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Background

Components of the R1-R4 erosion model (Potyondy et al, 1991) were used to approximate current and
future sediment yields from proposed activities within the Rimrock analysis area. These approximations
are useful for comparing alternatives, but are not meant to predict actual sediment yields. Mitigations
such as PACFISH buffers and BMPs, and existing conditions such as slope, soils, and defoliation are not
considered in this model. All impacts are assumed to occur in one year, so the model produces
exaggerated results.

The R1-R4 erosion model was incorporated into the WATSED model (USDA-FS, Region 1) developed in
Region 1 to predict the effects of land management activities on water yield, flow timing, and
sedimentation. Direct application of the WATSED model to the Rimrock EIS analysis area was not
possible because the erosion response curves and land type databases required for the model have not
been developed for the Blue Mountain Province. Also, the model has not been calibrated or validated
with measured runoff and sediment data, though Gill (1994) tested WWSED, also a derivation of R1-R4
model developed by the Wallowa Whitman NF.

The WWSED model is identical to the R1-R4 model, except that WWSED incorporates a filter strip
concept which assumes that all sediment generated more than 200 feet from a stream does not reach the
channel. Sediment yield was predicted for a 1300 acre timber sale that required 26 miles of new road
construction on the Starkey Experimental Forest approximatelg/ 50 miles ENE of the Rimrock analysis
area. WWSED predicted that 32.95, 25.06 and 24.92 tons/mi“/yr would be produced in 1991, 1992 and
1993, respectively. Sediment measurements made during the three years after implementing the timber
sale were used to validate the model's predicted sediment yields. Measured values for the same period
were 0.37, 0.07 and 0.74 tons/mizlyr, respectively. During the 3 year duration of the study, model
predictions were 70 times greater that the measured sediment yield, indicating that the average annual
sediment yield approach to modeling does not account for the spatial and temporal variability in sediment
movement.

Soil detachment and sediment transport are two components used by the R1-R4 model to predict
sediment yield from a watershed. The soil detachment component, or soil erosion, predicts how much
soil is moved from its original location. The amount of detached sediment downhill or downstream is
predicted by the sediment transport component. Predicted soil erosion rates for management activities
(see Table A.1) were obtained from the WATSED model documentation. Rates for activities that were not
documented in WATSED were estimated from activities having similar effects on erosion.

The distance that sediment is transported before being deposited depends upon numerous physical
characteristics including slope gradient, surface roughness, vegetation and litter. Delivery ratios indicate
the proportion of detached sediment that actually leaves a particular watershed. Sediment delivery ratios
in WATSED were based upon land type and slope position. The values varied from 1% on ridge tops to
80% on stream bottoms. Land type databases have not been developed on the Umatilla NF, so an
alternative method using existing data was developed to estimate sediment yield based upon the distance
of the disturbance to the nearest stream channel.

Studies that showed specific delivery ratios based upon the distance to the nearest stream channel were
available, but the relationship from delivery ratio to drainage area was commonly described by negative
power functions (Bunte and MacDonald 1998).
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Table A.1 Erosion Response Curves for Rimrock EIS non-point sources.

Proposed Activity

Predicted Soil Loss (tons/mi°./yr)

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7
Road Construction 12,750 9,817 8,160 6,875 5,100 4,450 4,080
Temp Road Const* 12,750 6,375 3,188 1,594 797 398 0
Vegetated Closed Road* 2040 2040 2040 2040 2040 2040 2040
Reopen Closed Road* 4080 3060 2550 2295 2168 2104 2040
Logging (tractor) 352 187 144 92 89 21 0
Logging (harvest/forward)* 176 64 72 46 44 10 0
Logging (helicopter/skyline) 35 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wildfire (high intensity) 550 468 275 138 83 44 17
Wildfire (moderate intensity)* 225 234 138 69 42 22 8
Wildfire (low intensity)* 55 20 0 0 0 0 0
Road Obliteration* 12,750 6,375 0 0 0 0 0
Subsoiling* 525 278 137 0 0 0 0

* estimated values

Megahan (1984) found that 88% of the sediment from surface erosion of a newly constructed road was
deposited on the hill slope below the road and only 7% of the sediment appeared at the downstream
monitoring site. The author also found that delivery ratios for landslides initiated by road construction

were between 33% and 67%. No cut/fill road construction projects that have a high probability for

landslide initiation are planned with the Rimrock EIS, so delivery ratios would be lower than these values.
Broderson (1973, in USDA, 1993) showed that 200 foot buffers adjacent to streams in undisturbed forest
in western Washington would effectively remove sediment derived from off site sources. In effect the
delivery ratio beyond 200 feet was zero. Conditions in the Rimrock area are markedly different than
those studied by Broderson, so delivery ratios should be higher. As drainage area increases the sediment

delivery ratio decreases. For the Rimrock EIS the change in sediment delivery with respect to the

distance from the disturbance to the nearest stream channel, was estimated to have a linear relationship

(see Table A.2).

Table A.2 Estimated Sediment Delivery Ratios

Distance from Stream Channel

Delivery ratio

(meters) (%)
0-50 30
51-100 20
101 - 150 10
> 150 1

Thirty percent of the soil erosion that occurs within 50 meters of a stream channel would be transported to
the channel and the remaining 70% would be redeposited on the hill slope and would not contribute to
sediment yield from the drainage. All sediment that entered stream channels was assumed to continue
downstream to the watershed outlet. Sediment is often detained within the channel network, such as
behind woody debris, until a high flow event flushes it downstream. No attempt was made to simulate the
routing of sediment through the channel network, so the predicted sediment yield at the watershed scale

is the hypothetical maximum.

Sediment yield numbers were converted to percent increase above background level, to provide a more
meaningful comparison between alternatives. Measurements of background sediment yield have not
been made within the analysis area, so a value was obtained from High Ridge Watershed 3 which is the
nearest instrumented watershed. Although the High Ridge watersheds receive more rainfall and have
deeper soils and higher vegetation density than the watersheds within the Rimrock analysis area, they
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provide the closest match to “pre-management” background conditions. During the period between 1984
and 1995 sediment yield from the untreated watershed 3 was 18.1 tons/mi? (Helvey and Fowler, 1997).
Sediment yield estimates were divided by this number to derive the percent increase above background
levels.

Modeling Procedures

Step 1. Use the buffer command in ARC-INFO to create the sediment transport zone coverage. This
coverage stratifies the watershed into areas based upon the distance to the nearest stream channel.
Island polygons need to be rectified.

Step 2. Intersect the sediment transport zone coverage with the subwatershed coverage, to add
subwatershed data to the sediment transport info table.

Step 3. Intersect the sediment transport coverage with the coverage of the particular ground disturbing
activity being analyzed.

Step 4. Export the resulting info table as text files and convert it into Excel format.
Step 5. Summarize the activity database into three columns.
1 - Subwatershed
2 - sediment transport zone
3 - Total area of ground disturbance by zone (mi?)
There will be 4 rows for each subwatershed, one for each transport zone.
Step 6. Export the summarized database as an Excel spread sheet.

Step 7. For each subwatershed and each transport zone, multiply the area of disturbance type by its
corresponding erosion response curve and sediment transport ratio. The resulting table should contain a
row for each sediment transport zone and a column for each year analyzed.

Step 8. For each year add the amount of sediment from each of the four zones to compute the total tons
of sediment from the entire subwatershed.

Step 9. Repeat the procedure for each activity and each alternative.

Step 10. Add sediment yield estimates for each ground disturbing activity to determine the total amount
of sediment expected from implementation of each alternative. Divide the result by the background
sediment yield, to compute the percent increase in sediment yield.

Step 11. Compare the predicted sediment yield for each alternative.
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Appendix B: Best Management Practices

Best Management Practices (BMP's) are the primary mechanisms used to enable the achievement of
water quality standards (Environmental Protection Agency 1987). The EPA has certified the Oregon
Forest Practices Act and Washington Forest Practices Rules and Regulations as BMP's. The States of
Oregon and Washington compared Forest Service practices with these State practices and concluded
that Forest Service practices meet or exceed State Requirements.

Following are the Best Management Practices that apply to the Rimrock project.
TIMBER MANAGMENT

T-1. Timber Sale Planning Process
Description - Introduce hydrologic considerations into timber sale planning process.
Location - Entire Sale Area

Effects - Avoidance of potential damage during and following the sale layout and subsequent logging
operation.

Consequences - Detrimental impacts to soil, riparian areas, sensitive plants and downstream water
sources are reduced.

T-2. Timber Harvest Design

Description - To ensure that timber harvest design will secure favorable water conditions of water flow,
water quality and fish habitat.

Location - All harvest units

Effects - Where adverse impacts on the water resource can result, the harvest unit design is modified,
and/or watershed treatment measures are applied to accelerate the natural recovery rate.

Consequences - Detrimental impacts to soil riparian areas, sensitive plants and downstream water
sources are reduced.

T-3. Use of Erosion Potential Assessment for Timber Harvest Unit Design

Description - Identify areas with high erosion potential and adjust harvest unit design as necessary.
Location - All harvest units.

Effects - Modify or eliminate harvest activities on areas with high erosion potential.

Consequences - Prevention of downstream water quality degradation.

T-4. Use of Sale Area Map for Designating Water Quality Protection Needs.

Description - Delineate the location of protection areas and available water sources as a guide for both
the Purchaser and the Sale administrator, and to ensure their recognition and proper consideration
and protection on the ground.

Location - Entire sale area
Effects - Protected areas are identified on the Sale Area Map
Consequences - Detrimental impacts to protected areas are reduced.

T-5. Limiting the Operating Season.

Description - To ensure that the purchaser conducts operations in a timely manner, within the time period
specified in the timber sale contract.
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Location - All harvest units.

Effects - Limited operation periods are identified and recommended during the Timber Sale Planning
Process by the Interdisciplinary Team and followed through the life of the timber sale primarily by the
Sale Administrator (TSA).

Consequences - Detrimental impacts to soils, water, and other resources are reduced.

T-7. Streamside Management Unit Design

Description - All riparian areas (streams, seeps, bogs, and springs) will be protected from harvest
activities during harvest operations. This will be accomplished through avoiding PACFISH Riparian
Habitat Conservation Areas (300 feet on each side of class 1 and 2 streams, 150 feet for class 3
streams and 100 feet for class 4 streams and springs, seeps, and bogs less than 1 acre).

Location - All harvest units

Effects - Minimize potential adverse effects of logging and related land disturbance activities on water
quality and beneficial uses.

Consequences - Avoidance of stream channels in the harvest areas.

T-8. Streamside Protection (Implementation and Enforcement)

Description - (1) To protect the natural flow of streams, (2) to provide unobstructed passage of
streamflows and (3) prevent sediment and other pollutants from entering streams

Location - All harvest units
Effects - To minimize potential adverse effects from harvest activities to streams.
Consequences - Water quality is maintained.

T9. Determining Tractor Loggable Ground

Description - Tractor logging is restricted to lands that can be harvested with a minimum of soll
compaction and erosion. Factors considered when selecting tractor operable land are: slope,
topography, soil texture, soil drainage, and drainage patterns.

Location - Land suitable for tractor logging is identified in the pre-sale (planning) phase of the timber sale
planning process. Provisions in the Timber Sale Contract (TSC) specify the areas and conditions
upon which tractors can operate. Requirements governing tractor operations are incorporated in the
Timber Sale Contract (TSC).

Effects - The interdisciplinary team ensures that adequate protection measures for soil exist when using
tractor logging.

Consequences - Detrimental impacts (compaction, displacement, erosion) to soils and potential impacts
to downstream water quality are reduced by deterring the most effective logging operational method.

T-10. Logging Landing Location.
Description - Locate landings to minimize creation of hazardous watershed conditions.

Location - TSA approves landings, uses existing landings where possible. New landings will not be
constructed inside PACFISH buffers. No landings will be located within a cultural site.

Effects - The Sale administrator ensures that the landings are located and constructed according to the
Timber Sale Contract.

Consequences - Detrimental impacts to water quality are reduced by minimizing soil disturbances.

T-11. Tractor Skid Trail Location and Design.

Description - To minimize the area compacted, erosion, and runoff water. Skid trails will be located and
approved in advance of skidding.
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Location - All harvest units.
Effects - Careful control of skidding patterns can minimize on-site compaction and off-site damage.
Consequences - Detrimental impacts to soils and water quality are reduced.

T-12. Suspended log Yarding in Timber Harvesting.

Description - To protect soils from excessive disturbance. To maintain the integrity of sensitive watershed
areas.

Location - All harvest units
Effects - Less soil disturbance and fewer truck roads.
Consequences - Detrimental impacts to soils and water quality are reduced.

T-13. Erosion Prevention and Control Measures During Harvest Operation.

Description - To ensure that the purchaser's operations shall be conducted to minimize soil erosion.
Location - All harvest units.

Effects - Setting forth Purchasers responsibilities in the Timber Sale Contract.

Consequences - Prevent/control erosion and sediment movement.

T-14. Revegetation of Areas Disturbed by Harvest Activities.

Description - Where soil has been severely disturbed by the Purchaser's operation, and the establishment
of vegetation/cover is needed to minimize erosion and protect water quality, the Purchaser shall take
appropriate measures normally used to establish an adequate cover of grass or other vegetation,
including the application of seed, mulch and fertilizer as necessary, or take other agreed upon
stabilization measures.

Location - All harvest units
Effects - Vegetative cover will be established on disturbed sites to prevent erosion and sedimentation.

Consequences - Prevent/control erosion and sediment movement.

T-15. Log Landing Erosion Prevention and Control.

Description - Landings will be monitored for erosion and compaction, and treated where necessary with
water bars/lop and scatter. Sub-soiling will be done after operations.

Location - All harvest units.

Effects - Equipment shall not be operated when ground conditions are such that excessive damage will
result.

Consequences - Erosion and compaction are reduced.

T-16. Erosion Control on Skid Trails.

Description - To protect water quality by minimizing erosion and sedimentation derived from skid trails.
Location - All skidtrails

Effects - Installation of erosion control measures on skid trails, tractor roads and temporary roads.

Consequences - Water quality is protected by minimizing erosion and sedimentation derived from skid
trails.

T-18. Erosion Control Structure Maintenance

Description - To ensure that constructed erosion control structures are stabilized and working, including
those constructed after the fire.

Rimrock FEIS Appendix - 7



Appendix B: Best Management Practices

Location - All harvest units.
Effects - Protection of erosion control structures from the effects of timber harvesting.

Consequences - Long-term soil productivity is maintained and impacts to downstream water quality are
reduced.

T-19. Acceptance of Timber Sale Erosion Control Measures Before Sale Closure.

Description - To ensure the adequacy of required erosion control work on timber sales. Timber Sale
Administrator will need to inspect structures put in place by the purchaser.

Location - All harvest units.

Effects - Performing inspections/checking erosion control work for effectiveness prior to the sale being
closed.

Consequences - Detrimental impacts to water quality are eliminated by reducing erosion and sediment
movement to downstream water sources.

T-21. Servicing and Refueling of Equipment.

Description - To prevent pollutants from being discharged into or near rivers, streams, and
impoundment's or into natural or man-made channels leading thereto. No servicing or refueling
where spills could reach a main channel or ephemeral stream.

Location - All harvest units.

Effects - Selecting service and refueling areas well away from wet areas and surface water, and by using
berms around such sites to contain spills.

Consequences - Detrimental impacts to water quality will be reduced by restricting fueling locations to
certain areas.

T-22. Modification of Timber Sale Contract.

Description - To modify the Timber Sale Contract if new circumstances or conditions arise and indicate
that the timber sale will irreversibly damage soil, water or watershed values.

Location - All harvest units
Effects - Modification of Timber Sale Contract if watershed values are unacceptably compromised.

Consequences - Watershed values are placed ahead of timber harvest. Modification of the Timber Sale
Contract by the Chief of the Forest Service may occur.

ROAD SYSTEM

R-4. (Temporary) Road Slope Stabilization (Planning)

Description - Road Stabilization considerations begin in the reconnaissance and location of temporary
roads. Stabilization measures will be planned for completion on all disturbed ground prior to the
winter season, when erosion is most severe.

Location - All temporary roads planned for construction.

Effects - Reduce sedimentation by minimizing erosion from road slopes and minimizing the chances for
slope failure along roads.

Consequences - Reduce sedimentation from temporary roads.

R-7. Control of Surface Road Drainage Associated with Roads

Description - A number of measures can be used alone or in combination, to minimize possible
detrimental effects of surface drainage. Methods used to reduce erosion my include energy
dissipaters, aprons, downspouts, gabions debris racks, and armoring ditches and drain inlets and
outlets. Soil stabilization can help reduce sedimentation by reducing the effects of erosion on fill
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slopes and roadbeds. Dispersal of runoff from roads can be accomplished by rolling the grade,
insloping with cross drains, outsloping, crowing, installation of water spreading ditches, contour
trenching , etc.

Location - all temporary roads planned for construction and existing roads planned for reconstruction.

Effects - Minimize the erosive effects of water concentrated by road drainage features, disperse runoff
from the road.

Consequences - Reduce sedimentation from temporary roads and (through reconstruction) reduce
sediment from existing roads.

R-9. Timely Erosion Control Measures on Incomplete Roads and Stream Crossing Projects

Description - The best drainage design can be ineffective if projects are incomplete at the end of the dry
season. Affected areas can include roads, waste areas, tractor trail, skid trails, landings, fills and
stream crossings.

Location - Entire project area.
Effects - Minimize erosion of and sedimentation from disturbed ground on incomplete projects.

R-10. Construction of Stable Embankments (Fills)

Description - The failure of road embankments and the subsequent deposition of material into waterways
may result from the incorporation of slash or other organic matter into fills, a lack of necessary
compaction during the construction of the embankment, unsuitable soils, or from the use of
inappropriate placement methods.

Location - Road reconstruction over the entire project area
Effects - Minimize the possibility of failure and subsequent water quality degradation.

R-14. Bridge and Culvert Installation and Protection of Fisheries

Description - Excavation is a common requirement for the installation of culverts and minor streamside
structures such as riprap. Waste material developed in such operations should neither obstruct the
streamcourse (including natural floodplains) nor the efficiency of the associated structures. Any
instream project, such as culvert replacement, would occur during periods of low stream flows and
outside the normal spawning times of native salmonids (July 15 through August 31).

Location - All restoration projects
Effects - Minimize sedimentation and turbidity resulting from excavation for in-channel structures.

Consequences - Reduce sedimentation from instream restoration projects.

