwa-hd m a high
of 0.095 tons/wm/ywr h the Delph CA mbwatemhd. For p~ of mmpariwn, 1 ton of =mmted soil

hav~g appmxim@ly qti ammmk of -d, silt md clay is ~proxim~ WU1 m 1 cubic yard of mhrid.

Imtrm and Rlptian Contitiom

Riparim arw pamllel all ~remial str=ms for va~ing widths kck fmm tbe chmel bds. @emtoW riparim
trms; western rti car, western hedwk, alder ad big-l=f mple, provide abwtit shade md m ample source

of fimre large woody debris. Where the fldplati is relatively wide, shmbs md youg alder dofiate.

Smps md springs am common over the entire projwt ar=. The most nokble of th- is h the up~r South Fork

&low Road 4614170. In most rows, *P boundaries am Prly defmd md ofien grow h si~ during the wet

-n ad shrink during the d~. In some c-es, s=ps my not b evident during the d~ -n. Mile my are

dominatd by bmsb, a mix of conifem md hardwds dominate othem. With one exception, th- ar- are h

a excellent condition.

Str=m sumeys for tbe South Fork of Wgle C~k are on file at tk Supewimm Office nn the lit. Hood National

Forest. The arli=t suwey W* conductd in August 1981 (GAhout ad Boyce). A tohl of four (4.0) miles of

str~m were sumeyd upstrwm from the National Formt bmm&v. The str=m W= d~ribed u having good

chmel stibility tith chmel W md btis consisting of boulder/mbble tith priodic =tions of Mink. h
addition to the boulder/mbble b~s and str=m M, shbility wss alm attributi to abu@t riparim vegehtion.
Water flow W* estimted to b 7-10 cubic f=t ~r swond (CFS) at the fowt hounti~. Water tempmmms wem

b~=n 53 degus F. md 58 degws F. at air tempmmms around 68 deg- F.. Vege@tion md topogmphy
contributed to m avemge of 75% sbdmg of the stmm cbmel. Fish bab]~t wm mtd m good md w- d~riW

as havtig a balmcd pi/riffle mtio. Raident cutthroat trout populations wem mtimtti to b 20 fish ~r 100 fet
nf chmel. Fish ~mpld mgd from 2 to 9 hch= (51-228 mm) h length ad wem well pmpofiioned tith smsll

h=ds md thick bodies. This ap~mm w= attributed to high sqwtic inwt production ss s food murce.

In W-V, Godhout md Boy= ststed tit them wem Iititi oppotiti- for *mwmt *US of abudsot

habitit md a tbrivtig cutthmt trout population. me riptim vegektion wm d&riW ss tide md dive=
providing exwllat s-m shading.

Elmtmfishmg w= wmpleted river mile 1.5 @ 1.5) (appmxim@ly the for-t hmmw) (Gin md Sfith 1982).
Cuttbat trout we= obwwed -gtig from 37-226mm b Imgth md b wem abmtit. h sddition, xulpin md
tipl= were nb=wti. Water tem~mm wem 56 deg~ F. tith m air tempmmm of 65 deg= F. on Au~t
18. Strwm flow wu =timtd at 9 CFS. Fish were dewrihed m h fair b good rendition.
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Dore md Glover (1990) wweyd 4.7 tiles of str=m akve the for=t bu~. St_m flow on Au@t 27 w=
estimtd at 27 CFS at the dowstmm end of the mmey. Water km~mmw mgd horn 5&55 degrws F..

Habi@t for trout w- dari~ w gd. Gopy clome w- =timti at 45% over the mtim suwey am. (It

apprs that tOwgmphic Shdmg W* not ticludd k their mtimks). Ctiel substm@ mgd f~m wbb]e/s~ll
kuldem at the domstr- end to mbblel~vel at the hdwatem. No si~fiat blowdow or erosion sites were
obwwd.

Twk md P*~n (1991) did the most coq~hmsive wey of the South Fo* of =gle C-k. This mwey
utilid the Hti-R=vm methtiology for qwtifytig habimt ctieristics. Str=m sability w= evd~ti utig

the hhy Skhility hdex (btiy, utiti). Ml H tit were ~ey~ wfle relatively sable hOwever, tie

hdwa~m a- mti sUbIe/mdetiely u~ble due b s- up~r sl~, a d~- in vegemtive divemity,

fiquency of skllow wils, md a dtirm h the sim of do-t mbstme. tittit trout we~ ob=md
tkughout the mmey well tito the hdwakm md ~ved =iati tibuti=. & w- nod h pmviou mweys,

the num~m of trout dwr- h the hAwa@m a-. ~s wu attibuti @ the lwk of PI habitit = the strum
hme smiler md mm shallow. tie im~tit fidmg h this mwey W- that yomg fish were mre prevalent

in tbe b=dwatem ar-. This indimtes tbt this is a Watig md num~ ar= which contributes to domstram
populations.

S~ific Imatioos for ~tential slide md debris activity were nod ad r--enbtions were de for the
prot=tion of riparim md instr=m conditions.

There is no suwey infoation available for m umamd tributi~ to the min stem of Eagle Crek Imatd h the

Notihem end of the plaming arti. However, it is tiow to& a fish bring strain

Fish Spies and Mstribution

The ar- of considemtion for this dmument includes the up~r South Fork of Eagle Crwk, Eagle Cr=k, md
umamd tribuhries to tbew mjor strwm. Strain suwey info-tion indimtes that native cutthroat trout

(Oncorhynchus clarki) ad wulpin (COrJUSSP. ) are the only fish -i= found in tie i~@iate PrOJ~t am. A ‘p

of fish distribution is di~layti in the Eagle Cr*k watemhd malysis. Them is a falls at river tile 13 (W 13) that

is impmmble to kth -dromous md other resident fish ~ies. The falls is approximately five (5) river til-
dowstram from the National Forest hu&v (w~tem dge). There h= kn no titrduction of other =Imotid
s~ies abve the falls.

Spwies md stwks that are bow or are su~td to mur h the Eagle Cmk watemhd ticlude: 1) Columbia

coho =Imon (Oncorhynchu kisurch), 2) Sptig chtimk (Onmrhyn*m tsh~s~a), 3) Hatibe~ origin, arly-m
stelh~d ad native Iate-mn stelhad, trout (Oficorhynchm mykiss), 4) S--m Cuttioat t~ut (Oncofiynchm

clarti), 5) Pacific Iampmy (kpefra midentda), 6) No*em qwwfi~ (~do~eilm oregonemis), 7) bn~ow

&w (Wynichrhys caaraaae), 8) Rdside stier (Ridar&oniw baltedw), 9) PricMy XUlpti (Coflm roper), 10)

Reticulak wulpti (CottW FVIGU), 11) brgede wckm (C~mtomm mamo~eil~), 12) Momti mckm

(ca@tomm pla~hyn&m), md 13) Brink lmpmy (ti~ra ri~fion,). ~em is not a mmplek mdem~dhg

of the distribution of th= fish titbin the dmtige hW of lack of mwey tifo-tion. Ex~t h the South Fofi
of ~gle C*, mtikw trout (Onm~n&w qtiss) wem stmkd by the -gon Dqatimmt of Fish md Wildlife

thmugb 1994 h the watemh~. StiW them h b no stmtig h the South Fnrk of ~gle C=k, the native
Cutthrmt trout am a pum genetic sttin.

Cu-tly, hatcbe~ pmductim consisk of -Iy-m mho dwn md titi st=~d. Additional tifo~tion on

fish ~ia md stwk titi, htche~ histo~, btch~ plmttigs is avsilable h the ~gle C=k wa~mhd malysis.
Atir a thorough mviw of mf=m= mtid ad st- sumey filw h the Su~miwm offim ad tie Regim 6
xnsitive ~ies list, it W- detefid that the ody =mitive ~i- that my uur h the watemhd is the lower

Columbia Who mlmon blow tbe barrier falls). Bull trnut (Salwlinm mnfiuetiw) wem mm feud h the
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Clachm river system but are fikely exttiti. =gle mwk inters the Clwkau river &low the No* Fo& &m. e

Considemble mgltig activity wcum in bgle Cr=k md them have Wn no dmummtd mm& of bull trout Wig

mugbt @=y, p~nal comtimtion 1995). Rdbmd trout (Onmfiyn&w mytiss) Me fmmd -t of the tie

c~st (BeMe 1992) but are not hom ~ acur h the Cl-- fivef. Elwtmshmtig red/or str-m wweys
k the South Fork md up~r * skm of figle CA bve ody fo~d mtive cutit trout (Godhnut md Bny@

19S1, Oh md Sfith 1982, Dore Glover 19W, T* md P~Mn 1991). Them -no fdemlly Iis@ ~end
or Entigerti fish ~i~ that have hahimt ~ti the =gle C-k dtige.

Othw Aquatic Mom

Little tifo-tion is available mgardmg other qutic bio~. Mti@fig of wutic umtive~bmm b tim

plaw at wo sit= on the - stem of =gle C-k (1992, 1993). Mwmtivmbmw feud were; Ephe-ptem,

P1-ptem, md Trichopkm. The intmt of the ~ltig W= tn motitor the effmt of timkr haw~t wtivitiw blow
the Salmon-HucMe~ Wildemw ku~. me tildem= bou~ hd a Iwgm m~le=nt of @l/wld wa~r

a&ptd tixa. Tma ricfmm wor~ wem 10% higher at the wildem- bnwh~ thm at mnther sits don str-

on the forest hnun~~. A Klgh ~rcenage of coll=tm st=m &weem the NO sit- tidimte a deg~tion of

babi~t integrity bw=n the wo monitotig PtiG. ~e~ w= no tidiution tit mbstmt= wem fould by silt or

filamentous algae. me monitoring Epofi is on file at the Esbcati Rsoger District office.

There are no fdemlly Iistd titend m Entigerd ~~tic mrotive~bmte ~ia bom to ~ur titi
the Eagle Cwk watershd. A review of the mferenw libm~ at the Su~mimm office md the Region 6 xnsitive
~les list indicates that aq~tic mcroinvefiebmtes that have a C2 Cl=ifimtiou uder the Fdeml En~ge~

S~ies Act ad are alw wnsitive ~iw have potential babltit titti the pmj=t ar-. They includti 1) The Mt.

Hd prititive caddisfly (Eobrachyanl~~ ge~j~ae), 2) Mt. H~ fa~l~ ~ddisfly (Famla j~@lO, 3) ~d~

apahim caddisfly (Aparan;a ravala), md 4) Goe-~t ctidisfly (Myacophila unipundtia), The only ar~ that they

are how to inhabit is on the xnuth slop of Mt. Hood wisw- 1990). No field mllwtions have bn mde h

the Eagle Cr=k dminage. The only spies for which there are dmumentd habi~t Muimments is the Mt. Hood
,0

prifitive ddisfly wis=mm’ 1990). Some of tb= habiat chamc~fistics my b p-t in the hadwatem of the
plming am.

Two sightings of COF’S Gimt Sala-der (Dicampf~O~ cOpei) (a RegiOn 6 =nsitive -i=) have ~n r=ord~

on National Forest Imds wittin the Eagle watembd. Suimble hablat exists for the notihem rd-leggd frog (Rana
aurora) in the up~r watershd but no sighttigs have kn modd. h eval~tion of the= ~i~ is ticludd ti

the wildlife re~fl for this FEIS.

Water Tmpsmtum Chmcteristi@ and Com~tim
Resident =Imonids typiully thrive h wakr k~mmm h the tid-50’s to low 6WS F. mge. For example, Vimon
and Chen (1994) stite that optimum water te~mmre for adult mtibw trout is 56 deg~ F. (13 degr=s C.) md

the up~r Iitit is 72 deW= F. (22 de- C.). However, Id population w tive in lower m higher
tem~mtim mga. BeMe (1992) d=rik R4bd trout tivtig in 78 &g- F. (25.5 deg~ C.) wkr

tempsmti.
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Tem~mmres of =gle Cr=k, at the forest hou&T, consistently, excd kmpmmm WOdd io the South Fo*.

This sugg=tc that the South FoA plays m impo-t role m a mld water wurm for the mti skm of hgle Ctik.

Rmently, for Wgle CA blow the mnfluene tith the South FoA (1-ti on private Imd), tbe~ wem 70 &ys
h which kmpm- ex~d 58 deg- md 1 by exdtig 68 degm. h the m of =gle Cd, much of
the watcmhed is b Wildem~s sod that are rmkide of Wildem- md titi the Fomt hom~ k a mNd
riparim ar- along the entire length. The South Fork Ggle C~k, while kvtig kn =gd, still mhti htmt

riparim - along mst of i~ Iengtb.

Au~t is the month of gratest concern m st=m flows are at or apprmching their mwl ~mum md water

tempemmres a~ at their mximum. The mtiemting tifluence of the South Fork on =gle Crmk above the National

Forest boun&~ is clar. The mintenmw of shade md ti~ct riparim ar- alnng all st-m Mti the projmt

ara which flow during the critical months of Jue through AuWst is =ntial to mtihining lhe ex~M water

tempemmre at the hatche~.

Woody ~b~ Cbmcteristim and Comparisons

The Wgle Crmk Wstershti halysis wmpard in+hmel large wdy debris (LW) numbm from a st=m

suwey h the South Fork agatist Mt. Hd Lmd Mmagement Plm @MP) sti&ds. The large wd si= cl-s

e

U4 w- 36 in. k diameter md gr-ter thm 50 fet h Imgth. The LMP sti&d of 20 piwes of L~/ strwm

tile was excdd h all rtiches in the South Fork of Eagle C~k. The LMP sti&rd of 80 piwes of smll wdy
debris (SW) wu exdd only in the hdwatem ar=. The SW CIXS is 24-36 inches ti diameter md g~mr

thm 50 fet in length.

The ~gle Cr=k Watemhd halysis comparti the Snuth Fork wdy debris numkm to a tib =t for Willamette

Bmin un-magd stmm r=ches of sitilar strmm order. The r=chm of the South Fork were h tie tid-mge
or higher for both LW md SW when compa~ to the uo-=gd st-m &@.

Pre=ntly, on the South Fork md along hgle Cr=k, outside the National Forest bow&v, there is a no~ble

ab=nw of large wd in the active cbmels. This is consistent tith the Klstow of the ar~ -u% most of the
large womJ W= removal from the ctiels during Ioggtig md the cument sti& of mgenemtion are too yomg to

provide the n-~~ siu CIUCSCof dd wnnd that c- ti+tiel hatitit stmc~~. Oemll, ww renditions
titi the pmj=t w= am vw g~ to exwllmt md w n- pristtie. Them is no evidm= tit would tidiute

that the 1964 fld, or w~umt evmb ad mm ti sbofi km eff=u to the stmm in the pmj=t am. If
my effwti mod, it is ~timti tit they wem Iititi to the shifttig of la~e wood titi the chuel which

w- the *di_t of pools ad ~ible cbmeI Ai_t m flood plti. Howevti, th- is httle widmw
of tb- eff=k tiy. me ex~tim is fond ti a =h of Crow C*, (a South FoA tributi~) ti a skp tid
a- itilatcly upstm of rd 4615 whe~ a ~ge - slum h- foti tito the =tive ctiel. Two cl=

cut uitc, one on either slnp above the st~m ap~ to b ~tributig to the W timbility by &g mm mil
wmr avtilable to the =page a= tbm it -ivd prim to the timt =tivity. Sitilar Imdfom md roils am

obwed cl-hem h the projmt - md my & affwti by me or more pmjwt dtsmstiv-.

Pool Fqueocy Comptim

The &gle Cr=k Watabti blysis compd pool ~umcy @is/tile agatict) h the South FoA agtinst LMP

*

stitids. The sti&ds are expmd m a mge M on avemge btifill tidtb of the strain ~ch. The wnkr
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~nion of the South Fork was within or exc~ti the ~1/tile sti&rd u s@ti ti the LMP. me lower wgment 6

~w=n the confluence with ~gle Cr=k md the For&t Bou&v) md the h-dwatem =~mt wem blow the

LMP s*&rd. me ~ls/tile h the South Fork were alw coqard agtinst a &@ wt for n-mgd stwm
in the Wlllamette bwin. me entire length of the South Fork w= k the tid-mge or higher COWA to this wt.

bgging h= the pkntial b affwt Wwtic hbitit md riptim vegebtion ti a variety of ways. Postible effmk
ticlude; sh~t erosion, @llytig, md - wttig. Co~uently, mutig m ~ur md stim w & find with

fine wds md silK. ~s ti mm affmts aqmtic hiob such u -k, fish, md amphibims. Aqutic msyskm u

remin affwtd by epimdic or chronic erosion for dda.

Loss of shade my aff~t water kmpcm~res by allowing mom dirwt wlar tilation to the water mfiaw. kstwm

hablkt qwlity would & affwtd tiough ticmd water km~mmm. Both Aiment md ~m~ramm ctiges -y

have eff=ts far domstrum from the sites where they orighatd.

me risk of mny of these effwts can k tinititi by the titig, Watial distribution, md metbti of logging md

road-building. ~X are guidd by Forest Sewice Wlicies, tidkks, prwdums, laws, md pmf=ioml

judgnnt. me Mt. Hd National Forest kd ad R-ure M-gement Plm (LMP), u amendd by the

Nofibwest Forest Plm provides the fmmework in which thw activities are develo@ md implementti. Key

elements are land allwations, s@&rds md guidelinw, ad the Aqmtic Conwwation Stmtegy (ACS).
e

In general, while some are btter thm others, all the action alternatives are designd to min~in watembcd, riparim,
ad aqwtic conditions to met the Desird Fumre Condition. ~is wu a d~ision of the titerdi~ipltia~ pl~tig

t~m wbo mde water qmlity a first priority for considemtion h desi~ing the dfemativm. me tam dwidd tit
watemhti cumulative effwts would k evalutti prior to pmpstig my action to =wre no implemm~tion stmtegy

would exc~ water qmlity levels to protwt fish prtiuction at the ~gle C~k hatche~ md mident cutit trout

populations within Forest str~m. As a result, the tam chmgd ~veml p=riptions for haw~t dutig the

plming pr=ss to tidress ~tential impach to water qmlity affwttig dowst~m bnefic~al ~ (the Hatche~)
ad r=ident cutthroat ~pulations md their habitit.

me tidth of ri@m rmm~ vw by a~go~ (e.g., fi~ &g, nm-fih &g, e~.). me Wgle CA
wate~d malysis hm r~mendd that the riparim Xdths ~ould b appmximkly four-hudd six@n f~t

(416’) on either side of a fi+ Wg st~ md NO hudti eight f~t (208,) on either tide of a non-fish hfig

stmm. ~is distiw m k mfinti, on the ground, dutig pmjwt level pltig ~ak~ti hlysis, page 95).

Other rmmen~tiom have&n includd for expdtig th- dism~ d~dmg on sik ~ific Crimria.

Alternative #3 of this dmument pm~~ mmemial thitig k lx wm of riprim -w=. ~s would fall
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mder TM-1 Uimkr Mmagement tithin riparim HN=) (ROD, page C-31 tiugh C-32). Tbe pmpnd
comercial thiming addrm TM-1, pan .C.. .Apply silviculNml pmcti- for riparim =wa to mntml

stwking, m-hbli~ md _ge stih, md quim dtid vege~tion ch-bristics ndd to ati Aqutic
Conwwation Stmkgy obj=tiv=”. With dkfitiv= #1, 2, md 4, ri@m -w= would & -~bli~d but

ugement activiti= would not tie plwe h th- -w=. Addltiomlly, none of the dtemtiv~ pmpx md
that would cms over or & titi riprim r~ww.

EffscG Common to All Altemativ6

Watw Qtiity ~m~t=, Sediient, and Wat= Cl~ty): Water tempmm~ is a criti~l cOmWn~t of ‘a~r

qwlity. Riparim Resewe desi~ations apply to all strwm md wet arm h all dkmativ=. Riparim ar- along

the South Fork dmtiage conkin a numhcr of wps ad a- with shallow roils. The ~uifem sutiactig titin this

ara help minwin CW1 tempmmms md high water q~lity for fish production. The pmpd treatment (or non-

tr=tment) prewriptimts md litigation m=ures for all alternatives an d~i~d to either prot=t, etimm, or avoid

a

thew arm. Trwtments within ad adjacent to riparim am -ge from no tr~tment to Iigbt cowercid thiting

to improve temestrial md long tem aqwtic habimt compnenk of th= ar-. The water tem~mmre mgim hth
on-site ad at tbe National Forest hmh~ would remin essentially uchmgd with the implemenhtion of my nf

the alternatives. W]th the st~dy improvement of str-mide conditions on private lmds, water tem~mmm at the

hatchev should ex~rience additional improvement over time. Due to the protwtion that would b providd riparim
a- ad the titivation m=ures to tiniti~ soil disNfimm -d erosion h t~tmmt a- oukide of riparim

ar-, it is mticipatd that soil erosion mtes would rebmk at ve~ low levels md Shte water qmlity stihtis for
turbidity would k nintiind for all alternatives dutig md folloting timhar hm=ttig ad mti mnstmction.

Hydrologic Cha~e --Ptik flows and BW flows: While the “N halysis” h= b de to m- the relative

risk mwiated with ach alternative, all values mmati subs~tially abve the ~timt~ thmhold level of concern
(75 %). ARP values for all wtion alternatives are only slightly lower b valu= for cument renditions. Tbw, the
water available for mnoff is not maumbly ticrti by my of the propd uagemmt alte-tive. The

m~imde md frquency of ~ flows is not ex~td to & _mbly affwti for my of the mbwakmh~
withti or dowstam from the pmjmt ar-. Nor would @ flows at the Natioml Fo=t hu&v, the b~bw,

or for the mtim ~gle Cr=k & smbly affwti by my of the propd alkmtiv=. Ml actim dkmtiv- are

hmded ~ impmve the h-lth md vigor of existtig homgmmw *A. The long km effwk of mvhg towmd
a stid sticmm c~=terid by larger di-ter md 1- *1Y ~kd - would h @ titi= the risk of
large--le stid-repl=mnt fi~. This in mm muld tium the lmg-~ ptcntid for tildfim-tidu~ watemhd
im~ti mlatti m low ARP vduw, kcti @flows, md the tic- -umnw of lm&lid=. While the
mar-km effwk of the no action altemtive apr ve~ favomble, th- is still m elevatti rik however stil,

of w~tmphic tildfim md related waemhd i~~.

Sifilarly, m-m low flows@ flows) would ❑ot k _mbIy affwtd by my pmpd actions.

Blowdom. Wlnd@w hm M identified tiughout the pmjwt m. The mumnw of tindthmw ap~ @
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be most prevalent in wet ar- md withti or adjacent to ripatia ar= along ~retial md ktetittmt str=m. Ml
e

of the action altemativ= ticlude ui@ which my, u~n fifiher field examination, ticlude such high risk tid!hmw-

pmne arm. me variable thitigpm=ription is pmpnd to-~li~ &neficid magemmt of vegehtion
within sod tijacent to thm ar-. However, kfier on-the-groood exatinationby silvicul~ristsmd watemhd

s~ialists prior to bounb placement md alternative implemm~tion, would he quid to develop sim-~ific
pr~riptions for iodividwl riparia am.

FMherieS md Aqutic BIo@
It is wtimti that them would bs no m-mble eff=t to cuttit trout habitit or pnpulatiom nor would them h
effwk to other qutic bIo~. ~s ticlud= lower Colubia Who Amn md four =mitive ~i= of ~utic
mcmtivefieht~. It is al= ~timtd tit them would he no =mble effmt to water qtiity at tie fish kkhe~

l~ti five til= domst-m.

h the mntext of the hiologial eval~tion, this is a fidtig of .May i~wt iodividuls or habi~t but tiIl not likely

contribute to a trmd towards fded Iisttig or mw a loss of viability to the population or ~i~”. ~s appli~

to the lower Columbia coho ~lmon md for ~wtic mcrotivetiebmtes for all of the alternatives h this dmument.

It is a finding of “no impact” for Bull trout md Rtibmd trout for all altemativ~.

Both the conclusion of effa& md findtigs for the biologiwl evalmtion are bd upon the followtig considemtiow

1) Placement of logging units md proposti logging methods relative to riparim resewes.

2) Pm~sd silviculmml tratments (i.e., thiming, individwl tre =Iwtion, ad sheltewd) both withti uik md

in riparim reswes.

3) No road building within riparim rewwes.
4) Watemhd restomtion pro~wls for ~ch action alternative.

5) me findings within the hydrology md soil rewurce repofl.

6) Implememtig the riparian re=we r=ommendations in the Eagle Cr=k Watemhd Aalysis.
7) Propod titivation m=sures.

8) bw intensity thiming md titivation measures within riparim resemes of uits 16, 26, md 29 have a high
likelihood of protwting ptential habimt for the Mt. Hd ptititive addisfly md other ~sitive ~utic
mcroinvmebmtes.

9) me Iititd uw of fire in tr-ting slmh.

10) Ufits propd for tilming in alternative #3 in tiparim ara are well upstrmm from fish-ktig str~m.

11) Potmtial babiht for lower Columbia cobo Amen is at lmt five (5) tiles away fmm the domstr~m end of
the proj~t ar~.

12) me Nofiwwt Forest Pla is a con~mmion strategy for the lower Columbia mho mlmon md the four ~sitive

mcro inveflebmte s~iw, All altemativ~ for tbs FEIS are consistent titb the ACS objwtives md stidsrds md
guidelines within the Nofihwest Forest Plm.

~s is not a finding that them is no risk of implemmtiog my of the mtion alkmtivw. Hum emor md the

~mi~de of individ~l action al~mativm ~ fic_ tie po~ible risk. Giva this cmtsidemtion, the alkmtiv~
am ~d fmm Imt risk to grater risk Mtemative #4 (No Action), AStemtive ~, Mtemtive #1, ad

Mte-tive #3.

Alt~tive #1

~is alternative would dimtly effwt appmximtely 1,030 acw pri~rily tithio the south Fork mbmte~ed.
Approxi~tely 0.85 Ml-of new mti ad 0.35 til= of te~~ d would hs mmtwted. me p- new
mad is ~atially a mid+lo~ *, mnstwtd on UPP slop pnsitiom, md avoidiog all st~m, qfigs, =ps,
md wet ar~. me tempnm~ rinds would he mnstmctd titi bm~t tik md they ti would avoid s~m,

Wrings, -PS, md wet arm. me Suuth Fork tigle C=k md WO wti ttibuaries (A md B) to the u~r

min stem figle Creek subwatemheds would he entered titb pmpnd activitim.
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Though this alternative would wult in a slightly lower value for hydrologic -ve~ (m m-urd by ~ valu=)
compard to pr~t conditions, values for all subwatemhd would remti mbstitially ahve the ~timti

thr-hold of concern. Ovemll values for the mmbtid Upper Mati skm md South Fork subwaktid md the
entire Eagle Cr~k watemhd would remti vimlly uchgd.

Table 111.2, di~lays wkt the ex~ti W vdu- am for tie tidividwl mbwakmhds md for tie ~gle C*
wakmhd ~ a whole. h a B6 watemhed (appliwble to subwa~mh~ on National Fomt lm@), a value of 75 %

is ~timtd to b a “-hold of mn~.. Vdu= blow 75% my tic= stmm @ flows where st~

cdel condition md W sbbility my b ex~ti to deteriomk. k r~lity, the exwt num~r is mtiglas strd

the whole metbtiology is htendd @ illwtm~ the mlwive wdition md relative “risk” of wati~ md

wbwakmhds ti tbe tmient mow mne. While titidti @ b applid to pnfiims of wtemhd tithin the

fmimt mow me, N valuea bve W diaplayd for tie mtim ~le Cmk wakmhd for mqtive
pupw.

Uppr Mainstem & South Fork 94.9% 92.3%

(Combind)

Entire Eagle Crwk Watemhti

a

65.8% 65.8%

(For comparimn only)

Ponions of Units 25 ad 27, where ground b~ logging (i.e. tmctor) is propd, are on wils which p-t
experience h- demonstmtd to & su~eptible to wil compaction, However, s~ific titivation mwures identifiti

by the interdisciplina~ tam, Iititing skid tmils md ground dis~rbmce in tmctor mrits would Mtiti= or elitinate
the risk of rmurce degra&tion.

Units 17, 20, md 25 have a group sheltewd or comemial tig pre~riptions. Thew utits ticlude or am

adjacent to Imdfom where m incrd wumence of instability reIatd to pretiow clanut haw=t b kn
ob~md el~where in the projwt am. Such atilemtd movement ap~m relatd to loss of rmt strength md

incres in soil water mntent relatd to clarcut hamest. However, with this alternative, the light sheltered md
variable comercid thitig for th~ units would rebti rover, pmmtc stid health, md retiin rwt s~cmre md

slow s~bility. Utit hw~ries md riptim _agement -- would b l~td w w to avoid mable _ md

sweptible Imdfom.

Utit 16, originally mmiderti for sheltcwd kw~t, w= cbmgd tn commid tig by the ID Am, tn

tinitim risk of blowdow md wil di~l~mmt, due to it’s relative proxitity to a ~-ial str~m md ri~rim
r~me. A a ult, no impwk to the ri~m -e a- am aticipa~.

Utit 23, tidividti t- wlmtion, li~ ti up~r S1OF psitimts but tithin C1OWproxitity to riparim ~w~
womendd in the watemhd malysis. The light p~ription would mmre that silviculmml objmtiv~ w b

acbievd tithout advemly affwting the upper South Fo~.

Should a mjor stem event Hur tithin five yam after i~lementation of this alternative, w= shofi km effmts

my wcur in the lower md tiddle South Fork mrndor md Crow Cmk. Thw effws could ticlude elevati mr-
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site wil displacement witbti [he shelkwd wits. There is a ve~ smll Iikelihnnd that my aliment would ~h e

wtive str-m coums stice the= tits am Iwatd well away fim my str=m, which - affodti pm~tion by

the desi~ati riparim r-wes. More over, ~uw no wtivity would wcur titi the riparim -w=, them

is little Iikelihd nf my altemtion of st= chmel stibllity or qutic hbl~t.

The 0.85 tiles of new rod ad 0.35 tila of mmpm~ d mnstmtion am Imtcd on up~r S1OP psitiom
md are well away fim my sufiaw tige fwmm tbm, them is mtially no pnkntial to deliver Aiment b

st~m within the a=. Wle m- i-la~ shOfl-~~ =i~ ~lwl~~t fim ~ ~~~, CU*1OW, ~d

fillslo~ is likely, it wotid ditish witi one co~lae grotig an titb no obwwable or -mble off-site
effm~. No m-mble tic~ ~ ~i~nt &liveV tO st~ ~ ~tici~ti.

hy eff=ts to ri~m m, uplmd wet m. ~d wetl~~ is mtici~~ ~ ~ ~~. me ~cl~iOn ‘f
Mtigation m~”ra, ticltitig ripatim ~we d~iptions, dti hawwt p~riptions tijwent m =nsitive

arm, etc., would ti]ti= my eff=fi.

Alternative #2
Of the action alternatives, alternative W would effwt the l-t amout of ar- (562 acres) when mmpard to the
other action alternatives. Additionally, alternative W would cOnSt~Ct the =me a~mt Of rd ~ O*er actiOn

alternatives. With alternative #2, the watemhd would likely mmin h excellent condition though at slightly g=ter

risk u compared to Mtemative #4 (No Action). ~Is is largely attribuhble to the abwnce of cl-~ut haw-

prescriptions md the prepnndemce of various comercial thing pr=riptions in addition to the dml new

road constmction. As with other action alternatives, the road constmction u=iatd tith this alternative is I-td

on relatively gentle upper slo~ pnsitions away from my str~m or wet ar-.

Table 111.3 displays what the ex~td ARP values are for tbe individml subwatemhds md for the Eagle C~k
watershed as a whole. In a B6 watemhd (applimble to subwatemhds on National Forest Imds), a value of 75 % @
is estimtti to k a “threshold nf concern”. Values blow 75 %my tic-= st~m @ flows where stmm
chmel condition md b~ shbility my b ex~td to detcriomte. h ~lity, the exact num~r is mtigless md
the whole methodology is intendd to illustrate the relative condition md relative “risk” of wahmhd md
,.hwate,.hds in the trmsient snow mne. While intended to k SPPlid to Ptiioms Of wate=h~s wi~ tie t~si~t

The ARP indi- would dwltie slightly for the Smtth FoA stim the pmpnde-w of hmmt wtivity am ti

WIS watemhd. Sitilarly, ptential msimr mrd di~t hdi~ for =h mbwahmhd md the m ovdl am

among the lowest of the action alemativ=. As a -It of the vtiom tig p~riptim, the entc~ ti~ would
m&ti much of their ability to abwfi the eff=w of mjor stem systcm u the s~d tivmto~ would mti

growing ad much of the ground cover md wdemto~ vegemtion would mmin ti~t.
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Potential for wil erosion ad the risk of ~immt delivey to stmm for this alternative m the low=t ovemll =

compard to the other wtion altemativa due to the prdotimce of *g pmriptions, fewer wm of pmpd

timbr haw=t, iqle~ntition of skyltie or helimpkr Iog@g system, md Imtion of propnd hmet - well
away from my st- or wet a=. As h alternative 1 md 3, ody tier new road mnstmction is pm~~,

none of which would b h = where roils, lmdfo-, slop psition, or proxifity @ s-m wuld mwlt h
wwlemti wil erosion md ~tentid delive~ ~ st-. New d mnstmction ti this dkmative is Iititi to low

risk arw on up~r S1OF psitions hvtig lower S1OF gtim~ md lmtti wm disti= from stu md wet
arm titi the tiuth Fork wa~mhd.

As h Aktemative 1, pfiions of tib M md 27, where mud b~ Ioggtig (i.e. tmtor) is pro~d, recur on

wils which ~t ex~rienm k de~nstmti to k -tible tO wil ~mp-tiOn. However. ~ific ~tigatiOn

m-um identifid by the ~krdi~ipl~ ~. li~tfig ~d t~ls ~d gm~d dififim~ ~ -mr ~@ wOuld
titiw or elitih the risk of mum de-tion.

As h Alternative 1, tiG 17, 20, md X ticlude or are tijacent to Imdfom where m tic- =cumnce of

tistib]lity relatd to previous clwmut hawwt hw ~n obwwd elswhem in the projwt -. Sitilmly, variable

Wg is pm~d fro all unik to mtiin cover, promte stid halth, md mtiin rmt stmcm~ md slow s@tility.
Unik md riparim -agemnt ara would & I-td u to avoid uskhle ara md weptible Imdfo-.

Unit 16, originally considerti for sheltered hawest, w= chmged ~ comemial -g by the ID turn, tn

tititi= risk of blowdow md mil diWlument, due to it’s relative pmxitity m a pretial st~m md riparim

msewe. As a result, no impacw to the riparim mxwe aru are mticipatd.

~is alternative drops wveral units= compati to alternative 1, ticlufing units 3, 6.10, 1I. md 23. Ufits 1.4.

a

7, 24, are grmtly rducd ti si=. me fomer ~it 8 hm kn broken dom tito the much smiler tits 8, 29, 30,

31, 32, 33, ad 34, when variable comercial Ihimtig is pr~ri~ to retiin stid cover, promok balth, md
mmin rmt stmcmre ad slope sbhility. With the exception of utit 16, most prop~ hawest art= are I=td weIl
away from the riparim mwme a= r=omendd in the watemhd malysis, fifier ducing my ptential rik

to str-m or water qwlity.

If alternative ~ were implement, effwk to fish habimt md to =mitive riparim md uplmd wet arw md
wetlm& @yond namml &cumen=s md thow cratd hy existtig conditions) should he ~-tially til. Buffem

byond thow rwomendd ti the watemh~ malysis ad rducti kmest levels tijacmt to my -sitive au m
well u ~refil plwement of yatiing corndom should pmt=t the tibgrity ad tiction of riparim am. No

mwurable tic-s h aliment delive~ to strwm @yond thow estimtti for the wate~d malysis) are

mticipatd.

Altmtive ~
~Is alternative would eff=t the Iargwt smut of lmd (1,229 wm) u CO-A b the other wtion alk~tiva

(1,030 for Akt. #1 md 562 for Nt. ~). Mtemtive#3 would mstmct the me mut of rd = the other wtion
dte-tiv~. Difftig fmm the other wtion d~mativ-, Mtemtive#3 prep= tn m-emially b appmxim@ly

12S wm bm - titi red/or ieakly djmt m tii~ti riprim -- (tik 16, 26, ad 29) h
tie “p~r %uth Fofi mhammhti. ~s p=ription is bhg pwd h ribm mma -ia~ ~~ fimt,

oder ptid md ti%ttent non-fish-tig st- ti the uppr Pnions of the South Fofi, tn duce

stwtig, iqmve s~d stmc~m, md quim d~i~ vegehtim chamcteristics ti order to atmti Aqwtic

Gnmation Stm@gy objwtiv~. With dk-tive #3, the wa~hd would likely mmh b ve~ gd rendition,
though at siightiy gr-kr risk w m- to dl other alkmativ=. ~e risk would b =-iati tith the ptitid
for hum emr h actively -a@g fomt s~ds titi tie ri~m =w=. me implemenhtion of m~mid

-g prexriptiom md variow titigationma to prevent groud dismrhmce would tititim this risk while

●
promoting long-tern riparim objwtiva. As tith other wtion altemativfi, the rod mnstmction -iatd tith
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ths alternative is Imatsd on relatively gentle upper slo~ positions away from my stm or wet arm. *

This alkmative mws watershd condition (= mauti by W values) to dwlioe sIightly blow cwnt levels

for the South Fork of hgle Cwk (- of 85.2%, dom kom a cumnt 87.5%). ValuS for all mb-tsmh~

would mti mbs~tidly gr=ter thm the Hold of a=m for this S~id Empbis Wakmbd. Stem,
~ flows md w-r k flows would not& mambly affwti by pm- wtivitim.

Table 111.4 dl~lays what the ex~tti ~ vduw am for the hdividwl mbwkmhd md for the ~gle Cmk
wakmhd x a whole. h a B6 watemhd (appliuble to mbwatemb~ on Natioml Fomt lm&), a value of 75 %

is -timtsd to b a .tihold of inn-”. Vdu= blow 75 %my tic- s-m ~ flows where stti
chael rendition sod - swhility -y bs exwti to detiomts. k ~lity, the exwt numhsr is -gl- md

the whole methodology is titendd to illmmte the relative rendition md mlative “ri&” of wabd~ md
subwatersh~ in the tmsient mow mne. While titended to & applid to ptiiom of wa~mh~ titi the tmosient

mow mne, W vdu= have kn di~layd for the entire ~gle Cr=k wakmhd for soqamtive pup=.

II UPPer Mainskm, Ggle Cr=k I 94.9% I 94.9% II

II South Fork Ggle C~k I 87.5% I 85.6% II

IIUpper Mainstem ad South Fork

I

94.9% I 92.3%

(Combinsd) II
Entire Eagle Cr=k Watershd 65.8% 65.8%

(For Companxon @ly)

AS in alternatives #1 md 2, podions of uits 25 ad 27, where gromd M loggtig (i.e. twtor) is propod wcur

on miis where pmt experience hm demonstmtsd to & sueptible wil compaction. However, @ific titivation
m~ures idmtifid by the interdiwiplina~ tam, Iitithg skid tmils md gromd disNrbmce in tmctor tis would

tinitim or elitinate the risk of ~source degmtition.

Should a mjor stem event occur during or imsdiately follornng implementation of this alternative, coupl~ tith
a failure to implement womendd litigations N retiti cover md pmvmt wil dlsti~mce (e.g. log s~nsion

in ripari- ar=s, etc. ) shofi tem effwts WY wcur h the upwr ~chm of the South Fo&. ~m effmk wuld

include elevati on-site wil displawment md the ~tsntial for aliment delive~ to str=m. However, this risk
is low, given the light pr-ription md ~omendti pmctic~.

Al~tive #4 No Ation)
With no new timbr hmwt or md comwtion tig plti mder this dtemative, the psoj=t w would stiily

improve fmm m al~y gd rendition to a ve~ good sondition m the t= rover h existiog bw~t tik appmh
a den= crow clown. This would tic- the m’s miliency to abwfi mjor moff producing ti+naow

evens without notitible effmk to the te~trial, qwtic, md ri@a a-, or to uplad wet a= md wetlmd

babihk.

52



●

e

o

Ctipters 111& IV -- ~gle FEIS

As watemhd condition improvti, aqwtic habitit wodd mti mchgd or M@dly improve.

h the long-km, the histo~ of relatively f~uent, tid~md s~d mplscement fire, md the cumnt

homogenww s-d stmcm~ suggatr bt the rmumnw of a Imge tildfim titiln the watemhd is tievihble.

Agg-ive fim mpp-ion would likely Auw the sim of mch m evmt, however there is still m kc-

Iikelih@ tit Msmg would -t ikIf. Suh m evmt would -It h much lower ~ val~ b the

mdeltig cumtfy tidim~, tith the likelihd of incti @flows md the tic- ticidaw of Imdali&
mtivity follotig the tildfim evmt. ~s mnwm is km out by our ude-dmg of the fim md Imdsbde histeu
of the wamhd titc~reti fmm the smdy of vegetation md Imdfo= h the wa~mhti. Swh risk ap~ ~ b
gmtm for this al~mtive, * wmparti with the @tion alktiiv= tich tive ~ rd= stitig ad tic-
the si= md vigor of midd t-.

Cmrdative E~@
Aftemative #1: Wle ~ofi km Idid effmk msy ww, do-- c~ulative effmts at the Natid Fish

Hatche~ md el~bere domstmm is tiikely md would & difficult to obwwe or qomtify (e.g., St~m flow

incr-s, tempmmm md dimentition). This is due, ti pmt. to 1) the likely renewal of Ioggtig at a long tem

swhinable mte on private Imds outside the natioml fomt hmmtiq, 2) to the mnttiud md -Iemtbg moveq

of riparim arw along ~gle Crmk ad its tribuaria on BLM md private lm&, 3) to the smll sbofi km dwlke

in watershd condition ~ a result of this alternative, md 4) to the subsmtial tifluence of the tildem=s Wrtion

of Eagle Cr~k upstram of the Projwt ara.

Alternative #2: Domstr~m effwts at the national fish hatche~ would continue to improve. Eff=ts -iatti tith
this alternative would not b diwemible at the National Fish Hatche~ (i.e., Tempcmtme hce,
Turbidity /Sdimentition or incrm in flow) or elwwhere domstti. k pafiicular, them would b no cbmga

in the m~imde md frquency of@ flows at the batche~. This is due, in pati; 1) to the renewal of logging at

a long km, susminable mte on private Imds outside the national forest bmm&v, 2) to the conttiuti md
accelerating rwove~ of riparim am along ~gle C-k ad ik tribu~ries on BLM md private lads, 3) to the
ve~ smll shofi tem d~line in watershd condition under this alternative md 4) to the substitial influence of the
wilderness pfiion of Eagle Creek upstram of the Pmjwt a=.

Alternative #3: Wi]e shoti tem lmalid eff=ts my recur, domst~m cumulative eff=~ at me NatiOnal Fish

HatcheV ad &yond would & difficult to obwwe or qmtifi (e.g., St~m kmpcmtire diffemnca, st~m flow

incraes md dimenwtimr). ~]s is due, h pati; 1) b the renewal of Ioggtig at a long tern, ws~tiable mte on
private Imds oukide the national forest bmmhv, 2) to the continual md amelemthg r-ve~ of ri~m am
along figle CrA md its tributarim on BLM ad private Imds, 3) to the smll shoti tem dwline ti watemhti

condition ad 4) to the mbstitial influence of the wilderness pfiion of ~gle C-k upstmm of the Pmjwt am.

Alternative #4 Domsttim effw~ at the mtioml fish hakhe~ would mnttiw to impmve. Howevm, eff=ts h

m-n= tO improvement ~ watembti renditions k the Projwt am would k negligible at the Natiml Fish
Hatchery. ~s is due, h Pd tw 1) to the ~ewal of Iog@g at a long tcm, mtible mk on priva~ Im&
oukide the natiod fomt bmm~ry, 2) m the mttiuti md ~lemting mve~ of ri~m a= along Wgle

Cr=k md its tribumri~ on BLM rmd privae lmb md 3) m the contintig md mbstsntial tiflumw of the

tildem~s pmtion of figle Crek upstrm of the Prrrjmt m.

% wm mentioned in .Affmtd Envimmmmt’ for this issue, privak Imd owe= muld &@ firther hw@

wtivitiw of .off-fomt” lrmds b appmximakly 15 yam. Howevti, tis time k is -dative md it would not
b pssible to ~timtc effec& fmm mch fimre wtiviti=tith my wumcy. Thw, eff=k fmm mch actititia wem

not consideti h this ~ysis.

LAetix, the BUWU of hd Mmagement cu~tly hsa a plsrmd asle on their Imd holdings outside of the
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National Forest. me si~ md l~tion of this prop~ projwt hm kn =tim~ by the BLM, however, it hm not
@

bn sold or awarded due to ~ttd owl ism=. It is not ~~ible to ~timte effmtx fmm tis mle tith my g-t

amumcy kuw once the ~tti owl ixu~ have&n mlvd, it is mm thm likely that the cumnt plmd tiw
would cbge.

Up~r Main stem

I

94.9 %

I

94.9%

I

94.9 %

=gle Cr=k

I 1 I

South Fork Eaele 8S.4% 85.6 % 8s.6%

Entire Eagle Cr=k 6s.8% 65.8% 65.8%
Watershed

(for comparison
only)

94.9%

87.5%

94.9%

6S.8%
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me Iwe Mma~ement wtivities could rdu=. alter or elitinate mme of the existinc roadl=s chamcteristics b
~)
SOlitie/urititive wr=tion OVW-iti= 5) Uoiaue f=mms md 6) Mmae*bilitv~udari=.

&*&

me Mt. Hood National Fomt, kd md RHUW Maoage~t Plm @omt Plm) (1990), diwm the tivmtoried
rotil~ - lmti h the Eagle Projat -. The ~ysis of roadleas arm (Refer to the fomt plm, Ap~dix
C) dmrik the mu- md vduca ~sideti, the -ge of d~mative lmd U, and tbe effwb of -gemmt

uder each dtemative. As a mmlt, wm of the dl= arw wem wo-ded for p~watioo wMle othem
were msi~ti variou non-wildemws p-riptions. ~s dwument pfitis to NO pauls desi~atd =tion .E.

adjatit to the fomt bnunda~ and wwt of “Wildwt. moutati (Refer to ApPndix .A” at the back of the

dwument, Map 111.2 in this chapter, and Appendix C, page C-51, h the Forest Plan). me Salmon-HucHebem

Roadless Aea consists of 17,650 acres. The ~gle FEIS considem appmximtely 2,825 wres of the roadless am
which is 16% of the 17,650 acres. Withii the Forest Plm, thew 2,825 acm have kn msi~d a .B6.-S~ ial
Empbis Watemhd desi~ation (Forest Plm, pages FOur-246 tiougb Four-252).

With the si~ing of the Rsord of Dwision (ROD) for bendmenti to Forest Semite md Buwu of bd

Mmagement Plming Documents Withti the Rmge of the Noflhem Spottd @l (1994), additional quiremenk
were implemented for tie mnagement of roadless arw.

*

In the ROD, stitirds md guidelines that refer to tiventorid roadless ar=s apply only to those poflions of such

aru that would still q~lify as roadless under the guidelties ud to originally desi~ate the arm mder the wend
Forfit Semite Roadlws Ar= Review md Evalmtion (RAM 11) (ROD, Page B-19). With tbe~ smdards md

guidelines, no new road constmction could tie place h roadless arm within Key Watersheds (ROD, Page B-19).

In this dwument, the malysis of propo~ actions b tiventorid roadless arm concentmte upon impack on six
chamcteristics md wilderness f-tires. The= six chamcteristics are: 1) Natuml iotegrity 2) Apparent natimhess
3) Remoteness 4) Solimde / prititive rwration oppotitia5) Utique fwmms md 6) Mmageahili~ / bomdaries.

h additional mmponent of the madless rewume is ~ial places red/or activities m well as cumulative impacts
in relation to the reminder of the Sdmn-HucMeb~ rmdl~s au.

~e =tion .E. lads that are tivolved h this proj~t arm am WO wpamte pacels that were iwlatd from =ch

other by rmd constmction mrd haw~t activitiw that took prace in the 1960’s and 1970’s (Refer to Map 111.2) nf
tils document md Appdix C, Map C-9, page 51 in the For=t Plm). The wmtem =gmmt (- I on Map ~.2)
is approximately 868 ac= h sim md h- no co-n houdav ha~en othm mdl=s aw or with the Salmon-

HucMeb~ Wilderness. me atcm =g~t (b II m Map 1~.2) is appmximtely 1,957 WE k si= md dues
have a mm bomb tith the Sal~n-HucMe~ Wildem&.

me fimt m to he aged on Natimd Fomt lmd h the ~gle Cwk/South Fork of bgle Cmk dmtiage wm
io =tion 19, T.3 S. R.6 E. and -tion 30, T.4 S. R.6 E.. ~s w- a helicopti mle md no ~ W-

constmcted at that time. During this wm em, a mad W= extmded up &gle CrA to a- haw=t tik. b the
late l%WS md dtig the 197WS, * 4614 aod 4615 wem exteoded tib the ~gle ~. Road 4615 w the fimt
to cmm Forest Sewice lmd md it a~ B~ md privak timbr lm& w well u National Foti lmd. ~

fimt hwmt activity to recur on Natiod For-t lmd along this d w= the “Ravm” Wlming which w

appmxi~tcly 406 wr= in si=. A pofiion of this *g overlaps k I md affwta 76 ac~. A few yearn after

the Raven thiming, road 4614 w= extendd to acc=sthe “Baldy’ mle am. The Baldy ~le had a mmblmtion of
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Q
cowercial thitig md clarcut pre~riptions. However, this ule w= tivolvd h the ‘BUY B=k. legislation io

the 198Ws aod w= not hawestd m plad fRefer to the Glo w for a defition of Buy Back). A&r the Baldy

sle w= remmti to the govement, a tid stem mumd that blew over =veml WM of tim~r h the figle
m. ~us, the ori@al ~le plms were abmdond, a new pltig effoti &gm, aod m a r-it, the ‘~llt” md

.Gosxmr. wlvage d= wem develo~ ad mid.

Afir the salvage d= wem hwmtd, md prior to the si~g of the Fomt Plao (1990), mvim-ti

m-menta for other hawwt wtiviti= were develo~ md the =Itit timkr Aes wem Ioggd. With the

exwption of logger spurs, no other ds enkr A- 1. Ooe pvel road sod one loggem spur enter the aoutiem

ponion of * II @efer to Map 111.3). Due to the eff=ta of exiattig mada, Sppmximely 361 mr= of the origtid

2,8X acres or 13% of the Imd desi~ati m madl- w still b claaaifid = .Seti-Prititive, Nm-Motoriti.

(Refer to the Rwmtion Opputity SWmm ~OS) for defition(s)).

me followtig pamgmphs d=rik the existtig conditions of the Salmon-Huckfe&~ Roadl=s * in relation to
the six roadless chamc~tistics md tildemm f=~rm.

Natud Int~rity

Namml Integrity is the extent to which Iong-temr wological pm=- a~ iotact aod o~mtiog. Iqwta am

masurti by the prewnce md magoimde of hum induced chmge to m am.

As a result of the plming effo~ that tuok place prior to the si~g of the Forest Plm h 1990, hawest tik titb

a clarcut prescription were placed in the arm that are desi~atd m roadless. ~is type of prewription affmk the

“Namral Integrity” of tbe roadless aras. Approximately 142 acr= have &n affatti in Ama I md appmxima~ly
116 acres in Ar~ 11 (Refer tomap 111.3).

Apparent Natumlnm

Apparent Namralness m-s that the environment Imks namral to most ~ple ustig the am. Even though some
of the Iong-tem wologiml prwesses have bn intemptd, the laob~ genemlly appm to b affwti by the

forces of namre.

It is noticmhle to most visitors that in AMS 1 md 11, the lmd haa kn tilfid by hu- activities md that viaoal
perception has bwn alterti. fie .Apparent Naturahess” hm &n impactd to a degr= that allows hum activiti~
to prdotinate over general effwts caud by tbe forces of namre.

Rwotenm
~is character is a ~meivd condition of &kg wludd, hacceaaible md out of the way. A wr’s -w of

remoteness in m ar~ is alw tifluencd by the pre%nw or ab=m of reads, their mndltion, md whether they am

opn to motorid tmvel. ~s crikria rquim a disww of 1/2 mile km existirrg mada.

Due to the effwts of the cumeot mti system, none of the 868 wm in * I m=t the chamteristic for
. Remotm-.. Witi %= II, 361 xw of the 1,957 -w, -t the cb~riatic for “Re~ti-”. Remtm=

is -A aa a distiw away from mada, milroada, or tiils tith motoriti W. me m- g Z,w Wm h
hntb A- I md ~ do not -t the distim criteria km ti. Ridgw strd S* @ti ti the am do however,
provide ~kets where them is a ~uivsd rendition of haiig =ltiti, tiaw=sible, arrd out of the way.

SoIitude/Mitive R_tiun Oppntititis

~is cbamcteristic m & evaluted by the Rw=tion Oppotity S~tmm fROS). me ‘ROS Setttig Criteria’
A for classifimtion include 1) Remoteness, 2) Si~, 3) Evidenw of hu-s, 4) USr Demity, ad 5) Mwgerial
regimentation md notitibility. Other tidiatom impotit tu f=ltigs of solitude ioclude -s aod on-siw
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development (Refer to the ROS primer md field wide). Solimde is kt mp-ntd h the Prititive md Seti-

Prititive Non-MotoriA clwsifimtion. The ROS cl~ifiwtion for the dlas ar- tivolvti in bgle am; Roadd

NaNd (RN) tith the exception of approximately 361 ac~ bstig cl~sifiti = Seti-Prifitive Non-Motorid
(SPNM) (Refer to Map 111.4).

1) Rmoti=
Ml of the tiventorisd roadlex lm& me budeti by &tter b prifitive m~. None of the tivmtorid

roadless acm h %= I met the “Prititive. or ‘Seti-Prifitive, Non-MotoriA. clwifimtion criteria.
This criteria rquir= a dlsmce of 1/2 tile fmm existig d. Approximately 361 WM of h 11 m=t
the criteria for cl~sifimtion m “Seti-Prititive, Non-Mo@riA”.

2) Sim

To met the si~ criteria for the “Seti-Prifitive, Non-MotoriA. clwifiution, m ar= rr~ ti b 2,500

acm in sire. As previously mentionsd, 361 wm of the roll- a- -t the criteria for remkn~.

Of the= 361 acres, 313 acres met the .Si~” criteria au this Imd sham a comon hu&v Ah

the Salmon-HucMek~ Wilderness.

3) Evidence of Hwam

Evidence of hums is ti as m indicator of the opptity @ rwr=te h envimnmen~l xtttigs kvtig
va~ing degws of hum influence or modification. Previous hawest activities adjacent to the Sefi-

Prifitive, Non-MotoriA arw have mde subtle mndifiations that could b noticed. However, th~

modifications do not draw the attention of the obwwer wmdetig tiough the ar-. The remtig roadlws

lmds have aras with mdifimtions which are @ily noticd (e.g., CI=KUG).

4) User ~mity

U%r density reflwts the amount ad typ of conhct kw=n tidividmls or floups. This is m tidimtion
of the degr= of solimde. Both ~- I md 11 mtet the mial wtttig criteria for the .Prititive- ROS

clmsifiation. There are USWIIYless thm six ~fii= pr &y mcouted on tmils md le= thm 3 umping
pafiies visible.

5) Ma~erial Regimentation

Mmagerial regimenhtion reflwts the amount md tid of ratrictions placd on pplm actions by the
titinistrating agency or other lad owes which affwt mr=tion op~-ities. h-site regimenhtion is

low with controls primrily in the off-site a-. Rds md tmils am si~d on njor r~ways. Visitor

~agement is tiniml to none md there are no improvements (e.g., campgrounds, picnic am etc.).
Thus, the Prifitive clmsifimtion is king met.

amtifity/Bmmti=
This ctikristic mlata to the ability of the Fo=t Smiw ~ mge m a= b m- sim criteria md the five
chfimckritics pmviowly ~tiond. ~s is the sixth cham~ristic A tildem- f-mm. Tbe mdl~ m I
md II were ~mtd when m& 4614 md 461S wem mnstmti (dutig tie 196Ws md 197Ws). me abve

mentiond chamteristics of tildem~s wught h tivmtorid Al= lm& wem mqrotid -w neither of

the wo ara are S,000 acm h sire. Both* I md II mnain w-retied S1OPS ou~ide of the wildemws. A
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h~h~ ~~wn the desiqatd wilderness md Arw 11 is fomd by a distioct ridgeltie. As p~viowly mentiond,

k I is imlatd md dms not com~t with either h II nor titb the wildem=s.

S-d Pfam/S@d Advitis
Subjwtive vdu~ hve & exprad dutig wopirrg by memkm of the public who kow of ‘S~ial P1~” md

mjoy .S~id Activitia”. Some of thm ticludti
1) Tmvel off of the ttil system ad rod is physidly demdhg ti tie dlw @ but it is pssible.
2) The old, non-titind, “Bis~ll” tmil.
3) h old ahdond ~~sik.

4) Cross m~try tmvel km~n Old Baldy ttil #502, Douglm til #781 sod the tildem- h b ~qIishd

by a few rwr~tiotisk.

5) Them is a favord timbr sbd of Iwge Noble Fir nw Githa Mou@ti dmg the Old Bddy tmil.

6) Rok h the &gle ar~ am M for titer ~fi (e.g., ski~g, mow wbila eti.).

7) Mwhoom m b fomd m well m other tiwllmmus fomt producG.

8) Them is a sik titti Swtion 6, T.4 S. R.6 E. that conhtis the Clack- Iris @ris tenuis). ~s a- is of

interest to the Native Plmt Swiety md the Weskm Iris -iation. The tikrest lies h the fact that the a- is
convmimt for viewtig due to its lmtion md tbe plmt ~ k viewd in various babihts (e.g., u~muK, namml

opmkgs md retire timkr). The Forest Semi- hm agd to avoid this ar~ with this projwt. However, this
agr=ment dws not forwlow on fimre options for stid magement k the ar~.

In geneml, tils a~ d~ provide rwr=tional op~tities for tho~ who are =tig a prititive experienw titb
ve~ little magerial control. The un-roadd ara provide for ce~in activities h a wilderness wtting that are not

allowd b a desi~atd wilderness (e. g., Mountiin bting).

*

Effwts of hpl-entition ~oadl=s)

Ovemiw
This dwument dais with 2,825 acres of Swtion .E- tiventorid rotiless Imd. As ststd in the s~hrds md

guidelines for the Mt. Hood National Forest, Forest Plm, most of the non-tildemess ‘unrotiti arm would &

rotid dutig tbe fimt 15 y=fi (the Salmon-Huckle&~ Roadless ~a ticludd). However, this h~ &n ammdd
by the Nofiw=t Forest Plm w tht no new rinds would k constmctd h rotilws ar~ h Key wammh~. No

new am we rwomendd for desi~ation m Wilderness mder MS Forest Pla or u amendd by the Nofiw~t
Fo~t Plm. Not including the Salmon-Huckle&~, abrmt 8 1,~ acres out of the 118,000 acres that are d~iWatd

= roadless are to b magd to mintiin their unroadd chamcteristics (Refer to the Formt Plm Sti&ds md
Guidelines, page Tbr~-5).

Effak Common to all Alterrtotiva

h i~le-ttig this wtion, the numbr of o~n rod til= avtilable for xtivitia would b ti- @efer to
.Tm~fition. ti this chapter for a orore detiild di=msion of l-tion md til= of * that am to & clod

uder the d~mativ=).

Alt-tiva #1 tkugh 4
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None of the alternatives propn= constmcttig new rods &to the Salmon Huckfebe~ Rmdless ~. However, e

altemativ- #1 ad 3 &gin maging timbr stids ~ rmdl~s w I md II usbg * S1lVICulN~! p~riptions.

Thew p~riptions arq comercial -g, tidividml tm ~lwtimt, md sheltcwd. ti&mtive ~ md
Mtemativ= #4 (No Action) do not pmpo= rmd building or timbr haw~t in the -Icss ar-.

The follotig pmgmphs d=rib the effw~ @ the six dl- m ckc~ristics tit hve kn d=ri~ mder

.Aff%tcd Enviro=nt”

Natti ht@ty
Cumntly, them am appmximtely 868 mm in h I ad 1,957 wm in * 11. Of thm acre, 650 wm in A-

1 md 1,841 ww in -11 still mmt the Criteria for .Namd htcfity’. ~s &=ge cbmge is dw to pmviow
magemmt wtiviti~ tit have involvd timk k~ md d btildtig. Tabl- 111.6 md Table 111.6.1 dqick
the fifiher Auction in *E (eff=k) of mh altemtive on the wm tit met the namd integrity Crikris.

(Table fH.6) Reduction of acm thet m~ Natml Int@ty (A- O

j:j;’::::&@w:;:;i:i.j;; i:::;;ii:j:~t.:?l;;;.;$ii’ i:;;:i!i.RMtw:;:j;i3;j !sfi;:ij!*jg?ifiij!ij ::~::.;ij$j;*.#4;#l!::j;?,.. .,.,,.,..,.,.,:..,..,, . .,.,.,., .,:.,...,,,:,, .,,..,,.,.: ,,,, .,.. ...:,.,:.,,.:,.,,, ,.,,. ...!... . ,.,

Existing Acres in 650 650 650 650

Ar= 1

Affwtd Acres in 85 0 85 0

Aru I

Remining Acres 565 650 565 650

in Ar- I
*

namd to the - ob-er. The greed ~~tion of tie 76 m= of m -_i4_ginh Iisti it
is &gitig to lmk namml. This is due to the gmti of u&-stotT w md b~ to the extmt that they am

w~ning the evidence of hum titcmcntion (e.g., cut *MPS, skyline skid *, md Imdlngs). Mm vietig
this a= in mnjmction tith the lm~~, it Innh mmd. With dtcmativ= #1 ad 3, the a- involvd in the

shelte~d p-tiptinns wodd not look mtid. Hnwww, th- p-riptiom = imtd n-r exifig cl-uk

md would wfim the existing ~ight-line dge ap-w md the stsn~ would sp~r to blind in fmms tits of

no trw, to 20 or 40 tr= pcr wre, to a fill stid.
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h the thiiing or hdividml tr= selwtion ar=, site ~ific eff&& would b noticd by the awl obwmer (e.g.,

cut sm~s, skyline skid rinds, md Imdtigs) m the obsmer tivels on the o~n rinds. However, the over dl
prception of the lmd-~ (involvd k -g) would ap~r mmd. This is -m r=idwl tr- would mmin

on site ti such qwtities w that the for=t appm tihct. b wm -, the -g would “wften. the eff=~

of previous cl-mutttig activiti- tiuw this wtivity would tiu= the cumt Itie ad fom disttiction of the
previous cutttig.

Rmoti=

Cumntly, them am =ro (0) wrw in * I md 361 WRS h - II tit mt the criteria for “Remkn=s’. WS

is due to the proxifity of roads md other wtivitim tiflwnctig the 2,464 -w of m-ugd Imd tit is h the
Salmon-HucMek~ Roadless h. None of the =tion alternatives would 14UW or ticm the tohl acres that

met the remoten=s criteria. This is ka~ there would bc no tiditional road buildlng in the rmdl=s au.
Conve=ly, none of the min roads are whduld for oblitemtion thus, the 361 acres would be mtimind.

Solitude/Mmitive Rwmtion Opputiutitim

This chamcteristic cm k evalwtcd by the Rwrution Oppntity S~tmm @OS) @idelioes. The ROS xtttig

criteria that have kn evalmtd are:

1) Remoteness Cumently, all of the acres k Ar= I are clwsifiti u .Rotid NaNml” (RN) md do not m=t the
remoteness criteria. In AI= II. 361 acres m=t the cl-sification of ‘Seti-Prititive, Non-MotoriA- (SPNM) md

●
do met remoteness. The action alternatives would not cbmge the= acr- from their cument cl=sification me 361

acres in ara 11 would remin m SPNM).

2) ~= Ara I conkins no Imd under this cl=sifimtion due to it’s =pamtion from AM II md the wilderness. k

11conmins313 acres that are adjacent to the wilderness that met the SPNM cl-sifi=tion md would met tbe si=
criteria of 5,000 acres when combined with the wildemas. The action alternatives would not Auce thew wres.

3) Evidence of Hums Witiln the 361 wr= of lad that is cumntly cl=ificd m “Seti-Prititive, Non-Motorid”
in Arw 11, m obwwer wmdering through the am my tie note nf the mbtle modifications that have wcumd

h the lmds sumomding this site. However, tbew mdlfimtions do not dmw the atintion of the obwwer. The

action alternatives would not rduce these acres.

4) Uwr Density New access often comlates tith tic- visitor w ti m arw. No new rn~s would ~
comtmcti ti the mdl~s arm. Thin, with tbe iqlemm~tion of the wtion d~mativ=, the level of w should

remti the me. However, this dms not mcomt for tic- h the populations of ufim am that muld tic-

tbe w of a wtidu sik. This dmu~t dm not a~~t tn tid~ this i- shw little is fumm of the

rm-tion tendenci- of th= newamm to the mti~lim -. For this alysis, the wtion dkmativ- would
mtimk the clwifiution of “Prititive” md not mve it to- ‘Seti-Prititive”.

Table 111.7 depic~ the chmg~ (ti acre) to the akw Iistd chamcktistics M a mlt of the alkmatives mder

“Solimde/Prititive Rwrmtion @Wtinities”.

o
..
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Evidence of

Hums

Jwr Density

!e~imen~tion

Ac Chgti m o 0 0 0

RN

Ac Renitig 361 361 361 361

m SPNM

Ac ~mgti m o 0 0 0

RN

Ac Remtig 313 313 313 313

m SPNM

AC Chagd to o 0 0 0

RN

Ac Remintig 361 361 361 361

as SPNM

hcrwsd Yes No Yes No

Visitor U=

Incr- in Yes Yes Yes No

Regimenmtion

Unique F~tures
~ese am unique gmlogical, biological, wologiml, culmral or wetic f~mrm that my hc l~td h mtiless ara.

-: mere am no bow “Unique F@mms” within Ar- I.

w Witiln W= 11, them are gmlogial, cul~ml md wenic f=~r=. ~= fa~res w% Old Baldy Mouti,
m arly Ameriw culmml rewurce site md ~ring, ad =ttcrd vie~tik of the Salmon-HucMebq Wildm=

along tmil #502. With the implemenmtion of the altemativ~, them am no pl=ti wtiviti= that could affwt th=

arm.

- I md II: As h= % di=d slier, existtig b md other wtivitiw hve dividd this m h~ WO
disttict w~ntx. h I d~ not m-t the si= ~uimmmt of 5,~ xr=. Howver, b II, c-tiy mn-
313 w= that have mm=tivity with the tildem- md m -t the 5,000 wm ~uim~t. With all dtcmativ=

including no action, the ability for the Foti %mice to mge h I ~ =t the sim Muimmmt is forgone. If
dtemative #l, 2, or 3 wem implemati, tie 313 wm h - ~ muld still b _gd for tildem-

chamctcristics ad would remin atbchd to the tildemms No chmga from existtig conditions).
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Cuufative Effwk
me mjority of the 2,825 acres of the Salmn-Hucklebe~ RAIN h diwti in this dmument hve &n
mmpmtid by bw=t md rod buildtig mtivitim k relation ~ the six til= chmwristics md wildema

f-mr~. Cumently, 313 WM mti along the Sdmn-HucHe~ Wildem= tit hve not&n mqmtid

in dl wk. Implemmtition of the altemtiv- would not duw th- 313 =m md tildem- ctiti-ics
would b mintied. Of the 17,650 wm tivolved h the mtim Sdmn-HucMe&v Rdlw -, dtemtive

#1 md 3 would mage timbr on 420 wms or 2% of the mdlw lm&. As of this tithg, no other pmjmk exist
or ~ plms being develop that would fifier aff=t the nther pnfiiom of the Salmon-HucMe@ -1- aw.

Within alternatives #1 ad 3, helicopter yarding hu &n pm~ri~ on tits tijacat to the wildem~s b~tiv.

me round md p=nce of this yarding mchin~ could effmt the nois qmlity withti the wilderness md in the

roadless ar-. ~is effwt would however, & shoti-tem ad Iititti to the time it ties to complete the logging

opmtions.

65



Chapters III &IV -- bgle FEIS

e

Sigtifimt 3ssue #3) fioduction of Wood ~ducts md the M =mtomy

The Iwue: The bzle Cwk Plae ar= b- the mtential tu suuulv wd oducm m well m emulovmmt

ODWtitities to the 1-1 =onomv. Rweink fmm tim~r haw=t would tid Id =hmls md remm rwenua to
the U.S. THUW.

Affwted Envimmettt

Seveml cities or communities sumoud the imdiate gmgmphic a=. Tbow population a- that muld b mst

affwtd by bawfit activities arq Bafion, B~ver Creek, Boring, Cawer, Clackam, Ctdton, Da-w, ~gle

Crwk, Es@ca&, Fishem Mill, Mollala, Rdlmd, Smdy, Viola md othem. bdividtis that live h tb- ar- would

k most affwtd by the pro~~ action tiugh employment= loggers, till wokem, tttill omem, drivem, mkil

store owers. forest prtiuct uwm ad others. The nmjor ~pulation ar- that would he most likely to & tidirwtly

affwtd are Greshm, Oregon City md the Pofilmd arw which hcludes B=venon, Gldstone, Milwatie eti.

Individtmls that live in the= larger arm would most likely & affwtd by tbe availability of forest prtiucts ad

the effwt that would have on qwlity, qwtity, md price.

For pu~oses of this malysis, the effwts of hawest activities would b thow

related to the amount of Iimhr removal. It is wmmti that other non-wd

c

Fi-1 Y=r Visitors
e

using industries (such m wr=tion ad tourism) would not k dimtly
1989 410,660

affwtd by timbr hamwting. The= =sumptions are not mr=listic given
1990 463,720

that tim~r has kn hawested from the Estica& Ringer District sine the
1991 S16,780

1940,s md r=rwtion md tourism has bn incr-ing. For example, Fiflre 1992 S70,000

1 indicates the estimtd numbr of visitom the district h- bti from 1989 Fu- I (Esti~tti nmkr of

through 1992. As a b sn from the bble, visitor num~m have tic- “I:itom to the E~k~ Ringer
ad it is ex~td that this tmd would continue due tO the tic~ing District)

~pularity of rwtitional activiti~ md to the incrm in populations ti the
urban ad mml ar-s. ~ese fi~res a= b~ on district rwr~tiond stiff

wtimtes). Fi~res for 1993 - 199S were not available at the time of this
writing however, initial counw tidicate that rwrwtional uw h this a- W= dow from’ preview yam. It is

thought that this dmlbe in u= w= attributd to wet md m-mnably wld w-ther dutig the ~tig md m-er
mnths of th= y-rs.

For FiA Y-r 1991, Clackau Couty mivd $4,210,638 dollm km the Fded T~~ w a -It of

xlling for-t r=uma on the Mt. Hd NationaI Fomt. The other wuti~ ~ulmod, Hd River, W~o,
Marion md Jeffewn) rtiivd a totil of $4,714,370. Thus, = a -It of wlltig fomt pducts, S Oregon muti~
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~eivd a IOU1 of $8,925,008 to k M for rods md xhmls. ~x fi~~ am ~r the Mt. Hd National

For@t, Motitotig md Evolution Repnti for Fiwl Y-’ 1991). k 1992, pymenk m Iml wutia tomllti

aPPmximwlY $11, 174,089.W (Referenw the Mt. Hd National Fo=t, Timbr tile Progmm hfomtion
Repfitig System CSPIRS) repnfi for 1992). h 1993, paymen- b Id wmti= to~lld appmximkly

$10,550,918.W @eference the Mt. Hd National Fo~t, Tlmkr Sde Pm- hfo-tion Repfi~g System
CSPIRS) repnn for 1993). k 1994, pymenk to Id mutim tn~ld approxim@ly $10,599,635.W @efemce
the Mt. Hd National Foret, Timbr Sale Pm@m hfomtion Repfltig Sys@m CSPIRS) ~fl for 1994).

She the tid-1980’s, the -mt of timbar volume mld m tie Es- kger District k ~ deltig. Flg-

2 tidi=@ the volume wld fmm the dlstict for eight y=m (A Fid Yin-r bgtis on &to&r 1st md m& o
Sep@m&r 30).

Forest Sewiw bw=t activiti~
could affwt a bmd ~tmm of

indmtries other thm timkr. The%
may ticlude; tourism, trade,

mu facmring md others. However,
what effwts hawest activities would

have on the= industries would b

difficult to’ di=em with &a that is
available. % m example, little is

hom abut what effwt timkr

hamesting would have on the

di~~l of mwtiond achvitia. It

a

could & msumti that pple would
chmge their r=r-tional habits u a
result of hawest activiti!:s. However,
little is bow m to how much they
would chmge, whe~ they would go,
or what the dumtion of the effwts

would h.

me ~zle watemhd contiins

lm

lW

so

w

40

a

0
1067 19E8 198S 19W 1991 19= 1993 19M

ear

lg~e 2 (Volume Sold on the Esu=~ D1stnct from 1987 to 1994)

—.
approximately 57,510 acres of Imd wakmhti halysis, Map 1-3 md Page 5). Of the= acr~, the Formt SeNice
ows approximately 30% or 17,272 acres. The Nofiw-t Forest Plm h- desi~atd various Imd allmations for

the Ugle a-. Th= land allmations are Matrix, Riptim R-roes. md hk Su-sional Rewwes. ~s FEIS

is concemd tith 6,320 acrw of Forest Sewice Imd that k kn idatifisd m mtrix md riparim r~we
(approximately 37% of the Forest Sai= owemhip). ~= Im& sw w.tb of a desi~tti I.t+muiond
~wwe watemhd Aalysis, Map 1-1). Witi this mtrix d~i~ation, them am appmximtely 2,950 acres of

riparim -w= watemhd balysis, Map 4-2). This daumat pmPW hsmmt wtiviti=titti thx 6,320 mm
but d= not prep= wtiviti= titi the late-mwwiond -e.

Effwta of hplmentition

Ov-iw
This dmumt *= no atte~t to q~tify the &til fice m =iety _iati titb job loss, fo~ ml-tion

md u=r chmgm, memploymnt ms&, md dditiond @ butia on the wotig tiddle CIW for welti md

fd a-rep pmgmm. ~tifimtion of thm cosk could & wbj=tive.
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e
Altmtivm #1 thWh 4

The pduction of wd pducts fmm the smmp to the conmmer tivolv= -y ~ple either dimtly or tidirwtly.