R-18. Maintenance of Roads

Description - To maintain roads which provides for water quality protection by controlling the placement of
waste material, keeping drainage facilities open, and by repairing ruts and failures, to reduce
sedimentation and erosion.

Location - All Level 1 and above roads.

Effects - Maintenance of roads to maintain drainage, protects the road investment, and minimizes
damage to adjacent land and resources.

Consequences - Detrimental impacts to water quality from road maintenance activities are reduced.

R-19. Road Surface Treatments to Prevent Loss of Material

Description - To minimize the erosion of road surface materials and consequently reduce the likelihood of
sediment production from those areas.

Location - All Level 1 and above roads.
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Effects - Protection of roads during periods of high precipitation and dust from dry periods.

Consequences - Detrimental impacts to the road prism form erosion and adjacent water sources are
prevented.

R-20. Traffic Control During Wet Periods

Description - To reduce road surface damage and rutting of roads to lessen sediment washing from
damaged road surfaces.

Location - All Level 1 long-term intermittent roads and above roads.
Effects - Project associated implementation procedures are formulated.
Consequences - Detrimental impacts to forest roads surfaces and forest road users are reduced.

R-21. Snow Removal Controls to Avoid Resource Damage.

Description - To minimize the impact of melt water on road surfaces and to consequently reduce the
probability of sediment production resulting from snow removal operations.

Location - All roads used by the purchaser
Effects - Preventative measures are implemented to protect resources and indirectly, water quality.
Consequences - Damage to roads from erosion/water movements is minimized.

R-23. Obliteration of Temporary Roads and Landings.

Description - Measures designed to obliterate temporary roads and landings and revegetate, drain, etc.
To minimize erosion and sedimentation. Temporary roads will be sub-soiled on completion of
activities. Landings will be sub-soiled on completion of sale activities. Subsoiling must alleviate
compaction without churning the soil.

Location - All landings and temporary roads used by the timber sale purchaser.

Effects - Improve wildlife habitat, minimize erosion and reduce sedimentation to downstream water
sources.

Consequences - Downstream water sources are not affected, big game species are not harassed, and
soil productivity is maintained.

FIRE SUPPRESSION AND FUELS MANAGEMENT

F-1. Fire and Duel Management Activities

Description - An objective of fire management activities is to reduce the potential public and private losses
that could result from wildfire and/or subsequent flooding and erosion, by reducing the frequency,
intensity and destructiveness of wildfire.

Location - The entire project area.

Effects - Increase percent of fire tolerant species in the stands, create fuel breaks to facilitate use of
natural prescribed fire, fire suppression activities, and fuels reduction using prescribed fire as well as
other techniques.

F-2. Consideration of Water Quality in Formulating Prescribed Fire Prescriptions

Description - Prescription elements include, but are not limited to such factors as, fire weather, slope,
aspect, soil moisture and fuel moisture. These elements will be used to maintain prescribed flame
length. The amount of exposed soil will also be limited.

Location - The portions of the project area planned for prescribed fire.

Effects - Prescribed fire prescriptions will include management practices and mitigation that will protect
ground cover and reduce the adverse impacts on water quality.
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F-3. Protection of Water Quality During Prescribed Burning Operations

Description - To maintain soil productivity, minimize erosion, and prevent ash, sediment, nutrients, and
debris from entering water bodies.

Location - Entire project area.

Effects - Water quality will be protected; downstream users of water will not be affected by the proposed
project activities.

WATERSHED MANAGEMENT

W-1. Watershed Restoration

Description - develop restoration projects to correct existing watershed problems. Plan development will
include consideration predicted changes in water quality, downstream values, (including fisheries),
site productivity, threats to life and property, and any direct or indirect economic returns and social or
scenic benefits. Watershed restoration measures will be state of the art and will reflect the unique
hydrologic and climatic characteristics of each watershed.

Location - Entire project area.
Effects - Repair degraded watershed conditions and improve water quality and soil stability.

W-4. Hazardous Substance Spill Contingency Plan and Spill Prevention Control &
Countermeasure Plan.

Description - To prevent contamination from accidental chemical spills.

Location - The Plan is located at the Umatilla N.F. Supervisor's Office. The entire project area is
included.

Effects - Implementation of a predetermined organization and action plan in the event of a hazardous
substance spill

Consequences - Prevent oil products as well as other chemicals from entering the navigable waters of the
United States.

W-5. Cumulative watershed effects

Description - Protect the beneficial uses of water and streams from the cumulative effects of past, present
and future land management activities that may result in adverse affects to water quality or stream
habitat conditions.

Location - Entire project area.

Effects - A watershed analysis was conducted to determine the effects of land management activities
within the Wall Creek Watershed, including the Rimrock analysis area. Beneficial uses that comply
with applicable State requirements for protection of waters have been identified. The Wall Creek
Watershed Analysis is on file at the Heppner Ranger District. This EIS tiers to that document.

Consequences - The watershed analysis contains recommendations for improving water quality, many of
which were incorporated into the Rimrock projects.

W-7. Water Quality Monitoring

Description - Determine the effects of the proposed action on the beneficial uses of water. Monitor
baseline watershed conditions for comparison with State Water Quality standards, Forest Plan
standards and estimate long-term trends. Ensure the health and safety of water users. Evaluate
BMP effectiveness.

Location - Entire project area.
Effects - Evaluates the effectiveness of management prescriptions in protecting water quality.
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W-8. Management by Closure to use (Seasonal, Temporary, and Permanent).

Description - To exclude activities that could result in damage to either resources or improvements, such
as roads and trails, resulting in impaired water quality.

Location - Entire project area.

Effects - Excluding access and/or restricting access would decrease adverse effects to the identified
resources/areas, which would lessen adverse impacts to water quality.

Consequences - Maintaining down-slope water quality and sustaining the current condition of the
watershed would be one consequence. Excluding activities that may result in additional resource
damage and impair healthy water systems is another.
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Appendix C: In-Stream Fish Structures

The proposed in-channel project is to maintain or restore a total of 155 in-channel fish structures on Big
Wall Creek and Wilson Creek (see Table C.1) as determined by field surveys conducted in 1997. The
restoration would take place within the Lower Big Wall, Middle Big Wall, and Lower Wilson
subwatersheds. This work would include pool deepening, boulder placements, rebuilding outside wings,
total structure rebuilding, and structure removal (see Table C.2). This work would likely be done over
several years (approximately 3-6 years).

Table C.1 In-Channel Structures

Subwatershed (SWS) Acres Structures to maintain/restore
24A Lower Big Wall 13,643 21
24B | Middle Big Wall 7,365 30
24C | Upper Big Wall 8,185 0
24D | Porter 8,973 0
24E Upper Wilson 9,335 0
24F Lower Wilson 8,259 104
24G | Indian 6,511 0

Treatment Definitions:
Bank Stability — Revegetate streambank where in-channel structures are causing unnatural erosion.

Deepen Pool — Treatment will include deepening pools that have filled in with sediment due to misplaced
boulders or keystones where pool is not being flushed out as it should naturally, an excavator bucket will
be used. The sediment removed would be placed in the wings as fill and revegetation treatment would
take place to keep the fill within the wings.

Minor Repair — Repair of a section of the rock or log weir that is, or has a high potential of, causing
erosion (proactive erosion prevention).

Reconstruction — This treatment usually is for a structure that has been blown out or was not the best
structure for the channel type. Redesigning a portion or entire structure to a more appropriate structure
type to become hydrologically effective. Appropriate structure type will be based on Rosgen channel
morphology (Rosgen, D.L. 1994. A classification of natural rivers. Catena 22:169-199) and Rosgen
types of structures and placement (Rosgen, D. 1996. Applied River Morphology. Chapter 8, pages 24-
30. Wildland Hydrology, Pagosa Springs, Colorado).

Remove — This treatment is for structures that are no longer feasible for improving habitat effectiveness,
where the structure is detrimental to fish or where the stream routed into a new channel leaving the
structure in an abandoned channel segment. The treatment would scatter the boulders and/or logs within
the current stream channel in a way that would fit the current stream morphology.

Repair — Treatment used to repair structures where two or more components have failed or are causing
erosion or mis-guided streamflow. This treatment would be due to flooding and possible poorly designed
structures.

Wing(s) Repair — Repairing wing(s) that has been displaced and is causing erosion or mis-guided
streamflow (usually allowing stream flow around structure). This treatment would be due to poorly
designed wings that were too high and not letting the high flow to spread over the wings evenly, but
forced around them.

Pool Scour — Re-placement of boulders that are out of place and are causing the pool not to be scoured
as anticipated.
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Table C.2 Proposed Treatment of In-Channel Structures

SWS | STREAM TREATMENT STRUCTURE #
24A Big Wall Wing(s) Repair 60, 70, 73, 74, 79, 80
Minor Repair 62
Reconstruction 59, 60, 66, 72, 75, 86
Repair 61, 63, 69, 71, 81
Deepen Pool 60, 75
Remove 82
24B Big Wall Wing(s) Repair 25,27,42,43, 49
Minor Repair 22, 32, 33, 38, 39, 47, 55
Reconstruction 1, 19, 28, 29, 30
Repair 10, 12, 14, 15, 16, 50
Deepen Pool 27,28
Remove 20
Bank Stability 5,16
Pool Scour 14,15
24F Wilson Wing(s) Repair 5,7, 25,29, 46, 58, 71, 75, 92, 95, 105, 137, 167,
182, 191, 201, 211, 212, 214, 216, 221
Minor Repair 28, 30, 63, 80, 124, 136, 152, 176, 177, 178, 189
Reconstruction 1,2,22,42,42a, 44, 45, 65, 73, 76, 79, 88, 89, 108,
111, 119, 121, 138, 140, 142, 165, 168, 210
Repair 4,16, 39, 43, 48, 49, 50, 54, 57, 59, 77, 91, 95, 99,
104, 107, 112,117, 118, 123, 125, 128, 141, 143,
145, 148, 149, 151, 163, 171, 174, 185, 186, 190,
192, 204, 208
Deepen Pool 25, 58, 71
Remove 12,173
Pool Scour 39, 59, 77, 95, 125, 151, 212
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Appendix D: Water Quality Monitoring Plan
Summary

Site Location: Wall Creek Watershed, North Fork John Day Subbasin

Objectives: Evaluate project effects on water quality and stream morphology: thinning/harvest,
prescribed fire, road, and instream structure treatment effects on fine sediment in stream reaches most
likely to show response; maximum water temperatures and shade conditions in key reaches; and,
channel morphology adjustment (width:depth ratios, channel cross section area, channel bed profile) of
Wall Creek at the Forest boundary.

Sampling Design:

Sediment to be evaluated as per agreements reached in consultation under the Endangered Species Act.

Temperature and stream surface shade to be measured at 11 sites:

Stream/Site Name

Wall Creek @ Forest Boundary
Wall Creek @ FS Rd. 2402
Little Wilson Creek

Porter Creek

Colvin @ cabin

Colvin @ FS Boundary
Wilson Creek ab. Bull Prairie
Wilson Creek bel. Bull Prairie
Wilson @ FS Boundary
Wilson above Wall Creek
Indian Creek

Change in stream channel morphology to be evaluated at Wall Creek at the Forest Boundary.

Parameters: Maximum water temperature, percent shade, channel morphology (width:depth ratios,
channel cross section area, channel bed elevation, lateral channel adjustments)

Frequency:

o Water temperature — hourly measurement of stream temperature
¢ Shade — survey at temperature monitoring sites, annually
e Channel morphology — once/site/sample year

Duration:

o Water Temperature — sample every year seasonally, each year for 10 years.
o Shade — sample once every year, mid-summer, each year for 10 years

¢ Channel morphology — survey prior to implementation (completed in 1995 and 1999), first year
following implementation, at year 5 after implementation, and/or after major flood/disturbance,
(minimum of 2 pre-treatment and 2 post treatment surveys).

Methodology:

o Water Temperature — standard methods for deployment of thermographs following the Oregon
Plan for Salmon Water Quality Monitoring Guidelines, 1999

¢ Shade — follow procedure described in Platts et al 1997 using Solar Pathfinder™ (percent
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Appendix D Water Quality Monitoring Plan Summary

potential solar radiation shaded)

e Channel morphology — channel reference reach survey methods as described in Harrrelson et
al (1994)

Analysis:
o Water Temperature — comparison of year-to-year annual maximum, moving average of daily
max, and diurnal range (max/min)
o Shade — change in percent cover year-to-year

¢ Channel morphology —change in cross section area, width:depth ratios, bed elevation (evidence
of aggradation or degradation). Greater than 5 percent change in cross section area, and/or + 0.
5 feet change in bed elevation would be considered significant channel adjustment.

Cost/Personnel:

GS-7 Hydro/Fisheries Tech $175/Day* 5 days = 875

GS-11 Hydrologist/Fisheries Biologist $240/Day* 2 days = 480

GS-12 Hydrologist/Fisheries Biologist $300/Day* 2 days = 600
Annual Cost (full survey years) 1,955
*5 Years 9,775

Data Storage: Supervisor’'s Office/District files.

Report: Annual analysis and summary of data, 5-year and 10-year reports
Responsible Individual: Forest Supervisor

Prepared by: Caty Clifton, Forest Hydrologist

Date: September 24, 2002

References

Harrelson, Cheryl C., Rawlins, C. L., ands John P. Potyondy, 1994. Stream channel reference sites: an
illustrated guide to field technique. USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, General
Technical Report RM-245. 61 p.

Water Quality Monitoring Technical Guide Book, Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds, 1999

Platts and others, 1987. Methods for evaluating riparian habitats with applications to management.
USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Research Station, General Technical Report INT-221. 177 p.
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Appendix E: Whole Tree Yarding Prohibited

Appendix E: Units where whole tree yarding
is prohibited

Whole tree yarding would be prohibited under all alternatives in the units listed below. The
purpose of prohibiting whole tree yarding in these units is to reduce the amount of soil
displacement and disturbance during log skidding. The determination to prohibit whole tree
logging was based upon the area covered by and depth of volcanic ash soils as estimated during
field examinations of the units. For these units, the logging system described in the EIS is a
harvester/forwarder system. A logging system that would cause less soil disturbance and
displacement, for example, helicopter logging, would also be acceptable.

Unit Numbers:

16 104 171 242
31 109 186 246
37 110 192 254
59 111 200 257
65 115 205 258
69 119 212 260
84 125 215 263
87 131 223 264
90 141 226 266
91 142 228 267
92 143 231 270
95 144 232 272
101 145 236 284
103 146 241 291
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Appendix F: Summary of Road Information

Appendix F: Road Information

The following is a list of roadwork that will be done over several years and is not essential to the
timber sales proposed in the Rimrock projects. All of the listed projects were included in the
analysis of each resource found in Chapter 4 of this FEIS. For a complete list of roadwork
requirements directly related to the timber sales, by alternative, see the Rimrock Transportation
Plan available in the Project Record.

FS Road Length
Number (Milgs) Work to Be Done
2309041 0.27 Decommission Creek Crossing
2000354 0.20 Decommission Improve drainage (WB) and Closure (GR). Change to
Sl, Correct Length to 0.2
2128041 1.18 Decommission Pull Log Culverts (1), open 3 draws
2402040 0.35 Decommission, pull culvert (1)
2309044 0.33 Decommission, pull culvert (1)
2402020 0.78 Decommission, pull culverts (3)
2000351 0.75 Decommission/Pull Culvert (1)
2400025 0.81 Improve Closure (GR)
2039021 0.78 Improve Closure (2) (EB)
2307058 0.20 Improve Closure (Camouflage road entrance)
2307050 1.00 Improve Closure (EB)
2202150 1.55 Improve Closure (EB)
2000018 1.17 Improve Closure (EB)
2307054 0.41 Improve Closure (EB)
2309033 0.48 Improve Closure (EB)
2400220 1.18 Improve Closure (EB)
2307055 0.13 Improve Closure (EB)
2201000 0.20 Improve Closure (Gate)
2000359 0.75 Improve Closure (GR)
2039012 0.78 Improve Closure (GR)
2400205 0.09 Improve Closure (GR)
2128040 1.45 Improve Closure (GR)
2200030 3.10 Improve Closure (GR)
2000016 1.08 Improve Closure (GR)
2300030 1.76 Improve Closure (GR)
2400011 0.15 Improve Closure, Upgrade to LI from S| (EB)
2400010 0.27 Improve Closure, Upgrade to LI from S| (EB)
2039011 0.45 Improve Closure. (EB)
2000017 0.11 Obliterate
2402050 0.82 Obliterate
2309040 0.32 Obliterate
2300080 0.17 Obliterate
2307052 0.73 Obliterate
2300021 0.24 Obliterate
2000100 2.33 Obliterate - Location to close to Colvin Creek
2000105 0.30 Obliterate - Location to close to Colvin Creek
2128060 1.00 Obliterate & Improve Closure (GR)
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FS Road Length

Number (Milgs) Work to Be Done

2300060 1.44 Obliterate Pull Culverts

2300101 0.50 Obliterate, Change to Sl 1/1, Correct Road does not go thru to 23
2300112 1.45 Obliterate, remove culvert

2300055 0.33 Obliterate, Update to Sl 1/1

2039048 0.30 Obliterate, use as temp road and obliterate with contract
2400160 0.18 Reinforce roadbed to campsite from both ends

GR = guard rail, EB = earth barricade, S| = short term intermittent, LI = long term intermittent

Rimrock FEIS
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Appendix G: Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions

Appendix G: Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects are defined as “...the impact on the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions...” (40 CFR 1508.7). The following tables summarize past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future actions of the Forest Service, other agencies and individuals that may have
impacts that overlap, in space and time, with impacts from actions proposed in the EIS. Where
appropriate, cumulative effects are discussed in more detail in Chapter 4 of this EIS.

Fire

Activity

Effects

Prescribed fire—natural fuels reduction. Prescribed fire
has been used at the landscape level to reduce naturally
occurring fuels over large areas. These fires are generally
low intensity fires. An occasional tree or small group of
trees might be killed. District records indicate that the
following acres have been burned for natural fuels reduction
within the Rimrock planning area. Several of these fires
also extended outside the Rimrock planning area. The
acres shown are the total within the project area. The
ground area actually burned is less than the acres shown.

Dates Project area size
1987 654 acres
1990 4,988 acres
1991 54 acres
1993 35 acres
1994 2 acres
1997 3,452 acres
1998 866 acres

Past natural fuels reduction
fires on the Heppner Ranger
District have had very little
effect on forested canopy
cover, structural classes, or
species composition.

Low intensity fires have had
negligible effect on water
quality.

The effects on shrubs, forbs,
and grasses vary by species,
but the fires have generally
increased the quality and
quantity of forage for deer,
elk, and domestic livestock.

Prescribed fires have caused
small increases in snag
numbers by killing trees, or by
weakening trees to the extent
that insects successfully
attack and kill trees.

Site preparation burns.

Tree planting units listed below in the “Tree Planting” section
of this appendix were burned to prepare the sites for planting.
Logging slash in those units prior to burning created heavier
fuel loads than those described above for natural fuels
reduction, therefore the units generally burned more intensely
than the natural fuels reduction projects.

Change in vegetation to early
seral species. Impacts do not
extend beyond the area
burned.

Burning can increase the risk
of noxious weed invasion by
exposing soil.

Negligible impact on other
resources. All sites have
revegetated.

Rimrock FEIS
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Transportation

Roads. Encourages vegetative
recovery and, over the long
Existing Approximately 215 miles of roads are currently term, should increase shade

roads shown on the District road database. Of those, and help slow heating of
114 miles are managed as open roads. water in streams (Wall
Road Since 1995, the ripping and the installation of Watershed Analysis).

closures  earth barricades, gates, or guardrails have
helped eliminate travel on 24 miles of roads
that had been administratively closed.
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Fish Habitat

Riparian Fencing.

Encourages vegetative
recovery and, over the long

Dates | Project Name term, should increase shade
1991 ] and help reduce water
Wilson Creek Fence temperatures (Wall
Installed 3 miles of riparian exclosure fence along Watershed Analysis).
both sides of Wilson Creek
1992 Game and livestock exclosure
Installed a 100 ft. by 400 ft. game exclosure on Big
Wall Creek
1997 Sunflower/Wilson Creek Fence
Installed 4.3 miles of riparian exclosure fence
along both sides of Wilson Creek.
1999 Indian Creek Fence Reconstruction
Reconstructed 2 miles of riparian fence along
Indian Creek.
2003 Wilson Creek Riparian Fencing
This is an ongoing project scheduled to be
completed in 2003. 5.7 miles of fence will be
constructed to exclude cattle on Wilson Creek.
2003 Wall Creek Riparian Fencing
This is an ongoing project scheduled to be
completed in 2003. 4.6 miles of fence will be
constructed to exclude cattle on Big Wall Creek.
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Riparian Planting. Improved water quality and
fish habitat by stabilizing
streambanks and increasing

1997 . stream shade to help
Wilson Creek Sedges maintain lower stream

Plant torrent sedges in Wilson Creek for bank temperatures.
stabilization

Dates | Project Name

Negligible effect on other

resources.
1993 Willow Planting Project

Planted 350 willow trees in Wilson, Big Wall, and
Indian creeks.

1993  Willow Planting Project (exclosures)
Planted 527 willow trees in Willow Creek
Exclosure, and 350 willow trees in Big Wall Creek
Exclosure.

1993 Sedge Transplanting Project
Transplanted plugs of 38 torrent sedges taken from
Big Wall Creek to locations in Wilson Creek and
Big Wall Creek

Fish Habitat Structures

1986 to 86 in-channel fish structures were constructed in Maintenance of these

1991 Big Wall Creek and 225 were constructed in structures in one of the
Wilson Creek. actions proposed in this EIS.
See Chapter 4 for a

description of the effects of
the structures.
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Appendix G: Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions

Range and Wildlife

Dates

Project Description

Effects

Ongoing since prior to the
establishment of the National
Forest.

Grazing by domestic
livestock has taken place
within the Rimrock planning
area since prior to the
establishment of the Umatilla
National Forest. Early
grazing included both sheep
and cattle. Grazing by cattle
is still common, but sheep
grazing ceased within the
Rimrock area several
decades ago. The numbers
of domestic livestock grazing
within the area have
decreased greatly over the
past century.

Changes in grazing practices
and range improvements,
including riparian fencing and
water developments, have
been installed in recent years
to reduce the impact of cattle
on streams and riparian
habitat. A more complete
description of current grazing
practices and improvements
is included in Chapter 3 of
this EIS.

The Wall Watershed Analysis
discusses many of the
cumulative effects of grazing
on streams and riparian
habitat. Effects include:

v Breakdown of stream
banks.

Sedimentation.

v Reduction of shade

The magnitude of these
effects was much greater in
the earlier decades when
livestock numbers were
higher and grazing practices
largely unrestricted.
Monitoring data indicate that
current grazing practices are
meeting utilization standards
designed to protect riparian
habitat.

Riparian fencing has helped
protect streambanks and
encouraged recovery of
shade producing vegetation.

Rimrock FEIS
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Water Developments. Construction of a water source,
usually either a pond for collecting water or a spring fed
trough to provide water for livestock and wildlife. The
following is a list of existing and proposed water
developments within the Rimrock area.

Location Number of Water
Developments

Little Wall Allotment 28

Hardman Allotment 61

Grant County—Proposed 20 to 30

for 2004 and 2005. A
proposal has been
submitted to the Grant
County Court to use funds
from Title 2 of the Secure
Rural Schools and
Community Self-
Determination Act of 2000
to reconstruct water
developments within Grant
County.

Provide water source for
livestock and wildlife in dry
times of the year.

Helps reduce sedimentation
in streams by encouraging
animals to get water from
outside the stream.

Negligible impact on other
resources.

Rimrock FEIS
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Fence Construction. Control livestock movements

to reduce impact of

Location Miles of Fence vegetation and riparian and

Little Wall Allotment— 8.3 stream habitat.
permanent fence, including

T Some fences, particularly
riparian exclosures

older sheep fences, can
Little Wall Allotment— 12 restrict wildlife movements.

temporary electric fence Negligible impact on other

Hardman Allotment— 61 resources.
permanent fence, including
riparian exclosures

Hardman Allotment— 5
temporary electric fence

Sunflower Flat—Fence was 6.6
reconstructed to improve

migration access for deer

and elk

Rimrock Planning Area. undetermined
Proposed for 2004 through

2009. Fences would be

constructed to exclude

livestock and/or big game

from important habitats,

such as spring sources and

riparian areas. Existing

fences would be repaired to

improve wildlife passage.
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Timing

Past Actions

Effects

1962 to present.

Bull Prairie
reservoir/campground.
Provides approximately
16,000 recreation visitor days
per year according to the Wall
Watershed Analysis.
Activities include camping,
fishing, sightseeing, and
horse or bicycle riding.
Recent improvements made
to trails, restrooms, and other
facilities designed, in part, to
reduce impacts to water
quality.

The dam is a barrier to fish
passage.

According to the Wall
Watershed Analysis, the
reservoir produces higher
stream temperatures in
Wilson Creek below the dam,
compared with temperatures
above the reservoir.

2003 — 2005

Bull Prairie
reservoir/campground.
Remove barbeque pits within
the day use area to improve
visual quality of recreation
area and allow the site to be
revegetated.

Negligible impact on other
resources

2003 — 2005

Bull Prairie
reservoir/campground.
Terrace steep, heavily used
shoreline slopes with on-site
native materials (logs and
rock gabions) to reduce
erosion and provide areas for
fishing and wildlife viewing.

Some reduction in erosion
and sedimentation into Bull
Prairie Reservoir would
occur.

Negligible impact on other
resources.

Ongoing since prior to
establishment of the National
Forest

Hunting

Hunting can have an effect on
wildlife in several ways. The
primary effects are on
population size, harassment
of animals, and alteration of
use patterns.

Large increases in road use
occur during hunting season,
contributing some additional
sediment delivery to streams.

Ongoing since prior to the
establishment of the National
Forest.

Dispersed recreation. 57
high use and 38 low use
dispersed recreation sites
identified (Wall Watershed
Analysis).

A small number of snags are
cut for campfire wood during
hunting visits. The number of
snhags cut for this purpose
would not have any
significant effect on overall
shag numbers.

Rimrock FEIS
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Timing

Past Actions

Effects

There would be negligible
impact on other resources.

Morrow County ATV Park
(proposed for 2003).

Morrow County is in the
process of acquiring land
adjacent to the Rimrock
Planning Area. The county’s
intent is to develop an ATV
park.

Use patterns by recreationists
after the ATV park opens are
not known at this time. Use
on the National Forest could
increase due to the additional
people coming to the area, or
use on the National Forest
could decrease if
recreationists show a strong
preference for the developed
ATV park and trail system on
the Morrow County site.
Since the portion of the
District adjacent to the
proposed ATV park site is
open to ATV travel, additional
use on the National Forest
could cause localized
increases in soil disturbance.

Soil & Watershed

Timing

| Past Actions

Effects

Subsoiling. Compacted skid trails and landings within

P PPy vy ) DR PP PP POV Papeapy] PN [ DS | DR Dy NP PP o

Dates

Project Name

Subsoiling has been shown to
restore much of the soil
productivity in some soil types

1991 Colvin and conditions by loosening
e soils compacted by logging
1993 -1994 Indian and road building equipment
1991 — 1995 Porter (Froelich, et. al. 1984).
1991 A;ufnnérr}; Equipment use and soil
140 ~nrnc disturbance caused by
1993 - 1994 Upper Wall subsoiling increases risk of
noxious weed invasion.
Effects on other resources
would be negligible.
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21 acres

Watershed Road Improvements. These activities reduced the

amount of sediment entering
streams by removing
sediment sources and

Road 2402-080 culvert project removed 3 log stringer allowing streams to flow in
culverts. natural channels.

Keating Creek Gully Control diverted a Class 4 stream from
an abandoned temporary road that had gullied.

Impact on other resources is
negligible.
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Timber
Timing | Past Actions Effects
Timber Sales. Timber harvest has taken place in the See Chapter 4 of this EIS for
Rimrock area since 1946. Below is a list of the sales descriptions of the cumulative
known to have occurred within the Rimrock area, along with | | effects on various resources.
the approximate acres. Note that many of these sales
Dates Timber Sale Name are decadt—;ﬂs old. Some
1946 — 1962 11 sales with name unknown ;erzgu;?ee i(l)nlct)r;%gﬁgggging
1,821 acres any effects from some of the
1962 Wall Creek older sales.
1,933 acres
1964 South Fork Wall Creek
3,492 acres
1966 Dark Canyon
2,605 acres
1968 Wilson Creek
6,678 acres
1969 Happy Jack
2,354 acres
1971 Grassy Butte
1,064 acres
1972 Ant Hill
5,343 acres
1975 Porter Creek
17 acres
1976 West Bologna
38 acres
1977 Tamarack
5 acres
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Timber
Timing | Past Actions Effects
1977 Bull
556 acres
1980 Keeney
30 acres
1981 Rail
2 acres
1983 — 1984 Walker
39 acres
1984 — 1986 Rough
127 acres
1985 — 1986 Colvin
1,004 acres
1986 — 1988 Porter
288 acres
1988 Putnam
191 acres
1990 Cabin
27 acres
1992 — 1993 Indian
823 acres
1992 — 1993 Upper Wall
331 acres
1993 — 1995 Wilson
782 acres
1997 Tamarack Commercial Thin
44 acres
1983 — 1988 Yearling
767 acres
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Timing

Past Action

Effects

Ongoing, since prior to
establishment of Umatilla NF.

Timber harvest on adjacent
lands.

Records of past timber
harvest on adjacent lands are
not available. However,
evidence from aerial
photography and from
general knowledge of the
area indicates that most
adjacent forestlands have
been logged periodically over
the past several decades.

For most of the past century,
adjacent lands have been in
private ownership. In 2001
the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), through
a land exchange, acquired a
large portion of the adjacent
lands to the south of the
Rimrock Planning Area.

Private land owners on
adjacent properties can be
expected to continue timber
harvest practices within
Oregon state forest practice
rules in the future. The BLM
is currently developing and
analyzing land management
alternatives. A decision
regarding future timber
harvest on BLM lands in the
Rimrock vicinity has not been
made at this time.

Most of the adjacent lands
are part of the same big
game winter range that is
included in Rimrock. Timber
harvest on private land
affects the amount of cover
within the winter range.
Harvest on other lands can
also affect other wide-ranging
wildlife species where habitat
types on adjacent lands are
the same as those occurring
within Rimrock. Timber
harvest, agriculture, road
constructing and dwellings on
adjacent land can affect water
and soil resources. However,
the effects would generally
occur downstream of
Rimrock, since most of the
adjacent lands are below the
National Forest. Those
activities would not affect
water quality within the
Rimrock Area. With little
historical information
available, the effects of timber
harvest on adjacent lands
cannot be accurately
described in much detail.

Personal use woodcutting
has occurred for several
decades up to the present.

Personal use woodcutting.
The Rimrock area closed to
personal use woodcutting for
most of past decade.
Woodcutting has been
permitted east of Road 22
since 2001. Trees can be cut
within 300 feet of open roads.

Minor reduction in numbers of
snags and down wood,
especially near open roads.

Negligible impact on other
resources.
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Tree Planting. Timber harvest units with a regeneration Reforestation of areas
harvest prescription are normally planted following harvest, harvested in timber sales.
unless exams following harvest indicate that a sufficient Planting has generally moved
number of trees are present in the stand. District records the stands toward a more
indicate that the following timber sale projects have been preferred species

planted. composition by planting

relatively high percentages of

Dates Project Name ponderosa pine and western
1978 — 1980 Bull larch. Some Douglas-fir has
97 acres also been planted to achieve
1985 Walker diversity of species. Other
5 acres species such as grand fir and
1986 — 1988 Colvin lodgepole pine seeded in with
169 acres the benefit of site preparation
1988 — 1997 Porter (usually prescribed fire) for
273 acres planting.
1991 - 1992 1252?& Where tree survival rates
. were high, plantin
1994 — 1996 Indian contributed to the gg:urrent
398 acres need for precommercial
1995 Upper Wall thinning of stands.
349 acres
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Precommercial Thinning. Stands with numbers of trees
per acre exceeding recommended upper limits have been
thinned using chainsaws. District records indicate that the
following projects have been thinned.

Dates Project Name
1972 — 1982 Ant Hill Thin
607 acres
1973 Grassy Butte Thin
210 acres
1973 Swale Thin
142 acres
1977 — 1983 Bull Thin
94 acres
1983 Wilson Thin
41 acres
1985 Walker Thin
32 acres
1986 — 1987 Colvin Thin
201 acres
1988 Rough Thin
24 acres
1991 Porter Thin
87 acres
1994 Indian Thin
77 acres
1995 Cabin Thin
16 acres
1995 Notch ST Thin
67 acres
1996 — 1997 Wilson Thin
78 acres
1999 Suffering LP Thin
35 acres

Reduced stands to
recommended stocking
levels. Precommercial
thinning has generally moved
stands toward a more
preferred species
composition by favoring
ponderosa pine and western
larch as leave trees.

Precommercial thinning has
left fewer trees, but the
remaining trees grow faster
and attain a large size more
quickly.

Reduced cover for wildlife in
the short term.

Increased fuel loading in the
short-term, and lower fuel
levels in the long-term.

Fertilization. Conifer stands were fertilized to increase
growth and tree vigor.

Negligible effects on any
resource at this time.

Dates Project Name
1992 Notch ST Fertilization
51 acres
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Timber—Reasonably Foreseeable Future Projects

Timing

Future Actions

Effects

Proposed for 2003

Bologna Basin Salvage Sale

Bologna Basin is in a different
watershed from Rimrock, so
there would be no cumulative
effects on most resources.
Bologna Basin and Rimrock
do share some of the same
big game winter range. The
Umatilla Forest Plan includes
standards and guidelines
that, where possible, at least
10% of each winter range be
maintained as satisfactory
cover and at least 30% be
managed as total cover.
Analysis of the maximum
timber harvest alternatives for
both projects indicates that
satisfactory cover would
exceed 10% and total cover
would exceed 30% within the
combined winter range area.

Annually, as needed.

Hazard tree reduction timber
sales along open roads.
These projects typically
remove only dead trees that
are likely to fall on the road if
not removed. All logging is
done to the open roads, with
no new permanent or
temporary road construction.
Because these projects are
limited to hazard trees, only a
few trees per mile of road are
removed.

Minor reduction in numbers of
snags within 100 ft. to 150 ft.
of open roads.