The people that am most dimtly affwted are tbo= tit acmlly pmduw a log md then deliver it to the tills for
production. Tb@ Fple include loggtig crews, tmck drivem, till o~mtom md othem. Other pple that w
affmtd would b whole=le outlek, m~il outlek, pidty tills, md othem. Thow hdiwtly aff=ti my hclud~

slmh claup crews, mfor=~tion crews, md otbem.

h fiml y-r 1992 (&t. 1 though Sqt. 30) the Mt. Hnnd Natioml Fomt wld md awatid approximately 43.4
MMbf of timbr. Due to this de of timhr, tbe hmbr mlati e~loy-t w= 1,879 jobs (1992 Tim&r Ue

Pmgmm hfowtim R~titig Syskm - TSPIRS). h fid y~r 1993, tbe Mt. Hd Natioml Fomt mld md

awardd appmximkly 43.0 MMbf of timkr tith m ~mti timbr Elated enrploy-t of 912 jobs (1993

Timbr Sale Prog- fnfomtiror R~fliog Syskm - TSPIRS). b fi~ yw 1994, the Mt. Hood Natiod Fo-

wld ad awdd approxi-kly 48.9 MMbf of timbr titfr m atimti timb mlatd e~loyment of 895 jobs

(1994 TI*r Sde Progmm hfomtion Repntiing Sys~m - TSPIRS). h fid y-r 1992, appmximtely 43.3 jobs
wem sup~nd for eve~ 1 fillion bnard fet mid. h fi~l yur 1993, appmximkly 21 jobs wem mppfid for

eve~ 1 tillinn bard fffit wld. In fi=al y-r 1994, ipproximtely 18 jobs wem mppnfied for eve~ tillion board

fwt xnld. This avemges out to 27 jobs &ing suppnfid ~r 1 tillion bard f-t mid.

With the ~le of 43.4 MMbf ti fr~l yar 1992, it is wtimtd tit approximately $125 tillion dollam of totsl

income w= genemtd. It is alw estimtti that approximately $18.7 tillion dollam W= paid ti fderal ticome @x=.
With tbe wle of 43.0 MMbf in fi=l y-r 1993, it is -timti that appmximtely $63 tillion dollm of tmrd

income w- genemtd. It is also fitimtd that approximately $9.5 tillion dollars w= paid in fdeml ticom Qxti.
With the ~le of 48.9 MMbf b fiwal y-r 1994, it is =timtd that approximately $29 fillion dollam of tmsl
income was genemtd. It is alw estimted that approximately $4.3 tillion dollars ww paid @ fdeml ticom ~x~.

This averages out to a to~l income of approximately $1.6 tillion dollam for eve~ 1 tillion bnard fet mid. Sn
~ddltlOn. approximately $0.24 tillion dollars W= paid in fdeml ticome ti fOr eve~ 1 tillion tird fet mid. e

Table 111.8 w= develo@ to conwli&te the effwts of implemen~tion of the altemtiv= ioto m wily udemtd

fomat. The contenk of the chafi were b~ on the fi~res given akve.

mahle 3ff.8) Comofititd Eff=k of the h- Altmtives for fxxue #3

,..

Alt #1 26.4 713 $42.2 S6.3

Alt C 15.8 427 $25.3 $3.8

Mt #3 30.8 832 *9.3 $7.4

Alt #4 ~o Action) o 0 $0 $0

(volume haww ti sod revenue fi~rti are exp- m mlllons)

Cmrdative Eff&&
h Fid Y-r 1993, tbe Mt. Hnnd Natioml Fo~t mld appmximkly 43.0 Million bosrd fet of timber. Of this
43.o MMbf., the Es- district mntibuti 20% of the volume. k 1994, tie Mt. Hd Fntit mld 48.9 MMbf

md the Es- distict mntrikti 14% of the volum. ~em is a pkntid tbst appmxi-~ly 147 MMbf would

k wld on the Mt. Hd Natid Fomt for fid y- 1996 md 1997 (Sda Tmfig md R-fig Symm.

“STARS”, 12/04/95). Them is the pntatid that the vtiow alkmtiv= for this FEIS mdd mntribute fmm 11 tn
21% of the totil volume mid. However, this mntribution would & =ro if alternative #4 wem wIwM.
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Tfte proj~td volume of timbr to b wld in the Clacka- Rver dminage for fi~l yam 1996 md 1997 is

approximately 56 MMbf (Sales Tmctig md Reptiing System, “STARS., 12/04/95) which qwtes to

apprOximtely 1.S 12 jobs. DeFnding on whch alternative is xlwti, the bgle prop~l could contribute from 28
to 55% to the totil jobs affmtd. However, if alternative #4 were =l=td, no jobs would& suppfid u a rault
of this dwumt.

Table 111.9 SU-US the cumulative eff=k by alkmtive.

Projwtd 147.0 $80.9 3.969 $235.2 $35.3 $27.0

For~t Tow]s
for F.Y. ’96

& ’97

% Mtemative #1 would contribute approximately 18% to the Forest totils di~layti nbve.

Contribute Mtemative #2 would contribute approximately 11% to the Fowt to~ls di~layd akve.
to tbe Forest Mtemative #3 would contribute appmximtely 21 % to the For~t totils di~layd abve.

TOWIS Alternative #4 would contribute approximately O% to the Fo~t totils dl~layti abve.

!
I

TbIs numkr W= mlculat d using a average wII b]d of $550/Mbf
** Reve””~ are expwd in fi]iiOnS.

A m & = fmm the Ublm md d-riptions tive, the wtion al-ativm h this dmument muld dd

cumulatively to the to~ outpuk, mvmue gaemtim, md job wppfi h the mmmding mmuitim. If on the
othm hind, the no =tim alternative wem =Iwtd, thm this pmp=l would mntibute 0.0 dollam to the 1A
wonomy md would not w~fi Id jobs. If no volume weE gmemti, thm tbe ptictd totil for the fo~st could

& wmwht 1= kW tils volume would probably not k de up km the mtider of the district or fim
tbe reminder of the fomt.

As u b dtiud, ~ple not tivolvd tith the wd ptiuck tid~ w tm k aff=ti by tbe =l=tim of my

one of the altmtiives. Tbe akve ch~ md bbla dqict psible effwk to workem bth diwtly md tidimtiy.

However, they do not touch cm IBI Ppulatiom tit w wd pduck. k k b ahow, the Esm4 Di*ct
outpuk of wd ptiuc@ b= deltid over the 1=1 wvcmf yam. me eff=k of Ms, when tidd cumulatively tith

●
other districk ad fores~, cm mW a dwltie in the availability of wd prduck to l-l ppulatiom. Po=ible
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effwts of this could k; 1) Shofiges of cefiin prtiucs (e. g., Ium&r, Ppr, etc. ) due to lack of the availability e

of mw logs; 2) Higher prices due to the availability of 1=1 logs md having to buy logs tim other mutriw (e. g.,

bati); 3) bwer qulity of prduck due to the lower qwlity of t- producd on other thm National FoMt

h& O.e., Swond Groti tr=s have ~re ~o~ hat eff=t tie stren@ Of tie W~ ad dO nOt de Kd ~=

for ~ltig ven=r); 4) kcti cutttig on privak md smll wd lot ower Imti to try to de up for my

shoflfdls on Natioml Fo~t Imds.

Dutig fid y-r 1993, it mst the govemt appmximtely $14,211,654.00 @ m the atire timb pm~m on
the Mt. Hd National Fo@t. Thw exp kclude ~h figs u de pltig, de p-tion, dtistmtim,

bwh di~~, en@etig, refo~htinn md -y otiem. HOw~er. ~mu= -iv~ ~~1~ $23.~2.7~.~.
Thus, there wc a net gti of $9,2Sl,04g.~ mmd tn the fded _ry, @efemffi tie 1993 TSPRS wfi).

As k &n tme for *veml ymm, the toti COS* nf

prnducing timkr ~- on the district and on the fo=t
hm &n less b the mme~~ mmms. A w &

=n h FiWre #4, the knefit cow mtio for mmms vs.

expendimres has mgd from a high of 3.07 in 1990

to a low of 1.65 in 1993. Tbw, for 1993, for every

dollar spent, 1.65 dollars W= remmd to the
Fovemment. (Reference the 1993 TSPIRS repnfl).

The wle(s) generdtti from the pro~sd alternatives

would not & wld = “deficit” ~les. It is ex~tti that

there would be a “pnsitive net remm” to the

government.

Table 111.10 depic~ the SU-V msulk of m

wonotic malysis completd for ~ch of the
alternatives withti this dmument. The resumption w=
mde that not all COSKmd knefik would -ur at the
wme time but mther, they would recur ti different
yars. Thus, the= dollar amounts have &n dixout~ from the fitire to p-t &y net woflh. Bmefib rrotti

blow are u a result of %Iling forest pducts. Cosk am a remit of the dollam -t not ody to pmdum prtiuc~

but alw to mmplete titivation m-ures, tr=t sluh, fimm stid t@tmen@, mfor~mtion where appropriate, md
others. (For more in fomtion on monotics, refer to the Appndix).
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Signifimt kue #4) Ecologiml Dlvemity

~
varietv of orztism. In tidltion. wosvstem omductivitv could & dud md com=tivitv could & dismDtd

kw~ the late m-iond sti& of tim~r.

Aff@ed Envimwent

Ovemiw
BitiivemiW Natiod Fomt dwummk identify 290 -i= (excluding ~ve~bm~s) t~t Potentially my ~W
b the projwt am. Smtig tb- wildlife ppulatiom is a mge-t objmtive of the cument lmd w PI-
for this a-. h patiicular, the Iak sml =wia@ md qutic ~iw bve kn identifid for ~ial -gemnt

h the late wml =WM md riparim ne~ork h the Notiw~t Fowt Plm.

me mjority of the pro~d activities in this projwt would =ur h Matrix lmds. Matrix s*&rds md Widelin-

conuti spific objwtives addressing the retention of coarw wdy debris, grmn trw ad mag retention, @idelines

for the retention of remmt old groWh patches, ad timum levels of Ia@ wml bbiht. me Ggle projwt would

& implemented in a -er consisknt with the Rword of Dwision mOD) for the Nofihw-t Forest Plm multtig

h the retention of key compnents n=esu~ for the mintenmce of mosystem tictions md =tention of divemity

of habi~ts across the lmdscape.

Diversity h- kn defind by Boyce ad Cost (1978) as; “me mtigfil difference h the elemen~ of biologiml

commun ities.. Siderits md Radtke (1977) define divemity as; “Variety of plmt md wildlife comtiti= withti a

e

given ar=”. ~ey fitiher pint ouc “... all compnents of the aosystern plmt, timl, fish, md bid Iif% along
with soils md climte, comprise tbe factors to & evalwtd b wund lad magement progmm”. Msintenmce of

wological diversity is thought to & diwtly related to =osys@m s~bllity md m such, would help ~ mmm the
system against di=ter (Jetins 1976, Margalef 1969, mom et. al. 1978). For” UY tildlife ~i-, stid

diversity is lost when namml forest stids are removal. Cr=tion of horimn~l stid diversity h tijment stids,

my pafiially compmwte for Ib- Iosws.

me dis~mion of dgw ‘ are im~tit in detetitig the richess of habitit for wildlife. As the amomt of dge
in m ar- incres, habitit divemity incr-s however, this is tme ody to a cetiin pint. For example, a stigle

habitit block of 50 acr= w suppfl a much gr=ter variety of tildlife pies h w 50, one acm blinks. ~s

is kauw babiut requirements of a much larger num~r of pies a be met h the larger blink. Evm though
it would ap~r there is grater divemity of habitit with 50 smll blinks, there is a pint where tier-tig stid

(horimnwl) diversity tends towards homogeneity and is touter-pmductive tn bidivemity.

‘For the pup= of this malysis, .dge. is defid u the stdgbt ltie tit is c~td when a clamut b

kn bawestd l~vtig a distinct kun&~ kw- a newly cr-tti stid of tim~r md the remining rwidul stid

●
of trms.
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FraemenMtion: Some species, padicularly tbos not u=iatd with dge habiti~ my rquire large conti~ous
ehabitit blinks. For example, Bull (1975) fomd that the P[l&td wd~ker h nofi-tcm Oregon d at I-l

3W acr~ of older for=t dutig the n=ttig -n, More r=nt wok by Fomu (198 1) k w=km Oregon, tith
the Nofim SPtt4 owl, indimtes tkt MS ~i~ n+ a ve~ large ~rnto~. Afthough extisive -ds my

not have uimum divemity, they do pmtide mfficimt hbitit for -y ~i= such u the Pil-ti wuud~ker
md Sputted owl tich do quim large m of sitilm hhi~t md muld mffer if extensive suimble hab!mt w

not providd. Gnve=ly, othm ~i~, -h m the -velt CW -y si~ly rqui~ wlimde or pmhtion fim
the titmion of huw.

The mjmity of the Imd fi& under pan “A”. ~Is is namml sumssion afier totil destmction of the previous tim&r

swnd.

In wme of the riparim ar-, (minly along the notiem md wwtem buwkries), pan .B” rep-nk what the
stids lmk like. Tbew s~ds were pafiially d~troyd but not all of the old growh did.

2

F(RE ,.O,W!..,d...i, i.. .1old9!..!.4 +
S-11*E..8 h.osx.t

4 +

2

,

--
FIRE 5=.,W*.,,,,,”,.-., .,, *-,. *
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Ovemiew
me issue of biological divemity md fmgmenwtion is extremely w~lex. For the hgle projwt aw, four tidex=
wem wlwtd to wqare the envim-entil eff=k of the propd dkmativm on biologial divinity md

fm~mmtim. me four crikria ~cltie

1) Suimble Swttd b] HabiWt Conveflti. The Spotted owl hahitit is @ u m tidimtur to @let
whether m a- of habiht is mitible for a variety of -i= kvhg sitilm hblkt ~uim~k. me

No*em SpotA owl is clo=ly =iati tith lab WA s~d cti~ristics fatig tie follotig

attributw: a) kge, til, live t- tith @vitifi; b) T- titb bmkm ~P, c) high levels of lssge -g>
d) Fallen sod dmytig km b mppfi ~utit pnpulatiom of PRY ~iq ad e) Mrdti-layed *

mopies tith mndemts ti high aopy clomm. me wnt of wiable khiht mveti to non-hblht
would give so tidi=tion of bow wh altemtive would effwt pi= d~~t on Iate-=d hbiwt.

timntly, appmximtely 35% of the pmj=t am providw mi~ble Spu@ owl habibt. The mjnrity of
this hablkt is Iwatd along mjor riparim ara of figle Crek, she South FoA of ~gle Cmk, md Raven

Cr*k.

2) Acres of late successional interior forest ficmenti. For this malysis, late mcc=ional titerior habiwt
w= defind u contiWous late sucwssion for~t stids no less tbm SW fet from the s~d tige or a mti.

hterior habi@t is imptit for thow pies that rquim large home mg= titi tim~r of a lak wml

singe. ~ew spwies u% tbe interior forest for mtiemte climte, fid mique nest stmctures, -k

protwtion from prhtom, md find prey that also use the titerior forest. Most notible of thw ~ies is

the Spttd owl. Fragmentation of interior babi~t resul~ h habitit loss for depsntit pies md renders

the% s~ies su~eptible to incrasd pr~tion. Cumently, most of the late succexional interior bbibt

is found along Eagle Cr=k in the hte-Successional Rewme (NR) in the northern ptiion of she pmjwt
ar= md wutb along the -tern dge of the pmjwt ar- hu&q to Old Baldy md the Githens mountiin

ar=. Habitit is alw found along the South Fork of Ggle Cr*k. Approximately 33% of the pmjwt am

is considerd interior babibt.

3) bte successional or old zmwh forest convefid to a ems-fofi/shmb or omn mulin~-wle stid
condition. Placement of hamest uik my Auce the divemity of plmt md timl habitik tithin the

plwing ara if timbsr hawest mmov= multi-agd, multi-storid stik conubtig e rich complex of plmt
md miml ~ies md replaces them tith more even-agd stids havtig 1- stmctuml md ~im
divemity. The amount of acres sbiftd horn the late wml fomt sage w hs UA u m index to compare

how -ch alternative rduc= the bitiivemity which is contribute by late =ml stid conditions. timntly,

apprOxi~tely 22% of the projwt ara is in late mwmioml md old groti s~d conditions.
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Altetitivm #1 tbwh 3

Chap&m 111&IV -- ~gle FEIS

@

Suibble Smttd owl b~bibt convefid.

A tam of Forest Sewice biologisu mpp 35% (approximately 2,285 ac~) of the figle a- m ktig suimble
S~ttti owl habitit. Mtematives #1, 2, ad 3 would ralt b a Auction of suimble SWti owl habiht.

titemativ~#l md 2 would rduwhbititby 126 acre. ~sisa5% dmtionof cumtlyexisttig bbi~t.

Altemtive #3 would rducehabimtby221 XB which is appmximhly a 10% duction of habi~t. Mthough them
isa rtiuction, none of thealte-tiv= wouldau a Iossofviahilityof this hbi~tt~ford~dent ~i~.

Acm of late mc-sional titerior forest b~mentd.
Cu-ntly them are 2,100 wr= of timrior habitit h the ~gle pmj=t m. Afkative #1 would Auw tis ~~ge
by 1,044 acr-. ~s is appmxi-tely a 50% duction. Afkmative ~ wodd Au= this wr-ge by 460 wm
which is approxin@ly a 22% duction. M-ative #3 wodd AW this w~ge by 1,115 =m which is

approximately a 53 % rdwtion. Mthough there would a Auction h tikrior Mimt, the tija~t tildem~ (s,770
acr=, wakmhd malysis, page 6 ) ad UR (1,620 acr=, wak~d dysis, pge 6 ) would help to mmm this
habitit is minhind at the lmd=ap level h the ovemll ~gle C-k watemhrd.

bte-Successional or old ero~h forest convetid to a ~ms-forb/stib or own moltig-mle stid coodition.

Cumently, approximately 22% of the projwt ara provides Iate-suwessional for=t hahiht (appmximtely 1,435

acres). Alternative #l would affwt 111 acrw of habibt (8 %), alkmative ~ would affwt91 acw of kbl~t (6 %),

md alternative #3 would affwt 145 acres of habitit ( 10 %). None of the action alkmativ~ would affwt the mmmt

old gro~h patches or iwlatd tr=s that exist in the ara. me mjority of timkr ham~t would mur on Matrix

lads. All action alternatives would mmt the Matrix s@&rds md @idelties of 15 % retention of the ar= ~-iati
with ~ch cutting unit (ROD, page, C4 1). ~is dms not apply to thtig b= I-vfig untrat~ stids would

remrd development of the sands md would b detrimenml to the objwtive of crattig Iah-suc-ional patches

(ROD, page C-41).

~.
Implemenhtion of alternatives # 1 through 3 would r=ult in slight tier-s h the amout of dge. Stice dges am
uswlly richer in numkm of wildlife s~ies compard to tija=nt habitit ar-, this tiditioml dge my tic-
lhe numkr of wildlife s~i.s in the ar=. Benefiting s~i= my ticlude tie tibbr ha, white+romd ~mws,

black-tiild d~r, ad pket gopher to name a few. Cumntly them am 26 tilw of cmtti dge h the projwt arw.

mere would b an incrm of 4 to 5 tiles of dge through the implemenmtion of the 3 action alternatives.

Altemtive #4 No Action)

~is is the no action alternative. If this alternative were implemend, there would b no convemion of Spttti owl
habi~t, no changes to interior habikt, no conversions to gms-forb/stib or opn ~pltig-~le stid renditions, md

no incr-s in the amunt of cr=td dge.

me follotig bble m-ri- the effmk of the altemativa on tildfife habitit:
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ml Habitst

tinverted

Suitsble @l 2,159 2,159 2,W4 2,28S

Habitet Remtig

stir
I~lemtstiOn

Acw of hterior 1,W 460 1,115 0

HahiUt Convd

Interior Habitst 1,0S6 1,640 98S 2,100

Rerrrstiing after
Implementit;on

Acres of Mamre 111 91 145 0

Forest Convertd

to Gms/Forb

Mamre Forest 1,324 1,344 1,290 1,43s

Remining after

* ‘oMiles 4.S Miles 4.3 Miles o

Miles of Edge 31.0 Miles 30.S Miles 30.3 Miles 26.0 Mile

Following
Implemenmtion

Currrulative E~wk
Private srrd BLM sdtinisterd lmds boder the bgle projwt a= to the west. me mjority of this lad b kn

conveti to ~ond groti fo~ts. Fomt stid wndltiom on private Im@ am cbamkrid by relatively

homgenmw stidr of ple md xsw timber. ~- lm& do not wnti dive- stid mndltiom md”am Iactig

h mmre forest stids. To the at is the Salrrron-HucMe&rry Wlldemm which providm a hig~y dlve~

lm~~ tith abutit levels of mmm sti~, riparim batimb, telm slo~, -k outirops, pnds, md other

naNd fmtu~. WIti the proj=t a-, there am mtim timbr ~~, grsss/forb m, na~d -gs, md
riparim hsbltsb. A3&mativw #1 through 3 would not -It ti a -t ctige over existtig mmimd stsgm

~ -y of the tik would & t~ti titb a relatively light silvicultud pwriptiorr md would mtsh -y

ctitsristics of the existig sm&. ~= cktcristics ficltie 8 high -ut of -OPY clomm md a Isrge
smut of t= M am. Wersll, the wtion dkmtivw would tic= tie levels of -rly m-io~ stsge
s@&. h sddition, the S1]Vicu]N~l pmwription of co-mid *g would help to c~te stmcmd divemity
titiln the mNm fo~t sti&. ~s would b done by c-thg sdl oxgs which enmumge the develwmt

of vegatstive layers, the remit-t of dow wd, tildlife t-, md through the tic- vigor of the widd
trm.
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e
ti April21, 1995, a biologial ~=sment wm *nt to the U. S.D.I. Fish md Wildlife Semiw for titigattig foml
insulation b mgads to the ~ttd owl. Seveml pmjm~ were mbmitid b this asmnt of which, the Ggle

projwt W= one. ti June 7, 1995, a blologiml option w= givm for tbe list of dm mbtitd b April. me

biologiml optiion swtti; .It is the biologial option of tbe Wwim tbst tbe pm~d FY 95 ad FY 96 Fomt
Mmagement Activiti~ on tbe Mt. Hnnd National Fo- am not I*ely to tiveuly aff=t tbe ~ti owl or ib

dai~atd critid bbikt”.

The Mologid option of Jue 7th w= bd on tbe alte-tiv~ m pr-tti in tie ~gle Timber Sd= DEIS md
not the nltemativa p~nti in the SDEIS. Thin, h Jm~ of 1996, tbe figle SDEIS W- re-mbmiti to the

Fish md Wildlife %iu for mother fod mwlbtion. A hiologid optioo W= -ivd fim tbe Fih md

Wildife Sefiw on May 24, 1996 for tie SDEIS. This nption is the m w tbe option -ivd on the DEIS

(not Ifiely tn dvemly aff=t the ~ttd owl). SioW the dkmtiv~ h the SDEIS md tbe FEIS = tbe ssms (titb
the exception of dropping ti~ ad cb@g p-riptiom on WO tih) the option is valid for this FEIS.
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Other hu=
~s =tion d-is tith isues that did not suggwt there wu m almmative mgement stmtegy but wem still
comideti ti the malysis.

Affwted Envirortmmt

~
existhe md. tmils, the eligible tild md -tic mrridom alonz ~ele Cmk. md from the tildem~. Th-
wtivities my alw aff~t the auliw if the viewhd wbm -n from wleti vie mtik oukide the nmiect am

mch m h Gr=ham. Portlmd. md Esa-.

Ovemiw

Scenic qwlity witbim the Wgle pmjcct are is %%A through a comparimn of the existtig vim] condition @VC)
ad the visul qwlity objwtives (VQO) for ach bawest arw m dewri~ by the MT. Hd tid Mmgement Plm

(LMP). me VQO is pafi of tbe dwired fimrc condition (DFC) for wb hawest ar=. hticipatcd baw=t activiti=
M well m the wnsitivity of the viewing ~sitions were UA h the LMP to detetie the VQO for =ch lmd

allmation.

When eval~ting the existing vis~l condition, there are four clmsifications that a particular view cm k =si~d.

me four clmsifimtions are

1) Namml AD- ring: A stid of timbr that apprs to k undis~r~ md h= ~chd the pr-t

condition through namml prmes=s.
2) Sliehtl~ Alterd: Some mnagement h- mcurrd but is hwdly notic=ble to a viewer.

3) Mtiemtelv Alteti: Mmagement b= mcurrd md is apparent to the v,ewer.
4) Havilv Alterd: Mmagement has wcumd md dotinates the wene.

In the forest plm, visul qwlity objwtiva were d=ri~ for particular wttings across the forest. ~e= objwtiv=
arc

1) Retention: Mmagement activities my wcur but tb- hum wtivitim are not evident to the -l

obwwer.

2) Partial Retention: Mmagement activiti= have mumd but the= activiti~ are mhrdtite to the
characteristic lmdm~.
3) Mtiification: Mmagement activitia h~ve -ud ad the= wtivities dotiate tie Im-pc.

4) Maximum Mdificatiom Mmagemmt activiti= dotimte the lmdsa~ but should ap~r rtamml in’tbe
kckgroud.

Witi the LMP, tig tmils have b givm a .S~itivity Uvel” mt~g. Tb* mttigs sate the VQO for di-w

mn= fi relation to tbm tils. A wnsitivity level of .1. MS tit thm tmils hve p=ri~ V@s of mtition,
~ial mtmtion, md difimtion ti the foregrnud, fm foregmud, md the tiddle gmmd disti= mnes,

rwtivelY. A =itivity level Of ‘II” m=s hat ~- t~ls kve p=ri~ Vws of pafiial mtition md
difiwtion in the nar foreground ad tiddle-gmmd dismce mnw, re~tively.

The ~gle project m ticlud= ~rtions of ~gle C~k md the Snuth Fork of Ggle CA dtige dj~t ~

the Salmn-HucMe&rry WiIdem~. me retire &gle pmj=t - h- k d~i~ti u a B6 S~id EqhIs
Watemhti. @erlaying the B6 allmtion is a B7 Gened ~~rim dl~tim. h tidition, a ~rtion of kgle Cmk

k eligible for cl~ifimtion mder the tild md wetic rivem wt. Uh of tbw dl~tions have &n msimcd a
VQO md a distiw mne.

e

.
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e Chapters 111&IV -- Eagle FEIS

Table 111.12 tidlwta Imd allwations assi~d h the Ugle ar- x d-ri~ by the LMP md what VQO W-

msi~d to the allmtions.

@able ~. 12) kd A1l-tiom ad VQO’S

Existi~ Ctmditiom

Existtig visml conditions are prewntd in the fom of W-V mtings. The SU-V mthg dewriks the gaeml
impression of the lmrd~a~ m a visitor pms through the viewshd on m esbblishd tmvel mute. me mtigs am

detind by the mount md ty~ of altemtim to the lmbpe due to ~agement activities. ~ch viewshd k

kn evalwtd Ming four mtings. The= mtings are: 1) namml ap~tig; 2) slightly dted; 3) mtiemtely alterd,
md 4) h~vily alteti.

me followtig namtive di=us viewshds/vie~tits that could b affwtd by uagement wtivitiw uder tis
dmument. Mmagement activities are not p~~ that would affmt other viewW@/vie~ti@ tit exist h the

~gle a= (e.g., figle C=k).

Ttil W2 W~hed

This tfil bgti at SqUw Mou~ti md m~m the pmjmt - io the no~w~t mmm of -tion 10, tomship 4
muth, MOW 6 ~ md tin ms dmg the wetem kw~ of the Mmmr-HucMeb~ tildem~. This ttil

evmtily m& at Old Bddy @. Sa~le viewer positioos wem 1-M along the ttil to detetie vid qulity.
Atong this tmil, th- am wo tier diatuhm h tie tmil fomgmrmd. A ~elkmd hsw~t tit h ~tiott 10

extmb tithin 200 fmt of the tdl (fomgmud) md sdl o~gs wm c~td ti the mne bw~ the
sheltered md the ttil (fore~ud). Th~ wtivitim do met the VQO of ~tion md it is utiml apptig.

Bewmn %tion 10 ad Old Baldy mubti, them is a regenemtion hawwt uit h the fo~gmund of this tmil. tis
unit is clwifid x mtiifimhon. A though them is a buffer of timkr &w+n the uit md the tmi), it d~ not ma

a
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Chapkm 111&IV -- Eagle FEIS

retention md the viewshd is mndemtely alterd. Other ti this one tit, the existtig vi-l wnditiort is na~ml a

Sppmg ~d is corrsi stent with retention.
Tmil 502A Vimhti
~s tmil &@s on for=t rd 4615 n=r tie -kr of -tion 5 md NS uphill to the -t for appmximkly me

tile. me ttil thm cm- ti 4614 md then wntirru~ uphill where it tik-b tith ttil 502. me pnrtim of
til W= 4615 md 4614 is not havily A -W it d~ nots vie~tib or other tibmtig fa-.
Fomt visitom hly tive @ where tmil 502A tie-b A 4614 md thm hike up the hill @ tiI 502. This

Au- *g time m the= wistig to am Old Baldy muti.

Them is a ment mgmemtion hm=t tit at the k-g of the tmil on 4615. This tit exbh ww the ttil

arrd g~ uphill dnng the tmil for appmximtely 1/4 tile. The ttil b & -u@ md follows a . fill. sln~ of

a Tur Md. ~s mgenemtim tit is cl-ifiad aa difi~m dnng the til srrd mti 4615. ~s mting k
mnsistmt for B6 Imb however, the sti~ for level I ttils is mtition. Thu. this tit d- ❑ot m- mkrrtion

md the mmry mtirrg would & mmi&A h-vily dtird.

Tmil 505 Vi~hed

This is the only =nsitivity level 11 tmil in the Eagle am. It is Iatd on a ridge which fo~ the muthem bnm~ry
of the pmj=t arm md pamllels mad 4614 for abut 1 3/8 rrril= md it is one of the few tmils irr the Clackaw

River dminage that allows off-highway vehicle u=. Spur rmd 4614167 CMSW the tmil irr -tion 9 which provides
access to Imdings for WO ~genemtion hamest ~i~ to the muth. Th= mis we ouGide of the figle pmjwt am.

The trail is crttsd again approximately 1/4 of a file mt by mother Tur md which agti acwsw a Imding for

mother regerremtion hawest unit. Approximately 10% of the tmil h= & alterd to the level of mdifimtion. ~s

gives it a SU-V mting of mderately alterd ad it d~ not met the s~tird of partial retention for tmils.

Road 415 Vi~int

~Is vie~int is at a rwent hawest uit nofih of the inte=tion of mad 4614 md mad 4614130 which pmvida

a tiddle-gmud view of the mountains Old Baldy md Githens. The view of fo~tti ridg= titb previous gwrnetric

cutting units, mad constmction, ad thtig, m=ts the VQO of mtiifiwtion, mtiemtely alterti which is e
consistent with the Mt. Hnnd hd Mmagement Plm (LMP).
Mclver Wrk Vlvint
Views of the ~gle projwt ar= am visible from selwtd I@tinns outside me National Fomt n-r the tom of
Esti~. me= views are background views (10-15 files frnm the vi-kg psitions) ad met patiial mtmtion

md ap~r slightly alterti which is consistent tith the LMP.

Table 111.13 lists vie~ints within ad outside of the =gle proj=t am. The bble alw lists the VQO for the
vie~ints md the existing viswl cnndition.

II Ttil 502 I Rebtinn I fikntimr, NamA Ap@g

Tmil 502A Rtition Mdifimtim, H~vily M-

Tmil 505 Ptial Wtitimr Mndifiwtimr, M&m~ly Afkti

1 ,

McIver Pti Mdlfi-tion Partial Retitiorr, Slightfy Mkd
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A]te-tivm #1 tbrnWh 3

me folloting malysis d-rik chmges to the -ne~ titi =l=td viwshd md bm wlwtd vie~tik due
to actions waler the propnd alternatives.

Ttil 502

Mkmativ= #1 md 3 have propn~ *g rmik titi the viewahti for dmst the mtim length of the ttil

w,% 66W of the ttil). This ttil h a =sitivity Imel of I md a VQO of mtition md it should mmti namd

appmg. me mom obviom chmga to the fomgrowd =ne~ muld ticlude smmps, sl~h, gromd distirhw,
able mrndom, ~ti~lar o@gs, md =WIU t= ~hg. The tilviml~d p=riptim of mm” Id @g

allows the flexibility m father the timsity of timbr bat away km the tmil tith the 1- in- -t-t

mufig titi the nm fomgmud. This mupled tith Iaving a lW buffer along the til md utilitig m Ad
loggtig system Aotid & dq~~ to -t the objwtive of mtition. The silvicdmdp-riptim favom stmc~l

md ~i~ divemi~ md is consiswnt tith the lm~pe tiysis md dmi~ in the wak~d malysis. A km~mry

deviation from the VQO a h ex~td h the shofi tetm however, the ttil would ~ ex~ted to filly met the
VQO of retention after the ndemto~ regmemtion ad vegewtion k gmm.

Alternative ~ ticludes ody one tit witi the 660’ fomgromd of tmil 502. me effwk of i~lemen~tion would
& sitilar to alternatives #1 md 3 except that tbe length of affwtd tmil is much smiler.

Tmil 502A

~Is tmil h= a wnsitivity level of I md dms not cumently m=t the visul qulity objmtive of retention -W

of the protient mgenemtion hawest unit at the tmil h=d hm chmgti the viewsbed to mdifimtion. Ml of the

@

action alternatives pro~w units within 660’ of the tmil (altemativm #1 md 3, 4 mtik, alternative ~, 3 utrib).
Additional chmges to the existing viewshd cm b ex~td -u, there is no s~ifid buffer along this tmil,
the p~tiption for unit #17 is sheltewd which would remve a g~ter numbr of t~s thm a tig md
would rduce the cmopy closure more that in a thimtig tit, ad uble corndom tiuld b visible fmm the tmil.

Although unit #17 would & visible horn the tmil, it W= dwi~ed ~ “mften” the dge effwt of m existkg

regenemtion unit along the trail. ~Is action would .fmther the tige.

ImpacS from logging could & mde Ias obviom through iqle-tition of ~ific titivation m~m. ~ew

maures my include a) di~tional felling oft= away fmm the tmil; b) flush cuttig stompq c) Iitit ~~d
dismrk~ md distibmce to residwl vegektion; md d) Iitit the tidth md layout of skyline mrndom to de

them less obvious.

All tb= of the pmpnd alternatives have approximkly the mm effwk although alternative ti hm mte 1=s
pro~~ tit. With tit d=iW md the silvidtil p=riptiom, it is ex~ti @t the pm- kmt titi
would -t ptiial rekntion. It is mticipted that the cummt s~ti of difimtion, havily d~~ would mmti

the wine. A the udemto~ vege~tion gmm, it m k expti tit wibw fmm log~g would bm l=

obviow.

Ttil 505

~Is ttil h= a -itivity level of II md cumtly d= not - the VQO of paflid timtim. Ml of the mtim
altemativ- pmpnw m-mid -g tifi titi the viewshd of this tmil. The silviculmd Pmriptim for
tb= pm~d tis is tig md they m -M fmm the til by a buffer - md d 4614. Three

pm~d thimtig *ould tie tier hg= to the viewhd ht would not 10WW the viwl qulity of the trail
over the long &m. Conve=ly, the p-d wtions would not i~mve the tid aditim b _ the obj~tive
of panial retation.
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Road 4d15 Vl~int
me tiddle-gm~d view of Old Baldy moutati md the u~iatti ridgeltie cumntly m=t the VW of tilfiution

titb sveml appemt gmmtric regenemtimt tik visible md mdy tier variatiom in kxmm ad line from
pmviow *g md md mmtmction. Expti chmg~ to the view~d from the propod

altemativ= ticludq si=, sbap, numbr, md plti~t of the mtiti m well m the ~ of Iog@g symm - etrd

WOpy clown. Hm~t tik tith a mopy clowm gmkr tit 60% +mdd ww mdy tier ckg- to fomt
exmre. me w of =rid Ioggtig syskm would elitiak stight b= tit would k cut tiugh the tids for

@ble yadtig corndom. Utik utilitig ~ud h~ log@g =Omds m =W hm mil tn k exposed wtich
wodd & visible due to the color motmk baW*n wil md the -ouding vege-tion.

Utib that have a wopy clmm that is IN h 60% have the PMt po~tid for titig visible 00 the

lmb~. With tbe dkmativa, d~mtive #1 mntis 11 tmik that bve a <60% -opy CIOU stir

implemen~tion. Mkmative ~ b 10 tib tith a wopy clmm of 1-<60 %, md d-rive #3 h 9 tiu tith

a <60% mopy clowre. A fw mti& wem d=i~d @ yidly X exisdng mgaemtiots hw~ rmi& so tit

the dgm would blind tito the mmudtig midnal sti&. Utik ti ad 17 ti all dkmativm and tit 11 h

altemativ= #l ad 3 would -~hsh this objmtive (Slmn Bell, 1995). Other tik we~ alw mnsided for dge

blending but wew not pumd due m a high ptential for blowdow. me tik h the pmpod al~mativa that have

the highest pkntial to alter the viewshd are uti@ 13, 15, 16, 20, 21, 27, md 28 ~e~ uik would probably
bs visible from this viewtig pint but their sim ad placement tiould Iitit their visibility.

McIver PWk Vi~int

me Eagle ara is considerd’ “background” when viewd from McIver Park md from other vie~ink ammd
Es@cada. me uti~ with a comercial ttimg prwription or thow with m tidividml trm =Imtion p-ription
are not ex~td to & visible from this distice. Pro~d ti~ with a aopy clowre of <60% would probably

& visible at this distice but would not dotimte the sene~ due tO their si=. placement. ad dis~~ fmm ~s
viewtig ~sition.

e

Altemtive #4 ~o Action)

Under th]s alternative, there would & no magemmt wtiviti~ implemmtd m a reroll of tils dmummt. ~m,
here would & no chmges to the existtig visml qmlity of the hgle ar=.

Cwdative Effwk
me visml qulity along individml tmils ad on tbe geneml Imd=p h= kn alterd through pmt hawest

activities. Since the mgenemtion haw~t prmription h= not &n propd mder my of the al~mtives, none of
the action alternatives would add cumulatively to or fitiher chmge the visml qmlity objwtiv= in the ar-. It is
mticipatd that wm of the hamest uits would slightly alter sumoudtig temti e~ially aroud tmil 502A for

the Aofi-@m. However, WIS altemtion would not dotiate over the geneml viwl pmeption of the a-. h the

Iong-tem, ati vegation ~ws, th- Amt-km eff=k would dimppr horn the lmk~.
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kue #2.1) Fomt Hdth and Slvicultm

The Isme Hawest activities w tic= the Em-l h-lfi of a fO~st bv tfi~ tie exist~~ s~ds ~ that

residml trm tic= their eroti ad halth. This tw of stid is &tter able to resist mv a~cks bv tiw~.

di-s. ad tindtiw.

Fo~t hdth my & defiti = a mnditim h the fomt ti which the ri~ of pr=t md fimre tige by hu-
md namml m- str~mm is titid to -t sik-~ific -UW objmtives. A ‘h=lthy fomt. is one that

is r=ilient to chg= md is c-tid by @ ~i= md lm-pe divemity that pmvid= a -kiod habi@t
for fish, tildlife, ad hum. Stid demiti=. tid~Ow. diw ~ke~. fire excl~iOn ~d drOught cOnditiOm

contribute to tic-tig stres= on th- for=t s@&. As a ~sult, shd vigor dwlti- -g the stid mom

susceptible to tiwk md dim.

Objwtives have kn developti that if accomplish, would kgin moving the timber smds h. the bgle ar-

towards a hwlthier mre divew forest. The objatives for the Eagle ar- are

1. To incrwe the present level of stid h-lth hy ductig stwking levels to lessen stress on individwl

trws.

2. To incrm stmcmral diversity on a Imdscape bmis.
3. To mintiin or incr-e speim diversity at a imd-~ level.

4. To incr=w the present level of stid h-lth, including tiparim re=wes (alternative #3 only), by

rducing the stwking levels to Ieswn stress on individul tr=s.

The method =Iwtd to t~t the= stids to impmve for-t halth is through a timber wle. The pmp~ action
(alternative #]) involvw tinting 1,030 acres of Imd wtille alternatives ~ md 3 would !rat 562 md 1,229 acres

respwtively. All thti of the= “action” altemativ= address a mjor concern mised by the ~gle Cmk Watemhd

halysis (1995): “The biggest thr=t to s~d vigor is ovemtwbg. If stiti am Iefi to namml ttig, tr= my

sbfi to exprience stress by compting for ndd sunlight. This would ex~w the stids to higher sweptihility
to inwts such = ~mce budwom md rmt rot. Pr-ntly my of the stids are n-r or abnve stwking levels

rwomendd for optimum vigor. ” WA, page 80)

Fu~i
The relationship hew-n forest wagement pmctices md the forest kngal comuity is prly undemtd. To

address concerns, the ROD for the Nmthwest For@t Plm dmumenk 234 tiy pies @able C-3) detetined
to & “of ~ial mnmm. due to their ap~t afity for older mfifemm habi~~ md their mrity. ~n~wation

m-um for tb= ~ifi ticlude the wagement of how sit= w well m exknsive regional sumeys. The=
suweys should &gin &fore 1997 md are ex~td m tie up to 10 y-m for completion. None of the listd -i=

that ~uire magement am how to exist ti the =gle am.

Co-dy gathed edible mmtim q-t the tilt (w-m) of mymfiml tigi. It is genemlly ag~

that forest age, mgsition, md stmcmm likely hflumm tild dlble mwhtim pduction (Pilz md Molina 1996).

Clwrcutting of tr= affw~ mycofiml tigi h the shoti-km by mmovtig the photos~thetic host. Lketi*, it

is thought by mm that hmvy atim hm~g YW after y- my dw affmt P-V pduction. A numbr
of smdifl am cumntly udemay @ tid- thm qu=tiom. Mitigation develo~ for the ~gle pmjwt to ddms
a numkr of rmum mnwms would duw i~ac@ to tigi. ~M ticlude 1) Lltiting wil mmpwtiou, 2)
Lititing ground dismrbmce ad 3) hvtig live t- on the site.
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The hgle projwl dms not pmpnse the cI=rcut prewription however, sheltered cutting would nccur. Mthough
*

the mjotity of the t-s would b removal in the sheltew~ arm (IM UN b Mt. #l, 104 == h Alt. ~,

snd 129 acrw h At. #3) =veml live tr= would be Iefi ~d = muid fi tie Nmthwest FO~st pl~. 15% Of tie
cutting ar- is to k left W*UI. By I*ving tb= tr~, the photosynthetic host(s) would retin at l-t in pan over

the mjority of the cutting aw. It m b ex~ti tit tigi would sill grow ti thw am however pduction
would mst likely & dud over namrsl levels due en dismtim d the intiwtion of whght. ~= effe@
would k shofi-km mtil vegemtion kgins tn gmw agafi. ~em shodd hc IiMe or no eff=t tO figi p~uctiOn

h the -g m ww 1) The t- ~opy laye~ wOuld ~ Iefi ~~ct ~- lifit~g tie ~tr~ucti~ Of m

Iighc 2) No sl=h di~d would wur ti the stids thus I=ving host mkrid inticfi md 3) Helimpter logging
cr-ta ve~ little if my gmmd dlsmti= md no co~tion.

The ody ~ ti the tig uik that muld aff~t mwhonm ptiwtion is ti kyltie md t-tor tib. The

affwtcd am would & h the skyltie mrndom or Ad tmils. P=t ex@mm tidi=ta thst dismrbsnce its Aylie

ad tmctor tits is no mom tbm 15% of the cutting are. k the u of the ~gle dkmtiv~, Mtemtive #1 would
skyline or tmctor 309 acres, Alternative M would skyltie or tmctor 279 ac~s, md Mtemative #3 would skyline

or tmctor 336 acres. Thus, for the alternatives, it cm k ex~td tit no mo~ thm 46 wres in alternative #1, 42

acres in alternative ti, ad 50 acres in sltemative #3 would k disti~ through logging. It cm & ex~tti tit

mushr~m production would d=line in th= distnr~ ar- over the shofl-tem hut would again re-grow once

vege~tion &om= re+sbblishd.

Alternative #1 (Pm~ed Action)

Presctivtions

This alternative silviculNrally tr-ts 1,030 acres. Thr* pre=riptions would k employ~ in this alternative. A

comercial thimtig (CT) with variable spacing would& applid to 86S acre. ~Is would employ uneven tbihg

of the conifer swds where a combination of the following tr=tmenk my mcuc 1) The crwtion of smll o~nings e
1/4 to 1-1/2 acre in si~. Up to WO (2) acres of wings for evev Wn acr= -y hs cr-tcd. A mm ~ifom
thiming which removw 30% to 50% of the b~l am would & applisd ti other pnflions of unit$ 2) Ar- my

& left untr-td due to rmky conditions. adva~ regenemtion, wildlife rids, or buffers. Riparim am would
not & tratd under rbis alternative; 3) THS from tbe suppm~ md intetiiate -OPY layers would k removal

in preference to thow l~ted in the cndotinmt or dofinmt positions.

A sheltewd prmription (SW with thr= intensities of cutthg would & applid to 125 acres.

1) The most intense prewription would l~ve m avemge of bW*n 20 md 30 stidtig trms per acre. kve trw
would b gmu@ or unevenly disttibutd to -ompli& s~ific remurce objwtiv=. Th= Iave groups would have

all trws left on the site (regardless of sim or crom position). ~em am no plms to remove th- tr- onw the

new stids we atiblishd (Notiwwt Fo* Plm, CA 1). h ddition, -tted tidividul l-ve t- would & left
over the reminder of the uit. Th& t= would bs the larg~t, -t vigomm, kt fomd, md the mst

tindfim. Mve te would comist of diffemt ~i~ w thst a -i= w~sition is miotid. M=

-Iings of the mre intolemt ~i~ would bs plmted tn help _ W p-t divemity would =*,

~idly ti tie tik witi groups md o~gs. If it is dststid tit individti Iave t= am affecting the
b-lth ad grnti of the -lmgs abut five y- Follotig hsmest, mme of the ovemtn~ my k gitild or

mmovti in oder en duu wmptition md impmve stid hdth (Oliver snd hrsnn 1990, Srrtith 1%2). The
gidld t- would k= tildlife habimt (mags).

2) A -nd +eltsmd pm=ription would l~ve m avemge of abut 50 t- pcr Km in grou@ pattcm. Th=
groups wwld }mve all tr- on the siw md mgmemtion would & aamptishd x d=rihcd abnve. k sddltion,
-tterd individti l~ve t~s would & left over the mmtidcr of the tit. Tb- t- would bs the Iargmt, nm~
vigorous, bst fomd, ad the most windfim. hve t- would consist of different ~ia w tkt a pi=
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composition is mtitstid. It is mticipatti that afier regenemtiOn ha kn eskblish~, the ~Jority Of the l=ve
tr~s would ~ removal.

3) The third t~ of shelkmd prewription would I-ve m avemge of approximately 40 or 50 evedy ~acd tr=s

on -b acre (grouphg would not mur). The lmve b= would & WA m avemge of 32” ud 29’ spafi. It is

mtici~tti that ah mgmemtion k &n m@blishd, the mjority of the Iave - would k mmovd.

A third tyW of silviculmml p=ription propod for this alkmtive is tidividti ti= wlmtion ~S) on 37 acr=.

The objmtive of tba pr=riptiom is to crmk stmc~d divemity for lak sml wildlife ~ies.

All but one of the propd uni& ti this dtemative am silvicul~mlly high priority units. The remtiing utit is

wend priority. Ml of the siiviculNra] prewriptions m=t the criteria dewri~ by the “bdscape halysis md

Desi~” swtion of the Eagle Crwk Watemhd halysis (1995) (Maps Iwatd bwen pages 78 ad 79).

Comercial Tbimin~ (CT): This type of trmtment would help to incra shofi-tem vigor of the s~d by rduciog

com~tition for moisNre ad sunlight (Kitim 1987, Oliver 1990), until the crows C1OWonce again. It is

ex~td that prexnt diameter md height groti mt= would k mtitsind or slightly incr-e after ten to fiftwn

@

yars. The growh mtes are ex~td to k min~ind or slightly iocr- after I=ve tws expmd their root system

md incr=se their ndle complement ~llliamon 1982). The gr-@t groWh gabs are expwtd h the tme firs.
Aoother ent~ into thews mds is mticiptd h appmximtely Wenty yam to mintiio stid hmltb. Without this
swond ent~, the vigor of the tr=s would again dwline. me CT pre%riptions allow for the grm~st -agement

flexibility in the fimre while minhining ovemll sad h=lth.

A large pro~tiion of the lower-level cmopy would & remov~ by tbiming from blow, or ~movtig suppresd
md intemtiiate tr~. Tres fmm tbew uopy positions tmd to h waler mom stress tha their comte~am h
the up~r levels. By removing the iodividwls uder mom strms, the rwidwl tms are ex~tti to be rel- ad

con~uently kome more h=lthy. A viable undemto~ is im~mt to mtiaioing the hulth of the whole stid
kauw w~er trms m attract in%ts into the ar= ad then move tito tbe oversto~.

From the stid ~le, stNcmml diversity would k dwrd by Wtig horn blow. ~Is would k pafiicularly
tme when lwkng at the vefii~l stmcmre. By cmtiog smll o@gs md ductig aopy closure, hth horimntil
md vefliul stmctim would k ticti k the fimm. A new -OPY layer would & cr=td in the smll opings

ad wme youg t= am alw ex~d to time mwblishd mder a mom own ovemto~. & tb= tr~ mm~,

they am mticiptti to fom a new tid-layer wopy. Hme, there wodd b a tioti tem dmrm ti vedid
divemity, but h tbe long km, vdd divemi~ is ex~ti to ioc-. ~s a b evidencd by the exist~g

“Ravm” thiing along the w=km side of d 4d15). At the lmb~ Ae, stmcmml diversity would b
incd by ctigiog the p~nt homogenmu mmre of the am.

Them is ex~td to b wme Ioggiog -ge to the midul t= dutig hawwt wtivities. Some of tils &mge
would k to tr~ crews md m~ while the m~der would b to the bol~. Crow &mge is IS wriom -w

nw limbs w gmw to ~lam the tijud or ti~iog bmch~. Howevm, tige to the kle or NO@ is mm

mrious kw it is ~tient md opm the t=’s system up @ tifwtions by ptbogens (Oliver 1990, Stitb 1%2).

Tbew infmtions would w~en tbe tr=s md have a impact on tm hwltb. Stid &nge using this prexription
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is mticipatd to b *or. by tres that am &mgd would b left h plue md would k mnside~ wildlife tr~s.

Sheltewd Pre*riotion (SW

me fimt shelte~d -me pr~ription would I=ve approximately 20-30 trm ~r acre. ~= Imve tr- would

provide a ve~ dqwte A wume for naNmi mgmemhon. Whaher or not the midml t- am tifody wmd

or clum@, there would ~ enOugh gm~d dismfi~m tO provide a g~ ~ ~ fOr a new g~emtiOn Of cO~fem.
me mmtiig uopy cover would k sufficient to provide pmtition fim bth the m md hst m -m dlhg
mmivd.

With the large tic= h tiight, the ~id~l ~b ~d hefi laYem wOuld &wlaY ~~ vi~lity (Sfiti lg62,

Walsti md Kuch 1987), although their num~m would bve h dud by M-ttig md siw pmpmtimt

wtiviti~. If the ~idd smd ptium m adquE ~ of A, it is ex~ti tit them would b m

ovembubw of Alhgs =tiblishd (Oliver 1990, Smiti 1962). ~m, them would b mrrsidmble wm~tition

&wm the ~ltigs. Without st=king mntrol dutig the fimt dde or wo of life, them would & ~~ation

md h=lth problem for the new geoemtion of tr- (Kids 1987, Oliver 1990, Smith 1962). If the I-ve t=
do not prduce m ad~wte - crop tithin the fimt Y=r or WO followtig ham~t, the ~dergm~ is ~ticip~
m get a head sun on mcupying the site md could provide strong competition ~ the ymmg &lkgs kfo~ they

&ome mtisfactorily ~tsblishd md could uuw motility (Smith 1962). If it is envisimrd that this might b the
c=, the= uik could b plmtd a y=r follotig hawest w that them would not & the lap= ti tire.

As with the thitig prewription, them would k logging &mge dutig haw~t. It is ex~td that them would
& less injury to the msidwl trms -u= fiere wOuld ~ more r~m fOr ~euvefig 10gs dufig yarding.

Although, there is a grater ch~ce fOr a~ge during sl=h bu~ng OFmtiOns. ~e~ am fewer w~nti~ imfr~~
with this prewription from in=ts md dim= thm ~ kauw fewer tr- re~ md them would k lW chmw

of pathogens moving hwmn the trms.

himls are ex~td to b dmw to the= n,:w o~nings -us of ~muttig vegeation. & a -It, them is
*

ex~td to b some miml &mge to new -Iings. With enough of h trms am affwtd, a Altig h=lth

problem could arise. However, it is not ex~td that this sitition would tiur. If this wem the M, individwl
Alings could prot=td so that the new stid would re-ti h-lthy.

me wend sheltewd pmwription I=ves m avemge of abut 50 grou@ midml tr- pr acm md is desi~d
to move the present ovemtmked stid to m arlier successional skte. b the prwess ~ved gods are mhlevd

1) me ovemll h=lth of the stid is ex~td to impmve tith dud com~tition. 2) h abuntit UaNml *
source would be left in place. 3) Enough ground disN*mce would tie plaw to provide a gd minml @ ~

for the next genemtion of tr=s. 4) A considemble amo~t of @opy would b reatid for ~ling protmtion fmm
frost md the mn which mmm mwival. 5) Stmcmd divemity would k tic- md a bgtig shge of a multi-
agd, multiple-storid stid would tie plaw he~- md -mrg the l=ve - md ~ups. md 6) MOE

magement options would & available h the fimm b tith the fifi Aeltewd p=ription.

me n~ for plrmting Alings, stmkmg control, md mticiptd &~ge from Iogfig md timls tith the

raultit effwts would b the wme u the= d=ri~ for the fimt sheltewd prmriptimt.
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mere are WY similarities beW*n tie fi~t wo shelte~~ pre=riptiOns ~d tie t~~ P~riPtiOn, U~eSs
othetise satd, the effwts from the fimt wo shelte~d p-riptions would apply to this thifi pm~ription.

WItb the lmge -ut of t- left ti plain waler this pmription, them would & m ovembutim of Altigs

=wblishd ad a mwndtig high level of mm~titinn kwm the tidlvidmls. SAling cn~titim from the
m-g ovemto~ would kome ve~ evidmt titi a shmt Wrid of tim (Oliver 1990, Stith 1962). Both of

th= f~mrs wdd 1A @ smgnation, hdth problem, md mo~ity if stitig mtttml of the Aliogs is not

mtitid h the fimm wdsti md Kuch 1987). Some of the r=idtis my either k mmvd or gidld md Iefi

ti place to Auce com~tition horn the ovemtou. This action would b n-mq tithitt five to en y- follotig

hamest. (S= Fufure fimber Management Op?iom h the hlysis File for more diwmsion).

Individual Tre Selwtion (ITS)

The individual tr~ wlwtion pr~riptions are ve~ sitilar h namre with the min differences &kg the siz md

number of the optigs. As a result, the effats of this ITS tr=tments on s~d b-lth would va~ depndkg upon

the sim md orienwtion of the patches md the numkr of o~nings cr=td. It mticipated that with a larger patch

cut, there would & a gr-ter improvement of long-tern stid vigor. Conve~ly, smiler groups would have the

Iwt influence on Iong-tem s~d h=ltb.

The eskblishment of a new genemtion of -Iings would also va~ with the amount of trm removal. h all C=S,

stwking control at a arly age would b nwesm~ to rduce com~tition md mo~lity md aid h the development
of a h=lthy layer of tr=s. In addition, the tolerat spwies would h tbe most successful in suwiving in tbew
siwtions. hrger opnings would have the bst chmces for esmblistig new -Ihgs while smiler opngs would
have the Imt chmce for successful eshblishment of Ir=s. htolemt t= would have the kst cbmces of mwival

md growth in the ar- with h=vier removal while toleut pies would tend to have higher suwival mt= in a

mre c104 mopy (Oliver, 1990, Walstid ad Kuch 1987). However, tbes mks are ex~ti to drop u the
mopy closure ad competition incrwses.

The vignr of tbe mdergrotih would tic= with a more intenw tratment md would not & u prolific where

smiler groups are mmovd. This tr~tment would have a psitive impact nn sbd b~lth ammtd the cr-td
opnings but le~ Favomble thm the comercial -g stmtegy. The vigor for the mt of the untwtd stid
would continue in ik prewnt dirwtion of dwltie. For fifier malysis, m the dlwussion of effwk of

implemen~tion for Mtemative 4. bggtig &mge md sub~umt effmk would b sitilar ~ that d=ri~ for

the ~ @tmenta.

Natid Alittgs tint *me =mblishd titi sdl otigs would m- likely & of the mm mle=t vtietiti
(Olivm 1990, Walsti md Kuch 1987). This would chge the ~i~ mmpsition of the sti& over tim tn a
mom bomogenmus &eup which tight Id to m= whtid h-ltb problem due to tim~ md di-. (e. g.,
Dougl~-fir is cummtly the dofinate pies md this my chmge m hedmk over time).
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me ~ prewription would rduce the number of stem ~r ac= md Imve the largest md wst hdfim t~ k

place. However, the mopies of the sti~ would not bc opcnti up toa g~t degm. ~s would allow the midml
trws a chmce to gtiwlly kome more tidfim but still provi& them tith shelter md mppti from tie Et of

the stid (Grmme 1988, Oliver 1990). me s~bility would mm = crow si=, cm- mtio, di-kr-~height
mtio, md vigor ticti md th- knefi~ wotid hc P- a ~ m expmdtig mt system (Oliver 1990). h

ddition, the stcm of the t- would slowly k= mre -w@- to the s~ of the tid. Ml of th-

factom combtiti would help to =ablish hdthier md mm tidfim sti~.

~em is a ~wibility that there would bc wm blowdow ti the own sti& of the Ael-d tratmnts. If the

tidtiw w= wvem mough md no Avage @k plum, them wmdd k the pmbbility tit m tit buildup would

~ur tit could affwt the ~idti - h the -.

Cmdative Effmk
me lack of fim md other namd dis~tic~ over the p-t 110 to 140 y- ~ brought this - @ i~ p=nt

smte. II would k impssible to ~mte the long tem hmlth of tis ara tithout mme bd of magement
activities (Oliver 1990). It would & ody a rotter of time bcfom dismrbmce would =t m a= back to mr -rlier

swge of sumession (Dtiel et. al. 1979). Stice =osystem are dynatic, not s~tic, cbmg= would tie plwe (Oliver

1990). With the fin protwtion tit this a- bm kn given over wveml d~-, tie .m~ml. bdmm h= h

UPWI. AS a result. ~ tie present si~tion. it ~Y not ~ ~ssible to let na~re tie is couw ~U* the ex~~
eff=ts of such a stmtegy would caux losses to UY resoumes (e. g., fi~erim, wildlife, md othem).

Alternative #2

Pre=riutions

Alternative #2 propxs to trwt 562 acres, wbicb is 46S fewer acres thm alternative #1 md 667 fewer acres thm *
alternative #3. Of this to~l, 458 acres would b have the co-emial thtig pfixription srrd 104 w;res would
have the sheltewd pmwription. With the sheltewd pr=ription, approximately 40 or 50 evedy @ tr-
would b left on acb acre (grouping would not mur). me Iwve tr- would b wacti m avemge of 32’ ad 29’
apafi. It is mticipatd that afier regenemtion b= &n es-blishd, the -jority of the I-ve tr=s would & remvd.

me cowercial Wlming pr~riptions would hc the =me m thow d-ri~ irr alternative #1.

All but one of the propud uni@ in Mtemative 2 am considerd to k silvicultidly high priority tits while the
remining unit is priority WO.

EffecG of hplernentstimr

Bauw of the dud numbm of acr- trwtti by this dkmtive, the Iwt smut of chmgw h stmcmd divinity
would =ur over the ati~ lmdw~. Gthetiw, the eff=k for the vtinw t~tmmk would & the mm M

dixusd k alternative #1.

Othw Eff~
Other effwu Iistd h alte~tive # 1 would hold tme for alkmtive ~.

Cwdative Effw6 ‘
me cumulative effmh p~td in alte@ive#l would dw apply for the p~riptions ddbcd h this d~tive.

However, stiw fewer mr~ would he t~td, tiefi& derivd from ~gemcmt wtiviti~ would have 1-of m
effwt at the Imd- level. me h~lth of the mt~ti sw& would mnttiue to dmltie. ~w, titi this
alternative, there is mm of a chmce of mtility md irrf~titinm of &k md pthogms whm mmpad to the

other altemat ives.
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Altemtive #3

Prexrivtions
Mtemative #3 p-ri~s activity on 1,229 acrm. Of the k action altemativw, alternative would t~t the g~t~t

number of Km. me co-emial ting tmtment would k applied to 1,063 wr~, the sheltered p-ription

@ 129 ac~, md the tidivid~l tr= wlwtion pr-ription on 37 xr~.

With the tieltcmd p-ription, m avemge of abut 50 t- per w= h gmu@ pafim would b left. ~=

groups would Iave dl tr- on the site md regcrremtion would bc aaqli~d = dwri~ ahve h alternative

#1. 3rr tiditiorr, -Wred tidividti I-ve trm would b left over the retider of the tit. ~- t- would bc

the Iargat, most vigornw, bt fomed, md the mst tidfim. bve t- would mnsist of diffemt pi= w

thst a ~i~ m~sition is titid. It is anticipated thst afir regmetiion k kn ~mblishd, the mjority

of the Iave t= would b removed.

A -end @of shelwmd p~ription would k l~vhg appmximtely 40 or 50 everdy Wacd t= on ah

acre (grouping would not recur). me lwve trw would b waced m avenge of 32’ ad 29’ apati. It is mticipatcd

that after regenemtion hm bn es~hlished, tbe mjority of the Iave tr~ would b removed.

Like alkmative #1, MIS alternative stres= stid mtitenmw tith the rrrsjority of sti& bctig tr-ted with the

comemial tbiming pmwription. However, dike the first altemtive, alternative #3 would tr=t thre tik which

con~in riparim rmmes. me riparisn rewwes would hc tr~td tith a difid mmercial ttig pr=ription.

me objwtives for entering riparim a- include:

1) Remove individ~l tr=s m smll groups of trees to mirrtiin or improve forest h=lth withirr riparim

reswes.

2) Provide for smll openings that are beneficial for riparim vege~tiorr.
3) Provide for kNre cmr= WAY debris by ticming diameter groti of the residwl tr=s.
4) Inc- stmcmml divemity within riparim r=wes for wildlife.

Unik 16, 26, md 29 would include comemial Wlming within riparia m=w=. ~e& riparim m would hc
along CIUS 4 intetittent str=m red/or aroud smll =PS or wetlmds. Scatterd tidividul t=s or smll ~ups
of up to six tr~s would bc removal witiln the= reww- with no mre th m avemge of 10% of the b=l ar=
would be removed. Dirwtiorral falling would tie place w that tms would not cross either the str-m coum or

wet ar=s. me only exception to this fight b where it is dektind that coam wdy debris is pr=ntly lacking

in the ar- ad t= are rreedti N filfill this tiction. h this simtion, tr~ my b titentiondly fallen wrow

str~m courws md left in place. Oukide of riparim ara (Matrix lmds), up to 30% of tbe bwl ar= would hc

removal.

Ml but one of the pmpsed tik h Mkmative #3 m mnsidered to bve a silvicultily Mgh priority wtile tie
remining tit is priority WO.

Effects of hpl~atitiOn
me eff=k listed h dkmtive #1 for all tmtrnerrb is ex~ted to b -e for this dtemtive. However, titi
of lirrritirrg tmt-~ to iqmve foti hdth mdy on mtrix lm&, this d-tive N= Hrc of a -system

app-ch. Snw@, dims, ad other stmm ti the avim-t do not ~@z bmhrim bw~n mtrix md
riparim Im&. Light tr-trrrent in riparim a- would help tn impmve the halth of miduls irr thw mrr~. It is

ex~tcd tit the pmt di-tcr gmti mte of the r=idd t- would tic- in the fimm thereby tichg
the ptentid for mam wdy debris ti riptim a-. h tiditiorr, it is mticipated that wrrre of the ripsrim

vegeation my ~- mom vigomu kuw of irrcti alight due to t= removal. ~s vegetation my he

beneficial to tildlife for fomge. Smll oxgs would he c=ted adding to the stmcmml dlvemity of the riptim

mnes.
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Other Effwk e

A d=ription of the mticipatd effwk of the thr= t- of tr-tments is the wme m d~ri~ alkmtive #1. The

exception to this is that alternative #3 t~k a larger numhcr of ur= md trwk riptim arw.

Altfltive #4

Eff@ of hplenrmtition
with d~mative #4 (no action), none of the hgh PriOriV s@~ fO~d ~ the ~gle pmj=t = wO~d ~ t~~.

Fo~t h-lth would conttiue to dmltie h tie ove-kd sti~. ~- tib would mnttiue m ex~rimce

mo~lity (Dmiel et. al. 1979, Rids 1987), p=ibly at m ~c~ing mte ti- of the wriw of klow no-l

amul prwipimtion levels h the p=t dmde. Them am alw tidi=tions tit one or WO y-m of nod or ahve

no-l prwipibtion would comwt this sitition. ~s condition h ticr~ tie physiological stms level of tie

forest. Root disae cm he feud h the ar= md inwt ~pulations are pmwntly at endetic levels. However, tie
inwtdi- complex multiplies the i~c~ of either factor alone e~ially in overstmkd stik that am in

stresd conditions which ties them more tiptible to dmgtig agenk. Without rductig the stroking, md

suhquent stress levels of the trm, incrd motility m k for=n util prewnt conditions chmge (fibs

1987). ~is is b-u% tra that have grow in cmwdd stids tend to have smiler stem, namow cron, WA

rent system, md are relatively less vigorous thm tre that have grow with sufficient ww (Abtz 1982, bmer

1966, tigur 1973).

A psitive knefit of this alternative my k that namml slcction is tiing place through the prwess of str=s md

mofility. However, the ovemll magement dir=tion of this ara, u ~lld out k the Nofihwest For=t Plm, is
,0

to actively mage mtrix Imd. ~Is includes c~ting a mo=ic of stid conditions throughout the a-. The

wlwtion of this alternative would not allow this to happn. In addition, snm of the resul~ of natoml =I=tion w

bc ~n in this arm. For example, namml -Iwtion mully elitist= the smiler md w~er individ~ls of a

POPulatiOn mther thm tie larger ones. ~is fits with the general existtig conditiom of a lack of large do-~ wd
debris md large snags.

B=ause no bam=t activities would tie plain tith alternative #4, them would & no haw=ttig tijuries to the tr=

that tight caus additional for=t baltb problem, timl &mge would remin at ik pr=ent level.

Other ENec&
Since the timbr stids in the Wgle projwt am md tbow stids the Salmon-HucMeb~ Wilderness have gmw

in m ovemtnckd condition, they knd b hc 1= Wdfim h their mm o~n-gmw muk~a~. If a mtiem~

to large wtid stem tiuncd md wlvage opcmtions were not pmqt, them would bc a ve~ strong like[ifmnd tit

a large irr=t outbti would mrtr. h this ~, P tr- wodd bc ~ked. T- tit am not hdthy wodd

have few, if my, -WU to mist the ~ult of *K md m-lity would tie PI-. ~e bgd - muld

k exhsive ad &mge m RWU- cotid b mbs~tid. Such m outb~ nccb follotig a m~trophic tid

stem h 1989/ 19W in the wuthem pafi of the Esti District. Due ~ ou@i& irrflm~, m agg=ive Avage

pmgmm w= not possible thw, =veml hudd acm of live stidmg t= disd tiugh athcks by tik W

ktles). me ktlw not ndy atmkcd Douglm-fir but they alw amkcd Noble-fir.

Cmrdative Eff~
It is ex~td that the p-nt fomt haltb mnditiom would km WO= tith time if no m~tive =tion is tim
to addw tie presrrt ovemtnctig problem. ~s is -idly _ on the _ with rmt die. Th-
patbogens tend to Wrad at a rate of abuut 1 fmt ~r y-r md mnk vimlat for abnut fifty y-m @tifield, et.d.,
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If moismredeficient cmrditions were to wur, a large ti=t outbr~ would kome mo~ probable bw the

trms am 1-s vigorow walshd ad Kuch 1987). h event such u this hm the pubtid to aff=t not mdy the ~gle

Projwt but would bve m impact at the Im*p level. ~s is -idly critiml stiw the ~gle Pmjwt is Iwtd

immdlakly djamt to the Salmmr-HwkSe~ Wildem- where the w~em ~mw btiworm, M io tie mt
pt. iqtd a lmge ar- of mtifemus t-. ~s is a lmge blink of Imd where wage-t options am limi~

due m LMP dl-tion ad accas. A mnsidemble build-up of irrx~ muld wur Ah the tildem=s bfom

comwtive magement would b tien.
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hue fi. 1) Der md Elk (B]g Gme) Hatitit

The I-e Ham=t activitia mv ctice the mwhe- of fomge. hidmz m ver. ootiml mva. md thed rover

md dismDt tmvel wavs. tin roti bc- the w titial for tismnt bv hum activiti= md allow -s to

th- m bv leeal md illezal hubm.

Big game -i= tit = bow to tiur h the wa~mbti ticltie Rnuwvelt ek, bhcktiled d-, blwk b, md
cougti. Due tn high Id md mtio~ tik~t, si=, md hetig tivior, ek m the mmt visible of this group.

Them is at l-t one ek herd tit is hom b de u of the bgle wtid. me efk ~ptiatim is thought ~
& mder the am ~tig mpacity ti pti due to ~qu~ fomge (~ md @wt). tie Mmgemmt objwtive

for the Forest Sewim md @gon Deptiwnt of Fish md Wildlife (OD~ for efk is to tic- Ppuktions by

tic~kg fomge. Mebg this objative would not onfy befit the ~i- but would tid ti tiuctig &mge

complaints from private Imd owem (ODFW 1994). timently, ek populations are low md huting pr=wm is light
kme of the low numbr of elk, difficult =s, md the den=ly fo~ti mmre of the a-.

Blackmild dwr are pr=nt md ~m to con~ntmte ad u= the titefiams of o~nings, bmsh arx, md timbr.

Black b=r wcur k low numkm ~ssibly &uw of the lack of mags md large do- logs b the wa~mhd.

Cougar are alw fomd in low num~m. They am probably mo~ mmon h the tijawnt tildemm h~ of their

preference for remoten=s ad are found h C1OS mswiation with blacktiild d=r.

D&r md elk habiht W= malyd ustig the “EW Habi@t h Western Oregon Mdel.. ~is mtiel tia tito

consideration; forage, hidtig cover, optiml cover, the-l cover, md rods. me mdel then resigns a habltst

.effwtiveness” index value to the ar=. Cumently, the mgle proj-t ara is consider~ tO have a babi~t eff=tiveness

of 58.5% which is consideti viable. me follotig is a wide to tite~~t mulk of habimt effwtivenms =ms:
1) A wore of 100 % is optiml habi~t.
2) A *ore of 60-99% is highly viable habitit.
3) A score of 40-59% is viable hablwt.
4) A score of 20-39% is mrginal habitit.
5) A wore of less thm 19% is considerd non-viable.

Alternative #1 thro~h 4

Table 111.14 indica= the hablmt effwtiven- XOm for the various altemativ= if they wem implenrentd.

e

94



*

ChapErs 111& IV -- ~gle FEIS

bother fwtor that could affwt big game Populations are mds that ti o~n to vehicular tmffic. When vehicl=

approach tb- ti~ls, they tend to fle. The Mt. Hd National Fo~t bd Mmagement Plm tidiu~ that by
the y-r 2,~, there should b no more thm 2.0 Ml= of own rd pr Wure tile of Imd k tiveomrid ti@r
wge md no mom thm 2.5 tiles of own mad pr qure file h tiventorid mmer mge (Fomt PIM, page

Four-72). Stiw ktb titer md sumer mge exist titi the ~gle pmjwt - (Forest Plm, page Four-73) this

ar- should m=t hnth s~h~. Omntly, the OF rd density for tikr wge is 1.3 til~ of op d ~r
~~re file md 2.6 milm of o~n rod pr qmm mile. ~s is a wmbtid opn W demity of

2.1 til~ of own rd pr w~m tile, Ml of the action dktitiv- ticlude tbe clomm of vtiow Imgths of d

After the Imt stid killing fire md mintenmce fires that tiumd ti the 1800’s; it is tbougbt that the hbimt
effmtiveness of the figle ara W= less tbm 39% (mrgbal). As vegetation grew, this effwtivenes improvd to

a Pint where ha~est activiti~ ~g~. AS tO what tie eff=tiven~s W= PriOr tO h~~t activities is ~o~.
Cumently, the Eagle am provides viable dwr md ek hahi@t. With the implemenbtion of altemativa #l tiugh

3, the habibt eff=tiven-s would improve to higtiy viable -W more fomge would’& de avtilable ad

hamsment would & rducd. Convemly, if alternative #4 wem wlwtd, babikt effmtiveness would mmti
unchagd. However, effwtivm=s would bgti to go dow m timhr sti~ mnttiud to grew. ~s is ntiy

bwauw fomge would& overgrow by tws ad would k 1=s avaiIable ad vehicular ha~sment would conttiue
ad probably incr~ m Wpulation centem continue to grow md more md more pple visit the ar=.
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@

I hue #4.1) Wlndthmw

1 Affwted Envimment

T- blotig over dutig a =Wtmptic tid stem is not m um=on evat h either a -ged or u-magd

stid condition wcb w exisk h the &gle -. Eviden= tidiw- tit blow dow k mti io tie ~t h the

~gle - both in uagti md w-mged stik. Thm blow do- evenk w s~onyomw titb wet -,

st- W, shallow wild ridg=, poorly dtied slop, or o~gs. This is the - whether th= - am

sumuded by mnti~m s@& or we next b -gd sti&. M-gemt of tie =gle - sti in tie 1960’s
ad up util 1983, blow do- w= not a mnsided a ixme. However, h 1983, the distict exprimd a stem

horn the -t that blew over t= ti this dtige. The 1983 stem evmt dy affwted t- h md amrmd wet
ar- but alw aff=td t-s adjacent to roads md along clamut edg-.

From put expmience, the stem that most affwt the ~gle ama come horn the mt or xoutb -t. It is wst likely

that this is due mtily to topogmphy where the tid blom over the top of the ridge tops md tbm c~tea eddia

on the lwward side of the bill. The followtig wggestions am by (Harris 1989) iodiwttig possible topgmphic

f-~ms that affwt the probability of blowdow that apply to Eagle
1) Dwrmd windfim=s m ~cur if stids are on westerly -K where stem wtids are accelemtd

around ridgti ad where stids are on low ridges or upper I&ward S1OP.

2) Incr4 wtidfimess cm occur if stids am I=td on no~erly m~ta with topogmpbic protwtion

from stem tinds md where stids are l-ted on lower I=ward slopes.

3) hrge wind eddies cr=tti when smmtb flotig wtid encouters a forest dge (such u a cl=rcut) am a

re~nsible for most of the Amge cauxed by the tid. Tbexs eddies a extend tm to fikn tr= heigh~
into the stid md = muxe extensive Amge to s-ds that a~ old md, hve groti h CIOS pmxitity
throughout their lives (Savill, 1983).