Other impacts would be
negligible.
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Soil Resource Inventory Data

Appendix H: Soil Information

The following table displays basic soil information for each proposed timber harvest and
precommercial thinning unit. The data are taken from the Umatilla National Forest Soil Resource
Inventory database. Information describing each soil map unit in more detail is on file at the
Umatilla National Forest headquarters in Pendleton, Oregon, and at the Heppner Ranger District

office in Heppner, Oregon.
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Appendix H: Soil Information

Susceptibility to
Compaction' Displacement’ Erosion' Mass waste’

Unit Acres

43
43

MS

10

43

44
45
45

12

VS

VS

46
46

VS

VS

46
47

VS

VS

49
49

VS

41

49
50
50
51

VS

51

VS

53
53
53
54
55
56
56
56
57

78

VS

VS

VS

VS

VS

VS

58
58
59
59
60
60
60
61

23

VS

VS

19

VS

VS

61

62

VS

63
63
65

10

VS

65
66

67

VS

12

68
69
69
69
69
70
71

VS

48

24
14

VS

72
72
73
74
75

MS
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Appendix H: Soil Information

Susceptibility to
Compaction' Displacement’ Erosion' Mass waste’

Unit Acres

14

75

VS

75
76
76
76
76
77

VS

19

MS

VS

14
69
13

7
77

77
77

MS

79
80
80
80
80
81

VS

VS

14

MS

MS

26

81

81

84
84
85

VS

27

85
87
87

VS

MS

88
88
88
89
90
91

27

MS

VS

24

92

MS

92
93
94
94
94
94
95

10

VS

23

VS

11

21

95
97

18

MS

97

98
99
100
101
101

102

13

VS

MS

VS

VS

17

102
103

VS

103
103

VS

121

103
103

MS

10
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Unit Acres

107
107
109
109
110
110
110
110
110
111
111
112
112
112
114
114
114
115
115
115
116
116
118
118
119
119
119
119
119
120
121
121
123
125
125
127
127
128
129
129
130
130
130
130
131
131
132
132
134
134
135
136

Rimrock FEIS

NN =2 2N =W

N
gl = A

14

24

N = -
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-
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-
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NN B W

Compaction Displacement’ Erosion' Mass waste’

rT 2 I ITIrErEIIrr DT r D T DT rmrTr DT r £ErxrxrxrZIIxrrrTrxrrZTIxrrrrr T I1rr DT

Susceptibility to
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VS

" »

MS
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Appendix H: Soil Information

Unit Acres Susceptibility to
Compaction' Displacement’ Erosion' Mass waste’
136 6 M L H S
138 5 L H H s
139 2 H M H s
140 2 L L H VS
140 3 H M H s
141 15 H L M S
141 1 H H H s
141 27 H M H s
142 2 H M H s
142 20 L H H s
143 1 M L H VS
143 1 H M H s
143 6 L H H s
144 3 L L H VS
144 80 H L M s
144 74 H M H S
145 2 L H H s
145 2 L H H MS
146 11 H L M s
146 15 H M H s
148 2 L L H S
148 13 H M H s
148 12 M L H s
149 7 H L M s
149 9 H L M s
149 2 H H H S
149 1 L H H MS
151 2 H H H MS
151 4 L H H s
153 2 L L H S
153 13 M L H S
155 4 H L M s
156 1 H L M s
156 1 L H H MS
157 2 L M H S
158 2 L M H s
161 1 H H H s
162 2 H H H s
162 14 H M H s
163 1 H M H s
164 5 M L M VS
165 1 H H M MS
165 3 M H H s
167 6 H H M MS
167 2 M H H S
168 2 H H M MS
168 14 M H H MS
168 1 L H H MS
169 1 H L M s
169 6 H H H S
170 12 H M H s
170 25 H H H MS
170 1 L H H MS
171 2 H H H MS
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Unit Acres

172
172
172
173
173
174
174
175
175
175
176
177
177
178
178
179
179
180
180
181
182
182
183
185
186
186
187
187
188
189
189
190
190
191
191
191
192
192
193
193
193
194
194
195
195
195
196
196
196
197
198
198
199

Rimrock FEIS

13
52
5
)
10
21
8
1
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-

Compaction Displacement’ Erosion' Mass waste’
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Appendix H: Soil Information

Unit Acres Susceptibility to
Compaction Displacement’ Erosion' Mass waste’

2 L H H MS
200 9 L H H s
200 1 L H H MS
201 2 M L H VS
201 25 M L M VS
202 5 H H H S
202 24 L H H s
203 1 H H H MS
203 7 L H H MS
204 7 H L M s
205 12 L H H S
205 2 L H H MS
206 17 H H H MS
206 3 L H H MS
207 19 H L M s
208 10 H L M S
208 2 H H H s
209 12 H H H s
209 3 L H H s
209 2 L H H MS
210 7 H H H MS
210 9 L H H MS
212 1 L L H VS
212 12 H L M s
213 25 H L M s
213 3 H H H S
214 1 L L H VS
214 56 H L M s
214 3 H H H s
214 46 M L M VS
214 13 L H H MS
215 9 H L M s
217 1 L L H VS
217 3 H L M s
217 15 M L M VS
219 6 L L H VS
219 10 L L H s
219 57 M L H s
220 2 H H H MS
220 8 L H H s
223 7 L L H s
223 32 M L H s
226 2 H L M s
227 2 L L H VS
27 20 H L M S
2271 31 M L M VS
228 1 L L H VS
228 2 L L H VS
228 31 M L M VS
228 1 L H H MS
231 2 L L H VS
231 121 H L M s
231 6 H H H s
231 15 M L M VS
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Susceptibility to
Compaction Displacement’ Erosion' Mass waste’

Unit Acres

VS

VS

232
232
232
232
233
233
233
236
236
236
240
240
241
241
241
241
242
242
242
243
245
245
245
246
246
248
248
248
248
251
251
251
252
252
252
252
253
253
253
254
254
254
254
255
255
255
256
256
257
257
257
257
257

46

VS

35

MS

MS

VS

23

MS

13

VS

13

MS

VS

147

MS

VS

62

VS

52

VS

13
16

VS

VS

13
25

MS

59
23

VS

VS

VS

VS

VS

16

MS

11

29

MS

MS

23

MS

VS

260

17

MS

VS
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Appendix H: Soil Information

Susceptibility to
Compaction Displacement’ Erosion' Mass waste’

Unit Acres

S

H

L

M

6

MS

257
258
258
258
258
258
259
260
260
261
261
261
262
262
264
264
264
264
265
265
266
266
266
266
267
267
267
270
270
271
271
272
273
273
273
274
275
276
276
277
277
278
278
278
278
278
279
280
280
281
282
282
283

VS

65

MS

VS

36

12

MS

VS

17

MS

21

VS

18

11

VS

103

MS

VS

54
10
24

VS

MS

VS

MS

VS

22

VS

MS

VS

VS

VS

20

MS

VS

VS

VS

VS
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Appendix H: Soil Information

Unit Acres Susceptibility to
Compaction Displacement’ Erosion' Mass waste’
283 H L M S
284 M L H VS
284 L L H VS
284 H L M s
284 H H H MS
285 L L H VS
285 M L H s
286 L L H VS
286 H H H MS
286 M L H s
287 L L H VS
287 M L H VS
287 H L M s
287 H H H MS
288 L L H VS
288 H L M S
289 L L H VS
289 H L M s
289 M L H s
290 H L M s
290 H L M S
290 L H H MS
291 H H H MS
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Appendix H: Soil Information

Field Surveys

The following pages show the results of site-specific field observations of the soil conditions in
proposed timber harvest units. The data were collected by Forest Service personnel in
accordance with protocols developed for the Umatilla National Forest (Busskohl 2002).

RIMROCK EIS
Level | Soil Survey Data Form

Levelof |  Transect(s)

Concern® | Recommended? ;

~ Comments

28 FW

LOW N

56 FW

MOD N

75 FW

LOW N

102 FW

LOW N

110 Fw

LOW N

130 FwW LOW N

136 FW LOwW N

77 FW 20 Class 4 located outside west boundary LOW N

0 shows some sign of soil movement

50 FW 15 LOW

95 15 LOW N

FW

FW 20 LOW N

107

70 Road # 2307-060 that is located
30 throughout unit is showing signs of soll

; : ; LOW N
0 movement from vehicle traffic during wet
0 season.

53 FW

W= lolwNn(= oW = lolwN| 2O =|ClWN|=(OWN|=CWN|I= oW 2O owNn = lojw N= of &
~}
(4]

® Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.
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RIMROCK EIS

Level | Soil Survey Data Form

Appendix H: Soil Information

Unit

Logging
Systems

Degree of
Soil

Disturbance |

fransect(s)
Recommended?

62

63

FW

LOwW

101

Fw

LOW

103

Fw

LOwW

Fw

LOW

114

FW

QOld skid trall parallels class 4 showing
signs of cutting

MOD

115

FwW

LOW

121

FW

LOW

128

FW

Low

129

FW

LOwW

49

Fw

LOW

67

FW

Wi =|lolwn=|low(=|lclwin=ow N2 lown = |lOowm = lclwm = oW N = oW = oWn = olwuni=o

LOW

¢ Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.

Rimrock FEIS
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Appendix H: Soil Information

RIMROCK EIS
Level | Soil Survey Data Form

1. | Logging
: Ll Systems

ER

76 FW LOwW N

85 Fw LOW N

33 FW Low N

47 FW LOwW N

51 Fw LOW N

58 FW LOW N

59 FW LOW N

65 FW LOW N

69 FW Low N

25 LOW N

80 FW

84 FW LOW N

88 FW LOW N

0
1
2
3
0
1
2
3
0
1
2
3
0
1
2
3
0
1
2
3
0
1
2
3
0 75
1
2
3
0
1
2
3
0
1
2
3
0
1
2
3
0
1
2
3
0
1
2
3

® Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.
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RIMROCK EIS

Level | Soil Survey Data Form

Appendix H: Soil Information

Degree of
__ Soil
Disturbance |

EE

Estimated

94

LOW

32

ANIMAL

LOW

38

ANIMAL

LOW

45

ANIMAL

LOW

141

Class 4 Road # 2300-082 in bottom is
cutting out northwest corner of unit
outside of the boundary

MOD

FW

LOW

155

LOW

156

LOW

157

LOW

158

LOW

161

LOW

162

WM |=OoWN|=OowhN = o= lo|lwm= oW = oW =lowh = owN= o = o|wn|=low|M=lo

LOW

® Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.

Rimrock FEIS
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Appendix H: Soil Information

RIMROCK EIS
Level | Soil Survey Data Form

| Logging | Pegreeof
SYSIeMS | pistirbance

0

163 H ; LOW N
3
0

169 | Fw ; Low N
3
0

171 H ; LOW N
3
0

172 H ; Lo i
3
0

174 H ; LW "
3
0

177 H ; Low N
3
0

149 H ; LB N
3
0

178 H ; i £
3
0

179 H ; LOW N
3
0

180 H ; i K
3
0

182 H ; LOW N
3
0

183 H ; LOW N
3

® Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.
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Appendix H: Soil Information

RIMROCK EIS
Level | Soil Survey Data Form

Umt Iéoggf;% De%;’eifof : Comments tecommended?
P | Disturbance f Un | i SEE e e

10 Very little past logging activity on this LOW N

186 2 0 unit.

187 H LOW N

188 H

LOW N

190 H

LOW N

192 FW

LOW N

194 H LOW N

195 H LOW N

196 H LOW N

197 H LOW N

198 H LOW N

199 H 7 LOW N

200 | FW 25 LOW N

wol=lowm = (lowm = o= OWN = O N|—+CWN =lOW N+ OWN|=2 oW <o MN | =lo|w|iN =+ o
o

% Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.
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RIMROCK EIS
Level | Soil Survey Data Form

Transect(s)
ecomm “

: i

201 | Fw ; LOW N
3
0

202 H ; LOW N
3
0

204 H ; Low N
3
0

205 | Fw ; LOW N
3
0

206 H ; LowW N
3
0

207 H ; LOW N
3
0

208 H ; LOW N
3
0

209 H ; LOW N
3
0

210 H ; LOW N
3
0

212 | Fw ; LOW N
3
0

213 | Fw ; LOW N
3
0

214 | Fw ; LOw N
3

? Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.
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RIMROCK EIS

Level | Soil Survey Data Form

Appendix H: Soil Information

Level of
Concern®

B B

Transect(s)

Recommended?

215

LOW

217

LOW

219

FW

LOW

220

LOW

223

FW

LOW

226

FW

LOW

227

LOW

228

FW

Road # 190 spring in middle of road,
signs of soil displacement outside
boundary on eastside unit.

LOW

231

FW

LOW

232

FW

LOW

233

LOW

236

FW

WN 2OV =IO |O(WN = |CWIN|+D|WIN=|IOWIN|=OWIN |+ |OWN = OWN|=o|LN = OlwM|=af. i

LOW

Rimrock FEIS

% Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.
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Appendix H: Soil Information

RIMROCK EIS
Level | Soil Survey Data Form

" | Disturbance

0

240 H ; Very little past logging activity LOW N
3
0

241 | Fw ; LOW N
3
0

242 | FW ; LOW N
3
0

245 Fw ; LOW N
3
0

246 | Fw ; LOW N
3
0

248 H ; Very little past logging activity LOW N
3
0

253 | Fw ; LOW N
3
0

254 | FW ; LOW N
3
0

255 | HFW ; LOW N
3
0

256 | FW ; LOW N
3
0

257 | FW ; LOW N
3

¥ B20ased on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.
9
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RIMROCK EIS
Level | Soil Survey Data Form

Appendix H: Soil Information

nw’«ov‘nfa

258 | Fw ; Low N
3
0

250 | Fw ; LOW N
3
0

260 | FW ;_ LOwW N
3
0

262 | FW ; LOW N
3
0

263 | FW ; LOowW N
3
0

264 | FW ; LOW N
3
0

265 | FW ;_ LOW N
3
0

266 | FW ; LOW N
3
0

260 | FW ; LOW N
3
0

270 | FW ; Low N
3
0

272 | Fw ; LOW N
3

® Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.
10
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RIMROCK EIS
Level | Soil Survey Data Form

Appendix H: Soil Information

Degree of
- Soil
Disturbance

274

LOw N

277

FW

LOW N

278

LOW N

280

FW

LOW N

282

Fw

LOW N

283

FW

LOW N

284

FW

LOW N

285

FW

LOW N

286

FW

LOW N

287

FW

LOW N

288

W =lownl=ow=lolwN= ol N2 OW N 2O = OWN=lowiN|=soclum = own—=o

LOW N

® Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.

Rimrock FEIS

11
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Level | Soil Survey Data Form

RIMROCK EIS

Appendix H: Soil Information

Ve SemE e R
DamE R Levelof
| Sall | Per Conieirs
. | Disturbance | N T
0
288 | FW ;_ LOW N
3
0
289 | Fw ; LOW N
3
0
200 | Fw ; Low N
3
0
146 H ; LOW N
3
0
2 FW ; LOW N
3
0
6 FW ; LOW N
3
0
16 | Fw ; LOW N
3
0
34 FW ; LOW N
3
0
a7 | Fw : Low N
3
0
39 H ; LOW N
3
0
41 H ; LOW N
3
0
43 H ; LOW N
3
® Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.
12
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RIMROCK EIS
Level | Soil Survey Data Form

Appendix H: Soil Information

Logging.
: Systems Disturbance.

0

73 H ; LOW N
3
0

81 H ; LOW N
3
0

86 | Fw ; LOW N
3
0

89 H ; LOW N
3
0

91 FW ; LOW N
3
0

97 H ; LOW N
3
0

98 H ; LOW N
3
0

99 FW ;_ LOW N
3
0

100 H ; LOW N
3
Q

104 | Fw ; LOW N
3
0

100 | Fw : LOW o
3
0

111 FW ; LOW N
3

? Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.

Rimrock FEIS
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Appendix H: Soil Information

RIMROCK EIS
Level | Soil Survey Data Form

Degree of
Soil

unit | So9ging
. Disturbance

Systems

112 H

LOW N

119 FW LOW N

120 H LOW N

123 H

LOW N

125 FW

LOW N

126 FW

LOW N

127 FW LOW N

131 | Fw 30 LOW N

135 H LOW N

137 | Ew 30 LOW N

138 H 2! Low M

139 H 20 Low N

W= Ol = (oW =2 OWN=2OW N O|W N OoWN =+ On =IO OWnN =IOl N=lOo(N|—= o
@D
o

® Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.
14
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Appendix H: Soil Information

RIMROCK EIS
Level | Soil Survey Data Form

Degree of

140 H

LOW N

142 FW LOW N

143 FW LOW N

145 FW LOW N

151 H LOW N

162 FW LOW N

154 H LOW N

159 H LOW N

165 H 30 Low N

167 | Ew S0 LOW N

168 H 20 LOW N

170 H 0 No past logging activity LOW N

W= OlwWN | oW |(=|O|w N2 oW N =+|lOwN|=|low = o= (lOow = o|w N = o wh =IOl |=|o
o

? Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.
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Appendix H: Soil Information

RIMROCK EIS
Level | Soil Survey Data Form

eof | Estimated
it | Percentage |
o of linite P

Ll .

Level of |
| Congcern®

o
e

173 H

No past logging activity LOW N

175 H

No past logging activity LOW N

176 H

No past logging activity LOW N

181 H

No past logging activity LOW N

185 H

No past logging activity LOW N

189 H

Very little past logging activity LOW N

191 H

Very little past logging activity Low N

193 H Very little past logging activity LOW N

203 H No past logging activity LOW N

291 | FW S0 LOW N

108 | Fw 25 LOW N

55 There is an old existing skid trail that

35 parallels the class 4 draw that has some
10 gouging—not much sediment movement
0 at this time.

113 FW

W= owm= o= (own|=|lowiN|=low = OowN|= o= |o(eN ol = olwN=lowmn =l f
@
o

% Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.
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RIMROCK EIS
Level | Soil Survey Data Form

Degsre'%e of Level of
: Soil. | 1 o
~ " | Disturbance |  of Uni Concern”
0
83 FW ; LOW N
3
0
164 | Fw ; LOW N
3
0
250 H ; LOW N
3
0
267 | FwW ; LOW N
3
0
285 | Fw ;_ LOW N
3
Q
1
z LOW N
3
0
1
D) LOW N
3
0
1
: LOW N
3
0
1
: LOW N
3
0
1
5 LOW N
3
0
1
N
! Low
3
0
1
W N
! Lo
3

? Based on the probability of the activity unit having >20% detrimental soil conditions.
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Appendix I: Summary of Unit Information

Appendix I: Harvest Unit Information by Alternative

Sale Name | Unit | Acres Treatment Type by Alternative® Logging System by Alternative
2 | 3 | 4 | 5 2 | 3and5 | 4
Wildhorse 28 19 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 32 8 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Horse Horse Horse
Wildhorse 33 29 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 38 8 Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Horse Horse Horse
Wildhorse 44 7 Comm. Thin  None Comm. Thin None Tractor N/A Tractor
Wildhorse 45 13 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Horse Horse Horse
Wildhorse 46 2 Comm. Thin  |None Comm. Thin None Tractor N/A Tractor
Wildhorse 47 6 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 49 51 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 50 8 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 51 7 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 53 91 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 56 16 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor

® Comm. Thin = Commercial thin. This treatment is the removal of smaller, less vigorous trees in the stand, leaving the larger, more vigorous
trees.

PCT = Precommercial thin. This treatment also involves the removal of smaller, less vigorous trees in the stand, leaving the larger, more
vigorous trees. The distinguishing feature of precommercial thinning compared to commercial thinning is that, with a commercial thinning, the
trees cut generally have some value for wood products and are sold in a timber sale. With a precommercial thinning, the material removed is
too small to have any commercial value, so the Forest Service pays a contractor to cut the trees, which are then left on site or piled and
burned.

Shelterwood is a regeneration harvest method that would typically leave 10 to 15 of the largest, most windfirm trees as a source of both
shade and seed. However, the Timber Sale Screens require that at least 15.8 trees per acre be left as green replacement trees for snags.
This treatment is only used in the Rimrock Timber Sale where Douglas-fir tussock moth defoliation and subsequent insect attacks have
reduced the number of live, healthy trees to less than the numbers required to meet stocking objectives.
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Appendix I: Summary of Unit Information

Sale Name | Unit | Acres Treatment Type by Alternative® Logging System by Alternative
2 | 3 | 4 | 5 2 | 3and5 | 4
Wildhorse 58 24 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 59 24 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Wildhorse 62 5 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 63 18 |Comm. Thin ' Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 65 6 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Wildhorse 67 7 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 69 91 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Wildhorse 75 26 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 76 25 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 77 113 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 80 18 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder N/A
Wildhorse 84 5 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Wildhorse 85 28 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 87 9 Comm. Thin  None Comm. Thin None Forwarder N/A Forwarder
Wildhorse 88 41 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 90 2 Comm. Thin  |None Comm. Thin None Forwarder N/A Forwarder
Wildhorse 92 25 |Comm. Thin  None Comm. Thin None Forwarder N/A Forwarder
Wildhorse 94 37 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 95 32 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Wildhorse 101 5 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Wildhorse 102 21 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 103 150 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Wildhorse 107 6 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 110 56 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Wildhorse 114 41 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 115 41 |[Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Wildhorse 121 3 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 128 13 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 129 8 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
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2 | 3 | 4 | 5 2 | 3and5 | 4
Wildhorse 130 21 |[Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 136 8 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Wildhorse 144 157 |[Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Wildhorse 146 26 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Helicopter Forwarder
Rimrock 141 43 |[Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 148 28 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 149 18 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 153 14 |[Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 155 4 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 156 2 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 157 2 |[Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Rimrock 158 3 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Rimrock 161 2 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Tractor
Rimrock 162 17 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Tractor
Rimrock 163 2 |[Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Tractor
Rimrock 164 5 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 169 7 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 171 15 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Helicopter Forwarder
Rimrock 172 66 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 174 9 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 177 11 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 178 2 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 179 18 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Rimrock 180 26 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 182 9 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 183 2 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Rimrock 186 11  [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Helicopter Forwarder
Rimrock 187 13 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 188 2 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
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2 | 3 | 4 | 5 2 | 3and5 | 4
Rimrock 190 3 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Rimrock 192 9 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 194 26 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 195 58 |Comm. Thin ' Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Rimrock 196 18 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Rimrock 197 6 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 198 3 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Rimrock 199 15 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Rimrock 200 10 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 201 27 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 202 30 |Comm.Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 204 7 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 205 14 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 206 20 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Rimrock 207 19 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 208 12 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 209 17 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 210 16 |[Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 212 14 |[Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 213 28 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 214 120 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 215 10 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 217 19 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 219 72 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 220 10 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Rimrock 223 40 |[Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 226 2 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 227 53 |Comm. Thin ' Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 228 34 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
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Rimrock 231 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 232 90 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 233 28 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 236 21 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 240 21 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Rimrock 241 218 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 242 67 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 243 17 |PCT PCT PCT PCT N/A N/A N/A
Rimrock 245 16 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 246 28 |[Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder N/A
Rimrock 248 68 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Rimrock 251 29 [PCT PCT PCT PCT N/A N/A N/A
Rimrock 252 20 [PCT PCT PCT PCT N/A N/A N/A
Rimrock 253 23 |[Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 254 41 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 255 31 |Comm. Thin ' Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Rimrock 256 2 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Shelterwood Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 257 296 |[Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 258 79 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 259 2 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 260 10 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Shelterwood Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 261 49 [PCT PCT PCT PCT N/A N/A N/A
Rimrock 262 20 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 264 12 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Shelterwood Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 265 23 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 266 34 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Shelterwood Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 267 106 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 270 57 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Shelterwood Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 271 34 |PCT PCT PCT PCT N/A N/A N/A
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Rimrock 272 2 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 273 9 PCT PCT PCT PCT N/A N/A N/A
Rimrock 274 4 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 275 23 |PCT PCT PCT PCT N/A N/A N/A
Rimrock 276 4 PCT PCT PCT PCT N/A N/A N/A
Rimrock 277 7 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Shelterwood Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 278 28 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 279 2 PCT PCT PCT PCT N/A N/A N/A
Rimrock 280 14 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 281 2 PCT PCT PCT PCT N/A N/A N/A
Rimrock 282 7 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 283 4 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 284 75 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Rimrock 285 4 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 286 7 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 287 12 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 288 21 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 289 38 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Rimrock 290 36 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Kingbolt 2 11 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Kingbolt 6 17 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Kingbolt 16 3 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Kingbolt 31 14 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Kingbolt 37 3 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Kingbolt 39 4 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 41 20 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Kingbolt 43 26 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Kingbolt 73 4 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Kingbolt 81 32 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
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Kingbolt 89 8 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 91 3 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Kingbolt 97 20 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 98 8 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 99 4 |Comm.Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Kingbolt 100 13 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 104 14 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Kingbolt 109 2 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Kingbolt 111 15 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Kingbolt 112 5 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Kingbolt 119 25 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Kingbolt 120 6 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Kingbolt 123 14 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 125 3 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Kingbolt 127 6 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Kingbolt 131 3 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
Kingbolt 135 2 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 138 5 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Kingbolt 139 2 |[Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 140 4 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 142 22 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Helicopter Forwarder
Kingbolt 143 7 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Helicopter Forwarder
Kingbolt 145 5 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Helicopter Forwarder
Kingbolt 151 5 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Kingbolt 165 4 Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 167 8 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Tractor Forwarder Tractor
Kingbolt 168 18 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 170 38 |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 173 31 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
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Kingbolt 175 34 |Comm. Thin  Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 176 3 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 181 3 |Comm. Thin | Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Kingbolt 185 2 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 189 16 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Kingbolt 191 13 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Kingbolt 193 6 [Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter Helicopter
Kingbolt 203 8 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin None Comm. Thin Helicopter Helicopter N/A
Kingbolt 291 1 Comm. Thin |Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Comm. Thin Forwarder Forwarder Forwarder
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Appendix J: Screens

On August 18, 1993, the Regional Forester for the USDA Forest Service, Region 6 issued
direction to screen timber sales to ensure that all sales are consistent with the National Forest
Management Act viability requirements for old growth-associated species (Lowe, 1993). That
direction was modified and extended on May 20, 1994 (Lowe, 1994) and further modified in 1995
(USDA Forest Service 1995a). The 1995 document amended the Umatilla National Forest Land
and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) as Forest Plan Amendment #11. That current
direction, often referred to as the “Eastside Timber Sale Screens”, includes specific direction to
pass each timber sale proposal through a set of interim ecosystem and wildlife standards.

This document documents how the timber sale activities proposed in the Rimrock EIS comply
with the Timber Sale Screens. In the following table, the left hand column displays specific
direction from the Screens. The column on the right describes how the Rimrock EIS addresses
that direction.

Interim wildlife standard: Rimrock

The interim wildlife standard has two Rimrock falls within Scenario A. The Wall
possible scenarios to follow based on the Watershed Analysis divided the planning
Historical Range of Variability (HRV) for each | area into two drainages, Upper Wall and
biophysical environment within a given Lower Wall, for the purpose of calculating
watershed. For the purposes of this HRV. In dry forest biophysical

standard, late and old structural stages environments in both drainages, old
(LOS) can be either "Multi-strata with Large forest single-stratum (OFSS) was below
Trees", or "Single Strata with Large Trees", the lower limit of HRV and old forest multi-
as described in Table 1 of the Ecosystem strata (OFMS) was above the upper limit
Standard. These LOS stages can occur of HRV. Because OFSS is below HRV, the

separately or in some cases, both may occur | project falls within Scenario A.
within a given biophysical environment.

LOS stages are calculated separately in the
interim ecosystem standard. Use Scenario A
whenever any one type of LOS is below HRV.
If both types occur within a single
biophysical environment and one is above
HRV and one below, use Scenario A. Only
use Scenario B when both LOS stages within
a particular biophysical environment are at
or above HRV.
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c. The following sale types were exempted
from consideration of HRV through the
interim ecosystem standard, but must still
meet the intent of the wildlife standards by
following the direction provided in Scenario
A, 1) through 4), as applicable to the type of
sale being proposed, and regardless of
whether the stand is LOS or not:

1. precommercial thinning sales,
2. sales of material sold as fibre,

3. sales of dead material less than
sawlog size (7-inch dbh) with
incidental green volume,

4. salvage sales with incidental green
volume located outside currently
mapped old growth,

5. commercial thinning and/or
understory removal sales located
outside currently mapped old growth.

An HRV analysis has been completed for
the Rimrock planning area. The HRV
analysis is included in the analysis file for
the project, and is summarized in the EIS.

Scenario A

If either one or both of the late and old
structural (LOS) stages falls BELOW HRV in
a particular biophysical environment within a
watershed, then there should be NO NET
LOSS OF LOS from that biophysical
environment. DO NOT allow timber sale
harvest activities to occur within LOS stages
that are BELOW HRV.

OFSS within the Rimrock area is below
HRV in dry forest biophysical
environments.

During the early planning for this project,
units recommended for treatment were
compared with maps of OFSS stands. All
units that fell within dry forest OFSS
stands were either dropped from further
consideration, or were modified to
exclude any dry forest OFSS areas from
treatment.
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1) Some timber sale activities can occur
within LOS stages that are within or above
HRV in a manner to maintain or enhance
LOS within that biophysical environment. It
is allowable to manipulate one type of LOS
to move stands into the LOS stage that is
deficit if this meets historical conditions.

Dry forest OFMS is above HRV in the
Rimrock area. Many of the units proposed
for treatment fall within dry forest OFMS
stands. The proposed treatment for those
units, thinning from below, would move
those stands closer to OFSS conditions.
Most stands proposed for treatment have
a substantial understory component of
noncommercial size. That understory
component would remain largely intact
following the timber sale treatment.
Subsequent treatments proposed in the
EIS, i.e., prescribed fire and
precommercial thinning, would remove a
portion of the understory in some areas.
However, the stands would be expected to
remain in the OFMS classification in the
short-term. The stands would be
expected to move into OFSS classification
over time if additional prescribed fire or
thinning treatments are implemented, or
through natural mortality of the
understory trees. Depending on stand
conditions following harvest and the
types and timing that might be selected
for future treatments, the stands that are
currently OFMS could move into OFSS
classification in the next 2 to 5 decades.

2) Outside of LOS, many types of timber sale
activities are allowed. The intent is still to
maintain and/or enhance LOS components in
stands subject to timber harvest as much as
possible, by adhering to the following
standards:

a) Maintain all remnant late and old seral
and/or structural live trees 2 21" dbh that
currently exist within stands proposed for
harvest activities.

As described in the EIS, all live trees
greater than or equal to 21 inches dbh
would be left.
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b) Manipulate vegetative structure that does
not meet late and old structural (LOS)
conditions, (as described in Table 1 of the
Ecosystem Standard), in a manner that
moves it towards these conditions as
appropriate to meet HRV.

The prescription for the units outside of
LOS is thinning from below. Thinning
those stands would speed the
development of OFSS conditions in those
stands. This treatment would cut and
remove many of the smaller trees within
the stands and would save the larger,
healthier trees. The effect would be to
move the stands toward a single-stratum
condition and would increase growth on
the remaining trees so that they would
grow to a large size more quickly. That
combination of effects would enhance
OFSS components of the stands.

In Alternative 5, approximately 122 acres
of heavily defoliated stands would be
treated with a shelterwood harvest
system. In these stands, trees that are
still healthy and vigorous following
harvest will be retained. Where numbers
of live trees remaining are insufficient to
meet minimum stocking objectives, the
stands would be planted with species,
primarily ponderosa pine, best suited to
maintaining OFSS conditions in the long
term.

¢) Maintain open, parklike stand conditions
where this condition occurred historically.
Manipulate vegetation in a manner to
encourage the development and
maintenance of large diameter, open canopy
structure. (While understory removal is
allowed, some amount of seedlings,
saplings, and poles need to be maintained
for the development of future stands).

Dry forests in the Rimrock area would
have historically had a high percentage of
OFSS stands. OFSS stands are often
described as “open, parklike.” As
described above, the proposed treatments
maintain OFSS conditions or move stands
toward OFSS conditions.
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3) Maintain connectivity and reduce
fragmentation of LOS stands by adhering to
the following standards:

INTENT STATEMENT: While data is still
being collected, it is the best understanding
of wildlife science, today, that wildlife
species associated with late and old
structural conditions, especially those
sensitive to "edge", rely on the connectivity
of these habitats to allow free movement and
interaction of adults and dispersal of young.
Connectivity corridors do not necessarily
meet the same description of "suitable"
habitat for breeding, but allow free
movement between suitable breeding
habitats. Until a full conservation
assessment is completed that describes in
more detail the movement patterns and
needs of various species and communities
of species in eastside ecosystems, it is
important to insure that blocks of habitat
maintain a high degree of connectivity
between them, and that blocks of habitat do
not become fragmented in the short-term.

Habitat connectivity was evaluated by
overlaying maps of OFSS and OFMS
stands, old growth stands designated by
the Umatilla Forest Plan (management
areas C1 and C2) and timber harvest
alternatives from the EIS. During the early
planning stages of this project, several
stands in the northwest portion of the
planning area were deleted to maintain
habitat connectivity in the vicinity.
Connectivity corridors between old forest
habitat blocks and Forest Plan designated
old growth were found to be maintained
throughout the rest of the Rimrock
planning area.
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a) Maintain or enhance the current level of
connectivity between LOS stands and
between all Forest Plan designated "old
growth/MR" habitats by maintaining stands
between them that serve the purpose of
connection as described below:

(1) Network pattern - LOS stands and MR/OId
Growth habitats need to be connected with
each other inside the watershed as well as to
like stands in adjacent watersheds in a
contiguous network pattern by at least 2
different directions.

(2) Connectivity Corridor Stand Description
Stands in which medium diameter or larger
trees are common, and canopy closures are
within the top one-third of site potential.
Stand widths should be at least 400 ft. wide
at their narrowest point. The only exception
to stand width is when it is impossible to
meet 400 ft with current vegetative structure,
AND these "narrower stands" are the only
connections available; (use them as last
resorts). In the case of lodgepole pine,
consider medium to large trees as
appropriate diameters to this stand type.

If stands meeting this description are not
available in order to provide at least 2
different connections for a particular LOS
stand or MR/Old Growth habitat, leave the
next best stands for connections. Again,
each LOS and MR/OIld Growth habitat must
be connected at least 2 different ways.

(3) Length of Connection Corridors - The
length of corridors between LOS stands and
MR habitats depends on the distance
between such stands. Length of corridors
should be as short as possible.

(4) Harvesting within connectivity corridors
is permitted if all the criteria in (2) above can
be met, and if some amount of understory (if
any occurs) is left in patches or scattered to
assist in supporting stand density and cover.
Some understory removal, stocking control,
or salvage may be possible activities,
depending on the site.

b) To reduce fragmentation of LOS stands,
or at least not increase it from current levels,
stands that do not currently meet LOS that
are Rde486d Withsin, or surrounded by, blocks
of LOS stands should not be considered for
even-aged regeneration, or group selection
at this time. Non-regeneration or single tree
selection (UEAM) activities in these areas
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4) Adhere to the following specific wildlife
prescriptions. These standards are set at
MINIMUM levels of consideration. Follow
Forest Plan standards and guidelines when
they EXCEED the following prescriptive
levels: a) Snags, Green Tree Replacements
and Down Logs:

INTENT STATEMENT - Most (if not all)
wildlife species rely on moderate to high
levels of snags and down logs for nesting,
roosting, denning and feeding. Large down
logs are a common and important
component of most old and late structural
forests. Past management practices have
greatly reduced the number of large snags
and down logs in managed stands.

(1) All sale activities (including intermediate
and regeneration harvest in both even-age
and uneven-age systems, and salvage) will
maintain snags and green replacement trees
of > 21 inches dbh, (or whatever is the
representative dbh of the overstory layer if it
is less than 21 inches), at 100% potential
population levels of primary cavity
excavators. This should be determined using
the best available science on species
requirements as applied through current
shag models or other documented
procedures. NOTE: for Scenario A, the live
remnant trees (221" dbh) left can be
considered for part of the green replacement
tree requirement.

Under alternatives 2 through 4, all snags
would be left unless they are safety
hazards. Because of the large numbers of
trees that have died during and
subsequent to the Douglas-fir tussock
moth outbreak, Alternative 5 would
include the harvest of some standing
dead trees. The Rimrock EIS states that at
least 3 large snags per acre will be left to
meet the 100% potential population level.
All green replacement trees over 21

inches dbh will be left.

Rimrock FEIS

Appendix - 79




Appendix J: Summary of Screens

(2) Pre-activity (currently existing) down logs
may be removed only when they exceed the
quantities listed below. When pre-activity
levels of down logs are below the quantities
listed, do not remove downed logging debris
that fits within the listed categories. It is not
the intention of this direction to leave
standing trees for future logs in addition to
the required snag numbers, nor to fall
merchantable material to meet the down log
requirements. The snag numbers are
designed to meet future down log needs in
combination with natural mortality.
Exceptions to meeting the down log
requirement can be made where fire
protection needs for life and property cannot
be accomplished with this quantity of debris
left on site.

The down log criteria are not intended to
preclude the use of prescribed burning as an
activity fuels modification treatment. Fire
prescription parameters will ensure that
consumption will not exceed 3 inches total (1
1/2 inch per side) of diameter reduction in
the featured large logs (sizes below). Tools
such as the CONSUME and FOFEM
computer models, fire behavior nomograms,
and local fire effects documentation can aid
in diameter reduction estimates.

Leave logs in current lengths; do not cut
them into pieces. Longer logs may count for
multiple "pieces™ without cutting them.
Cutting them may destroy some habitat uses
and also cause them to decay more rapidly.
It is also not expected that the "pieces"” left
will be scattered equally across all acres.

The Rimrock EIS includes a mitigation
that “Where possible, all pre-existing
down material will be left and skidding
will avoid existing downed logs to
minimize breakage.”

SPECIES PCS. DIA. PIECE
PER | SMALL LENGTH &
ACRE END TOTAL LINEAL
LENGTH

Ponderosa 3-6 12" >6 t.20-40 ft.

Pine

Mixed 15-20 12" >6 ft.100-140 ft.

Conifer

Lodgepole | 15-20 8" >8 ft.120-160 ft.

Pine
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5) GOSHAWKS:

INTENT STATEMENT: Goshawks are known
to use interior forest habitats of mature/old
growth structure. Habitat uses, nesting stand
characteristics, and key habitat structural
components in eastern Oregon/Washington
are currently being studied. Until further
information is known and management plans
approved to insure species viability, the
following standards are to be met as a
minimum. Forest Plan standards and
guidelines that EXCEED the levels described
below should be used instead of, or in
addition to the following:

(a) Protect every known active and
historically used goshawk nest-site from
disturbance. “Historical” refers to known
nesting activity occurring at the site in the
last 5 years. Seasonal restrictions on
activities near nest sites will be required for
activity types that may disturb or harass pair
while bonding and nesting.

(b) 30 acres of the most suitable nesting
habitat surrounding all active and historical
nest tree(s) will be deferred from harvest.

c) A 400 acre "Post Fledging Area" (PFA) will
be established around every known active
nest site. While harvest activities can occur
within this area, retain the LOS stands and
enhance younger stands towards LOS
condition, as possible.

A goshawk nest was located in Stand 184.
Stand 184 was deleted from all
alternatives and a 429 acre “Post Fledging
Area” was delineated adjacent to the
stand.