Not only do -terly wtids affwt the Ggle a-, but alm w=terly tids hit the =gle ar~ dirwtly. However, tbew
westerly winds have not cauaed blow dom ti m~stropbic propofiions even though clwmuts have km h existence

since 1983/1984. This is evidencd by wo factow 1) A tid stem mcumed ti the late 1980’s md one pket of

blow dow qmling 2 acres ww fomd adjacent to the 4614180 qur. Other tiw, no &mge =uA due to this

event. 2) A su~ey for blowdow was cnqleted h Dtimbr 20, 1995 folloting the tid stem tit mcumd
along the west coaxt of Oregon on Dmembr 12, 1995. Evm though th- ti& wem ve~ strong ad m- wide

spr~d &mge in md around Potilmd, no &uge tiuti in the figle ma. Seved “edg=- along existtig
cl=muta wem expod to th= wtids ad ody _ioml t- wem aff=ted. Of ~e t= tit wem obwwed,

apprOxi~tely 50% we~ brOken Out fmm 20-50 f-t a~ve gm~d level Imvtig the lower hole md mot sy~m
fi~t. h the mjority of tbme t- that wem broken, mt W- obwwd in the hle ticb w~med the stem. h
a few m, the mhm b w- blow over where the mt sys~m dld not ~pofi tie t-. h the v=t mjority of
th~ m, the t- wem h or n= w~ H. me ~ obviow bge W= to existiog M -. ~- ~gs
were ti a sage of dmm~ition where my rove-t (eithm by tid c-k or mmmdtig ~ bu~tig them)

m~ them to b~ out m~hem fmm 2@50 f~ above gmud Iwel. me - titb the lmgwt mnwntmtion of
blow dom wm dmrg a cl-rout at the end of the 4614187-. Appmximtely 12 b almg the nofiem ad

~tem edge wem blom over. However, thm - wem not h a conmntmti am nor w~ they tilde the midd
stid but wem ~ttered along both of the cl=ut dg~.

Dotinat tr~s titbti stids tend to b mom tidfim thm t- h Iowm cmw cl-, evm though the dotimt
tra are kller ad have large cmms. Dofinmt tr~ bve developed ~der expo~ renditions kuxe their

*
96



m ~ptem 111&IV - ~gle FEIS

crows are akve the geneml stid level (HarnS, 1989). Tr= h the lower cm- C1=W rely on mutil protwtion

km the sumudtig stid. Th= t- have not &n expo~ h the ti& like the dotiat t= kve md
gmemlly are not u tidfim. Work h other w- mggw~ that o-g hth meven-agd old-gmti swds md
older even-age s@& by -g or pafiid cutttig, m rdum tidfimw. bnvemly, tidfim= of a yomg
-d tight b tic- by ~umt light *g tit km wly h the life of the s-d. h gmd, -g of

sw& where the tr= ~opy hw clod my duw tidfim=. However, mnmllhg s~d dmity tiugb
fr~.ent Wig &gfig at m mrly age u iwmve tidfi--. This is a~lihd by mmumgtig gd

rmt development. Eviden- suggess tit *g mwt b~ wly h the fife of a stid m h effmtive. @arns,

19S9). k greed, lwx wdy roils Id ~ the fomtim of d=p, Wrdig wt syshm hvtig few b-ches,
wher~ h d~ clay wils, the rmt syskm m Mlower md I& tide qfig. It ha bn *OW tit the

ticti expmm of tr- to kntig st- h hcd the floti of mm md -G ti mch a _er tit

tidfimw is tic-. If t- m to b ti tidfim, they *ould b expd tn the tid while they m still
yowg, bfore the mti pati of height gmti h- b de. Yomg sti& Aould k mbjmtd @ EPM cmm

@g to ex~w them to a li~ml ammt of tid. The t- till develop stmgtbetig tiw~ h the lower Pfl

of the mem w well m a strong wpptiing mt sy~em. While nod stid tige w & titi~ by gd
silviculmre, there is no way of completely preventtig loss caud by wsk of hurnme fome (Mergen 1954).

The mN that st~ngthen trms agatist tindstom are not the long slender fdig r~w but the stout, shofi,
borimnal m oblique rmts of the bmket-agle typ. Rmk of this t~ -me e~ially well develo~ on the

Iwward sides of trws in ex~~ situations. In a debilti s~dy, Frit=be emphmi~ the impttstrm of rwt

development on the windfimws of t~s. Fri@he concludti fmm his obwmations that the mchotig ability of

a tr= is detetind by the stiffiess md cross-br~lng strength of tbe rms on the Iwward side md not by the

tensile strength on the windward side, or the sbar value of their attibent tith the wil (Mergen, 1954).

@

The msistice of a wil to pressure, thmst, md pull varies with texmm, orgmic rotter, colloi~l mterial md
es~ially the moismre content. The most impn~t physical fom~ detetining the insistency of a pa flicular mil
are ik cohesive md adhesive strength md the m~le of titeml friction. Non+ob~ive mterials, such m d~ w&,

acbor trws through frictional forces only ad the= mdy wils are most msistit when their moism~ mntmt is
at or C1OWto field ~pacity. Clay wits in contmt to wdy wils, etibit their gratest cohesion when d~ (Mergen,

1954).

SumV of tr~ factom that affwt blowdom.

Tbew are facto= for@ that tend to b windfim, (Harris, 1989).
a) Tres are o~n-grow md have kn expd to stem wtids throughout their life.

b) They are dotinmt trws tith croms well ahve the avenge stid height.

c) They have a tiprd stem md low fom C1=S md are shofi.

d) ~ey am stmight tms tithout la md have a well-fomd stem.
e) They hsve mnd m~ md a snud stem tith no evidenffi of day m wellhg on the stem.

O They am d~ mtti on welldmtid sit= tith wil over fmcmd Mrmk.

Th= am fxmm for ~ that @d not to b whdfim, @tis, 1989)

a) They w h den= -A.
b) They have tikmdiak md WPMA t- md m shelh~ titi the s-d.

c) me skm hve little apr, bve high fom clas, md m @l.

d) They la, am mt-~mng, am pis~l-butti, kve a forkd top, have welltig on the skin, or have m

tifmmtion of dwati tistletm.
e) ~ey hve Wllow, plate like mtbg, md gmw where dmtige is ~r or on skllow wil ova smth,
ubmken Wwk.
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Air my move across the Imdwpc either = Iatinar or mrbulent With a l-r flow, Iayem of air move over
e

=ch other tith little tixkg however, b namml sititions, this t~ of flow is mre. The most m-on flow is

~rbulent, tith large-de tixtig of fir km different Iayem, ad repti ctig- ti the diwtion of the

movement of the Wy of air. Tu~ulence ~ulk from fictinn bw=n fir md the mfi- or k~ of obstmctiom

to a Itinar flow. Tufiulence m alw aur u a @t of mnv=tioml c-ts tit tiw from diffemt h~tig

of the -fls sufim (Ki_ 1987).

A wtid p- over the ldig edge of a loggd m, the tid drops km mopy height m mve over the

gmmd. h oder to Iave tfte clwmut agati, the tid mwt mgati its ori~ height by ristig up ovti the umt
stid at the domtid end of the o-g. This tivolva mm a~Iemtion of the tid. me deg~ of mlemtion

de~ds upn the shap of the cl=mut. Wem the cut is wdgd shs@ with the namw ad ~httig uptid, there

my hc little or no accelemtion; the tid mtem the clarcut along a namow front md l~ves on a bti tint.

Where the broad ~tit potits uptid, a lwge volume of wkd entem the am along the broti front, but k ody

a namow a- though whch it must exit. ~s mlk ti a wcelemtion of the air M h the wme way tint a

bread, slow-movtig river S-Sup= it prows ttiugh a namow gorge. The ticrd velmity tic- the kinetic

energy of the wind ad some of this energy is tmsfemd tn the tr~ u the tid I=VH the ar~. ~s w ~lt
in wind throw (Kitins 1987).

@ the Eshca& District, it is not rasonable to =sume that fimm blow dom events - & predictd with my gr~t
accuracy. However, fwtors that do contribute to incrd frquency md titensity a~ hom md m bc adjustd

so that the% factom do not enhmce the pmkbility of blow don. @

Through p=t experience, wme of the fwtom that enhmce the pwibility of blow dom are = follows:

1) kvtig a wall of tr=s along a clamut dge. ~s allows the tind to drop into the cl~rd am blow
the aopy layer md then the fill force of the tid hiti the fill length of the tree.

2) Wide cl=tig litits on reads a crate a tid ~el effwt where the tids are allowd to go blow
tbe mopy md b accelemtcd (~ in a venmri) m they PUS bough a mmw o-g among the tm. h

this cue, tres would up-rwt along the mad tigw md thm at the md of the msd or h a cume, md the
winds would slam up against ex~d tree hl~ (tire district ex~riace md fitis 1987).

3) Removal of tm my t~ in a -g p~ription or the ~moval of the do-t t~, lmvtig
&hind the suppresd ad intetidiate.

4) Mlowing a dia or ovemtmkd stid to go u-mgd. h this _ 0, shallow Bt Sy~~,
shallow wils, md Ml Wtidly ~ tith little Wpr w m~ prone to blow dom (Htis 1989).

5) Tr~s groting io a wet ~ or along s- bsnks. h tis tire, ~ do not dwelop gd mt

system due to the high wa~r tibia. ~s fwtrrr cumbtiti titi ss~mti wils tiw the individti t=

more wkemble to tid b h a ha titc. It dw ~ thst m the k= Pw, they =h a =tiin

height to tiem the mt system -ot mppmt the weight of tie stcm whm th- - m ex~d @
inh~ wti~ m tid WK.

Blow dom mum namdly h WA conditim howeva, mwvtig t= Sdjet to th- WWM - m allow the

tid to go blow the uopy Iayer ad blow ov~ the w~ ~M t-. It is not ~ hat ti~ ~ ~] of&e
fwtom that m c~te a rendition for blow dom. However, from pt expritiw kth in the Wgle m ad h

other Pns of the district, tb~ fsctnm - tbe gra~t wntributom.

Six geneml rwomendstions for tiing md pfiid cutttig @arns 1989)
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1) Exatine smnds =refilly for evidence of pmt blow dom. If P*I dsmge appm to & wjor, pan;al
cting or comerc;al ttitig my k tivi~ble.

2) Avoid pnial cutting of s~ds expn~ to stem winb. Such swds ticlude thow on ex~~ sites mch
w ddl~, ridge tops, nos of ridg~, or uppr I&ward S1OF.

3) Avoid ex~ive fbtitig of cldaopy evm-agd stids. Removal of mom fbm 30 ~rmt of the

-1 ~ is dly mmiderd m=fe.
4) ~n fmm &low to renve t- h lower cmn cl= or t- tit am Iatig, am Milt-r&, bve

tidimtiom of d-y, or hve k bgd by log@g.
S) Avoid dsnge to the =idwl stid.
6) H~vily h yowg s@& at m ~rly age. If fmible, re-ti ofim md ssmve a smll ~ut of &l

ae ~ch tire. Wtidfimm of a stid my bs tic- over time if mt ~ is pmvidd m t=

develop.

Fi@m #5 fmm @tis 1989) pmvid- m example of how tn lay out clmut arw @ ti~m blow dew.
~mugfs ex~rienw in the figle ar-, tis methti sould apply not ody to cl=rcut tik but to the shelte~d

prescription tm.

WIND DIRECTION CUmlNG DIRECTION
Wi.tiaml SE {Leeward]NW

● +

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Xufling is done pwgresti~ly in stis, in!o h-.
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Forest wagem h Euro~ have de -y at@mp@ at cruthg wtidfim dg= for the PUP= of pmtiting the e

remtiing r=idwl stids (Hade 1969, Nwkelu 1981 & 1982, Oto 1976). ~ey have bn wmmfil. me

cdg= mmin ti~t but the stid(s) they we~ daiqti to pmt=t were tid &ngcd. ~s alw hol& tme fmm

p~t expctienw on the Esua~ District.

May -_&tim for ducing 10S bm hlowdow have ap@ iD li-~m. Most r=mmm~lons sm

conmmcd tith cl-uttig, -idly tith l-fig wtidfim hmmti~ md gmcml dvi= on uge-t

stmtegy. me mmmmhtiom am bd on obwwation md mmmmr - tith Sittle or no ex~mmti &ts.

To whst extent appfiatimr of ths mmmm~tiom b dti dsmsge is not krrom -W wumk =th~

of evdmtimr hve not bn devi~. Field fomtim &mdd dmmt _ge-t d=isiom ahnut blowdom,

~tidldly evdti the ml=, d impmve th~ m-n~lom M on Mir ex~=m ~tis 1989).

me follotig am guidelti~ that could bc @ m a geneml cutting stm~gy @tis 1989).

1) Estimk the relative risk of blowdow h a -gement am by mpptig m of relatively high md
low h-rd. me mps a b UA to defie the degm of msnagemmt titmsity appmpriam for a given

Imtion.
2) Detetie the ex~td diwtion of the Amgtig stmm wtids.

3) byout cl=rcutttig uits dutig tbe fim~ ent~ = that l=ward cut lm= that are mst exd are m
windfim m pussible, md lwate sub~uent tijwent cutthg wiG tidwnrd (moving towards the dirwtimr

of tbe wtid).

4) Plm to duce length of rotition ti arw of high whd hard. Yomg, shoti t~s are not u likely to

blowdow.

5) men blowdom wcurs along cutting hnunhries, mlvage ody do~ or w~encd tr= md Iave well-

rwtd &mgd md ~~mgd tres.

Rxomendations for unit desire sDwi fic to ficle: me followtig rwommen&timrs not mdy inco~mte publisbd

Ah but also how physical attribuk prewnt h tbe Eagle md Southfork of ~gle cmk dminage).
*

For this ent~:
1) Avoid estiblisbing sbeltewd bamest tits on expnti ridge tops or ~jacent to existkg cl-rcut tik
where windthrow h~ wcumd in the pat.

2) Men sbeltewd hawest mik are pr=ribcd, I=te three ti~ on drier sites, on the lce side of hills

md ridges, md I-ve tbe dominmt trm with gd fom md are in a h-lthy condition.
3) Avoid havy trw removal with sheltewti or -g tijwent to riparim a-.

4) men thiming in ar= that have &n identifid m kvtig a high ~tittil for tidtiow, avoid
removing more thm 30% of the b-l ar- ti a pafliculw stid.

5) Men cutting adjacent to or at the end of rinds tith a history of blowdow evenS, I=ve the dotimt
tr= that am must wfid mistit.
6) mm mib are lwatd n-r the tildem~s hmm~ry (- tith a high tidtiow pntmtial) Iave m

uncut a- tija=t to the bu~ md @dAly mmnve WE md mom W am es the tits extik

dom the l-ad side of the till. h either u, remove the SUPPHA ~d titemdia~ - I-vtig the
dotit ~.

A1-tiva #1, 2, md 3

Gch of th- alkmtivm W= d=i~cd to impmve frr~t bdth. ~s wnuld & amplishd by mmovbg
suppmd, intemdiate, ad ti wme _ dominate tm km the stid WOfig tie ~id~ StC~ ~ ~C-
huth their crom md rwt system. ~is tier= not mdy pmvidw for a h=ltim stid but it alw improv= the
trm ability to wititid the wind. me ability to tithstid the fid corn- from m ticra rent -. me action

100 e



●
Chaptem 111&IV – figle FEIS

alternatives prewrib thre diffe~nt silviculmml p=riptirms. Th& pmriptiom includq 1) Comercial

~g, 2) Sbel@wd hawesting, md 3) hdividti Tree Selection.

In wme instiw, skyltie corndom would exist witi tbe residml stid. The= corndom would b spproximtely

15 feet wide end. would begin at the lmdtig md end at the tit bomhg. From pwt ex~rience h the existing
thiming along road 4615 skyline corndom were bmially alignd at to WWI. ~= corndom did not efimce tbe

possibility of blow dow md it is expccti the =me would bc tme tith =gle.

Sheltemnnd : This pr=ription would remove the mjority of the s~m titi a nit but would Iwve 20 to 50

trtis pcr wre after implemenQtion. Nkmative #1 would affwt 125 ac~s, alternative #2, 104 ~r=, md rdkmative

#3, 129 acres. Of the ti= haw=t pmriplions, this method of t=tment b- the gr-t=t potential for blowdom.
This is &uw the t- would k vrA far enough apfi that the tid muld dmp below tbe aopy layer md

a

pwb against the tre boles. It is estimted that there would & blnw dom in th= t~tcd a- however, thx tis
are Iowtd on drier sitw md wet soils would not k a factor. To -timte which tr- md bow uy would blow
over is almost impossible. However, through p=t experimce h tis a= md tiough genml obmwations, it w

b ex~tcd that about 10% of the t=s would fall dew. mere a= four ex-pla (unik) in the ar- tit =mble

this type of cutting. However, tbs exampl= conain fwer l-ve - tbsn is prmri~ in the figle tib. One
unit is along fowt rod 4614 md tbmc unik am along rod 4615. h tb- example UNS, the larger mm dotimt

tr-s were Iefi for tildlife md site productivity pup%. The midul trm did sw~in ,wme &mge (i.e., lox
of limbs ad tops b-g out). However, objwtivw for tb= uniK wem met &u= the mjority of the tr= -

still smding md approxintely 10% blew over. Th- tik have &n cut for appmximtely 3-8 YUB md tith
a few exwptiom, tbe midml tr~ suwivcd the Dccembr 12, 1995 tid stnm.

The min PUP* fur this t~ of pr-ription is wofold. Fimt, thm affmtd sti& am of a high silviul~d

priority md this method is kt for s@d tmtment. Swond, mm of Or= tik am Imti next to existtig cl-ut
ui@ md WIS p-ription w= ti due tn visd wna-. Th= unib - expcctti 10 blend h the sttight line
dge that w cmtd by the existbg cl-us. Th= existing clmb kve &n in PI* for approfimtcly 5 b

8 yam. SinU that time, there kve bn a few Mjor stem events in the am. Other then a few individti -,
them b -no wktrophic blowdow m a -t of the wall. of * r~g ati tbe tib wem cut. Tbw,

other thm a few titividuls, it is mticipd tit *- ~el-nod tib would mti htit over the Iong-&m

dw b the pmvm tidfim= of the =idd s-d. A fm the other *eltcwnnd tib tit = not edj=t @
existing cl-ub, UUmptic blow dom is not ex~ti in th- ti- -w they win ‘=fer’ top~tidly

pmtiti a= md they am I@ti in the vicirrity of existing cl-k md =@tropbc blow dow k not -A
along ti- peviowly cut m. ~m, it is wtimted Oret the then= of blowdom m a -It of this ptiptiun

is low.

In wme stids, the ~elte~nnd pr-ription would I-ve 050 t= ~r WE (ve- 2-3 ~ Pr Xm in the
existing example mik d~ri~ previously). This is king p=riM w that otbw ~ific mxouw cmrmms a
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hc addressed (e.g.. viswls, mopy closure for watemhcd. md othem). Even thoueh this methd W= wIwt~ m
e

.- . .
the bst tratment forth= stids, lavtig 20 tr- pr acre my & the prefemd silviculmml p-ription (h mm

instices) thm Iwvtig 40-50 tr~. Due to tit plawment on drier sites md due to heir ~sition on the Imkp,
other thm a few tidividmls, it is mtici~ti that th~ shelk~d tib would mmti tihct over the long-km.

Thm ~elk~d si~ m not djxmt ~ existtig clmuk however, they m lNted ti the victity of existtig
ti@ md mmtmphic blow dom b not ~ dmg the cl-ut kutia. ~u, the chm~ of blowdm

w a Bult of this pr~ription is low.

hdividd T= Selmtion : This pr~ription would mwve t= ti either smU cluqs or u tidividtis wm~ the

lmk~. M@tiive #1 would affwt 37 w=, dfimrive ~, O acre, md dtmnstive #3, 37 XN. The -
PUPW for tis ~ of p-ription is m i~mve tildlife kbitst by providtig a &vemity of plmt life btb

horimntily md vetiidly. Of d of the W=t P-riptiom, tis mthti of ~t-t b the 1- ~titid for

hlowdom. This is ~uw t= ~moval is ve~ light md the sti& wmdd mti ~tially u they w over the

lmd~p. It is estimtd that the~ would hc blow b~ ti th- sti& but, it is tiought tit the affwtd ~
would blow over eventilIy repay (tith or tithout tmtment) -W they would probably have wt dis or

they are h wet am where blow dow h= wcuti h the pmt. The* pro~~ ar- am b contiWom sti& md

are not adjacmt to clarcuts.

Road Constmction: Wide cl~tig Iitits along rob a contribute to blow dom. The amomt tkt muld bc c~td
would depend on the sim of the o~tig, ali~ent, md plawment on the lmdm~. The action dkmativw

propn= the constmction one road toklltig .85 tiles md 0.35 tiles of km~m~ rd. Through put ex~rience

in the a~, thow mds that are ali~d dug =t md west have the grmtest ~tential for wtid tiw (e.g.,
4614190). h the c= of the ~gle altemativw, the road to hc astmctd is alwst entirely titi m existtig

cl-rcut. The road would k constmctcd in the timkr only when it entem tiu 27 & 28. With this ali~nt md

lwation, it cm hc mticipatd that blow dom would not wcur along this road md no @&trophic evmk sre

prdictd. The tempm~ roads are withkn hmest mi= md hlowdow should no & a problem due m ali~~t. o

ti BIOW dO~ is cO~Only ass~ia~ with tie straight line ~ge cr=td after a cl=rcut prwription b kn
implemented. In the u of the ~gle altemativ=, CIWCU* have not &n pr~riti thw, no new sttight Itie
dges (or walls) would bc cr-td from tis ty~ of p-tiption. h the x of the action dtemtivw, the p~ribcd

tratments of thimtig, sheltew~, md tidividwl t~ wlwtion would crate a efiin amunt of dge ~efer to
SiWifiwt Issue #4 for tiles of newly cr-td dge). ~- walls or stmight ltie dga would & the mst Ikely
am that one would ex~t blowdow to &cur. Of th~ pm~riptions, the sheltewd uik mme the clo~t to

crating m “edge” that could b synonymow tith s clamut. However, tit pl=mnt is mch that the chsnc~ of
blow dow are low even with the= pr-riptions due’ to tit placement md the fact that the msidwl t= titb

the= cutting arw would act = a buffer to slow the tid dom hcfo~ it ~chm the ar~ where the dgm m

lmtd. With thiming md group selatiom, it is mtici~td that the tii~rflow of tid over thm stih would

remin at cumnt levels (after haw-) md would not ~W or tic- the tifiulmt flow. This is ~~ the

mopy layer would hssidly wtin tikt ad tid would not b dlowd tn dmp helow the unpy layer.

(Alternative #3): This is the one action altemtive that pro~~ enhtig riptia ~w~ (titi the 208’ on either
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side of a non-fish ktig sk=m). No timkr hawest IS pmp~ witi riparim =w= of fi~ ktig strain.
In this alternative, a light Wing would wcur witi approximately 100’ of the affwtd stwm. me most tite=

cutttig would wcur oukide of the riprim =me md thm get lighter m it approach= the no frawwt mne IHti

at I*t lW from the str-m(s).

Alternative #3 pro~=s to thin stids titti riparim =wes. ~- thitig rmik would k Imtd h the uppr

South Fork of the Clackam hdwatem. ~ tidimtd by the blowdow ptential mp, that pfiion of the riprim

resemes n=r the South Fork have a high ptential for blowdow. me arm ou~ide of the riptim re=ww is

clmsifiti u having a mdemte to low ~tential for blowdow. A h= kn diwmd previously, blowdom h

wcumd in wet areas in the Eagle dminage in hth un-rmmagti md magd s~ds. me risk or ~mntial for

blowdom is relative to the amout of dismrkw that is most likely to mur tijacent to the= wet a-. me

proposal magemmtt activity in the= re=mes is to remove wlwt tr=s k the stid to improve hafth md promote

late semi s~d conditions @ap 4-2, Watemhd halysis). me more tr= that are removal, the higher the risk for

blowdow. It is estimtd that with the propd thitig prwription, the ~tential for blowdow would k

mtierate. ~is is kause; thiming would not allow winds to go blow the cmopy layer, no activities would @ur
in the wettest ptiion of the riparim rewwe. md topgmphic fwmres would protwt the r~id~l s~~.

Altemtive #4 No Action)
Under this alternative, there would & no hawest activities aswiatd tith this dmument or malysis. me greed

h=lth of the= stids are dwlitrtig due to ovemtmtig. With WIS condition, it a & ex~td that blow do-
would evenmlly wcur due to Mll, smll diameter t~s, tith shallow smll rwt system ad tith ~t dies that

are prewnt across the Imd=pc, As to the amout of blow dow md the time that th~ mticipated evens would

wcur is impssible to prdict. Additionally, blow dow h the Wgle am would continue to Hur (= b the p=t)

in wet ar~ whether they am h a conti~ous stid or n=r a magd smd. ~s is tme for existtig cl=muk 81w.

Mether han~t activitiw continue or not, blow dow muld mur along existirtg tik although it is mticiptd tit

th= events would not hc w@tropftic h namm (~ h= kn show due to the age of the existing cl~muk). ~efer

to the malysis file which mnmtis photos of existtig cl=mut edg= md the lack of blowdow).

Cmrdative Eff-
P*t blowdow evaw for the I=t 15 y-, b the ~gle -, hve b mp~. Additiodly, m -Iysis h= &n
conductd to de~he the fwtom that UW thm ~ific am b blow ovm. @w the malysis w= wqlti,

a mp w= genemd tit identifia high, dem~, md low ptemtid _ for blowdom. ~s ptitid blowdow

mp tmk into comidemtion pubIish4 *U md kom -m of blow don ~ific m the ~gle am. ~= titom
include:

1) ktimr ti ~latim to ridges, ddles, or ex~d potik.

2) ktion h mlatimr to n-w dmws.
3) Wet arm md strain mum.
4) tiIl wmpsition (i.e., hallow, inky, em.)

5) P~t blow dom evenk
6) S1OP pusition ~.e., low dow in the dmtiage vemm nwr the ridge top)
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7) Mich way the S1OP faces (i.e., nOfih, wuth, ~t, or wat)

Chaptem 111&IV -- Wgle FEIS

e

None of the altetitiv= would add cumulatively m the wo~t Of cl-ut .~ge. tit cu~ntlY exis~ ~ tie ~.

II is mticipatd tit the new rod would not dd cumulatively m tie existtig @ dga (exmpt where it enbm wo

tik) md that blow dom would not tier- h fi~uency or btisity. ~s is due to it’s I=tion md di~nt.
With the action al~mativ=, m tige of wfi would k C- mud -b of the cutttig am. For the pup=

of this ulysis, this tige is when a -gd -d - m u-mgti stid md is not n~ Iy a stmight

ltie kw~~ bma the WO - or a .wdl. mch u wodd k mmm@A along a clmut ~ge. Additionally,
with the p-riptiom, th~ tik h mst _ would not allow the * tu dmp blow the mopy layer md hit

the kls of the tr-. h thee of *g, the pmpd ti~ty of tm wmvd is light ~d would b a *g
fmm klow (i.e., mmovhg b~d}ae md SPPIA t-). ~w, ti- of age d the light ti~ity of

thiming md I-ving the do-t t=, it is mticipat~ tit blowdow ti =Wtmptic pmpflions would not recur.
me aras with the highest probability for blowdom wodd k h the sbeltemd tib. With put experience, it

is aticipatti that none of the altemativ- would add cumulatively to the blow dom titensity of the - (numbr

md incr-ti si= of ca=trophic evmts). ~is is bauw tbe titensity of *g md group wlwtions would k

adjustd due to blowdow risk, sheltewd arm are lower on the S1OP mdlor are h prot=ti ar=, md riparim
resewes would ~ es~blisbti md avoidti during hawest. However, the frquency of blow dom h smll -tted

numbers could incr- due to the sheltewd pmwriptions.

e
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kw #5.1) Yw Wood

Affti Envimment

The 1s- Rod buildine md other -aeemmt wtivitiw h riDarim ara. ~Y bee or UP-ret tie exist~g
Yew t-.

me Pwific Yew, - brevifolia), is a ~ia of tm tit m k fomd on the wwt side of tie tie

mmuti. This t- w- md still muld b wti to Native ticiws but b k mnside~ a pi= of little
val~ by our ~em -iety. WIti the pt few ym however, it b kn dimved tit tie Pacific Yew

mntati a substice mmcd “Tmol. tit w hc @ io fighttig dlffemt fom of uwr.

Due tu the putentid of TUO1 ~ fighting UUr, the Fomt Semiw ti ag~ to tie available, qwtiti~ of Yew

bwk horn which Tmol is extmctd. h 1990, titial -agement Wideltim wem mmbliahti tn -ge the

coll=tion of the bark while min~ng the viability of the s~iw. h 1992, An lnraim Guide 10 Ihe Commarion

ati Management of Paafic Yaw= developed to fitiher aid h uagement of tbe Yew tr~ while p~wing the

~ifi on pticular sites for cument md fimre nds other thm Tmol pduction. h April of 1993, a dwummt

mmd Interim Guidelines for Yw Ham: wu ixucd. This nm dmument contatis wpplemental dmummtition

for 1993 yew hamtit activitim mtil a Ftial Enviromenml Impmt Stitement for tbe Pwific yew is iqlemmtti.

The= 1993 @idw are to bc W h mnjuction with the 1992 tikrim diwtion but would supde the 1992
guides u Wwificd. b all other ar=s of yew magement, the March 1992 @ides would apply.

In Scptemkr of 1993, the R=ord of D=ision (ROD) W= si~d for the Pacc~c Ym Final Entimnmental Impaa

a

S1@menr (FEIS). The wope of this dwision applies to tbe hamest of Pacific yew for Taxol while there is a valid

de-d for Pwific yew bioms for us h rewrch md tratment of mcer. This dwision would b implemented
only when Acre is a de~d for Pacific yew horn fded Imds for T=ol (ROD, page 5). The ~gle FEIS is

consi~ent with all applicable guides md dirwtion.

It is how that yew tr- on the Esh@& District are genemlly feud ti riparim mn= along str~m ad wet

ar=. k the ~gle projwt arm, yew trm sumeys were completd md a hmd fill of tres were I-M along one
strain in the South Fork of =gle Crek sub-basin. It is ~sumcd that tb= trms ad ti nammlly md tit they
are no more tbm 100-130 y-m of age. This is due to the suweptibility of the tr- to timge from fire md the fiR

histog of the ar=.

me pmfed alternative (B), ti the yew FEIS allows bawest of my pan of the Pacific yew for TmoI production

from timber mle mits ad where it might othewiw be dwtmyed. Tlmkr sle tik are detied m “cl~mut,

ahelkwnnd, or * trm”. Pacific yew m bc beti fmm other am where the yew would otieti= ha
d~tmyd. S~id genetic =w= would not b @ablishd, however, dl acrm not mtitti to tim~r d= would

tiction m gmetic --. fn Ink 1992, Bristol-Meyer, Squibb @ticiple ~ipient of Yew bak) mmmd that

it wtid not be k=tig M km National Fo- Imk h tilenti Yar 1993 md 1994. As w -mm~,

no yW W w= hwsti ti 1993 or 1994= well m 1995 or 199d. To &@, them am 00 hom plm tn h-
YW h 1997. Th~gh bafi h= not ~n bm-ti over the ~t XVa ym, none of the altcmtiv= h tis

dmu~t forwlom the options for bmk bw=t ti fimm y=m.

Emec& of hpl-tition

Al~tives #1, 2, md 3

As h= &n mntiond, the only yew t-s that have kn feud wem in the South Fork of ~gle C-k mb-bmti
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ad in only one Iwtion. ~e action alternatives do not have a ptential to affwt this group of tr~s or their habitit
e

-u= no activiti= are pl=d in or n=r the gmwtig site.

It is mticipatd that there would & no eff=t nor would them k a bnefit to the yew t= p-t or ~ heir

habimt. ~s is kuw no ds would b mmtmcti ti ri@m -, ri~m -w= wodd & -mblishd
along strum (hcluding the yW site), md no ti-t wtiviti- m pIad h or dj-t m tie tire. fn ddition,

shm tiere m m few tr- h this -, yew hw-t would not =ur evm if a hm=t pmgmm wem =mblishd
on the district. Conve~ly, none of tie alkmtive pmpuw -=-t or si@ iqmve~t pmjm~ tit muld
ti~er propagate tie pies.

A1-tive #4 ~o Ation)
Under tis alhmative, them would k no --t wtiviti~ M a -It of the d=ument. ~s alkmtive would not

eff-t or &nefit the yew t- or their habitit.

Cwdative Eff-
me yew tr=s present ti the Eigle arm would not & haw=td nor would they b affwtd by -agewnt
activities. ~us, there would & no cumulative effwts k relation to the hawesttig of yew wd in this ara or

across the district. Llkewi=, there are no plmd activiti~ to etimce the yew t~ h this ar= nor to affwt

habitit. ~us, them would & no effwt cumulatively to the enhmwmnt or propagation of the tr= or it’s babitst

in relation to the ~ific site, the Eagle arm, or to the district m a whole. If a yew hawest progmm wem to bgti

on the district, this ar= would not contribute yew products to the =Ublishd haw=t levels uder my of the

alternatives.
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hue #6. 1) R-tion

Aff=ted Environment

m~
Commid -Q. sheltewd ham=ttic. md * buildtie mrdd ticra hum U=W m

not awasible to ~eneml for~t wm. Additionally. wtiviti= muld thee the emed chamctcr of the am (e. e..
remotmess. sire. evida= of h-s. ~r dmsitv -d uae-b]litvL

1) W
The =tting -he malyd using thrw diffe~nt criteria. Thm criteria are Physi-1, Wial, md Mmagerial.

A) The physiwl =tting cm bs defined by the ab=ce or pmwnm of hum sigh~ md wwds, by the sim of the

ara, ad by the amount of mviromentil mtiification mud by hm =tivity. M-mment of physial =tting

uses the following criteri% remoteness, si~, ad evidence of hums.

B) me wial xtttig mflwk the amount md ty~ of conwt bemmn tidividuls or groups. It indiates opp~ities

m

for wlimde, for intemctions with a few wlwtd tidividwls, or for large group titeractions. M-rement of mial
=ttkg uw rhe criteria of “wr density”.

C) The wagerial *tttig reflwts the a~wt md tind of restrictions plwd on Ppl& actions by the adtilsttig
agency or private Imd ower which affwt rwmtion opWtities. M-mment of the uagerial wtting u= tie

criteria of “magerial mgimentition ad notic=bility”.

A) The Phvsiul wttin~ criteria

a. 1) Remotme=: Cumently, there are approximately 21.9 tiles of mad in the =gle projwt am. me
mjority of tbexe roads are in the wuthem pfiion of ~gle although b dn exist along the western ad

notiem kmhri=, To b clmsifid .=ti-prititive, non-mntorid., a =@mt of Isnd should b at l-t
one-half (1/2) tile from my existtig mad. h the Wgle a=, them m WO sp-te wgmentx tit -t

tis clusifiution Refer to msp 1~.8). h I is appmximtely 48 WM h si=. h 11 is appmximtely
313 acr= h si~. The mmtig 6,167 wm h the ~gle pmjwt m = titi 1/2 tile of well

titid * md m he clwified u .Rded Na-1”.

a.2) Si~ For a =gmmt of Imd to - the ti= Criteria for .=ti-@titive, non--toriti, it mti b

2,5W w= h si= or Iwer. k= I is 48 mres md ia imIated fim b ~ md the Sdmnn-HwHebe~
Wildsm=. ~w, Ar= I wodd hs cl~ified sa ded m-. h ~ is 313 w~ howwer, it is

mated @ the Salmn-HwHeti Wildeme= md due to this wsition, =K the si= clwifiwtim fnr

“Sti-prititive, non-mmrid-.

8.3) Evidmrce of Hu- bmently, them = 775 wms of existtig clink ti the Wgle -.
Additiomlly, them am 21 til= of existing d. h h wuthwti Pfion of the pmj=t -, is rm
existing 334 am co-mial tiitig. TO the w=t Ii= private md BLM Imd holdhgs wbch kve b

titmsively magd sinw the 196Ws. Due to thew wtivities, evidenm of huw mtivitia w he
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-n over the mjority of the proj=t ar=. The figle ara h= &n mdlfiti to the pntit where it would

& clmsifid - “rotid namml/mml”. The exception to this cl~ification would& the 362 mre cl~ifid

= wti-prititive, non-motorid uder the mmten~s criteria.

B) The Smid %tttie criteria

b. 1) U=r Daity: Within the =gle -, them= no develod -sik md them= no develo@

ar- of irr~mt. Activiti= = of a di~~ namm snd there a= no cumt or fimm Plms for

&velopmt. ~em me wved -id inte~t a- however, th- - of intemt wouid not dmw lmge

numkm of ~~tionisk (e.g., hot Wtigs, histnric si-, etc.).

Due to the proxtity tn a large -pliti m-, ~mti~ opptiti~ w gad smmd _nd
~ctiviti~. Such w incltie hinting, m-m gatbetig, fi= Wd cuttig, md o~em. s~~l

flue-tiom in visitor populations do wur titb the mjority of w @tig fim April tiugh timbr.
~en mdtiple rfisp~ wtiviti= do @ur, there is ve~ little mnflict ~tid &wm tha visitnm.

As m example, hutem are mrely dismti by mwbwm pickem.

The mjority of rwr=tional m is ==iatd with messibility pmvidd by rok ad tmils which ti~
to concentmte thm activiti~ in @tiin arm. h geneml, the ~gle arm cm b cl=sifiti’ u “Prititive”.

This m-s that dutig most of the y=r, 1=s thm 6 partiw are encomterd on tmils md lex thm 3 pafiies

are visible at dispemd camp sites. Men renal fluctitions do wcur, this ar~ would tens to move

towarda the clmsifimtion of “xti-prifitive, non-motori~”.

C) The Mmagerial wttine criteria

b. 1) Mmagerial Regimentation: Since them are no developd interest or uw ar=, there a~ Wiml public

in fomtimr or intepretition facilities md there is not a large amount of re~latd u=ge. The only appa=nt

si~s of wgement are; trail identifiwtion signs, road si~s, md tmfflc control signs. Cumntly,
rwr=tion ~ialiss dduce that this ar= is attmctkg an incr-tig num~r of U*IS due to M-1

regimen~tion md controls md due to the C1O* proxitity to ~pulation a=.

2) Activities
For the PUP*S of this malysis, “Activities” ~ b malyti wing the appropriate “R=r=tiOn Info-tiOn

Mmagement System” (RIM) definition md cud=. (Refer to the ap~ndix for mm infomtion on the= definitions

md cties).

A) Existing Activities

me cndd RIM activities that cumently exist in the -gle ar- are Viewing, tmvel, Wm/gmes, fishng, caq~g.

winter wm, hunttig, m~re stidy, ad gatbetig. ~mvel ticlod~ all mtorid md non-mtorid lmd tmvel).

No effofl h= & de to be to idmtify ~ifidly, tie num~r of Wm h -h ctid wtivity for the ~gle

ara. However, through EPm md ~ific smdiw of rd wge, ~timt~ of the numbr of forest Wm have kn
Aculd in greed t-.

B) Po@ntid Actititie
Diwwiom titb fowt um during the public involve~t pm- brought fo~ id- that would expsnd _tinn

Op~~ti= in ~d arO~d tie ~gle ~. @e mgg-tiOn Wm tO ~mider builtmg a .Imp - ttil hat would
mm-t the end of the Old Eddy til #502 tith the Wgle Cmk tfil HOI. Another wggwtion is to build a

monti bike tfil “loop’ that would tie rd 4614 md 4615 mgether. A thid sugg~tirm is tn develop a ho=

~~ n-r the 4614 I 4614170 roti jwction.

Table III. 16 indimt- the ~timtd uwge ti rmtimr visik. Num&m of viaitom are wtimtw ody. ~=

numbm do not include adfinistmtive or comemial vehicle u=.
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*

@abIe ~.lo Gtiated R_tion Viik

Vietig I 1.5 HmWisit X 5W VisiN = I 750 Hm. / 12 Hr. pr Day =

750 Houm 63 Days
, ,

Tmvel (Ml Moturid tid) 3.5 HmNisit X 2~ Visits = 7000 ~. / 12 Hr. pr Day =

7~ Hom 583 Days

Tmvel (Ml Non-Motund kd) 4.5 HmWisit X 3~ Visik = 13500 Hm. / 12 Hr. ~r Day =

13500 HOM 1125 Days

S~fislGames 1.4 Hm/Visit X 5W Visits = 7W Hm. I 12 Hr. PI Day =

7W HOUS 58 Days

Fishing I 4.3 Hrs/Visit X 5W Visi& = I 2150 Hrs. 112 Hr. ~r Day =

2150 Houm 179 Days

Camping I 11.0Hm/Visit X 1~ Visik = I 11~ Hm. / 12 Hr. pr Day =

11~ Houm 917 Days
1 1

Winter Spfis 4.0 Hm/Visit X 2500 Visik = 1~ Hm. / 12 Hr. pr Day =

la Houm 833 Days

Hunting 6.0 Hrs/Visit X 1500 Visik = 9000 llrs. / 12 Hr. Pr Day =

9~ Hours 750 Days

Nature Smdy 2.7 Hrs/Visit X 5~ Visik = 1350 Hrs. / 12 Hr. per Day =
135o Houm 113 Days

, 1

Gathering 4.7 H=/Visit X 75M Visik = 35250 Hm. / 12 Hr. pr Day =

35250 Houm 2938 Days

3) Exmrience
Experience is relatd to ~tttig md activitiw. The% values am mbjmtive d~ndtig on the ex~~tions md the
prceivd ex~ktions of tbe rmr-tional uwr, the lmd mager, or the -er of this dmumat. For the pup-
of this mlysis, the lack of mgerid mntrols in the Wgle m wm mmid- to k a attribute tbst dmws

r=r=tion H to the am. The gmeml Mmtiotist m ~ out pi-d =tiviti* h tid a- or h a-.
where hum activitis m not a-nt. h eititi W, tim ~titi~ a hve tie fmlittg of W]itie, w

& tide~ndmt md ~-tibitd, md - have a high deg= of tikmtim tith the mtim-t titbout tbe rik

of iotewation by otier Wm or mgerial mntila. WIfi tis ~, the ex~rienm for tie m~titist m

~ge Over ~ve~ cl@fi~tiO~. ~= cl~ifimti~ * 1) Prifitive, 2) Seti-prititive, non-mturi~, 3) Seti-
prititive, motorid, ad 4) Rdd mtuml. ~e cl=ifiwtion tit is ex~rim~ d~~ on the wlwted mtivity

md the cho~n =tting. k wme m, a fomt M m ex~rim= dl four cl=ifiatiom d~dtig on the ch-n
activity. b ex~le would & hnting.

SalmOn-Huckle&m W1ldemess
The wilda~ is to the -t of the Eagle pmj=t ar= md tbtie is a w-n buu@ &wm th~ wo wtiom

110



●
Chaptem 111& IV – Wgle FEIS

of lmd. ~e figle arw provides the min roadd acc~s to tmil sbging sites for accfis to the wildemws tmil
system. ACCS is consided pafi of the tildem~s ex~rienw. Tmil #502 pamllels the tildemws ad d~s

provide vi~ints tito the wildem~s b=~. HOwever. tmil #502 d~ nOt pmvlde di~t -S tO the ~ldemess.

EffwS of hplmentition

A) The Phvsiml wttine criteria

a. 1) Remkn=s: -ntly there am 361 acrm ti the proj=t - that am clmsificd = ‘Sefi-Prifitive,

Non-Motorid. (SPNM) on the Rm~tion Opptity S~tmm @OS). With the iqlemmktion of
altemtiv= #1 tiugh 4, th~ to~l wm would not ctige. This is ~uw there would hc no mti
consmction n-r thee ~~ents of lmd. ~m, tb= _ would still k at l-t one-hlf (1/2) tile from

my roads.

a, 2) Si~ Cumently there are 313 acres that mmt the sim criteria for SPNM tiw of a co-n

boun&~ with the Salmon-HucUe&~ Wilderness. There would hc no cbmge, h relation to the si~

criteria, to th- 313 acm with the implemmtition of alternatives #1 bough 4. ~s is buw all of the

313 acRs are within a Iate-sucmsioml r-me tit w= =@blishti mder the Nonhwest For-t Plm.

a. 3) Evidence of Hums Propd alternative #1 bough 3 would mtiify the namml wtttigs h the

hgle ar=. The affwtti acres am 1,030 WES mder alternative #1, 562 acra under alternative ~, md

1,229 wms mder alternative #3. The% mtiifiations wuld he vimlly dotimt from existbg rna& md
from wgmenk on tmil #502A. This mtiification could chmge cl=sifiwtions suh = .rotid namml-
towards a lower cl=sifimtion uder the ROS ~tmm. Hawating shelte~~ tiu alon;; existtig

cl~rcuts could have Nsitive effwts in the fimre on the disttict ltie md fom of prior cl=rcut fik. With

time, this could improve the namml wtting to a vistily m-notid or mhetihate huu altemtion.

B) The Swial wttin~ criteria

Alternatives #1 through 3 propow building one new road that would bc .85 Ml= h length ad 0.35 tilw of

tempm~ road. The= rinds would not allow new mntorid awess buw they would b oblitemtcd followtig

u=. However, this road could still he @ for non-motori~ w-tion -g). B* on previom pttems of

=tivity afier rod buildtig md hawesting, rmr=tion activities could &gin to recur in places where mch wtivities

~Y have ~n nonexistent. This r~~tiOn U* could 1~ m m tier- ti ~ial encomte’m. Though m incm
in encoutem is pssible, it is not expt~ tO ~c_ @ the p~t when tie clmsifiWtiOn of 1~~ na~~ would
& lowed to mm] mder the ROS Widw.

C) Mmagenal
With the ex~tion of dtemative #4 (no ution), on-sik mgimmbtion ad mntmls would tic- ad b noti=ble.

The clnsing of rti would kc- mginrcn~tion md wuld move the ROS clkfimtion bm wti-prititive,

W@rid to rdd ❑atoml. ~s would chmge the attmtion of the - of hctig a tidly mntmlld
avimnment.

2) Activiti=

The ~ of existtig m~timr wtiviti= would not cbmge however, the lmtion of wtiviti= my ctige due w
d clomms. me followhg pmgmphs d-rik wm of the cbg- that wouId mst lkely uur if the =tion
alternatives wem implemmtd.
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ea) Viswlx

a) Under alternatives # 1 though 3, the new mmf that would bc constmcted muld bc =0 from ~ 4d 14.

b) S~htor wtiviti= wotid tic- dutig the i~lementstion of the action dtcmatives -idly dufig

hawest opcmtions.

b) Tmvel:
a) Off-rod vehicle u= could tic= follotig k=t wtiviti=. Thm m=tiotists WY utiliz skid

tmils, yuding corndom, ek.. b mum scmitive -, this wuld be di=umgd tiugh mrefil

di~nt of ptcntial stid d, the plattig of vegemtioo, ad the Aabilitstion of the ueas.
b) New hiking -d mu@ti bfig ~titi= mdd bc c-M tiugh bl~tig * tn Wtnrid

tmvel whine mch wtivitie wem not aping due ~ vehicdw noiw and diSNhCe.

c) Fistig:
Op~titi= for _ to fish ktig st- m ex~ted @ E- the =m uder the action

altemativ=. ~s is kuse clod roads would he h the upper -hm of the dtiage where the~ are
no fish ktig str-m.

d) Camping:

Mding sites muld crate new di~d amp sites for ~r-tion vehicles md tents. However, propsed

road clowres would deter motori~ mmptig in sume ar=. Evm though roads would k clod, these

a- would still k available for non-motorid W.

e) Hunting:

Prop4 hamest t=biques could e~mce habitit which could mW m incr- h big game populations.
Prowsd activities could cr=te acc=s to more remote ara previo~ly not -ily acwsible @ d] um.

This could improve the SUCC=Sk sputi hunting.
e

~ Nahre Smdy:
Hamest activities could provide access to ad ebce habiht of kth plmt md timl mmtities tit
were not _ily accessible in the pmt.

g) Gathering:

Prop4 hawest activiti= could provide access to md efimce habi~t for plmt ~i- md other fo=t

products that my not have &n acwssible m available h the wt. o.e., mmhuum, firewd, md
others).

The ~ of _tiond wtivitics would not ckge. Hwever, new lmds wdd he mm easily ~ by b

geneml rm-tiotist thm kfom. Mudifimtion to the mmml ~tttig along rti would aff~t the ~putity b hsve
a high degm of tikmction titb the mmd envim~nt.

1) Settkg:

Previous haw~t activities have altered the lmd~pe to the ~int when them am wo smll ~kets of Imd available
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for rwrmtiotisK to experience a more prifitive wttbg (362 acre). None of the pmpd altemtivmwould chmge
this teal.

Implemmktion of altemtiv= #1 tiugb 3 wodd ticti on-titc mgimmtition md controls. ~s would &

ttiougb * C1O- md ticrd sipg. ~s muld cbge tbe a~tion of the a- of Wmg a tidly

con~lld mvimment to a mnm mgimmti am. Rwmtitisk lwtig for - tith tid ~gimmmtinn md
controls my bve to go cl-here on the fowt to fid alternative sit= to met their n-.

2) Activities:
With the i~lementstion of the action altemativ~, mtivitia that pr~tly recur would not chmge or bc elitiated.

However, Imtions for cefiti activities my & chmgd. As m example, road clomm would Iitit motmid w

thus, historic motorid amp sites would no longer k avtilable ad new sites would have to b fomd. Hut~g

activities could b dmd due to rod closures which would rduce motorid hsmsment of blg game.

Additionally, habikt would k improvd through the efimcemnt of, md the cr=tion of new fomge ar-.

e 3) Ex~rience

@erall, implementation of the action alternatives would mtiify the Eagle am w that the clmsifi~tion for the -
would tend to move clowr to a roadd naNml or mml clssifi-tion. ~s would tiuce the MM wrw on the

district that would offer a more prititive ex~rience. Rwr~tiotis& my have to ~k other am either on the

district or on the forest to find the mticipatd experiences.

Salmon-Hucklek~ Wilderness

Mmagement activities along rod 4614 md n-r tmil #502 could affwt the tildemess experience by c=thg
viswlly dotinate modifications to the .wtting. prior to mtering the wildemw. With alternatives #1 md 3, haw=t

activiti= could ckge the natud wtttig of the affectti srm md evidenffi of hu-s would k mm tiimble.

It is mticipad that the chmges tit would wcur on the wwtem S1OF of the =gle am would not k noti%ble

from the tildemes due to topgmphy md vege~tive w-g. me one exeption is tit noiw my bc notitible

over the sboti-tefi due to -agement activities ~ially dnng the tmils krdetig the tildemw.

It is mticipati that w=tinnal H would inc- no rotter what al~tive is sleetedmder this FEIS. ~s is

kw of tic- population gmti in the sumomdtig am snd hem am no pm~ls to d-tidly chge
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the chamcter of the ar= on the lm&caP level. At this time, the mjority of -rational u tivolv= mtorid e

rwr=tion, Although road closures would wcur, there are no wholale chmg& that would prwlude motorid

travel.

me num~r of visitom who u= the Iml ttiI system h tic- ovti the y-. Athough them would b ww
altemtion of ~ific sit= along th= tfils, it is mticipti tit this chge would not pmltie the = of or detwt

from fimre w of the tmils. ~s is evidmd by the m-muttig of a pfiion of ttil 502 h wtion 33. ~s w=
done h the tid-1980’s md h- hd no hom eff=t on tistoric or cumt tmil wge.

114



Chp&m 111&IV - ~gle FEIS

Other D~cwion Items
The next *t of ikm d-l with topics tint were not mid u issw but should k disk mder this dwument.

Th@ diwwsion ikm ticlude; A) Tm~fition, B) tilmml Ra-, C) Fire, Fuels, ad Air @ity, D)

Noxiow WA, E) ~=tend, En&gerd, md Sensitive S~i~, G) Biologid Evd~tion, md H) Eff-ts of
Fldig.

Each mad h the imdiate pmjwt am W= exatid through the htegmti Rmum halysis prws h the
original dmft dmument. ~ese wme rods were mcvalutcd though the watemhd =Iysis hat W.U cOnduct~ fi

1995. h addition, since the pldg prmas for this document hegm, th= rds have & mnitoti to dektie

eff=s from Variom stem events such = the fld event that mcud h D=em~r 1995. me followtig pamgmphs

list U*S md objwtives for tbow reads thst would hc aff=td by this pmjwt. (Refer to mp 111.9 for rod Iwtions).

Road 4614 (Road Uws): Provide access to tmils, usd for di~r~ rwretion, md U4 to haul for-t prtiucta.

(Road Objwtive): MainWin the cument road conditions for kth the pavd md grovel sufiace arw to contkue

providing access for the Iistcd uses.

o

Road 4615 (Road Uws): Provide access to tmils, ud for di~~ rwr=tion, uxcd to haul forest prnduck, md
provides access to private ad BLM Imd holdtigs along the western hnuh~.
(Rod Obj=tive): Maintiio the cument md conditions along that poflion of roti 4615 that is onder For-t Sewiw

jurisdiction. ~is would provide access to rwr=tioml tmffic w well = allowtig acc=s’ for other Imd omem.
Rwds 4614130.140.150. ad 160 (Rd U=s): UA for di~~ -~tion md for hauling fowt pmduc~.
(Road Obj=tive): Close thew mad. but, min~in the rmd W to avefi my pnssible mosion h=rds.

Road 4614167: (Road Uws): Used for di~ti rwration md for bultig forest pmduck.

(Rind Objativel Obliterate this mad to alleviate mil erosion, hamment of tildlife, md to tiuce effwts to tmil
#505.

Roads 4614170 md 180 (Road Uws): Ud for di~~ m~tion ad for baultig fomt pmduck.

(Rod Objmtive): Clo= the= roads but, tintiti the rd ~ to avefi my pnssible erosion ham~s.
Rod 4614187: (Rosd Uses): Ud for’di~~ wmtion md for haultig forest prnduck.

(Rind Objwtive): Mainkh at cument levels to provide mnttiued a-s for cumnt ttses.
Road 4614190: @@ Uw): UA for di~~ w=tion md for kuling fomt pmduck.

(Road Objmtive): Clew this ti but, tihti the ti bed to avefi my po~ible erosion hads.
Rod 4615011: ~d U=): UA for dicpcd m=tion md for hdtig fomt pmdwk.

(Rd Objative): Obli-tc this d to dlwiatc wil -im md a~t of tiIdlife.
Rds 4615120.130. md 140: @d U=): UA for di~d ~-tion md for hatitig fomt pmdu~.
(Rd Objwtive] Mtiwk the cumt mti wnditiom w tit - would still he provided to a rmk pit, m
eval~tion plmktion, md @ aveti my ~ible erosion tik.

Rocd 4615150 @nad UW] Ud for di~~ ~mtion md for haultig forwt prnduck.
(Rd Objetive) Mtiti the d W to avefi my posible erosion M. However, either cloce the d tith

a physial hrner m allow vegetim to grow m that evmtily the ti would k iq~mble by Wtor vticle
tmffic.

Rod 4615135: (Road US): UA for di~d m=tion md for hauling forwt pmduck.
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Table III. 17 is a m- Uble tit Iism existtig mad numbm, Ire@, dactig, --w levels, md
obj-tiv=.

Wable ~.1~ Etiw Rm& ~ta Table

4614 6.00 ~wt 3 3

1.47 Rmk 2 2

4615 4.87 A~tilt 3 3

1.35 Rmk 2 2

4614130 0.34 Rmk 2 2

4614140 0.65 Rmk 2 2

4614150 0.47 Rwk 2 1,

4614160 0.21 Rwk 2 1

e

4614167 0.30 Rock 2 1

4614170 0.59 Rwk 2 1

4614180 0.96 Rmk 2 1

4614187 0.45 Rmk 2 1

4614190 1.08 Rwk 2 2

4615011 0.20 Rwk 2 1

4615120 0.34 Rwk 2 2

4615130 0.91 Rwk 2 2

4615140 1.16 Rmk 2 2

4615135 0.05 Natid 2 1

4615150 0.97 Rmk 2 1

Un-nmd Spurn 0.10 m. Namd 2 1
J

1/ A U-U level of .1” is for a rd b t 1s Cumtly clod or wdd k clod m the fi mre however,
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@able ~.17.1) Exktiw R~& Clmm Table by Alt-tive
e

4614 --- --- ..- -- 7.47

4615 — — — — b.22

4614130 Blink — Blak — 0.34

4614140 Blwk -. Blink -- 0.65

4614150 Blwk — Blink — 0.47

4614160 Blwk -- Blwk .- 0.21

4614167 Oblitemte — Obli@m& — 0.30

4614170 Blink --. Block -- 0.59

4614180 Blwk Blwk Blwk ..- 0.96

4614187 --- . . . --- -.. 0.45

4614190 Blwk . . . Blink -.. 1.08

4615011 Oblitemte Oblitemte Oblitemte . . . 0.20

4615120 . . . . . . -.. .— 0.34

4615130
0--- . . . --- -- 0.91

4615140 . . . -.. -- -.. 1.16

4615135 BImk --- Blink “ -:- 0.05

4615150 -.. --- --- .-. 0.97

Un-mmd Obliterate Oblitemte Oblitemte -- 0.20
spurs
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Aher closure, th= mmp sites would 00 longer he acc=sible by vehicle thin, this fom of mc=tion would he

ex~td to mve b other sites either h the vicitity or m other m on the district. Convemly, a nwly C1OA
d would now affod new fo- of w=tion tit did not * en the public hcfore. A a ex~le, wuti

bitig, tig, or remote -tig my now b dcsimble -u of the cbce for wlitie. Stice the pmpnd new
rd would be oblitcmted follotig m=tion of km=t wtiviti=, thm wodd be no ck= for his~ric - tn
-m =@bli&d. ~w, the clomm of the new 4 wodd hve no effwt on =mbli~d wtiviti=.

Other bcnefik for rod clowrw ar% redud hamsment to wildlife, duced di~lscement of roils through vehiculm

u, fewer a= where garbage dumping m recur, etc..

A1-tive #4 No Action)

~]s is the no action alternative. Under ti]s alternative, no activities would tie plain u a result of this dwument

includtig rd closures. Eskblishd w is ex~tti to remti at cummt levels or perhaps ticx = the numhem

of forest visitors incrae.. Due to budget shofifalls. rod ~intenace dO1la~ are ~Ofig ~cr~~gly -rce. Due

to the= shofifalls, it ti k expectd that mad mtiaces would not he tinticd = they have in the p=t. However,

drainage faciliti= on the% roads would still k minbined not only to orotwt the inv=tments in the road but to alw

● protw~ the watemhd.

~e =gle Cr=k watemhd @lysis WA) mcomends oblitemtion of the fimt 0.7 film of - 46141S0 WA,
page 105). ~is ratien&tion is du to stip cut-b~s along the uphill side of the rd. h tidition, mnttiud
veh[cular w @th public md titinistmtive) b= worn the mfictig dom sn hat the whel tmch wt u ch-els

for water. When water tmvels dom th= ch~els, the multit fow tnm~fi the rd sutiwhg dow the d

md in wme es tito the ditch. A hydrologist/wil xientist w- a membr of the ID ~ for this FEIS. ~s
wientist in conjunction with a rods engtiwr evalw~ the sik md detetid tit obli~mtion wodd not hc

nwesw~ if mtiin other actions wem to tie plain. ~s is -u, the cut-slop probably dld @uw Wtments
to inter str~m cnum whm it w= fimt built however, after malytig cummt mnditiom, mterial tiat is now

entering the ditch m smll rncks md chtis mther b tie mterid. h tiysis of the ditch-ltie md st-m

in the ar~ @th ahve md below the md) tidiate tit them hm h no appwiable tmspmt of be tilments

from this wt-slope for seveml y-. ~s mslysis dm tidiu@ that the smll rwk md ch~ fmm the cut+lop
ad the mck fim the d dactig is a-g the S- cdvti md &ig t-d do~ll. However, &

wterid is ody Wig t-fled appmximtely 100 f- do~ll. ~s mlvti is appmximtely 3/4 of a tile km
the Smth Fmk md this -me mck is not -hg this - ~. ~s js _ evm dutig high flow x
evidmd by m dysis of the rd system follotig the fiend evmt tit mud h -mk of 195. ~thm
ti obli~mtion, hey --d 1) PIu mm mck rm the * mfi= of mfficiat sim (3/4. or bigger reck)

w that it -ot he -ily tm~fied by wkn 2) CmW the d mfi- w tit wa~r would ‘A=t” off kth

sid= mther tbm *ting m~lmted h ctielw 3) Clew the d to comtit vehiculm tmffic sn the msd
mfi- mntour m hc titid, 4) PI= Mm h the ditch-kiie en retch my mtid tit my mti the

ckel; 5) R&veg* the cut-slop where ~ble m fitit the q~tity of - ~tid mktig the ditch.
bother ~tion would k ouklopc the d mtiu md tha -tit the fimt 0.7 til= w tit the mjority of wati
would shet off ovm the fill-slop md would not he able m mn=tmte h ctiels on the d or h tbe ditch ltie.
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e

Aside horn d oblitemtion, them would b a Auctim h op d til= ti tis -&mhd. Not ticludtig
oblitemtions, appmximtely 3.49 files of eximtig d would b blocked to vebiculm tmffic uder alte-tivu #1

md 3 md 0.96 tilw would k blmkd mder alternatives 2.

Comting htb mti oblitemtions md rod clomr=, alkmativ= #1 md 3, wnuld CIOWor oblitem~ appmximtely

5.04 tiles of road (this toul ticlud= the 0.85 rnilw of new rod). Thin, when iqlementstion is w~lete, the toti

for this project am would& 17.6 tila of OP rod. Ntemative ~, would C1OWor oblitemte approximkly 2.21

files of road (this totil inclu&s the 0.85 tilw of new rd). Thu, if alkmative M wem implemental, the toti

for this projwt ar= would & 20.39 miles of own mti. With dtemtive #4, there would b no chges to the

existing rti til~ge.

With the= road closures, there would hc fewer w~tion opputities for tbos activities involving a vehicle.

Thw, rwr=tionisk would& r~uird to fid new l~tions h the victity or fid arw on the district ~ accomplish e

the ~me activiti~. @ the district, md clomm w kotig mom md mm prevalent =h y-r. A th=
closur~ recur, there are fewer md fewer historic wwtion oppdti= avtilable to the pple who w a vehicle
as pati of their ex~rimce. The action alternatives wouId dd cumulatively to the tohl C1OA md on the district.
Conve~ly, there me lititd am where m-tiotis~ m go to mjoy activitim where vehicl- am not ticltiti.

he such mtivity is mou~in hiking. With rod CIOSUB, opptitifi for btig would tic-. This muld bs
tme for other fom of mmtion that do not d~nd on a vehicle.

Road CIOSUH under this dmument would Auce the k~ment of wildlife (exwpt no action). ~is rsduction would
add cumulatively to the bnefik of big gme h the prnjwt ar-. b rufdition, rod clomr- muld tid cumulatively
tu the geneml h-lth of the watcmhd. This is -W thm is Ies of a Iikelihd tit wils would b movd m a

ralt of m~tion activitim or mad mtiwnmw activiti=. Clom= wouId dw redum the ~entid for gatige

du~tig.

Historiwl or cumt w of the projmt am by Native titims w= d= -A tiougb di-t m~mtion titb

the Confdemtd Trik nf tbe Wam Sptigs md the Confdemti Trib of Gmd Rhonde. me tibal ctil-

e
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of the Gmd Wonde dwltid to give dehild tifomtion md defeti to the ~nfdemtd Trihm of the Wam
Sptigs = the murce for this Mfomtion.

Euoherim histnric u= is wtimti tn hve pmbsbly muti shofily a~r the m~Ietion of tie Bmlnw RA
h 1845. A .Pwific Rdd. mmey ~ Id by Lieu-t He~ L. Abkt - tiugh the m b
Wproximkly 1S55. To &@, no evidenw of this ex~tion k kn fomd. hcidati w h the ~gle m over

the Imt one-tif (1~) of the 1800’s W- pritily mmtio~ h mm md Iititi tn huthg md fitig. With

the &tiblitimt of tbe National Fomt syskm, the fimt ~mmt pm- h the ~ w- tie Fomt Smim.

Fire prevention ttils md fire det=tion lwkouts we= constmcted dutig the -ly pm of the 1900’s. me fomer

Imkow site is lmtd within Eagle. Lititti shap md uttle gtig mud but no sit= or adifwb hve kn
verifid. Timbr magement md rmd building providd amss @ the w- kgtig h tbe 1960’s md 197WS.

Ttiy, the Primv U* of the am is tim~r uagement md mrational (e.g., huthg, fisbg, md gathetig).

Culmml R-urce mweys have bn conductti titti md adjacmt to the kw~ri= of the ~gle pmj=t am over

the pmt wveml yam. The= sumeys have lat~ a tobl of 7 hisrnfic sit= of which 3 am titti the ~gle

bmdries. The= fi~ms do not mpmxnt the ex~t num~r of pre-histnric or historic si~ that my exist md them

ae probably tiditional sit= that could & 1-A ti the fimre. Until foml evaluations have kn completed, dl

●
of the sit= a~ mgardti m sifificmt md eligible for ticlusion on the National Regis&r of Historic Places. To &te,
no pre-historic sites have kn I=td tithti the Ggle ara.

%utb of figle Crek, there is a tmvel route hom w the “Biswll- tmil. At one time, this tmil &gm in the
backyard of a private r-idmce on a county rnd tit www ~gle Cr~k. Fmm the s~’fi of tbe tmil, it - wmw

private lad, BLM lmd, on to Forest Sewice Imd, md evenmlly tid tito trail #502. This tmil W= 4 by the
For-t Sewice minly for fire prevention activitiw md wm a mpply mute for @ s-tions. The Biswll Wil sfm

providd ac= for gting. It is how tit this ttil W= dm @ by ~rmtiotish but the~ am no W* u

m the actil numbr of visitirs. As dminages wem aca by rm&, tmils mch m Biswll wem no longer n~d

for fire WCWS. Additionally, the pmwnt timkr sti~ gmw to a ~tit whm fomge suitsble fnr gtig w ❑o
longer available. ~us, the Forest Sewice atidonti this tmil md it hm not bn mtitstid for approximately 30

ywm. Not ody wu the trail abmdond kauw if dis~, but km private Imd omem hd bp to mt timbr

bW=n the tmil hmd md the National Fomt km&q. The tmil wx oblit-d -= of this cutttig md the
ori~l tti k * lost. h wnjuction tith this cutig on @vate Imd, W-t wtititics on BLM md Foti

Scmice lmd -A this tmil md tier obli~ti other til w-k. T*Y. d] tit R*S of the tmil =
wg-b tit am dl=m=ti fim wb oth= eitbm by *or cutig tie. Th- m -g x-b ody exim
on F-w Scwim Imd. tiugh di=tim tith Img+= tidmk, -d wb=, md dimi- tith lmg-

tim Fnmt Wiw ~~mel, them is no how hismrid si~fiat u of this ttil. h tiditinn, this Ml neither
mmwb b or 1- to fmtik or plm of histnrid si@fimw.
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pmwription summsds the ar~, the site would ha avoidd dutig i~le-htion. ~w, the titagrity nf the sik e

would he mtihtid. Additionally, there would & no road wnstmction n- this site. Mthough them would k no

dimt dismrbace fmm altcmtives #1 or 3, disNrbace could wur due to outxide tiflueuc=. ~s dismtice
could wcur -w cutttig activities would .opn. the timbr stid (for a *oh tam) w that site dlsti~ would

incre. ~us, tic- visiblhty cnuld kc= the ch= of vmtilsm, greed si~ distiti-, ad lnoting.

If th= wtiviti= wem tn =ur, the =iatific vdw cndd b lost&W this is nnt a mewable H-.

A1-tives ~ md 4

Under thcm dtcmtiv=, none of the bom CUIM sites wotid hc affwti. ~s is kuw no rd building or
tim~r hsw~t would mur n=r th= sitca.

Cmdative E~@
With the pmpn~ dkmtivm, none of the how Mstnric dmd -- sites wmdd ba nblitcm~, dism-,

or othe~iw altered thrnugh bwwt =tiviti~. ~m, them would b no cumulative effwk to the culmd rau-

in the Ggle am. However, dismfiaw could wcur tiough oubide influen-. If Or- oukide tiflucnm distofi

tbe site, historic valu= could b lost.

C) Fin, Fuek, Air Quafity

Fire and Fuels

Itis widely rwn~id tht fire h- bn m i~mt disNrbmm fwtor h Pacific Nofiwtit Fnr~tx for the-k

of yars (Ag~ 1990). me hgle Cr&k dtiage, along with other wmtaide foresk, are mnsiderd to b a high
xcverity fire regime char~tefid by tifiquent high wvtity fir=. ~eas fim wily -It in mmplets tn n-r

complete stid replacement. Mthnugh fire remm titemds for this t~ of fomt is higMy variable md probably

could not & considerd cyclial (Ag= 1993), the mginnal avenge fire-remm kkwal for the Douglm-fir mne h-
kn estimtd at 230 yam (Ftistak ad Age 19g3). Suweys in the ~gle Crmk dmtiage indimts tit fir=

am more fr~uent with a remm. intewal of apprnximtely nne-klf ( 1/2) of the mginnal avemge. However, tiIs am

could still hc wnsiderti a low frquency, high titensity fire regime.

e
Fire suppression md preventing effn- have kn effmtive in this W- skce the tim of the mnNv. ~s b
probably alterd the namml fire regime but tn wkt extit, is nnt dily appa~nt. me exclmion of fim allows
incrd awumulations of cm~ wnndy debris which muld ~lt ti mre intro fi~ (Kuti 1990). DU to

the length of the namml fire cycle, it is difficult to tell how si~fi~t this would b h the long tern. Management

activitia which mdum the cumulation of fiels would tic= the effwtivenes of fim supp~ion effofi md

rduce the risk of stid rqlacement fires. ~is is bw the fir- would b I=s titcnw md -ier to ext~~ish.

Follotig tim~r wle activiti~, ex~ fiel (sIA) would k t~tcd by p-ri~ fire, where n~, tn Au=
fire tiger md to fmilitite reforcatition activiticx. Gaesally, the bhold fnr t~tmat would & in thow ~
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where them is slmh that is gr=tcr tbm 15 tons ~r acre of mterial lW tha k= (3) ticha k di-ekr. ~s is

the nterial that contributes most to fire Wred ad titensity (Rotbe-1 1983) md ti~tiera most titb

refomstition. A debris pr~lction malysis h= ~n done on this pmj=t md it is exwti that though mme butig

could b pr=ri~, qwtiti= would bc &or (Brow md Snell 1980).

me _ where m-mid *g wodd tie PIU kve a pdicti fiel Idtig of 7-15 ms ~r wm of

mterial 1- tbm b (3) tichm h diameter. me ody fiel ttimnt that is mticipti ti tb- ar- is the
burning of lmdtigs md fiel concentmtions along rods 4d14 md 4d 15. It is aticipati that l= tba 0.5 mns WI

acre would & bumd h the% units.

Alternative #4 No Action)

No wagemmt mtivitiw would wcur under this altemtive. me timbr s~ds h the projwt am would continue

to decline in halth md would continue to be ovemtwkcd. ~e= conditions would r~ult h incti mfility.

Eventilly, the= dead trw would fall to the grmmd adding to the existing fiel Imdtig. Under th= conditions,

if a fire wcumd h the fimre, it cm k ex~td that m titenw stid replacement fi~ would result.

Cmdative EffwK

o

tigb~ing fire mcufience is low within the projwt ar- md none of the alternatives should have m aff=t.

During the implemenbtion of magemnt activities, them would k m tic- ri* of fire however, this risk
would k titigatd by implementing “Industrial Fire Praution MWUM - md other ~uimments d~i~ti to

rduce the risk of fire.

hy roads or wum that am constmctd by the= alkmativw would b clod followbg completion of magemnt

activities. h tidition, wme existing mds would b c104 either by gat~, be-, or oblitcmtion. @eAl,

motorid aww would b more r=trictive md wme a= would not k tiny WC=A for fire mppmion
activities. However, it is mticipatd that hum MA fim would k 1=s likely ~ uur in tb= ar- due @

Iititcd use. Conve&ly, with road closures, rw~tion activitiw knd to recur at the wme tie ody h a smiler

gwgmphic a-. ~us, none of the dtematives am exwtd to affwt the numhr of hum m~ fires but mtber

the lmtion. Under cument magement dirwtion, dl huw mud or na~ml fir- would & aggmsively
Supprad.

Genemlly, fim mppmion effo- ti the ~gle pmjwt - have k effmtive for the I-t gO b 90 yeara. h
ddition, it w bc ex~tcd that they would -ttik @ & eff~tive uder avemge mnditiom. me lwge stid

repl-mat fim tit wuti h the - dtig the I=t -m~ w~ ~st likely the -t of m ignition mutig
dutig a prid of exmm butig -ditiom. ~= mnditiom pmbbly tivolvd a Iightig mm followd by

strong wt ti&. ~= is dm a ptibility tit this lwt fim muld hve b hum e~ however, tb~ is no
WY of hotig the tme ifition WUW. It is alw mticipti that thm mnditiom muld m-w h the fi~m. A

fim butig h huvy fils dutig ext~m wnditions is pmbbly &yond the agmcy’s ability m mpp= d would

have the ptitid for a Iage stid repl=mmt fire. ~s is etidm~ by fim tit hve uud h ~nt hitio~
1) Entiat Fire, W-hgton (1970), 2) Silver Fi~, hgon (1987) 3) Yellowstone, Wyotig (19g8), 4) W~kh~,
W~bingtOn (1994).
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The incr- risk multtig from the accumulation of fiels is not -ily qmtifid. It is sugg=ti tit ti W-km
@

Hedwk/Douglu fir forests, the Iow=t fire titensity mcum about 100 y=m afir stid titiation ad gdmlly

tier- over time (Ag= 1993). h m- of poor stid h=lth, this tic= would & mm si@fiat. me rik

of a Iuge destmctive fire is cumnfly low but would ticrm w fiel Idtig tic- @othemel ]983).

Gmeml w-ther ptkms for the a- - typid of the Nofi- Will-etto Valley tith ftirly tild, wet tihm
with mow =umdatiom above 2,~ to 3,000 f=t md gmedly d~ m-m. PmvtiItig tik m tily

nofiwest to wuthwat tith wme ~~ of x W* -tiy dutig lam ~tig md fall. The topo~phy of tbe

ar= results in Iml up+myon ti& not of the nofiwwt md the topogmphy I==s the eff~k of wuthw@ md

w: winds. Strong inversions are not comon but WY have m affwt on the valleys to the w~t e~ially on wam

sumer &ys.

The proj~t am is n=r a numkr of smoke wositive” I-tiom. The mst no~ble is the Mt. Hood Wildemm

located welve (12) air tiles to tbe nofiat. A potiion of this tildemess is a “Cl= 1. aimhd. The reminder

of the Mt. Hd Wilderness md the Salmon-HucU*~ Wlltime= are ‘Cl- 1~ aimh~. The tom of B-

is Iwatd ten (10) air tiles to the w~t md tbe Podlmd ara is l-ted approxim~ly fib (15) air tiles to the

nonhwest. Sute highway 26 is lmated six (6) air fil- to the nofi tith highway 211 kn (10) tile to the west.
Highway 26 is a mjor wt/west route through the c-es while highway 211 coMmk the tow nf Smdy,

Eskca&, md Mollala. The Imds to the w=t (off for-t) am genemlly private Iimbr hnldings md wtterd

mml/residential md agriculmral. The min mrutional site is ‘Wgle Fem Pa&. owd by Clacka~ County. ~s e
park is approximkly b (10) air tila nofih of Esti md Wn (10) air tiler w-t of the projwt am. To the

south ad -t is National Forest lad with the Clackau Rver approximately five (5) air til= to the wuth md

Timothy me approximately fifian (15) air files tO tie ~u~~t.

Existing air qwlity in the projmt ara is genemlly gd tith little impact km iodmtrid wums of pollution or
wd stoves. There b- kn no rwent slwh butig ti the ~gle ~ nn National Fomt Imds md ve~ little on

lads of other owemhip. The air qulity is wmetimes aff=td by sl=h bumiog on mmoudtig lads md by field
burning from lmds aromd Esk=& md in the Wlllamette Valley.