In 2002, a goshawk nest was found in Unit
263. An adult goshawk was seen near the
nest site. Unit 263 (34 acres) was dropped
from all alternatives to serve as nesting
habitat and a 424 acre “Post Fledging
Area” was delineated surrounding the
nest.

Rimrock FEIS
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Appendix K: Public Scoping Comments

Response Letters from Government Agencies

OFFICE OF THE SECRE 5‘\R{
Office of Environmental D')]]c:, and Comp

500 NE Multnomah Stre: :
Portland, Oregon $7232.2036

INREPLYREFER TO:

October 24, 2000

ER 00/662

Andrei Rykoff

District Ranger
Heppner Ranger District
PO Box 7

Heppner, OR 97836

Dear Mr. Rykoff:

The Department of the Interior reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Rimrock Ecosystem Restoration Projects, Umatilla National Forest,

- Oregon. The Department does not have any comments to offer,

We appreciated the opportunity to comment,

3

o SFa) Sé@@

Preston A. Sleeger

Regional Environmental Officer

Rimrock FEIS
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DT UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
4 ﬁ' E 1200 St A -
£ g : ixth Avenug e S A '
%MQ; Seattle, WA 98101 w HEPPNER ",
q""*t PHDﬁG¢ l l\ T '_1;1‘6\_}—“! L\
NOV - | 2000 | 1 Noy Oe 2000 | |
| nInFR DISTRICT |
Reply to -
Attn. of; ECO-088 Ref: 99-018-AFS

Andrei Rykoff, District Ranger
Heppner Ranger District

P.O. Box 7

Heppner, OR 97836

Dear Mr. Rykoff:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Rimrock Ecosystem Restoration
projects (CEQ # 000297), located in the Heppner Ranger District in the Umatilla
National Forest in northeastern Oregon. Our review was conducted according to our
responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of
the Clean Air Act.

The preferred alternative (3) proposes to commercially thin 4,518 acres; rebuild
12 miles of road for log hauling; build 9.5 miles of temporary roads; obliterate and/or
decommiission 12 miles of closed roads, and close 3 miles of open roads. A total of 27
miles of two forest roads would be resurfaced as funds allow. Other work includes
treating aspen stands; precommerically thinning (removing small trees) on 874 acres;
treating noxious weeds; removing encroaching juniper; burning 30,000 acres to reduce
fuel loads; maintaining 181 in-channel fish structures on Big Wall and Wilson Creeks,
and improving water fords.

Based on our review, we have rated this draft EIS EC-2 (Environmental
Concerns-Insufficient Information). A summary of the rating system we have used is
enclosed for your review. Our concerns include impacts to air quality due to prescribed
burning, funding of K-V projects, and roads. These concems are discussed in greater
detail below.

Potential Funding of K-V Projects

We are pleased that the Forest Service has identified projects such as closing,
obliterating and decommissioning roads, developing/improving water sources for
wildlife, building fences around sensitive riparian areas, and installing a
nesting/perching platform for osprey. However, it appears, on Pages 34 and 35, that
the funds to carry out those projects are dependent on timber sale receipts, under the
Knutson-Vandenburg Act (KV).

a Printed on Recycled Paper
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Our concern is that while there is certainty that the commercial thinning aspect of
this project will be accomplished, the ecosystern restoration aspect may not since they
rely on K-V funds. The Purpose and Need statement says that the Rimrock project is an
oppertunity to restore the ecosystem and promote watershed health. Because of these
goals, the EIS should commit to completing the restoration projects.

Prescribed Fires/Air Quality Issues

Please describe the smoke management program the Forest Service intends to
follow to avoid public health impacts and potentially exceeding ambient air quality
standards when it burns 30,000 acres over the course of four to five years.

A smoke management program may include a number of elements:

A} a process to authorize burmns,

B) a requirement that land managers consider alternatives to burning to minimize

air pollutant emissions,

C) a requirement that burn plans include smoke management components,
1) actions to minimize fire emissions '
2) evaluate smoke dispersion
3) actions that will be taken to notify populations and authorities prior to
burns and to reduce the exposure of people at sensitive receptors it
smoke intrusions occur
4) air guality monitoring, especially at sensitive sites

D) a public education and awareness program,

- E) a surveillance and enforcement program,
F) periodic review of its program for effectiveness.

The EPAis concerned that smoke from the fire will degrade the air quality.
Smoke from natural wildland and prescribed firss present a public health risk because it
contains many different chemical compounds, including particulate matter, one of six
pollutants for which the EPA has set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
If the NAAQS is exceeded, the EPA is required to designate the site as a "non
attainment" area. This designation imposes on the State the legal burden of bringing
the area back into attainment. Despite this, the EPA recognizes that fires play a critical
role in forest ecosystems and understands how the past practice of fire suppression
and not allowing fire to play its natural role in our wildlands has had unintended
negative effects.
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To address both concerns, the EPA advocates that states and tribes develop
and implement smoke management programs (SMPs). Then, should there be an
occurrence of the NAAQS due to smoke from a prescribed fire following the SMP, the
EPA will exercise its discretion not to re designate the areas as nonattainment. Instead,
the EPA will call on the state or the tribe to review the adequacy of the SMP. Thus, it is
essential that federal land managers work with the state to ensure they are operating in
accordance with any SMPs the state may have in effect. Describing the SMP in the EIS
will help ensure that the Forest Service will be operating in accordance with Oregon's
SMP. This policy is discussed in the EPA’s Interim Air GQuality Policy an Wildland and
Prescribed Fires, which we enclose.

Water Quality

We are pleased that the Forest Service is working with the state to address
water temperature, sediment, and habitat medification parameters in Wall and Wilson
Creeks. The creeks are listed in Oregon’s 1994/1996 List of Water Quality Limited
Water Bodies.

Project development should use the framework provided in the Forest Service
Frotocoi for Addressing 303(d) Listed aters. Forest Service Hegionai Foresters from
Regions 1, 4 and 6 signed the Protocol and implemented it in May 1999. The Protocol
directs Forest Service managers and staff to 1) validate that listed streams are
impaired, 2) demonstrate that sufficiently stringent management measures are
preventing additional degradation, and 3) use Water Quality Restoration Plans
(WQRPs) or other mechanisms, such as standards, to improve water quality over the
long-term.

Roads

Please provide information on road density objectives. Roads significantly
contribute to the degradation of the ecosystem as they deliver sediment to streams,
fragment wildlife habitat, and negatively affect hydrology and bio diversity. To address
and mitigate the impact of roads, the Forest Service has recently given Advanced
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for developing a comprehensive road policy and setting
an Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Program road density goal of 0.7
mile/square miles.
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Please contact me at (206) 553-8574 or Vaj Varney (206) 553-1901 if you have
any questions. We appreciate the opportunity to review this draft EIS.

omgﬁhw\

ichard B. Parkin, Manager
Geographic Implementation Unit

Sin |

Enclosures
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United States Environmental Protections Agency (enclosure)

U.5. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System EFor
Draft Envircnmental Impact Statements
Definitions and Follow-Up Action*

Environmental TImpact of the Action

LO - - Lack of Objections

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any poteatial
envirenmental impacts requiring substantive changes ko the propozal. The review may have
disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no
more than miner changes te the proposal,

EC - - Environmental Concerns

The BPA review has identified envirommental impacts that should be aveided in order to
fully protect the enviropnment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferrsd
alternative or application of mitigation measures that can rediice these impacts.

EQ - - Envircnmental Objections

The EPR review has identified significant envirommental impacts thHat should be avoided in
ordexr to provide adeguate protection for the environment. Corrective moasures may regquirs
substantial nges to the preferred alternative or econsideration of some other project
alternative (including the no-actisn alksrnative or a new alternative). EBA intends to work with
the lead agency te reduce these impacts.

EY - - Eovironmantally Uhsatisfaciozy

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient
magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or
environmental guality. EPA intends ta work with the lead agency te reduce these impacts. If the
potsntial unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the £inal EIS stage, this propesal will be
recommended for refsrral to the Council on Enviremmental Quality [(CEQ).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Catagery 1 - - Adasquats

EEBA believes the & EIS adeguately sets forth ths eavironmental impact (s) of thHe
preferred alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or
action. Wo further analysis of data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the
additicn of cldrifving language or information.

Category 2 - - Insufficient Information

The draft EIS5 does not contain sufficient information for EPA to tully ascess
environmental impacts that should be aveoided in crder ko fully protect the environment, or the
EPA reviewer has ident d new reasohably available alternatives that are within rhe spectrum o
alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the envirommental impacts of the
action. The identified additional infermation, data, analyses or discussion should be included
in the final EIS.

Xl

Category 3 - - Inadeguate

EPA does mot believe that the draft EIS adequa:ely assessea potentially significant
environmental impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available
glternatives that are putside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the drafr EIS, which
should be analyzed in order ko reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA
believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such &
magnitude that they sheuld have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not belisve that
the draft EIS is adeguate for the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act and or
Section 309 rsview, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public cemment in
a supplemental er revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved
this propesal ceuld be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

* Prom EPA Manual 1640 Policv and Procedurss for the Review of Federal Actiohs Impacting the
Envirenment. February, 18987.
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- STATE OF IDAHO

——=! DEPARTMENT CF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1410 Narth Hilton » Beise, Idaho 83706-1255 + (208) 373-0502 Dirk Kemptherne, Governor

C. Stephen Allred, Director
Qctober 16, 2000

Andrei Rykoff

District Ranger
Heppner Ranger District
Umatilla National Forest
P.O. Box 7

Heppner, OR 97836

Dear Mr. Rvkoftf:

This letter is in response to the Federal Register (Vol. 63, No, 171 September 1, 2000) Notice of Availability of
the Rimrock Ecosystem Restoration Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The following
comments address air quality issues related to the use of wildland and prescribed fire. 1 also submitted
comments on 3/5/99 during the scoping period

Iappreciate the need to use wildland and prescribed fire as a forest health tool and for fire hazard reduction, but
this must be done in conjunction with protecting human health and welfare. Wildland and prescribed fires need
to be conducted consistent with the Federal Clean Air Act, and any associated federal, state. and local policies
and regulations (see enclosure)

Provide in the DEIS a discussion of the air quality impacts and smoke management program vou will be
following. An air quality analysis should at least include: an estimate of maximum number of acres to be
burned in a day, acres per bumn unit, maximumt duration of burns, and maxirum daily and burn unit PM,; and
PM:; emissions: smoke sensitive areas: predominant meteorological patterns; smoke monitoring procedures;
emission and smoke impact reduction techniques; public notification process; mitigation actions during smoke
intrusion episodes; alternatives to burning considered and used: and coordination with other burn activity. The
Forest Service NEPA guidance for prescribed fire projects is a useful document for developing air quality
analyses (www.fs fed.us/r1/gallatin/air/guidance/index. shtml).

We support a coordinated effort between state. interstate, federal, tribal. and local agencies. All wildland and
preseribed fire activities must include careful consideration of air quality impacts and requirements. We look
forward to working with you as you develop the Final EIS and at the individual project level as well. Thank vou
for the opportunity to comment and if you have any questions. please contact me by phone at (208) 373-0214,
by e-mail at drileyi@deq.state.idus, or at the Department of Environmental Quality.

Sincerely, .

G : 5 f &
?&_—,J(_,J/}\-—g {1\ _il,czb"i/
Diane Rilev
Air Quality Analyst

Air Quality Management Unit
Enclosure

DR/jst

g COF
Prescribed Fire Correspondence File
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State of Idaho, Department of Environmental Quality (enclosure

Comment Letter Enclosure

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

The Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), State Air Quality Program Office
specifically, has the primary responsibility to carry out the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act
(CAA) in Idaho. DEQ has a state office in Boise and six regional offices (Boise, Coeur d” Alene,
Idaho Falls, Lewiston, Pocatello and Twin Falls). The state office staff oversee air quality compliance
and enforcement, and support ambient air quality monitoring and planning activities. The regional
office air quality staff issue air quality permits, operate the monitoring sites, conduct source
inspections, work with the local communities, handle complaints, and prepare and implement plans.

DEQ is concerned about smoke emissions for several reasons. The state of Idaho is 64 percent federal
lands and is surrounded by states where wildland and prescribed fires can be a major source of
emissions. The Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy and Program Review Implementation
Action Plan Report (May 1996) calls for an expanded program to reintroduce fire in fire-dependent
ecosystems, This may mean a ten fold or more increase in the use of wildland and prescribed fire
EPA regulations and policies have increased the need for managing fire emissions. The following
paragraphs discuss the most relevant regulatory issues for wildland and prescribed fire.

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are established by EPA to protect human
health and welfare. There are NAAQS for the following six air pollutants: carbon monoxide, ozone,
nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, lead, and particulate matter, An area that violates any of the NAAQS
is designated nonattainment for the specific NAAQS. Of the six, particulate matter (PM) is the
pollutant of most concern for smoke emissions. There are four forms of the PM NAAQS. Prior to
July 1997, there were only two, the annual and 24-hour PM ;o NAAQS. PM, stands for PM less than
10 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter which is equivalent to 1/25,000th of an inch, Last July 1997,
EPA promulgated new PM NAAQS. In addition, there is now an annual and 24-hour PM, s NAAQS.
PM_ 5 stands for PM less than 2.5 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter which is 1/4 the size of PM,.
Attainment/nonattainment designations for the new PMys NAAQS will begin in the year 2002,

Once an area has been designated nonattainment, DEQ must prepare an attainment plan to meet the
NAAQS by EPA specified deadlines. A nonattainment area plan can take several years to complete
and generally includes: background information, air quality and meteorological assessments, emissions
inventories, control measures, modeled attainment demonstrations, and contingency measures for the
specific nonattainment area. Idaho state currently has three nonattainment areas for PM,q Portneuf
Valley (Pacatelle area); Pinehurst; and Sandpoint. A portion of Kootenai County (Coeur d'Alene area)
is a proposed PM,q nonattainment area. Fort Hall Indian Reservation is a tribal/EPA nonattainment
area for PMyo. The NAAQS violations are the result of exceedences of the 24-hour PM;, NAAQS in
the winter as well as an exceedence of the annual PMyy NAAQS in Portneuf Valley.

Rimrock FEIS Appendix - 90



Appendix K: Comments and Response to DEIS Comments

There is also a statewide State Implementation Plan (SIP). The statewide SIP includes information on
DEQ's general authority to regulate air quality, stationary source permitting, compliance, enforcement,
and monitoring programs, nonattainment area plans, rules, statewide emissions inventory, and air
stagnation advisories.

Health Effects

PM, 5 can lodge deeply in the lungs and are more likely to cause health effects than PM . The
majority of PM from smoke emissions is composed of organic and elemental carbon, and inorganic ash
in the PM, s size class. Toxic gases such as polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) can condense
and absorb into particles. DEQ believes that the new PMas NAAQS will be more difficult to meet
compared to the PMy NAAQS, particularly for wildland and prescribed fire.

Monitoring

DEQ operates an extensive ambient air monitoring network to monitor for the NAAQS. Sites are
located in Idaho’s major urban areas as well as a few remote areas. The data from DEQ's network is
available to the public.

General Conformity

The 1977 CAA amendments made it very clear that the Federal Government is subject to the CAA
requirements. Section 118(a) states that any air polluting activity under the jurisdiction of the Federal
Government "shall be subject to, and comply with, all Federal, State, interstate, and local requirements,
administrative authority, and process and sanctions respecting the control and abatement of air
pollution in the same manner, and to the same extent as any nongovernmental entity.”

The 1990 CAA amendments added that the above shall apply to any requirement whether substantive
or procedural, any fees or charges imposed by state and local agencies to defray program costs, and
any federal, state, or local exercise of authority, process, or sanctions. The 1990 amendments also
required EPA to establish the transportation and general conformity regulations. The general
conformity rule, promulgated in November 30, 1993, applies to non-transportation related federal
activities such as prescribed fire. A conformity determination must be made for projects emitting air
pollutants over specified de minimis levels to show that the projects will not contribute to any NAAQS
violations. If a project is found to contribute to NAAQS violations, then emissions must be reduced or
offset (another source's emissions are reduced).

The 1977 CAA amendments, section 169A, established the following national visibility goal:
“Congress hereby declares as a national goal the prevention of any future, and the remedying of any
existing, impairment of visibility in mandatory Class 1 Federal areas which impairment results from
manmade air pollution.” One hundred and fifty six Class I areas were established in 1977 and included
all national parks greater than 6,000 acres, all wilderness areas greater than 5,000 acres. and a few
other areas. Class [ areas are subject to the most stringent restrictions on how much additional
pollution (increment) can be allowed. States containing Class I areas are to develop state visibility

(=]
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plans including long term strategies and monitoring programs to meet this national goal. Only seven
states have approved visibility plans. All other states, including Tdaho, are under federal
implementation plans. Idaho has all or portions of five Class T areas: Selway-Bitterroot; Hell’s
Canyon; Sawtooth; Craters of the Moon; and Yellowstone.

In the mid-1980's, the IMPROVE (Interagency Monitoring of Protected Visual Environments) network
began operation. These sites monitor visibility through optical, particle, and visual measurements,

This data is also available to the public. The data are used to establish background visibility levels,
identify chemical species and emission sources, and document long-term visibility trends for assessing
progress toward the national visibility goal,

The 1990 CAA amendments established the Grand Canyon Visibility Transport Commission
(GCVTC) which issued a report to Congress with recommendations in 1996 on how to address
visibility for 16 Class I areas in the Colorado Plateau. Southwestern Idaho was identified as a clean air
corridor for these Class T areas. The Western Regional Air Partnership includes federal, state, tribal,
private, and public representatives from ten western states. It was formed to implement the
recommendations from the GCVTC report. The recommendations were used by EPA to develop the
new regional haze regulations which were published on July 1, 1999, The regulations require all states
to develop visibility plans to address regional haze impairment to Class T areas within their state and to
Class I areas outside their state which may be affected by emissions from within their state.

Smoke Management

Idaho Code includes two advisory programs related to smoke management. 1) The air quality advisory
program is primarily to address woodstove and fireplace emissions during the winter. There are air
quality advisory programs in Coeur d'Alene, Pinehurst, Sandpoint, Ada County, and Pocatello. 2) An
air stagnation advisory issued by DEQ bans all open burning and can apply to any area in the state
experiencing critical air quality levels (IDAPA 16.01.0 1.550-562). An air stagnation advisory is
issued when a NAAQS violation is possible or occurring. There are also restrictions for burning of
some materials such as trade waste, residential solid waste, garbage, tires, and plastics (IDAPA
16.01.01.600-616). Idaho prefers to have voluntary rather than mandatory smoke management
programs. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between DEQ and the U.S. Forest Service
(USES) Regions 1, 4, and 6 has been in effect since 1988, The MOU is an agreement for the agencies
to share information with each other.