Alt~tivm #l ti~h 3
The Primv effwt on air qdity bm i~lemenation of the action altemtivm would & smke fmm pmri~

fi~. Som tier effww tim other con~b mch m dwt md e~mt smke - b ex~ti but would b
of sbofi dumtion md mnfid to the iaa~ am.
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The Cla Air Act h- esmblishd ‘Natiood Anrbient Air @lity Stitid” (NAAQS) for -* pnllutiw. The

prim~ sti~rds tit - & aff=ti by p-ri~ butig am for pfiiculate rotter smiler tbm @n (10) ticmns

(PM 10) md *n munoxide (CO). Anothw provision of the Cl* tir Act is the “Pmvmtion of Signifimt

Deteriomtion. (PSD) provisions which is titmdd tn prevent - tith cl- tir from titig pullutd. Cl=s
I ar-, which ticlude tildem= m in existrnm kfom 1977, hve the tigh~t mtrictiow on tiltimd ~llution
while CIUS 11 tifid am 1=s strict. Ml of the other Nati-1 Fomt Am& auding the ~gle H am msnsgti

m Clu 11 ar-.

The follotig able w~ms the ex~ti emiwions for =h wtion d~mative foc 1) .Toti S~nd~

Ptiiculate” @SP), 2) Pafiiculak 1- h ten (10) ticrom ti siz (PM 10) (which m smll mough ~ en~r the
hum qimtn~ sys~m), 3) Pafliculate l= ti wo pnint five (2.5) micmns in sim @M 2.5) which =

piculwly impn-t for visibility snd mgionsl b, md 4) tin rnnnoxide (CO).

*
The fi~res prewntd h able 111.18 reprewnt the totil amowt of pnllutik that could b ex~td over the life of
the projwt. Tha burning that would & wnducti would & mmpleti over a 1 rn 2 y-r Prind. Gaemlly,

pre=ri~ burning would k conductd during the =rly Wtig. Coved pilw or conmntmtimrs would & bumd
during the fall or winter.

With bumtig, mrkn monoxide is prndud in ve~ high qwtities. However, it is diluti ve~ mpidly in tbe air

(Smdhrg md Dost 1990) md should not prewnt a problem with the NAAQS except ti the i-diate ara of the

flames.

The mximum buting that would wcur in a stigle *Y is ex~ti to b qd to approximbly fifty (50) wm.

This would ~ about 250 to 260 tons of debris bumd. Anticipate efiwions for nne &y of buting am p~nted

in tible 111.19.
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uder the influence of a cold front or low pram wather system tith oveat ski- md tith pwipimtion. Smoke m

is mpidly di~med witi 1 to 2 til= fmm the bum sik. Under th= renditions, there would & no pkntial for
violations of NAAQS in the sumoudtig arm or PSD ticremenk h the C1*S 1 or II -w.

Alt-tive #4

~s is the no wtion dkmtive. ~em wmdd & no effmb @ air @ity fmm pmjak -iati tith this

dwument. Existtig levels of wllution wodd E- the me (i.e., tidmtrial, vehicle eti~om, noiw, dwt, eti.).

Cunt&tive Eff-
me ge-t eff~ fmm slmh di~=l @utig) is the titiution of -ke tim the b. hy b-g u add

cumulatively m existtig pollution from othti m- (i.e., tidutid pllution fmm Podmd, smke fmm field

htig, smoke km slmh butig m other Im&, e~.). @er the ~t roved Y-, the s@@ of ~gmt b
re~la~ the titig md dumtion of butig ~idly h the Will-m VsdIey m. me Fowt Smiw mmplies

tith the stite m~lations md d- not bm ~- -mqheric mnditim m favomble for mch wtiviti=. %m
burning d- wcur, tids w the smoke away fmm h=vily pptiati am m tit it would not d cumulatively

to existing ~llution levels. Butig muld dw aff=t Cl= I a= (e.g., Mt. Hd Wildem-). me pomtid for
air degtition ti the Clws 1 ara cm & fitigati by butig whm there is a notihw=t tid. When the=

conditions exist, smke md Pllutitx would k mrnd far wuth of the Mt. Hd Wilderness. me effwk of slmh

burning are sbon km (wily one to WO &ys h dumtion). Due to the smll amm~ of slmh to b bumd, the
sbofi dumtion of effmk, ad complimm tith smte sti~~, smke genemtd fmm mticipatd projm~ would not

add cumulatively to existtig ~llution levels in ppulatd am.

me grwtest effwk would b rwlid in the Cl-s II ar- imdiately djacent to the pmjwt ar- (i.e., Salmn-

Huckleb~ Wilderness snd others). However, the= effw~ would & shoti tem (nne to WO &ys) md a= ex~ti

to & insufficient to th~ten ltil ambient air qmlity &yond projwt ara bu&ries.

e
As bu kn ]mtd b p~vious ~agmphs, fim htensity md dumtion would ficr- m fiels tic- nn the fo=t
flmr. If a tildfi~ we= to &gin (~ially ti nagd shds), it is ex~td to =ur dutig ~rid nf d~,

hot, w-ther tith -t tids. Wlldfir= produce far gr-ter qmtiti= of Pllutik thm slmh butig md it is
ex~td that smoke would b pusbd towards wpulatd H. Ws would add cumulatively to existhg pllution
levels. ~is is evidenced by rwent fir- at Estsm& (B=lhe md Wmh Cmk fiw 1991). ~s t~ of evmt could
affwt ambimt air q~lity.

Field suweys of the hgle arm hve k mqleted ad five ~i~ have b feud. ~W plink w- gmdy

fo~d along ds ad amud lmdmgs adjtint m -gti stid. Mong fomt A 4615, the follotig plmb
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wem feud: Bull ~stle (Cirsium v~leare), _ Thistle (C. awme), Tmsy fi~mt (Senecio iambea), md

Scotch Brmm (@ism scoDatiw). Genemlly, th- plmte were fmmd m either a stigolsr plmt or irr ~uptigs of

up m five tidlvidwls excWt for Wa& tistle which add tn fom Iarger mIoti-. Plink that wem fowd h

uagd ara were almost exclmively arond Imdhgs ad extendtig no fi~er b 20 f-t away from the Imdtig
dge.

Forest msd 335, is pamllel to ~gle Cmk md exti& irrm the b~ Su_ioml R=me. The -e ~iw x
mntiond abve we= dw fomd along this road system.

Alte-tiv= #1,2, and 3

As hm kn mentiond, noxiow WAS have kn fomd h the mgd a- withh the Eagle projwt am when

wil has kn dis~ti. Th- plsnts most likely -e estiblishd m a result of erosion control m-m

following wagement activities or tiough the illegal dumptig of yard debris h the= am. It h= &n feud that
when thew wds do infest m ar=, they do not extend kto the midwl s~ds of timber but wm to prefer

disNrW wils with plenty of sunlight (wlar diation).

Altemativ- #1 rhrough 3 preps tbe constmction of .85 tiles of nw rod md 0.35 tilw of tempm~ rind. .
Additiomlly, th= alternatives would t-t different numbm of ww altmative #1, 1,030 at=, alkmative W,
562 acr= ad alternative #3, 1,229 wins. The amomrt of wil disNbce within a panicular alkmative is
propflional to the amount of activities pro~d (acres dismr~).

The ar=s where wil dis~rbmce would b most conducive to plmt grotih would b aroud Imdings md cut md
fill slopes on new roads ad on tmctor skid rinds. Table nl.20 dqick ~timt= of the Imd ar- (ti scm) thst

could k dism- through the propd alternatives. Due b the existtig mnditiom, pmt plat l~tions, md

msumptiorts, the= dism~ a= would b the ody plain tit noxiow WAS would b feud sfter baw=t

activiti=. ~Is is bW tb- are the ody am where plmm would mst likely getiate md sumive.

@able ~.20) ~turbed A- in Ration tn Noxiom W*

Mtemtives ~sNti A- D~ Am m DI*W A= ti Tti DisNti

AJong New R& .,,..,wgs, skid Rh Ac= :,

At al 3 19 14 36

tit n 3 11 9 23

AJt #3 3 21 18 42

Alt #4 ~o Actim) o 0. 0 0
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identifid h the kble are not all ti one ar- but are WA out aross the proj=t am md am litit~ to the e

I propsd tik md new road ltition

As long= dismr~ roils exist, the posibility of noxiom WA tif=mtion is p-nt. Nthough the Fomt Semiw

cmot preveot tif~btion, Iitittig the mthd of iof~tition m hs mmplihd. Such mthd my ticlude wtig

~tiifid (w~ fr=) * dutig emsimr wntml o~mtiom md etig tit quipmmt 4 in o~mtions = dm
f-of WA *. hothm methd is to Iitit - m di~= wil _ tiugh tbe blmbg or gatig of b.

~s action would Iitit the Wssibility of illegal duqtig of law md gtien mk tit my conti W4 -.

A1-tive #4 No Ation)
With this dbmtive, no new ~ would k disti thw, the ch- of titiuctig nw ~pulatiom tito the

ara am Iititi. However, this d- not -m tit nw Pptitiom wodd not k~. ~s is k= illegal

dumptig would m~ Ifiely mnttiue, as wmdd stilI MW *, sod msim mrrtml -M my b
implement @ allwiah my existtig wils problem ~atemhed tiysis ~mhtiom).

Cmulative Eff~

If the action alternatives we~ implemental, it is most l~ely that a few noxious WAS would kom =Qblihed
in some of the sites where distir~ wils would exist. If this were to happen, then there would & a cumulative

incr- in the num~m of WAS h the ~gle am. As to the numkm md exact arw where this would =ur is

almost impssible to ptiict. me gratfit tiger of a noxious W4 tifesmtion is that plat populations tend to tie

over ar= md elitiate other plmt life. Some of this plmt life tit would no longer exist ti a paflicular ~t my

b kneficial to wildlife ~i= (e.g., d=r md ek). ~us, the towl WI= of fomge for such mimls would b

rtiucd.

~is dwument d~ not propse, nor are there my other dmuments king written that would pro~w emdiwtion

or control of tbe existing ~pulations of noxious w*. ~is is ku mme of the arm have kn in existence

for over 20 y-rs md to Ate, the W* an ody Iititi to the dismd~ a= ti lititd numbm md bve not
@

sprad into the residml timber stids or existtig optings h the r=idul sti&. ~us, them are no epidetic nor
are there ex~td to be my epidefic populations of noxious wA.

Under tbe action dtematives, no new roads would he mnstmctd in the Salmon-HucMek~ Rotiless h=.
Additionally, the mjority of the ham~ttig would tie plaw via wrial syskm @helicopter). With this wmbmation,

the tobl amount of newly dismr~ mil h the Alms am is timl if nonexistent. ~w, it is aticipatd tit

the ~ssibility of new mloni~ of noxious W* bting a~bli~ed from bmwt ~tivities is almost nmr+xistit.

However, then still remins tbe possibility of esublishent bough the tqfition of 4 via timls md

crosssomt~ tmvelers.



Sin= thm plink md their Imtiom would k pmt=ti waler the dkmativw, them am no mticipti cumulative
effmk to the plsoc. Jo the u of th= dkmtiv=, them wodd b no dution of plmb or dkmtion of their

habitat. Ueti=, them wodd & no xtititi~ plmd that mofd pnssibly -W the habitat or to mmmge so
tic= io the plmt popdations.

A Biologid Ax t (BA) whi~ W= potitid eff=k to listi htmti md mtiged ~i= iocltimg

the ~ti owl, ~~gtie falmn, md bald agle h= b mmpleti md dmummtd ti a ~m~ ~fl. me BA

is ud for fod mnsd~tion with the U.S. Fish md Wildlife Semiw md is iocludd b tie malysis file for this

dmument. The follotig Wmgmphs su-= tifo-tion tit W* iocludti h the BA.

Nrrfiem Snnttd WI (Srrk octidenlalis murina)

me nofiem apoti owl is cu-tly listd u titenti by the USFWS md the Sh@ of Gegon. Spot@ owls have

- exknsively smdid h the Pacific Northwest md their bbimt d=ri~ io detail h my publiutions. Most

meetly, h .A Conwwation Stmtegy for the No*em Spottd h]., (Jack Wad Tbow, et d, 1990). Geneml
habi~t rwuiremenk md wpulation diwmsions a k fomd in ttis reference. Nofiem Vttd owls net, roost,

e md fomge mstly ti mmm md old pti cotifer forests.

CritiA hbitat for r=ove~ of the notihem ~ttd owl W= d~ipti by the USFWS in 1992. Them is no critial
habitst titbin the =gle projwt a=. me n~rut critid habikt is nofi of the SaImon-Huckleb~ Wilderness

(CHU OR-10). SpntM nwl critid bbiht would not & affwti by my of the alkmativm.

The up~r ~gle Cmk watershd wu mmeyd for *M owls bw=n 1991 md 1993. Four owl paim we=

l-tti in the wilderness or NR. Th& owl paim = gr-ter b 1.2 til= fmm the projwt am aod would not
& affmtti by my of the alternatives. me NR md the tildem- provide mnttiuow habiht protmtion for the=

four owl paim. A fifth owl pair w= Imtd ou&i& of the pmjmt ma to the wuth but is titfrti 1.2 fil- of the
projwt hwhry. This pair cumently hw 1,453 ac~ of mi~ble habi~t titi 1.2 tiles nf its home mge. This

projmt would affwt 26 acres of this ho- wge. Follotig implemm~tion of the wlmti altemtive,

apprnxi~kly 1,427 wrfi would mmti m witibie habiat tithitt the hom mge. Removal of this k~at would
not =It io a .tie.2 sitition. me tiold for a tie. sititim is Whm the ho- moge =m fdl blow 1,182

acre. No nwl pim or 1~ mm u-p@ h@-SmioosJ R-m= ~Rs) m 1-M titi the =gle pmjmt

am.
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for late-successional md old groti Wccia including the nofiem ~tted owl. me Nofiw@t For-t Plm ~m= e

that the NR h conwfi tith the tildem~s, would provide for the hhiht n- of late wml dependmt ~i=.

me wmbtiation of the NR md wildemw h this watemhd provide nmly 10,~ um of n=ly C1OA WOPY

fomt. It is pnssible that m MR habiut mtur~, it would provide habitit for tiditioti owl @m. However, owl
pnpulntions are not ex~d to kc- titi the mtrix pnfiion of figle. ~s is b- them is no m-pied
viable bbimt md mgemmt obj-tivm m not dlwti at mmum~g the develnp~t of Imge, contiguow

blinks of late =d hsbi~t.

Sui@ble habitit is mst amumtcly identifid by stmc-. A greed cbwterimtion of tie fo- hsbitst d

by ~tti owls ticludti the follotig attributi a) kge, Ml live t= titi ~titis b) Bmk~ @@ t~. c)

Bmche upble of holding awumulated orgtic rotter titile for & = a n-c d) M stidtig md fallen tm.

e) tiytig t- md fimbs to mp~fi abuntit pmy ~iw 9 Do-t t- in the -d tith relatively lwge

diametem, ad g)’ Multi-layerd tm wopiw tith a demte tn high wnpy CIOSW h the ovemtn~. Sui@ble
hab,ut wu mp~ ad field verified by a -of tildlife hiologisb. Gmntly, them ~ appmximtely 2,340

ac~ of miuble wttcd owl hahiwt in the project aw (approximkly 36% of the project am).

me Nofihwest FOHI Plm provid= a Iong-tem uage~nt stmtegy for the magemmt md pmtmtion of late-
successional md old groti foresb md w=iated plmt md tildlife -i=. ~s stmtegy is d~i~cd to mintiti

the long-tern viabihty of old groti dependent ~iw tithin the mge of the nohem ~ttd owl. Sinm the Wgle

pmjwt would& implemented in a mer consistent tith the No~wat Fo~t Plm, it is mticipati tit the Wgle

Projwt would result in a .May effwt, not likely to Advewly aff=t” detetiation for the ~tted WI kW

effwts to suitible habiwt are not likely to tiverwly affwt the ~ttti owl. Fe-l consultation with the USFWS

is rquird kuw the project is a mjor Fdeml action rquiring m EIS.

Pereerine Falcon (Falco uereerinw anarum)

me Peregrine Falcon is fistd m entigerd by the USFWS k the lower 48 sbk md m@gerd by the SQte of e
~egon. ~ey are cumntly hcing consided for dom-listing to titend by the USFW S. ~- falcons nwf on

@ll cliffs n=r large riparim w= or wetlm&. me nmt is a shallow XmF on a platfom in a smll mve ,or
overhmg with *SY aerial =ces md visibility to mmoudtig fomge a=. h 1994, Fo~t Semite biologisw, in
cw~ration with the USFWS, sumeyd for pential nesthg bbiht. No sighttigs 01 eyries were fo~d. No Ptitial

eyri~ recur tithin or djacent to the pmjwt ar=. me clowst active eyrie is over 15 til~ away. Iqlemntition
of the Eagle proj=t altemativ= would have no effwt on this falcon.

Bald ~ele (Halineerw leucoceDhalus)
Bald figla are listd m thr-tmd by the USFWS md the Smte of tiegon. Bdd -gl- am -iond titer
visitom to tbe lower Wgle Cr=k am but are not how to n~t tbe~. Implementation of ,tie action altemativ=

would have no effect on the Bdd -gle.
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CA. 5. md 6). Tb& ~ies ticlude afiropnds, mollmks, amptihims, md one m-l md m genedly-.. –..-. .
mwiatd tith Iate-mcc=sional fomts. Habitit my exist titi tie =gle pmjwt ar=. The Regional fiosystem

Office (REO) is collattig lwation tifo-tion ad genemttig sumey prot-ls. Of the ~i= IisA in the Rmd

of Dmision, Table C-3, ody the Rti Tr& Vole is how tn mur titi the pmjwt m. Suweys of pntitid Vole

khiat hve kn m~leti h the ~gle am. Two n=t sib hve & wnfiti. me Rd TE Vole b a
mwey stitsgy of 2. The wo n=t sik wotid not ~ affwti by the pmpnd wtiviti- -m they m well away
fmm my tits or wtivity -.

Gmt GRV WI

The ROD for the Nofiwmt Forest Plm p-rib pm~tion buffem for the G=t Gmy ml. Th& buffem =
additional stiti~ md &idelties identifiti ti the =imtific malysis em wpnfi for ~ific mm md Imlly

endetic ~ia. Sumeys for this pies were completd h May 1995. Tbe habibt tit w- wweyd in the Esgle
ar- ww ~dows, wetlmds, rwk ad tilus S1OW, md tid s-ds of mmm trm. S~ific Crikria *

includd: Elevations abnve 3,~ f=t, mmre sti& 80+ ywm or older titb at Iat wme tws >21” h diameter,

ara with a wopy closure of at Iut 60%, md arm titi 1,000 fmt of mmml optigs larger thm 10 wre

ti sire. No Gr-t Gmy owls were fmmd withii the hgle arm.

G) Biologiml Evsfuation

Forest magement activities that my slter the hahitst for ~wtid, Entiged, Sensitive, or propd pies

are rquird to udergo review in a .Biologiml Evalwtion” @E) (FSM 2671.44 md FSM 2670.32) = pti of the

National Environmen~l Policy Act prmess. The BE prm=s (FSM 2672.43) is titidd to dwummt whether
propd magement actions would or would not jmpadim the wnthud existence or cau= advem modification

of hstimt for Iistd or propud ~i= or lad towa& the likelihd of Ftieml Iisttig. A *pamte repfi
dwumenk the BE for Iistd ad propnd ~i= (conmtid h the malysis file). The folloting mmrim the

BE for wnsitive ~ies. me ~gle FEIS is consistent tith the Nodw=t Forest Plm ticludhg all sti&* md
~idelin=. Due to this consistency, the proj=t level BE prm u & simplifid for =nsitive -i= who= hablbt
h= a high Iikelibuud of ~misttig tirough time uder the Noflhw=t Forest P1a. my wnsitive ~i= pntmtially
wcurnng h the proj=t a- are di=us~. Tbmugh mviws, them is the putential that habiht for the follotig
sensitive ~ies my k presmt in or adjacent to the =gle am

Rd-heeti Frees

The= hogs ifiabit moist foresk ad riparim a- typiully blow 2,800 ft. k elevation. During the non-brdkg

-n, tb- frogs venmm up to 1,~ f=t fmm sbdmg water h mist fomt conditiom.

The altemativm would have no eff=t on primv babimt, kdividwls, or populations nor do they PUW a th=t to
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~pulation viability m Id towad m incd likelihd of FdeA Iisttig

tire’s Gimt Salauder

This mlamder prefem for=fi in or nmr CIW, cold st~ ud wps, md mmmti 1A= md pn&. ~ey limit
their wcumnce m wakm with b~m~= h the 8 to 14 degm ~lsius mge. They wmtim leave st-

on wet by tighk md m be fmmd under logs, bk, md mb. Coutitig md egg layhg =um fmm ~tig

tbmugh fall. Ve~ little is know about the tiult ph~ of this ~i~ md this ~i= is difficult m idmtifi ad

m wily he mnti tith the Pwific Gimt Sdauder (Dicmprtin rembrosw). ~em bve k ~versl

sightings of this ~hibim on the Esbd District. Two sightigs kve b mtid k the up~r figle C-k
wate&d.

me Gp’s d-der khibt nd - roved by the No~wmt Fomt Plm md ~mmen&tiom h the
waktid mdysis tiugh the w~blishment of ripm ~we buffem which m =o~dd at 208 f~t fim

the high water mti on either side of a rim-fish tig s- md 416 feet fmm the high water ti on either

side of a fish Wg stream (watemhti dysis, pge 95). M=gemeot wtivitia would not ~ur ti three a-
except in thr~ tiw in alwmative #3. However, even h dtemative #3, mgement activitiw would not ~ur
imdiately tijacmt to the stream. Sin& dl altemtiv~ would & h mmplimm with tie long-tern mnwmation

stmtegy, the proj~t would have no mviromenkl effwts on habiat, indlviduls, or populations. This pmjwt d-

not PW a tb~t to the viability of the Cop’s Gist Sala~der md would not lad toward m ticr~ likelihd

of Fdeml listing.

Pacific Western Big-~d Bat

This pies rquirw UV=, mines, or ~rhaps deep hulder fields for hikmation md reproduction. h mm -,

this s~ies hm alm &n found in buildings. Fdtig usully recurs h coniferous for-k md over wet Imds.

Primv habitit is not how to mur in the Eagle pmjwt ara.

e
None of the alternatives would have environmental effmts on habiwt, individuals, or populations of this bat md
would not lad toward a incr~ likelihd of Fedeml Iisttig.

Wite-Fwted Vole
~is aiml is ~tricti to for=w west of the ~e cmt h Oregon. Coniideti the mr~t vole h Nod

Amerim, it primrily inhablk riparim arm tith large -W timkr md old groxh. It fds on A-alder l~vm md
conifer n~les. There am no dmumented sighttigs of this rndent ~iw on the Es- District. Pokntid habltst
cm & found h the figle projmt u=, e~ially h riparim arw. No mweys have been conducti.

Primv ptential habitit for this vole would not & si~fimtly affmted by my of the wtion dtemtiv=. Mder

trm would not he substitidly dism~ ti my Of the haweat -. k d&tion, habi~t ~~ for ~= “oIe ~
WSUA through sti&A md ~ideltiw in the Nofiwwt Fo~ Pla of which this dnmment is mmistit. Stiw

the pmjwt would he h mqlimm tith the lmg-tem mwwatiort strategy, the pmjwt wodd kve no

mvimmti effw& m bbimt, tidividtis, or pP”latim. ne pmj=t wotid not ]~ mw~ ~ ~c~
likelihd of Ftid listig.

WOlvetie

Populations of this timl in the He mmmtis = ~ md meted. ~ey prefer remote timbed m tit

-e km 6,~ * ti elevtioo to above - ltie. ~-is one u-fib ~fi of a wolvetie sightig m
the Esti District. me highmt pint h the ~gle projwt am is ~mxintely 4,2W to 4,300 f-t h elevation.

me proj~t ara d= not provide high ptmtid wolvetie babitit due to ik mded chmctar titi the Matrix
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all-tion -d the relatively low elevation. A higher value habitit m & found h the djxent Sdmn-HucHe&w
Wlldemm. The ~gle pmjwt would have no envimmmd effww on habi~t, hdividds, or ~pulatiom md

would not lad to m incrd likelihd of Fdeml Iisttig.

me Harlmuti Duck

The Harlquti duck is a divtig bird that Iika b n=t along mfiulmt m~~h st- md ti~m h m=ti
wakrs. Nwfi we lmti on the gromd nar a st~m or h a hole in a -or cliff. Them am wveml dwumentd

sightings of tils duck on the EsQu& District however, ody one nat sik h- kn feud. This mt sih is -y

files to the wuth of the hgle pmjwt sr=. ~em are no dwumntti sighttigs of tbs duck h the Ugle ar=

although potential habitit mcum along the South Fork of Ggle Crtik. Nthough nww w wcur in mags ad cliffs,
most habitit nds for this ~iw are feud titi the ar- prot=tti though the extmsive riparia rewwe

nework. No hawest would tiur in this mne tith the exc~tion of ti= units h alternative #3. The prim~ habitit

for this duck would not be affwtd by my of the action alternatives. me Eagle projwt would have nn
environmenwl effw~ on habitit, individ~ls, or ~pulations md would not 14 to m incrti Iikelihd of Fdeml

listing,

Table 111.21 provides a SU-V of eff=~ for s~ia diwwd h this text.

NI = No I~act

NIIH = May i-t individds or hbl~t, but till not likely mtribuk tn a trmd tnw~ Fded Iisttig or 10S
of viability to the ~pulation or ~i=.

WFV = Will impt ind!vid~ls or habiht titb a m~uam tit tie wtim my -tribute to a -d tnti

F4eml listing or uw a low of viability b the popdatim nr ~i~.

BI= Beneficial lm~t
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@

Dutig the titer of 1995/ 1996, =veml w=ther mlatd evenk wcud acrow the Nofiw=t. Of the= evas, the

flneding of Feb~W 1996 w- the most wvem. This fld wss sitilar to the fleodiig that mud in 1964 which

h~ bn mild a m100 Ywr” event.

Genemlly, havy mows fdl in the ~gle a- cnd blink wtori~ hvel on d 4614 ad 4615 fmm rnid-tikr

through =rly Wtig. Such W- the e in the tikr of 1995/1996 ex~t thct mcd 4615 ww open dtig the
fleeding due to w- titer air k~m~ prior to this evmt. This flood ~lti a wncidemble ~ut of the
mow h the upper elevations but once the event w over, a .-. still exiti.

Suweys for flnnd &mge wem mnductd on Fomt Setiw lcn~ i-a~ly follotig this wmt md mntinud
to profl= m mow melt dlowti. To dcte, no tige m bc fowd along my of the d syskm, dfige

kiliti~, existing hcwwt tis, or other am where mge-t h WUti. The one ex~ptiun m tis, is the

.mtting” of road 4615011 bough water flow dow the -g mfi-. This d ww idatifid h the Wgle

SDEIS m a ~tential Aiment murce cnd hcs bn Iistd for oblikmtion. FoIlotig the fld evmt, wveml si@
acrnss the For=t were identifiti that r~uiti emergency flnnd @r snd moni~ ,wem all~td for th~ timgd

ar-. There is no &mge to the rocd system nr dmtiage facilitia in the ~gle ar= cnd no money h- been

allwatd for mch repaifi,

Obrcwatiolls of strwm courses tidicatd that high flows did wcur in the various dminages in the Eagle am.
Although these high flows did recur, to tik, no extensive dsmge to the strain U m k found md them is

no evidence of ~outig, don cutttig, or of debris slid=. Ml of the str~~ are h gd condition md Apricn

ar~s are fictioning m hcfom.

Thitiy-five millimeter photogmphs have kn tien of different strum chmels aheve md “blow the rod system
in the Eagle aru md have kn includti in the halysis File. *

Other DIdosum

Minority GrouDs. Womm md Civil Ri~hw

None of the propn~ altemativ= would have a dirwt eff=t on tiority groups, wnmm or civil righk. hdi~t
effwts of alternatives # 1 through 4 would k m oppu~ity for employmnt. With alternative #4, them would bs

nO Opptiity for bwines~s that hire minorities or women. C“m”latively, when comtind Mm ~~er ~~h

propnd actions, employem ad bwiness owem would have to Imk elwwhe~ for mw mterials whch muld Iitit

employment ~wibil ities for minorities ad women if mch mterids were not available.

Wetlads md Flnndnlains

None of the dtemativa would have m eff~t on ffnndplsti or wetb&.

-e

Glokl chg= have tim a mn~m tithin the l=t dd. Evdution of glohcl climtc ckge (effmec) in a
smll proj~t level dwmnat would hc ~lative md beyond tbe mps of the pmjwt. R-h is bing Cmrdwti
on a bucdm wle which inclu& the iqli~tiom of fomt rmmcge~t tiiviti~. ~ts mchs tis mre m
nnt m appropriate -s for tidmstig the glo~ chcege i~e. Hwever, no clime ctig= cm ex~ted other
thee Ore brief (1w thm 24 houm) effwt of butig on air qdity m diw- onder fim/fiels in this chcptcr.

Unusti Enerev Rmuimmnh
Them - no rmd aergy qui~~k tith the imple~htinn of the d~tiv~ tith one pessible excqtim.

A pnfiion of the pmped tik muld & Ioggd wtig m CCrid sysbm (i.e., heIimptcr). k cn exmple, a ~eing
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Verrol, 10711, my b wd h th= opmtions. This ship conmm= approximately 1,260 Pu& of h] Pr hour

which qub to 180 gallons ~r hour. If msds were mnstmctd to th= helicopter tik md they wem loggd

wtig a conventioml skyltie sysem (tist~ of tith a helimpkr) a fiel =vtigs muld b Aid. A m example,

a ~tierbird, ~ W skyltie ymder my b d h wch m o~mtion. This picul~ yarder would mmme

awmxi~tely 17. S1 g~lOm Pr hO~. ~w. wh~ tmi~ p~uctiOn m~ ~ ~~ ~tO -n~t. the helimp~r
would ~uire tiws much fiel b yard m quivrdmt mwt of timkr thm tith a skyltie syskm.

Po@tM Crmflic@ tith Plms md Polici= of Gther Jtidlctimrs

There = no bnm mnflick *= tbe dhmative di~m~ h this dwu~t md the PI- md pnlicim of otier
juridlctions. k tiltion to mn~tig s~k md fede~ agmci-, the Gnfdmti Trib of the W- Sptigs,

the Ytim bdim Nwimr, md the bnfdemti Trib of G-d Rmrde wem dan mnti~ mgdig this pmjwt.

Mettigs mgardtig tiitio~ w of the am w- held tith the Cuhural Heritage Comrrrirree nf the bnfedera~

Trik of the Wam Sptigs at the W- Sptigs R-watinn md on siw at the ~gle Projwt am.

Imevmible md Imtrievable Cotit-t of R-urea
h ifievemihle cotitment of rmuma RSUIS from a d-isimr to u= or mtii~ remurces which am renewable

only over a long Friud of time. The removal of rwk fmm a mk pit at the north end of4615 130 for u= w road

surfactig mterial, is m irrevemible cotitment of the rwk rwurce.

h imtrievable commitment of rewurces wcur when oppntitiw am forgone for the Writi of time that the
mwume mot k usd. The rod cnnstmction plsmrd for the Eagle Crmk Tlmbr Sale is revemible .k~ it

is ~ssible to oblitemte tbe road md ~trrm the aw to it’s pmviomly Fomtti condition. However, the rinds a~

not whduled for oblitemtimr ad thus ~pr=nt m imtrievable commitment of raurces for u long = the rmrfs
are in place. A rewurce that would b imtrievably lost u a result of tbe cotitment to rod cnnstmction is m

o

imetrievable Io= of tw growh md tildlife hahikt in the road corridom when vegetation is removal.

If altmative #4 were ~lwtd or ti timbr stida that w not -agd under the action altemativ~, there would
b m imtrievable loss of wd fibr if d-d ad dytig tr- wem left h place ad not rerrmvd. h tidition, them

would k a irretrievable loss of wd fikr @productivity) &W the timkr s~ds would not& ml~ md would

rmt & growing at Ore fill site pterrtial.

Probable Adve~ Environmenbl EFFwN Which -ot k Avoidd
There would k erosion ad wme dimentition from ex~d wils m a rault of road md Imdtig constmction irr

tbe sbofl-&rrrr until vegetitimr a re-gmw (e. g,, g~s, stibs eti. ).

Them would & a short-tern effwt (wully 24 houm) on air qmlity if them are my slmh di~wl wtiviti= (i.e.,

prwri~ bumbg).

Dismhw md di~mtimr would k a short km effmt while tie Imk of vegemtimr in the cl-g area for the

md would exist m lmrg m the mti is irr plain. However, the pmpud rd dm not cm= riptia -rve or
strain or wet am, thus, them is no ta~fi mmhtim W would mve emdd mil tu the wakr mum.

Tem~~ deviations h the vid qdity objwtivw along til viwsh~ muld =W h the Aort ~, rmtil

grmmd vegeation is ~+~blishd.
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Prime Fam kd. Rmzelmd md Forest hd e

me Mt. Hd National Forest dm not conti prime fam lmds or mgelm&. fiime foret lmd is a &m U4

ody for non-fdeml lad md dms not apply @ Imds titi the National Fowt Syskm.
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SummaW Table of Effwts
The follo-tiQ wble is a comnariwn of the alk~tiv~ h relation ~ mvimmmti co~uenc=. This mtion is

1) Activitim tit
&*fi soil md

tiptiate
vegtition my

tic- stwm

aliment Imding,

str~m

tempmmm, md

dkr the titig md
;i~ of * flows.

2) Hawest
activiti= could

rduw, alter, or
elitite some

existtig dlw

- cha~~ristics

h the ~gle a-.

The ~ for =gle
C&. wmdd k;

)4.9. For tbe South

Fo*; 85.4. Both

str=m combtid,
92.3. No activiti~

would recur in

ripatim r~ewes.

Temp. inc-s
would not recur.

Effwb would not

bc noticable at the

fish hatcbe~. The
ovemll wakmbd

Am would&
65.8.

Under this
alternative them

would bc a

rduction of 505

ac. that m=t

namml integrity
ad O ckge in

aC~ that would
aff*t

wlimde/prititive

mmation

OppdtiM.

me ~ for ~gle
C*. would k,

14.9. For the WUth

FoA, ~.6. %th

st~m mmbmd;
92.3. No activiti=

would recur in

riprim reww=.

Temp. bcr=
would not wcur.

Eff&k would not

K noti-ble at the

fish ktche~. The
ovemll watemhti

~ would&
65.8.

Under this
altemtive them

would b a O

rcdwtion of acm

that mat natiml

titegrity md O
ckge h xr=

that would affwt
mli@/prititive

mmtim

opputiti=.

me M for Ggle

Ct. would @
)4.9. For the SOUU

Fo*, 85.6. Both
stmm combti@

92.3. Mmagement

would WCUI h

nptim r=wa.

Teq. incm
would not uur.

Effm@ would not
k notiwble at tbe

fish hakhe~. Tbe
ovemll wa~mhd

m would hc
65.8.

Under this
alkmative there

would b a

tiuction of 505

ac. that met

namd hkgnty
md O ctige h

wm tit would
affmt

mlitie/prifitive
mmtimr

~wtim.

This is the no

wtion dtemtive.

me ~ for Wgle
CA. wodd k,

)4.9. For tbe Souti

Fork; 87.5. Both

94.9. Mmgemnt

would aur in

riparim r-m=.

Temp. tic=

would not wcur.

EffwK would not
E notiable at tbe

fish hkhe~. The
ovemll wakmhd

~ would&
65.8.

~s is the no
action alkmtive.

No h-t

activiti- would

WUr. ma would

&no ctigea to
the existig

mdlms

:titiatiw fmm
the —t
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1) The ~gle Cd

pltig H b

the frotitial to
mppIy wood

Dmducb = well m

)ppntiti* to the

lH1 -oomy.

Raipk fim

timkr hmwt
would bd ld

whools md remm

revenu= to the

U.S. Traury.

4) Hawest

activiti= could

r~uce, alter, or

:Iitiate the abi Iity

for tr-td stids
to provide bahimt

for a variety of
orgtism. In

ddition, =osystem

producti\,ity could
b rdud md

commtivity could

& dismptd
kw=n the late

wwesiond stids
of timbr

Unda tis
dtemtive, 26.4

MMbf would b

b-ti. As a

-It, 713 job
would &

~w~.
$42.2MM of

tim~ woutd &

geoemti,

$6.3MM would&
genemtd io ti=,

ad $3.2MM
would go to

comties.

WI habi~t would

b rducd by 126

w., hterior habimt
would b ~UCti

by 1,044 8C.,

Appmx. 111 ac. of

mmm forest
would b convefid

b gmsifoh. ,

Appmx. 4 to 5
tilw of dge

would & cr~tti.

There would & ❑o
loss of viability for

depndent ~ia,

Appmx. 11,446

Ac. of titirior

hbitit would
m- at the

Imkp lmel,

@idelio= for

Mdnx would k
mt

Uoti this

dkmtive, 15.8

MMbf wordd b

hti. h a
at, 427 jobs

wodd k

-d, $25.3M
of timm wodd

k gad,

$3.8MM would b
gmemtd ti k=,

md $3.OMM
would go to

couti=.

bl habitit would

& dUCti by 126

ac., hterior habi~t
would b IdU~

by 460 m.,

ApproK. 91 x. of

mmre forest
would k conveti

to g-l forb.,

Appmx. 4 to 5
til= of dge

would & crwti.

There would &no

loss of viability for
depmdent ~i~,

ApprOX. 12,030
Ac. of bkrior

habiht wodd
E- at the

l-p level,

Wikliom for

Mtix would b

ma.

Und- this

d-tive, 30.8

MMbf wordd b

tisted. h a

tit, 832 job
wodd b

Wppn*,
M9.3MM of

tiw- wodd k

gmemti,

$7.4MM would b
genmtd ti *=,

md $5.9MM
would go to

couties.

@l habikt would

b dUCti by 221

w., Interior bahi~t
would b ~Ud

by 1,115 x.,

\ppmx. 145 ac. of

-mre forest
vould & mnveti

to gmlfoh. ,

Appmx. 4 to 5
til= of dge

would b c~td.

Them would &no
IOS of viability for

de~dent ~i=,

Appmx. 11,375
Ac. of iotirior

hbiht wrr~d
E- at the

Im_ lwel,
@&ltim for

Mati wodd b
M.

b] habiht would

mmti at 2,285

Ac., hkrior

kbitit would
remti at 2,100

w., Mamm fo=t
would mmti at

1,435 Ac., ~em
would h no

cbmge to the 26
til~ of existtig

dge.
hem would b no

0S of viability for
d~dmt ~im,

Appmx. 12,490

Ac. of kkrior

hbitit would
d at the

Im- level.
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Chapter V

~hlic Patiitipation

This chapter discw= the public .pafiicipation process that owumti just prior to md during publication of the Eagle
S.ppIemenUl Dmft Environmenul Impact Smtement (SDEIS).

The mailing list for the SDEIS was the same ~ the one usd for the DEIS howe\;er, this roiling list had not b=n
up&td for thrw ymrs. ~us, the ID t~m for Eagle mild m “titerest” letter to all of the= tidividmls,

orgai=tions, and businesses who rweivd the DEIS but did not respnd during the public cement perid that
endd in Septem&r of 1993. If these interest letters were retumd to the Ringer District, then a copy of the SDEIS
was sent to the res~nde”t. Ail of those tidivid~ls who respndd to the DEIS automatically r=eivd a copy of

the SDEIS. All of tbe individwls, agencies, orgmimtions, ad officials who rweivd the SDEIS will automtially

r=eive the FEIS md the resulting Rmord of Dmision.

From the outset, afiicles updting tbe public on the progress of the Eagle projwt have appard in the Mt. Hood

N:ttional Forest quatierly publication “Sprouts”. In addition, notices ba\’e app=r~ in the F~eral Regist~r. A nOtice

of availability for the SDEIS app=rd in the Fderal Register on May 24, 1996.

Copies of the SDEIS were sent to:

27 Fderal Agencies
14 Sbte Agenc!es

3 bcal Government Ofticials

2 Native American Orca”imti””s

●
12 Businesses and Organint ions
3 I Individuals

The following is a list of agencies, organimtions, and persons to whom copies of the SDEIS were =nt. (The number

at the end of =ch listing depicts how mmy copies were providti).

Federal A~encim

Advisory Council on Hist{~ric R=ervati(]n
Watem Office of Review, G[)lden, Co. (l)

U.S. Department of Agriculture

OPA Publication Stockrwm, Washington D. C. (1)

himal & Plmt Hwlth lnspwtion Sewice, River&le, MD (1)
Office of Eqml Oppomnity, Washington D.C. (1)

National Resource Consewation Semite, Washington DC. (1)

National AgriculWral Library, Beltsville, MD (3)

Depatient of Commerce

National Marine Fisheries Semite, Ponland, OR (1)

Depatient of Defense
U.S. Amy E“gin&rs Division, Portland. OR (1)

U.S. N;\y, Washi”gto” O.C. ( t )

Naval Oc=nographic Di\ision, Washington D. C., (2)
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Depament of Enemy

Dir=tor of Environmenkl Complim~, W%tington D.C. (3)

Enviromentil %otwtion Agency
Offim of Environmenhl Review, Wmhington D.C. (5)

Office of Federal Aclitities, Washington D. C. (5)

Environmen&l Protxtion Agency, Swttle, WA (5)

Federal Aviation Atiinistration

Office of Regional Administrator, Renton, WA (2)

Federal Ene~y Regulatory Cowiwion

Advisor on Environmen~l Quality, Washtigton D.C. (1)

Federal }{igh}vay Atiinistmtion

Region 10, Rtgional Administrator, Pofilmd, OR (1)

Federal Kailroad Administration

Office of Transposition and Regulatory Affairs, Washington D, C. (I)

Research and Spwial Program Administration, Washington D.C. (1)

General Semic~ Administrating

Office of planning and analysis, Washtigton D.C. (2)

U.S Depatient of Housing und Urban Development, Pofiland, Or (1)

U.S. Depa*ent of the Interior
Office of Environmental Affairs, Washington D. C. (18)

Intemtite Commerce Commission,

Chief, Energy and Environment, Washington D.C. (1)

Notihw6t PII\rer Plun”i”g Council, Poflland. OR (l)

U.S. Dep~r~ent of Tramsportition
Assisunt Smretiry for Policy, Washington D.C. (2)

U.S. Cwast Gurd, E“\ir<~”mentil [mp.ct Branch, Wuhington D. C. (2)

Pacific NtJtihw~t R~ion
Enbiro”me”hl Coordination, Potiland, OR (15)

OrcTon State Acencim
Depafiment of Fish and Wildlife. Ponland (1)

De~atiment of Parks a“d R~r~~on, Salem’ (’1)
Depatimcnt of Water Resources, Salem (1)

Divisic]n of SMte buds, Salem (1)
Department oi Energy, Salem (1)

Department of Geoloxy and Mineral Industries, Pofiland (1)
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Depaflmmt of Enviromenhl @Iity, Pofilmd ( 1)
Depafiment of kd Conswation ad Development, Salem(1)
Econotic Development Depafiment, Salem (1)
S&k honotist, Salem, (1)
Depatiment of Hum Resources, Salem (1)

Depafiment of Agriculmre, Salem (1)
ForestV Depafiment, Salem (1)
Governor’s Forest P1ming T~m, Salem (1)

Loml Govement Off[cials

Clackam Comty Board of Cotissioners, Oregon City (1)

Chamber of Comerce, Eshm&/Clackam River Ara (1)

City of Esticati, Mayor, Eswm& (1)

Native Ametian Omanimtiom
Conftier.ted Tribes of the Wam Springs, Wam Springs, Oreg(]n (1)
Yakim Indim Nation, Toppenish, Wmhington (3)

~
Avison Timber Compmy, Molalla

Black Helterline, Pofiland

Bogle md Gates, Pofilmd

●
Clackamas County Library, Estacada

Columbia Helicopters, Pofiland
International Archamlo: ical Reswrch Institute, Honolulu, Ha,vaii

James River Co~oration, Camas, Washington
Notihwest ForestW Asswiation, Poflland

Notihwestem University, IIiinois
O’N=] Forest Products, Wilsonville
Oregon Natuml Resources Council, Oregon
Vapofi Manufacturing, Oregon

Individuals

Blowers, J,, Potiland

Collins, B., Potiland

Comor, M., PofiIand

Corkran, D., Pofiland

Crook, J., Sandy
Davis, J., (USFWL), Portland

Day, M., Pofiland
Demiston, S., me Oswego

Ehiin, J., bke Oswego
Gardiner, C., Potilad
Gorton, M,, Pofil and

Haley, D., Gresham
Himes, J.. Al”ha
Hynes, D., Clackamas
Jones. hl., Rh”d”dendron
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Kimaw, A., Wmdbum
Kish, G., Potilmd

h, N., Es@m&

McCullough, B., Estica&
Merritt, R., Potilmd

Owens, J., Potilmd
Poppino, J., Milwaukie

Rma, A., Oregon City

Rd, S., Bellingham, Wa

Rei=h, D., Mollala
Schenck, R., Pofilmd

Thompson, 0., Salem
Trwpainer, L., Madison, WI
Vingerhoet, D., Baveflon

Williams, hi., Sandy

T}). ct,IIIIllent period for the SDE[S wm ij days which begin on May 24, 1996 and ended on July 8, 1996.

Beginning on July 1, several “fore” letters/pstmrds were rweivd from individ~ls that were not on the original

nlail ing list describti above. These postcards tfemmdti a cumulative effwts study on prek,ious logging md road

building and that the comment period b extendd by 30 &ys. In addition, a few tidivid~l letters mkd for a

extensi[>n of the comment period. A watershd analysis completd in 1995 araiyti cumulative effwts for the entire

Eagle Creek Watershd (this analysis was on all land o\!merships from the hudwaters to the confluence with the
Clackamas Ri\er). [n addition, a cumulative eff=ts analysis W.S .omplet& for the action alternatives in the SDEIS.

The Deciding Officer uas appristi of the comments and the decision was made to not extend the comment period
due to a lack of substantive e\,idence.

e

By the end of the comment period (July 8, 1996), the Forest Semite had rweik,ti 18 letters from agencies,
organ i=[ions, or individuals, In addition, 97 “fore” Iettersipc>stcards were rweiyd, of which some respndenti

sent more than one copy. Each letter contiinti one or m(>re indi~idual comments. All of the postcards had the exact
same comments.

Tbrm (3) letters were rweivti from ftieral agencies.
No (0) letters were raeii,ed from stite agencies

One ( I ) letter w= rwei,,d from Native Amtrican Organi=tions

Fi\,e (5) letters were r@ei\,d from businesses and oryanimtions
Nine (9) Ie[ttrs were rweived from individuals and 97 postcards were received,

The following is a list of a2encies, organimtions, and persons uho responded and made comment on the SDEIS

Federal Arenci~:
Unitd Stites Depatiment of the Interior, Fish ad Wildlife Sewice
Unitd Stites Environme”tii Protmtion Agency, Region 10

Orson State Acenci~:
h’o Comments
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Columbia Helicopkrs, hc.
Nofihwwt ForestW Asswiation

Oregon Natural Remurces Council

lndividw~ls:
Nine individuals responded with letters a“d 97 pstcards were rwei~,ti. For tbe wke of privacy, names have not

ben includd in this =tion.

The Eagle Interdi=iplinaq T=m (IDT) h= considerd ad res~ndd to all substitiie commenk rweivd on !he
SDEIS. Subs@tive cements are tho~ remrks that provide factil in fomtion, professional opinion, or infomd

judgement akut [he proposal projat(s). Gce all subsmtive comenk were considerd, the ID t=m had seveml

options to chmse from on how they would procd with the development of the SDEIS. These options were:

1) Modify the altematikes presentd in the SDEIS.
2) Develop and evaluate ne\v .Itematives for the SDEIS.

3) Supplement, improve. or nlodi fy the analysis.

4) Corrwt factual errors.

j) Identify where in the final document the comment is addressti. If appropriate, explain why the Forest Semite

position is rnain~ined in the Eagle SDEIS.

At the beginning of the evaluati[>n of cc~mments, wch response letter us gi>en x number. Subsmnti\,e comments

o

were hi-lightti in uch Iktter and then given a number. The subsbntive comments were then categorid into

different subjwt arws.

As an example, a c(>mment may hxve a number designation (106 / 2 / 03 and 10). In this example, the first number
refers to letter #lM, the s~ond number is the number of the comment (comment #2 in the letter), and the Imt

numbers identify the subiwt code. In this example, subjwt ar=s 3 ad 10.

Copies of the individual letters r=eivd are in Appendix 1 of this Final Environmenul Impact Smtement

Resvonse to Comments

Once the Interdisciplinary Tam assignti numbers to the letters, identifid subsbnti~e comments, md categori~
the cements, responses were gtneratd. These comments ad responses to the comments are conhind in

Appendix I of the FEIS.

~
Copies oftbe FEIS are to he sent to:

27 Fderal Agencies
14 SUte Agencies

3 Local Government Officials

2 ,Native American Organim[ ions

12 Businesxs and Organimt[ons
102 Individuals
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As previously stitd, 97 fom lettem/mrds were rweivd that stitti exactly the mme thing. Not all of these cards
had return addresws ad in some cases, individmls sent multiple copi=. In one fistice, the address was not

r=&ble, nose individ~ls who did not provide a address or the address w= not r&&ble, will not rweive an

FEIS unless they rqu~t it h the fimre. If multiple responses were sent, the res~ndent would only rweive one
initial copy of the FEIS.
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Affwtd Environment (36, 53, 62)
Aggregate Rwovery PercenUge (38)

MrQwlity(115, 122, 124-126, 134, 135)
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137)
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Altemative#4 (15, 30, 32, 35, 48, 50, 52-54, 68, 69, 76, 77, 84, 92, 94, 95, 103, IM, 111, 119, 120, 123, 126,

128, 133-135, 137)
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Smdy (14)

Best Management Practice (15, 32)
Biodi\ersity (71, 73)

Biological Evaluation (48, 115, 130, 131)

C3 Species (130)

Clvarcut (1, 7, 12, 13, 17, 21, 25, 27, 30, 37, 40, 45, 49-51, 58, 62, 71, 86, 96, 98-10j, 111)
Commercial Thinning (6, 7, l?, 13, 17, 22, 26, 30, 46, 47, 49-51, 58, 62, 77, 83, 84, 86, 87, 89-91, 99, 101,

107, 123)

Cumulati\,e Effects (2, 8, 36, 37.46, 53, 68, 69, 90, 106, 122, 142)
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Dwr and Elk Habitit (12, 94, 9j)

Desired Future Condition (3, j, 46, 79)

Ecology ( 14)
Edge (II, 13, 34, 43, 62, 71-73.76, 83, 84, 96.98, 101, 102, 104, 127. 138)

Effects of Implementation (61, 68, 83, l??, 124)
Existing Condition (5, 14)

Features Common to all Action Alternative ( 15)
Fish Habitat (9, 36, 41, 51)

Flooding (l I5, 134)

Forest Health (5, 12, 8j, 91, 92, 100)

Fragmenwtion (7?. 73)
Fuels (1 Ij, 122-124, 126, 134)

Fungi (85, 86)
Individual Tre Sel=tio (6, 16, 17, 26, 48, 49, 62, 63, 84, 87, 89, 91, 101, 102)

lSSUeS(9, 11, 14, 15, 30, 35, 38, 54, 79, 115, 137)

hgal Description(1)

Local Economy (6, 10, 17, 22, 26, 30, 66)
Mitigation Masures (8, 14, 16, 32, 34, 47-51, 70, 83, 129)

Native Americas (105, 120, 121)
NA (1, 5, 6, 14, 16, 17, 22, 26, 30, 35, 88)

Noxious Weeds (2, 115, 126-128)
Ob;ective (5, 6, 17, 20, 22, 26, 31, 71, 76, 82-84, 87, 94, 115, 117, 119, 129)

Other Issues (11, 79)
Proposed Action (5, 6, 8, 14. Ij. 17, 22, 66, 85, 86)

P.~ose and NA (5, 35)
Recr&.tion (l, 2, 10, 13, j5, 58, j9, 63, 64, 66, 81, 107. 109-115, 117-120. 123. 140)
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128-135, 137)
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Sediment (2, 6, 9, 10, 17, 22, 26, 30, 33, 36, 37, 39-41, 46, 47, 50-52. 134)
Sheltewoc,d (6, 13, 16, 17, 22, 26, 30, 48-51, 62, 81, 83, 84, 86-91, 99-102, 104, 105, 107, Ill, 113, 123)

Spottd Owl (1, 3, 11, 38, 54, 55, 72, 73, 76, 78, 129, 130)

Temperatures (9, 10, 34, 36, 37, 41, 4347, 131, 132, 134)
Tr#ils (l, 3, l], 12, Ij, 17, 26, 32-34, 49, 51, 52, 58, 59, 79, 81, 82, 84, 86, 109, 112-115, 121, 126)

Unusual Energy Requirements (134)
Visual Quality (II, 12, 17, 20, 22, 26, 79, 81-84, 135)

vole (130-133)

Water Quality (3-5, 9, 15, 32, 36, 37, 44, 46-48, 51, 52)

Watershed Analysis (1, 4, 6, 14, 15, 17, 22, 26.30, 34, 36, 39, 40, 43-46, 48, 49, 51, 52, 67, 76, 83, 87, 103,

Ilj, 119, 128, 132. 142)
Windthrow (12, 13, 39, 47, 48, 8j, 90, 96. 100, 101)
Wc)f]d Pr”ducts (j, 10, 1I, 66, 68, 69)

Yt\v Wood (13, 105, 106)
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Glossary of Acronyms and Terms

A

AfR CONTAWANT-A dwt, fime, g-, fist,

dor, smke, vapr, -t, pllen, arbn, acid, or

ptiicda~ mt~r or my mmb~tion tiermf.

(NFW NO. 12?9)

Am QUAL~Y WLATED VALWS (AQRw--l

The= f=mr= or pro~fli~ of a Cl-s I ar- that

de the m wofiy of dwi~ation m a wildeme~
ad tit would or muld b tivewly affwti by air
~llution. hy physid, chetid, or biologial

wwnent of m wosystem that w & 8ff~ti by
ctiga k fir pllutit levels. k a example
vid mge u m~rd from a vista my b

shotid by the prwnw of tie patiicula~ h the
air. Sitilmly a hknd or enkgerd plmt
~i= my hs =mitive @ mlphur dioxide levels.

2. A f-mm or pm~@ of m ar= tit is affwtd b

wm way by fir ~llution. Exampi= ioclude
visibility, odor, flom, fama, soil, wafer, g~logic

f-mr~, md CUl~d l=U~. (PW FEIS 1988)

A-D-1) A gmgmphiml ar- hat, bW of
~pgmphy, -mlogy, md climk, sharw the
=B air. (LMRP)

2) A em dmottig a gm~phial am, which,
&usa of topogmphy, metimlogy, md climte,
S- the =U tir -. (Pm FEIS 1988)

AMB~~-1. Refernng to sum~dhg, external, or
unmntid anditio~ (C. F. S.) 2. Refetig to the

qmlity of wme ~ific environmenbl factor such m
the ‘ambient’ tem~mmre or “ambient- air ~llution

● levels. (C. F.S.); PSW-13/1976

ARP--h abbreviation of Aggregate Rwovery

Pementige.

A~~Y--h obj=t, famre, qulity, or

ex~rien= that Svm plaum or is plmtig to the
tid or =nm. tietity value is typimlly used in

lmd w pltig ti dwrib the= =urce
pro~nim for which mrket valu~ (or proxy values)

a= not or mot k ~bblishd. fLMRP)

AN~ROMOUS ~–Those spwies of fish that

mmm h w md tigmte tito str=m to spawn.

Salmon, stwhmd, md shad are examples. (LMRP)

AQUATIC ECOSYSTEifS--Strmm chmels, I*es,
mrsha or Wnds, etc., md tbe plmt ad mimi

communities they suppofl. (LMRP)

AQUATIC ~BSTAT--Habitit dirwtly related to
water, (LMRP)

AQU~R--A gmlogic fo-tion or stmcmre that
con~ins md Irmsmik water in sufficient qutity to

supply the nd for water development. Aquifers are

USUIIY wmmtd wds, gravel, or fmcmrd rock,
etc. (LMRP)

B

BACKGROUND-~e visible temati beyond the
foreground md tiddleground where tidividml tres
are not visible but are blendd tito the toml fabric of
the forest smd (W Foreground md Middlegmund).

(LMRP)

BASM A~A–~e cross-=tional arw of a stand
of trms m~urd at br~t height. The ar~ is

expresd b ~mre fet. (LMRP)

BE~~--~e r~ulk of a prop~ activity,

program or proj~t expressd k monekry or

nonmoneti~ te-. (LMRP)
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B~~40~ RATIO-MWm of tinOtiC

efficiency m~uti by dividtig mti diauted

priq befits by tnti dimuti mnotic cos~.

WRP)

B= UAGE- PRACTIC= @~ -A
pwtiu or mmbmtion of pwti- that ~ the mst
effmtive d pmtid (icltitig &kologiul,

mnotic md titititiod mmidemtiom) m- of

pmvatirtg or Awtig the amout of pllution

gmemted by non-petit mm ti a level m~atible

titb w qtity gals. @MRP)

BIOLOGICAL D~W~Y-mfem to the numbr

of diffemt ~i~ ti the comtity (Kltins
1987).

BIOLOGICAL GROWH POTENTfAL-

Tbe avemge nti gmti atminable ti a filly stwkd

mmd for=t stid. (36 CFR 2193) (LMRP)

BIOLOGICAL PO~NTfAL-~e mximum

prduction of a wl=ti orgtism that w be atbtid

waler optimu mgement. mom 1979)

BIOMASS-The @M q~tity (at a given time) of

Iivbg orgtism of one. or more s~i= pr tit of

W= (pi- biom), or the toti qmtity of all
the ~i- b a biotic mmwity (comuity

hio~). (mm)

B~A~-A km @ to d-ribe m extremely

abmpt ctige S1OF from relatively flat to very st=p.

BWACK-A one time pra wbem the

govemt bught kk high Prid tim~r =1=
fmm ticidly tmubld co~mia. ~W wI-
were wb~wtly m-wld.

c
CALIBRATION-~e pm of p~icttigmdeld
fire sim md fim irrknsity levels for wcb Fire

Muge-t ~ysis fine. me pw- =
bismrid mum= ad bumd ac=ge to
awumkly mflwt tie .A world.. Adjmtmenk are
bd on mtiefirrg the cumnt fire orgaiation

(1978) agtit his~rial fire -.rrence (1970-1979)

mtig the me di~a~h Of fire fight~g fOrces

phlowphy md mpprmion stmtegi=. (LMRP)

CANOPY CLO~-~e progr=ive rduction of

W= bw= t~ cro- = they Wr=d Iatemlly
(Ford-Rohetin 1971); a m=ure of lhe percent of
Ftitid OP P wcupid by tie mllwtive trm

crom h a stid ~o~ lg79). (BrO~ 1985)

CLASS I WDE~-Thos tildem- over

5,~ W* which wem k existince M of Augwt 7,

1977. Ml other National Forwt Syswm lm& are

Cl= H, hcludmg new tildemmw md expmsions

to Clms I wildem~w which wumd after August

7, 1977. @MRP)

CLMX-Tbe culfiattig s~ge in plmt succession
for a giveo sik where the vegebtion h- r=cbti a

K,gMy smble condition. (LM RP)

CL~X SPECES--ThoS s~ies that dotinate the
forwt stid in either numbers per unit ar= or

hioms at clim. (LMRP)

CODE OF FEDERAL REGWATIONS (CFR)--
0

The listing of variou regulations pertaining to

wagement md adtitistration of the National
Foret. (LMRP)

CO~CTED ACTION--Actions which are closely

mlati ad which:
l) Aummtiully trigger orher actiom.

2)~ot or will not prwd unless other actions are

tien previously or simultimusly.

3)h kde~ndent p- of a larger action ad de~nd

on the larger action for their justification. (40 CFR

1508.25)

CRITICAL HABITAT--For threatened or
entiged s~ies, the spwific arx within tbe
gmgmphial am mupid by the spies (at the time

it is Iistd, ti accortiw with provisions of Swtion
4 of the Enbgerd S~iw Act) on which are

feud tbo= physiml or biological f~mres es=ntial
to the conxwation of the spwies. This babiut may
rmuire s~ial maeement considerations or

—
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~mt-T- titb CMW extidmg above the

gaed level of tie mw rover ad tiivtig fill
Iigbt km sbeve md ~ly fmm tie si+ larger b

the avemge t- io the s-d, md titb crows well

develo~ but po=ibly mmwht crowdd on the

sid-.

Codomiwt-T- with crows fotig the gened

level of the cmm rover ad rxivtig fill light from

above but m~-tively little km the sidw, wwlly

the mdium-sid crows mom or IN crowdd on

the sidm.

htidaPTr- shofler tbm tbos h the *O

● pdtig WO cl= but titb croms “extending into
the CMW cover fom~ by ctiotinat ad doti.lmt
tr~ -ivhg little dir=t smlight from above but

none from the sid=, utily with smll crows
mmidembly cmwdd on the sid=.

SUPP* (Ov-P@)-T- ~th crO~s
mti-ly &low the geneml level of the crow cover,

r-ivkg no diwt Iigbt either from abve or from

the sid~. (Stith 1962)

C-AT~ E~CTS–Thecombmed effe@of

Wo or -R uagement activiti=. me effmk my

be mlati w tie number of individti wtiviti~, m to
the number of mpted wtivitis on the - piwe of

gmud. ~mulstive impwts m r=ult from

tid!vidtily tier but mll-tively signi fitit actiom
tig PI- over a period of tire. (LMRP)

D

DEB~ WDE--A shallow lm&lide of wil, rock,
ad orgtic mterid that wcurs on stwp slopes.

o

(LMRP)

Eagle - FEIS

DEBRfS TOW~-A Iwge debris slide that is
chmged with wakr ad confid ~ a st-p str=m
c~el. Debris tomn~ my tmvel sveml thomd

f-. (LMRP)

DESIGNA~D MA (AR QUAL~m-Thow

arw delti=ti h the Oregon ad Wmhngton
Smoke Mmagement Plm x pticipd population
titen of sir qtiity mn=m. (LMRP)

DfA~TER BREA~ HEIGHT @Bw-The
tiameter of a stidtig tw at a petit 4 fwt, 6 ticha

from groud level. (LMRP)

DISPERSED REC~ATION-Outdmr rwr=tion

that tia plwe oukide developed r=r=tion sites m

!he Wildemws. (LMRP)

DfVERS~Y--The distribution ad abun~ce of

different plmt md miml comutities md spwies
within tbe ara coved by a Imd ad resource

-agement pkm. (36 CFR 219.3) Sw also Edge,
Horim”ml Divemity, md Vefiical Diversity.

(LMRP)

E

EARTH~OW - DEEP ( >100 ft.)--Rotitional
failure which mcu~ on gentle to mdemte slopes.

Mgh fik - High ptentid for moss movement.

Dawge to facilities, loss of life or detrimenml eff=ts

on fisheri- or mmicipal water wurces.

$lodemte Mk - Modemte potential for movement.

b a risk of loss of life, &mge to facilities or

fisheti= md muticipal water sources encompass

UY acr~.

Low R~k - Smll in si~. Little risk of low of life,
&mge to facilitiw or fisheries ad muticipal water

WUI-. (LM RP)

ECOSYflEM-h kkracting system of organisms

considerd together with their environment for
example, m~h, watershd, md I&e wosys! ems.

(LMRP)

ED GE-- 1) The boun&ry beween wo or more
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ele-@ of the mvimmenfi e.g. field md

wdsnd. ~RP)

2) The pl~ where plat w-titiw m=t or where

~iod shg= or vegetative wnditiom witi
plmt mmtiti~ mm tngether. ~ow 1979)

E~~~hvti-M m~unm u a ~lt
of a pm~d weion. Sncltid m &t eff-s,
wtich m a- by the wtion md mu at the m

tim md pti, md tidtit effmk, which w mti
by b wtion ad @ Iakr in tim or fi~er mmved

ti -m, but which am still mmbly
fo-le. h-t eff=~ my ticlude pnpulatimr

~ti-tiductig effmk md other effms related to
tidti ctig~ in the pattern of Imd W, ppulation

daity or grnti mk, md relatd effe~ on tir md

wakr md other natid system, ticludtig

msystim.

The k- .Effws. md “Impack. m W @ this

stikmmt m sponymom. Effw@ my b wologi=l

(inch w the eff~k on namd r~urca md on the

~Wnmk, stmNM, ad fictiotig of affwtd
asys~m), =thetic qwlity, historic, CU]Nm!,
mnotic, =id, or hmlth relatti, wberher dir~t,

tidimt, or cumulative. Effwk resulting from

wtiom my hve bth &neficiat md dettimentil
qk, evm if on balmw the agency believ= that
the nvedl effws will & &neficial (40 CFR

1508.8). ~MRP)

EMfSSION-A RI- tito the outdmr atmospbem

of tir mnwtimk. (S= Effluent) (NFES NO 1279)

ENDANGE=D SPECES--ky s~i= of tid

or plmt which is in tiger of exttiction tioughout
aU or a si@fimt pnfiion of ik mge. Not ittcludd

am utim of the cl= &S which bve &n

dektid by the SWEUV to cmrstimte a pat
who= pmtition waler the provisions nf this Act

@nbged S~i* Act of 1973) would pr=nt u

ovewhelrnitrg ad overndmg risk to u. h
ahgtid ~ia mmt & dwi~ati h the Fdeml

Regis@r by the appmpriak Fded Agency
Smm~. @MRP)

ERODfELE-S@ptible to erosion. (LMRP)

EROSION--The w-fig away or detachment of the

lad mrf- by -g water, wtid, ice, or other

gmlogid Sgmk, hc)udiig such pK— m

~vihtion c~p. URP)

EROSION (ACCELERATED)-Erosion much more
mpid b nod, Primrily u a rault of the
hfl~nw or the wtiviti= of w. (LMRP)

EROSION wATURAL)-W-tig away of the
-s sufi- by water, i=, or other namml agens

mder mti aviromenti conditions of clinte,
vegtion, u., udisti= by hu- activity.

~RP)

EVAPOTRANSP~TION--bss of water from a

lad m tiough tmspimtion of pla~ md from the

wil. (LMRP)

F

FINE PARTICULATE ~lATTER--” Fine”

pafiiculat~ are the= patiicles less tbm IO-15

ticrons fi si~. Ftie patiicles have longer residence
time h the atmosphere, are more hamfil to health

md have gmkr i~act on visibility tha larger @

pafiicl=. “~alable pafliculate- rotter are tbo=
pafiicl= IS tbm 10 ticrons in diameter.
“R~imble pafiiculate. rotter are those panicles less
tha 2.5 ticrons ti si~. R~imble pafliculates

bve m ~ially long rmidence time in the

atmo~hem ad ~netrate dwply into lungs. Pafiicles

of smoke are Priwrily in tbe respimble si= range.

Aeroml is often @ interchmg=bly for the smiler
airkme pafiiculate rotter. However, aerosols are

mom prwi=ly defind m paflicles b a g=ous

mdium.

~ PASSAGE--P==ge of fish up or domstr=m

e~ially over st~m obstmctions. (LMRP)

FLOODPLA~-The Iowlmd ad relatively flat ar~
adjoitig klmd watem, kclttding, at a tinimum,

that ara subjwt to a one percent or grater chmce of

fldtig k my given ywr. (LMRP)

FORAGE--A11 brow= ad non woody plats
available to Iivatmk or wildlife for grting or

haw=hble for fti. (Lhl RP) e
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~L LO~3NG-The smomt of fiel pmwnt,
expti h bm of weight of fiel pr tit ar-.

This my b avtilable fiel or (consumble fiel) tohl
fiel md is tily d~ weight.

~M_mbmtible tildlmd vegetative mtetials.
Wle tily qplied b abnve groud livtig md

o

dd mfi= veg-tion, tis defition al= ticlud=

rmk md t)rgtic wils wcb u pt. @MRF)

FUEL TREAT~NT-The rmgement or
di~d of mmd or wtivity fiels (genemtcd by

mgemmt wtivity, wh u sl=h left from logging)
m Aw fim h-rd. Fuels am defind m hth living
md dd vege~tive mterials consumble by fin.
@MM)

G

GU3DEL-h hdl-tion or outlke of policy or

wndwt tit is not a u&@v r~uirement (m

OPP~ m 0 s~tid, which is m&Nv.

H

HAB3TAT-The place when a plmt or miml
mmdly or no~ly Iiva ad grows. (LMRF)

HAB~AT E~CT~~S ~EX--The hahitit
effectiven- tidex for efk is W to evdmte hahimt
bd on the titcmtion of b variabl= 1) road
dmity, 2) rover qmlity, md 3) si= md spactig of

*

fomge ad cover. (R6-F&W-216-1986)

figle - FEIS

=~AGE WOURC=-The CUIWI fouhtion
of our Nation ticlti= the rem~ or rccor~ of
distic&, siw, -, stmc-, buildings, newoh,

neighbfiti, mmrids, obj=~ md evens from

the pat which kve wientific, historic or culNml
Vdw. ~ey WY & hismric, prehistoric,
wc-logid, or archi~ti h namre. Heri@ge

r-u- w m impl=-ble md nomenewable
-t of our mtiod heri~ge. @MRF)

H33NNG CO_-Vegebtion ~able of hiding 90

~mt of a stidmg d%r or efk from the view ofs
huu at a diStiCC of 200 f=t. CMRP)

HO~O~AL D~RS~Y--The distribution md

abw~w of plmt md timl commities or
su=siond s@g= wcos m are of lad; the gr=ter

the numhcr of comtitim, the higher the degrw of

horimnul diversity. (LMRF)

HUNDWD WAR FLOOD--Severe flmd which,

stitistiully, hm a chmw of ~cutig once in a

bwdrd y=m, or h= a 1% chmce of wcurnng each
ywr. (LMRF)

HYDROLOGY--~e xientific smdy of the

propetii=, distribution, md effcck of water in the
atmospbem, on tie =dh’s surface, md ti wii and

rwks. (L,MRP)

I

fNDfAN T~E--The govem~g My of my Indim
trihc, bad, nation, or other group which is

ra~d u m hdim tribe by the Sccretiry of the
k~rior for which the UtiM Sti@ hol& lad in

tmt or r=trictd sbti for the entity of is members.

Such tem alw kcludes my Native village

co~mtion, regional co~mtion, md Native group

=Ublishcd pursmt to the AIuk Native Claim

Settlement Act (36 CFR 800.2(g)). (LMRP)

fNOICATOR SPECfES--A wildlife wagement
scheme h which the welfare of a =Iwtd species is
presumd to indiate the welfare of other species.

(LMRP)

fN~TRATION--The movement of water into the

Glosury -5
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integrated LAW AND mSOURCE

MANAGEMENT &~-A Fomt Plm which

mnsi&m dl lM& ad all NUE- of the National

Fo~t, h mntmt to considemtion of ody pafi of the

For@’s lm& or jmt one of the HUH. (LMRP)

~GWTED WOURCE ANALYSN (fRA)-

bb st the tikgm~ rwum optiom, cumulative
effmti, md mm=ti wtiviti= that could Iogidly

=U h the dysis ar~ over a foreble Prid

of time. (Steps of the Jour~ 199 1)

~ENSM FO~ WAGE~NT--A hgh
tivetment level of timkr -agement tit envisiom
titid b=t, mgenemtion tith genetidly improvd

*ltig stik, mntrol of com~ttig vegetation,
fill-h plattig, p~-emial thtiig = ndd for

smtig moml, one or mom co-emid titig,
md ~ Mint. &MRP)

~E~ =REAM-A st~m hat flows
above groud at tikwals or ody flows psritiimlly

dutig the y-. In mntmt ~ ephememl dmtiaga
(~ defition), tiktittent str-m genemlly have

welldefid ctiels. (LMRP)

~NTO~D ROADLESS AREA--AI- of

GI

~~VABLE-Appli= m lo- of ptiuctioa,

&at, or w of renewable mti -u-. For
exqIe, m- or dl of the timkr prtiuction fmm

m m is titievably lost dutig the tim m ma is
* x a whhr vti site. If the ~ is ctiged,
timbr prd.ction w k =md. The prud..ti0n

lost is imetrievable, but the action is not imeversihle.

~MRP)

=WRS~LE-Applia Primrily to the we of

nomenewable remurc=, such z tiemls or cultural

rwurce, or to the= factors, such s soil

productivity, that are renewable ody over long time

Pri&. Imeversible also includw loss of fiture
o~tions. (LMRP). . .

SSSUE-A ptit, rotter, ok qu=tion of public o
dixusion or interat to b addres~ or d~idd
tiough rhe plmtig pr~=s.

K

KEY SSTE RWARW AREAS--brge riparim

ar= exhibittig Klgh habi~t divemity ad oukmdiog

=pabilities for prducing high q~lity water,
exmllmt fish spawing ad r-fig bbltit , high

qmlity watetiowl br~ing, nwting md resting

habiht, wildlife cover md dive~ plmt comuniti~.

(LMRP)

K-V–h abbreviation for fiu&n-Vmdenbrg

&MRP)

L

LAND ALLOCATION--~e usigment of a

magement emph~is to pafiicular lad ar~ with

the PUPS of achieving the goals ad objwtives of
that alternative. (LMRP)

m
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-ge of tmffic. Ro~ k this mtiknm~ IeVeI
m bknded for w by hgh cl=mw vehicles ud

not titid p-nger -r tmffrc.

hvd 3. ~s level is ~i~d where -gement
di~tioa quir- tit the rod k o~n md

titid for =fe tmvel by a pmdent driver in a
smtid four whel ~nger u.

hvd 4. This level is wi~d where uagement

di~tion qui~ the rd @ provide a modemte
de- of&r mdofi md mnvetien= at mnderate

tmvel #. Tmffic volum= = nomlly

mfficient tn quim a double lme aggregate surfaced

mti. Pav& mtia= ax onen usd.

Levd 5. This level is =si~d where magement
dimtion ~uirm the road to provide a high degrw

of &r cotiofi ad convenience. mew roads are
nomlly double line, pavd facilities. (LMRP)

hfANAGEMENY NICATOR SPECES (hf[S)--

S= Indi~tor Spwi-.

MANAGE~NT PRACTICES--A spaific activity,
m-ure, coum of action, or tr=tment. (36 CFR

219.3) (LMRP)

MASS MOWk~NT-Dowslope, utitmovementof

a Pflion of the lad’s mrface; i.e. a single lm&lide
or the gtiwl simultimw, do~ll movement of
the whole - of Iuu= ah mtetial on a slope

f=. (LMRP)

hlATW Tfh~ER-Tr- that have attiind fill

development, patiicularly ti height, md are in fill
4 prduction. (LMRP)

MA~ MODfFfCATION-A visul qulity
objwtive mtig u’s mtivity my dotinate the

chmbristic lmb~ but should ap~r = a na~ral

mumnm when viewed w backgroud. (LMRP)

h~F-Tho~d hard f=t. A mwure of wd
volume. (LMRP)

h~AN HAL ~CREh~~ OF GROwH--

~e tuti ticrm in ginh, diameter, bwal area,
height, or volume of individwl tr- or a s~d up to

Glosury -7



agiva age, dividdbytit age. (LMRP)

~-A wlorlw, edorl-, flmble

g=w hy~n CH4 @ is e ptiuct of

ti~ition of orgtic -ttsr in -h= md

minm nr of Ation of d d is A a fiel
md mw ~fi in chetid sptheis. ~Asti’s)

~CRON+e dliontb of a -c a ticm~r.

~D~GRO~-The visible tati beymtd tbe
fom~md when tidividd tm m stil visible but

do not sti out disttictly fmm the s@d. @MRP)

~IGATION-Actiom tn avoid, tinitim, reduu,

eliti~, or wtify the i~act of a -gement

pmti=. &MRP)

MM-Million. (LMRP)

HF-MilIion brd fet. (LMRP)

MOmOm&A prm tn mll~tsignifiat&w

from defmd wum m identi~ depam= or
deviatiom from ex~ti pla o.tpuk. (LMRP)

MOD~CATION-A visul qulity objwtive

m-g U’S wtivity my dotiate the
ctikristic Imbp b“t mwt, at the -e ti~,

utili~ M@A ea@blished fore, Iioe, mlor, md
kxmm. It should appr u a namml wumnw

whm viewd h foregromd or tiddlegrowd.

mRP)

MULTILAYERED CANOPY-A stid of t~ titb
wo or mm distinct tr~ layem in the ~opy.

(LMRP)

N

NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY

STAND~S NAAQS)–A Iegd fitit on the level
of atm~heric mntstinstioo. The level is
=Wbfishti m the con~ntmtion Iitit ndd to

prokt all of the public agatit advem effmk on

public hdtb md welfare, tith m tiq~te ~f~y

~g~. pri~~ =fety s*~~ ~ ~0* =Iated to
h=lth effmU. SWn&V sti&rds am desi~d to

pmtit the public welfare fmm effmk wch =

visibility reduction, soiling, mterids &mge md
n.i~m. ~ES NO. 1279)

NATIONAL E~O~NTAL POLICY ACT
~PA) (1969)-An Act, tn dmlm a Natiod pnlicy
which Mll enmumge productive md enjoyable

hwny Wen u ad his envimment; ~
pmmte effofi which will pmv=t or efihk
tige ti tie mviroment md bio~here md

stimula~ tie hdth md welfm of w, to efich the
mdemmbg of the -Iogid syskm md namd

r-u- i~tit tn the mtion; md tn @hblish a

Cmmcil on Envirmtoteo@ Q~lty. CMRP)

NATIONAL FORE~ h~AGE~NT ACT

~U)-h Act p=d h 1976 amendmg the

For~t md hgelmd Renewable R-urws Plwtig
Act. NFMA rquires the preparation of Regional md

For-t Plus ad the prepamtion of regulations to
guide that development. (LMRP)

NATURAL FOMST--~e condition of a forest
environment at my ~tit h time ticludkg ik

==iati plmt md tiul comtitiw, which h=

bn r-chti ewntially through the proces of
@

namml su~sion. ~s pr-s would ticlude the

effw@ of natiml umtrophic mumences. (LMRP)

NSPA--AO abbreviation of National Environmental

Policy Act.

NFMA-h abbreviation of the National Formt
Mmagement Act of 1976. (LMRP)

NOMOUS WEDS–A plmt considerd to be
extmmly d~tmctive or hafil tn agriculmre md

d=i~ted by law. h mdesirable s~i= that
conflic@ with, rmtrick, or othemiw am problem

with the ~agement objwtives. (LMRP)

o
0 & C LANDS--h abbreviation for Oregon md
Olifotia kk. ti& given to the milroad but
wtich later revend to the Fderal govement md

are prewntly adtinisterd by the USDA Forest

e
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of mm k one stoq, fOtig

uPp~st Mopy layer. (LMRP)

*

the up~r or

P

PARTfAL -NTION-A viswl qwlity objwtive
where ds =tivitie my k evident but subordinate

m the ctitistic Imkp. (LMRP)

PARTICULA=l) A co~nent of ~llutd air

wmistig of my liquid or wlid pmicl= sm~ndd

or fdlig tiugh the atm~hem. @MRP)

2) hy di~d aggmgak mtkr–wlid or liquid
(other b wakr)~ndd h or falitig tiough

the atmWhm. @6 FEIS, 1988)

PARTICULA~ WTTER-hy liquid or wlid
@cl=. .Toti ~dd ptiiculat=. a @ h

air qdity ~ thos picl= ~ndd ti or falltig

through tbe stm~hem. They genemlly mge k sim
from 0.1 @ 100 ticmm. @FES NO. 1279)

PA~OGEN-hy agent that ca- die,

eidly ticm+rgtism, such m backria or figi

●
(Morris 1976) @row)

PEAK DISCHARGE, PEAK ~ow-fie
mu volu= of flow attid at a given ~ht k

a st~ dtig a uoff event. (LMRP)

PE~ ROAD CLOSURE--ROA ClO~

titb the titit b never W them agati, wtion den

@ * them ieble md remove them from the
t-fition syskm. (LMRP)

PLANT CO~ ~-A vegehtion complex

tique ti i~ wmbtiation of plink which occur in
pdculw Iations rider paflicular tifluenws. A

plmt m-tity is a reflation of titegrat~
enviromenti tifluenw on the sik - such u soils,

tem~mmre, elevation, wlar radiation, slo~, =p=t,

md mtifall. (LMRP)

PM-10--Pafiicla with m aertiynatic diameter
smiler or qd m a notinal ten micrometers.

~FES NO. 1279)

PNV-h abbreviation of present net value. (LMRP)

PRACTICES--~ow magement activities lhat are
pro~d or ex~td ~ recur. (LMRP)

PWSC~ED =--A wildlmd fire burning under

~ifid conditiom which will wcomplish cemin
pi-d ohjwtiv-. The fim my rmlt from either

plmti or upl-d i~itions. PrO~Mls for use of

mplmd i~tions for this pup% must be

aPPmvti by the Regional For=ter. (LMRP)

=C~ED NATURAL _--The u% of
upl-d nam~ i~tiom to mwt -agement

p=riptiom. ~MRP)

P-NT NET VALUE (Pm–The difference

bm=n tie diwouti valuw @nefiw) of all outputs
m which mone~ valu- or amblishd mrket

prim me =i~d, md the totil di=outd costs of

mgtig the pldg arw. (36 CFR 219.3) In
For=t Plting; moneb~ valu= were ~si~d to
timbr sm~age, wrwtion visitor &ys (RVDS),
wildlife/fish relatd rwr=tion visitor &ys ~FVDs),

grting w ad tineml outpuk. (LMRP)
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~ODUCTION ~E~~The ~btityof the Mitive. h- is ckwkri~ by a -entially

M or - tn pmdm a given ~m. ~RP) titfid M enviro-nt of fairly Iuge sire.

hkwtion WM um is ve~ low, md evidence

~LIC ~A mbj=t or qu~tion of of other =m is tid. The a- is -gd to b

tid~~ public titemt ~lattig ~ -ge~t of -atially frw from evidenw of magement

the Natiod Fomt Syskm. (36 CFR 219.3) restriction md controls. MotoriA u within the

~RP) ar~ is not ptittti.

R

RANGER D~ICT-hadtistmtivwubdivision

of the For=t, mpwid by a District Ringer who

RF* @ the For~t su~wiwr. (LMRP)

RARE [-h abbreviation of Rotil- %- Review

md Evdtion 1. A USFS effofi h the =Iy 1970’s
h syskmtidly hveom~, review, md evalwte the
relative vduw for fimm m of existtig rodl~
am. me W P- identifid the ex&nt of

rodl- lm& wag on the National FOES md

r-mti ah - for wildemw mmidemtion,
tier stiy, or ml- for other multiple w.
@md& et.d. 1990)

~CREATION OPPORTWY SPECTRUM
~OS)-kd deltiations that identify a variety of
rwr=tion experienw op~titi~ categorid into

Semiptiltive Nomototid. A= is charackri~
by a prdotimtly namd or namml-ap~ring

environment of mdemk to large si=. htemction

bwmn us is low, but there is otin evidence of

other u=rs. me ar= is magd ti such a way that

tinimum on-site controls md rwtrictiom my b

pr=nt, but subtle. Motoriti rwr~tion u= is not

~titti, but IM1 rod M for other resource

magement activiti= my b pr=nt on a Iititd

bmis. Use of such roa& is restrictd to fitifim
i~~k on rwr=tiond ex~rience op~miti~.

Smi-ptiitive NlotoriA. Ar= is chawkrid by
a prdotimtly namd or mmml-apparing

environment of mtiemte to large sire. COncentmtiOn
of U= is low, but there is often evidence of other
um. The ar~ is magd ti such a way that

&mum on-site controls md ratrictions may be
pr~nt, but subtle. Motoriti rwr~tion us of local

prititive or mllwtm road with prtiotinmtly
namd surfac- ad tmils suihble for motor bikes is

ptittd.

Roadti Mo&fiti. A m~l~s of the Roadd Nawral
ROS cl=. kvolv~ am that are chamcterid by

prdotimtly namml ap~tig enviromen~ with
high eviden~ of the sigh@ md w~& of hums.
Such evidenw my not hamoti~ with the namral

environment. htemction km~n u=rs my be

mderate to high, with evidence of other users
prevalent. Resource modification ad utilimtion
pmct!c~ are evident md my not hamoni~ with the

Glossary - 10
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tie mgmmtion pssible. (LMRP)

RE~BL~ATION-A shofi-~m uagement

d~mtive d m mmm existtig vid impw~ k
the mti Im&p b a d-ird viti qwlity.
@MRP)

~~E~ TROUT-A trout which ~nd ik entire
life ti ~ water. (LMRP)