Idaho and Montana have a joint smoke management program for forest and range prescribed burning,
The purpose of the program is to minimize smoke impacts from prescribed fires. The program is
voluntary in Idaho. Burners submit planned burn lists at the beginning of the calendar year and
individual burns are reported the day prior to ignition. A full-time meteorologist uses burn activity,
weather, and air quality information to make burn go/no go recommendations. Burn restrictions are
usually issued by "airshed" and elevation. Idaho is divided into 16 airsheds. An airshed is a
geographic area with similar topography and meteorology in which the air flow is contained the
majority of the time (similar to a watershed),

EPA released its "Interim Air Quality Policy on Wildland and Preseribed Fires" (Interim Policy) in
May, 1998. The objective of the Interim Policy is to provide for fire to function naturally in the
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wildlands while protecting public health and welfare. The Interim Policy provides great incentive for
states and federal land managers to work together to develop state smoke management programs. The
programs, certified to EPA, can be voluntary or mandatory at the state’s choice, and will not be a
required component of a SIP. If a NAAQS violation ocours due to wildland or prescribed fire
emissions and there is a certified state smoke management program, EPA will have the discretion to
not designate an area nonattainment or, if the area is already a nonattainment area, to not require a
mandatory smoke management program. In addition, if fire emissions are managed within a state
smoke management program, then general conformity requirements are met.

The Interim Policy establishes the basic components of a state smoke management program: burn
authorization; emission reductions; non-burning alternatives; public education and awareness; and
surveillance and enforcement. In addition, the policy requires burn plans include: emission reduction
actions; smoke dispersion evaluation; public notification; public exposure reduction; and air quality
monitoring.

Wildfires are covered under EPA's Natural Events Policy (NEP) (May, 1996), which addresses PM;
NAAQS violations from wildfires. The NEP does not cover wildand fires or prescribed fires that,
upon escape, are converted to wildfires, Those are covered under the Interim Policy described above.
Under the NEP, a state may develop a Natural Events Action Plan (NEAP) in order to exclude PM,,
air quality data that are attributable to the uncontrollable event of a wildfire. The NEAP must contain
programs for: public notification and education; minimize public exposure to high PM, from future
events; minimize fire hazards and abate other burning activities during wildfire events: identify and
study mitigation measures; and periodic evaluation.

Additional Sources of Information

The USFS has prepared the following documents: “A Screening Procedure to Evaluate Air Pollution
Effects in Region 1 Wilderness Areas, 1991"; “Guidelines for Evaluating Air Pollution Impacts’
(1992); “National Strategic Plan for Air Resources Management” (1994); “A Desk Reference for
NEPA Air Quality Analysis” (1995); "Air Quality Conformity Handbook” (1995); “When and How to
Monitor Prescribed Fire Smoke: A Screening Procedure” (1997); “Describing Air Resource Impacts
from Prescribed Fire Projects in NEPA Documents” (2000); and “An Introduction to Smoke Emissions
and Dispersion Modeling" (ongoing USFS training course). The Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem
Management Project (ICBEMP) draft EIS and supporting documents also contain much information on
fire.

The U.S. EPA has prepared the following documents: “Prescribed Burning Background Document and
Technical Information Document for Prescribed Burning Best Available Control Measures” (U.S.
EPA, 1092); “Interim Air Quality Policy for Wildland and Prescribed Fire” (1998); and “Regional Haze
Regulations” (64FR35713, 7/1/99).
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There are several web sites for further information:

fip:/falta_vista. cira.colostate.edu (download IMPROVE data)

http://www.4cleanair.org (STAPPA/ALAPCO)

http://www.aos.wisc.edu (weather forecasts)

http://'www.aqd.nps.gov/natnet/ard/impr/index htm (IMPROVE newsletter)

http://www.atmos.washington edu/mm5rt/00latest/latest. html (ventilation index)

http://www.bol.noaa.gov (fire weather forecasts)

hitp://www.dri.edu/Programs/CEFA (Program for Climate, Ecosystem and Fire Applications)

http://www epa.gov/airlinks (most recent EPA air activities)

http://www epa.gov/airnow/statedata, html (state real-time air quality data)

http://www.epa.gov/airs/nonattn.html {nonattainment areas)

http://www.epa.gov/airsweb (EPA ATRS database)

hitp:/lwww.epa.gov/oar/vis/index html (EPA visibility site and regional haze rule)

http://'www.epa.gov/ttn/oarpg/t] pgm html (interim policy on wildland and prescribed fire and natural
events policy)

http://www.epa. gov/oar/oaq_caa htm! (Clean Air Act)

http://www.epa.gov/r10earth (EPA Region 10)

http:/Awww. epa gov/ttn/chief/ap42 html#chapter (emission factors)

http://www epa.gov/ttn/oarpg/naagstin/ (new ozone and particulate matter standards)

http:/Awww fire.org (USTS fire management tools)

http://www.fs. fed.us/r6/aq (USFS national air resources program)

http:/iwww fs fed us/r1/fire/nrec/Smoke web pages/intro.htm (ID/MT smoke management program
web site #2)

http:/fwww fs.fed.us/rl/gallatin/air/guidance shtml (USFS Northern Region air resources program)

http:/fwww. icbemp.gov (ICBEMP reports)

http://www.nifc.doi.gov/joint_fire sci/index.html (Joint Fire Science Program)

http://www nifc.gov/fireinfo/nfn html (national fire news)

http://www.odf state.or.us/fireprot.htm (OR smoke management program)

http://www.osel.noaa.gov/ (satellite imagery)

hitp://www.smokemu.org (ID/MT smoke management program web site #1)

http:/fwww2 state.id us/adm/adminrules/rules/IDAP AS8/SSINDEX HTM (Idaho DEQ air quality
rules)

http:/fwww state.id.us/deq (Idaho DEQ)

http.//www.state.nv.us/ndep/bao/smoke htm (NV smoke management program)

http://www utahsmp.net (Utah smoke management)

http://www.wa.gov/ecology/air/airhome html (Washington Dept. of Ecology)

http:/fwww wrapair.org (WRAP, successor to GCVTC)

wn
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October 16, 2000 r FISH AND
Andrei Rykoff oy WTLDTIFE
Elgtn;t Rz;uger - Heppner ranger District, Umatilla National Forest T —
.0. Box

Heppner, OR 97836
Dear Andrei:

The purpose of this letter is to provide input and concerns regarding the proposed Rimrock
Ecosystem Restoration Project. Overall, the DEIS is well written and I support the concept of
the proposed project (ecosystem restoration). In August, 1999 Bob Krein visited a number of
proposed harvest units in the Wildhorse timber sale area and his comments are contained in a
letter to Delanne Ferguson dated August 12, 1999. Since then, | have visited a large number
of additional harvest units proposed in the Rimroek and Kingbolt timber sales.

[ believe the DEIS does move toward ecosystem restoration. In addition, it does reflect some
of 11 points of the Governor’s eastside forest health strategy. However, T am concerned that
big game issues are not adequately addressed in this DEIS. Specifically, some clarification
needs to be made in reference to some wildlife-related statements in the DEIS as follows.

Referring to page 95 regarding elk forage quantity and quality; it is true that opening the
forest canopy will allow more sunlight to reach the forest floor and total forage production by
some plant species may increase. However, it will also reduce mid and late summer forage
quality (not improve it as stated) as the grasses and forbs dry out sooner. Experience has
shown that during the summer months elk move to areas with suceulent forage and elk
damage to lower elevation private land often results during this time of year. In addition,
sumnier riparian use by foraging big game should be expected to increase as upland forage
dries with the opening of the forest canopy.

Referencing page 96 regarding elk vulnerability: elk vulnerability is a function of several
factors including open road density and cover. The proposed project will, by design, reduce
cover over a very large area. As Alternative 3 in the DEIS is written, it is unreasonable to
assume that elk vulnerability will not increase as open road density is unchanged over much
of the analysis area. 1 believe that elk vulnerability will increase as Alternative 3 is written
and T also believe that this can be easily addressed through additional mitigative efforts.

‘Wildlife are an integral part of healthy ecosystems and this project as proposed will provide
many long term benefits to a number of terrestrial wildlife species. I believe, however, that
the DEIS does not go far enough to mitigate for those species that might be negatively
affected by this project — especially rocky mountain elk. In addition, the predicted sediment
yield increase of 57% in the Wall Creek system under Alternative 3 (DEIS page 88) is of
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great concern given the existing documented water quality limitations in that systent. It is
recognized that prescribed burning and selective timber harvest have innumerable fish and
wildlife benefits over the long term and it could be argued that the risk associated with these
types of projects are justifiable given the ecosystem benefits. However, these benefits do not
climinate the need to take specific steps to reduce sedimentation and mitigate for increased
elk vulnerability. Increasing the number of closed roads within the project area is a very
realistic and effective method to address these issues.

On November 17, 1998 myself and Bob Krein met with your staff to discuss access and travel
management (ATM) issues and other issues associated with the Bull Prairie area. The ATM
plan had been in effect for a number of years and we believed that it was time 1o address some
needed changes in the ATM plan. It was at that meeting that we were informed that the
Heppner Ranger District was not planning to “reopen” the ATM plan for revisions. We were
told. however, that road issues associated with timber sale and other forest projects could be
addressed as part of each project. With the above concerns in mind, and the highly roaded
state of the project area, we are now proposing some changes to the current road system to
address fish and wildlife habitat needs associated with the proposed Rimrock project.

Propased road closures and justification:

I.  Rd. 2309, entire road. This road is currently closed near Wall Creek. The road passes
along 8 proposed timber sale units and there will be a reduction of important big game
cover during the foreseeable future. Much of the road travels through a RHCA. The
2400-100 provides adequate motorized travel between the 23 Rd. and the 24 Rd.. is
nearby, and is in better condition. While this road is also in a RHCA. no harvest units are
proposed. Closure of the 2309 rd. would also eliminate the need to improve the Wall
Creek crossing at the lower end of the road. It is recommended that this road be
obliterated to improve riparian and stream habitat.

2. Rd. 2309-020, entire road. I support this road closure as identified in the DEIS under the
preferred alternative.

(%1

Rd. 23-030, entire road. This is an extremely poor road during winter weather and [ have
observed heavy rutting and sediment running into the Grassy Butte Creek svstem from
this road. The 2307 rd. is nearby (approx. % - ¥ mi.) and provides maintained vehicle
access to the ridgetop. No campsites are located along the 030 rd. I recommend closing
and rehabilitating this road.

4. Rd. 2307-060, entire road. This road should be closed near the 061 jet. Again, this is an
extremely poor winter road (I have photo's of deep ruts and mud running from this road
into Willow Spring Creek if you're interested). Closure of this road would help mitigate
for lost big game cover associated with the large number of Wilson Creek harvest units.
No dispersed campsites are located on this road and closure would not impact motorized
use to any extent.

%1
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Rd. 2307-031, entire road. This is a dead-end road that travels through proposed harvest
units along its entire length. The area is highly roaded and, 1n itself, this road does not
address a large motorized access need. Thus, given the cover reduction along its length (3
proposed harvest units). I am recommending its closure and obliteration.

6, Rd.24-190, partial closure. 1 recommend closing this road near the section 6/7 line. This
ared is big game winter range and the road provides motorized access to Big Willow
Spring (the road is used further than what is designated on the ATM map). The closure is
proposed to reduce human impacts to the spring site, and mitigate for lost cover with
proposed harvest units 242, 227, 232, 228, and 218.

7. Rd. 22-040, partial closure. I recommend allowing motor access to the ridgetop but
closing the “loop™ portion of this road. This area provides both summer and winter big
game habitat and erosion is high during fall and winter months. In addition, like many of
these ridgetops. it is a relatively fragile ecosystem. With reduced cover associated with
proposed timber harvest (unit 132), this loop is unnecessary and some motorized access
can be provided while damaging only a small area.

In addition to the above recommended road closures, I strongly recommend that the Heppner
Ranger District consider re-addressing a portion of the current ATM plan that allows ATV

users the ability to travel off road over such an extensive portion of the forest. The increasing

use of these machines on this portion of the National Forest appears to be inconsistent with
the restoration intent stated in this DEIS and does little to address a watershed system that is
functioning at risk.

Andret, I believe that all of the proposed road closures and ATM revisions are needed to hiclp
mitigate for the extensive harvest activities within the Rimrock project area. They will, in
combination, reduce erosion and sedimentation into improperly functioning stream systems,
reduce impacts to big game habitat, and will not greatly reduce the ability of motorized
travelers to access all of the same portions of the forest in the Wall/Wilson Creek system. In
addition they could be done at relatively low cost and would reduce future road maintenance
needs. This propesal is consistent with the restoration needs of the watershed as identified in
the Wall Ecosystem Analysis and the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management
Project.

If you have any questions or would like further clarification of these recommendations, please

give me a call. In addition, I would be glad to make time for a meeting to discuss this DEIS
as related to the comments in this letter.

Respectfully.

L A —

Russ Morgan
Acting District Wildlife Biologist
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Forest Service Response to Comments

Range of Alternatives

Comment: “Please develop and include an alternative worthy of the name “Ecosystem
Restoration” that we can favor. An alternative that didn’t build roads and did not involve ground
based logging would be a good start.” (Erik Ryberg)

“The Forest Service has failed to analyze an adequate range of alternatives. ...the agency has
no excuse for not analyzing a non-commercial, restoration only alternative. (Bryan Bird, Forest
Conservation Council)

“We would like to see a no-commercial entry alternative that would look at biological and
economic impacts of using fire and pre-commercial thinning to accomplish the state Purpose and
Need.” (Ryan Shaffer, Alliance for the Wild Rockies)

FS Response: Four alternative were fully analyzed in the Rimrock DEIS, these included No
Action, the Proposed action, Alternative 3 which emphasized minimum impacts to water quality,
fish habitat and fish populations, and Alternative 4, which was designed to improve economic
efficiency by eliminating units with very high logging or transportation costs relative to the value of
the timber to be harvested.

In addition to the four alternatives considered in detail, several other alternatives or variations of
alternatives were reviewed but not fully analyzed. A no harvest alternative was included with this
group. It was determined that burning alone would not meet the purpose and need for the
project, a part of which is to begin restoration of stands to historical conditions. Prescribed fire
will be used outside harvest units to reduce fuel loading. However analysis showed that
prescribed fire without timber harvest was not a reliable method of reducing stand densities to
prescribed levels.

Cumulative Effects

Comment: “The Rimrock Timber Sale draft EIS avoids the required analysis and ignores
important contributors to cumulative effects. Cumulative impacts are analyzed in context only of
timber harvest, no attention is provided to other factors such as increased OHV use, increased
risk of fire, grazing, etc.” (Bryan Bird, Forest Conservation Council)

“The DEIS fails to adequately address the cumulative effects in the project area of past logging
and grazing projects.” (Ryan Shaffer, Alliance for the Wild Rockies)

“The EA fails to fully disclose the cumulative effects of livestock grazing, timber harvest,
prescribed fire, and road developments on water quality, forest health, wildlife habitat, noxious
weeds, cultural resources, and other resources. (Doug Heiken, Oregon Natural Resources
Council)

“This proposed action is part of a series of connected actions sharing the same geographic area
and timeframe and should require a full Environmental Impact Statement to fully address region-
wide and cumulative effects of this and similar connected actions.” (Asante Riverwind, Blue
Mountains Biodiversity Project)

FS Response: The effects of these actions as well as the other actions are included in the
discussions for individual resources (forest vegetation, recreation, fish and aquatic habitat water
resources, fuels/air quality, transportation, non-Forest Vegetation, wildlife habitat and
economic/social). The analysis considered the actions proposed in the various alternatives, as
well as other connected and similar actions that could contribute to cumulative effects. The
cumulative effects analysis focused on past road building, timber harvest and grazing. It was
disclosed in the analysis that there would be some short-term negative cumulative effects, but
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overall long-term effects would be beneficial. Appendix G was added to the FEIS: past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions are listed with the expected effects of those actions.

Harvest From Private Land

Comments: “The implication from the DEIS is that it is the position of the Forest Service that
logging on adjacent private land would not be considered in the Rimrock analysis.” (Ryan
Shaffer, Alliance for the Wild Rockies)

FS Response: This was an issue raised during scoping by residents on Wall Creek. They were
concerned that improving the crossings on Forest Road 23 would open up the road for hauls use
by private landowners within the national forest who may wish to use the road to harvest their
property. The interdisciplinary team concluded that the decision to harvest private land is not
controlled by the Forest Service and therefore outside the scope of this analysis.

The broader topic of the effects of private land timber harvest on other resources is addressed in
Appendix G.

Historical Range of Variability

Comment: “The document does not prove its assertions about HRV and in fact contradicts
itself.” (Erik Ryberg)

FS Response: In 1995, an ecosystem analysis at the watershed scale (EAWS) was completed
for the Wall Watershed. The Rimrock planning area forms the western portion of the Wall
Watershed (USDA Forest Service 1995b). An HRV analysis was completed as part of the
EAWS. That HRV analysis was done using the procedures and best data available at that time.
However, two events in 1998 caused a need to revise the HRV analysis for the Rimrock project.
First, the Forest Supervisor direction letter established a consistent set of historical percentages
for use with HRV analyses on the Umatilla National Forest. That letter provided a revised
description of the forest structural stages to be used in HRV analyses and established ranges of
historical percentages within each structural stage by potential vegetation group (PVG) and plant
association group (PAG).

New data for describing the existing vegetation patterns also became available in 1998. The
1995 EAWS used information from interpretation of aerial photos from the 1980’s. A widespread
western spruce budworm epidemic occurred over much of the Wall Watershed between the time
the aerial photos were taken and the time of the original HRV analysis. The aerial photo
interpretation did not accurately reflect the loss of canopy cover caused by tree mortality during
the budworm epidemic or by timber sales logged during the past decade. New data from more
recent aerial photos became available in 1998. The data from the 1998 photos were used in this
analysis.