~~UW fl~-The t- mmtig a~dmg
stir mm fom of =Iwtion cutttig is pfiomd on
a stid. (LMRP)

~~~-Material which includa bth d~ird md
wwmted vegeative r=idu~ which r=ult from m

activity or namml event. (LMRP)

WTENTION-A vis~l qulity objative where

hum utiviti= are not evident to the cmwl forest
visitor. (LMRP)

-E-A famre of a strwm having wift-flowing,

mrbulent wakn w b either dwp or shallow;
fei~r= are generally cobble or bulder dotinatd.
(LMRP)

RWARfAN-Petiinhg to ar~ of Imd dirwtly

influend by watir. Riparia ara UUIIY have
visible vegeutive or physical characteristics reflwting

this water tifluen~. Str=mides, I&e krdem, or

mmh~ ad wetlmk are typiml riparim ara.

(LMRP)

~AR~ AREA4mgmphically delinatd ar=,

with disttictive rmurce valu~ ad chamcteristics,

tit am compri~ of aqutic md riparim

eosystem. On the Mt. Hd National For=t

riparim arm typimlly include a= tij=ent m all
str-m, I&=, ad pon& md ar- mmprising

wps, Wrings, md wetlmds. (LMRP)

~ARfAN ECOSYSEhfS--A tmsition bew=n

the q~tic wosystem ad the adjawnt uplmd
temtrid -syskm. Identified by wil ckteristics

md distinctive vege~tion comutiti= tit quire

fre or unk.nd water. (LMRP)

RIPARIAN JWGETATION--Vegetition growing on

Gloswry 1I
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R-o*-A ~tiivd rendition of king

=Iudd, ~tble md out of tie way. A ur’s
w- of remmm in m u= is tifluencd by the

p-n- or ah-w of ro~ (distiw criteria 1/2
tile).

SelitudeA prod, mbjmtive value detid u
iwlation from the sigbk, wu& md pr-n~ of

othem, d the developwnk of U. The

OPpfitY h ex~ri~~ mlimde is nodly fo~d
in Prititive (P), md Seti-Prititive Non-Motorid
(SPNM) cl= of the R=ratiod Opptity

S~tu @OS). (= ROS User% Gu& for mm

detils).

Special Fmturm--Those unique geological,

biologid, alogid, cultuti or =nic f=mr~ that
my k 1-M h dlm w.

SCARP--A sep surface on the udistir~ ground

at the dge of a lm&lide. O@ by movement of

slide mkrial away from the mdls~r~ ground.

(LMRP)

SCOPfNG PROCESS--Detetitig the extent of
malysis nw~wq for m infomd dwision of a

pro~d action. me proc=s hcluda: (1) reviewing

pwt Maagement dirwtion x it relates to tbe
-Iysi$ (2) contittig ties publics titer-ti or
aff~td by the propd action to get their opinions

ad surface the issues; (3) detetitig local

-agement wnems. ~s prm- continues
tbrougbout malysis mtil a dwision is made.
(LMRP)

SCREEN 3--A soil suitability clmsifimtion; soil
where presnt tmhology is not available to ensure

pduction tithout imvemible rmuw &mge.

(Detetination of hd Not S.i@ble for ~mber
Prduction, Mt. Hd National Fo~t < Working

PaFr > 1984)

SECOND GRO~H–For~t gro~b that h= come

up m~mlly stir wme d=tic titetiemnw with the
previous for~t groti (e.g. cutttig, =riou fire, or

ti~t at~ck). (LMRP)

_mtifitY~mtie Elaak-~e abilityof
SEDMNT-Solid mterial, kth fineml md

the Fomt Semim to mge m ~ to mt si~
orgtic, that is in smpnsion, md is being

tms~tid from i~ site of origin by air, water.
criteria md the five elemenh Iistd abuve.

Wildem- M-gement 1990)
gmvity, or ice, or h= come to rest on the mnh’s

surface either akve or below H level. (LMRP)

ROS-h abbreviation of Rwrmtion Oppofinity
SEED TREE C~fNG--Removing all mmre tr-s

e
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SELECT30N C~-*I=tion mtig is the pcricrdic
rcmovd of ~ ~ individdly or in sdl

gm~ fmm m uevm-agd fo=t, By this mcthd,
kti mgenerstioo mtig md ccndmg of i--
stcnd wmtponrntc w =mpli~cd at wh retry.

URP)

S~S~~ SPECfES-~ow ~im of plmtc or
tids tbti kve ap~cd b the Fdeml Reeister =

pm~d for cl=ifiation ad am mder
mmi~tion for official listing m en~geti or

titid ~i=, tit we on a official SUtc list, or
W cre w@ti by the Regional For*ter a
ndg -id ugemsnt m prevent heir ting
PIA on Fded or Sate IisS. (LMRP)

SEW-A biotic commuity which is a
developmnti, t-itnry suge in m -Iogi-l

suwion. (LMRP)

=ET EROSION-~e removcf of a ftirly tifom
layer of md km the Imd surfaw by moff water.

MRP)

~L=WOOD C~~G-hy mgenemtion
cuttig in a mrc or 1= mmrc stid d=ignd ~
-tcbli& a nw stid uder the protation (overhd

or si&) of tbe old stid. USURY the Aeltsmd

involves No ssprsts bmwt opsmtiom. me fimt
b- (+ at) is d=i~cd to crmtc Ta- md
A prndwcion tn atcbfish new tm. me -nd

cut (rsmvd cut) is dwi~sd to rsmve the
reminder of the old stid &frrm it bcgti tn

~mpcte with the new sbd for light md nutrie”~.
~s is tily titi 10 y-. (See alw Extendd
SheltcwA). (LMRP)

S~--.Swte Historic Pr-wation Officer. m-s

e

the oficid appotiti or dcriptcd pu-t to

S=tion 10l@)( 1) of the National Hismric

Pmmation Act tn titistcr the SW bis~ric
prcrcmation ping- or a rep~n~tive dsi~ati

to wt for the SHPO. Among other duti~, tie S~te

His@ric P-mation Offier dvi~ ad ~is~
FdeA agmci= md S@tC-d Iml govemen~ ad

~Pm@ ~~ ti~ agenci= md othem @ emure
M hismric propctii= are mnsiderd d dl levels of

pltig md development. (LMRP)

S~WCUL~ SYflEM-A uagement
p- whereby fom~ are kndd, hm-tti, ad

repld -Ittig in a forat of dist~ctive fore,

Systcm me clwifid awording to the logging

method that remov= the mmre crop ad provid~

for regenemtion ad according to the type of forest

thereby prduccd. (36 CFR 219.3) (LMRP)

SfLWCULTURE--~e an md wience of growing
ad tendkg forest vegehtion for spwific wagement

goals. (LMRP)

SfTE PREPARATION--1) h activity (such u
pr=ri~ butig, distilg, ad tilling) Ptiomd on
a refer-htion ara, bfore htroduction of
reforubtion, to ensure tiqutc sumival md groti

of the fitim crop: OR 2) ~pulation of the
vegehtion or wil of m ar~ prior to plating or

-kg. me tipulatiotr follows bam~t, wildfire,

or comtmction ti order to encoumge the groti of

favord s~i=. Site preparation my ticlude the

applimtion of herbicides; buting, or cutting of Iivi”g
vegetation that am~ti with tie favord ~im;

tillhg the wil; or buting of orgmic d~ris (USWIIY

loggtig slssh) that des plmting or soling
difficult. (LMRP)

S~E PRODUCT~Y--Production ~pability of
s~ific ar= of Imd to produce defmd outputs such
m AUMS, cubic fet/acre/yr. etc. (LMRP)

SLASH--The wd residue left on the groud after
timber cutting red/or awumulattig them = a r~ult
of stem, fire, or other &mge. It kcludcs U4

logs, uprnntti smmps, broken or uprmtd stew,
bmcbes, wigs, I=ves, bark, md chips. (LMRP)

SLOPE--h inclind ground surfaw, the inclination

Giosary - 13
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SOfL ~ODUCT~Y-~e apwity of a mil te
pdw a pified cmp mh w fiber or fomge

wdsr &fid levels of tigeunt. Productivity is
gmedly de~dmt on avtilable wd mis- md

nutriens, md length of gmtig -u. @MRP)

SPBCM E-SE WATERS~DS--~s
d-i~tion is ~pliti ~ WIWM wakmhd when

-id wge-t eqtitm uwlly high

combimtiom of riptim rmura vrdu= md high

smitivity due te genedly deudtig sik wnditions
ad where the gd is @ mtiti or i~mve habitit

mndltiom for the w@ti4, long-km prduction of

fisbeti~ ad high qtiity wakr. (LMRP)

SPEC~ D~RS~Y-S= Commity Diversity.

S~UCE B~WON-Sm W=km Spmw
Budwom.

STAGNATION-~e pr- of the 1=-tig of the
gmti mb of tidivid~ tr~ -W of

ovemmwdtig. ~ow 1979)

~AND-T!mbr p-tig tifotity a regards to
ty~, age cl=, rik CIS, vigor, sim CIN, md

stmtig CIW. @MRP)

~ANO~-A pticiple quitig a ~ific level
of attimt, a mle te MUK agakst. (LM RP)

WA~ _E~NTATION PLAN (Sin-A pl~
qtid by the Cl= Air Act ad pmpad by a

Air @ity Rewlatev Agency, which de=rik how
the skte til ati md minteb air qulity w u to
not viola@ Natiod kbient Air @lity Sti&ds.

(NFES NO. 1279)

~REAM B~RS--Src Strmmide Mmagement

Glossary

Utit. ~RP)

STREAM C~L MORPHOLOGY-~e

structue or fom ofs sttim ctiel, S bfluend

by prm of erosion md de~sition of ctiel

mterids (grovel, mbbl=, -d, wif, em.). (LMRP)

-AM CLASWl~ifiation of stre bd
on tie p-t md fo-ble m de of the
water, md the pkntial eff=k of on-sire chmgw on

dowtm u. Four cl= - defid

Cls I - Petid or iektitmnt strm that:
provide a wu~ of wawr for domatic u are d

by large numkm of fish for spating, rwring or

titigatior, red/or a~ mjor tribu~riw to other Clms

I str=m.

Clsss U - Pemtial or kktittent str=m thati are
d by mdemte rhougb si~fitit numbrs of fish

for ~atig, r-fig or migmtion; red/or my &

tribubri- to Cl-s I str=m or other Cl-s 11

strain.

CIW ~ - All other ~retial str~m not meting

higher cl-s criteria.
e

Cl~ N - Ml other titetitteot strwm not mwting
higher cl= Crieria. (LMW)

STREAM DISCMGE-The volume of water
flowhg pmt a ~tit pr tit time, comonly

expti u cubic f=t pr =nd, fillion gallons
Wr &y, gallons ~r tinute or cubic meters per

~nd. (LMRP)

STREAM SCOUR or C~L SCOUR--Erosion
of tie ch-el hutmm red/or bds cati by high

flows or wster, IOS of cbmel smbility, or debris

tomenk. (LMRP)

STREAM STRUCTURES-~e amgement of
logs, buldem, md m~dem which mdify the flow

of wakr, thereby wmtig the fomtion of Pols md

grovel bm h str-. Genemlly, them is a dirwt
relatiomhiv &man complexity of stmctum md fish

habi~t. C~mplex stmcm~e is.
watersbd s~bility. (LMRP)

14
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SUCC~IONfi STAGE-A stsge or rwo@mble
mndltion of e plut wmmtity that WUm dtig i@

developmat fim bam gmud m cli-. For

exqle, cotifemos for=k h the BIw Moutsti

ping- tiugh six -~d stig= g--forh
b~dlti~ ple-~pltig; yomg; mNre old

groh. &MRP)

Supp* Crew-Se CrOm Cl=.

SUPP-D T~ES-TH io a for~t swd
who= cmw sm blow the gened level of the

wopy gmti is tiblted due b w~titimt for a

Iimiti -u= wch m tiighti such t- am
w~, slow-gmtig md ohn &om motility.

(Brow 1985)

-ACE RUNO~-Wa@r that flows over tie
~rmd ~- md into st=m ad rivem. (LMPR)

T

TAXOL--A substiw extmctd from yew lrm

●
mkrid that is considered to b profising cmcer

GIOSMI

fightbg m~rmd. (b b&rim Guide to the

m=mation md Mmagement of Paific Yew 1992)

TE~RARY RO~S-Mi* - of hmiti
dumtion, typi~ly available fOr g~eric fOr~t
~tiviti~ dutig the life of the pmjwt for which the
d w= @nstmcM. @MRP)

T~RMAL COVER-Cover @ by timsls to
Ian the eff=b of wathe~ for ek, a s~d of
mtifemm -12 mkm (W fret) or mom Ml with

m avemge cm- C1OSUEof 70 prwnt or more for
der, rover my ticlude =pltigs, tibs, or tr- at

l-t 1.5 mekm (5 fet all) with 75 ~mnt crow

closure. (LMRP)

T~ATENED SPEC~S-hy ~i~ of miml

or plat which is likely to bme m entigerd
~i= witi the foreble fimre tioughout all or

a si@fiat ponion of i& mge md which h= kn

d-i~ati ti the F4eml Regiskr by the Smretiry of

Interior u a th=tend spmi~. (LMRP)

T~~ER PRODUCTION--~e pu~sefil growing,
tendtig, haw~ting, ad regenemtion of regulatd
crops of tr=s to & cut into logs, blw, or other

rowd =tiom for tidmtrial or mnmmer W. For
pltig pups, the km .tim~r pr~uctiOn’ dO~

not hclude prduction of fielwd (36 CFR 219.3)

(LMRP)

TOE-The lower, usully cuwd, mrgti of the

dismr~ mterial of a la&lide pushti over onto the

distur~ slop. (LMRP)

TOLEW SPECES--PlmtS that grow well h

shtie. (LMRP)

S=itivity hvd I have prewri~ VQOS of
rekntion, ~fiid retention md mdIfimtion ~

nm-fomgmud, far- foregmmd ad middlegrmmd
distia mn- ra~tively.

=mitivity hvd U tmils have pr=ri~ VQOS of
pa fiial retention mtiifiution in n~r-foreground,

far- foregroud md fiddleground distice mnes.

-15
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UNDE~ORY-Vege&tion growkg uder a tigber

mopy. ~RP)

~~-AGED SfLVJCULTURAL SYSTEMS-
The mmbtion of wtiom tit r~lt h tie ~ratlon
of fores or sti& of ~, h which trm of sveml

or -y ag~ gmw together. ~tttig meth~ that

develop md wtiti mtevm-agd sti& ~ shgle
tm md ~up ~lmthg cutting methti

S~le T= Mdon CuttiW. The mmvd of

xI=M ~ of dl sim cl- on a kdlvidd
b-is.

Group ~~tion Cutting. me removal of dl trm

~ Pups fOr mgmemtiOn puw-. The si= of the
group till k sdl mougb h mu tit all sub~uent

regaemtion tiU bs hfluend by the sumouding
ucut stid. tiG m genedly .X - 2.0 acr= in
sin.

UNROADED ACm–~oX ar~ of mdevelo@
Ftied Imd within which there are “o improv~

ro~ mtiktid for tmvel by m-s of vehicl=

hkndd for Mghway B. @MRP)

UT~WATION ~ANDARDS--Sti&r& ~idtig
the w md mmvd of timkr which is mmu~ ti
te~ of dimekr u b-t height (d. b.h.), top

di~r hide the k~ (mp d.i.b.), ad peunt

.mu&&. of the wd. &MRP)

v
VUTY CLASS--A cl~sifi~tion system for

=tiblistig tie vi-l lmk~ categori~

~rdtig to the relative imptice of the visul

fwmrm. (LMRP)

VSRTICAL STRUCT~-R=o~mbIe layers of
vegehtion, ticluding oversto~, mdersto~, sbmb

ad herh Iayem. (Huter 1990)

~WSHED--The tobl Imkpe ~n or p@ntially

=n from all or a logi~l pafi of a travel route, w e

ara, or
Wakr My,

tiq Wewshetf The Imd-p =U from a
d=i~atd tmvel route, or dai~atd uw ara, which

k high volume of W, long duration of W, or is a
mjor accm to tbe Forest. Tbe =me ~ bvel I

Sensitivity to scenic qmlity.

~on~ Vlewsb~ The lm&a~ s=n from a
dai~ti tmvel muk, or dfii~atd w ar=, with

low w volume, shoti w dumtion, or is a tinor

am mute to the Fo~t. Same U bvel 11

Semitivity to WMC q~lity. (LMRP)

VfSUAL COND~ION-The viswl app~mce of a
lmb~ d~ribed ti te~ of tbe degrm of
altemtion of the natiml app~ring lm&aP. Thew
tem are nomally usd s a suww mting for a

large Imd ar~, such m a viewsbd cotidor.
Dwriptive degrms of altemtion are

Natti AppariW. Ar~ appmrs untouchd by
mm; cbmges are “ot vismlly cvide”t. Ge”eraliy

o
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sitik to the Rekotion VW.

Hrnvfly Afti. tiga ~ strong md obviow to
the avmge visitor. -g- doti~ the lm-
but my -mble ntiml patterns when viewd fmm

a dlsti= of 3 to 5 til=. Dis~rbmm m mjor.
Genedly sitilw m the M-imum Mdifimtion
VQO. &MRP)

VLSUAL QUAL~Y OBWCT~S (vQO)-
Gkgori= of wwptile lmb~ alkmtion

-d h degr- of deviation from the

Umd-aDmMe Im&w.
..”.

*
~atiorr (m - tilogid chmg~ only.

Retitimt m) - Mugement activitia should not &

evidmt @ the - Formt visi~r.

-d Retitimr (PR) - M-ge-t wtiviti~
reti vi-lly wbrdtik to the chmkristic

lm*.

Modfimtion (~ - Mmgement activiti= my

dotia& the ctikristic Imbp but mmt, at the

m tire, follow rtatttdly -hblishd fore, Ike,
aior, md kXW~. It should ap~ = a mmml

m-m whrn viewd h foregmud or
tiddlegmwd.

E~mt - A short-tern =agement alternative
which is done with the expr= pu~w of incr=ing

msitive viwl varietv where little variety nOw exisw.

*

iLMRP) “

Glo!

VQO-h abb~viation of vi~ qwlity objwtive.

@MRP)

w
WATER QUAL3TY-~e biologid, physid, md
chefid pm~fli= of wakr tit de itwikble for

giva ~ifid W. Defition of wakr qtii~ for

fo~t H is dificdt k= of tie wide tige of
domm =. ~MRP)

WATERS~D-~e Ike =pamting bd-stram

which flow to different river systeu it my b

skrply defind (cr=t of a ridge), or tidetetinate
(ha low ud.lating am). (LMRP)

WATERSHSD ~fPACT A~A--&w within a

wakmbd which are king hydrologically disturbd

by magement activities (timbr hamest, road

comtmctiott, etc. ) or natttral dismrbmcw (wildfire,

Im&lid=, etc.). Such ar- my adverxly affmt the
hydrologic quilibrium of a watemhd by incr-tig

@ flows or d=rutig watemhd or ch~el
subility. Impact am are Iititd to a pment of the
titil watershd ar= by Sti&r& md Guidelines h
Chapkr 4 of the For~t Pla. (LMRP)

W~RN SPRUCE B~WORM (Choristoneum

wtidentiF@-A membr of the hpidoprera fatily
that defoliat= md timgw the con= of wveral
~i~ of cotifem. (Forwt -t ad Disc

bflet 53)

~TL~S--Ar- that are inu&td by surface or
gromd wakr witi a frquency sufficient to supprt
a prevalenw of vegebtive or aqmtic life that rquims

wtorati or sonally =mmti wil conditions for

groti md reprtiuction. @xwutive Order 11990.)
Under no-l cimumtica the ar- dms or would
sup~rt a prevalence of vegebtive or aqmtic life.

(LMRP)

WfLD ~ SCENfC R~RS--TfmS rivers or

wtions of rivem d=igrtatd m such by congressional

action uder the 1968 Wtld ad Scenic Rivers Act, u
supplemental md amendti, or those swtiorts of
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R_tioA Rivw A-. The= rivem or =tions
of rivem h - rdily awesible by rod or

tild, W my kve wme development along their
homltie, md tit my have udergone wme

i~ud~t or divemion b the p~t.

mER MGE-The ara available to ad A

by big game tiugh the winter s~n. (LMRP)
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ADDendix A (ROadl& Arm)

-t

Map of the Entire Salmon-Hucklebe~ Roadless Arm

Map of Alternative #1 in relation to Roadless hds

Map of Alternative ~ in relation to Roadless hnds

MaP of Alternative #3 in relation to Roadless bd
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Dab shets for m “Econotic” halysis, by Alternative



PreSent Net Value of a Long Tern Project

The Base Year is O
The Discount Rate is 4.0 %
The Project Length is 13 years

YEAR ACTIVITY COST BENEFIT DISCO~T Pvc PVB

------------------------------- ‘$) -----::) ::::::--- ‘$)-- ‘$)------

0

1

2

Sale Prep
Tractor Thin 1306M
Skyline Thin 3371M
Timber Receipts
Road Const
Sale Admin
Haul & Maint

Skyline Thin 3371M
Heli Thin 9174M
Timber Receipts
Sale Admin
Haul & Maint

Heli Thin 9174M
Timber Receipts
Sale Admin
Haul & Maint

o

527,900
70,576

245,071
2.572,350

55,000 ‘
51,447

113,417

245,071
3,004,118

6,912,295
137,995
304,216

3,004,118
5,045,700

100,914
222,470

Post Harvest Fuel Treatment
15,766

Reforest 125 Acres 58,877
Road Closures 800
Road Oblit 13,500

5,Restoration Projects 25,000
Tree Blasting 180,525
Forage Seeding 13,557

13 PreComm Thin 27,440

The total Present Value Benefit is $13,349,828

The total Present Value Cost is s7,666,6J3

The Present Net Value is $+5,683,156

The Present Value Benefit/Cost Ratio is 1.74

1.0000 0

0.9615 507,596
67,862

235’645
2,473,414

52,885
49,468

109,055

0.9246 226,582
2,777,476

6,390,806
127,584
281,265

0.8890 2,670,650
4,485,609

89,712
197,775

14,016

0.8548 50,328
684

11,540

0.8219 20,548
14at378

11,143

0.6006 16,480



Present Net Value of a Long Tern Project

● Eagle Alt #2

The Base Year is O
The Discount Rate is 4.0 %
The Project Length is 13 years

YEAR ACTIVITY COST BENEFIT DISCO~T Pvc PVB

__-___-_-______--__--___-___-___!!!______-!!!_____!2::!!___---_($)
($)

-----------------

0

1

2

● 3

4

5

13

The

The

The

The

●

Sale Prep
Tractor Thin
Skyline Thin 31OOM
Timber Receipts
Road Const
Sale Admin
Haul & Maint

Skyline Thin 3099M
Heli Thin 4138M
Timber Receipts
Sale Admin
Haul & Maint

Heli Thin 4139M
Timber Receipts
Sale Admin
Haul & Maint

o

315,640
70,576

225,370
2,423,300

55,000
48,466

106,846

225,297
1,184,212

3,980,350
79,607

175,497

1,184,499
2,276,450

45,529
100,370

Post Harvest Fuel Treatment
13,117

Reforest 104 Acres 48,986
Road Closures 800
Road Oblit 13,500

Restoration Projects 25,000
Tree Blasting 180,525
Forage Seeding 13,557

PreComm Thin 27,440

total Present Value Benefit is $8,033,909

total Present Value Cost is $3,774,341

Present Net Value is $+4,259,568

Present Value Benefit/Cost Ratio is 2.13

1.0000

0.9615

0.9246

0.8890

0.8548

0.8219

0.6006

0

303,500
67,862

2161702
2,330,096

52.885
46;602

102,737

208,300
1,094,871

3,680,05?
73,601

162,257

1,053,015
2,023,756

40,475
89,229

11,661

41,873
684

11,540

20,548
148,378

11,143

16,480



Present Net Value of a Long Term Project

● Eagle Alt#3

The Base Year is o
The Discount Rate is 4.0 %
The Project Length is 13 years

o

1

YSAR ACTIVITY COST BENEFIT DISCO~T Pvc PVB

($) ($) FACTOR ($) ($)
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

o

Sale Prep 615,960
Tractor Thin 1306M 70,576

2

● 3

4

5

13

The

The

The

The

Skyline Thin 3615M 262;810
Timber Receipts 2,706,550
Road Const 55,000
Sale Admin 54,131
Haul & Maint 119,334

Skyline Thin 3614M 262,738
Heli Thin 11131M 3,695,492
Timber Receipts 8,109,750
Sale Admin 162,195
Haul & Maint 357,566

Heli Thin 11132M 3,695,824
Timber Receipts 6,122,600
Sale Admin 122,452
Haul L Maint 269,951
Post Harvest Fuel Treatment

16,270

Reforest 129 Ac 60,761
Road Closures 800
Road Oblit 13,500

Restoration Projects 25,000
Tree Blasting 180,525
Forage Seeding 13,557

Pre COmm Thin 27,440

:otal Present Value Benefit is $15,543,341

:otal Present Value Cost is $9,182,259

?resent Net Value is $+6,361,082

?resent Value Benefit/Cost Ratio is 1.69

1.0000

0.9615

0.9246

0.8890

0.854S

0.8219

0.6006

0

592,269
6J,862

252,702
2,602,452

52,885
52,049

114,744

242,916
3,416,690

149,958
330,590

3,285,5J4

108,859
239,985

14,464

51,939
684

11,540

20,548
148,378

3.1,143

16,480

7,49J,920

5,442,969
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Appendix C (Spotted O\VI Habiht)

-

Map of Alternative #1 in relation to Owl Habitit

Map of Alternative #2 in relation to Owl Habibt

Map of Alternative #3 in relation to Owl Habibt
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ADDendix D (Silvidtti Dah Sh&k)

at

Da~ shmk Iisthg tit by tit p~wriptions, sim md others, by alternative.
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17 27 98 104 80 Sw 70-80 2,197

18 9 88 201 96 CT 30-40 389

19 6 74 201 80 CT 25-35 175

20 10 74 175 80 Sw 50-60 173

23 21 74 164 70 ITS 10-20 155

24 132 65 269 83 CT 35-45 3,237

25 49 84 228 89 CT 35-45 1,441

26 33 84 228 89 CT 35-45 970

27 16 72 245 78 Sw 50-60 391

28 36 94 251 86 CT 35-45 797

TOTALS 1,030 26,396
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DATA TABLE

ALTERNATIVE 2

—

Gross Unit
Unit Acres Vol/Ac Trees/ Relative Rx % BA Volume

(MBF) Acre Density Removed (MBF)

1 26 88 206 86 CT 35-45 892

2 9 86 1?2 77 Sw 40-50 293

5 7 75 217 82 CT 35-45 140

7 7 92 189 90 CT 35-45 146

8 5 70 227 88 CT 35-45 105

9 23 81 261 76 CT 30-40 766

12 4 61 173 65 Sw 70-80 111

13 13 78 140 85 Sw 60-70 656

14 81 85 147 85 CT 35-45 2,006

15 10 78 149 70 Sw $5-65 278

16 15 78 287 85 Sw i5-65 293

17 27 98 104 80 Sw 70-ao 2,197

18 9 aa 201 96 CT 30-40 389

19 6 74 201 80 CT 25-35 175

20 10 74 175 ao Sw 50-60 173

24 89 65 269 83 CT 35-45 1,736
L
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EAGLE FEIS
DATA TABLE

ALTERNATIVE 3

Gross
Unit Acres

Unit
Vol/Ac Trees/ Relative Rx % BA Volume

(MBF) Acre Density Removed (MBF)

1 84 88 206 86 CT 35-45 2,890

2 9 86 172 77 Sw 40-50 293

3 4 88 158 76 ITS 10-15 40

4 12 91 198 88 ITS 5-1o 34

5 7 75 217 82 CT 35-45 140

6 42 ?9 143 67 CT 30-40 987

7 7 92 189 90 CT 35-45 146

8 329 70 227 88 CT 35-45 6,909

9 23 81 261 76 CT 30-40 766

10 15 72 246 78 CT 35-45 295

11 36 61 173 72 CT io-50 627

12 4 61 173 65 Sw 70-80 111

13 13 78 140 85 Sw 60-70 656

14 81 85 147 85 CT 35-45 2,006

15 10 78 149 70 Sw 55-65 278

16 40 78 287 85 Sw $5-65 780



17 2? 98 104 80 Sw 70-80 2,197

18 9 88 201 96 CT 30-40 389

19 6 74 201 80 CT 25-35 175

20 10 ?4 175 80 Sw 50-60 173

23 21 74 164 70 ITS 10-20 155

24 132 65 269 83 CT 35-45 3,237

25 49 84 228 89 CT 35-45 1,441

26 64 84 228 89 CT 35-45 1,882

27 16 72 245 78 Sw 50-60 391

28 36 94 251 86 CT 35-45 797

29 143 84 337 86 CT 30-40 3.003
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ApDendix E (Bst }ianagment %cticm)

=1

A listing of Best Mmagement Practices for Mai”tiining Water Q“ali[y



T-1 -

T-2

T4

T-5

T-7

T-8

T-9

T-n

T-12

T13+14

T-15+16

Road System

R-3

R4

Eagle - FEIS

Best Maagement Practices for Matibining Water Qulity

Coqlete watemhd effwk malysis. Avoid sensitive am - riparim mpping

h progms. Will consider protwtion of waler =urws m site W=ific tifomtion is
avtilable.

Cotittment from IDT to utili~ implemenktion plm to dwi~ate water resource prot~tion.

Lltitd operattig s=on for yarding 7/15 - 10/31. Work outside of this saon to be

considerd by IDT.

SMU’S / RMA’s. Desi@ate for ach tit in FEIS. When complete, unit-spwific tr=tments tire

completd: by uit si=, width, yarding allowd or not. RMA’s will be monitord pre and pos[

implemenhtion.

NAs ufit ~wific infoation in FEIS: Equipment o~ration, dirwtional felling, fill

suspension, retention of LWD,

For ground-based yarding system: If field investigation reveals average slopes within
propsd hamest units excd 20%, alternative yarding system will be considered.

hdings will be Iocatd grmter thm 200 f-t from m RNA.

Tmctor Skid Trails, yarding quipment would not operate within 150 fwt of m RMA. Skid

tmils for ground b=ti yarding system would be desi~atd, pre-approved, and designed tor
long tem site productivity md stid wagement.

Unit locations md logging system info to be includd in FEIS.

Sd, mulch, md waterbars for erosion control will be insklld h hawest units prior to

October 1 to ensure prot=tion from stem events.

Erosion central m+ures on lmd!ngs md skid trails my rquire scarification or subsoiling
prior to soling.

Rod desi~ md constmction would follow Best Mmagement Practices (BMP’s) as outlined in

the USDA Forest Sewice, Pacific Nofihwfit Region publication, General Water Quality Best
Mmagement Pmctices.

The opemttig smn for road constmction would be lititti to the period 7/15 - 10/31,

Dutig the plming md desi~ phase, if road cut slop= are exp=td to excd 15 feet in

height, the IDT will consider htensive erosion control mmures md alternative designs,
Evalmtion of road cut slope design during the plaming phase will tinitize potential for
erosion md us wwting from road slopes.



R-7

R-8

Eagle - FEIS

Best Mmagement Pmctices for Mainlining Water Q~lity

To tiitim mtiace erosion from new road constmction, spwial desi~ considerations (see
Bumoughs, E.R. md tig J. G., 1991) will k ud for road surfaces within 2W f=t of wet

mu md strwm crosstigs. To titim aliment from fill slopes, the followtig m-ures will

b considerd: 1) Sl~h wkdrows at the bme of the fill md 2) Rwhng the ditch to rduce
wakr velwity md Aiment tm~ofi.

If rod constmction is left ticomplete over the Prid 10/1 - 6/14, ex~sti ground would be

prot=td by -tig, mulchg, waterbatig, md blmkge prior to 10/1.
five stmm crossings would be protitd with tem~m~ culvefi or sitilar stmctires during
pionwr road constmction.
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Appendix F ~wrmtio. ~omation)

at

Exce~ts from the Raration Infoation Mmagement (RIM) Handbook (FSH 2309.11 )

Dab hble for r=reation visitor hours by activity.



124. 21..)

*

RIM HANDBOOK

:2-124.21 - Recreation Activities. Activities are significant
parts of a person’s total recreation experience on National
Forest System lands. Activities are defined as:

A recognized action or number of similar or

related actions which tend to fulfill a por-
tion of the. outdoor recreation needs desired
visitors on National Forest lands or waters.

Recreation activities and codes recognized in the RIM

will be found in exhibit 1.

People may participate in more than one activity in a

by

sys tern

given
instance; for examDle, walking (hiking) and hunting at the

same time. Record” the activi;y which-best represents the
primary experience sought by the visitor. When the :?in~ry
experience may not be readily apparent, record the activity

which has the most management and/or resource impact.

Many people engage in more than one activity during a given
visit. These activities should be recorded separately for a

e

given site or area. For example, a person may picnic (code
43.1) and participate in team sports (code 21.1), individual
sports (code 21.2), and games and play (code 21.3), in a sin-
gle visit to a group picnic area.

Activity’c ode definitions in exhibit 1 have been revised to
include companion activities. For example, sightseeing is
part of recreation travel (automobile riding, hiking, horse-
back riding, etc.) However, time spent at observation sites
should be recorded under viewing scenery (code 1.1).

Activities (and use) should be recorded on the site or area
where they take place. -*

*_FsH g/80 AMEND 42_*



Ylfll NG SCCNf S
ACTIVITlf S,

OBJECTS

iiAVf L -“’ALL” TI
,.,.

AL
TRAV[L
MOTORIZED

LAND

TRAVEL
ALL MO TORIZf D

UATf R .

TRAVf L
OTHER

HIS CILLAHEOU
LA;~A~#;CO

llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllltlllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll ACTIV[ Tr CCDf S lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll
,..

‘;’’’’’’;’+

,,, ,,, ... ... ,.?:; ::::: ;::: 1:::: ::::

1 vIEWING SCENERY: Viewt”q o.tsta”d{ng scenes, landscapes or other natural features from
observation po{nts, turnouts, vista points or other areas where vfs!to?s generally $t
for A o,. f”d “f C{...

2 (RISIRVFO; 00 NOT USC)

3 VIEWING AC TIV ITIf S (Spectator): Vlewfn”g other people part lclpatfng In a wide var{ety :
of ac.tfvfties on National Forest land$. Typtca) examples are spectators yfewi”g winter

‘sports activities, boating act fvftf es, hang gllder$, mountain cllmber$, or organized
games. Also fncludes vlewtng of other forest-related act{ vlt!es which may enhance or
broaden the vlsltors recreation experience such as watchfng ttmber harvest or road
construction activftf es, slash df$posal Opera tlOn$, cattle dr{ves, fire.flghtlng,
smoke jumping, etc.

4 VIEMING WORKS OF HUMANKIND: Vlsltlng and/or v!ewlng human-made features such as dams,
brfdges, bull dfngs, fish hatcheries, etc. , on Nat tonal Foreft lands,

L MOOFS (Includes s!ghtseetng while travillng ;””
...,,.,.,,,,,,, ,,,,,,,,, ,,,~e~,j F$” ,24.~, ~nd ,~4.2$j; ::~;;::; ;::; :;; :;~~:::;:\{:;:;

. ,,, ,. .,. ... .,,.,, .,, ,., ,., ,, .,,
.1 AUTOMOBILE: 0rlvif19 or riding In motor fzed VCllfCles with at least 4 wheels. Includes

all common passenger carrying vehicles such as car%, pick-ups vAns, campers, etc.

.2 MOTORCYCLES ANO SCOOT CRS: 0rlvfn9,0r rldfng motor !zed vehicles wfth less than q whee]$,

.3 ICf ANO SNOU CRAFT: Using tracked, propel ler. dri~.en, or spiked-wheel motor {zeal equipment
specifically designed for ice and snow travel.

.q SPfCIALIZFO LA NOCRAFT (ATV’ S): Orlvlng or rldlng fn vehicles with wheels (at least 4),
tracks or other suspension systems designed specifically for off-road “se. Includes
swamp and dune buggies, tricksters, and S!mllar Spec.ialfzed vehicles, Report common or
standard q-wheel drive veh{cles under 11.1 and atrboats under 12.2.

.5 TRAIN ANO BUS TOURING: Rfd{ng in buses, tratns, cog railways and S{ml)ar mass vehicles
carrying people on, or tO, National Forest lands for recreation purposes.

.1 TOUR BOAT, SHIP, FERRY: Travel on commercial water craft operating as tour bOats or
prov{dlng service prlmar{ly for visitors to view scenery on, or gafn .a’ccessto,
Nat fonal Forest lands. -i

.2 BOAT, POUf RIO: Or!v{ng or rfdlng {n small pleasure craft, houseboats; alrboats, and
s!mllar craft for Plea SuCe. Includes the actlvlty of launching boats at boatfng sites.

.1 AIRCRAFT, MOTORIZEO: Flylng or rfdfng In powered wfng or rotor aircraft to gain access
to National forest lands or waters for recreation purposes.

.2 AfRIA1. TRAMS ANO Llf TS: Riding aerfal devices to view scenery on, 0? ga!n access to,
Nat ton forest lands. Includes alplne slldtng and other off-season rfdlng of ski lifts
and trams at winter s orts sites.

!
include winter use of trams 8nd Iffts for $klfng access

under actlv{tf code 5 .3. (Sk!tna).

.3 AIRCRAFT, NON-HO TORI ZCO: Use of hang-gliders, parachutes, wtnged gllder5, balloons or
s~-’lar airborne structures th~t . launched, landed or otherw~.. dependent on the

;terlstlcs of Nat!onnl for, !nds for people to part! cl! In the sport.
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14,2 BICYCL[: Riding .On-motorized vehicles w!th three wheels or less.

14.3 HORfi8ACK: (HORSEBACK RIOING): Using an finals for mounted travel Irrespective of the
type of animal ridden.

TRAVEL - 15. I CANOEING: Riding In canoes, kayaks, and other llghtwe(ght craft propelled with paddles.
NOI{-MO TORIZIO Includes launch (”g.

WATER
15.2 SAILING: Rfding In sailboats, prams, or other Mfnd. propelled water craft.

launch !na.
Includes ,

15.3 OTHER UATERCRAFT (ROUING, OR IFTING, RAFTING) : Rfdlng In nonmotorlzed water craft such ~S
rowboats, rafts, Inner tubes. Includes launching.

1

,., ::,:;: ::,;::::: ::::::::: ,, ::::::: ::::::::: :,::::::; :::::::: ::::;:::: ::::::::: ::::::::: ::::::::: ::;:::::: ::::::::: ,:

{SPORTS, GAM[S PLAY-ALL (Excludes Winter Sport S):::::::::::::l:;;l!:;;!III~:i::{::;:;;;I::!;{\;:{;{i;::;!L;::I:i:![!:?;:{i~;ii{;;{jI?::i:{:;I{?:I;:
,,,

......... ,...,!.., .,, . . ... ,,,,.,...,,...,,,, ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,..,,,,,,.:..,,,,,,,.,...,,..........,,.,,.,,,,.

21.1 TEAM SPORTS: Participating in team acttvitiek such as football , baseball, volleyball , etc.
E

21.2 [NO IV IOUAL SPORTS: Golf, tennis, archery, target practice, horse shoes and similar sports. x
SPORTS-GAMES

21.3 GAM[S ANO PLAY: Playtng games such as cards, checkers, tag, hide a“d seek etc. ; throwing
z

frlsbee$, playing catch, dancing, or using playground equfpment.
>
z

22.1 SUIHHING AND uATERPLAY: Swlmmtng, dtv{og, beach p)ay, sunbathing and related actlvltl es. :

Includes bathing (n hot spr{ng$, Compet{tfve Sw{mming events and use of float!ng devices,
o

UA1f R SPORTS
0
.. .

ANO P<AY 22.2 OIVING: Skfn and scuba dfvln ~ (l”cl”de $ $norkellng) for the purpose of vfewlng,
photographing, hunting or exp ortng underwater areas,

flSHING-ALL
(Includes
recredtfon
harve St Of

..n. fish

31,2 ffSHING, WARM MATER: fishing In waters where conditions will not support trout spec!es
but are Sufffclent for species such as bnss, perch, and catfish.

31.3 FISHING, SALT MATER: Ffshlng fn oceans and est”arle$,

31.4 flSHING, ICE: Fl$h!ng through fce on frozen bodies of water,

w

w
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* (
41,2 CAMPING; AuTO: N{9ht use (approximately 9:00 pm to 9:00 am) of persons camping in temporary

shelters carr!ed on or {ncorpo?ated in Lhe tra”sportat {on .ehlcle. Includes camping {n station
wagons, vans, pickup campers, RV’S, buses, trucks, etc. Record 12 vlsltor hour! (1 RVO) for~
each person using such shelt,er for all or most of the nfght.time pevfod. Record eon. $peclflc

.,>:r<,w day use In Code 41.1
, \P-

CAMPING

(t

41.3 CAMPING, TRAILER: N{ ht use of persons camp{ng in temporary shelter$ tOwed behind the tran$.
portion vehfcle. 7Inc udes travel trailers, fold-out Or pop-up tent trailers,
specific day use (n Code 41.1.

Report non.

141.4 CAMPING, T[NT:

1

Night use of person% c&mplng {n tents, lean. to~$, shelters, or other accommoda
t{ons that are not part of a vehfcle.includes all campfng wfth no formal $helter (I.e. sleep.
bag). Report nOn-Spe C{fi C day use in Code 41.1.

41.5 ORGANIZATION CAMPING, GENERAL OAY: All noo-speclflc daytime use, general leisure and Act! v{tle
occurring on organization sttes, that cannot be read!)y defined In other actlyity codes,
night “se under Code 41.6.

Rep
/

41.6 0RGAN12ATION CAMPING, NIGHT: 0vernt9ht use of or9anlzatfon camps, Record 12 vlsltor hours
(1 RVO) for each occupant between 9:00 pm and 9:00 am.

PICNICKING 43.1 PICNi CKING: [atlng meals in a forest Pnvlronme”t foy pleasure a“d relaxation. [Incldcntal
meals eaten while part lcipat!ng In other “ajor activities Such as hunt fng, ft!ht”g, hiking,
etc. , should be reported as part of those actlv{tie$).

OTHt R
:cOMHOOATIONS

46.1 RESORT ANO cOMMERCIAL PUBLIC SfRVIC[, GfN[RAL: All nonspec(f(c daytime activ{tie$ and genera
le{ sure at hotels, lod9es, resorts, and other public se?vtce sites (I. e., Stores, re~t~”rdnt$,
fllllng stations, etc.).

46.2 RISORT LOO GING: Overnight use Of hOtel$, lodges, motels, hostels, cab fns, etc. Record 12
v{sftor hours (1 RVO) fOr each person using shelter between appvoximate\y 9:OO pm and 9:00 ~
the foil’owing day. All nonspeclf$c dayttme “se It recorded <“ 46.1,

46.3 RfCRIATION CABIN USC: Includes day and night use of permitted recreation residences or fores
SQrvl Ce owned cabins. One person pre$ent for 24 hours wfll be reported as 2.RV01$.
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Aupendix G (Alternative Maps for E~le SDEIS)

-t

Maps of alternatives#1 through 3 of the Eagle SDEIS.
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ADDendix H (Blo\vdo\vn)

-t

Blowdom namative

Map of blowdown arias in the Eagle Crwk drainage

Blowdown potential map
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Blowdom h the Eagle Crwk dmhage

Blowdom m dtiptiom:

Blowdow wm not a conum h the figle u= util approximkly 1983. Prior b this time, no cl=rcut hawest
activities hd occumd with the exception of a cl-ut along the wakm forest hu&v where road 4615 now
proses through the wuthem end of the tit ad smll clarcuk nod of road 4615 md along road 355 in the

physical dmtiage of figle Cwk. ~- cl=rcuk were hamestd h the lak 1960’s or -rly 1970’s. Road 4615,

4615140, md 4614150 were built to log the Wven ltig. me -g bgm where 4615 crosses the South

Fork md conttiti klow rod 4615 out to jut pmt the 461514615140 road jucdon. Road constmction and

loggbg for the Raven de bgm h the wly 1970’s md conttiud util approximately 1978. Road 4614 was

constmcti to log tie .Baldy. wle. ~s wle w= wld h the Ia& 1970’s hut w- given hack to the Forest

Sewice tiough the “buyout” legislation h the Mrly 1980’s. None of the unik from the orighal Baldy =Ie were
ever Ioggti.

me first CIWCU!tik to h sold md Ioggd along the4615 rod were uder the “Warbler” sale. One unit was
wutb of road 4615 at the 4615 / 4615120 road juction. ~rw other unik were located along the 4615130 ro~d.

me Warbler mle w= sold ti 1982 md completd in 1985.

In Dwember of 1983, the Esacati district experience a windstom out of the fit that caused blowdown
across the district. Pafi of this blowdom w= includd in Ibe “Quilt” =lvage ~le. ~ese sites were near the

Raven tbiming ad tijacent to one of the Warbler unik at the4615 120 road jmction. (Refer to atbched
blowdow mp, Ar- 1): In addition to tbe uits sbom on tbe mp, some roadside salvage occumed along road

e’”

4615 but these ufi~ removal individwl tr=s where there were no h-vy concentrations.

In 1985, the Es@c* district experience mother stem out of the wt that minly affatd the Eagle area

(Refer to at~chti blowdow mp, AK= 2). me four blowdom locations indicatd on the mp (MO north of
road 4615190, one wuth of 4614190, md one at the end of the 4614180 road, were located within contiguous

s~ds of timbr (no clamuts or thimings had yet b=n sold or hawestd along this road system). In addition to

the four concentrations indicatd, seved trms were blom over along the 4614170, 4614180, md 4614190

spurs (m hdicatd on the rep). Gce this blowdow wcumd, the “Gos~mer” ~le w- plmd and sold.

Gos~mer not only wlvagd the four concentrations of blowdow, but also cratd logical logging units around

these blowdom arm. ~us, the fimt clarcut uniu along the 4614, 4614180, ad 4614190 roads were created.
Rotiside wlvage uik were crtitd to log the blowdom adjacent to the 4614170, 4614180, md 4614190 spurs

(in~~t~ On tie ~P by “X’S”). Other rOadside ~lvage uni~ were esublishti along the 4614 road but these
units only pickti up mtterd individwl windthrom trws.

As show on the atkchd mp, one blowdom site is Iocatd off of the end of the4615 140 road (designated as
Ara 3 on the atwhd rep). ~s blowdom ara is k a conti~ow stid of timber (there are no clearcuts

imdiately =t of Ms ~ket). me tr= ti this arw are lying from ~t to west indicating that ent winds

crwted the blowdom.
It is AOW - ti the exact Ak of when tils blowdow wcumd however, it is estimtd it probably occurred

in either 1983 or 1985. mere are no plms to =Ivage this aru.

Blowdow arw .4’ is adjacent te a cleamot crmtti from the Goswmer wle. me way the trms are lying
indicat- that -t wti& crwtd this pocket. It is u~o~’ u to when these trws were blom over however, the

origtial ~le w= wld in 1986 md completd in 1988. ~us, tbe hlowdo~ probably occumed after 1988. ~ere

are no plms to mlvage this pcket.
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* me “Crowfoot- wle w= a xhdrrld de of green timber md wu wld in Jmq of 1990. Four tik were

Imtd on the 4615 and the 4614 roti system. One tit is Iwtd at the juction of the 4614 ad 4614190.

Blowdom ~ “5” is Imti on the other side of the 4614190 rwd wross from this Crowfwt tit. This

pncket w- blow over in Ink 1990 or aly 1991 ad w= ~lvagd by the .LI&fly - wlvage wle. Sn addition,

this dvage de pickti up xatterd indlvidwl t= along the 4614 md 4615 mti system. The way the trees
wem lying tidlww tit this blowdow wcumd from a wuthw=t wtid.

Blowdow ara .6- is I-td tijacent to a Quilt tit. This blowdow wcumd w a result of a mt wind but it
is not know m to the exwt &@ of this event. To Ate, this - hw not kn wlvagd.

tie otier de loggd dmbcr and constmcti rob. ~s de w= “Eager” md ww lwatd on the 4615 md
4615140 md syskm nofi of the @llt dvage ar-. Eager wm wld in 1983 ad wu completd in 1987.

Atir the tit at the end of the 4615 w- Ioggd, the BLM constmctd a road from this Eager tit, west across

the fo=t bou~~ md then out onto their Imd. Blowdom EH “7” is located west of MS Eager utit md wm
blow over by -t wti&. It is not bom when this event occumd but it probably happend in 1987 or 1988.

Smpected mm= of sptific evenk:

At the time of wch ~ific blowdow event, no malysis W* completed u to the exact cause of the windthrow.

However, tiough photo inte~mhtion, general gromd obsewations, district experience, how scientific data,
md comon sen=, conclwionss to the caux of the event(s) cm k detetind.

For this malysis, wved color photos were tien of a few of the blowdom sites. These photos were included

in the malysis file. =ch wri~ of photos were dividd into Groups md then wch photo w= given a letter

e

dmignation. .~w, th= groups ad photos are refemd to in the following text.

~ The blowdom pocket on the 4615 md 4615120 road w= lwatd on a flat ar- adjacent to previously

hawestti tik (refer to Group 3, photo “h”). Thw, the mt win& that causal this event blew against a wail of
trms along the dge of a cl~mut. If it had not bmn for this dge, it is mticipatd that blowdom would

probably not have occumti. This is kause tr=s in contiguom stids on the mme topography surrounding the

ar= were not affcctd.

There are wo other ~kek desi~atd m “ara 1”. Of these NO pockets, one is Iocatd adjacent to Raven

cr=k. ~s ~ket is Ititi in a ‘V. shapd draw md both sid~ of the draw were thiid in the Raven sale

(refer to Group 6, photo “a.). Thus, the quation ariW, why did one side of the draw blow over md not the

other side if both wem tid at the wme htensity ? (refer to Group 6, photo ‘h”) (at the time of this event,

no cl=muk were l~ted at nf the blowdow). From growd ob=wations ad photo inte~retition, it appars
that =veml facto= contribute to tis event. a) The -t wtids app=rd to have fimeld do- through the

strwm dminage possibly accelemtbg u they went dom strain. b) Ground water md alder patches appwr
abve md on the =t side of the mti md it is pssible the nofi facing slope h- a higher water tible thm the
wuth facing slops. ~Is condition could cauw smiler root roses when compard to a drier site. c) Road 4615

CHM M dge above the blowdow site. d) me tr~ h the timber stid had bwn close growing, ull, and
without a large rmt m.

me remining pket in arw 1 is lmatd on a smll, d~, relatively flat ridge (refer to Group 8, photo “a &

b“). Men compd to the sumomding temin, WIS site is more exposd thm other arm in the vicinity.
Suspcctd caw of the event a~, a) The site is locatd on a relatively expod, shallow wild ridge. b) The

rod system crated m dge above ad in the blowdow site. c) The tr=s in the timber stid were close

growing, kll, md without a large rwt -s.

a w Two pocke@ of blowdom in ara 2 were on either side of Raven creek. (at the time of this event,
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th= billsid= wem mnti~om s~b of timber except for constmctd roab). Swpwtd cau= of the event
e

a~ a) The sit= w I-t@ h a- with high water tibl= (tribub~ stmm to Rcven crmk ad wet arw are

Imti ahve md @ tie sid~ of the si~) thw, mt m= wem smll. b) The mt wti& app=rcd to have

tield dow tiough the stim dmtige ~ssibly accelemttig u they went dom str-m. c) The tres in the

timhcr stid we~ C1OX gmtig, @n, md without a large rwt -s.

A third ~ket of blowdom irr ar= 2 w= Ioatd wuth of rod 4614190. (at the time of this event, this hillside
mmistd of mnti~ow s~ds of timkr excqt for constmctcd roab). ~s site w= approximately 2W south

of the 190 rod, on a relatively exposd, d~ bob on a ridge. Swpwti uws of the event are: a) The site is

Imti on a relatively exp~, shallow wild ridge. b) The gromd is fairly rwky with shallow soils. (c The

mt - of the t- w- smll due to site conditions ad the trm wem C1OS gmwtig.

A foufi pket of blowdow ww Imatcd at the end of the 4614180 rod. (at the time of tils event, this hillside
mmisti of mntigrmw stids of timkr except for constmctd roak). This site is Imatd on the side of a ridge

tij=nt to the 180 md. SuWwtd caws of the event are: a) The road system crwtd m dge above the
blowdow sik. b) The tres k the timber stid were CIOWgrowing, hll, md without a large root ms. c) The

mti cut crwtd a ~el where the wind could drop below tbe cmopy layer ad ~ssibly accelerate m in a
venmti.

me mmirring pfiions of arw 2 ww roadside =Ivage along the 170, 180, ad 190 spurs. The trees along these

roads were laying padlel with the road md ve~ few were actilly laying across the road. The bcaviest
blowdow ww tijacent to the rod with a few scatterd individuals approximately lM to 1S0 feet back into the

timber. (at the time of this event, this hillside consistd of contiguous stidi of timber except for constmctd

ro~). Sm~tcd MW of the event nrti a) The tr~ in the timber stid were close growing, hll, ad without

a large mt m. b) The road cut cr=td a ~el where tbe wtid could drop below tbe cmopy layer md

pssibly awelemk m h a venmri. e

_ ~s site is l-t~ On a nOfi facing slope adjacent to m u-named tributiw to Eagle Crwk md is
Imatd io a contiWous stid of timber. Suspwtti causes of the event are a) The e=t winds apparcd to have
tield dow though tbe str=m dmimge possibly =celerating m they went dom strain. b) The trees i“ the

timkr stid wem C1OWgrowing, @n, md without a large root WS. c) It is pssible the nofih facing slope has
a tigber water hble thm the south facing slope, This condition could cause smaller root roses when compared

to a drier site.

@ ~is s~ll site 1Slocat~ in ripari~ buffer left alongside a tribuary to Raven cr=k (refer to Group 3,
phob “~). This buffer w= left after the logging of a cl~rcut h the Goswmer wle. Sus~tcd causes of tbe

evat am: a) me at wti& that ca~ this event blew agakst a wall of tr~ along the dge of a clwrcut. b)

The site is h m a- with high water kbl= where rmt us is smll. c) The trm k the timber stid were
C1OS gmtig, kll, md without a large mt -s due to competition md pr dmtiage.

= ~S s~ll site is l~t~ next to roti 4614190, across from a cl-rout cr=td by the Crowfoot sale
(refer m Group 3, phom d.). This site is Iwatd on a nofih facbg slope in the upper Raven crwk drainage. Of
the blowdom sit- d=riti, tbs is the ody patch (=ide from scatterd tidividwls along roads) that W=
blowover by a wwbrly wind. Swtti ~ws of the event are: a) The w~t win& that causti this event blew
agtist a wdl of t- along the dge of a clarcut md rod cut. b) The t- in the timbr s~d were close
growing, MI, md tithout a large mt m due b co~tition. c) It is ~ssible the nonh facing slope as a

higher water able tbm the wuth facing slope. ~Is condition could ca”w smiler root _ses when comPar@
to a drier sic.

= ~S S~ll sib is l~t~ next to a .I=rcut .I=td by the Quilt =1.. fiis site is Iocatd on a west
facing slope on the back side of a d~ ridge. Suspwtd causes of the event arc a) The emt win& that caused

e
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tis event blew agtist a wdl of trw along tie tige of a clwmut. b) me tr- h tbe timkr stid were close

gmtig, hll, md titiout a large mt ~ due to competition.

W ms Si@is I-ti h a .l=ve. strip bwen a clarcut cr=ti by tie figer wle md a cl~rcut
cHti h tie lab 196Wsor ~rly 197&s (refer to Group 3, phob e.). me sik is lwatd on relatively flat dry
Imd. S~~ -W of tie event am a) me tit ti& hat cad tis event blew agafit a wall of tr=s

along tie ~ge of a clmut. b) me t~s h tie timhr s~d were C1OS growing, till, md without a large root
_ due @ co~tition.



Blowdow Potential

Eagle - FEIS

e

me foffotig mp w= develO@ timrgh on the gmud tivatigations, district exprien=, mientific &b, md
m~mt *w, ~s mp is h no way atkmpttig to prdict future wtidtbow evenk nor is it m attempt to /
ptilct where blrrwdom would WW. Mther, it is hkndd to & a tool whereby magem cm d=i~ plmed
proje@ m tit the likelihd of mm is gr~ter. It ~ot ha ~mmd that if stik are cOntiWom, that the

pmhhility of blowdom is low over the entire pmjmt m=. ~s is evidencd by p=t blowdom evens in the

hgle dmtige tit bve wuti h conti~ow timber stida. It de~n& on stid condition, site condition, and

the vel=ity md di~tion of the wtid.

me high probability a- on the mp were placd on ridge tops, along roab that are ali~d wt to west,

along str=mid~ md riptim arw that are ali~d =t md w-t, md h arm where blowdom h= occurred
h tbe pmt.

me mtiemta probability arm on the mp were placd on the .Iw” side of ridges where the ridges were
dai~tcd high probability, on ridge tops with shallow soils, drainages that were not ali~d eut md west, and

nod slop where it is suspwtd that water mbles could be high.

me low probability arw were placd on tbe “Iw. side of ridges lower dow in the projwt area, on west facing

slows, md where nofi slopw wem lower dow in the drainage md are protmtd by sutiounding topography.

~s mp is a womt csae xenario io that, if a cl~mut “@ge” were placd h a high pmbahility ar=, then 9
blowdrrm would most likely occur along that dge over time. LAewise, if a thiming were to occur in a high

probhility ~ ad the wkd w= not allowti to drop below the cmopy layer, then the probability would be

low altbougb them is a g~ter cbmce that blowdow could wur given the right conditions (i.e., wtid
dimtion, wkd velmity, wil moistire content eti. ). In this mdysis, .dge- is defid ~; the distinct line
b~~n wo diffe~nt wd sages (e.g., the line cr~td where a 10 yar old plmtition abu~ a 130 yar old

r=idul stid of timkr). If a cl~rcut dge were placd in a modemte probability arw, then the chmces of

blowdow along that dge is not w gr~t ~ in a high probability aH. However, the possibility of blowdown
still exis~. If a Wlming wem placd in the modemte arw md the wind wu not allowd to drop below the
cmnpy layer, the probability of blowdom is low. k the low probability ar~, the chances of blowdow are

much 1= & ti the other probability arm. ~s is es~ially tme in the c- of a thiming. It should be
mmembrti m, that while noml stid &mge cm & Wtid by gd silviculhre, there is no way of

mmplekly preventing loss cati by ~k of hurricane force (Mergen 1954).

Under the ~gle SDEIS, the clmut pr~ription would not ha - h my of the alkmatives. me closest

silvicultud til tit mmbl~ a cl~mut is the sheltemmd where 20 t- per acre are left on site. ~is
prwription would not bc rwomendd h Mgh probability arm kaw it does crate m dge md blowdown
would most likely ~ur. me sheltcwd prewription with 20 trws per acre, could be @ in the modemte

pmbbility a- if this cutttig W= placd lower dom in the dmhage. me possibility of blowdom still exisk

but a _ger ~ & wmewbat msurd of success. me d~ision to place a sbelte~wd in ~ ~odemte arm

would dw depnd on other objwtivea for the site. If the other objwtives ou~eigh the blowdow risk, then a

shelkwd of tis typ my be appropriate. h addition, a shelte~~d h the moderate probability arm would
bc mo= UWA of suwess if 40 or 50 tr~ per acre were left rather tba 20. In the low probability aras, a
shelkwd l~vtig 20 tr~s ~r acre would & ve~ appropriate md the probability for success is very high.

hotber silviculmd til Wing considerd in the Eagle FEIS is thiming. It is rwomendd that a thiming

bub~ not& plad imcdiately adjacent to the top of tbe ridge that divides Eagle and the wilderness. ~is e
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is kw this is a high prohbility ua md the ctica of the wtid dropptig &low the mopy layer is high
even though this is a thtig. tice on the “le- side of the ridge, t&g cm kgin but with a light removal

fi.e., l= ~ 30%of the W - should k mmovd). Below this Iigh&r removal, the -g could
tic= h tikmity. However, the titisity should not & mch tit the wkd g- blow the mopy. Futiher

tiw the S1OF, tings a tic= h titensity ad smll opetigs m b cr=tti. ~s a recur on the

lower S1OF h the mtiemw md low probability ar-. Utilitig the abve meth~ should enmm that
obj~tiv~ for stid tipulation w met with a ftirly -ure wme of their SUCCWS.

Sweys hsve kn coqletti tit identify dl wet ar~ ad stwm tit could& affwtd by the proposti
dktiiv=. It would & t~ cumb~me b mp dl of thee am on the attschd blowdow ~tential mp.
However, th- tm m - with a high blowdow pkntial. h this typ of m, trw removal should be with
a low ti~ity md thm ticr~ h tikmity ~ the tit moves away from the sik. h tige should not be
c~ted imdia@ly djacent to the= wet arm md tribuhria though sheltemmd hawesting.

bother high potential ar= for blowdom is along the dgw of existing clwmuE. fiese tm were not show on

the atkchti mp. It apw that the mjority of the cleamut dges that cumently exist are windfim however,

there sre exceptions (refer to color photos h the malysis file). ~= exceptions are where dges were left

tijawnt to wet ar- or a= with high water tibles md adjacent to expd ridge tops where soils are shallow.

It is rwomendd tit h-vy sheltewd cutting utits not be placd next to these bigb potential arw. In

sddition, if stids m to ~ ttid, that the intensity of thtig b light while close to these dges (i.e., Not

@ remove more tbm 30% of the bssal arw in the stid.
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Introduction
The subsmtive comen~ rweived on theSDEIS are briefly Sumrid below ad then followd by a res~nw

by the Interdi*iplfia~ T=m. Wbem sifilar comen~ we~ rmeivd in more tbM one letter, th= comenk

wire combtid uder one h~dmg md a stigle r~nw wu ud to add~s the cement(s). Folloting the

substitive comenk md re~ons=, copies of the letters rweivti have &n ticludd in this ap~ndix.

1) SubjwC Smtt@ hl Habibt
Cement numkrs 201/13/01, 306/06/01. 310/57/01. 310/58/01. 310/59/01. 310/60/01. 310/61/01:

“Page 73- Stice much of the So.tb Fork is sitilar h age ad stmcmm md is desi~atd m suiwble S~ttd ml
habiat, why isn’t more of the stem pfiion suimble S~ttd @l habiat? The elevation vari= from abut 2,5M

fet to abut 4,~ f=t. At the I=t it =m that it should & di~ml habitit. If not, m expl-tion would k

belpfil. ”

.Other arw not adq~tely addressd in the EIS: - The cumulative impacts of dw~tig S~ttd ml Habimt loss. ”

“Did the Forest Semite smdy account for the cumulative effwts of timre md cumnt logging o~mtions on the

Spottd Owl? For instince, how will the dwr=se M hterior com=tivity effwt fiture distribution of the OWI?”

‘Has the semice conductd my smdy concerning the fifth OWI pair who= habikt till k rducd to =.if it will
fall below the 1,182 acres tie Iifit by factotig in other cutting that my wcur on public 01 private lm~?”

“Is the fifth pair roosting? lf w, what is the pssihility a chick will etigmte towar~ this ar- due to habiht loss

in other arws? How will the d=me in titerior habitit effwt this ty~ of tigmtion?”

“Whyare wagement objwtiv= not gad towards ticr=ing late semi habikt for new owl pain? @g. 129) It

appmm the For~t Semite is skttig SPttd tils are not expwtd to incr=w ti the am bwaw their mge is
being Ioggd. Is this the caw? Would S~ttti @l ~pulations incr= if tbe Forest Sewice ww not destroying
their habibt? If so, how is this consistent titb the Wirit of the Stitirds ad Guidelines B-13, Improving “tmvel

md dispe~l corridors for WY temestrial timls, md to provide comwtivity corndom among hte-Suwessional

Resewes. ”

Resuonse:
The elevation of tbe Eagle projwt arm tends to incr-e m one travels west to -t culminating in a ridge at

approximately 4,~ f~t prior to falling st=ply into the Salmon-HucMek~ Wilderness.Them are mrked changes
in forest stid cond]t]ons~ross this elevation gradient. Stids at the higher elevations tend to kve smiler avag%. ,

diameters. Them is a pronomcd lack of large snags which are im~tit u owl nesting stmcmres md dow logs
which are ndd to suppoti a h=lthy owl prey b~. In addition, them ten& to be less large resid~l t- in the

upper elevations. Due to these difference in stid characteristics, much of the stem ~fiion of the projwt ar~
wu not considerd suitible Spttd owl habibt (i.e., nmting, rmsting, or fomgtig). However, much of the Eagle

ara dws provide dis~~l habibt. Di~~l habiut for Eagle wu conwltd on titb tbe U.S. Fish md Wildlife

Semiw h the Mt. HA National For=t 1996 Biologid Asessment for Timbr Sal= md other Pmj-k. Wltti
Eagle, 168 mrm of di~rd hablht would b removal md approximately 1,032 ac~ would b degdd. The

U.S. Fish md Wildlife Sewice conclusion is the Mt. Hd National Fomt FY95 ad FY96 timkr wle pro~m
is not likely to d=troy or advewly mtii~ d=i~atd critiul babiht (Refer to file numbr l-7-96-f-208).

The Forwt Semi@ addres~ the cumulative effwk on tbe ~tti owl bough a pmgm-tic biologid
mwsment. Biological wwsment “Fiwl y-r 1995/1996 Biologid *ssment for Timkr Sales md Other

Proj=k, Mt. Hd National For=t. ” The biologiul ~wsment tidw- 1) SumV of eff=k of the pmpd
action to ~tti owls ad their habibt; 2) MRW1ldem=s complexes; 3) Comwtivity/di~=l; 4) Critiml habimt
uni~ 5) hcidenbl T&~ ad 6) kter-mlatti md kterde~dent effw@. In addition, the Biologiwl Aswssment

for the Eagle projwt addw= the cumulative effww to critical habiht, NR habitit, di~ml habltit, md owl
“tie” within the projwt am.
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The “fifth pair” (pair 5292) hm *n sumeyd to Region 6 protwol. A debtiation h- &n mde that ik habimt
would be rebind akve “tie” ti~hold, ticludkg effa~ from all public ad private lm&. a

“Rmsting” is defid m the restkg bhavior of m timl. A rmst site is a place where m miml rmsk. It cm

refer to dsy m tight rwstkg.

There is no possibility of a chick” efigmtbg towar& the ~gle am due to habibt loss ti other a- stice chicb

are helplws md r~trictd to the n~t sik. Di~ml is the prm=s by which m tinl l=vm one a- to =~blish
a new home mge h mother aw. Di~ml cm b udetien by juvetile or tidt ~td owls. Juvetile spotted

owls m di~erw horn their na~l si~ h ~dom dimtions ad tmvel mdemte dlstices, approximately 9-30

tiles on avenge (Gutiemz, et.d., 1985).

On pages C-39 md CA 10 f the Rmord of D=isinn (ROD) for the Nofihw=t Fomt Plm, di=us=s the sti&r&

and guidelin~ for mtrix lm&. The mtrix consis~ of Imds ou&ide the six categori~ of dmi~ati a=. Most

timbr hamwt ad other silvicultiml wtivities would k conducted h that ~flion of the mtrix tith sui~ble forest

lands. Owl populations are not expwtd to ticra h the Matrix a-. Mma@g Matrix a- “towar& tier-tig

late semi habiht for new owl ptim” or incrwtig Iak wml habibt is not one of the mtrix obj~tives s~td in the
ROD.

2)Subjwt: Roadless A-

Coment numbem 310/77/02 & 310/78/02:

“Why will 3% of Imd h roadl~s ar~ b Ioggd by this wle. @g.64)

“What percent of lad in the Sale are no includtig the Wtldemess md the LSR will b Ioggd ? Why did the Fo~t

Sewice include the= other ar~ ?“

Resuonse

Objwtives for -aging For-t Sewim lm& were di~layd on page 5 of the SDEIS, this is why the= Imds are o
being Ioggd. The amendd Mt. Hd National For-t, Forwt Plm comiderd all of the roadless ar- on the

Forest. Some of the= Iadr we~ set ~ide for pm=mation, others were not. The Salmon-HucMeb~ Roadl~
Ar= w- not set mide for pr~wation (SDEIS page 54).

Excluding the LSR ad wildemas, the SDEIS considerd 6,320 acres of Imd for magement (SDEIS page 66).
~e Forest Sewice pmfemd alternative would wage 1,396 of theas acrm (SDEIS pagw 26 md 27). ~w, 1,396

dividd by 6,320 qwls 22% of tb lad outsib of. the LSR/wildem~ WOUM& wagd mder this dwument.

3) Subjwt: Cumulative Effw&

Cement numbm 303/09/03 ad 307/06/03:
“Cumulative effm~ of Ioggtig on private Imdr ad public la& witi the watemhd should b tidresd in the

draft EIS. The Wa&mhd halysis should k revid to reflwt conditions of the watemhd followtig the timge

cad hy the 1996 flti. ”

“Tmpyers am shelltig out tillions of dollam for rod repaim md other tifwtmm~ &mge tit W= proven to
be ex~erbati by log@g (~ially clwmu& md hw~ tigs on S* slop). With notig to hold kck

the snow, wheo the wam mtis ~me we M -ive water volum wtig out of the C&ade mountih valleys.

Do we wat mother Smtiam Mver fld sitition on the Cl~hm ?-

Resmnses:
The watershd malysis comided the entire figle C~k watemhd ad the cumulative effwk fim Forwt Sewiw

activities ad activiti~ of other lmd omers. A malysis W= mnducti h Mwch of 1996 to vdi&k the Eagle
Crmk Watemhd hdysis. DW m the lack of timge, the watemhti malysis is still comiderd valid.

e
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●
h the ground reviews conductd titig the ~tig md su~er of 1996 tidimte that tbo= lm& adtilste~ by
the Forest Sewice h the Eagle Cmk dmtiage sufferd little if my hinge km the fl~ of 1996. me one

exwption is rod M15011. ~s spur now conmtis dwp “mh” from water m-ff however, the Forest Sewice
r=o~d this ~tential h the SDEIS md would oblitemte this rod dutig alt-tive implemmtition (SDEISpage
29).

me SDEIS dld not diwws h detiil, the fld of 1996. ~s dixwsion tillk ~cludd ti the FEIS.

4) Subj~t: Econotics:

Cement numkm 100/01/04, lW/02/04, & 100/03/W
“ . ~ial emphmis nd to b pl~d on the d=i~ of the timbr d= or the wonotics ~ k tivemly
impwti. k ptiicular, when tig or @id cutttig, the utig prmription mwt b mch that the tr- w
k wtilly fell tiough the ~opy. GeneAly, the uopy mwt & o~nd sough that the helicopter pilot md

hwker cm actillys &ch other. It is a gd syskm h that ~ial mrndom n~ not ~’cut md the shd a
k tratd evedy. However, this syskm till not work if it is forcd @ do udersto~ remval. ”

“One thing that my be wofi Iootig tito is m=htiml falltig ad bucbing..

Resmn=s:
Conuhd within the malysis file for the SDEIS w cost estimtes for helicopter yarding on all action alkmativ=.
~w cost estimtm are b~ on the “Helipace” computer prog- that hm &n develo~ by helicopter loggem.

~is program accouk for wveral variabl= that confront o~mtom ustig the helicopter system (kcltitig cuopy

o~nings). ~is aalysis tidicata that helicopter yarding is wonotial for this pmjwt. In tidition, it is felt that

this ty~ of aerial sysmm would kst mwt all of the objwtiv= for this watenhti.

In the pint, tbow ~ple involvd ti Iogghg engti=fig have toud diffe~nt sit= where m=hmical bamestem

e

have kn opemttig. Although this is a gmd ground bud system, h wm felt that due to the wil t~s, water
tiblw, md =nsitivity of this watemhd that a mwhti=l hames~r wOuld nOt ~ appropriate fOr t~s Pafiicular =t

of wle(s).

5)Subjwk =

Cement numbm 101/01/05, 310/41/05. 310/42/05, 310/43/05, 310/44/05, 310/45/05, md 310/46/05 :
“We do question the pmctice of oblitemting reads when the= activitiw cm CaW more sil~tion ~~ a well

minbind md hardend rd. Fuflhemore, m uagement dlrwtion cbmgw h the fimre, new roa& my k

calld for in the exact ~me plwe where the origtial reads were oblitemted. ”

“Wt m-m are king tien to elitinate erosion from road #335? If notig is Wig done, the plm should &
mdlfied to We rehabilitation of this - a priority. ~m m=u~ should ~ consistent with C-7 md C-32, RF-

3 (c). “

“How do you prop= to mtihti mti 4615150yet allow vege~tion to grow on the road w that it is eventily
im-ble @age 117). ” “How long do you prop= m C1OS the 1.6 film of rod ? Pe-ently or for up to 10

yam ?’

“~is pla till tic= the mout of rod h the ar- from 21.7 to 22.6 @age 119). ~s d~ not confom with

ROD Sti&rd md Guidelti~ C-7, timu level of “no net tic=” h ro~ on Key Wa&mh* oumidw
roll- m- ? Why is the Formt Sewiw not confofig ti their ow mlw ?“
“How is this rd ad iw propd titi comisknt with the Aq~tic Co~mation Stmbgy for this watemhd ?“
“Why d- the plm tivwt money h nw rm& h a key watembd whm the bighwt priority of this watemhd is

~smmtion ? (S@&r& ad Guidelti~ C-7). ”

●
“How dw rmd 4615 facilitate wak~d r=mmtion ? It is on a ridge akve a stip slope tit is gotig ti &
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shelterd cut. Have you mwd the effcck this till have the watemhd ?”

“How my Ioggtig ~urs are there h the ar= ? Will all of them bc oblitcmtd or just tbe wo mentiond h the
●

SDEIS ? When is the Fo~t Semite gotig to cl-up the tmh leh by people on the logging WUN?.

“Why are all of the rod clomre ad oblitemtion projwk rwo-endd h the Wakmhti blysis no &fig

mdetien ?“

Rewn~:

Rods m contribute aliment to stm. me wtil amo~t of ~ment vti~ by the placement of the mti h

relation to strwm md if a trm~fi mw~sm is h plaw. me mak tit have kn idmtifid for clome ti the

SDEIS @age 29), am skp, do have wti N=ff, md a _ti mwhtism is h plwe for aliment tm~ti.

~us, thw rod have the higb~t priority for oblitemtion ad r-tomtion. It is mticipatti that th~ - would

not & n~cd for m- for 10 to 20 y- or longer. However, m event my mur dutig this time fmme where

access would & qtid (e.g., ti-t tif=tation, wildfire, em.). h this wakmhti, rwtomtion d- have priority

md clostig thm rod would aid h wakmhd r=tomtion effofi.

Oblitemtion of the Iotis Iistcd abve is consistent with the watershd malysis. h addition, problem arws along

roads are betig dwlt with which is waterstiti restomtion md is comistent tith the Watershd Adysis (SDEIS page

27 ad 29). Not all r=omenhtions ti the watemhd.malysis are quiti tu hc ddt with udet OM dmueti.
~us, the Eagle SDEIS/FEIS is d~ltig with the ar~ tit caw the gr~t~t concern for ~ssible degtition of

the watershd.

fiere is a diwrepmcy in info~tion within the SDEIS. mere would& a dwrwe in rod filw k the FEIS,

Road 4615150 is Iomtd on top of a bob md d- not p= bough nor is it C1OWm riparim ar~. In addition,
there is no Aiment tms~fi mwhtism b place w that tbe possibility of Aiment entering str=m COUMS is

practically nil. me mintenmce discusd ti the dwument is for dactig ad not for ctivefi, ditches, or other *
water traspfi m~htism. @ce the vegetation bm clod the rod, there would no longer b a n~ ~ mk~ti

it.

mere is one shelte~ood cutting titan rod 4615 @tit W). me S1OF h this tit avemges approximately 40%

and the utit is well away from strain COUNS. ~s tit d- not remove timhr from riparim arm (SDEIS page

28 md Appendix K). Water qulity md fish hablmt were addm~ h Gaptem III ad IV bgtig on page 35
of tbe SDEIS.

Road #355 is along Eagle Crwk ad is ~ a hte Successional R=we ~R). & diwti ti the SDEIS, to Iitit
tbe WF of the dwument, the Forest Sewiw will not conduct ~agemnt activitiw ti the LSR nor will the Fo~t

Sewiw complete m LSR ~wssment which is ~uird bfom agement activitiw a tie place (SDEIS page

1 ad ROD page C-11.

With the exwption of one wrrr on the 4d15, dl log~g ~um on FOM S@iw lmd, oukide of the NR, am show

on the mps (SDEIS pge 29). tiwlly, the Fo~t Sewi@ h apmtion tith SOLV (Stop O~gon LitWr md
Va&lism) ad volmkr private hauling mmpti~, met ad cl--up sik when illegal tmh dumping k

mcuti. me mirr arw for tmh du~kg is on the 4d 10 md 45 msd sysmm. Mthough the Fomt Semiw would

like to cl--up m much w ~ssible, there is a l-k of revenue md volu~m who would ~ tilling to ~nd a &y

or wo helptig ~ pickup tmh. ~m, stim the problem on the 4614/4615 is not ~ gmt u the other mti syshm,

the Fo~t Sewiw hm not b able to CIW the wum h the a~.

6) Suhj=~ Blowdow:
Cement numkm 201/07/06, 310/74 .101.104.105.106.107. md 108/06. md 306/01 & 02/06:
“Page 13- While 4-5 tila of dge ~ Wig cmtd, the large ~ of -g my alw Id to m tic-h the
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o amount of blowdom. ”

.
. is the lack of malysis of the cumulative impwk of log~g ad rod buildtig concetig blowdow. Them is

m extensive histo~ of blowdom h the ara mmwtti to ro~ md Iog@g, whether CIWCUK, tis, or

sheltewmd cuk. ”

“All of the ti~ for the tie cuttig dkmativw ae woudd by ri~m a- with tigh or modemte potential
for blowdow. -

“What pmf do you hve that a -gfid here h tidfim=s ouweighs the E* &mge, which will
tier- tidtkow, done to trm fmm log@g wtivitie ?”

“Why is oofy the fimt row of mtifem &fig Etid mmd ‘No Tr=tmmt Buffem’. Stice the~ is a tiger of
wtidtbw &mge, tifes~tiom, md fire followtig the de, mom tr- should & left to emm them a- am not

&mgd ?“

“Alt. 3 hm the highest propodion of cutttig h a- prone to wtid t~ow @g. 101). Why choo= the alternative
with the greatest chmce of hinge to the forext ad watemhd ?”

“Would the skyline corndom (mtig mt to w-t) mlt h a tieltig of whd ? Since the roak ti the ar=
tig -t to west have the g~test pokntial for tidtiw @g. 102), dms the -e hold tme for the corndom?”

“The SDEIS sates that 10% of the tr~ after cutttig would b ex~td to fall dom due to tidtiow? @g. 101)
In arm whe~ this will occur, is this numbr tierr tim womt m a Auction h habiht for the ~ttd owl,

interior habimt md fmgmentition, ad tohl riparim mne 10S ?”

@

“Which are the wet arm when blowdoms have mud h the pwt ?(102) ke th~ sites more at risk of fumm
blowdoms ? How is this &en kto amount when pltig CU6 ?”

“Seveml utits in riparim mnes ti up~r wakmhd have a high pkntid for blowdow. (Blowdow mp md At.

~P) UMK 2g, 26. 25, are examples of ti~ that hve a combtiation of th=e factom that would nwessikte
exemption from cutting. Why did the For=t Semite dmide to log d~ite the= factom ?“

Resvonsc

The dge refed to h the ‘SDEIS is mom of a delio~iou ~- vege~tion.tws mther rhm a- dist~ct ~ge .,
=wiatd with a cl=rcut. As krfimti itr the blowdom @ysis (SDEIS s~fitig on page 96), if the wtid dws not

drop blow the caopy layer, blowdow is not likely to recur. me of the obj=tives for the *g pmwriptiom
in this projwt is to Imve plenty of tiopy w tit the tid d~ not have a chmw to drop klow th= upper Iayem.

More infomtion is contiind h Appn&x H of the SDEIS md the halysis File.

A cumulative effwk mdysis ww completd md fidtigs wem dwumentd (SDEIS pages 103 ad lW).

As stiti in the SDEIS, blowdow cm tiur io riptim m whether h a namml ststrd or adjwnt to a cuttiog
uit. me factom that lad to blowdom = sdl mt sysmm, wet wils, till tr= titb little tipr, md allotig
the wtid to drop blow the aopy layer, eti.. With the deltiwtion of riptim ar- (u Fr ROD s@&r&), wet

wil a= ER btig avoidd tbm, no blowdrtw is mticipti dw to wagement wtiviti~. h tiltion, -g

acufig ti ara tith a higher blowdow ptentid wmdd b light sod the wiod would not b able to drop dow

into the stid. Thu. u~tropbc blowdom is not ex~ti b uur.

The 10% mfeti to ti the SDEIS is ti tik titb the ~el~d p=ription (SDEIS page 101). As tidicati ti
the dwument, when a sheltered cut is co~le~, owl bblht md kterior babibt wotid b affmtd or would no

*

longer *we ti this finction th~, a cumulative effwb tiysis b ddy &n completd for the effwk to this
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typ Of hahi@t. Stice the= a- would no longer& tictiotig m this ~ of hahiat, fifier blowdow would
not cumulatively add to the rtiuction of owl or tikrior babi@t, No heltemd tik ~e plud ti ri~m m.

NOW To put this h ~r~tive, a 10% rduction ti a shelte~d tith 40 rwidd tm pm WE would ma 4 e

trm pr wre would blow over.

Evidence on the gromd h ~gle tidimt= tit blowdom would not be etid due ~ log@g mtititia (i.e.,
corridors, Imdtigs, mb tr~, ~ilt~, ec. ). ~s is eviden~ by phoms mnhtid h the Mysis Ffie md mmeys

completd h the Wtig of 1996 a~r the fld md ti&~m evenk of the 1995/96 titer. The .fivmt- tig
that owumd along the 4615 road h the 197WS, tidlw~ that skyltie corndom do not efimw blowdow even

though th= corndom my & ltid-up at ad w~t. If sttigbt lhe dgw md cutthg tit hmtim m l-ted

away from strmm md wet wils, blowdom till not WCU. This is evidenced hy on the gmud ob~ations md
by photogmpbic evidence. Thw, tith the ROD stihd of one or wo ~tsntid tm Iengtfm away km st~m,

riparia arw would not & affwtd.

Blowdom h wet arm h= mcumd h m-magd sti& thoughout the Eagle a=. The facbm tit WA this

event are ~mratd soils md s~l rmt syskm. The am thst w & ~n from the mti ae along the 4615 rod

p-t the 4615140 junction. Th~e ara aR ktig avoidd with riparia buffem md blowdow till not occur due

to magement activities.

7) Subj=t: RiDarim k~s

Cement numbm 303/04/7. 304/01/7. 305/04/7. 306/02/7, 308/02/7. 308/07/7. 309/01/7. 309/02/7. 310/02/7,

312/12/7, 310/15/7, 310/84/7. 310/110/7, 310/113/7, 310/115/7. 310/116/7, 310/117/7. 310/118/7, 310/119/7.

310/120/7:
. your propowls plm on building almost a tile of road ad Ioggfig h riparim a-! This is a rmi~ for

diwter. ”

“Your prefefiti alternative (alternative 3) prewribs cutttig k ad aromd riparim rewww, how a this &

justifid h a T]er TWO watemhd?” 9

“.. there is no nd fort Wg k th= h-ltby riparim mn= (25 ad 29). ”

“All of tbe cutttig ti~ for the h cuttkg d~-tives are mmoudd by riparim arm tith a high or mtiemh

potential for blowdow... This arw is unsuitable for my t~ of logging due to the large riparim am md the
history of blowdow!”

“pint timber management with riparim a- hss sdversely effmtd (sic) fish hbitit. Building of m~ alongside

strwm, ad bswest bl~ks have tier- sdiment Ioadtig tkoughout much of the lower Clw& Dmtiage.

“ WS strongly believ~ that riparia a= am viti to the titenmw md pWtition of fish habitit md water

qmlity. bggtig red/or mad comtmction h riptim am w not co~atible with the protition of tistr~

tempemmr=.

“Wle this (Option 9) dw not pwlude my ~tive magemmt titti the wammbed, it would wtiy ~m m

exclude loggtig h over 120 ac~ of Riparim R&me. ”

“Of even more concern to u wm that -y of the -s md s~ which we feud ti the rmit did not ap~

on Forwt Semite reps.”



e “~e For=t Semiu is ~g tit tidtiow &mge till -w h riptim mnw @ 47). D- the For=t

SeNice have evidenu tit a d-b level of cutttig M one app-hm riparim - ensure the wfety of am?”

“Why are the Rlptim RWNm not kig _gd to ati old groti qwlity? h you titimttig tit without
cutttig thw rewww will not r=h old groti sti-?”

“my are the rao-m&tiom h their Watemhd halysis to delay cutttig h the Riparim Rmmu to tic-
Ptiemnti (sic) md Pl=ti (sic) wdpwker habiht not btig followti (1 12, WA)?”

“Wt will& the m~sition of Riptim Buffer ~nes after the prop~ cutttig mum?

“Utit 29 [36in FEIS] k of pticulw con~m. It is dotiati by ripria -. ~em are at lwt & YW
romd str=m ad numemm ~s, Vtigs, md titetittent water ckels. ~m ar- do not appr on tie

SDEIS. “

“Unit 26... mere is a large wetlad ti the southwest of the tit. ~s ar= should & protwtd from the effwk
of my cutting. ”

“Unit 24 hm a large wetlmd @ (sic) on the w=t pan of the mle next to the road. &ound this am am *PS.
~s ar- should & protati fim Iog@g. ”

“If Ioggtig wurs b tit 16, it till&a ve~ titenw cut. me Fowt Sewice mrkd a buffer on the step slo~
of the str-m. It my b Iwge enough to buffer the st~m from imdiate effmk of loggtig. However, this

●
buffer will h effwtti by blowdom md d~kg out cared by the Ioggtig which till occur on the up~r pafi of

the SIOW.”

Remn~:

Field investigations wem udetien h the sum.. ad fall of 1993 md the su-er ad fall of 1995, md the
spring ad sumer of 1995. * pmpd for silviculmd tr-tmmt md uy a= consided md elitiatd
from proposal tratment wem mmeyd for strain, nmhes, WPS, wet arw, md msable or potentially u~ble

arm Suwey tifo-tion h & ented tito the Forest Gmgmphic hfo-tion System (GIS). As new

info-tion tire= avdable *ugh projwt pldg, it ~ ~~ tO tie GIS. Maps genem~ frOm tie GIS were

utilid h projwt pltig md b timtive layout of pro~d hm~t ti~. tig @ the difficulty of tmvemtig

md accumtely mpping s~ in this temti md the fwt that SPS, wet, am, md tinor strwm chmels am

often invisible on mrid phom~pb, mme timumcim md otiwiom am inevitable. @-the-ground obwwations

till dlcbte the acti tmtient p-riptiom md d=i~tion of riptim -me bou&ri=.

As quid by the Nofiwat Fo- Plm (NFP, page A-7), a watemhd -Iysis w= mnductd for the =gle C~k
dratige. ~ugh this p-, ddltioml fifomtion W= gathed md -men&tions from this ulysis wem

considerd h the SDEIS. Mappfig for riparim m ad rwo-entitiom for riparim ~me deltiation are
incltid h the Wa~mhd tiysis.



wps, sptigs, -shy ar-, ad ushble or pn~ntially mable Imdfom. The SDEIS d-ri~s mticipa~

effw~ to riparim arw, ticludtig WPS ad Wtigs, titb riptim mm= ti PIU. @-tbe-groud delinwtion
(widths md prwtiptions, if my) va~ de~ndmg upnn dmumentd Crikria for -h hydrologic fmti (strmm, wet

e

ar=, etc. ) ad by alternative.

Site spwific locations for ~agement witi riparim rmwes (m disttict from riparim am) m identifid h the

altemativw h the SDEIS.

None ofthe altemativ~ prop= building ro~ h the riptim a~.

me WA wo~endd expmsion of riparim r-w= h the uppr South Fork dmtiage WA, p 96), to encompms
ticlmiom of mtrix lm~ h bw~n mntitid ri~a ~m~, -W of tie i~mctiulityof hsvtig different

wagement objwtivw for tb- ticludti ~.. me NWP ~ifidly allows ~agement titi ripari~ rmww

in order to met q~tic consemation stmtegy (ACS) objmtiv=. me WA @ 97-101) detefid that most riparim

r-w= within the pmjwt am were not h n~ of tmtment ti order to met ACS objmtiv=. However, actil

on-the-ground titerdixipltia~ expatiation of sik titi wveml ri~m -w revdd that pnfiiom of tb~
arm md adjacmt ticludd mtrix lm& could bnefit horn Iititd ttig h oder to mwt the ACS objmtives

for this Tier 2 watershd. Attemative 3 ti this sDEIS W= develO@ h re~nw to tb~ fidiogs.

The SDEIS diWlays md dix~=s the mticipati effm~ of wh altemtive with -t to riparim r~mes md
water qmlity.

The cement(s) that put timbr hawmtiog md md constmction hm tivemly affwtd fish habitit elsewhere h
the Clackam dminage is comwt. These ty~ of effmk are dmri~ h the SDEIS (Cbaptem III & IV). Nohbly,

however, the st~m on Natioml Forat Imds titi the ~gle Cr=k watetiti, patiicularly the South Fork,
provide god to excellent hhitit md water q~lity d~ik a pmviom bmest md rotiing histo~ m diwd h

detiil in the SDEIS md the WA from which infomtion is drew. P~viow kwsst wtivity iocludti primsrily

cl=rcutting, with thiming occurring h several lmtions. As the SDEIS diwm~ h dekil, propod hawwttig e
involves mostly tbiming pre=riptions, lititd sheltewd, md no clamutttig.

The SDEIS de~ribs in detiil the relationship of tidtkw to vtiow site factom hcludmg proxitity to str~m
and other wet arw. The SDEIS alw s~m that on-the-groud exatition by silvicultiml ad watemhd ~ialisk
would bs r~uird to develop p=riptiom for tidividul ar~ (Cbapkr ~1 & ~.

In dexribing the n~ b th c-ti ~tiiom of tiparia r-ma h Atk-rive. 3, tie SDEIS cl~ly s~t~ that

the objwtive is to squire dwird vegeation cbamcteri<ics k oder to met ACS objmtiv~ (Chapter III & IV,
Alternative 3). Mmy ar~ will, over time, achieve tb~ qulitiss tid~ndmt of hum tikwention. Some ar+

~Y never acfi,eve th- q~litim due to tiemnt sik litibtiom. Afkmative 3 would tr~t litit~ a- (~~
the larger ripanm r=we) which would bnefit from mch trwtment, M upon on-the-ground exatiatiom

The s~tement in the WA rw& m follows “... Fufier mdysis h the figle C~k Watemhd evalwted stmcm~

of lam wti sw&, sod thow clo=t to old ~ti c-kristics in tie ahdond B-5 [Pilwti W@pwfrer /

Ptie M-n Habitst ] am wem w~ndd to kve delayd hm~t util dj-nt sti& io the Riptim

Rew= ad NR m=t old gmti stid condltiom. ” The fiknt w to defer ~tivity h the non-riparim
“abadond” B-5 m mtil wch time tit djwent ri~m m M achieved the dwimd ckctm. The
impliution Wig tit at Imt wm ri~m ~w~ m not u yet io the d~id stib. This pmvidd a pafiial

im~~ to -k out m where we muld ~age titi ri~a a= to ~bieve d~id renditions h a sbotir
time fmme.

Site-s~ific comenw ~gardmg wet ar-, ~ps, ~tigs md other riparia fwmm were largely of comon
howldge to proj=t tam membm md pmviowly ticopmti fitn sits-~ific prmriptions. New tifo~tion

contributed through effo~ of seveml reviewem k kn tico~mtd.
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●
me mment addwstig prowsd Utit 16, which hclud= “...tbis buffer till b eff~tti (sic) by blowdo~ md
d~tig out caud by Ioggfig which will -ur on the up~r pan of the slow”, h no buis h wien=. If mytig,

lms of tr~s on upwr slope psitions of this prdotimtly nofih-t slop would tier= soil moiswe imdiately

&low, u a mlt of rdud t~imtion.

~ grwtwt geneml mnwm md tikwt to reviewem is the propd to enter riparia wemw ar- h wveml tik,
* notibly tit 29 [36 h SDEISI, x pro~~ mder Mtemative 3. Mtemative 1 is tie Prefeti AStemative

P-A ti the FEIS.

8) Subjwti Water hlit~

bment num~m 300/01/08, 301/01/08. 303/01/08. 303/11/08. 307/01/08, 307/03/08. 310/21/08, 310/22/08,

310/28/08. 310/29/08. 310/38/08. 310/39/08. 310/W/08. 310/~/08

“titttig th- - would cau=... wakr qtiity to dekriomte md tige this namd forwt by ticrmtig the risk

of blowdow. “

“-the Water q~lity h the propd timkr =Ie tik is ve~ gd, cumently, gotig ti md comemial ting on
th=e step slopes would do nothing but caue dismption m the system. Sdimentition md erosion would most

definitely foul the cument clarity of the South Fork. ”

“We n~ CIW water. .~s Hive timkr opemtion will not achieve that, it will ody wo=n dowstram

qdity. ”

“th- should be no Ioggtig within riparim ~semes m the dmfi EIS con~tis no empiri=l evidence that such

logging will beoefit water qulity md other objwtiv= of Tter 2 Wakmh*. ”

“them should b no new road constmction witi the vmiwt ar= . . . stice roa~ are a primu mum of

o dimentition md tishbility tithin watemh~. ” “ -

“The ‘uagtig’ of this ar=, which is a nammlly wcurnng forest, till.. .Auce existbg Roadl~s ~w md sewe
touter to the B6 ~wial emphuis watemhd that is desird for this ara. ”

me placement of roa& (mcludmg pe-ent roa&) alm wcur titti the mtian-snow even mne. Most mds
=ur h this mne. Roti building will& tier- b this mne with the constmction of a new road for Utik 27
md 28. ~s style of cutttig md roti plawment remlk ti ma~epmble &mge ktig done to the watembd from

tier- lm&lid= md silhtion of water chmels. ”

“Rment bwesk have bmn estimtd to deliver, h addition m namml erosion, the mme amout of sdlmenk w
would wur during a periti of wildfi~ rwove~ . . . . .Without log@g ~immtition levels will dwr-e over time

with merely a chm~ of tic- s~mentition. Therefore, how is cuttbg comistent titb this fier Two watemhd

dmi~ation.

“Wils along ridg= where ttig till wcw am shallow. How shallow are they? This am dw h= a demk

ctiw of tidtiow. Why is cutttig still mutig b tb- ar-. What ~ific mwur~ am you *g to
-m tb- slop mkti topmil with is cument chamc~ristics? How till tbw cbamtistics b dkrd once

Iog@g h= OWUA. What pmf do you have tb- m-ur~ till protwt wakr qtiity?”

“me lower mtion of the South Fork of figle Cuk h= the bigh~t risk of lm&lidw (39 WA). VIII my cutttig,
privak or public, =ur h tb- m? WIU cutttig the up~r mchw of =gle C~k effwt the st-m bds or
- -eptible to Im&lid= h th= m? How till this effmt wakr qtiity?”

“How dm Roti #*15 facilitik watemhd restomtion? It is on a ridge akve a skp S1OF tit is gohg ti k

●
~elkwd cut. Have you =-A the eff=~ this till kve the wa~mhd (sic)? StiU it (?, sic) touch-a rod

I-9



on a dotill S1OP, it will most likely provide a conduit for silt to flow fito the South Fork of ~gle Cmk. ”

Remon%
*

Implemen~tion of pific titivation m-~ md Bst Mmagement Pmcticw @MPs), ticludtig Riptim R~we

dai~ations, prdotimt application of wl=tive kmat md -g silviculmml p-riptiom, ad the
prdo-t w of *rial lo~g sys~m (skyltie ad helimpkr) till emre that watar qtiity till not &kriomk.

_ of highmt risk of blowdom m on mo~ expn~ uppr slop positions. Shodd blowdom recur h thw
ar-, it would POW a negligible risk to waEr -UH. P=riptiom have kn pmpwd ~ifially to titi~

this risk of blowdow md my potential sub~uent effw~ m wawr qulity.

me SDEIS diww~ motitotig pr~ur~ to em i~lemnmtion ad evdwte effwtiven~s of BMPs.

me effwtiven=s of propd p~riptiom md ht uagement pwti= ti promottig a divew retire foroxt

cover, while mtititig wakr qulity a tiiy & obwmd by ayone tmvemtig the ~ ti the tij-nt to

(Primrily below) rod 4d15 wih the South Fork wbwa~mhd. ~w sti~ of lwge mture ~, with a multi-

Iayerd mopy, ad excellent riptim ch~~ristics, we the dimt ralt of tig prwriptions md skyltie

logging implemental h the wme stid ~ propd for t~tment h this projwt, approximately 10 yam wrlier.

In geneml, m praentd in the SDEIS, r!:ab w md often do contribute to tic- levels of Aiment md

turbidity h r=eiving watem. Howevm, field ra~~ce undetien - the Novembr 1995 mti+n-mow

event rev=lti vi~lly no pemeptible clarity tiuctiom k meivfig watem dowslo~ from rod ad road

drainage stmcmres. ~s appam to b relatti to the fact that roads kve pavement or aggmgak sutiacm md

ditch= are vegehtd or rwkd throughout much of the are. Havy mow cover witi the projwt ar- pr=ludd

a sitilar investigation dutig the Febm~ stem event. Follow-up fieId tiv~tigatiom dutig Wtig of 1995, when

the ar= wm agah awessible, rev=ld no road-related Imdxlidmg, Wllytig, obviom mfiace erosion, or si@ficmt

alteration of ch-el substmtes (Aimentition) witti the projwt ar=, m pmwntd h the Flood diwwion of the
FEIS. In this ar~ the stem flmdtig w= estimtd to have a 2% to 1 % return titewal (1~-ywr to 50-y~r),

~uting to a large amount of moff in a ve~ shofi period of time, with no appment tivew effwb. *

me new rod propnsd h the SDEIS to -S tik 27 md 28 (emonmmly refed to w 4d15 h one of the

cements) hm bn relocatd to utilim m existtig xpur road off of road 4d 14.~e mntribution of rods W=
considerd in tie Hydrologic Raove~ -Iysis ad exprwd ti the Agg~ga~ R~veg Pemntige (ARP) valuw.

me relative contribution of the “new “ rod mowk to Iwa thm wo tenths of one p%ent. Mo~ over, the
proposal road is plw~ u a te~m~ road, utilitig m existtig road h pm, to & followd by dwo~ssiotig

after use in tis projwt. ~is would rwult ti a net dwr~ ti the attribution of roads to ~ values md pntentid

pdflows.

No haw-t or road constmction is plwd for my altemtive witi or djamnt to ar- havtig a risk for

Imdslidmg, m identifid either h the hgle Crmk Wakmhd Mysis or tiough co~rebemive field

rwomtis=w awiati with this projat.

Unit 28, citi in a mment, is not lwA on mable or potsntidly msable gromd. me p-ription hm,

however, &n mdifid ti the FEIS to a -g for Wviculml wntidemtiom. ~s tier AUW the aldy

low risk of erosion titi the tit.

Road M 15 will re~ m a min aew route tito the lower ~fiion of tbe projwt am.

9) Subj=h Wildemew:
Cement numbm 303/12/09. 307/02 md 04/09. ad 309/04/09:

“them should & no loggtig tithin tik 4 ad 8 which are tij-nt to the Salmon-HucMek~ Wlldem~ b

prwwe the titegtity of the adjamnt wildemws system,”

“there should k no Ioggtig titi tiventorid wildem~ m- m th= a- me h shoti supply md -e m
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biologiml mchors k the forwt tisystern,.
“We n~ a buffer for the Sdmon-HuckSeb~ Wildem=s arw, md this pmpwl destroys tit viti ~ume. ”

“ktly PILP would like to voice ik concern over cutting adjwent to the Salmon-Huckfeb~ Wilderness b.
Utik 8 ad 4 are paflicularly bad sinw they: (1) kuder a wildemm ara, (2) . ..”

Remnw:

There will be no loggtig ~ the Salmon-HucMeb~ Wlldemws. This hu kn =wd kW tie bm~~ h=
ban physically d=i~atti on the ground with meti ~gs md trm ‘bl-”. This bu~ w= d=i~td mhg

the wildem~s hw&v de=riptions tit wem p=d u pan of the law, by con~s, for tildemw d=i~atiom.

The Salmon-Huckfek~ Roadlws k= w= consider h the “Rare II” hysis md W= elitid u pti of the
wilderness system by Congrms. The Mt. H~ National Fomt comided all WE II m in the Forest Plm

mdysis ad kept mme of thee UM for pmwation md otbem for wgement. It wm r~o- by the Fomt

Plm that the= arm, once ugd, would no longer Rbti the mtil- - attribut=.

The uagement propd n-r the wildemw km~~ is a light tbitig whe~ ody wlmt t- wodd k cut.
Through the malysis h this dmument, the attribu@ of the tildem~s would not b mqrotid by magement

activities. This h= kn detetid tiw a) Afl plmd cutttig tik lie on S1OP tith a genedly w~tem

as~t md none face the wilderness. Thw, vismlly, a visitor h the wilderness will not be able @ w where

mnagement activities have wcumd; b) No new rods would be built ti the rodless am thw the ROS attributes

that extend tito tbe wilderness would not & mmpronde ad c) Stice the -agement p-riptions a= for

individwl trw removal, blowdow should not occur baw the m~ mopi~ would remti ti@t.

10) Subjwt: -

Cement numbm 302/02/10. 306/08/10. 309/04/10
“btly PILP would like to voice i~ concern over cutttig adjacmt to the Salmon-HucHe&~ Wilderness h.

Uni@ 8 md 4 are paflicularly bad stice they: (2) boarder the “Old Baldy Tmil; (3) . ..”

● Unit #8 tbiming is on or n=r a couple of tmils (502, 502a), will th- tmils & protiti ?

“Pwple do not like to hike though tre cut ar- m pmple go tig to get away from the wm& md sighk of

m. The trails in this ar= are d~dy havily impactd with roa& ad pmviow t~ cutthg. hy of the h
cuttbg alternatives till add gr=tly to this impact. ”

Reswnse:

Trail 502 is how m the “Old Baldy” tmil. The Mt. Hd National For~t, Foti PIm, h= dwi~ted the “Viml

Qwlity Objwtive” (VQO) of “Retention”. ~e existtig condition is “Retmtion, Namd Ap-g- (SDEIS page

82). Tho.gb thiting would mc.r nmr the tmil, the VQO would b mintitid. This wodd b ~rd by

mnsulhtion md msistice from a “hd=p khitwt”.

Tmil 502A is a shoti tmil wgment that &gins on the 4615, comwk titb the 4614 mad md thm ti= fi~ the 502

tmil. ~s tmil should have a VQO of rekntion however, it’s cumnt cmdition is ‘Mdlfimtion, Hmvfiy ~krd”.
Though magement wtivities would =ur n= this ttil, the cumnt rendition would not k Ma dud.

Likewiw, the cumnt rendition would not & movd towafi a higher objwtive tith the p- mgement
mtiviti=.

11) Subjw~ Wildlife Habiac
Cement numbr 201/06/11. 201/08/11. 303/07/11. 303/08/14, 306/10/11. 310/14/11. 310/47/11. 310/48/11+
310/51/11. 310/52/11. 310/53/11. 310/55/11. 310/56/11. 310/62/11. 310/63/11. 310/79/11. 310/80/11. 310/81/11.

md 310/102/11:

“Page -8 Under Mtemative #3 it sbt~ tbt the numkr of ac~ of tikrior habi&t tiops hm 2,1W m 985, which
is a 53% 10S. WIII this dwr= have si@ficmt effwt on thow ~i~ d~ndent on this ~ of hbitit md

e ticrml irote.”
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“Page 17-~e diwmion uder psmgmph 12 mncems Iage wundy debris. k fi~ avtilable to monitor dow
wmd levelsmd to him fdlem if na~ml rwmitment d~’t mur in the 34 yar time fmme given? How till the

Forest Semite enwm that this is tmkd md acco~lishti?”
*

“Since when did btilding reads irrcre my diversity h the fomk? Since when did Ioggtig o~mtions on stq

slop= do my gd for ~utic c~tim such = wlaudem or frogs, not @ mention Ioggtig h riparim a-

which you have pro~d. ”

.Whem do all of the tids go when the log~g smm on mch a tide a-? Do they fifier crowd into the
Wildem~ ara, ~yk. Do they di~~ h~ the priva~ lm& klow at lower elevatiom, I think not. ”

“Suweys n~ to & done for the su udI&~ ~i~ that my wur k the %gle ~ md the C3 ~iw

including but not lititi tn the Whik Fnnti Vole, No*em Goshwk (going out to the tik md lwbg up in
tbe sky- Rfield ~onnti-w” is not adq~te!).

“How much cutttig til mur in am dwignati w “S~ial Habi~t” in the Watemhd Analysis? (25, Map 3-8,
WA) How dms this confom tith Sti&rds md Guidelinw C+? (Retention of old-groti fmgmenb in watemb~

where little remin. )

‘me Fomt Sewiw h= not mnducti sny field mweys on WY of the ~i~ ti the SDEIS. @g. 130) How m

it & detetie if there ~ mdib~ s~i~ ti Ms arw if no mweys have &n conductti. If thm ~i~ have

habiht, then why are no suweys Wig conductd?”

“Will the C3 s~i~ infomtion now Wig collmtd by the Regional Ecosystem Offi@ he ud when tig my

dwision to cut irr this ar-? @g. 130) How till ik wulk b ~? Will my loggtig activiti~ tie plae prior to

the relwe of ttis =nnti?”

“H* the Forwt Sewice conducti my smdies for the Rd hggti Frog k the riparim arm =hduld to he Ioggd e
in Alt.3? @g, 131)”

“Co~’s Gimt Sala-der k kn sightd in the up~r wakmbd. Mt. 3 cub in the riparim arm k the upper
watershd. Hm the Fowt Sewice conductd my smd,m on the mlamder in th~ -. If they have not, then

how cm they =y the cutting till not eff=k ik bahitit. me NWFP rwomen& a 208 fmt buffer for the

Salamder. @g. 131) Will cutting wcur within 208 fet of my ~p, st~m (namd or umamd), trek, or
wetlmd that it ti& or. h= dtiy h~? Is this dewtiation left tn m on-site dek-tion? If w, what

wfe~rds are h PI- tn e~re the wfety of this timl?”

“H= the Forest Semiw done my mmeys h the uppr watemhd to ensure there are no nwting citm of the

Harlq.ti Duck in the Ri@m fin=? @g. 132)”

“Do= the Forwt Sewiw hsve my infomtion mcetig Bald figlw rr~ting in this am?’

“me Watemhd Mysis w= mndwtd dutig the d~ Fdl months. Did my field momais~ce tie plaw dufig

the wet wtifir monk whm -s, mch u A_dem, wmdd & mm likely tn & ob~med?”

“Not irrcIudtig the MR. tit p-t of inkrior fmbiat till b cut? Why is the LSR ticludd h your co~utstiom

of interior hahibt for this Ae? me Fomt Semiw would hve tn w comple~ly different ~ideltiw h hawmttig
the LSR therefo~, it hmdd not k ticludd in the trrti snmut of ti~rior habltst. ”

“~is wle will result in figrnm~tion of 1,115 acm of late ww~iod interior fomt (S3 % duction). @g. 75)

~is will conveti 10% of the inkrior habikt tito gws or stib conditiom. (pg. 75) How ~ thm actions.-
consistent with Sti&r& ad Guidelirr= B-11: 2, 4, 8, 5, md 6? Do th~ numbm tske’ tito ~omt tidthow?
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●
If not, how much will th= numbm ticra tith the tidtiow?”

“~s =Ie will incm dge by 4-5 til=. @g. 75) This bnefik the whik<mmti wamows md black-~ild dwr
at the expnw of wamr qmlity md the Spttti ~1. How M this b mmiswnt =gement ~idelti= of a Tier

TWO watirshd?.

‘The Forat Sewim jwtifiw this wle by s~ttig it till &nefit the Rmwvelt E&. However, will dm=tig titerior
habimt 53 % & a hmrefit to the Rmwvelt Ek. The tic= k fom~g habibt till b mrgtid md temp~.

“HOW is the dwision not to ~mently C1OXor oblikm@ mk, but to ticr~ them h this am, comistent tith

hefittig the Ek. How did the Fomt Sewiw conclude this combtion of factom Id to a &nefit, mther h

a m tic- h dismrbmc~ for the ek. ”

“Your n~~ m co-ent numhm 113/01/04 of the Dmft EIS s~ti tit the SDEIS would have a mom complete
list of references available. Why W= no mch list p-ntd?”

RSDOUSC

The rwlttig dwr- fi titerior habitit wodd not wult h a si~fimt effwt to thow Wwiw de~ndmt on this

typ Of habimt. The Eagle projwt would k i~lementd ti a mer mnsistent tith the Rword of Dwision (ROD)
for the Nofiwest Forest Plm. Key componm~ ousw for the tikuce of wosystem fictions md retention
of diversity of habitik wross the Imkap would b rektid. h ddition, the SalmOn-HucMeb~ Wildem=s md

the nofihem third of the pltig aru hm kn desi~ati m kk-Swessional Rewwe. The= rewmes would

minhin the fictional, titemctive, late-accessional md old-groti for=t wosyskm ad provide vmt arm of

interior habitit, msutig viability of thow ~wiw depndent on this ~ of habi~t md ticrwlinte.

The butin-Vmden&rg Act (KV) m aendd, authorim the collwtion of ti& from a timbr de for protwtkg

●
and improvtig tbe fimre stid on =ch mle arw, ticludtig wle - iqmvement, mfitenaw ad constmction,
reforeshtion, ad wildlife habimt mgement. KV fi~ wodd b wI1=M to cover the costs of motitotig pst

ham=t dom wmd levels md b rwmit large dom wd km the midti stid wbem motitotig EVAS

insufficient log levels. Collwtion of ti~ to cover the= coss wodd b ticludd ti the Sale k- Improvement
(sAf) plm.

The open road density till d-w tith all action altemativw which wodd duce huu distirbmce ad impmve
tbe habitit eff=tiven~s of adjwnt arm. Riparia md aqutic d-dent pies wch = the Co~’s mlamder

would b tiq~tely pmwtd ttiugh the -m =me system. me =glepmjmtwould is h m~limce with . ,

the ACS objmtiv= Iistd on page B- 11 of the ROD ad with riprim EN= sbkrds ad ~idelties (ROD, page

C-3 to C-38).

e Them would & no tmtment of ~ird habiat a- ticludmg non-fo~t a=, rmk or hlu slo~, wtiod

1-13



wetlads, local wetlm~ less thm one acre, or Ial wetla& > one ~m. The stibb ad @deities on page

C4 of the ROD do not Pti to spwid kbims show on Map 3-8 of the wakmhd -lysis md Iisti abve. ●
The figle SDEIS page 130 d~ not saw “no mweys hve kn mnduct~. It stik that “few smeys for

-di&k Wwies have kn conductd”. Suweys were co~leted for ~i= tith pkntial hbibt titi the pmjwt

m. However, suweys cotid not & m~leti for wme ~i~ mch m the Towwn&s bigati kt, stiw no
kow bbi~t OCCUB(e.g., UV=, abmdond btildmgs, bridge). If them is no bbibt, the~ is no nd tn co~lek

meys skw ~i~ mot exist tithout their r~tive babitib. Wdi&te ~iw am al= ddr~d h the

Biologi-1 Evalwtion (BE). Refer@ the B.E. for a diwwion of the habl~t n+ of tidividti wnsitive spi=.

Ml tifomtion available on C-3 tildlife ~i= at the time of projmt pltig w- -. Developmmt of sumey

pm-l for all C-3 ~iti my tie ~ved ywm. For~t Semiw dimtion fur mey ad ~age piw is sated

h the Nofiwest For~t Plm, Rword of D=ision @ages CA tiough C4). Of the ~im listi h the ROD, Table

C-3, ody the Rd Tr= Vole is bow m recur h the projwt am. Sumeys of t= vole habikt have k conductti

md wo n~t sites hsve kn confimd. The tree vole hm a wwey stmkgy of 2. Thew wo nat sitw would not

k affwtd by opmtions in my of the ~gle dtematives. The ~gle projwt m d~ not contiti Wkntid habi~t

for my of tbe amphibim ~i= listd k Table C-3. As wwey protwols are develo@ for other C-3 ~i~,
sumeys my continue in the projwt arm. Clawe C6.25# (1 1/80) would b ticludti h the contmck. This clame

provides for the pmtwtion of my snsitive ~ies l~ti after pmjwt activity &gtis. Suweys for the Gmt Gmy

ml kve bwn conductd h tbe figle ara. Al ptential hbi~t W= mweyd md.no Grat Gmy Wls have &n

fomd.

Suweys for the Rd-hggd frog ad other mphibims have kn compIetti titi the EagIe projwt ar~, ticludtig

the riparim ar~ whtiuld for trwtment ti alternative #3. ,As stitd h the B. E., although no Rd-hggd hogs
have kn obwwd, ptential babitit d~ exist. Habibt nd ad ppulation viability would b protwtd though

the implemenhtion of the extensive ne~ork of riparim msemes. Prim hahi~t nd for this frog would not k

si~ficmtly affwtd by propod tratment.

e
Suweys have &n conductti for the COP’S gimt wlamder wfich is a stm dwelltig ~i=. Application of

—

riprim r~w~ would provide habi~t proktion. The r~ndmt is k emor. The R=ord of Dwision (ROD) for

the NoAw~t Forest Pla does not MY that riptim re=w~ should b 208 fret. The ROD wys a Mmum of 150
f=t or one ~tential site tr= on a non-fish -g st~m or a timum of 3W fwt or WO ptentid site trws on
a fish btig st~m. The Wa@mbd hdysis ad the SDEIS stik that the disti- would b 208 f~t md 416

fwt r~wtively baw this is the height of a pkntial si~ tre. h addition, the ROD d~ not prwlude
~agement of riparim arw. Mmagement activiti~ would not =ur h ripmim _ except h tie ti~ uder

dtemative #3. However, the= activities would not recur imdiately tijacmt to the strm thin, habibt would

k proktd.

Su’meys have &n done for the Harl~uti duck ad none kve hn feud h the ~~.

BioIogis& mnductd field r=omtis-m of the ~gle ar= h eveq wnth with the exception of FebwW, Mamh,

md April when mow depth de the ar~ non--ible.

k oder ti tid- the effw~ of the projmt at the lmk~ level (cumdative effwk) , the entire m w= ~

for eve~ aalysis criteria ticltitig tikrior habibt. Ml a- of the kgle pltig ~ tifluence the fictiotig

of the -system md = imp-t wntidemtions h dek- g ovedl effw~.

The Rard of Dwision, page B-11 fi~lays the Aq~tic Co~matim Stm@gy (ACS). The ~ific ikm Ptiti
out (~,4, 8,5, md 6) Primrily dal tith qmtic md riparim bbi~~ md d~dmt ~i=. The ~gle d~ummt(s)

w mnsisent tith the ACS ad are themfo~ mnsis~nt tith the ~ific item ptiti out (although they am not

*
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dlmtly mlati). me chmgw to k@rior kbikt sad by alkmtive do not ticlude ptential fitire blowdom

bau= blowdom aot be pdictti tith my g~t =umcy, tbmugh the blowdow di~ussion h the SDEIS
blowdom isnot expti, ad there are no mtiels avtilable to ptiict wtidtiow at the level of ~ificity n~d

@ show how it would affwt existtig levels of inmrior habitit.

As smti in the SDEIS through mdysis, th= wodd k no si~fi-t effw~ to water q~ity md tie= would k

no tivem eff=k to owls. Tier WO wa~d~ my not contiti at-risk fish stinks but am imp-t wumm of high
q~ity wa~r. bng-tem uagement titi key wakmhd ~uim wakmhd mdysis prior to fifier mmum

wagement activity. For the figle ar-, watemhd mdysis b~ kn completd md stice the Eagle document(s)
are mnsisknt, the propd projwk - comis~nt tith the Aqwtic Co=mation Stmtegy for a key wa~mhd.

Ek hbimt w- dyd wfig the “Ek HahiM h W=&m Oregon” mtiel, USDA Forest Semite, Pacific

Nofiw=t Region, 1996. This mtiel tim tito mmidemtion; fomge, hiding cover, optid cover, thed cover,

ad rod. Ek w of babikt is dvemly affwti by rod opn to vehiculti tmffic. Roa& effwtively C1OA to
vehicula tmffic, either though gata md other barnem or kough rmd oblitemtion do not dwrm habibt

effwtiveness tiw them is no misted hum distibmm cad by motor vehicle at-. If them is no

dismrbmce from vehicles, the ek will filly utili- the adjacent kblmt. & show on page 34 of the SDEIS, them
are 21.7 tiles of open road in the projwt ar=. With tbe implemenmtion of the action altemativ=, this totil til=ge
would & dwmd by m much w 4.0 tiles. me totil tiles of o~n rod stir implemenmtioa would rage from

21.31 to 17.7 dependtig on which alternative is wlwti. ~s is consistent with the Mt, Hd National For~t,
Forest Plm.

S= the swtion of the SDEIS titld “Refemnca Citd”. Se “References/Lltemmre Citd”, Eagle Biologiwl

Assessment R@ti. S= “References~ltemmre Citd”, Wildlife Repti.

12) Subj=t: Aawtic Habitit:

*

Comment numbers 201/10/12.30S/06/12.310/16/12:
“Page 43 the referenceto BeMe (1992, page 23) dewribtig ‘.. native Rdbmd trout in titetittent desed
str=m thriving in water of 28.3 degrws C’ . hm little relevmce for the native trout spies at tiddle elevations

h the nofiem Oregon C-ales. ~- trout do not ifiabit the EIS ar=. ”

. ... the SDEIS did not note the condition of pltig ara str=m’ mbstmte h tem of sufiace fies. ~s nd

to be qmtifid.

“How will the pro~d cutttig effwt the ‘sable’ strm ad the ticrmtig towm& stihility mttigs (50, WA) of
this ar~?

ResDonse:

h effmt w= de to w-rim all available bb for fish ti the SDEIS.

Pro~4 timbr hmwt ou~ide of dwi~td riptim rewmw till bve no dlwetible effwt on strain chmel
stibility or ik t-ition towud ticrabg shbility. ~@mative 3 Prep= twg Of =l@tive WfiiO~ Of riPari~

rewm- to dmm staking md develop stid ch~teristics w~ch contribute tO actiev~g ACS Obj~tiv~.

Implemenhtion of my of the other dkmtiv= would Mow riparia condition ad chmel stibility to tmition at

a wmewbt lower mk.

13)Subjwh S-ific Uti&.
Cement numbm 310/113/13:
.Utit 29 is of paflicular conwm. It is dotiti by riptim m. Them am at Imt tie YW mud strain md

numemw -PS, wfigs md ti~titint water ch-els. ~- arm do not ap~ on the SDEIS. The dwummt
should hclude this t~ of tifomtion. If the Fomt Semi& cuk ti a-bee tith the S&h ad Gtideltia,

a

most of the tit till ~ pwltid km Iog@g opmhom by buffer mnes. ”
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Resonn~

me ROD for the Noflhw=t Fomt Pkm dw not prelude wagement of ripariao a= (ROD page C-32, ~-l e
(c)). Ap~ndix K of the SDEIS ticl.des mapping of tit W9 md clmrly tidl-~ the mrmemw riptim rmww
that would b thtid mder alternative #3.

14) Subjwt: Silviculm~:
Commatnumkm 201/02/14. 201/03/14, 201/04/14A. 201/04/14B, 201/14/14. 201/15/14. 201/16/14, 201/17/14,
~.

310/65/14, 310/66/14, 310/67/14. 310/68/14, 310/69/14. 310/70/14. 310/71/14. 310/75/14. 310/76/14. 310/82/14A
310/83/14. 310/85/14. 310/91/14. 310/92/14. 310/93/14. 310/94/14. 310/95/14. 310/103/14, 310/112/14 and

310/114/14:

“G page 21 of the Eagle C~k Wakmhd hdysis, it stak that ‘oveAl, existtig conditim mge fim gd

to exwllent tith the mdy fntire tbt to stid vigor btig ovemtitig,’ while on page 122 of the SDEIS it is

stated that ‘the timhm stida k the Eagle am m dwltig in haltb ad ove~kd. ti~t ataod density ja

in the rage of 14&287 tra ~r acre tith n~rIy all tits 1=s thm 250 t- per wm. -t am mnsiderd
avemge stid levels for w~taide natimlly mgenemti stida of this age (110-150) d elevation that me fmmd in

the publishd litem~re? HOW till Aftematives 1-3 that am propod improve on what is aftiy tig place by

namml procss?”

“b page 111 of the Eagle Cr@k Watemhd halysis, the PSQ for Forest Imda io the watemhd is 10.3 MMBF

per dwade, but the prefemd Ntemative #3 is for 17.1 MMBF. How till this aff=t fitire projeta? ~s appm
to h more tbm a sustainable yield. Mat shut other projwta k other pafi of the watemhd? D- this m=

that no other timber will be removal for at l-t 17 yam?”

“me prmription for removhg tr=s h the Riparim Re=wes mder Mtemative #3 do not ap~r jmtifid. ~em

me no immdiate dim concerns identified, nor d~ it ap~r to he a probla h the fi~m..

“If wdy debris levels are low, why remove the trm that are whduled for &g?” @

“@ page 89itis statd that for the sheltewd p=ription that ‘stmctimt dlvemity wodd & tic- md a
begtig stage of a multi-agd, multi-stnrid atid wmdd take plaw hew~ and among l~ve t- ad groups.’
G page 87 it is sta~ that ‘the majority of the l=ve tr= would he mmovd stir mgenemtion mum’ for the
mend ad third sheltered prwription, ad for alternative #3 on page 91 the majority of the l~ve t- would

b removed. It smms that the same problem that is king tratd is Wig rw~ted by this prwription. ”

(201/15/14)“Page 90-Inthe Iaat pamgmph it states that ‘It would & impssible to wmk the lmrg-tem haltb

of this ar= without wme kind of magement activities (Oliver 1990)’. It is alm i~ssible tn gnamk the long-
tem ha[tb of this arw kth magement activiti~.

“@ page 122, it is stated that the timkr stida h the Eagle Crwk a- am dwlining io h~lth aod me ovemtmkd

while on page 52 it is statd that the projat ~ is ti gd hy&ologic condition md wmdd impmve tith no

tratment. Most of the trwtment am having a stand deoai~ of 150-fiO t= pm mm which is probably not

ovemtiked for a 1l&150 ya old m~mlly ~genemted fomt. ti page 21 of the Eagle Wa&mhed hlysis it

stak ‘ovemll, existtig mnditiom mge from good to exwllmt tith the mdy fimre h b stid vigor ktig

ovemtwtig.’.

(201/17/14) “@ page 122, it is statd that ‘the fire hard is not gmt md is not ex~ted ti b ti the n-r fi~
even with ticrd fiel Ioadmg,’ yet the hat of fi~ is kig A to jwti~ tie ptiptiom..

(309/01/14) “My con-m. cenkr on m-nwesaa~ dism~mw of a roadlma aw, the m-thegmud physial
condition of the na~lly =utig fo~st d- not jive with the ‘oventmkti mnditimr’ -d in the EIS; plmmd
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e clarcuttkg acres riparim ar- h hdwater tiw, failure to tb tij-nt plmwtiom of regenemti youg fir

tht tmly do nd twg. ”

.ktly PILP would like to voi~ ik concern over cutttig adjamt b the Salmon HucMe&~ Wildem= h.
Uti@ 8 md 4 we paflicularly bti stice they: . . . . (4) are ~fiwtly hdtby sm&; . ..”

‘It is far from CIW that *g till help cmtc a mdtilayed UOPY. k m mch m tit 29, them is a

depau~mte fititiendmn md b gms mdemto~ which b bn shtid out by mopy clome. SAltig

hetiwk md tme fim ae numerom h the UY b mil patch=. ~g tim till mjuveww bwh md
hrgws, crowding out development of a trm udemto~. The dlfficultia h regenemttig rhddendron-b g-

co-titi= have yieldd ody to plotig k the pint, but that is wtible on th= slow md ti this dmtiage.
~g h all the high elevation ti~ of Aft. 3 us the risk that development of a multi-layerd =OPY is mUrdd

rather b etimccd. Beyond this, the lwk of regenemtion -W of buh m~tition will encoumge expensive

fi~re uagement excumions or a mom dmtic silvicdmml tr=tment of low prtiuctivity sit= ti the fimre. ”

.While we rwo@m that *g would kome progr=sively lighter upslopc, we mikmte that tb= higher ridges
are prone not ody to high wt wtid md stem wtik from the wuthwwt, but alw to smwald on trm ttis

around opetigs ad patiid optigs, ad frost md cold daicmtion of tr= crow. Th- physid wtiom are

m impo-t u crowdbg h dek *g what hap~ns to sads. hy activity which rduca swd density NS

the risk of ticrwtig dismrbaw effak. M expd stids have much less of a chmm of dismrbmw effwk,

md thimtig is themfor more jwtifid h those stids. ”

.&y Iogghg activiti~could d~ wils out ad ticrme noxious wd numbm ad rhdtiendron populations. This
would com~k with tr- left on site md would ultimtely Iwd to dlw ad/or blowdom ticrakg. ”

.How did the Forest Sewice dmide that cutttig tra is mom bneficial thm letttig tres & nammlly titi?”

@ “me Watemhd halysis s~ta tit loggtig opmtions are ex~td to tier- Douglm-fir ktle tifatitiom. This
will incr~ grwn t~ motiity. (80, WA) Yet pati of your mtiond for cutttig is to dar~ the chmws for
infestations? (80, WA) How d- the Forest Semite rewlve this contmdiction? How do Forest Semite actions

confom with Stitir& md Guidelties, Tlmbr Mmgement 32 (a) - (c)?

“G~n tr= motility incms fiel loadtig. This will heighten chmc= of tildfir-. (80 WA) This is touter

to your mtional that cuttkg will actilly dwrw the chmca of a wvem tildfim destroykg the fortit at Eagle

Cr=k. How do you explti this &ntmdictim?. How do your actiom mmply with Sti&r& md Guidebw 31-32
TM-1 (a)-(c); C40 A, B; C41 (B)-(D)?”

“What ~rwnhge of the Southfork wakrshd h= kn cut k mne h the I=t 15 Y==? mat pementige will b

cut dtig the next 15 yam?”

“Mich UNS will rweive shelterd pr=riptions?”

.Wch p=ription of ~elteti mmovd till Utit 27 md 28 rtiive?”

“What is the mtiond ofi 1) Removtig 40% of the bwl ~ of a 1/2-1 W= stid of formt ad then calltig it

individul trw removal? @g. 87)-

“Wbat is the diffemnm ti effwt on titcrior khikt, ~i~ depndent on kterior hbi~t, erosion ad tidttiw?
Would this @ of pr-ription tit h the mmovd of more wd b -g or light shelkmd

prwriptions?.

e
“D- the Fomt Sewice plm on enefig this - eve~ 20 y- @ uge this fowt? @g.88) How my mom
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tire=willtheForestSe~iu enkr thisar=?

-With comercial ttitig, &mge to kles of tr= will wur @g.88) This till SOOWpathogem, such m rmt

rot, to ticrm ik pmwnce h the formt. If the Fomt %tiw is inn-d tith tic=ing tifa~tiom md fi~,

then why is it cutttig tr= tit till ~ult b the ve~ =UHW they -k to avoid?-

“How will the dektiation hc mde that mderbwh my =W w~titioo problem for Altigs?.

‘Since tier-ing forest h-lth is a mjor mtional of cuttkg, how = you fifier mbsatiate your claim? If your
only mtional is a ‘jtigement call’. How = the promotion of pthogm md &tl= & consistent tith Watemhd
Rwtomtion, S@&rds md Guidelfi= B 30-31. ”

“What ~menmge of the to~l =Ie a- til have platitiom d mmwidly tied am ad what ~rcentige
will have tr=s on it over 180 yam of age? What ~r~nhge of - tit m ~ & cut till attiin old gm~h sb~

with the next 40 Yam?”

“Pofiions of tit 10 will have comemial ttitig on top of m-=id -g (Coqare mp on pg. 28 & 56).

This ar= is also h a roadless ar=. This combtition of fac~m shodd pwlude cutttig h Ufit 10. Why is cutttig

still continuing h this ara? Why not do away this given the m’s Tier TWO desi~ation ad ik proxitity to

riparim mnw. What prwf d~ the Fomt Sewiw have this double -g till not ticrm silhtion h
sumounding water ctiels?”

‘What is the relevmce of ‘vigor’. What substitive contribution d~ the tem ‘vigor’ tie to magtig foresh

in a Tier Two watershd. Why did the Forwt Semite u= a km tit it did not defie in my dmument? Why dws
the loss of vigor n~essitite cutthg? Is there my eviden~ cutig th~ tr~ till ficr~ the remtiig t~s
‘vi gor’ given their age, c“ment h~lth md fimre uagemcnt p~riptions?”

“WY go back k md fell trm to m=t the stikds of the ~P. for dow tres on cl~rcuk, pafiial cutx or *
shelter CUS? my not Imve them when you cut? This ~ is on t~k @ m-t th~ ~ifiations without cutting. ”

“How will the Forest Sewice detetie which tr=s are to & wvd bw they am genetically suprior? What
criteria is the Forest Sewice using to de this detetination?”

“Your Watemhd halysis ad SDEIS sate that ovemtmtig is the biggwt problem factig forest b~lth ti ~gle

Crwk? What factom went tito this d~tiation? Did the Fo~t .Sewiw titer ti the exwllent h~lti of the

stids, high moismre in the ara, cument lack of tifestition, tid amou& of fiels, md the UW’S uncefiin

causes of fim when Wig this detetiation?”

“How much larger a problem is ovemtwbg h allotig tie ~ h b mtumlly kd? Does this stitiment
tie tito acmut the &mge mti by patbogem a~cking ~ tiugh sm~s, *ge fim Ioggtig opmtiom

l-ding to ktle outb~s ad strastig t- bough wil m-tion fim logging?”

“What percentage of the ar~, which if it wem not cut, wmdd mh lak ~d singe h 20 y=rs? How My wrm

of this t~ of forest have bn cut ti tbe I=t six yam? Why m my t~ tith the= characteristics &ig cut
given their high value for divemity ad comwtivity?”

e
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o “Your r-n= to cement numbr 306/15/06 of the Dmft EIS shtd that mom tifo-tion would & providd
on the issu= coverd h the co-enti. Why w= no titier bfomtion providti on all of the topics h the
mmsnt?”

“I have wakd over my of the tih prop~ for cutttig h the Talon Tlmbr S~e. Dtig this groud tmtig,

I dlsoverd that my of the Fomt Sewice’s mnmm, UA = mtioml= for cutttig, wem not p=nt ti this

forest. “

R- n=

The quote from page 21 of the Eagle Creek Watershti Awfy$is is feud uder the hdtig entitld Imed ati
Dtieme md agm with fidmgs of the SDEIS.. The tem of ovemtmbg or ovemtwkd is comon to kth of

the quok citd ahnve md is a co-n tid &w*n the Eagle Creek Waemhti Analysis @age 80) md the

SDEIS. Avemge stitig levels for _agd, namdy ~genemti w=~ide s*A of this ~ would ~ge km

abut 149-281 tr= pr acre (~e Yiefd of Douglm Fh in the Pac~~c Nonhwmr, R. E. McAdle, 1949). However,
when Iwtig at sad demity, one mmt lwk pmt the numkr oft- pr acre ad age ad tie titn considemtion

sik, stid condition, pmt dlsmrbaw mgimea, si~ (am) of the stid, ek. men wtig tbe Demity Management

Diagrm for Dougla-fir (J. Drew md J. W. Flewelltig, 1979), it w & di=emti tit the relativestid density
for this ar- is high md hdividml tm motility is mcufig at tis time. It mwt alw k ra~ti tit this afi

k d=i~ati = Matrti lmd mder the Nonhwesr Forat Plan, where most timkr hwest tiw place @age C49),

md u B6 Special Emphmis Wmershed ti the Mt. Hod Ndional Forest tind Managment ad Resource Plan @age
FOur-246) which calls for mgement tit mtimti hmlthy foresu. The km “improve- (the lut *n&nce of the

mment) is wbjative md a’ t b ddrmd ti this pr~ew. From the For@t Semite ~tit of view, by actively

uagtig tbe resources h the Eagle a~, there is a &tter probability of obhtig the d=irti fimm conditions k

a shofler time fmme tba letthg the stids “nammlly” evolve, which would k slower md my have mom

uptiictible outcom~.

The Imt sale, other than roadside mlvage, wu sold h 1989. A mb~uent “g-. ent~ tito the propd tits

of the mle is not being r=o-endd for mother 15-20 y=rs, except where shelte~d tr= affwttig the growh
of a new undemtory my nd to be removal. At this time, no proj=k am ktig plud for the Eagle watemhd

b the nwr hmre md the Formt Sewice ~tends to follow the rmomenbtions of the Eagle Creek Watwshed
Ana&sis.

b the Imeas ad Diseme pofiion of the Eagle Creek Watershti Analysis @age 21), it s~tes that “Sdl pwkek
of Iatiatd r~t rot (Phellinw weirii) exis~ m tith most fomti wosystem h the Wwtem C-e. ” h

addition, “.. the ofly fimre ttit to s-d vigor khg stwtig”. hsti of waithg tir a adition tu &velop ad,

kome a problem, a reomendd integmtd ~st uagement stmtegy of stwtig control is Wig followd. S*

al= the ~n= to cement 201/02/18.

met= that would b removed by thitig would uully & the smiler tr= @th &ameer md height) tit don’t
m=t pre-nt sti&r& for large wdy debris, either on the fomt flmr or h riparim ar~. By ductig

co~tition on the raidti t~s md removtig smiler wtifem, it is ex~ti tit the pre=nt m~ of groti would

& ntiktid or pwibly ticrd.

~e For-t Sewice agrm tith co-ent 201/15/15. .

(201/17/14) S= the wo snkncm followtig the abve quote on page 122 md dw the third ~gmph on page 52
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of the SDEIS.

(309/01 /14) Sm r~nse to cement 201/02/15. No cl=rcutttig is plad across riparim a. Prwo-emial
e

thtig is m ongotig progmm that d~ dum stitig levels h plmtitiom. Yomg stids am tr=td when it

is appropriaw.

While the trws my Imk “~rfwtly hdthy, ” a cloer Imk at all of the factom tid tito stid hdth tidiwk that
ovemtocktig, md mh~uent modity. k tig place. S= alw the ~nw to co~ent 201/02/18.

me Eagle am is dwiwa~ m Mti Imd mder the Notihw=t Forar Phn, whm most timkr hm=t M= plain

(page C49), md s B6 Special Emptih Wotmshti h the Mt. Hood Nmioml Forest brrd Management ad
Raource Plan @age FOur-246) which dls for -agemat that titis hdthy fomk. Given this fact, gettbg

a new age elms of wtifem ~tig ti the renditions mentiond h the m-ent abve my b difficult. But whm

Imking at the pn=ible optiom for stig a new stid at the upp elevations, which ticlude no action, cl-utttig,

sheltewood or m-ercid @g, h Iatir w choxn -W of ik tid impac@ on tbe -u=. As

smtd akve, them are numerom yomg tiigs b@g to Pw. hd y=, bmh mch m rhoddendmn md

bwrgms tend to tie advmage of the tic- light brought on by titig. However, it is thought that the kst
way to rel~e the ~ltigs is to OP up the s@& slightly, w that the =bblishti youg conifem my tie quick

advmkge of the sitition md out-co~te the bmh. It is ~lid that this prme~ WY not hc mcc~sfnl in all

situations mt that it my & a long P-, but this t~tment is ex~ti to have the l~t eff~K on other -UK=.
wtile moving towarda a multi-agd, mdti-layed sad. me approwh of a combirration of light comemial

tbiming md smll opetigs is thought to h the hst way to actively ~age this am. Them is no plm for

“plowing” up the growd at the= upper elevations (tik 8, 24 ad 29).

There is agr=ment with the concern exprwsti. However, given tbe lmd allmations, the propd tr-tment, which

is relatively light, is thought to & the ht wtion at this time. No action, h the long-tern could prove to be more

detrimental by not uagtig to mtiti stid vigor ad not pltig for hcmmenmlly replacing ~dions of the

existtig stid. Se also the rq= tn mment 305/05/16. e

There may be some dwtig of wil, m tic= ti rh~dendron ti mme ara, ~d wme blowdow. However,
these item are not ex~td to b si~fiwt m evidencd by the balthy plm~tions h the am ad the lack of
blowdom h the stids that have &n mmercird ttid pmviowly. Exprience h the ar= b show that

noxious WAS seldom move mom thm abut 20’ fmm lmdtigs (S= alm SDEIS page 126 for more detil). Some
disease my find it way tito ~sid~l t- that have kn &mgd by Ioggtig, but that effwts of that is considerti
to be finer (S= alxo SDEIS pag= 8g ad 89).

In order to mmt the desird fi~m conditions for this Matrti/B&Special Emphwis Wat=shed, it w= detetid
that hamesttig activitim the most appropriak. S- dw SDEIS SU-V -- page 1 & 2 ad SDEIS page 3.

me Wate=hd halysis @age 80) dim -b md po~ntial tige h the conkxt of tindttiow md mlvage,
not loggtig opemtions “b the sititimr whe~ wtidtiow is rdud, m tidimt knefit my & ~lid = 1-

md less brdtig habitit for Douglm-fir h& &tle bm~ available. However, irt w when wlvage is kgfdy

controlld such u h riparim =w= (W pg. C-32 h the ROD) md h the KR (e pg. C-13 h the ROD), we

my ex~t a ppulation tic- ti Dougl=-fir bti btle. This my Id to m tic- h gwn t= motility

ad tidti fuel lmdmgs. Addd fiels till ticm the tid of tildfiw.. No md m &mg mnstmcti h
tiparim ar- ad Fomt Sewim wti- mnfom tith Stiti ad Guideltim, Tim&r Mmagement 32 (a) - (c).

While it is tme tit g=n tr= motity tic= fiel lodig, it d~ not follow tit it would .heighkn the ctiti
of wildfire.. The ckce of tildfi is = upn pokntid risk fiel Iotitig tiflumcw tibmity. S* alm

respn= to cement 310/17/18. me SDEIS d~ ddrem fim titiity @age 122), not chin=. me SDEIS for
~gle comply tith Sti&A ad Gtidelia ~-l (a) md @) ad pmpo~ entctig riparim mxm~ on ody tb
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e of the 29 tis dixwd. C40 (A) & @) md C41 (B)@) ClaM me ~W ~~g met.

Approximately 13% of the watemhd h= kn cut ti the l-t 15 y-. At this time, no tiditional mm am

plmd for comemid ent~ kyond the p-ntly pmpd Aes.

~e followtig tik we plad for mm. fom of a shelk~d prmriptiou 2, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17 md 27.

Utit 27would have approximately Mf of ik a~ coved by groups of I=ve -s. Utit 28 would h a cowemid
tmg.

me mtig of the first qu=tion is UCIW to this Wrikr, ad w mot b rewed. Removtig 40 % of the b-l
ar~ ~ a ty~ of =g p-ription. me aowt of b~l ar= removal h= a di~t effwt on the amout of wd

removal. Mom WA is nodly removal h a light shelkwd ti by a 40% bd am removal comercial
thitig.

Mmagement of a forest ties my fom for the my mwurces’that are Iouted tith it. h the nwr fimre, this
my include resmmtion ad etimcement work for fisheries, wildlife or riparim. Plmthg ad Prwomercial

thiming my k nwe=~ in this time perid alw. Rod md tmiI mtitenmce ad roti clomr= my n~ to tie

place u well. At this time, a subsquent “grwn” ent~ kto the pmpd tib of the de is not ktig r=ommdd

for mother 15-20 yars, except where shelkmd _ affwttig the groti of a new udemto~ my nd to b

removal. me Eagle Creek Watershed Awlysk @age 111) women& a 150 YW romtion for the Forest Semi=
timkr of the watemhti. Given the long-km cotitment ndti for for~t ~agemmt ad the chm~g n-
of swiety, m =timte of fimre entries tito this am is not ~ssible.

●
Mmagement of the forest is a ve~ complex rotter. While some tige to trw bl~ my wcur, it is expwtd
to be tinor (SDEIS page 88). me ttie+ffs for ducd st~s on the midwl ti~ ad tier- vigor of the
remiting sti&, m a whole, h= kn detefid to b woti the pssible risk of tier fif=tions of rot, which

is endefic to the forest. As s~td in the SDEIS @age 88), tr= fifwti tith rot kome tildli fe trms, over time.

“Competition problem for s~ltigs” va~ tith ~i= md sib conditions. h genml, com~tition ~omw a

problem when Altigs are not able b kome well+smblished on a site ad we not able to ovefiop the com~ttig
vege~tion.

For the fimt quwtion, w ther~n=to310/69/18, Eagle W@ershed Analysis pagw 21 md 80, SDEIS Sumq-
page 1 md page 3. Pathogem ad ktlw are not btig “promotd” by this proj=t. hple evidence of this cm

~ =n in tijwat m where haw=ttig ~tivitiw kve &en plme. me Eagk Waershti Analysis @ag= 85-87)

indimtes that the South Fork pndion of the wakmhd is not h nd of mstomtion md, thw, the propd action

is consistent with Watemhd ~tomtion.

Approxim@ly 13% of the toti wle am pr-tly h= plmmtions md akut 9 % co-mially tid am. h
estimtd 23% of the am h= t- over 1gO y=m old. No tr- that till =ch old groti stims over the next
40 y=m till& cut dutig this ent~.

No double co-mial tig wodd tie plu h tit 1% the mp on page 28 is h emr. Y=, this tit is ti
a roadl- a=. ~e third %n&nce is m option. For -em m the next WO qu=tions, * SDEIS SU-V --

page 1-3, SDEIS pages 3 & 4 ad Mt. Hod Natioml For=t hti Mamgement ad R~ource Plan @age Four-

246). Se the first =ntenw of this ~- for the lmt quwtion.

me sim of the crow, is density ad the sbp of the top tidimb crow vigor ad con~uently the tiermt
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capacity of the trw to gmw ad endure expmm to ktlm (Stith, 1962). Vigor of t- in the sti& fidimte

which tra my suwive distorbmca, whether or not they am l-ted h a Tier Two. bss of vigor tidlwtes stress e
in t= which my & mud by ovemtitig, kts, dim or other t~ of disturbac=. It d= not always

nw~simte cutttig, but if the HW of the stm my k titigated by cuttirrg, then thst my tie plwe. ~em is

evidence that comemial @g of t= h this approximk age CIW till at Imt mti~fi or tic- their vigor
by titrtiuctig stwtig contil (SDEIS pge 87-88; Raven ~g). The tcm “vigor” w= not ticludd h the

Glos=ry kauw of m overnight.

Mmy ofthe pro~d tits do not p~ntly hve a adquh numhcr of coam w~y debris new @ m=t
Northwesr Forar Plan SM&r& md Guidelties @age C40). Some logs my k left h plme dutig hm=tkg
opmtions. Some =tterd tidtiow my wcur dtig the fit y~r or wo follotig hm~tbg. This nterid

my help to filfill the rquimments. If not, then wme falltig my n~ to tie place.

fie genetic tm i~rovement progmm h= kn ti place on the Mt. Hd National Forat for abut 30 yam. AfI
of the trm that wem n4d for tis ph~ of the progmm wem wlwti prior to this tire. Some of the

chamcteristics of imp~ce ticlude fom of the tm, stmighmew of gmti, bmch sim md mgle, prolongd groti
rate, h=lth of the tr= ad crow position.

In the prepamtion of hth documents, th~ factom of stid hwlth, moismm, tiwt md dis~ conditions, fiel
Ioadtig ad fire histo~ were includd.

Origins of fires that occumd 150 or more y=m ago are hard to detetie. @r -k at this time is ~ dml with

the present conditions of the rewurces md desird &tire condltiom (W the Eagle Creek Watershed Analysis the

Mt. Hood National Foresr lad Management ad Resource Plan ~d the ROD of the Nonhwest Forest Plan).

Approximately 13% of the prop~ wle acres conati tr~s over 140 y~m old. This repm~nts abut 4%%% of

the toml bawl arw of the propsd tits. S= Pu~ose ati Ned (SDEIS pagw Su~V 2-5). Al of the tm

in the units would not k cut md still my seine m habitit ad comwtivity 1*. Riptim =w= md the ~R e

to the noflh of the ar~ have bn identifid m key com~nents for hbibt md commtivity (Notihwest Forest Plan

pages B4 & B-5 md B-13).

A very high pemen~ge of the stids h the am am bssically stigle-stotid, even-aged md am Iwtig coa~ wdy
debris, although my large trws cm k fomrd. hte wml stmctim ticlud~ stids dotitd by cotifem g~~r

that 21” in diameter (Eagle Creek W~ershed Analysis, page 13), multi-layerd ~opy, multi-age md CO- wdy

debris on the forat flmr. With th- chamctcristics fi tid, m =timti 10-15% of the w= pentiy ~ts
the akve criteria. That fi~re is expwtd to mmti abut the mme 20 yam. Abut 40 ywm from now, it is felt

that this number would bgti to ticr~e m a smond layer md age CIUS ti= it’s plain irr th- sti&.

Appmximtely 145 acrcx of this type of forest have ~n cut h the Iwt six Yam. For the lsst quwtion, w Pu~ose

arrd Need (SDEIS pages Sum 2-5).

Cement 306/15/06 w= “More di=usion W= n~d on Ore tip of the Dougl~ Fir Ba& Bmtle md the Spmce

Bud Worn’s impact on the fomt wosystem. Do they p~nt a si~ficmt risk b the for-t? ~t is the extimted
time fmme tith wtich we till kgti tos eviden~ of tif=htion? h them other dmmtives, wtig hkgmti
Pwt Mmagement, that couId & M @ control the tifes~tion of th~ orgtism?-

The otission W= m overnight. Dougl=-fir bmk bfl= are endetic @ my Pacific Noflhw~t fo~ts. B*
btle ~pulations knd h buildup follotig diswhms wmtig tij~ or dath, mch ss h=~ tid bge or

fire. mm dd md dytig t= bve &n -kd md populations hem, gr=n t= my Ml PRY to the
ktl=. Population bd @ @ abut b y-m after the titid outb~ md then mbside. Ths kts do
caw motiity h t=, ~iaI1y if they ue not h a h~lthy condition. SpmW budwom ppulatiom f~ on the

ndlw of mtifem, ~ially tme firs md DougI= -fir. The defohation by th= kb wily don’t kill their
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e hos~ but mther tend to w~en them mrd cutil their gmti. h this s~~, they time mom whemble to athcks

by other tiw~ red/or dies which ww mo~lity. h tif~mtion my lmt for sveml y=m witi Variow
~s of tit.nsity d.tig that time. At this time the Dougl~-fir W btle md WmW budwom are not consideti

to & a si@fimt risk m the pro~~ a=, but m, nonethelm, a rik. Chm~g renditions of the fomt titi

this ara could tic- the risk md the= time fimm mot k ptiicti. Tmtmenta pm~~ for the ~gle

tim~mte htegmti Pwt Mmagement OPM) stmtegi=. me fommst pticiple of 1PM is to timti a hdthy

sad by exercistig stmtig control, mch - -g, m -*or tier- stid vigor md halth. Mother tenet

rductig tifotity witi a large blink of homogenmm fo~t. W m k done by c~ttig optigs of Variom
si- ad titrtiuctig new age cl==.

me re~ndent d- not ~ifi~tfy stite which mn=m tit the Fomt Sewice h= are not p~nt. Without this

infoation, a ~ific r~- -ot b -. However, ~fti ti the ~= for 201/02/14, 210/04/14A, ad

201/04/14B.

15)Subjwt:Fld Eff=k
Comentnumbrs 308/05/15,310/26/15,310/33/15,310/34/15.310/34/15.310/35/15,310/36/15.310/37/15md
310/125/15:
“...lackofmy mentionofthisFeb~~’s flood event md ic effwk on the rod md tistr=m conditiom.

“ONRC believes this ~le should b stopd (sic) util the iww tid by this p~t wtiter’s fldig w k

adqwtely xwsd by the For-t Sewice. ”

“Did the Forest Semite chwk dowstrem stmcmr~, such w the fish hatche~, to detetie if they were bared?

Mmagement activitiw dir=tly affwt thwe ar-. ”

@

me Forest Sewice contends that the Wate~hd halysis is still valid after the stoti. Did they do my smdia on
water mrbidity in the ara, or domstr=m, to w if sil~tion levels wem higher h the ar=, or domstrwm, to w

if silbtion levels were higher tha bfom the fld. ”

“What &mge [to prim~ md wonh~ reads] did -ur. Could my of this &mge have wultd from pmt
-gement activities?.. .WIU thm wtivities & re~td tith this de?... How will a stem of sifilar of g~kr

mtimde effwt (sic) water qulity h this watemh~?”

‘Congress r~ently appropriate $63 tillion dollam to Region 6 for pst-fld watemhd malysis, ~stomtion,

suweying, motitotig, md other wtivitiu- .~e Esb* Mgm .Distict Amdd diwlow. 1) the to~l amout of

money they am getting from the abve mentiond wum~, 2) my titioml mum of money they are getttig tit

cm & dlrwtd to sifilar activitiw, 3) m explmation of why no mey is &fig dlrwtd mwar& th= activitiw

if that is the W, md 4) their pnontia with ~gards to (a) pmpd wtiooa mrd @) titi distribution among the=
priorities. ”

●
Accelemtd ~Uytig ti a spur rod (4615011) ouside of the South Fo& &age, but titi the i-dlak projwt
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arm w- ob=wd. ~s rod wm previowly identifid h the WA md SDEIS m a chotic erosion problem md

wu pro~~ for dwotissioting ti the SDEIS. me rod mmti a wdi&k for dwotiwiofig h the FEIS. *

Inwfar m National For~t lm& are con~mcd, the existig figle C~k Watsmbd halysis R- vtild h ik

fidtigs, conclusions, ad r&omen&tions. A dim-ion of fld kmge mmeys md fidmgs titi the ~gle

pmj=t ar~ is ticludd ti the FEIS.

~e r=~ndent is mmwt ti tit dollm hve &n -ivd to mptir fld kmge horn the flti of 1995.

However, it is beyond the xo~ of this dwment to W tith projw~ or other activitim or how dollm m -t

if they are not dlrwtly relatd to the Eagle C~k watcmhti. Projwk on other wa~mhd heve theti ow
environmmbl dwmentition tith their Om wt of objmtiv-, ism=, md wnem tit m not dimtly mlati ~
the objwtivw, ism, ad concern of this d~ument. None of the pmviowly mentiond “emergacy fld +r”
dollars are &tig spent nor will they b -t ti this dmtiage. ~s is hW there W= no Amge ma km

the flwdtig k this dmtiage other thm rd 4615011 which k kn mentionti previomly ad w= idmtificd h

the SDEIS. Al projw~ mentiond h the SDEIS would conttiue h the FEIS md would b fidti tiougb no-l

wurces =wciatd with this tid of activity. me wakrshd -Iysis is valid md till conttiue.

16) Subj&C -
Cement Numbers 306/09/16:
“~e low of habimt for figi w= not diwti at all md n~ to bc dd~d. me lack of -lysis of the tigd

communities in this arw dirwtly affw& mwhmm Wthemm md the haIth of the msystem upn which the fomt
depends. ”

Resvonse:

Additional infoation will beaddd tothe FEIS.

17) Subjwt: Rwration:

Cement numhrs 306/07/17: *

“Raratiom ~s will hc negatively affwti tiough loss of fo~st cover ad bitiivemity. me gathetig of fomt

prduc@, smdy of namre, habibt for game, fisbg, umptig md Mg will k negatively impwtd. -

Remnse:
bgging md road building have occumd k this watemhd for seveml d-des md it bm &n the ex~riena of

the Forest Semite tht rwr=tion hm not dwltid but rather tic- (SDEIS page 65 ad 113). @er the pmt
thrw yars, petik for forest prduc~ on the Es&m& District, u dwri~ h the abve cement, bve nmhc~

bemen 3,800 Wtitt- to 4,7W ~fittw. ~= numkm fluc~k -we of -nd condltiom (e.g.,
drought, mh, mow, eti.) however, u long w there is a demd for such for~t produck, such ptiuck would b
gatherd h the ~gle ara.

mere are no develo~ rcc~tion si~ (e.g., -grom&, pitic -, etc.) h this wahmbd nor h or n~ the
wildemex thu, there are no “s~id” attmctiom tit would dmw a pmn to this am. If a ~~n tish~ ~lmion

or other attribuw of this typ, the tildem~s is imdately djtint to the Ugle m. me mdy ~ where

camptig mm is h die sih along the rod md wmetb~ along a few of the ttils although evihm of

mch activitiw (e.g., fim figs, cl- tit ~, etc.) tifi=b this is not a mjor dmw for this a-. However,

OPPfiti= fOr mOtOri~ mq~g wOuld k mm hfiti due ~ mti C1OW=. Likewi=, opptitiw for
=mping by muuti bke or ~g wodd tic-. ~s wa~hti is a g~ - to hut dw to it,s pmxitity
to Pofilmd ad other ~tropliti w- md the p~ihility of &ig usti should tic- *W of ptid
fomge platbg md tildlife projw~ h the wtion dkmtiv=. hlysis tidiwtw tit fi~ ~pulatiom wordd not

b aff=ti by tbe propd magemmt wtivitiw thin, fitig should mnttiue at it’s p-t mk or tic- u

the populations b the a- tic=.

18)Subj*C R-tomtion:
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Remn%

Suweys of the mti sysbm~ ~ along the 4614 md 4615 md syskm ad existig cl-us Aow

that there wem no - Imdhb, no d fll or cut failw, no debris tomen~ along my of the strm, md no

h-vy dlment mvemmt. me odyex~tion to this is rd 4615011 which W* idmtifid m a problem ti the

SDEIS md h= b ticlti h the dkdv= for oblitemtion ad r=timtion. Nok: the 4615011 rod dms not
dmti tim Eagle C~k but mther F~ C-k that dmtis tito the Nofi Fork.

halysis, st~m mweys, md on the .~ud obwwations tidicak that water q~lity is gd md tit them w no

mjor problem affwttig wakr qtity km ~t mgemmt activiti~.

19)Subjwc &admmom Fish~=idmt Fisk

Cement numhm 308/01/19. 310/05/19. 310/07/19. 310/08/19. 3 10/49/19, 310/50/19. 310/54/19:

“~S is ve~ mnwmti abut my pntitid impwk to mdromow fish at the Wgle Cmk Natioml Fish

Hatcbe~ md rwidat fish atibuti to log~g ad road buildtig. . ..this projwt h= tie ~tential to &mge fish
habimt, wakr qtiity md str~ moWhology titi Eagle C-k ad i~ tribute=. ”

“Sore tribumri~ hve not bn smdid for the exknt of their fish htig ptential @l). Will there& activity
aro~d thew tributiries? How C1OWtill cutttig occur to the= strwm?”

“Sin= the extent of fish distribution is not filly undemtd, no cutttig should wcw h my uw where stiia have

not &n conducd. me defition of ‘Fish Btig’ ti the Sti&r& ad Guides is ‘my st=m conatig my
s~iw of fish for my Prid of W. ASlowmM should b tie h the variability of tribu~ w by ~.

@

... Cutting should& mnducti h -tiw tith ROD md Sti&r& md Guidelties for ‘Fish B=tig Str~m’. ”

“Is a 416 fmt buffer Wig left ~ * when @ have &n feud h the up~r r~h= of ~gle Crmk ad ik side

chaels? How till the how mge of fish ti Eagle Crwk ad ik side chaels b fmtord tito plms for
cut ttig this ~le?”

“mere is not a co~le~ wdemtitig of the distributionof fish s~i= h the Eagle Cr&k watenhd Ml). How
cm you ptiict the =Ie’s i~act on fih if you don’t bow where they reside?”

“Why is this Sale gotig fo~ad if it my impact lower Columbia Coho? ~s should b enough rmn to stop

cut ting in riparim ara. How wuld it iqact lower Columbia Coho?”

“~is wle would ticrm dl~t titn the wateways. Why is the Forat Sewice pltig to dwr- the h~lth
of a stred river sys@m by tier wtig?”

Riparim -me kl~=tion is M P mmenktiom of the Eagle Cr~k WA md si~-~ific tifomtion
gathed dufig pmjwt devel~~t Itig tn the SDEIS. Riparim ~we widths md fwtom tifluenctig the

dektiatiom am ticludd h tie SDEIS.

m Additioml st=m hve k meyd mb~uent to the SDEIS md the tifomtion A h developtig
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reomen&tions for riparim rewme del~~tion. ~S P~MS is i~~ve md till mn~ue ~ugh pmj~t layout

md implemen~tion. Ml strain adjacent to pmpd bwt tits bve kn mmeyed b dektie whether or e
not they are “fish btig”. The ROD detition of “fish &g st-” pmvid= the tils for deteag
riparim rewme widths. S* SDEIS.

Prdictiom of eff=k am b~ on cumnt bh md WIwmt tiomtion gatie~ bm vfiO~ ~um~, ~

inte~reted by prof=ioml jud~ent. If new Momtim is obtid at my ptit ti the pltig or implemenhtion

of this projwt it till b mnsidered ad appmpria~ wtion tire.

The SDEIS di~lays the tifo-tion ldtig to the concluion tit there is tittle or no risk m lower Columbia Coho

~lmon pod by prop~ altemativw.

The SDEIS suppfi the conclwion that them is Iitfleor no risk of tic- stm tiimenbtion pnd by my
of the altimtiv= ad strain h=lth is ex~tti m impmve over time.

20) Subjwc Strom Temmmrm.
Cement numkr 308/06/20

“We are troubld by the m- Au~t Iempemmrw at the htche~ sik which have ex~d stite stihrds (58

degr=s F) for at l~t 24 of the Imt 34 yam. .. .hg@g mdior mad mmtmction h riparim arw are not

compatible with the pmtmtion of tistrmm tempem~res.”

Response:

The SDEIS dwumenk sitilar Forest Semite concern abut domt- h~m- at the hatche~ which w=
the ptim~ impems for desi~attig the National Fo~st ~fiion of the Wgle C=k watemhd = a B4 S~ial
Emphmis Watemhd h the Mt. Hd National For-t Md Maagement Plm. Sitilar concern md ~tential

effwk on aadmmous fish stwks hfluencd the d=i~tion of this wahmhti m a Tier 2 Wakmhd h the
Notihwest Fo~t Plm.

*
The Eagle Cr~k WA ad t&s SDEIS prewnt Am which dwummk watm ~vmm= at =veml l~tiOns in tie
watemhti. The h~ indimtes that te~mmm ~ Iow&t at the National Fomt hmmti-, mflwtkg the mle

of in~ct riparim ar- which dotiaw tie National Forest ~flion of the ~temhd. Te~mNM titi the South
Fork are actilly lower thm the= mordd for the uppr -Em of ~gle CA, which lies Primrily witi

the Salmon-HucHek~ Wlldem=s.

Propoti prmriptions for all dkmative, ticludhg Mbmative 3, would mkti uopy clmur= ad ensure that
tempemmreswould not be advemely affwtd.

Road constmction is not propd h riparim ara k my of the dtemtiv~.

21) SubjwL Cement Perid.
Cement numbrs 311/03/21 (R-eivd 97 fom letim/d tith the -e m=t(s)) . 303/10/27:

“I de-d that the pmt deleteriom cumulative effwk of ahwive dbufldmg ad Iogghg o~mtiom & fwtord
into my dwision de, ad that a cumulative imp=t stiy b udetim by the USFS, ~d amodkgly, that the

public wment Priti ~ extendd by 30 Ays..

“YOU U4 to at l-t allow the public some mom time to dig=t YOU pmpds, m they - d~ the ~tmtial
problem that will ari~ from your =tions. ”

Remnw
Cumulative i~ac~ have kn di=md ti the Wakmhd tiysis for the =gle wa~hed (1995) md ~ Chap&m

111md IV of the SDEIS. The Fomt Su~wimr (Dmision Mtier) w= Wprid of the dewd for tiditiond time
ad due ~ a lack of substitive m-ent or mtiomd md -m of the emulative effwk malysis tkt b altiy

e
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kn mqletti, dwidd to wtihk the co-ent Priti for the ~gle SDEIS at 45 tiys.

k -w to the co-ent addrmstig “mom time to dig~t pmpds., the follotig is a list of public tivolvement

activiti~ tit have -uA for this projwC

a) me pro~ds for uagtig this wakphd bgm h 1991 tith a “Notice of ktent” (NOI) h the Fded Register.
b) me ori~ notiw W= amendd tith a -nd NOI.

c) ~blic m=ttigs on the pmpd we= conductti prior b pubhstig a dmfi dmumat.
d) A dmft dwment wm publishd h 1993 ad mild to wved titem~ ~ple tith the commt prid btig
60 tiys. .

e) A field trip w= mnductd for thow memkm of the public tit W show m tikrest.
~ U*W bve mwlarly ap~rd h the Mt. Hd Natioti Fomt Newsletir, ‘Spm.S”.

g) A NOI w publishd h the FtieA Regiskr tidlwttig tit a Supplement Dmfi Enviromenti Impmt

S@kment (SDEIS) w= kmg p~pati. ~s NOI kdimti that the co-ret Priti would l~t 45 &ys.

b) hdividmls rquti copiw of the SDEIS, by phone, when it w= available however, no other letkm we~

meivd pmvidhg tiput to the SDEIS md no tiditioml tifo-tion w= pmvidd conwtig the wakmhd.

i) Mtiltigs bgm on May 15, 1996 ~tie Ays kfom the Notice of Availability ape ti tbe Fded Register).

me= documents went to p~ple who have shorn m tite~t ti the put or Wwifically mkd for a document prior

to publication.
j) ti “tikmst” letter w= mild to seveml pple who were on the wilhg list(s) ad wveml were remmd. If

the Ietwr W= remmd, the= pmple meivd a copy of tbe dwument.
k) A “Notim of Avtilahility” apprd h the Fdeml Regis&r on May 24, 1996. me end of the cement Priti
wu on July 8, 1996 ~s b ac~lity is 46 &ys for cement)

1) ~ow who fimt rweivd the dwument had 54 ~ys to cement on the propwls.

22) Subjmti MuticiDal Watemhd:

o
Comeut numbr 310/24/22:

“me Fo~t Semi= should conthue to conmlt with tbe City of Pofilmd md other ml (sic) comtities mlytig
on dmg water from this watemhd. ~eir mmicipal water mpply is dirwtly timtend by this tim~r role.

. ..~s till p~lude costly fimre problem with water qwlity, water qmlity (sic), ad habitit loss for sensitive

s~i=. ”

Remn=:
me mment is not m accumte satement of fact. me mticipal wakr wpply for the City of Pofilmd h= its

wurce h the Bull Run Watemhd, not tbe Eagle Crwk Watersbd (m i~lid in this cement). me Bull Run is

Iwati within a ~tily wparate river bmti (Smdy River).

Co-titia in the victilty of Oregon City ob~ti mticipd wa~r supplim from the lower Clachm River, of
wtilch &gle Crwk is one of my tribumria. ~s projwt am comtimk much 1*s thm one pment of the

cohtributtig watemhd am upstrwm bm the ptit of divemion for the Oregon City wakr system. Mticipal
water mppli= would not b affwti by this projwt, di~tly or tidimtly. me Eagle Watemhd ~lysis d{~lays

md diwu the ove~heltig mntribution of non-f~eml fo~t, agricultiml, md urbm lm~p on water

qdity of ~gle C~k. By extemion, the contribution of this pmjmt m to wakr q~lity considemtiom at tbe
~tit of mticipd dlvemion is tiwule.

23) Subjwc AEzmEak Rmovew Pe-mee (ARP):
Co-t num~m 310/19/23. 310/21/23. 310/22/23. 310/25/23. 310/29/23:

“~em is m ticonsis~ncy k the SDEIS. It swtw tit ‘wa@r avtilable for uoff mtiel is &kg - to compare
almmtiv- agtinst one mother. @ 10). It alw sti~ the ‘Hydologic R-ve~ Mtiel w= ~ to detetie

●
SplfiC p~Jmt alkmatives @ 6).Whichisit?.
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‘me lower r=chm of Eagle Cmk is (sic) upable of mlaing Imge qmtiti=, of silt ad -d (50, WA). Stiw
the hamesttig of tres in the upper rachw of the crmk til ld tn tic- @ flows md dowt- &esttig e
meth~ md cyclw am mce~in, this cut should not ~ur. ~s till help ensure ARP’s for the =gle Cr&k
watemhti are mtihtid at current Ievels even if more cutting wcum el=whwe. WI1l this, md ex~td hm~

cuk, rwult in incrd erosion of dom str- bti due to incd @ flows?”

“Fimt, if BLM mle gm though, what till the ARPs hc for tie effwtcd (sic) dtige? me qwlifimtion that they
will ‘likely he the mme’ @ 37) is not m ~~hble ~ientific/prnf~iod m~mnt given the ipmw of this
watemhd. ”

“~m ~me concern = relevmt to the pnssible Imd exckge @fern tith bn~iew Fiber. How till th=
effwt (sic) the ARPs for the effwtd (sic) a-?”

“~e placement of roa& (including ~-ent rok) alw wur tithin the ti~n-mow evm mne. Most roa&

occur k this mne. Road buildtig will b tier- ti this mne tith the constmction of a new rod for Utik 27

md 28. ~is style of cutttig md rd pl=ment r=ulk h _pbble &mge heiig done to the watemhd from

incrmd Imdsl ides md silmtion of water chuels. ”

ResDonse

fie ticonsis~ncy h the SDEIS tith regarda to hydrologic mdysis mndels h= &n COHM ti the FEIS. me
“water available for moff mndel ww a h] utiliti for w~stig the entire wakmhd (Eagle C~k Watemhd

halysis). me “hydrologic movery” methodology ww utiliti for co~tiwn of altemtivw k this projwt. Both

approach= are b~ upon the ~me factors.

me hydrologic rwove~ malysis (ARP) rcvald that tic- in pdflows ~miati tith my of the pmpnd

alternatives are extremely tiikely. me percenkge pntit differenc~ are not si~fiat when considerirrg the

relative imprwiw available &@ usd in the malysis. Effwk on water qmhty (sdiment md mrbidlty) mlati to

potential (though imperceptible) p~flow chages are sitilmly not mmumble. e

ARP is not m appropriate methodology to apply for lM& nutaide of the tmsient mow mne. me ~sumption is

mde that BLM activities, should they wcur, would b implemented tith regards to current direction for BMPs,
riparim rmmes, ad other Fdeml Widelines for the protwtion of water qwlity. hwfar m ARP vdum ae

concemd, there would k no maumhle cbge.

We cmot prdict the effwb of a pnssible Imd exchmge ad fimrc -gement which my never owur,

me contribution of rna& w= considerd in the Hydrologic Rmve~ malysis ad exp~d in the Aggrega&
Rwovery Percentage (ARP) valum. me relative contribution of the “new “ rod amoms tn 1- & wo tcnti

of ‘one pcrwnt. More over, the pro~~ road (a~stig ti~ 27 md 28) ia P1U4 m a tempomg rod, utilitig

m existtig rnti in pm, tn followti by dwoti~iotig afir w in this projwt. ~s wmdd rwult in a net

alar- h the contribution of rok to ARP valu~ md Wtcntid -OWS.

24) Subjwt: ks@bilitv / ~klidw
Cement numhcm 201/1 1/24. 305/03/24. 306/05/24. 307/03/24. 30g/M/24, 310/30/24

“Page 44- me Iwt wntcnm on the page satin that ‘sitilw lmdfom ad wils a~ ob&wed elaewhem in the
projwt - md my b affwti by one or mo~ projwt dkmtive.’ ...~x [wtible or pn~ntidly m~ble]

ar- witi the South Fork should rdm b incltid tithin Ri@m R~me kmti- md not r-ive t=tm~
that my wtivak utible sik. ”

“@r tiv=tigatiom of tik 25 md 29 [36 h SDEIS] mgg~t tit even titb tbe pmpd nritigation mam them

are tw uy chmcm for Ioggirrg-inducd wil instibllity dja~t tn wme str=m ad hngs. .~g tb~ a=
will not efimce slow or strain tihbility. . ..hng tem shbility till b dud by removal of my timkr which

tight sub~uently fall into strain.”
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●
“~s ar= is unshble md usuimble for logging. ”

“mere should b no new road constmction titti the proj=t arw to =omhte plad t-tmenk sin= *
are a prim~ wurw of dimentition md instibllity tithin wak~~. ”

.However, we m still conwmd that the mtimti dlment klivew from 128 roil= of ti in the ~gle C~k
watemhd mg= km 50 to 2~ tim~ tit of the SDEIS notd mmd m~ of erosion. SW@ stiti Iitit
mrbidity to 10% of backgromd. ~- * have Amnt delive~ thst is likely violatfig this stiti. me

SDEIS dm not dwrib how this aliment lotiing would b monitnd or comted. ”

“bgghg ad ro~ aremjor factom in the numkr ad wverity of lm&lidm which mcum (sic) dtig stoa.

h the Oregon Cd=, the relationship km=n logging md rod building h= kn dmumenti by a -t stiy

Nmver, William, et al, May 1996]. Since the mle would dm~ the ability of this ar- to miti lmblid~, no
Ioggtig should b allowd in this am. ”

Rewns:

Uns@ble md potentially ushble ar- wem identifiti dutig the WA ad dtig field rwomais~ce =wiati
with the Eagle Cr~k projwt. ~ese have bn ticludd titn riparim rmww, however not allriparimr=w=
arenw=wrily unsmble or potentially uskble. As dixwd h the SDEIS, mstible ad potentiallymable a-,
ad other highly wnsitive arw are ~ifimlly avoidd h all alkmativm, ticludmg Mtemative 3 which pmpnw

comexial thiming within pofiions of riparim re%w=.

me location of uit 25 spwifiully avoi& the ve~ wet, step WIW coverd slopes adjacent tn the ckel of the

up~r South Fork, k rwosnition of Ptential instability ad risk to water q~lity. ~s ar~ w ficopmti into
the riparia r-we. me stmm chmel lying to the west of propnd utit 25 ww identifid m havtig a histo~

of nammlly wcurnng debris slida md tomenk, md wm intentionally avoidti dutig projwt pltig snd placd

o

in riparim rewwe. ~s chmel W= wurd by r=ctivatd sliding dutig the titer flti, however the slide
ar- is not =ociatd with my preview wgement activiti~.

me citd aerial suwey by William Waver ad my other sitilm smdie over the p=t 30 ymm kve dmummd

the relationship of timkr hawest md roads to the =cumenw ad *verity of Imdsliding. Rwmt fld &mge

sumeys conductti by Forest Semite pemomel have dmumenti sitilar mlatiomhips el=whem on the Mt. Hnnd

National Fomt. me W=ver sumey did not, however, ticlude the ~gle C~k am, when no wch =W md

effwt relationships have bn dwumentti on National Forest lmds. Mom over, tbe W=ver stiy ~ifimlly
fw~ on clwmut timbr kwwt / la&lide relationships. me smdy d= not dmw my mnclmiom abut the

relationship k~mn comemial thtig pr-riptions md the uumence of lmdslid~.

Suweys on this fomt, while still ongoing, have revwld tbt most in-uit failures wem ~miati tith older

cl=rcut utib which my have b I-td md Ioggd without wognition of tierent site factom contributtig to
the risk of Imdslidmg. Sitilarly, our stidia tidluk tit d-mlatd lm&lidw tend to & m= m-on tith

older mti sysmm where rd I-tion, daign ad mmtwtion pwtim we= not up to pmnt~y sti&&, or
where rod mintenmw h= not k mmemmte tith n-. Seveml Iwge Imdlid= md debris tmmnb hd

origtis ti Wlldem= ara, with no pmviom uagement histo~.

me citd Waver stidy hm little ~Ievmce to the Eagle pmjwt which prep= co-emisf thinning hw=t

prwriptiom, skyltie or helicopter Iogghg system on dl but the most gentle slop, ad avoitiw of pntitily
unskble ar-.

me 128 til= of msd mmtionti h the mmmt includ- the entire wakmbd of which, appmti~ly 21 til=

of rod am on Fomt Sewice lm&. me mmtig 107 tila am on private md other omemhip lm&. Of the 21
til= of rod waler For=t Sewice juridction, dlmmt prtiuctig m~ ad problem a- would k ddt tith

●
if one of the action altemativm is =lwti. me SDEIS includd a monitntig plm under ApPdix J of the SDEfS
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which di~us~s monitotig for wakr qmlity.

No roa& are propd for comtwtion h my mtible or ~tentially usmble au,

25) Subjwt: Mitigation:
Cement numkr 310I1WIM:

“&e all momenktiom m titig~ erosion h the watemhd dysis btig iqlementi? If not, then which ~
ktig excItid? my me they btig excludti?”

Rewn~:
Ml titivation m~r~ am iqle~hble ad it is the iutention of the For~t Semite to implement dl of them.

26)Subjwk~
Cement numkm 310/87/26,310/88/26,310/89/26,md 310/122/26:
“Wt isthedufflayermd Idderfielheighth the=Ie?Did you tie thti fwtum iuto awout when dismstig

the possibility of stid mpl~ment *? If they wem not ticludd, wbt W= the mtiond for the dmisioo? mat

mwums are king tien tu wcout for th~ factom?{ Controlld bums, Itider removal}”

“A rational for cutttig is to -re. th~ a replacement fire dw not recur agati. Yet, tbe ~U of the l~t

replwement fire is not how. It muld kve kn hum @g. 123) How m m am that b a low pro~ity for
replacement ad Iightig stale h @g. 123) b dmmd prone to replmement fir=? Wat pruuf d~ the Fomt
Sewice have that conclwively Aows this a= is prone to repla=ment fires. ”

“Under this role, fiel tr=tmmt is aaqlishd by cutttig tr~s. @g. 122) But loggtig tws remlk h the d~tig

out of the shnd ad tbe build up of Itider fiels. ~s will tier- the chacm of fim h dq sumer months?

~erefore, the long tem effms of cutttig is to hcrme fin tiger. How d~ the Forest Semite propuw to

address this conttiiction?.

e
“~tiing md sheltewd mmov~ till ticr~ the Aofi tem fiel Ioadiug of a uw that is cumently ve~

halthy. me For-t Sewice hm themfom ftild @ substitiak (1) a duction h itient weptibility tu fim
through this timbr wle, md (2) why no other t~tment, mch ~ “No Action” would b tisufficient or iueffwtive
to rduce high fiel Iodtig md high risk of fire..

Remonxs:

Duff/litterlayer depth witi b pmj=t ~ avemg=. 1-2 tichw m identifid ti tie Mt. Hd Soil Rwm

InventoW (SRI) md groud obwwatiom. Namml mprtiuction vtim fmm WO to fiftmn f~t all ad would
generally have limbs to the groud (th~ am Itider fiels). However, my aw have veq little if my

reproduction. me natiml fire regime for mm w~t of the tie mge is Ctikrid m bigb wverity. Fires

in hgh wverity ar- knd tu b ~uent (ofin >100 y=) but my k of high titensity (s&d replacement)
where most of the vegebtion is d l-t “tup-killd”. WIe no fo~t is “fire pruu~, them am stmctiml

chamckristics that &nd to tie fowk .fim-=fe.. ~m ctikristiw ticlude but are not Iititi to: 1) Fomt
stids tit am Wqrid of fi~euleut ~ dwri~ h tem of ~ifi, sire, md stmcmre. A s~ti ti the

PUP= md 04 of the SDEIS, tim is a nd to encnumge groti of large tra tbti amoog other bgs, would
imprnve stmcmml divemity, 2) bwetig the pmbabiliey tit cmm fir= would either titia~ or WA through

the fomt. Crow fim will ~ if either the me of WA or the bfi demi~ of tie cmm fiII ~Iow * fiim”m
value. ~g a s~d wotid Au= the crow bti kmity.



that fire is a reticufig event. Evm though the - hsa a low pm~ity for s~d mplawment fi~, lightig

is md will continue to b a souw of i~tion. tie my my tit blowdow ton muld mW replawment of a stid

however, agati, there is the lwk of evidenm tit wch m evmt occd. ~s evidmce would k; a) hrge

amouk of dow wood; b) Seveml old remt t= =ttercd scms the Ire-; c) Hw~ layem of duff md

rotten wood; add) “Rmt-wti” mou&. ~w = mom& of difi thst Ed a~r a tm blows over md the mk

have rottd away. Next to mch a mo~d would & a pit where the t= ~ ti bc.

Cumently, the r~idul fiel losdkg witi the pmjwt a= is mmikd Iight. However, u ststi ti the PUP*
md nd, the wle ar- is a stigle agd stid which h S- to low ifi tiger -w of ovemrowdmg. Sti&
that are overcrowded mtily h which wodd U si@fimt -mk of dd md dom mterid to the midti
fiel Iodig. ~s ty~ of stid is alw mptible to di-, -6, md titiw which would g~tly tic-

fiel loading. ~g promotm udemto~ vegemtion of both hk md hmhs. ~m plmts titi mois~re

conknt md provide a &~tig effwt on fiE bahstior. For a Aoti tiw, o@g of the mopy will de the
r~idti fiels ad duff layer d~er thm h a clod mopy condition. ~s -g would kome 1=s ad 1= w

the vegemtion begtis to grow. me Forwt Sewiw m~= tiat them my k other methd of wagement io
the= types of stids however, to m=t all objwtivcs, tig w= wlwti = the pmfemd method (refer to the

SDEIS page 6).

27) SubjwC Procdures

Cement numbers 201/01/27, 201/05/27. 201/09/27. 201/12/27. 305/01/27. 309/03/27. 310/01/27. 310/18/27,
3 10/20/27, 310/23/27, 310/86/27, 3 10/90/27, 310/96/27. 310/97/27, 310/98/27. 310/99/27, 310/121/27, ad

310/123/27:

.As a public document, the SDEIS should b clmr md the logic psth Wy to foUow, which ofim d~ not tiur.
me most obvious example is the conkion brought shut by dwi~tiog Memative #1 = tbe Propod Action on

page 4 md writtig the document m if it were the Pmfemd Akmtive, while the Fomt Sewice Pmfemd

Alternative is #3 m stitd on page 34. ”

“Sum~-Page-5- Under item 11 of Famr= Co-on to Al Action A2bmtivw, it sktes that “up to 240 Iti=l

fwt of logs will be left for wildlife comidemtiom.. me timmn mout of woody debris that is left should b
at lat 240 ft of wood at Iwt 20 tichw h diameter ad at l-t 20 f=t io length per acR (Rod-Stiti& md

Guidelines, page C40). ”

“All themps thatpre=ntthealternatives(i.e.,themp onpage28oftheSDEIS)showsoexistirrgplmtstionti
thelowerrightpofiionofthemp whilemp 3-5h the%gleC-k Watcmhd -Iysis appm to show the *me

ar- m late-sum~ional for~t, Which is m-t or m we titmpmtig the -s ticommtly? DB this tie a

difference in ~ttd owl habikt?”

“Page51 -me mp on page 28 for Mtemative #3 still shows tifi 20,21,22,23 ad 11 which would b drop@

under this alternative accordtig to next to l-t pamgmph on the page.

“We feud oumclves confid by tem ti tbe document. @ pg. 17 AR. #1 is d~ri~ ss the ‘propod sction”.

On p. 34 Mt. #3 is Iablld the “Prefeti ~temative.. Which dtcmtive is the one you titend to u?”

.Why are the momentitiom io tbe Wats*d tiysis m &lay mtig ti tie Ri@m fin= to hcm

Pinemfiti md P1-ti Wood~ker hsbitit not bctig followed? (112,WA).
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m, where is it mferencd ad how W= it utili~? If it wm not utilid, why w= this the W?”

“Why is cutttig on private lm& not amouti for h the SDEIS? If this cutttig WUm h a shofier time Pcrid thm

the 55 yr. cycle pdictd by the Sewi&, what effwt will it have on the wakmhd? Will motitotig wtivitiw

wco~t for thmc t~ of chmges?.

‘This pmjmt hould ticlude a new Wa@mhti blysis. The dysis cumntly Wig @ by the Mt. Hd Natiod

Fom is out of &k. It d~ not =mut for my of the i-w of the pmt tikr’s stoa. A watemhd tiysis
is dwri~ u m ikmtive P-SS. A new Watcmhd hdysis shodd at a timum, dd- the i~ack of

tic- @ flows lad slidca, ti~idity levels, md timenhtion of wakmays which WY have m- m a
rmlt of the r=nt flds”.

‘How much deviation is allowti tith kput from mpr=nhtive rauw pidisk? Is them my review of this

tiput? & th- deviatiom notd for the rword md mtionditi wtig sti~diti crimria? If w, what is tit
ctititia?”

‘Mtemative thr= puts at risk a Tier Two watershd by cutttig ti or nwr riparim ~smes. No other alternative

d~ this. @g. 51) This option is unaccephble given the igtice of the watershd. Why did the Formt Sewice

chin= the d~mative that is the mst ha~i to riparim ar- md forest h=lth?”

“The slope on p- of the Southfork is d~ri~ m “mtiwt”. (33 WA) What is the mlevace of “mdwt”? What

mtifi=tiom d~ “mod~t” have for levels of erosion? Why ww the amo~how tcm ‘mtiest” A mther thm

pific numbm? What types of stidies were done to m-e the slop?”

“Why is the BLM going to be tmdtig Imd tith hnWiew Fibr that will advemely eff=t this Tier Two Watemhd?

Why is m ara prone to tistcbility ~tig given to a comemial timber opcmtor? -

“Why did the watemhti mmlysis u% a “bst - xenario” h a Tier Two watemhd? Why did they not= a womt a

c= wmrio that would better protwt water q~lity ad public h=lth?”

“WIU dl wok tie place within the r~omendd time Prid?”

“This de d- not mmply with the “ReviA Diwtion for Emergmcy Tim&r Salvage Sal= Conductd Under

Swtion 2001@) of P.L. 104-19, &td July 2, 1996. How do ti~ 1,3,4,6,7,8,10, md 24 comply with item one
of the mem-dum. May if not all, of th= ar- am completely halthy. ”

“Them is no d=ription of the atimtd volume of d=d versw gr=n volume. Nor is there a cl-r mtional, given
the hdth of the forest sti&, for cutttig of gr~n tm. ”

R- n=

Undm the m~lations for implementtig the National Enviro~entil Policy Act (40 CFR p- 15M-1508), ~ptig

ia a viti @ ti the development of the dmument. Under 40 CFR, 1501.7 (Scoptig); .Them shall&m wrly md
open - for dete-g the XOp of iwa to hc tid- md for identifytig the si~fimt iwfi relati
b a p-d wtion. - ~s =tion fi~er sb-, “~ wn m pwtimble after is d=ision m p~- m

mtim-ti -t s~kmt md kfom the woptig p= the Id agency stil publish a notim of titit
(1508.22) k the Fdml Register exwpt w pmvidd ti 1507.3(.).. The Font Semi& udemti& tit them k

m k a p-d =tion kfom issua a k gmemtcd. me pmpod wtion W= pmti h the FedcA Regis@r
ad i- we= genemti from this pmp~ wtion. k the SDEIS, the propti ~tion W= s~tcd md the iswm
gmm~ km this pro~~ =tion wem identifid (SDEIS page 6, 9, 10, ad 11). No where ti the dwummt did

the SDEIS s~k or imply that the propd mtion is/win gotig to b the pmfemcd alternative. The idatification
of the pmf- d@mtive u s~ti on page 34 W= dektid by the d~idtig offiwr afir ~~fil mmidemtion
of the effwb of i~lemen@tion of all altcmtiv~. The alkmativ~ dmri~ ti chaptm ~ of the SDEIS ticltied

a
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the propod action which is consisknt tith 40 CFR pati 1502.14. Pti 1502.14 @) SW- “Devote subsmtid
tr=tment to wh alternativeconsided h demil ticltitig the propd action . ..” Futier, mder 40 CFR 1502.14

(e); “Identify the agency’s pmfemd dtemative ...” The alkmtiv- ticludtig the propud wtion wem di~layd

in chapter II of the SDEIS (SDEIS pag= 17 tiugh 30). ~ sbti previomly, prior to page 34 of the SDEIS, the
dmument did not s@@ or i~ly which dkmative w= the agency prefed.

The rep(s) di~layd h the SDEIS (e.g., ~ge 28) m w=t. ~em is a cl-ut h the lower right mmer of the
&gle projwt w= tith wved midd tildlife t- mm g h the tit. Atir consulttig with the projwt Ider

for the &gle Wakmhti halysis, it W= dekfiti tit them is a mpptig emr ti Map 3-5 h the watemhti

aalysis. A ~tiion of the sib ti quwtion shotid not hve b mp@ u Ia@ sA. The existhg cl-ut is

apprOximtely 20 acr= ti si~. Thu. them m Sppmtifily 20 fewer wr= of late WA forest ti is smtd ti
the watershd malysis. For the SDEIS md the multtig FEIS, this clmut w= Men hto awout md all acr=ge

md aalysis are accumte.

The pamgmph on page 51 is m dittig emor md should not have kn includd h the SDEIS. Ml malysis h
Chaptem 111ad IV for Mtemative #3 ticludd tbw tik md their acr=ge.

The rotil~s arw uder considemtion is approxim~ly 16% of the toti Sdmn-HuckSeh~ Rotil=s h m

desri~ h the Mt. Hd National Forwt, Forest Plm. Mm considetig the entire roadless arw, it is not the

intent of the Forest Semite to -ge, tiough timkr hamwt, all rotilws acres. h this document, the a- under
consideration is approximately 2, 8W + acres ad the For~t Semiw d- not pro~w ~ uage eve~ acre. b this
case, altemativw #1 ad 3 would ~age 538 acr~ of roadlew or approximately 19% +/- 2%.

In 1995 the Mt. Hd National Forest co~letd a review of all B-5 Pilatd Wd~ker/Ptie Mafiti kbitit am.

B=ti on the Noflhwest For=t Pla (ROD C45), B-5 arm h the Eagle watershti were rmo-endd to k
droppd. Futier malysis h the Eagle watemhd evalwtd stmcmm of late wd sti&. The= closest to old-groti

chamcteristics ti tbe abmdond B-5 arw we~ rwo-mdd tu kve a delayd hawest until adja=nt sti& h
riparim r-wes ad LSRs met old-groti stid conditiom. The ~gle SDEIS followti women~tions h the
watemhd malysis for interim retention of the old-t fomt pakh= (Eagle WA Map 4-2).

No infoation for a watemhd =Iysis W* gatheti h 1993. This is tiu= the ROD for the No*west Fomt
Plm that quims a wa~rshd mdysis bd not kn imd yet. Additionally, a watemhd malysis tam hd not

bmn fomd at this time. hfo-tim that w= gathed for the watemhd aalysis md * h the wlysis ph~

is con~ind in the watershd malysis file.

A watemhd malysis w= mqlet~ for the ~gle C-k watemhd which malyd all Imds aff=ttig -gle Cr=k.

~ls dmument a=ounti for vegetative patkms on lm& of all owembips md the watemhd malysis develo~

a conceptil Im&p dmi~. The SDEISFEIS d the “k@rim o~mttig plm” ti the watemhd tiysis (SDEIS
page 15, Watemhd Aalysis page 78 md -P 4-3). If them am si~fiat chmgm k prdlctd magement

cyclw, the wa~mhti malysis would& mviewti md u@td m nw~w~. It is byond the XOF of this dmument

to motitur actiom =ross the wa@mh4 except thow tit -It tim the implemenhtion of PIOPA pmjwk b the
prefeti demative.

The wakmhd dysis w= reviewd @ de~tie vdidi~ follotig the flti of 1996. The wakmhd mlysis
is valid. Dwumentition is k the FEIS -Iysis file. A field review of For-t Semi= lm& h the waktid ww
conductd k the Wfig ad wrly mmer of 1996. The mviewem ticltid rod mgti~m, silvicdmrisb, a

hydrologist, field ~~mel, md the I.D. T- for Wgle. RMUIU; No visible fld &mge - b fomd on For=t
Sewi@ lads (e.g., slides, SIUWS, -S wttig, mfiaw erosion, culvti erosion, ek.). Photogmphic evidence

includd in the malysis file shows tit all of the st~m h the projwt a~ chaeld fld wa~r tiqmkly d
that all of tbe dmimge faciliti= we= tiquk to tidle tie exu flows. ~m photos alw show that although
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there w mme tilment movement h the chmels, there w= no ex-ive tiiment tm~fl above wkt cmdd

be ex~ti from tis ty~ of event. ~em kve kn no florid m~r dollm for rod dlmti ~ this dmtiage ●
baw them is no fld &mge. me ody erosion on a mti tit could b fomdw=onroti4615011. ~s mti

contributed d~ment to Fdl Cr=k @ this mti ww identifid h the SDEIS = Wig a problem A w= ititifid

for clomre ad obli~mtion prior ti the flti (SDEIS page 29). It hould & noti that Fdl C* flm fib the

Noti Fork ad then tito the Clwkam River ad k no eff=t on =gle Crmk. me watemhti dysis for ~gle

Cr&k is not king@ by the Mt. Hd Ndiond Fo~t. Wther, this -Iysis is Wig A by the bgw District

to aid in wagement of the Eagle watemhd w tit the datid fimm mndltiom a & atid. ~s wakmhd

malysis d~ not Pfiti to other wakmh-.

Remume ~ialis@ provide tiput m pmj=k mch u this SDEIS~EIS ad hey am mgardd = the agmcy

ex~fi(s). h the u of vtiow ~~ (e.g., Biologid Evalutiom, etc.) a .lmd. biologist wmdd tiew the

repofi ad approve the dmument. If them is a di=wcy h tifomtion providd, the hfomtion h qwtion is
reviewd by the pialis~ Pm for validity. If chag= should tiur, thm the tifo-tion is u@ted. ~s ~
of review is infoml md them is no foti criteria.

me dwision tier W= apprid of the objmtives, ismes, altemativw, ad effwk of i~lemen@tion. Magement
of ripatim re~wes is accepmble m long m such activitiw do not ward or p~vent at~~~t Of tie Aq~tic

Conswation Strategy objwtivw (ROD p~ge C-31). me pro~d proj=s in the SDEIS/FEIS = d=i~ti to
efimce riparim valuti m well m ehmce forest halth across the wa~mhd on For~t Sewiw omd la& @efer

to the obj=tives ti the SDEIS page 5).

me infomtioo from the watemhd malysis h this cement w= tien out of mntext md faild @ convey tit the

infomtion providd on page 33 of the wabmhd malysis is tifo-tional mther tk malytid. fie s~bment

on page 33 does my @t slops h wme _ do exc~ 70%. However, no where on page 33 dti the dwummt

refer to S1OPW~ifically ti the Southfork dmtige. Wther, the pamgmphs on page 33 am pmvidhg m ovemiew
of tbe watemhd md are not dixusstig s~ific sites.

e

It is &yond the wope of this dmument to aswer why the BLM is considetig a lad exctige. me wa~mhd

analysis wm completed ti c~pmtion titb the BLM md the BLM is filly amm of the malysis provided h the
watershd malysis. If tbe respondent wisbti fitier tifo~tion or mtional, the hmdqm~m for the BLM in this
ara is in Salem Oregon.

me time fime given is a momendd opmttig ‘=on” bW it is the dri~t time of tbe y-r. However, if
there are cefiin wwks prwdig or follotig this Priti that are d~, then o~mtions could & allowd u long

as objwtivw for tbe ara would b met.

~e rw~ndent is refefig to hblic hw 104-19 (Rwision Bill) (1995). A SUM h the SDEIS, @p& I, ~ge

1; “. ..however, th- binds do not conti a dvage co~nmt. ” No whm ti the SDEIS dm it stik that this
document ad resultit =1= would b mder the dvage co~nmt of hblic bw 104-19. Refer tn the WPw

md NA for the mtional of entetig th- tik. .

me r~ndent is comwt h that them is no delti-tion &w- g- md dd volume givm. ~s is &W
timkr volume ad =Ivage are not objmtives for -gemnt h th- sti& (mfm to page 5 md 6 of the SDEIS).

However, the production of wd pmdum md the lM1 wonomy w= a key i- titi by the pubhc w one of

the wveml public m=ttigs dutig developmmt of this dwumt. ~s iwe ddt tith ody memhkble volume

md wu not mnwmd if it w- d~ or not. As mentiond ti the pmiom ~=, there is no dvage m-ent

identifid ti this dwument.

I-34



joo

COLUMBIA HELICOPTERS, INC.

May 15, 1996

Mr. John Berry, District Ranger
Mr. Don Davison, Project baler
Mt. Hood National Forest
Estacada Ranger District
595 NW Industrial Way
Esramda. OR 97023

Re: Eagle EIS

a We see that about 2/3 of the volume under your preferred alternative is to be heli-logged. We
also note that most of it is thinning.

We believe you can expect excellent results by utilizing helicopters as they are the most flexible
logging systems available. However, special emphasis needs to be placed on the design of the
timber sales or the economics ~rr be adversely impacted. In particular, when thinning or partial
cutting, the marking prescription must be such that the trees can be actually fell through the
canopy. Generally, the ~nopy must be openedenoughthatthehelicopterpilotand thehooker

can actuallyseemch other.~is isusuallyverypossibleand stillbe abletoachievedesired

postharveststand conditions.

It isa good system in that spwial corridors treed not be cut and the stand can be treated evenly.
However, this system will not work if it is forced to do understorv removal. Both economics
and safety are compromised.

One thing that may be worth looking into is mechanical falling and bunching. We are using
these machines on up to 50% slopes in small timber and achieving excellent results. Some
bunching ~n tiur which help economics and lessens stand damage from yarding. We are
doing this on Weyerhaeuser ground now and flying logs ch~per than skylines an drag them,
while achieving better results. Ground distance has been minimal.

e It is important that projec~ like this are a success both economically and in the public’s eye.

MAILING ADDRESS: PO. Box 3500 Poflland,Oregon 97208 LOCATION: AuroraArpoti Aurora,Oregon

TELEPHONE: ~K~~X 503/678-1222 FAX: (503)678-5841



Mt. Hood NationalForest
Estamda Ranger District
May 15, 1996
Page two

For those of you who have not seen partial cutting in action with a helicopter, I would suggest
you visit Enola Hill. Your SA, Jerry Hernandez, has a very good ida on what it rakes to make
it work. The stands we are trating look excellent and we think the job will be a silvicultural
showcase.

We would offer our services on planning as you may see fit.

Thank you,

Best Regards,

COLUMBIA HELICOPTERS, INC.

Vice Eresldent of Logging Operations
MM:hld

e
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Jrdy8, 1996

Srneerely,

. . ..
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{+~~ UN~ED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION10
1200 SxthAvenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

RSPLY TO
ATTN OF: ECO-088

Roberta Moltzen
Forest Supervisor
Mt. Hood hational Forest
2955 ~ Division Street
Gresham, Oregon 97030

Re: Eagle Creek Timber
Draft Supplemental

Dear Ms. Moltzen:

JUN 04 lY%

Sales
Environmental Impact Statement

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EpA) has received
the Eaqle Creek Timber Sales Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact-Statement (EIS) for review in accordance with our
responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act and
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

EPA Region 10 has used a screening tool to conduct a limited
review of the draft supplemental EIS evaluating management

o

strategies for the Eagle Creek Timber Sales. Based upon the
screen, we do not foresee having any environmental objections to
the proposed project. Therefore, we will not be conducting a
detailed review of the draft supplemental EIS.

If vou have any Westions, please contact me in Seattle at
206/553-i984. - -

Sincerely,

Richard B.
Geographic

Parkin, Mana~er
Implementation Unit



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDL~E SER~CE

Oregon State OffIce
2600 S.E. 98th Avenue, Suite 100

Portland, Oregon 97266
(503) 231-6179 FM (503) 231-6195

JU]Y 8>1996

Don Davison
Estacada RangerStation

59SNW hdustriti Way
Estacada, Oregon 97023

Dear Mr. Davison:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Eagle Supplemental Draft
‘Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS). The area under consideration was designated as
matrix land and has timber emphasis as a major function under the Northwest Forest Plan.
Overall the projects proposed in the SDEIS appear to be within the range of activities consistent

●
with management of matrix lmds under the Northwest Forest Plan, although there are some
comments and questions concerning the clari~, consistency, and ratioti of the document. As a
public document, the SDEIS should be clear and the logic path easy to follow, which often does
not occur. The most obvious example is the confusion brought about by designating Alternative
#1 as the Proposed Action on page 4 and writing the document as if it were the Prefemed
Alternative, while the Forest Service Preferred Alternative is #3 as stated on page 34. Major
concerns include preferred Alternative #3 harvest levels compared to Probable State Quantity
levels. activities in R]parian Reserves, fire risk, and forest health. Comments and questions
follow.

Comments or questions concerning the documenti

. Althou@ the areas being considered for treatments are desigrtated matrix lands under the
Northwest Forest Plan, they are considered B6-Specid Emphasis Watershed under the
Mt. Hood National Forest hd Management Plrm and Teir 2 watershed under the
Northwest Forest Plan. The main goal of B6 lands and Teir 2 watersheds is to maintain
or enhance aquatic habitat and water qtiity, and the secondary goal of B6 lads is to
maintain a healthy forest condition through a variety of timber management practices.
On page 87 of the Eagle Creek Watershed Arrdysis, it states that “good riparian
conditions provide adequate riparian habitat and high levels of potential large woody
debris in streams in the Upper Mainstem and South Fork Subwatersheds.” On page21
of the Eagle Creek Watershed Analysis, it states that “overall, existing conditions range
from good to excellent with the only fiture threat to stand vigor being overstockmg~’
while on page 122 of the SDEIS it is stated that “the timber stands in the Eagle area are
declining in health and overstocked.” Current stand density is in the range of 140-287
trees per acre with nearly all units less than 250 trees per acre. What are considered

printed ,,,1 unbleached rcqclcd puper
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average stand levels forwestsidenatily regeneratedstandsof this age ( 110-150 yem)
and elevation that are found in published literature? How will Alternatives 1-3 that are
proposed improve on what already is ting place by natural processes?

On page 111 oftbe ~gle Creek Watershed Analysis the PSQ for Forest hds in the
watershed is 10.3 M~F per decade, but the preferred Alternative #3 is for 17.1 MMBF.
How will this affect future projects? This appears to be more than a sustainable yield.
What about other projects in other parts of the watershed? Does that mean that no other
timber will be removed for at least 17 years?

Page92- The prescription for removing trees in the Riparian Reserves under Alternative
#3 do not appear justified. mere are no immediate disease concerns identified, nor does
it appeartobeprobleminthe’nearfuture.Diseaseisa normalprocessinforested

ecosystemsandlevelsappeartobeverylowcurrently.OpeningsintheRiparianReserve

willoccurhornnaturalprocesses.Ifwoody debris levels are low, why remove the trees
that are scheduled for thinning? On the landscape scale there are many openings in
riparian areas to meet wildlife and riparian Vegetationrequirements.Ottpage52, under. .
the no action alternative, it states “with no new timber harvest or road constmction taking
place under this alternative (Alternative #4), the project area would steadily improve
from an already good condition to a ve~ good condition as the tree cover in existing
hwest units approach crown closure. ~ls would increase the area’s resiliency to absorb
major runoff producing rain-on-snow events without noticeable effects to the terrestrial, e

aquatic, and riparian areas, or to upland wet area and wetland habitat”. If this is so, why
enter into the Ripariarr Reserve?

Sumrnq-Page 5- Under item 11 of Features Common to All Action Alternatives, it
states that “up to 240 lineal feet of logs will be left for wildlife considerations.” me
minimum amount of woody debris that is Iefi should be at least 240 h of wood at least 20
inches in diameter and at least 20 feet in length per acre (Rod-Standmds and Guidelines,
page C-40).

Page 8- Under Alternative #3 it states that the number of acres of interior habitat drops
from 2,100 to 985, which is a 53~oloss. WI1lWls decrease have significant effect on
those species dependent on this type of habitat and microclimate?

Page 13- While 4-5 miles of edge are being created, the large area of thinning may also
lead to an increase in the amount of blowdown.

Page 17- The discussion under paragraph 12 concerns large woody debris. Are funds
available to monitor down wood levels and to hire failers if natural recruitment doesn’t
occur in the 34 year time frame given? How will the Forest Service ensure that this is
tracked and accomplished?

*
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All the maps that present tie dtematives (i.e., the map on page 28 of the SDEIS) show art
existingplantationinthelowerrightportionofthemap whilemap 3-5intheEagleCreek
Watershed Analysis appears to show the same area as Iate-successiomd forest. Which is
correct or are we interpreting the maps incorrectly? Does this make a difference in
spotted owl habitat?

Page 43- Although the reference to Behnke (1992, page 24) describing “...native
Redband trout in intermittent desert streams thriving in water of 28.3 ‘V is interesting,
but has little relevance for native trout species at middle elevations in the northern
Oregon Cascades. “me tolerance of exceptionally high temperatures shown by these
Redband trout populations evolved through natural selection in streams of hot, arid
regions over thousands of years.” These trout do not inhabit the EIS area.

Page 44- The last sentence on the page states that “similar landforms and soils are
observed elsewhere in the project area and maybe affected by one or more project
alter natives.”h Watershed Analysis on page 100-101 it states “sediment delive~ from
management influenced landslides continues to be a risk on private lands in the Upper
Mainstem and South Fork Watersheds. Full Ripariarr Reserve width with the inclusion of
unstable or potentially unstable lands will decrease sediment delivery from roads, timber
harvest and landslides itiuenced or initiated by management activities to the maximum
extent possible on federal lands in the Middle Mainstem, North Fork and Delph Creek
Subwatersheds.” These areas witi]rr the South Fork should also be included within
Riparian Reserve boundaries and not receive treatments that may activate unstable sites.

Page 46- The last sentence on the page states “while the near-term effects of the no
action alternative appear ve~ favorable, there is still an elevated risk, however small, of
catastrophic wildfire and watershed impacts.” This will still be the case after any of the
treatments offered.

Page 51- The map on page 28 for Alternative #3 still shows units 20,21,22,23 and 11
which would be dropped under this alternative according to next to last paragraph on the
page.

Page 73- Since much of the South Fork is similar in age and s~cture and is designated
as suitable Spotted Owl habita~ why isn’t more of the eastern portion suitable Spotted
Owl habitat? The elevation vties from about 2,500 feet to about 4,000 feet. At the least
it seems that it should be disped habitat.” If not, an explanation would be helpfil.

On page 89 it is stated tit for the shelterwood prescription that “structural diversity
would be increased and a beginning stage of a multi-aged, multiple-storied stand would
take place between and among the leave trees and groups.” On page 87 it is stated that
“the majority of the leave trees would be removed after regeneration occurs’! for the
second and third shelterwood prexription, and for alternative #3 on page 91 the majority
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of the leave trees would be removed It seems that the same problem that is being
treated is being recreated by this prescription.

. Page 90 -If blowdown occurred in the sheltemood areas the insect buildup would
probably not be a problem and could be left in place, because the number of residual trees
lefi in the shelterwood treatments is low (less than 50 treetiacre).

. Page 90- h the last.paragraph it states that “It would be impossible to guarantee the long
term health of this area without some kind of management activities (Oliver 1990).” It is
also impossible to guarantee the long term health of this area with management activities.

. On page 122, it is stated that the timber stands in the Eagle area are declining in health
and are overstocked while on page 52 it is stated that the project area is in good
hydrologic condition and would improve with no treatment. Most of the treatment areas
having a stand density of 150-250 trees per acre which is probably not overstocked for a
110-150 year old naturally regenerated forest. On page21 of the Eagle Watershed
Analysis it states “overall, existing conditions range from good to excellent with the only
future threat to stand vigor being overstocking?

. On page 122, it is stated that “the fire h-d is not great and is not expected to be in the
near future even with increased fuel loading,” yet the threat of fire is being used to j ustifi
the prescriptions. e

. On page 123. it is stated that the fires that occurred in this area in the late 1800s were
probably associated with a lightening storm and east winds or that there is a possibility
that they could have been human caused. me latter is much more likely since most of
the large stand replacement fires that occurred on the westside of the Cascades in
northern Oregon and southwest Washington in the late 1800s and early 1900s were
associated with human activities. me lands in the project area have an estimated fire
return interval regime of 50-300+ years (Eagle Watershed Analysis, page 19).

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Eagle Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. If you have any questions regarding these comments or recommendations,
please contact John Davis or Robin Bown at the above address or at (503) 231-6179.

Sincerely,

&u&s&
~? Russell D. Peterson

State Supervisor
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Mr. Joh~ry
Estacada District Ranger

595 NW Industrial Way
Estacada. OR 97023

June 28.1996

Mr. Berry,

I Srongly suppofl the alternative for no action on the Talon and Eagle timber
sales inyourdistrict. Cutting these areas would destroy prime spotted owl habitat,
cause water quality to deteriorate and damage this natural forest by increasing the risk
of blowdown. Alternatives 1-3 in the DEIS would run counter to the objectives that the
Forest Service wants%ccomplish.

Cutting these areas would impact the adjacent Salmon-Huckleberry Wilderness
and rob future generations from enjoying this area. Again, I strongly urge that the
alternative for no action be chosen.

//,,,,p/,,)8,,,,,,:,:



Mr. J~erV
Estacada District Ranger
595 NW Industrial Way
Estacada, OR 97023

June 28, 1996

Mr. Ber~,

I strongly support the alternative for no action on the Talon and Eagle timber
sales in your district. Cutting these areas would destroy prime spotted owl habitat,
cause water quality to deteriorate and damage this natural forest by increasing the risk
of blowdown. Alternatives 1-3 in the DEIS would run counter to the objectives that the
Forest Sewice wants accomplish.

Cutting these areas would impact the adjacent Salmon-Huckleberry Wilderness
and rob future generations from enjoying this area. Again, I strongly urge that the
alternative for no action be chosen.
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Message:
From: John Berry
Date : Jul 08,96 2:17 PM
Mary Vogel called me this morning with two cements concerning the
Eagle EIS.

Units #24, 29, and 26 which have a thinning prescribed appear to
be very healthy, thrifty, and in owl habitat. Mary questioned
whether theseareasneededthinningand what the objectivesand
benefitswouldbe.

Unit # 8 thinningis on or near a coupleof trails(502,502a),

●
will thesstrailsbe protected,repaired? Mary’sopinionis that
thinningmay not be comparablewith trails.

x-. .----c —---- ---
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Dear Mr. Be~

Happy Fourth of July. We don’t mow whether to laugh or ay about your

plans for the Eagle Creek Watershed. The Talon Timber Sale is an egregious
,,.. ........... .

example of agency capti-r~’ by private industry. Your preferred alternative
(alternative three) prescribes cutting in tid around riparian reserves; how
can this be justified in a Tier Two watershed? HOW can YOU possibly befieve
thatthisisin any way reflectiveof the manner in which the wants its
watersheds managed? Do not log in Riparian Reser~es! Do not log in roadless
areas! Llost cf all do not fragment the habitat of connected interior habitat!

Your agency in general, and your national forest in particular, have done
more in the past year to alienate and disempower the public than we would
have thought possible. The “salvage ridefl does not give you carte blanche to
i~ore the public will and permanently trash public watersheds. Oregonians
are tired of your single-minded give-sways of our natural heritage to the
timber industry.

Redeem your agency’s image and reputation; stop logging in Spotted Owl
habitat and pushing more and more species to the brink of extinction. Stop
acting as if Goshawks and Salamanders are merely impediments to gettng the
cut out. One needn’t be an “agency exper~ to understand the tradgedy that is
t~lng place in the native temperate rainforests of the Cascadia ecosystem.
You want to cut right up to the wilderness boundary; you want to build yet
more roads in what is already a m=e of erosion; and you want to gut the
interior habitat of the Eagle Creek Watershed. It is terribly frustrating to
participate in the proceedurdy complex but substantively empty NEPA
process which leads to these resdts. The Iegd sheild provided by the salvage
~r”’~%~’Md~l~our agency interprets Option-9 as aflowing
commercial foreshy in Mparian Reserves (Eagle Talon) and Late Successional
Reserves (Warner Creek).



. . . .. . . ,..:::...4:.:,,......’
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The last time we ‘went hiking in the Eagle Creek drainage we saw a bobcat,
some evidence of bark beeties, and ties and miles of roads; we dl know
which of these ‘is the real threat to forest health. k the SDEIS you write
“[Wlitfin the thinfing areas, small openings have been prescribed. These
small openings are essentially clearcuts..Y. We will be sure ‘to refer friends to
your description when asked to explati what is meant by “thinning” in our
National Forests.

In remeberance of Wild Prune, Enola Wll, Sugarloaf, Roman Dunn, Tobe
West, Rocky Brook, and the dean water and intact ecosystems that existed
before Forest Service implementation of the Option-9 via the Salvage Nder.

21
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John Berry, District Ranger
Estacada Ranger District, Mt. Hood National Forest

e

595 NW Industrial Way
Estacada, Oregon 97023 July 5, 1996

Dear John,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Eagle SDEIS.
We found ourselves confused by terms in the document. On P. 17
Alt. U 1 is described as the “?roBosed action”. On P. 34 Alt. # S

is labelled the ‘tPreferred Alternative.” Which alternative is

the

vho
the

one you intend to

In light of this
received an SDEIS
comment period as

We urqe that YOU

use?

confusion you might vish to clarify to all
vhat your intent is. You may wish to extend
well.

adopt Alt. # 2 rather than either of the
other alternatives. Alt. # 2 avoids riparian zones and also most
of the disturbance-prone hiqher ridqes, and concentrates timber
management where it i= least susceDtiblc to wind, erosion, and
other natural disruptions and is most likely to succeed.

We would be very concerned if you are proposing Alt. # 3.
Our investigations of units 25 and 29 suggest that even vith the
proposed mitigation measures there are too many chances for
logging-induced soil instability adjacent to some streams and
bogs , The gullies and streams lie within two hundred feet of each
other in the northeast portion of unit 29. These streams are
deeply incised where the slope is steep. Thinninq these aKCaS
will not enhance slope or stream stability. Even with the half-
tree-length mitigation measure, removal of timber poses the
threat of some immediate loss of stability. Long term stability
will be reduced by removal of any timber which might subsequently
fall into streams. To promote long run stability one needs the
maximum possibility for CWD input. Thinning reduces the odds that
this vol]ld nccur. Furthermore, there is no need for thinninn in
these healthy riparian zones. On June 30, Char found both a
Cascade Torrent Salamander adult and a jumpin9 mouse (zaPus sP.)
in the moist understory vegetation more than 20 meters from one
of the streams in unit 29 -- both are strong indicators of a
fully functioning riparian system.

It is far from clear that thinning will help create a multi-
layered canopy. In areas such as unit 29 there is a depauperate
rhododendron and hear grass understory. which has been shaded nut
by canopy closure. Seedling hemlock and true firs are numerous in
the many bare soil patches. Thinning trees vill rejuvenate brush
and beargrass, crowding out development of a tree understory. The
difficulties in regenerating rhododendron-bear grass communities
have yielded only to plowing in the past, but that is unthinkable

● on these slopes and in this drainage. Thinning in all the high
elevation units of Alt. 3 runs the risk that development of a

multi-layered ranony is Tet=rfle+ .ather than enhan?ed Beyond



this, the lack of regeneration because of brush competition will
encourage expensive future management excursions or a more e
drastic silvicultural treatment of low productivity sites in the
future.

The extensive thinning planned between the ridgetop and Rd.
4614 along the northeast boundary of the planning unit has other
draw backs. While we recognize that thinning would become
progressively lighter upslope, we reiterate that these hiqher

ridges are prone not only to high east winds and storm winds from
the southwest, but also to sunscald on tree trunks around
openings and partial openings, and frost and cold dessication of
tree crowns. These physical actions are as important as crowding
in determining vhat happens to stands. Any activity which reduces
stand density runs the risk of increasing disturbance effects.
Less exposed stands have much less of a chance of disturbance
Pffect5, and thinning is therefnr more justified in those stands.

For these reasons’ we urqe adoption of Alt. # 2, vhich stays
out of riparian zones and mostly off of higher ridges. We also
would urge that units 9 and 16 be individual tree selection
units. Both already have only 50-60 per cent crowriclosure. Very
few trees need removal here to release the others, and felling
and yarding would disturb the understory which is groving up in
unit 9. Unit g also contains a DODulatiO” of Clarkamas Iris which-.—— —--
seems to be flourishing. So we urqc adoption Of
units 9 and 16 being ITS rather than thinning.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

A1.t.# 2 with

*

p:n=e’”Y yvps, ... ‘



* Jo~ BerryDist. ~gr. Estacada R.D.

Cements on the Eagle SDEIS:

This EIS is inadequate for many reasons. It is lacking in its breadth and

scope of analysis and study of the current conditions of, and the resultant

effects of implementing one of the three timber sale alternatives.

Greatest among these inadeq~cies is the lack of analysis of the cumulative

fipacts of logging and roadbuilding concerning blowdown. There is an extensive

history of blowdown in this area connected to roads and logging, whether clear-

Cuts, thins,or shelterwoodcuts.As statedon p. 96 the t,njorj. ty of blowdown

occurs in or nearwet areas.Ml of the unitsfor the threecuttingalternatives

are surroundedby riparianareaswith a highor moderatepotentialfor blowdown.

My of these three alternatives are a prescription for destmction as blowdown

will occur in the next major windstorm with a resultant decreaae in water quality,

hanitat, soil loss, tree cover, and biodiversity. mere is also a pattern of

corruption inherent in your management of the Eagle area - each timber sale

leads to blowdown which leads to a timber sale, which leads to blowdown, which

o leads to a timber sale ad nauseum... This ar~a is unsuitable for any type of

logging due to the large riparisn areag md this history of blowdown! Objective

//5of this plan says that the F.S. is to kgin restoration activities where

there are known resource concerns! Blatant in its absence is the lack of concern

for the impacts of blowdown! Restoration should begin immediatelywith the re-

contouring and revegetating of all roads in this area. This area is unstable

and unsuitable for logging.

Other areas not adequately addressed in this EIS:

The cumulative impacts of.decreasing Spotted Owl ~bitat loss. my habitat

loss is unacceptable.

Recreation: This will be negatively affected through loss of forest cover

and biodiversi ty. The gathering of forest products, study of nature, habitat

for game, fishing, camping and hiking will all be negatively impacted.

Trails: People do not like to bike through tree cut areas as peoplego

hikingto get awayfrom the soundsand sightsof man. The trailsin this area

are already heavily impacted with roads and previous tree cutting. Any of the

three cutting alternativeswill add greatly to this impact.

● ✍
The loss of habitat for fungi was not.discussed at all and needs to be

addressed. The lack of analysia of the fungal communities in this area directly

affects mushroom gatherers and the heal th of the ecosystem upon which the forest

depends.

SITrvevs need to he done for the si x candidate snecies that mav occur in



the Eagleareaand the the C3 species including but not lM ted to the White

Footed Vole, Northern Qshawk (going out to the Mits and looking UP in the

sky- “field reconnaissance” in not adeqmte !).

In short this project should never have ben considered and the NO Action @

Qtemative should be chosen. A restoratlon project should begin immediately

closing and revegetating all the roads in this area. This project will increase

the habitat quality, decrease SOil 10SS, blowdownetc. . Restoring this area

will be an economic boon to the surrounding comities through direct jobs

doing restoration and through increased recreation and tourist dollars being

spent in the local towns,

I would like to request an extension of the comment period for this project

for mother 30 days so I cm fully analyze the data in the EIS and the additional

data I sm requesting,

Pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act 5U.S.C. 522, I hereby request

the following information:

1. The Watershed hlysis for Eagle creek/South Fork Sagle creek.

2. The BA for anhl Speciesof Concern.

3. Surveys for sensitive plants.

4, Road density standards for TES species.. Include msps of the existing roads

md the total density of road miles per square of this area.

5. Stream surveys for all streams in the Sagle area.

6, The Best Mnsgement Practices Evaluation Program monitoring and evaluation

documents pertaining to on-site and off site. effects .of all past road building

in this project area.

7. Naps and analysis (including color photos- these can be photocopies) of

all blowdon occurrences in this area from the time of the first harvesting

up to the present dsy.

z. Soils repcr:.

9. Hydrology reports.

I will not use the information mder this request for profit. It will be

used to benefit the general public in their participa t ion of the mnagement

of public lands. I therefore request ttit any search md duplication fees be

waived purs~nt to 5 U.S. C. 522(a)(4).

e



JUIY 8, 1996

fie Podand &dubon Sotiety subti onbtiof its 7000membersthe fo~owing
mmm~ on tie Wde Supplmti M US. We r-rnmend Alternative4, tie no
don dtemtive, b-use it would presme tbe gwest degree of ecologid dwersi~ on
the 6,528 aes of projti landsand would be moti mnsistent with tie objectives of fier 2
Water*eds mder the Notiest For@ Pb. Speti@, Mternative 4 is the ordy

o
dtemative tbti W not reduw aMesof suitile apottd owl babita~ inttior babitag or
late-succestionrdforest. It k tie grest- chanw of redu~ setientation and
titaining and improvingwater qurdityover tie long term

We ask the foUotig concernsbe addressedin pldg anyactitity in the aff-ed arw.

. there abouldbe no lo@g * RipsrianReserves as the drti HS contains
no empirid evidenmtbst such lox W bentit watw qutity and other
objtives of Tier 2 Watersh~

● there ahotid be no lo@g - Urdts4 ~d 8 which are adjwent to tie
Sdmow~Mebq Wdda= to prexrvc tie integri~ of the adjwent
tiderness ~stw,

● there Aodd be no n~ road mnstrootion witithe projti area to
accommodatepkd trea- Wee roads area primary source of
Mmentation and instsb~ titi watersheds;

● there shodd be no 10- titbirt inventoriedwildernessareas as these arw
are m short supplyand SW8 as biolo@d anchors in tie forest ecosystem;

● ti~atstion of inttior,hsbitat renditions (and eonmmitant inwesse in tige
~eot) is a pervtive problm k the watershed and sddtiond pigmentation
shotid be avoided



~d you for wnsid-”on of our tiews.
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July 5,1996

Joh Berry
Mtacads Distri~ Ranger
Mt. Hood Natio~ Forest
595 NW mdustid Way
Estacada, OR 97023

Re: Wgle Suppl&menMDEIS

The Confederate Tribesof the Warm S@gs Reservadon of &egon (CTWS) wishes to provide
m~ents on the Supplement - ~le CreekEIS @EIS).

CTWS is very mncemcd aboutanypotcnti tipacts to anadromousM at the @le CreekNatiomd
Fish Hatche~ and residentfish tibuted to logging md mad builtig on the Mount HoodNatioti
Foreti. CTWS ~lies ptiy on the addt *on returns firn MS hatchery to supplement US. vs
Oregon r~uirernents under the ColumbiaRiver Fish ManagementPlan for the Nofiwest Treaty
Ttibw’ shon best rights. The figle Cmk Natiod F~h Mkhw h= b~n P~c~~lY
impotit to C~S in the past few years as addt sabnon returns have decline in the Tribes ceded
- (Mid Coltibi% Hood, Deschutcs, and John Day Rivers). In additio~ cooperative pmjwts
-wn @le C&k Natioti Fish HatcheryandWarm SpringsNatioti Fish Hatchery may occur
h the future and will require high water qtiity in we Creek

[n the Tribes letter to the @cada Ringer District (January 7, 1992) it was noted this proposed
~rojccthas the @tentid to damage fish ~lta~ waterqtity and ~ mo~hology within ~le
2reek and its tibuties. We H concerns in hablta~ cumulative effects ad logging systems.
m col~b ia ~i _ Iarmine Salmon and Steehead Produ~ Plan for the C SC-

of the WI iver Subbasin @PCR)by the Northwest Power PlarrrdngCom~il notd
M past timber management within riparian areas has adverselyeffected fish habitat. Building of
;oads”rdongside streams, and harvest blocks have hcmed sediment loading tiughout much of
he lower Clack- Dminagc.

We are pleased that the ~le CreekNatioti Hatcheryhas observeddecreasesin sediient rates and
&ream temperature.



However, we are still concerned that the estimated sediment delivery from 128 miles of roads in the
Eagle Creek watershed ranges from 50 to 2000 times that of the SDEIS’ noted natural rate of
erosion. State standards limit turbidhy to 10°/0of background. These roads have sediment delivery e

that is likely violating this standard. The SDEIS did not describe hnw this sediment loading would
be monitored or corrected. Further, we are concerned with the number of landslides noted along
ale Creek and the lack of any mention of this February’s flood event and its effects on the roads
and instream conditions. Lastly, the SDEIS did not note the condition of pltig area sficmns’
substrate in terms of surface fines. This needs to be quantified.

We are afso troubled by the ma August instr~ temperatures at the hatchery site wbch have
exceed state standards (58 degrees F) for at lemt 24 of the last 34 years. CTWS strongly believes
that nptian areas are viti to the maintenance and protection of fish habitat and water qtiity.
Logging antior road construction in riparian - = not compatible with the protection of ~
temperatures. The Tribes requests the District not enter nparirur reserves. The Columbia Mver
Inter-Tribal Fish Commission has suggested no riparian silvicdturd entry until it is proven that
instrearn aquatics can be improved from these treatments.

CTWS appreciates being included in the plting process on the %gle project area and wish to be
informed on the progress of this and dl projects on the District that might affect fish. CTWS hopes
these comments will be useti to the interdisciplinary tms as they conduct the EIS of the proposed
project area. The Tribes look forward to working with the District in the fiture. Please feel free to
discuss these comments or any other related issues with me, John Kelley at (503) 553-3233.

CTWS Natural Resources
Fish Conservationist

xc:
Charles Calica CTWS
Eugene Greene Sr. CTWS
CTWSRO Fish& Wildlife Committee
Jim Griggs CTWS
Brian Cutigbe CTWS
Mark Fritsch CTWS
Jti Weber CNTFC
Chomo
File
Dti_USERUOMD~LWOSSSTSWWDUGLE_SE.M
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July 8, 1~

John Berry
Distict ~er
Estacada Ranger District
.555 N.W.Industrid Way
Estacada OR 97W3

Dear Mr. Be~.

Int,,ztr.p~j?~$;~e~~%~~k”~%z~~::ingthe
Talon Timber Me. PILP understands that the proposed altemat ivc
includes commercial thhti in Riptian Reserves witin a tier-two
watershed We believe that 3 s pmpo@ vioktes the guidelines of both
the Presidents Forest P@ @d Secretary Jack Ward Thomas’
memorandum of 7/V98.

Option-9 as for tic~two watersheds (such as the Eagle Creek)
to be maria cd primafi~ for @ection of water @ity and quantity.

iWhile this oes not preclude any active management within tie
watershe~ it wotid certai

%
seem to exclude logging in over 120

acres of Riparian Reserve. e a~eged reason for entedng the Riparlan
Reserve ia that it is “overstocked”. AS part of preparing these
comments, five mem~rs of PM visited unit X and $aw little to no
“overstocking’. The stand has nurneroua snags and dyi~ trees and is
in the process of “fiinni~” i@selC We
amount of cano

P
F’d ‘Pccid attention ‘o ‘“cclosure and saw no ev dence of the alleged foresl

health crise~ O even more concern to us was that many of the seeps
and streams which we found @ the urdt did Hot appear on Forest
Service maps. Much like the sug~lmf CU~we susPcct that genuine
concern for forest bath is not.the nasofi tie Forest se~ice wl~he$
to log here, Please do not allow commercial Mining (or any
commercial logglng) within the fiparlm reserves of a tier-two
watershed

Another area of grave eoncem to ~LP is the roadless area in the
proposed sale, Please read “point 1“ of Secretary fiomtis’
memorandum md remove tie madese area from the sde It does not
help forest heath to log everywhere and an~herc The ordy parl.s of
the watershed which ap carat @ hdthy are those which have
somehow esca ed the p eti of reads and cutting which havt

F ‘characterized orest Servlcc management ~ease refrain from building
any more roads in this watershed

Mstly P~P wodd like b voice iti concern over cutting adjacent
to the Sabnon HucMeberry Wilderness Arw. Units 8 and 4 are
partiti~ bad sbce th~ (1) boarder a wfidemeas arew (2) boarder



the “Old Md td”; (S) ~ m steep dopeg (4) - perfect& healthy
{stands and { ) ~er @merit the htetim tiiti~

Please take tie steps nem~ to ~dn public trust h the e

k
rofessiotism of tie titiw ~e

Y
ess h the Mt Hood National

or,est me Eagle Creek waterahed as been heavi~..impacted by poor
forest practices on both p~c d pAnte ~@ it is, the to m~%c
the watershed aa if water -mm ~ as the coffers of the timber
hduetry. Please adhere to the ~m -- Widths identified on
C-30 of the Stidtids and G@dcMes of Option-9. Please consider
alternatives which Mu prevmt the ~er fr mentation of the

%“interior habitat” of tie E%le Creek Watersti We find that only the
“no action” alternative proteti ~ important values of this public
resource.

Thank you

for
Public interest Mw Project

‘Of Lewis & Cltik bw Whool
10015 SW Terw~lger Blvd
Box 65~ ~
Potian4 OR 97219

(503) 23&5i69



Roberts Moltin
Forest Su ervisor

RMt Hood atio~ Forest
=55 N.W. Divisi~n Str.
Gres~ OR 97~

Dear Ms. Mol~m

What fdows 1s a copy of *C con~s which the PubUc Interest
@ Project have sent to Dltiict Ranger John Be~ regartig the
proposed Talon Timber Sda

Thank ou for accept@ these comments &om the Public
LInterest bw eject ~~ of ~W16 & C@k bw School regarding the

Talon Ttmber Sale. PIU understands that the praposcd alternative
includes commcrcid th

-
h Mp@an Reserves within a tier-two

watershed We believe that s ~~ vlohtes the tidelines of both
Lthe Prcsidentis Forest ~ and Secretary Jack Ward omaa’

memorandum of 7/W~
OpUon-9 ~ for ‘tier-two watershcda (such as the Eagle Creek)

to bc man ed pfimari& for protection of water qity and ~antity.
7While this oes not preclude ~ active management within the

watersht~ it wodd certaj
%

seem to exclude logging in over 120
acres of Wperian Reserv& e aueged rcaaon for entering the Ripfirian

commen~

“wmesmdbn-em”;y~%?:$$s;t::?in c process of “thm~ lta-selL Wc
amount of canopy closure and saw ho e dcnce of the deged forest
hdth dsca Of cwn more cmccrn to us was that many of the seeps
and ebeama which we found k tic tit &d nbt appcm on Forest

Servlcc maps. Much l~e *C S arloaf m~ we suspect that genuine
%concm far foe hdtb is not e r- the Forest Service wishes

to log here Please do not ~W cammercid
comme~d Iogg@) within the timan ms
watershed

tiothcr area of grave concern to P~P is the rosdlcss area in the
proposed da Plaaae read “point 1. of Secrc~ Thomti
m~orandum and remove the roadess area from the sac It does not
help forest health to log evewhere end ~~he- ~c +-of
the watihed which a car at ~ h@thy = M

T
OSC wMch hVC

somehow escaped the p ethore of roads add cuting which have
character~d Forest Service management Please retiin ham building
any rnorc roads tn ~s watcrahe&



ksm P~P wtid Me @ voice iti concern over cutti~ adjacent
to the ~mon HucMebe~ Wilderness tia. Units 8 and 4 are 6
parUtily bad shcc ~ (1) boarder a wilderness am~ (2) bosrder
the *oM Bdd trafl”; (S) -on oteep dopx (4) - perfectty healthy

rstsnd~ and ( ) Her ~ment the hterlor habitat
-e tie tie steps neceq to regdn public trust ti the

mfeaaiodim of the timbw -e pmcem h the Mt Hood Natiod
~oresL~e ~~le.reeknkm~ti bemheav.yim~dcd by poor
forest practices on both public and @vate h& it is t me to mansge
the watemhed ~ if mer ntamm as ~ WE coffem of the Umber
tidus~. Heaae adhere to the Riptim Reserve Widti identified on
C-SO of the Standarti and Guidelines of Option-9. Please con~idcr
alternatives which M pwent me Mer fr~mentation of tic
“inte~or habihr of the E@e Creek Wat~&d We fid that O* tie

“no action” dtcrnstlve protects tie impo~t dues of this public
resource

- you



*
Mr. John BerW’
District Ranger, Estacada Ranger District
595 N. W. Industrial Way
Estacada, OR 97023

Thank you for accepting these comments on the Eagle Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. ONRC is a non-profit, public
interest environmental organization involved is a wide variety of
environmental issues thro~ghout Oregon. ONRC is particularity
interested in timber sales planned within
Talon Timber Sale meets this criteria.

NOTE: These comments contain numbers
correspond to either the SDEIS (pg. #) or

municipal watersheds.

in parenthesis. These
Watershed Analysis (#,

The

WA).
If we-refer to a general aspect that is covered in a number of areas
or documents, no reference is provided.

● NO ACTION ALTERNATIV E

ONRC believes no cutting should occur in this Tier Two watershed, .
therefore, we urge Alternative #4, no action. However, ONRC
believes remedial measures should be implemented by the Forest
Service. These measures should include protecting the health of this
municipal watershed, protecting dependent species, ensuring
incidental benefits accrue to upland species, and providing greater
connectivity of LsR habitat. Since this sale adversely effect all of
these watershed components, it should be halted and corrective
measures should be undertaken by the Forest Service.

I. Riparian Areas

The Forest Service is assuming windthrow damage will occur in
riparian zones. (pg. 47) Does the Forest Service have evidence that a
decreased level of cutting as one approaches riparian areas ensures
the safety of these areas given soil depth, slope, tree height, and the
danger of windthrow? No cutting should occur in the riparian areas

*

until the Forest Serivce has scientific proof this prescription wil
ensure the safety of these areas.

1



The Forest Service should not fall trees into streams to create woody
debris even if it is lacking in certain areas. Eagle Creek has a high
potential for the creation of down woody debris. If the Forest
Service attempts to initiate, the creation of woody debris they would
create unnecessary siltation in this key watershed.

Some tributaries have not been studied for the extent of their fish
bearing potential. (pg. 41) Will there be activity around these
tributaries? How close will cutting occur to these streams?

Since the extent of fish distribution is not fully understood, (pg. 41)
no cutting should occur in any area where studies have not been
conducted. The definition of “Fish Bearing Stream” in the Standards
and Guidelines is, “Any stream containing any species of fish for any
period of time.” Allowances should also be made in the variability of
tributary use by fry. If fry have been detected in one portion of a
water channel, then an area encompassing the range which small fish
may visit for “any length of time” should be designated as “Fish
Bearing.” Cutting should be conducted in accordance with ROD and
Standards and Guidlines for, “Fish Bearing StreamS”, ‘n these areas.

Is a 416 ft. buffer being left in areas where fry have been found in *
the upper reaches of Eagle Creek and its side channels? How will the
unknown range of fish in Eagle Creek and its side channels be
factored into plans for cutting this sale?

The SDEIS states that seeps grow in size during the wet season and
shrink during the dry. (pg. 40) The Watershed Analysis states
surveys were conducted during the Fall. (Effects Discussion, WA) If
the Forest Service decides to go forward with this sale, cutting that
occurs around these sites should use their winter area, not summer.
If this area can not be determined before the Sale occurs, cutting.
should be halted until good measurements can be taken.

More than one row of trees should be left around seeps and springs
for areas of less than one acre in size. (Mitigation Measures, WA)
What evidence do you have that this buffer accounts for windthrow,
soil, and slope distinctions. The No-Treatment Buffers along these
streams should equal the distance of two potential trees. This would
ensure damage from windthrow and beetle infestation would be
minimized in these vital sources of clean water. These action would
be consistent with Standards and Guidelines C 30-31.

2
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There are a number of activities which are incongruent with your
objectives for this watershed. Objective #2 appears to dominate the
nature of this sale. Contributing to the potential sale quantity of the.
Mt. Hood National Forest directly endangers water quality in a Tier 11
watershed. Objective #4” is “totally” subverted by the cutting of 125
acres in riparian reserves. Objective #3, encouraging growth of large
tress through cutting, will result in increased siltation of a Tier 11
watershed. All of these actions unnecessarily. defeat the purpose of
this’ watershed, that. of supplying clean drinking water to
surrounding municipalities.

How did the Forest Service decide that cutting trees is more
beneficial than letting trees be naturally thinned? Cutting will
increase the death of green trees through the same natural Processes
described as adverse in Forest Service documents. (80. WA) The
decision to cut appears to be arbitrarily based on the
the Forest Service rather than any scientific evidence.
not be permissible given this watershed’s importance
watershed.

best guess of
This should

as a municipal

Why are the Riparian Reserves not being managed to attain old
growth quality? (81, WA) Are you intimating that without cutting
these reserves will not reach old growth status? If so, what proof do
you have to support this proposition? If you are stating the Forest
Service intends to cut in these reserves which will ensure they do
not reach old growth status, then how is this consistent with the
management of a Tier Two watershed?

Why are the recommendations in their Watershed Analysis to delay
cutting in the Riparian Zones to increase Pinemartin and Pleated
‘Woodpecker habitat not being followed? (112, WA)

How much cutting will occur in areas designated as “Special Habitat”
in the Watershed Analysis? (25, Map 3-8, WA) How does this
conform with Standards and Guidelines C-44? (Retention of old-
growth fragments in watersheds where little remain.)

What will be the composition of the Riparian Buffer Zones after the
proposed cutting occurs?

How will the proposed cutting effect the “Stable” stream and the
increasing towards stability ratings (50, WA) of this area? If it will
adversely effect it, why is this cutting occurring in a Tier 11

3



watershed? Any Forest Service action adversely effecting these
ratings should not be undertaken.

The Watershed Analysis states that logging operations are expected
to increase Douglas-fir beetle infestation. This will increase green
tree mortality. (80, WA) Yet part of your rational for cutting is to
decrease the chances of infestations? (80, WA) How does the Forest
Service resolve this contradiction? How do Forest Service actions
conform with Standards and Guidelines, Timber Management 32 (a) -
(c)?

Green tree mortality
chances of wildfires.
cutting will actually
destroying the forest
contradiction? How

increases fuel loading. This will heighten
(80, WA) This is counter to your rational

decrease the chances of a severe wildfire
at Eagle Creek. How do you explain this
do your actions comply with Standards and

that

Guidelines 31-32 TM-1 (aj-(c); C-40 A, B; “C-41 (B)-(D)?

The field reconnaissance for the Watershed Analysis took place in
the Fall of 1993. The Forest Service stated that it has conducted
reconnaissance during the winter months. Is this information part of
the administrative record? If so, where is it referenced and how was
it utilized? If it was not utilized, why was this the case?

What factors have been looked at in relation to the floods? What
aspects of the area were effected and why? Has a new watershed
analysis been completed? If not, why not?

11. ARP’s

There are a number of issues that ONRC has concerning the ARP’s.
Although they will not all appear in’ this section they include soil
depth and stability, roads placement and construction, logging
activities in the transient snow zone, silvicultural methods, the
ramifications of this last winter’s floods, fire’s effect on ARP’s, and
logging activities in nearby areas.

The Sale has a number of questionable assumptions. First, if BLM
sale goes through, what will the ARP’s be for the effected drainage?
The qualification that they will “likely be the same” (pg. 37) is not an
acceptable scientific/professional assessment given the importance of
this watershed. These same concerns as relevant to the possible land

A
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transfers with Longview Fiber. How will these effect the ARP’s for
the effected areas?

Why is cutting on private lands not accounted for in the SDEIS? If
this cutting occurs in a shorter time period than the 55 yr. cycle
predicted by the Service, what effect will it have’ on the watershed?
Will monitoring activities account for these types of changes?

There is an inconsistency in the SDEIS. It states the “Water available
for runoff’ model is being used to compare alternatives against one
another. (pg. 10) It also states the Hydrologic Recovery Model was
used to determine specific project alternatives. (pg. 36) Which is it?
This could have serious ramifications for the veracity of your
decisions. No cutting should occur until this is cleared up.

The lower reaches of Eagle Creek is capable of releasing large
quantities of silt and sand. (50, WA) Since the harvesting of trees in
the upper reaches of the creek will lead to increased peak flows and
downstream harvesting methods and cycles are uncertain, this cut
should not occur. This will help ensure ARP’s for the Eagle Creek

o
watershed are maintained at current levels even if more cutting
occurs elsewhere. Will this, and expected future cuts, result in
increased erosion of down stream banks due to increased peak
flows? If so, how will this effect the fish populations and drinking
water be effected?

This project should include a new Watershed Analysis. The analysis
currently being used by the Mount Hood National Forest is out of
date. It does not account for any of the impacts of this past winter’s
storms. A watershed analysis is described as an iterative process. A
new Watershed Analysis should, at a minimum, address the impacts
of increased peak flowsl, land slides2, turbidity levels, and
sedimentation of waterways which may have occurred as a result of
the recent floods.

1J, A, JoneS (Dept. of Geosciences at Oregon State University) and G. E. Grant
(Pacific Northwest Research Station at the U. S. Forest Service), Peak Flow
ReaQonsea to Clearcuttirre and Roada in Small and Laree Baains, Weatem
Caacadea, Oregon. DRA~ (June 1995)
2See William weaver, Ph. D., and Danny K. Hagans. w Reconna~
Evaluation of 1996 storm Effects o Unland

●
Mou ntainous Watersheds of Ore eOn

and Southern Washin~ton: Wildlart; resoo nse to the Februarv 1996 Storrn and
flood in the Oregon and Washington Cascades and Oregon Coast Rarree
~ ‘n , Prepared by the Pacific Watershed Assoc.. (May 1996)
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The Forest Service should incorporate a number of documents and
views into any planning process used to manage this watershed. An
excellent hydrologic study should be completed and integrated into
the planning process before the Forest Service decides to move
forward with any logging operations. The Forest Service should
continue to consult with the City of Portland and other rual
communities relying on drinking water from this watershed. Their
municipal water supply is directly threatened by this timber sale.
lncO~Oratingtheir views, and any documents referenced in this
document, will increase the likelihood that effective preventative
measures “will be planned for and implemented. This ‘will preclude
costly future problems with water quality, water
loss for sensitive species.

quality, and habitat

111. Rain-on-Snow Events

ONRC believes new measures must be taken to ensure rain-on-snow
events do not harm water quality and water quantity in the
watershed. The poor water quality of other streams and rivers in
this watershed demonstrate that past calculations of Aggregate
Recovery Percentage (ARP) were faulty and that past measures
taken by the Mt. Hoood National Forest to maintain hydrologic
recovery and mitigate erosion have clearly been insufficient.

The ARP’s of the South Fork of Eagle Creek should be kept at or
above their current levels. This would help ensure the maintaince of
the watershed’s health and its capacity to produce safe, reliable
drinking water. Downstream water quality has been servely
degraded by logging activities. This area supplies municipalities with
clean water that compensates for the degraded water supply in other
areas of this watershed. Therefore, it should not be degraded by
logging activites. Logging will decrease the overall quality and
quantity of water for municipalities. This area is a storehouse of
clean water, not a stockyard of timber

IV. Transient Snow Zone

waiting to be cut.

prone to rain-on-snow events.The Oregon Cascades are particularly
These events cause high amounts of runoff and increased siltation of
water channels. A recent study conducted by The Pacific Rivers
Council estimates that whole-storm run off in areas of the Oregon

6



Cascades is “thought to consist of perhaps 40% snow melt.”3 This acts
as a trigger for landslides. Landslide activity during this winter’s
past storms is believed to have been concentrated in the 3,000’ -
3,500’ range. This elevation corresponds with the rain-on-snow
event zone.4 The Forest Service should not offer this sale, or other
sale, in this watershed. This will allow the sale area and downstream
forests time to recover from past management practices.

Less than 20% of the watershed is in the transient snow zone (pg.
36), yet 78% of this sale lies within this zone (36, WA). No cutting
should occur in this zone considering its propensity to discharge high
levels of sediment into water channels and Eagle Creek’s Tier Two
Watershed designation?

What percentage of the Southfork watershed has been cut in this
zone during the last 15 years? What percent will be cut during the
next 15 years? How will the cumulative cuts in this area effect the
occurrences of landslides and turbidity in this sub-watershed? How
will this impact drinking water quality?

V. Unit Placement

ONRC is concerned about the placement of cuts in this timber sale.
The vast majority of cuts will occur at the within the rain-on-snow
event zone. This style of unit placement, the slopes, danger of
windthrow, fragility of raparian areas, and soil composition on which
many of the cuts will occur should preclude this from occurring.

The Eagle Creek watershed has already experienced a large number
of cuts. However, the Forest. Service wants to increase logging
activities, many of which will occur next to plantations resulting from
prior clearcuts (See Units 1, 5, 6, 9, “IO, 11, 14, 15, 8, 17, 27, and 26..).
The overcutting this watershed has experienced, and will continue to
suffer from, if this sale continues is a threat to future water quality
therefore the sale should be stopped.

The placement of roads (including permanent roads) also occur
within the rain-on-snow event zone. Most roads occur in this zone.
Road building will be increased in this zone with the construction of a

31d.. at 5.
41d.
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new road for Units 27 and 28. This style
placement results in unacceptable damage

of cutting and road
being done to the

‘watershed from increased landslides and siltation of water channels.

VI. Landslides

Logging and roads are major factors in the number and severity of
landslides which occurr during storms. In the Oregon Cascades, the
relationship between logging and road building has been documented
by a recent study.s Since the sale would decrease the ability of this
area to resist landslides, no logging should be allowed in this area.
This would ensure that water qualtiy is maintained for downstream
communities.

The findings in the study mentioned above may be caused by a wide
variety of forces including: poorly maintained road. drainage systems;
the overcutting of trees; the cutting of trees on steep slopes; poor
management and monitoring activities; and a lack of understanding
about how to manage the forest ecosystem to ensure that damage
from landslides is no worse in managed than unmanaged watersheds.

*
Landslides can carry huge amounts of sediment and debris into
water channels. The same study noted that whole trees and organic
debris traveled two miles from the original site of the landslide
during this past winter’s storms.6 In addition to the silt load they
have already experienced, large numbers of water channels in this
watershed now are repositories of silt that will continue to be
released into downstream water ways for the next decade.7 This has
obvious long term, detrimental effects on municipal supplies of
drinking water and sensative animal species. For these reasons, the
sale should be halted and remedial activities for the entire
watershed should be instituted.

A geological explanation for the increased landslides (where the
dominate cause was assumed to be an area’s regularly bedded
sandstone) was ruled out. The report noted that thickness and
hydraulic conductivity of colluvium headwall ‘swales, slope
gradients, and recent land use history all contribute to the

5Supra note 2, at 7-8.

61d. at 6.

7W Id.
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severity of- landslide damage.g These finding support the need for a
new watershed ‘analysis, a complete review of Forest Service
management practices in this watershed, and remedial actions to
correct damage caused by these practices.

One concept is undeniable. The forests of Oregon have suffered a
great amount of landslide damage from management practices and
road construction.9 This viscous cycle is propelled forward by this
sale that will result in an exacerbation of these factors. This cycle of
destruction is ultimately detrimental to public welfare by decreasing
drinking water quality and quantity (especially during the dry
summer months when municipalities are already running low on
water), viewshed quality, and increasing the funds needed to repair
or maintain damaged infrastructure and habitat. For these reasons
the sale should be halted to allow the watershed time
from past management practices.

VII. Mitigating and Reversing past Damage

to recover

to increase
● The Forest Service should undertake specific activities

soil stabilitv and decrease siltation of rivers. streams, and reservoirs.
These activities must include, but should not’be limited to; the
halting of road construction and the cutting of trees in this
watershed. The Forest Service must decrease the potential for
landslides and erosion from existing ”roads and recently harvested
areas. Drainage systems and culverts must be installed or upgraded.
Monitoring and studies should be conducted on the drainage systems
to ensure they are not contributing to the problems of siltation and
landslides. The obliteration or increased maintenance of roads which
jeopardize water quality and fish populations should be conducted in
this watershed irrespective of any proposed Forest Service action. A
wholesale reassessment .of the Forest Service’s management practices
should be conducted in light of the impacts from last winter’s storms
and the studies cited in these comments.

a 81d. al 13.
91d. at 9. 13.



VIII. Accounting for the Flooding

ONRC believes this sale should be stoped until the issues raised by
this past winter’s flooding. can be adequately addressed by the Forest
Service. A letter. from Mr. Don Davison concerning the monitoring of
impacts from flooding in Eagle Creek raised a number of questions.
The monitoring that occured was to limited in scope for a true
assessment of the storms’ effects. The aerial surveillance and
thurough ground truthing, in addition to road surveying, should have
been undertaken undertaken by the Forest Service in this key
watershed.

The Forest Serivce statement that no structures were harmed is
misleading. This area has’ no structures to harm. Did the Forest
Service check down stream structures, such as the fish hatchery, to
see if they were harmed? Management activities directly effect
these areas.

The Forest Service contends the Watershed Analysis is still valid
after the storms. Did they do any studies on water turbidity in the
area, or downstream, to see if siltation levels were higher than
before the flood? Have any folowup studies been conducted to see if *
these levels remained high months after the storms? If they are
higher, this demonstrates the necessity of leaving the. sale area
untouched becuase it provides a buffer for increased turbidity of
more heavily logged areas.

The Forest Serivce states that damage to primary and secondary
roads was minimal. What is minimal? What damage did occur?
Could any of this damage have resulted from past management
activities? If so, what types of activities? Will these activities be
repeated with this sale? If so, how will a future storm event of
similar or greater magnitude effect water qualtiy in this watershed?
Did the Forest Serivce check on down stream landslides on roads, in
or near stream beds, and in areas that have been logged in the past?.

These are the ty@s of issues and questions the Forest Sevice should
be addressing in studies and monitoring following the storms. The
Forest Service should not impliment management activies that do not
take into account or are not based on natural occurances, such as
harsh winters, in
already degraded

the Oregon Cascades. This style of managment has
this municipal watershed. Continuing this style of
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o management is ill-advised, irresponsible, and harmful to issues of
public health.

IX. Soil composition and landslides

There have been 14 landslides counted in the upper and middle sub-
watersheds from past logging activities. (pg. 38). Recent harvests
have been estimated to deliver, in addition to natural erosion, the
same amount of sediments as would occur during a period of, wildfire
recovery. Therefore, this Sale results in an assured increase in
sediment loading in rivers. Without logging sedimentation levels will
decrease over time with merely a chance of increased sedimentation.
Therefore, how is cutting consistent with this Tier Two watershed
designation.

Soils along ridges where thinning will occur are shallow. (pg. 38)
How shallow are they? This area also has a moderate chance of
windthrow. This combination of factors should preclude Units’8, 24,
25, 26, and 29 from being cut. Why is cutting still occurring in these

●
areas? What specific measures are you taking to ensure these slopes
retain topsoil with its current characteristics? How will these
characteristics be altered once logging has occurred. What proof do
you have these measures will protect water quality?

The lower section of the South Fork of Eagle Creek has the highest
risk of landslides. (39, WA) Will any cutting, private or public, occur
in these areas? Will cutting in the upper reaches of Eagle Creek
effect the stream banks or areas susceptible to landslides in these
areas? How will this effect water quality?

X. Roads

What measures are being take to eliminate erosion from road #335?
If nothing is being done, the plan should be modified to make
rehabilitation of this area a priority. These measures should be
consistent with C-7 and C-32, RF-3 (c).

How do you propose to maintain Road #4615150 yet allow

e

vegetation to grow on the road so that it is eventually impassable?
(pg. 117)

11



How long do you propose to close the 1.6 miles of road?
Permanently or for up to 10 years? (pg. 118) *

This plan will increase the amount of road in the area from 21.7 to
22.6. (pg. 119) This does not conform with ROD Standard and
Guidelines C-7, minimum level of “no net increase” in roads on Key
Watersheds outsides roadless areas? Why is the Forest Service not
conforming to their own rules?

How is this road and its proposed units consistent with the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy for

Why does the plan invest
when the highest priority
(Standards and Guidelines

this watershed?

money in new roads’ in a key watershed
of this watershed is restoration?
c-7.)

How does Road #4615 facilitate watershed restoration? It is on a
ridge above a steep slope that is going to be a sheltered cut. Have
you assessed the effects this will have the watershed? Since it
touches a road on a downhill slope, it will most likely provide a
conduit for silt to flow into the South Fork of Eagle Creek. This site’s
contribution of silt could increase because it is in the boundaries of a
moderate windthrow area, next to a high windthrow area, and next
to a riparian reserve. The danger of windthrow damage is
compounded by the fact that the Forest Service has planned a road
running east to west. This type of road promotes the funneling of
wind which increases the damage .of windthrow. These units should
not be implemented because of their obvious adverse impacts on
water quality.

Will the new road be built in the transient snow zone? If so, this will
increase the chances of higher turbidity levels in Eagle Creek. ( See
above critique of this road and its units.) This would be another
reason to stop these particular units even if the Forest Service
disregards the obvious ill-effects this sale will have for water
quality,

How many logging spurs are there in the area? Will all of them be
obliterated or just the two mentioned in the SDEIS? When is tbe
Forest Service going to clean up the trash left by people on the
logging spurs?

12
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Why are all of the road closure and obliteration projects
recommended in the Watershed. Analysis ,not being, undertaken?
(105, WA) They would have the beneficial impacts of increasing elk
habitat and decreasing siltation in the waterway of a Tier II
watershed. If the rational is to continue recreational opportunities,
then how does this ensure water quality as’ the primary management
objective in this watershed?

The SDEIS states that roads create more sediment than do existing
clearcut areas. (pg. 39) Instead of putting any money into
constructing new roads, the forest service should be funding road
obliteration and maintenance to bring sedimentation levels down.
Why is the Forest Service not doing this?

XI. Sediment Levels

This area has the lowest sediment levels out of the entire sub-
watershed. Why is it being degraded by logging and road building?
Clean water from this stream is needed to compensate for increased

●
temperature and sedimentation from other water channels that have
been degraded by actions similar to those pursued in this sale.

XII. Monitoring

Monitoring the. effects of any cutting is a vital activity given this
watershed’s importance. ONRC believes that monitoring activities
that can assess the cumulative impacts (on water quality and
quantity) of logging individual timber sale units and the cumulative
“impacts of cutting in this watershed should be implemented. These
activities should include, but not be limited to, all of the issues
discussed in these comments.

XIII. Species

The Forest Service has not conducted any field surveys on many ,of
the species in the SDEIS. (pg. 130) How can it determine if there are
candidate swcies in this area if no surveys have been conducted? If

e
these speci~s have habitat, then why are no surveys being
conducted?
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Will the C3 species information now being collected by the Regional
Ecosystem Office be used when making any decision to cut in this
area? (pg. 130) How will its results be used? Will any logging
activities take place prior to the release of this report?

There is not a complete understanding of the distribution of fish
species in the Eagle Creek watershed. (pg. 41) How can you predict
the sale’s impact on fish if you do not know where they reside?

Why is this Sale going forward if it may impact lower Columbia
Coho? This should be enough of a reason to at least stop cutting in
the riparian areas. How could it impact lower Columbia Coho? if it is
effecting. water quality, then what ramifications does this have for
downstream communities depending on this area for clean water?

Has the Forest Service conducted any studies for the Red Legged Frog
in the riparian areas scheduled to be logged in Alt. 3? (pg. 131)

Cope’s Giant Salamander has been sighted in the upper watershed.
Alt. 3 cuts in the riparian areas in the upper watershed. Has the
Forest Service conducted any studies on the salamander in these
areas. If they have not, then how can they say the cutting will not
effects its habitat. The NWFP recommends a 208 foot buffer for the
Salamander. (pg. 131) Will cutting occur within 208 feet of any
seep, stream (named or unnamed), creek, or wetland that it finds or
has already located? Is this determination left to an on-site
determination? If so, what safeguards are in place to ensure the
safety of this animal?

Has the Forest Service done any surveys in the upper watershed to
ensure there are no nesting cites of the Harlequin Duck in the
Riparian Zones? (pg. 132)

The down stream hatchery has already suspended their release of
fall Chinook salmon because of possible sediment loading. (44, WA)
This sale would increase sediment into the waterways. Why is the
Forest Service planning to decrease the health of a stressed river
system by further cutting?

14
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e The Watershed Analysis was conducted during the dry Fall months.
Did any field reconnaissance take place during the wet winter
months when animals, such as salamanders, would be more likely to
be observed?

‘A.

This plan
75) Any

Spotted. Owls

will decrease spotted owl habitat by 221 acres (10%). (pg.
decrease in Spotted Owl habitat is yet another reason to

stop this- sale. .Did the Forest Service study account for the
cumulative effects of future and current logging operations on the
Spotted Owl? For instance, how will the ‘decrease in interior
connectivity effect the future distribution of the owl?

Has the service conducted any study concerning the fifth owl pair
whose habitat will be reduced to see if it will fall below the 1,182
acres take limit by factoring in other cutting that may occur on
public or private lands?

o Is this fifth pair roosting? If so, what is the possibility a chick will
emigrate towards this area due to habitat 10SS in other areas? How
will the decrease in interior habitat effect this type of migration?

Why are management objectives not geared towards increasing late
seral habitat for new owl pairs? (pg. 129) It appear< the Forest
Service is stating Spotted Owls are not expected to increase in the
area because their rangeis being logged. Is this the case? Would ,.

Spotted Owl populations increase if the Forest Service was not
destroying their habitat? If so, how is this consistent with the spirit
of the Standards and Guidelines B-13, Improving “travel and
dispersal corridors for many terrestrial animals, and to provide
connectivity corridors among the Late-Succession Reserves.”

Not including the LSR, “what percent of interior habitat will be cut?
Why is the LSR included in your computations ,of interior habitat for
this sale? The Forest Service would have to use completely different
guidelines in harvesting the .LSR therefore, it should not be included
in the total amount of interior habitat.

15



XIV. Silvicultural Methods Q
This sale will result in fragmentation of 1,115 acres of late
successional interior forest (53% reduction). (pg. 75) This will
convert 10% of interior habitat into grass or shrub conditions. (Pg.
75) How are these actions consistent with Standards and Guidelines
B-11: 2, 4, 8, 5, and 6? Do these numbers take into account
windthrow? If not, how much will these numbers “increase with
windthrow?

Which units will receive which sheltered prescriptions? (pg. 87)

Which prescription of sheltered removal will Unit 27 and 28. receive?

What is the rational of 1) Removing 40% of the basal area of a 1/2-1
acre stand of forest and then calling it individual tree removal? (Pg.
87) What is the difference in effect on interior habitat, species
dependent on interior habitat, erosion, and windthrow? Would this
type of prescription result in the removal of more wood than
thinning or light shelterwood prescriptions?

Does the Forest Service plan on entering this area every 20 years to
manage this forest? (pg. 88) How many more times will tbe Forest
Service enter this area?

With commercial thinning, damage to the boles of tress will occur.

(pg. 88) This will allow pathogens, such as root rot, to increase its
presence in the forest. If the Forest Service is concerned with
increasing infestations and fire, then why is it cutting trees that will

‘result in the very occurrence they seek to avoid?

How will the determination be made that underbrush may cause
competition problems for seedlings? (88)

The SDEIS states that sheltered removal will decrease the potential
for the spreading of pathogens. (pg. 88) However, when stumps are
created, disease actually has a increased chance of spreading in the
ecosystem.

Beetles will have a longer flight from tree to tree with sheltered
, However, the distance is insignificant to a beetle. With theremoval.

increased damage from cutting to the boles, crowns, and roots of
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0“ trees (pg. 88) and the loss of trees due to windthrow, disease,. and
infestation, it appears that sickness would spread more rapidly with
cutting than without. This is consistent with the area’s spare to non-
existent history of infestations. Since increasing forest health is a
major rational of cutting, how can you further substantiate your
claim? If your only rational is a “judgment cal~’. How can the
promotion of pathogens and beetles be consistent with Watershed
Restoration, Standards and Guidelines B-30-3 1.

The SDEIS states that thinning must occur early in a tree’s life to be
effective as a counter to windthrow. (pg. 97) HOW early must it
occur? Are all of the trees within this age class? The average age of
the trees appears to be quite old, therefore how much benefit will
the stand receive from this treatment. What proof do you have that
a marginal increase in windfirmness outweighs the certain damage,
which will increase windthrow, done to trees from logging activities?

A number of units are planned to be on the north facing side of a
ridge. Since they also buffer riparian areas this cutting, on wet soil,
will increase windthrow in logged and non-logged riparian zones?

*
(pg. 102) (Example Units: 17, 16) How is this type of cutting
consistent with Standards and Guidelines B-1 1: 2, 4, 5, 6, and 8?

What percentage of the total sale area will have plantations and
commercially thinned areas and what percentage will have tress o.n
it over 180 yrs. of age? What percentage of trees that are to be cut
will be attaining old growth status within the next 40 years?

Portions of Unit 10 will have commercial thinning on top of
commercial thinning (Compare map on pg. 28 & 56). This area is also
in a roadless area. This combination of factors should preclude
cutting Unit 10. Why is cutting still continuing in this area? Why not
do away with this given this area’s Tier Two designation and its
proximity to riparian zones. What proof does the Forest Service have
this double thinning will not increase siltation in surrounding water
channels?

Why will 3% of land in roadless areas be logged by this sale. (pg. 64)
Since there is not much of this type of land left in the forest, this
area should remain undisturbed. What percent of land in the Sale

*

are no including the Wilderness and the LSR will be logged? Why
did the Forest Service include these other areas? There inclusion is
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inconsistent with this :sale because different measures would have to
be undertaken if the Forest Service wanted to log in these areas. 9

This sale will increase edge by 4-5 miles. (pg. 75) This benefits the
white-crowned sparrows and black-tailed deer at the expense of
water quality and the Spotted Owl. How can this be consistent
management guidelines of a Tier Two watershed?

The Forest Service justifies this sale by stating it will benefit the
Roosevelt Elk. However, will decreasing interior habitat 53% be a
benefit to the Roosevelt Elk. The increase in foraging habitat will be
marginal and temporary. How is the decision not to permanently
close or obliterate roads, but to increase them in this area, consistent
with benefiting the Elk. How did the Forest Service conclude this
combination of factors lead to a benefit, rather than a an increase in
disturbances for the elk.

What is the relevance of “vigor”. What substantive contribution does
the term “~igor” make to managing forests in a Tier Two watershed.
Why did the Forest Service use a term that it did not define in any
document? Why does a loss of “vigor” necessitate cutting? Is there
any evidence cutting these trees will increase the remaining trees
“vigor” given their age, current health, and future management
prescriptions?

Why go back in and fell trees to meet the standards of
down trees on clearcut, partial cuts, or sheltered cuts?
leave them there when you cut? This area is on track
specifications without cutting.

the NWFP for
Why not
to meet these

Will thinning in the Riparian Zones take any old growth, or soon to
reach old growth stage trees (within W years)? If it will, why is the
Service not saving these trees to ensure that diversity and
connectivity of the habitat is retained? (76, WA) Cutting in these
reserves will endanger water quality therefore is should not occur.

XV. Mitigation Measures

How will the Forest Service determine which
because they are genetically superior? What
Service using to make this determination?
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0. How much deviation
resource specialists?
deviations - noted’ for
criteria? If so, what

is allowed with input from representative
Is there any review of his input? Are these
the record and rationalized using standardized
is that criteria?

XVI. Fires

What is the duff layer and ladder fuel height in the sale? Did you
take these factors into account when discussing the possibility of
stand replacement fires? If they were not included, what was the
rational for this decision? What measures are being taken to account
for these factors? (Controlled burns, ladder removal )

.A rational for cutting is to ensure that a replacement fire does not
occur again. Yet, the cause of the last replacement fire is not know.
It could have been human (pg. 123) How can an area that has a low
propensity for replacement and lightning strike fires (pg. 123) be
deemed prone to replacement fires? What proof does the Forest
Service have that conclusively shows this area is prone to

a replacement fires?

Under this sale, fuel treatment is accomplished by cutting trees. (pg.
122) But logging trees results in the drying out of the stand and the
build up of ladder fuels. This will increase the chances of fire in dry
summer months? Therefore, the long term effects of cutting is to
increase fire danger. How does the Forest Service propose to address
this contradiction? The continuation of management prescriptions
that increase the chances of damage to forests, especially in a Tier
Two watershed, is inconsistent with the Aquatic Conservation
Strategy.

Chipping and dispersal of debris should be implemented with this
sale given the area’s Class I airshed status. (pg. 125-6). Since there
is a chance the fire could get out of hand, this Tier Two watershed
should not be endangered by burning. This is another reason
chipping and dispersal should be implemented. Since this sale is
expected to result in a profits, chipping is an affordable and
necessary safeguard for water and air quality.
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XVII. Procedures

I

*
Alternative three’ puts at risk a Tier Two watershed by cutting in or
near riparian reserves. No other alternative does this. (pg. 51) This
option is unacceptable given the importance of the watershed. Why

did the Forest Service choose the alternative that is the most harmful
to riparian areas and forest health? If the rational was to provide
timber, then how does this conform with the ROD and Standards and
Guidelines designation of Eagle Creek as a Teir Two watershed? It
would appear that the Forest Serivce is putting the production of
timber before the quality of water. This is inconsistent with the ROD
and Standards and Guidelines.

Your Watershed Analysis and SDEIS state that overstocking is the
biggest problem facing forest health in Eagle Creek? What factors
went into this determination? Did the Forest Service factor in the
excellent health of the stands, high moisture in the area, current lack
of infestation, minimal amount of fuels, and the area’s uncertain
causes of fire when making this determination?

Did the Forest Service account for the possibility that the last major
fire in the area was possibly set by humans when deciding that
overstocking posed the largest threat to these stands?

How much larger a problem is overstocking than allowing the trees
to be naturally thinned? Does this statement take into account the
damage caused by pathogens attacking trees through stumps,
damage from logging operations leading to beetle outbreaks, and
stressing trees through soil compaction from logging?

What percentage of the trees proposed to be cut
old? What percentage of total BA cut do these
Why are any of these tress being cut when they
connectivity and habitat function?

are over 140 years
numbers represent?
serve a vital

What percentage of the. area, which if it were not cut, would reach
late seal stage in 20 years? How many acres of this type of forest
have been cut in the last six years? Why are any trees with these
characteristics being cut given their high value for diversity and
connectivity?
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● ✎The slope on parts of the Southfork is described as “modest”. (33, ~”
WA) What is the relevance of “modest”? What ramifications does
“modest” have for levels of erosion? Why was the amo~hous term
“modest” used rather than specific numbers? What types of studies
were done to measure the slope? If no measurements were taken of
the slope, this sale should be discontinued until the Forest Service
has this information at its disposal.

I
Why is the BLM going to be trading land with Longview Fiber that
will adversely effect this Tier Two Watershed? Why is an area prone
to instability being given to a commercial timber operator?

Why did the Watershed analysis use a “best case scenario” in a Tier
Two watershed? Why did they not use a worst case scenario that
would better protect water quality and public health?

Will all work take place within the recommended time period? (July
1-Sept. 30) Given the amount of timber coming out of this sale,
should not the Forest Service reduce the amount timber. being
extracted to ensure that operations can be run at a slower pace so

o
that human error does not harm this water quality?

Are all recommendations to mitigate
analysis being implemented? If not,
Why are they being excluded?

erosion in the watershed
then which are being excluded?

being retained around ‘No
danger of windthrow damage,

Why is only the first row of conifers
Treatment Buffers’. Since there is a -
infestations, and fire following this sale, more trees should be left to
ensure these areas are not damaged?

Your response to comment number 113/10/04 of the Draft EIS
stated that the SDEIS would have a more complete list of references
available. Why was no such list presented?

Your response to comment number 306/15/06 of the Draft EIS
stated that more information would be provided on the issues
covered in that comment. Why was no further information provided
on all of the topics in the comment?
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XVIII. W.indthrow

Alt.3 has the highest proportion of cutting in areas prone to wind
throw (pg. 101). Why choose the alternative with the greatest
chance of damage to the forest and watershed?

Would the skyline corridors (running east to west) result in a
funneling of wind? Since the roads in the area running east to west
have the greatest potential for windthrow (pg. .102), does the same
hold true for the corridors? If so, was this taken into account when
computing expected damage from windthrow? If it was not taken
into account, then the Forest Service should halt logging until better
estimates are available ‘for planning unit placement and prescription.

The SDEIS states that 10% of ‘the trees after cutting would be
expected to fall down due to windthrow? (pg. 101) In areas where
this will occur, is this number taken into account as a reduction in
habitat for the spotted owl, interior habitat and fragmentation, and
total riparian zone loss? If not, then what will the reduction of these
areas be with this loss?

Which are the wet areas where blowdowns have occurred in the
past? (102) Are these sites more at risk of future blowdowns? How
is this taken into account when planning cuts?

Several units in riparian zones in upper watershed have a high
potential for blowdown. (Blowdown map and Alt. map) Units 29, 26,
25, are examples of units that have a combination of these factors
that would necessitate exemption from cutting. Why did the Forest
Service decide to log despite these factors?

Units 8 and 24 occur in areas which have a high risk of blowdown,
(Compare map of Alt. two with map in Appendix H). Given this
area’s Tier
present or

Two designation, these units should be excluded from any
future logging activities.
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*
mX. Weeds

Will the forest service be undertaking any of the actions to mitigate
the infestation of weeds? (pg. 127)

xx.
on

The

Units that should
species and water

following units should

be taken out due to cumulative effects
quality.

be taken out of the proposed sale if any
cutting occur;. These units have cumulative impacts that, when.

combined, demonstrate that these units are ill-de~ised. All but two
of these units will either 1) heavily impact spotted owl habitat; 2)
are shelterwood cuts (except for 26 and 19) that occur in areas of
high or medium blowdown rating; 3) have a high amount of large
trees coming out based upon the % BA Removed and % Vol. / Acre
Removed; or they ‘4) occur in riparian zones.

Units: 2, 11, 13, 15, 16, 20, 26, 28, 29 should all be taken out based
on the above combination of factors.

a XXI. Changes in EA Format

ONRC would like to suggest changes in the EA format. These changes
are applicable to this EA and any future EA. The document should
have a description of the percentage of cuts that will occur in the
rain on snow event zone. The description should reflect the types of
cuts. Similar information’ on the road system should be provided.
This information can be made available in map format. However,
elevation levels should be easily understood by looking at the map.
All roads (temporary, permanent, and otherwise) and road work
should also be noted in the EA. The Forest Service should also
include figures detailing the total percentage of a watershed logged
within a five and twenty year time span. The number, severity, and
placements. of landslides should also be included. Planning
documents should also have information on the dominate age of trees
in individual Units . These changes would greatly facilitate cogent
comments on proposed Forest Service actions by better informing the
public about the ramifications of Forest Service management
decision.
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XXII. Site Specific Concerns

i have walked over many of the units proposed for cutting in the
Talon TimberS ale. During this ground truthing, I discovered that
many of the Forest Service’s concerns, used as rationales for cutting,
were not present in this forest. I have done extensive ground
truthing on units 29, 26, 24, 8,, 15, 16, and 9. All of these units
contained traits that precluded them for being cut and seriously call
into question the Forest Service’s ,ability to assess a forest’s health if
they prescribed logging based on the reasons detailed in their
document.

Unit 29 is of particular concern. It is dominated by riparian areas.
There are at least three year around streams and numerous seeps,
springs and intermittent water channels. These areas do not appear
on the SDEIS. The document should include this type of information.
If the Forest Service cuts in accordance with the Standards and
Guidelines, most.of this unit will be precluded from logging
operations by buffer zones. This is particularly true as the unit gets
cioser to the- South Fork of Eagle Creek. Given the high moisture
content of this area
should be protected
potential trees.

Stand health in this

and the potential for blow down, -these areas
by buffers equal to the height of two site

unit is very good. There are natura[ openings in
the canoDv: CanoDY closure is ~enerally excellent throughout the
unit. T~~re is alr~~dy a multipl~ layer-canopy, with an-increasingly
complex canopy being developed. The unit contains large and small
down woody debris and the potential for more is very great. Further
up the hillside of this unit, the terrain becomes very steep. Given its
steep slope and numerous little indentations on the hillside, erosion
will increase during winter months if logging occurs in this area.

This unit is proposed for commercial thinning operations. However,
on the lower hdf of the unit, thinning operations will not k
economically feasible due to good stand health and a lack of areas
that can be ctit if the Forest Service intends to leave the appropriate
buffers as required by the Standards and Guidelines. If the Forest
Service is not planning on leaving these buffers, they should have
discussed this in the SDEIS. Logging operations up the slope is ill-
-advised. The unit is extremely steep. Natural thinning has already
occurred. It will continue to occur. Commercial thinning will reduce a
the long term site potential for down woody debris in this area while
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e increasing the short term debfis level. Thinning will result in tie
drying out of the forest floor around these tieas that are. thinned.,.
Since this watershed ~will have to produce clean drinking water for
growing communities well into the future, the factors discussed
above should preclude cutting which would clealy be detrimental to
the purpose of a B-6 Special Emphasis Watershed.

Unit 26 does not need ‘to be thinned. The unit is dominated by a
multiple layered canopy with many large healthy trees. In some
areas, rhododendrons are growing because the canopy already has
large open areas. If the Forest Service goes in and cuts down more
trees, these rhododendrons will crowd out small seedlings. This
process can be seen in large open areas located next to the road. The
soil on this unit is also extremely dry. Thinning will decrease soil
moisture. This will also increase the ability of brush to out compete
small seedlings.. If the Forest Service leaves this area alone, the
multiple layer canopy will continue to increase in complexity:

There is a large wetland in the southwest of the unit. This area
should be protected from the effects of any cutting. There is also an

e
large intermittent water channel that flows into the wetland. It
appears to be a channel that cathes large amount of run off during
storm events or rain on snow events becuase it has slot of scour,
large rocks, lies in a drainage basin, yet is dry during by the end of
June. The water channel is very large and bordered by a wetland
area. This channel and wetland should be protected by a buffer the
size of two site, potential trees. This would ensure water quality is
protected if any cutting does occur in this area.

Thinning in this area is ill-advised and, if done according to the
Standards and Guidelines, would not be economically feasible. The
vast majority of stands are healthy. . The few experiencing crowding
are naturally thinning themselves. This is creating a sustainable
level of large and small down woody debris. A healthy amount of
debris is already on the forest floor. Forest heath should not be used

as a reason to thin this unit. Anyone that has walked through it

would see that it is healthy.

Units 24 and 8 do not need to be thinned. Unit 24. has a number of
features that should preclude it from being cut. There is a large

●
wetland are on the west part of the sale next to the road. Around
this area are seeps. This area should be protected from any logging.
On the middle south portion of the unit is a intermittent stream and
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numerous seeps. This is visible from the road. Buffers the size of
two site potential trees should be left around these areas.

Further up the ridge, ”these units become increasingly steep. The soil
is dry. There are numerous signs of blowdown. A multiple layer
canopy has formed and is in the process of becoming more complex.
Brush is not a problem in this area despite its low soil moisture
content and small openings. However, brush may become a problem
if larger openings are created in this area. If this steep slope is
logged, it will increase erosion. This occurrence is extremely likely
since the openings will likely increase because this area is prone to
blow down, Thinning can not possibly facilitate forest health in this
unit. The forest is healthy and strong. Large down woody debris is
present and increasing. The canopy is already open. In the few
places where stands could’ be thinned, it would not be economically
feasible given the small amount of sites and overall quality of trees
that would be taken if the large genetically superior trees were left.

The comments contained in the last paragraph is also relevant to unit
8. These units are also ill-advised because they propose to thin right
Up to the wilderness boundary. This should not be done. NO cutting,
staggered or otherwise, should occur next to this area.

If logging occurs in unit 16, it will be a very intense cut. The Forest
Service marked a buffer on the steep slopes of the stream. It may be
large enough to buffer the stream from the immediate effects of
logging. However, this buffer will be effected by blowdown and
drying out caused by the logging which will occur on the upper part
of the slope. These factors will effect the buffered area, as they have
already effected the upper hillside.

This logging will apparently be more intensive than a thinning,
although this is. the prescription for the unit according to the SDEIS.
Since the upper slope will basically be clearcut, the, Forest Service
should extend the buffer’ further up the hill. However, if the area
will basically be a clear cutj this goes against the rational described
in the SDEIS. Clearcutting will not improve forest health. Therefore,
the entire unit should be withdrawn. The forest in the unit is
healthy. The most unhealthy part is on the upper slope, where the
effects of logging are very evident. Increasing blowdown and drying
out the soil are not consistent with forest health. Yet, these are the
results of past logging operations next to this unit. These detrimental
impacts will only be increased if logging occurs on the unit site.
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Unit 9 should not be thinned. The entire area has an evenly opened
canopy. There is. a multiple layer canopy present on this unit. It is
increasing in complexity. There is also a intermittent water channel
that runs down the middle of the unit. This” channel should have a
buffered’ the size of one height potential tree. Any stands that may
withstand some thinning because of current overstocking would not
be economically feasible to cut. If forest health is indeed the rational
for going into this unit, it is a very inefficient prescription, .if not
ultimately destructive prescription.

Unit 15 should not be cut. It is surrounded by a road, plantations, a
proposed thinning unit, and is right next to a riparian reserve. To
shelterwood cut right up to the border of this riparian reserve is ill-
-advised given the level of cutting this ridge has already sustained.
Blowdown and decreasing soil moisture will become and even larger
problem in this area if it is cut. The Forest Service should allow this
area to recover from the impacts of past cutting before any further
logging occurs on this ridge.

*
Given the deficiencies in these units, the entire rational for cutting in
this area should be reviewed by the Forest Serivce. The Forest
Service should do ground truthing before they plan to log using a
rational that is not born out by the facts. If the Forest Serivce wishes
to log becuase they want to get volume, then they should be truthful
to the public. Lying is never the best policy.

XXIII. Compliance with Department of Agriculture
Guidelines

This sale does not comply with the “Revised Direction for Emergency
Timber Salvage Sales Conducted Under Section 2001(b) of P.L. 104-
19, dated July 2, 1996.

How do Units 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, and 24 comply with item one of the
memorandum. Many, if not all, of these areas are completely
healthy. They certainly do not fall within the definitions described
in 6(a) or (b) of the memorandum. Yet, they all effect roadless areas.
Under this directive, these units should not be cut.

* These stands are not in a high’ risk of incurring insect attacks nor is a
change in stand structure or character anticipated within 3 years or

27



,. .:. ...

less because of insect attack. These are healthy. trees that are
naturally thinning themselves.,

These stands are not Imminently susceptible to insect attack as
defined by the memorandum. There is not a high fuel loading in this
area. Nor is there a high risk of fire. One recorded instance of a large
fire should not be extrapolated to label the entire area as a high risk
fire area so that healthy green trees can be logged.

Thinning and shelterwood removal will increase the short term fuel
loading of an area that is currendy ‘very healthy. The Forest Service
has therefore failed to substantiate (1) a reduction in imminent
susceptibility to fire through this timber sale, and (2) why no other
treatment, such as “No Action” would be insufficient or ineffective to
reduce high fuel loading and high risk of fire. As described above,
logging in these areas will increase the chances of fire in this area.

There is no description of the estimated volume of dead versus green
volume. Nor is there a clear rational, given the health of the forest
stands, for the cutting of green trees. The slae should be halted until
this estimation is given to the public and they have had a chance to
comment on it. Anything less would be considered arbitrary,
capricious, and

WhiIe selected

in accordance
trees “must be

an abuse of discretion by the Forest Service.

stands may be placed under (c), thinning these tress
with the memorandum’ s. directive that cutting healthy
subordinate to the objective of salvaging “diseased or

insect infested tress, dead, damaged jr down trees...’; will not be
economically feasible nor consistent with the spirit and letter of the
,directive.

This sale is extremely important to communities that depend on this
watershed for drinking water and water for industrial uses. The
component of green trees is’ also greater than 25 percent. Given the
deficiencies of this sale in complying with Forest Service directives,
the Forest Service should stop this sale and review it for compliance
with the memorandum.

XXIII. Covering the Cost of Remedial Activities

ONRC recommends that the USFS undertake activities such as: a new
*

Watershed Analysis; field reconnaissance; creation, maintenance, and
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0 monitoring of road drainage systems; road closures and obliteration;
consultations with Portland and other communities; project
monitoring and re-calculation of ARP’s; continued assessment and
remedial activity directed ‘at the effects’ of the so-called “Salvage
rider” and last winter’s floods; and a reassessment of the Forest
Services management practices. The money is there to begin this
process. The forest Service should assess the costs and priorities of
these activities. However, it should also account for all future costs
incurred by municipalities to deal with decreased drinking water
quality and quantity if the Forest Service decides to cut in a
municipalities watershed.

Congress recently appropriated $63 million dollars to Region 6 for
post-flood watershed analysis, restoration, surveying. monitoring.
and other activi~es. The Estacada Ranger District should disclose: 1)
the total amount of money they are getting from the above
mentioned sources; 2) any additional source of money they are
getting that can be directed to similar activities; 3) an explanation of
why no money is being directed towards these activies if that is the
case; and 4) their priorities with regards to (a) proposed actions and

a
(b) funds distribution among these priorities.

This would be a wise investment of taxpayer money since these
activities will act to decrease more costly remedial actions in the
future and lessen any subsequent damage caused by future storms.
It would also increased levels of public health and welfare by
ensuring a safe, reliable source of drinking water for a number of
municipalities. Ultimately, it is less expensive to protect this
watershed than to log it.

ONRC understand that government agencies must prioritize a variety
of interest when deciding on responsible management of natural
resources and the directing of limited government funds. For too
long, the. watersheds around Mount Hood have been managed for the
benefit of the timber industry. Downstream communities and
businesses paid the price for mismanagement of these watershed. It
is time the Forest Service placed public health and welfare first on its
list of priorities. Doing anything less is a disservice to the people you
serve.
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If you have any questions on these. comments, please feel, free to
contact me. I look forward to working with the Forest Serivce,
impacted municipalities, and interested” individuals to ensure the
Estacada Ranger District puts the interests of clean water before
anything else in the B-6 Special Emphasis Watershed. Thank you
very much for reading and considering these comments.

Sincerly,

Grant Cope

Water Quality Advocate
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Estacada District Ranger and Eagle Project Team Leader,
I strongly suppofl Alternative #4, the no action alternative, for the Eagle

project, which includes the Talon and Eagle Timber sales, located along the west
bounda~ of the Salmon-Huckleberry wilderness within the Mt. Hood National

Forest. Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 run counter to all Forest Service objectives as
listed in the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

The “managing” of this area, which is a naturally occurring forest, will

reduce necessary acreage and biodiversity within spotted owl habitat, reduce
existing roadless arees and serve counter to the B6-special emphasis watershed
that is desired for this area.

I demand that the past deleterious cumulative effects of abusive
roadbuilding and logging operations be factored into any decision made, and that

a cumulative impact study be undertaken by tha USFS, and accordingly, that the
public comment period ba eflended by 30 days. I fudher request that I be kept
up to date on alleffortsmade by tha Estacada and/or the Zig Zag ranger districts
in accordance with this matter, incfuding the receipt of the Final Environmental
Impact Statement.

Sincerely,



2050S}V78th.Ave,
Podad, OR 97225
July 24, 1996

John Beq
DisrrictRWer
(Ulackamas~angerDi srtict
595 N*- Irtdustial \Y4y
Estacada, (jR Y702j

Pl~Ns? scc~t this belated thanks for the .rurte field tip with some of the members of the Siwd
Club Forest Commttee, I’m sure that I’m spe&i~ for each of the members wl]en Isa?- hat your
efion, time. and expml searereall}~a~recl ated.

f~edis~ssed theije]dtip]ag week z ourregularmonthlymeeting. h was a learning experience
forel,m~one TFhOwent along. h.fembtis came back from the tip w~ith a mud bettm sense of tie

issues the Clackamas Ranger District staff deal with as they manage the forests, especially those
wittti~]the mti. They sdso expressed a deep respemfor Ule integrityad forethought~ou bring
trsthemanagemefl.t of~our ditict, 1befievethat these qualities a reilectetf in your tif partially
due to your leadei~hip,

●
iam conusm@ my fflvolvementwith tiewat~ed im~vemeflt processatSquaw Nleadowstis
summer. Infact,Iam visitingthe-a todaywithJesmRice.

Ive talked in the ~.an about a spur off oi FSR 4614, I have not been able to find the number of the
road. but it ha$icaHy oblitmed a short se~ment of the Faton Tti.I #505. It leads to a large
clearmt $parsmnga tibutary of the North Fork of the (~lackamas, thus it is actually slightly outside
of the Eagle planning area. Remember, the cle~uthas an ahadoned car and trash init. I w-ould
like to recommend theroadforrestorationwork,eventhoughh isprohablvtechnicalIYoutsideoi
theEagleplanning area. \$’ho is the person I should contact about this? I’;,e forgotten their name.

Skcwely,



e
United States Department of the Interior

OFFICEOF THE SECRETARY
OffiCeof Environmc”td Pohv md GmpU..ce

500NE Mulc”omA 5tr.c(, S“irc 600
Portlmd, Orcgo” 97232-2036

July 31, 1996

ER 96/0350

Don Davison
Estacada Ranger Station
595 N.W. Industrial Way
Estacada, Oregon 97023

Dear Mr. Davison:

On July 8, 1996, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) , a
bureau within the Department of the Interior (Department),
provided comments directly to you on the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for the Eagle Creek Timber Sales,
Mt. Hood National Forest, Clackamas County, Oregon (copy

e

attached) . The Department concurs with the Service’s comments
and they should be considered as the Departmentfs comments when
preparing the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments. If you have
questions regarding the comments or recommendations, please
contact the Service’s Oregon State Office Field Supervisor at
(503) 231-6179.

~rely,

Preston Sl=eger
Acting Regional Environmental Officer

Enclosure
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July 5, 1996

Sau vie Island Oreaon 97231-6906

Mr. John Berry - District Ranger
USFS
595 NW Industrial Way
Estacada OR 97023

RE: Eagle Sale

Dear John,

I ceased my involvement with the Clackamas Stewardship Committee you
created, after I felt that you and your staff were on the right track for sustainable
forest management; (i.e. emphasizing commercial thinning, less clearcutting, strong
emphasis on protection of riparian areas and avoiding road less areas).

My understanding of the Eagle Sale, unfortunately, makes me wonder if the
USFS isn’t backsliding to the “bad old days”.

My concerns center on un-necessary disturbance of a roadless area; the on-the-

e

ground physical condition of the naturally occurring forest does not jive with the
“aver-stocked ‘tiondition” asserted in the EIS; planned clearcutting across riparian
ar%s in theheadwater units; failure to thin adjacant plantations of regenerated young
fir that truly do need thinning.

, .C,.>;

It seems that again we’re seeing the same old arguments to justify entering
roadless areas and cut native forest.
...!.,

These actions, John, seriously undermine the credibility which you diligently
help~dto build thr~gh the etibl~ Stefiatdsh’ip ‘Committee.

I urge you to withdraw this sale until the objections raised by many other
citizens and summarized above are addressed in a meaningful fashion. At this time
I support Alternative 4, the No-Action alternative.

Since-,
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B-t Mmaeement Pmctic-

% a wlt of a fod ag~ment titi tbe @gon Dep_ent of Enviromenti wity, the Mt. Hmd
Natiod Fo~t b develo~ a waer guli~ ~titif of B=t Mugemmt P-tire tn evrduk the

effmtivmws of titivation mmm md m~limw tith Forwt Plm stik& md Wideltia. District

watstiti stsff would mtitnr the Ugle Cmk projwt - for m~limw witi th= But M-gement

Puti- &fore md stir projat iqlemenktion.

Str=m Te mmtire

Motimtig ofstm waer te~mmm dutigcriddmmer low-flowPrioktillconttiueat,existhg
mofitofig Imtiom, m pafi of the mr-gotig mqmhemive watsr te~mmre motitutig progmm for the
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Clwh- Sub-hti, u dtiskrd by the Clach- Dtige kger Districts at EskA. Gnttiutig the
existtig moti~tig prog~ till provide tifomtion relativeto the effmtivenm of pr=ri~ riptim
protition md mgement mmm md dw provide a b~ti-tide conkxt fi which to -S water
km~mtir*.

~-sik ad Off-site Effmts of New Road Constmction

The ~gle Cuk Wa@mhd Mysis md a large my of wimtific Iitemtum tidimtm that m~ are the

prim~ contibutnm of uagement-mlati wahr qtiity effwk. Vtinw “~t magement pmctices”
(BMPs) have bn p~ri~ ti Mfim the pntitid for mil erosion md wakr qtiity imp~@. Viswl,

qurditstive on-sik obwmatiom dufig md follotig * constmction till & Wrnd out to dwument the

iqlemenhtion md effwtivenm of prmri~ BMPs. I~lementstion of BMPs md m ~ssment of
effwtiveness will k dmumenti on motitotig md evdmtion fom w pafi of the Forwt-wide Best

Mwgement Pmtic~ Evalmtion Prog- @MPEP). me mulk of this monitotig will detetie if more
titensive, qwtibtive motitotig is appropriate.

Water~s
Visusl obsswatiom of water qulity (cltity) till mntiue at m~m croastigs, ahnve md blow road fills ad

dtige stmctim tn _ the ~lative mntribution nf dlment from rti. Obwwatiom will & de during
the first ai~fiwt moff-pruductig event of the WY -n, followed by oh=wations dufig md following
wjor tifdl ad mow melt events, ~ ac~ Ftits. Th- ob~matiom will be dwumentd on the

apprnpria~ BMpEp fO~. ob=~~ eff=~, mch ~ d~ti water clarity, till b mbjwt tn additional
qutihtive ~fildity mtitrrtig, tom= cnmplim= with Skk wakr qmlity sti&r& for mrbidity.

Aswsment of Mmagement Activities With md Adia~nt to ~Dari~ R~mes
A hydrologist, fisheries biologist, or other appropriate watefid ~ialist will Mist with, md dirwt, the
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implementation of cutttig pr~riptions for tik Mb or imdiately sdja=nt to riprim rww=. Following
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The mout of mil disbm would bc mtimti ad cnntilld by the 2fm6sr &k Wti dtig projwt
implemmtition.%11~idistswould motitor tie timber de m- ~ dektie if the~ wx my detrimental
wil mmpwtinn or dls~rbmce. This would mur titi one Y- follotig the mmpletion of sctivitiw.

Wmdthow

h-site -tiom would b de at l-t onw pm YW tn detetie if blowdow h- nccud h the figle

m. Additiondly, u on tie gmud -tion would & msde follotig my mti stnm event tit di~lays

the ptentid for c~ttig tidtiw. If tidthmw b UUA, the pific site would b mp~ md m

attcqt wnuld & tie @ detctie wbt the WW1 factom were. This would vdi~te the blowdow pntential

mp h ap~ndlx “H- of this dmument m well m givtig tisight to -agem for fimre actinns.

Old Gmti @wtcristics

e

Objectiv~ of silviculmd p~riptions ticlude tic~tig the number of den ad n~ttig mags, encoumging the
develop~t of ol&r fo~b tith a tid-level ~npy, md hc~hg stmchml diversity witi hnmogenous
sti& of mtim timbr. Selwtcd stid would bc motimd onc md tim yam after tr~tment. Photo points
wotid & aabhshd. W!ldlife md silviculmd skff wnuld mnfitnr uopy closure, avemge dlmetcm, mags,

ad mopy levels at th- phnti pntik.

bree Wnndv Debris

h tn four y- stir kwwt, wildlife rmd silviculmre s~ff would mntitor the ti~ for large dom windy

debris c~ted by logging nr blowdom. If tiq~te suppli= am not feud, (6 dom logs per acre eqwling or

gwkr b 40 cu. ft. mb) stidmg t- wnuld b fend to m~t the dow wd r~uiremenk.

Wildlife T-

me ym follntig hawwt, wildlife ad silviculmre stiff would motitor the uik for stiding dd md

defwtive t~. If tiqmte wppliw am nnt found, (2-3 t- pcr wre) grwn t= would he blmtd or girdld

for the pupw of c~ttig n=t t=.

Fnmee Prtiuction
Wildlife skff would mm the qwlity md qwtity of fomge prndu~ by Variow silviculmml pr-riptions.

Fomge prndwtion h lbs./wm md ~i= would & m~ 3 y- after the completion of activities.

Viti Wiw ~on~ Tmils
A Imkpc mhitit md silvictimd s~ff would motitor co~limw with the viswl q~lity objwtiv~ of

Rstemion and Panial Raemion titi the nm foregroud cnrndor that ma= 660 f=t =ch side of the tmils

ti the m. This motitotig would be conducti dufig tit dtii~tion, trw mrtig, md after the completion
nf hm~t wtiviti~.
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~n
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mm to tie ~ tit m cd~wtc numbr of -Ikgs am gmtig ti plmtd ti~ (optiml stwtig is 400

tr- ~r acre). If l= thm 350 ~lhgs pcr scm are gmwtig at the end nf the fimt ym, a detehation
would b de u m why the modity wumti md co~tive m-r~ my hc i~lementi. With 1=s thm
200- pcr ~m, them is the pwihility of titer-plmtkg onw al fmtim hcve kn detetiti. The Mt.

Hd National Fomt, hd Mmagement Plm sti~d md guideltie C1430 s~tes that there xhould be a

&mum of lU crop t- ~r ccre at the end of five ya~.

Shadinzbv R=iducl @emtow TES in Sheltewd Utits
Tm much ~dmg by midd overstn~ t-h a sheltewnnd tit m mW dud sumival md growh rates

of ~ltigs. Eight tn b y- fnllntig ~~t, wtimh of -opy C1OSUEwould k de. If the wopy

clomm is g~tcr b m avemge of 30 %, then tmtments would & pmpd m Auw the wopy closure

~-tsge ti order b tiuw m~tition on t- tit m not ~cde tilemt.

Timhcr S&d Exm
tinduct timbr stid exm h mmemidly tid tib l&12 y- follotig tr~tment. Compm diameter

md height gmti of midwl t= &fore md stir ham~t to ~eti groti patterns afier haw=t. This

tifomtion would b - k fomulattig future stid t~tmentx.



figle - FEIS

ADDendix K

-

Map of Mtemative #1 h Elation to M@m R&mes

Map of M&mative~ h relation~ Ri@m RMWW

Map of Mtemative #3 h relation@ Riptim Resewes



“ m



[EA~E FE 151

NTEWAT 1VE =2 1N RELAT1~ TO

–111=111=111=111=111=
!fl=lll=lll=Elll= lll=lll=lll=l

R1PAR 1AN K=VES

=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=
:~=111=111=111=lll=lll=lll=lll=i
=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=
:~elll=lll=lll= lll=lll=lll=lll=i
=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=111-

“\

~=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=1
=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=

“% E “’m’m ‘=RWS

:111~111-111-111~111-111-lllallt-i
–“’-’’’-’’’=III= III= III= III=III:

❑ LATE-ss1- maw

~=111=111=111=111=1

Ah :1::’”’”’

~ 11=~=111=111=111–

“ m



lElltGlll-lll=l\l~lll-i
=111=111=111=111=111=

=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=
:111~111-111-111-ltl-111-lll~ltl-i
=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=
:~-111~111-111~ 111-[llstlt-llt-i
=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=
:~-lll-lll-lll-lll-lllelll-lll-i
=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=111=
;lll~lll%lll+lll% lll%lll%lll%lll%l
1=111 =111= 111=111 =111= 11[=111=] 113

~

MTEWT IVE =3 1N RELAT1~ TO

R IPAR 1w RESERVES

“ m


	Abstract
	Summary
	Chapter I
	Chapter II
	Chapters III and IV
	Chapter V
	Index
	Glossary
	Appendix A
	Appendix B
	Appendix C
	Appendix D
	Appendix E
	Appendix F
	Appendix G
	Appendix H
	Appendix I
	Map I.1
	Map II.1
	Map II.1.1
	Map II.2
	Map II.2.1
	Map II.3
	Map II.3.1
	Map III.1
	Map III.2
	Map III.3
	Map III.4
	Map III.5
	Map III.6
	Map III.7
	Map III.8
	Map III.9