This analysis indicates that the existing vegetation is below HRV in four LOS stages in Lower
Wall; Cool Moist OFMS, Warm Moist OFMS, Warm Dry OFSS, and Hot Dry OFSS. Upper Wall is
deficient relative to HRV in Warm Dry OFSS and Hot Dry OFSS. The shortage of OFSS in all of
the dry forest PVGs is consistent with recent studies that have reported decreases in relative
abundance of old forest single story, or park-like, ponderosa pine stands in the Blue Mountains
(Caraher and others 1992, Lehmkuhl and others 1994, Hessburg and others 1999). According to
the timber sale screens, timber sale harvest activities are not allowed to occur in the old forest
structural stages that are below HRV (those shown in black cells in Table 3) (USDA Forest
Service 1995a). Timber sale harvest activities are permitted in other old forest structural stages
as long as there is no net loss of LOS, i.e., as long as the treated stands remain in an LOS stage
following harvest. Exhibit 2 shows the locations of LOS stands in the Rimrock planning area.
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Soils

Comments: “The DEIS is inadequate and biased in its discussion of soils. At this point neither
the decision maker nor the public knows the impacts of this proposal on soil in the AA.” (Ryan
Shaffer, Alliance for the Wild Rockies)

FS Response: Soil physical effects and potential hazards of elevated erosion are key factors in
the choice of harvest systems and restoration activities for watershed improvement purposes.
The document indicates expected soil disturbance from proposed actions based on local
experience and monitoring of effects with projects with similar soils and forest conditions.
Operational variation is always a possibility with any activity, but results of operations with the
proposed systems, constraints, and mitigation have been excellent with detrimental impacts well
within standards designed to keep impacts within operationally feasible limits of selected
systems.

Grazing impacts that would measurably contribute to detrimental conditions on a comparable
scale to a logging unit (or similar activity area) are concentrated in select areas, notably riparian
reaches of some streams in the area. The total area of these problem areas is quite small and
does not measurably add to cumulative totals on an area basis. Improving conditions in these
high importance areas is none-the-less a high priority.

Comments: “According to the regional guidelines soils in 80% of an activity area must be
maintained in a non-compacted, non-displaced, and non-puddled condition. Soils must be
“maintained,” not “mitigated” or “restored” to attain that objective. Mitigation should not be used
as an excuse for violation of the regional soil guidelines. (Doug Heiken, Oregon Natural
Resources Council)

FS Response: Agree that soils must be maintained and that unnecessary adverse impacts
should not be planned with an expectation that mitigation would fix the effects- prevention is the
preferred action. Language in the Forest supplement to the FS Manual states as much. Proposed
harvest systems (assuming we are talking about logging activity here) are specified that will
produce as little detrimental soils effects as is reasonable given conditions. These operational
harvest systems represent the best available in terms of undesirable soil impacts for this activity
and serve as models for other (private) landowner operations. Detrimental effects are expected to
be well within guidelines for this action and cumulatively as well, both at an area scale and at a
unit scale. And despite being under standards for detrimental impacts, it does not mean
rehabilitation work is not considered (or stated differently, rehabilitation work is not triggered only
when standards are exceeded). All feasible treatments are normally considered to improve
watershed conditions in project areas such as this where a variety of restoration is proposed.

Subsoiling of areas of high compaction, whether rehabilitation of remaining older sites, or treating
any areas needed from the current proposed actions, does indeed alleviate negative impacts, but
also does not entirely restore conditions to an undisturbed state. It does hasten recovery and
reduce risk of erosion, especially from old unmaintained roadbeds or other highly disturbed
surfaces.

Past harvest activity effects on remaining erosion is discussed in the document and is factored
into the sediment modeling/erosion hazard analysis. Relic compaction or displacement levels
based on historical activity records and field observations are factored in when operational
systems options are considered and in rehabilitation efforts where specific treatment sites can be
identified. Road obliteration work hastens the recovery of unneeded roaded areas into an
improved productive capacity and lessened negative watershed effects.
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Comments: “Proposed logging or other erosion-causing activity on steep slopes prone to soil
displacement, increasing potential erosion, depletion of nutrient-providing duff layer and
sedimentation of streams.” (Asante Riverwind, Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project)

FS Response: Proposed logging activities (preferred alternative) designate yarding systems with
the express intent of minimizing negative soil impacts and erosion hazard. Units with slopes of
over 35% are designated as helicopter units. The remainder (on gentler slopes) are identified for
ground-based harvester/forwarder systems which have proven (by experience) to produce very
little exposed soil and therefore very little increased risk of erosion.

Roadless

Comments: “Portions of the planning area are located in unroaded areas greater than 1,000
acres. The NEPA analysis for this project does not adequately discuss the impacts of proposed
activities on all the many significant values of roadless areas.” (Doug Heiken, Oregon Natural
Resources Council)

FS Response: No inventoried roadless areas exist within the Rimrock planning area. It appears
there is one area over 1,000 acres that contains no classified roads. No new road construction
that would add classified miles to the transportation system is planned. Harvest activities along
existing roads that define the perimeter of this area are planned.

Fish and Aquatic Habitat

Comment: “We do not understand how you can say “baseline data for the Wall Watershed finds
water temperature, pool frequency/quality, off-channel habitat, refugia, sediment, large woody
debris, and road density/location to be functioning at unacceptable risk” but conclude that the
system as a whole is merely “at risk.” Any one of the above problems is potentially fatal to the
entire system, and thus it’s functioning at unacceptable risk is sufficient to label the whole system
at unacceptable risk.” (Erik Ryberg)

FS Response: As stated within the DEIS (page 40), the definition of “functioning at risk” is when the
indicators provide for persistence of the species but in more isolated populations and may not
promote recovery of a proposed or listed species or its habitat without active or passive restoration
efforts. The definition of “functioning at unacceptable risk” suggests the proposed or listed species
continues to be absent from historical habitat, or is rare or being maintained at a low population level;
although the habitat may maintain the species at this low persistence level, active restoration is
needed to begin recovery of the species. The listed mid Columbia steelhead trout population within
the Wall Creek Watershed is not “absent from historical habitat,” but the population has a persistence
level that maintains the steelhead in Wall Creek Watershed as an isolated population of the North
Fork of the John Day River Sub-basin population. Although the habitat is not in pristine conditions, it
is still providing habitat that the Wall Creek Watershed population continues to use for migration,
spawning and rearing as it has for the past 35+ years, as recorded by ODF&W (see figure 3.10 on
page Error! Bookmark not defined.). Along with the historic and existing steelhead numbers,
advice from biologists monitoring the population, and knowledge of the habitat conditions are the
reasons why Wall Creek Watershed is determined to be “functioning at risk.”

Comment: “The DEIS’s reliance of BMP’s without specific documentation of their effectiveness is
a failure to show compliance with the Clean Water Act (CWA) and NFMA. The DEIS indicates
that this project will increase sedimentation and present some risk of degradation of aquatic
habitat. This is unacceptable.” (Ryan Shaffer, Alliance for the Wild Rockies)
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FS Response: Effectiveness monitoring has occurred, and one example that was included in the
DEIS and the Rimrock Biological Assessment, with in-channel structures. The monitoring in 1997 of
the structures indicated the percentage on condition of structures. For the structures on Big Wall
Creek; 65% were rated functional, 16% non-functional, and 19% partly functional. For structures on
Wilson Creek; 50% were rated functional, 24% non-functional, and 26% partly functional.

As discussed within the DEIS, Fisheries Biological Evaluation, and the Rimrock Biological
Assessment, the projects increase in sediment is expected to be short-term, and most of the
projects also allow a long-term benefit to the habitat. One example of long-term benefit is the in-
channel structures. Some of the structures are known to have streambank erosion presently
happening and the heavy machinery to maintain these structures would cause short-term
sedimentation, but long-term benefits with the less amount of sediment being added to the
streams from the erosion.

Comment: “Cold water fish including salmon and lamprey must be addressed in terms of species
viability and water quality.” (Doug Heiken, Oregon Natural Resources Council)

FS Response: The spring Chinook salmon was discussed within the Rimrock DEIS on page 39, and
within the Biological Evaluation for Proposed, Endangered, Threatened, and Sensitive Aquatic
Species.

The Pacific Lamprey was listed as a “species of concern” during the planning process of this project
and was discussed within the Biological Evaluation (Addition) for Proposed, Endangered, Threatened,
and Sensitive Aquatic Species.

Comment: “The first purpose and need indicated by the DEIS is to focus on the implementation of
ecosystem management projects that are designed to promote long-term resilient and sustainable
watershed conditions. We are confused as to how this can be accomplished by prescribing the same
management practices that led to the demise of the Steelhead and Redband Trout and also led to the
listing of Wall and Wilson Creeks as Water Quality Limited Streams in Oregon.” (Ryan Shaffer,
Alliance for the Wild Rockies)

FS Response: The proposed action and alternatives have been developed to promote long-term
resilient and sustainable watershed conditions. Forest practices have changed over time to better
protect watershed and fish habitat. The Umatilla Forest Plan, as amended by the Eastside Timber
Sale Screens and PACFISH, includes requirements for the protection of wildlife and fish habitat.
Those requirements are discussed in the FEIS and are being fully implemented by the proposed
action and alternatives.

Water Quality

Comment: “The predicted sediment yield increase of 57% in the Wall Creek system under
Alternative 3 (DEIS page 88) is of great concern given the existing documented water quality
limitations in that system.” (Russ Morgan, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife)

FS Response: The 57% increase is in the Upper Big Wall subwatershed. The overall increase
above the baseline for the analysis area is 37%. The sediment yield analysis assumes that all
activities will take place during the first year even though implementation will take several years.

Comment: “Further logging in this watershed threatens further violations of state water quality
standards for temperature and sediment. This triggers an EIS and also requires that a
TMDL/water quality management plan precede further actions that could increase stream
temperature, nutrients, or sediment. The EA must address the cumulative effects of logging and
grazing on water quality and discuss the fact that further grazing will retard the attainment of
riparian and aquatic management objectives”...(Doug Heiken, Oregon Natural Resources
Council)
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FS Response: A Draft Environmental Impact Statement was prepared for this project.

Within high priority basins the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) will develop
total maximum daily loads (TMDL'’s) and a management strategy for streams identified as high
priority. Because the John Day Basin was not identified as a high priority basin, less rigorous
water quality restoration plans (WQRP’s) would be developed to address 303(d) listed streams.
The Forest Service, as a designated water quality management agency, has the authority to
develop WQRP’s to bring water quality parameters into compliance with State water quality
standards. A draft WQRP was developed with this project to address the water temperature and
habitat modification parameters that failed to meet State standards within Big Wall, Wilson, and
Porter creeks.

Federal Fire Policy

Comments: “The Rimrock DEIS should disclose the relationship of the project to the Federal
Wildland Management Policy.” (Ryan Shaffer, Alliance for the Wild Rockies)

FS Response: The current Fire Management Plan (FMP) for the Umatilla National Forest (UNF)
is consistent with the UNF Land and Resource Management Plan, which states, “Prescribed fire
will be utilized to meet management objectives and maintain fuel profiles in all ecosystems.
Normally, prescribed burning will be a planned ignition. However, unplanned ignitions may be
used as prescribed fires if (a) a prescribed fire plan has been prepared and approved, and (b) the
fire is burning within prescription” (LRMP p. 4-88). A prescribed fire plan that would allow
unplanned ignitions to burn does not exist for the Rimrock area. However, approximately 30,000
acres of prescribed burning with planned ignitions is proposed for the area.

Air Quality
Comments: Provide in the DEIS a discussion of the air quality impacts and smoke management
program you will be following. (State of Idaho, Department of Environmental Quality)

Please describe the smoke management program the Forest Service intends to follow to avoid
public health impacts and potentially exceeding ambient air quality standards when it burns
30,000 acres over the course of four to five years. (Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10)

FS. Response: The Forest Service works with the State of Oregon to manage smoke emissions
from national forest lands. All prescribed burning takes place within the guidelines of the Oregon
Smoke Management Program. The three national forests of Northeast Oregon have established
personnel responsible for smoke management and smoke coordination between districts and
forests. There is an emissions cap in place for prescribed burning in Northeast Oregon. Smoke
management forecasts by the State of Oregon are requested and the direction within them is
followed for each burn.

The district has procedures in place to notify the public prior to burns of the burning and expected
smoke impacts. The notification is a two-step process. Media announcements are made prior to
the start of the burning season, generally in March or April and September. Communities and
interested persons are notified of individual burns through individual contacts.

All burns are registered with the state and the expected consumption and tonnage of material
consumed are included with the registration. The actual consumption and acres burned is
reported to the state on a daily basis. Data reported includes estimates of PM10 and PM2.5
within the smoke. The FASTRACS program is used to produce the estimates of consumption
and particulate matter production.
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Air quality monitoring is carried out with nephlometers in Northeast Oregon as well as visual
monitoring. The Heppner Ranger District is not adjacent to any listed sensitive sites or non-
attainment areas.

Burns are not conducted on days when it is expected that smoke will impact population centers.
If smoke does impact a community unexpectedly the ignition is terminated and the prescribed fire
is allowed to burn itself out.

Consideration of alternatives to burning to reduce fuel loads is given during the planning process
for each project. They are often considered too expensive and to have a greater impact on the
soil, water and vegetation of the analysis area than burning

Due to the variety of conditions that burning takes place under it is impossible to give a precise
reply to the comment on number of acres per day, daily emissions, or several of the other
requests from the IDEQ. Estimates of maximum amounts are provided in Chapter 4, Air Quality
section.

Access and Travel Management

Comment: ...”we are now proposing some changes to the current road system to address fish
and wildlife habitat needs associated with the proposed Rimrock project. (Russ Morgan, Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife)

FS Response: The proposed road closures are substantial and would require a significant
revision to the Access and Travel Management Plan. This process requires more public
involvement than is possible without delaying the Rimrock project.

Comments: “The DEIS is not clear in the following ways regarding roads; how many miles of
roads will be used for hauling and are these roads meeting BMP’s (if not WHY'), how many miles
of roads will need to be constructed or reconstructed, how many miles of roads will be obliterated
or closed. Please disclose this information clearly for each alternative.” (Ryan Shaffer, Alliance
for the Wild Rockies)

FS Response: Table 2.7 in Chapter 2 displays road information with the exception of miles used
for hauling. In Alternative 2, 110 miles are proposed for use, with 105 miles proposed for use in
Alternative 3 and 5, and 106 miles in Alternative 4. Appendix B describes the BMP’s that apply to
the Rimrock project.

Comments: “This project involves much too much road building. The criteria for minimizing
roads set forth in the new FS roads policy must be considered in this DEIS.” (Doug Heiken,
Oregon Natural Resources Council)

FS Response: New road construction includes 11.3 to 13.5 temporary miles, depending on
alternative. These roads will be subsoiled and seeded after use and will not be added to the
transportation system. About 97 miles of roads will be maintained and 14 to 18 miles
reconstructed depending on alternative. Ten miles of roads will be obliterated and four miles
decommissioned. Through implementation of this project, the open road density in the Rimrock
planning area will change from 1.7 miles/square mile to 1.6 miles/square miles.

Weeds

Comments: “We find it highly unlikely that conducting ground disturbing activities over so many
acres of this planning area will not make the weed problems worse instead of better.” (Doug
Heiken, Oregon Natural Resources Council)
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FS Response: A noxious weed plan has been developed for this project. Mitigation has been
included that must be met in order to avoid or minimize effects of proposed activities on weeds.

The ground-disturbance, as a result of proposed activities, does have the potential to spread
and/or increase the amount of noxious weeds at those sites. However, 17 mitigation measures
were developed to control the spread and abundance of noxious weeds in the analysis area.

Wildlife — Big Game

Comment: Big game issues are not adequately addressed in the DEIS. “Specifically, some
clarification needs to be made in reference to some wildlife-related statements in the DEIS.
Referring to page 95 regarding elk forage quantity and quality; it is true that opening the forest
canopy will allow more sunlight to reach the forest floor and total forage production by some plant
species may increase. However it will also reduce mid and late summer forage quality (not
improve as stated) as the grasses and forbs dry out sooner. Referencing page 96 regarding elk
vulnerability; elk vulnerability is a function of several factors including open road density and
cover. The proposed project will, by design, reduce cover over a very large area.” ..."itis
unreasonable to assume that elk vulnerability will not increase as open road density is unchanged
over much of the analysis area.” The “DEIS does not go far enough to mitigate for those species
that might be negatively affected by this project — especially rocky mountain elk.” (Russ Morgan,
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife)

Comment: Proposed activities would further incrementally reduce already diminished big game
cover, affecting habitat quality in winter or summer range and/or reducing thermal and/or hiding
cover in the project area. (Asante Riverwind, Blue Mountain Biodiversity Project)

FS Response: Generally, forage quality and quantity does improve when the forest canopy is
opened up. This is largely due to the increased amount of sunlight reaching the ground,
stimulating seed germination, when the canopy is opened. In addition, when tree density is
reduced moisture and nutrients become more available, allowing more forbs, grasses and shrubs
to occupy the site and become more abundant. Some forage species do dry up and are not able
to maintain a high nutritional value during the summer. However, most of these species do re-
gain their nutritional value in the spring and fall.

With regard to the more common grass and shrub species in the analysis area (Pinegrass, elk
sedge, and common snowberry) the following should be noted. Eddleman and Mclean (1969)
found that in grand fir — mixed conifer types of Oregon, pinegrass production decreased from 260
Ib/ac in unlogged open areas to 60 Ib/ac under closed canopies. In logged areas, pinegrass
produced 380 Ib/ac on open sites and 70 Ib/ac. on shaded sites. It increased by 47 percent in
thinned ponderosa pine stands compared to unthinned stands. It was noted in Basile and Jensen
(1971) that elk sedge recovered well following tree harvest. A clearcut subalpine fir stand in
Colorado showed an increase in elk sedge cover from 0.2% before harvest to 14.1% 5 years after
harvest (Crouch 1985). With light to moderate soil disturbance, resprouting will return common
snowberry coverage in a year (Donnelly, 1993) and common snowberry may produce fruit the
first year (Bradley, et al. 1991). In addition, seven years after logging in ponderosa pine in
eastern Washington and Oregon, common snowberry had increased its coverage by 30% over its
prelogging coverage (Garrison, 1960). Snowberry can be expected to increase in cover and form
low thickets following logging and may provide shade to conifer seedlings during their early
growth (Haeussler, et al. 1990).
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While there are many factors affecting elk vulnerability, the two that we manage are road density
and cover. As stated in the EIS, proposed activities would not increase open road densities
because no additional open roads will be constructed. We are proposing to close 3 additional
miles of open road, further reducing the road density in the analysis area. Cover for elk will be
provided as described in the Forest Plan standards and guides for each Management area in the
analysis area. [If current cover conditions fall below S&G,] activities will be designed to maintain
and improve cover conditions in the analysis area. In addition, natural regeneration will be left
along open roads, seasonally open roads, and logging operations will avoid existing patches of
natural regeneration to provide screening and hiding cover for big game. Because of these
actions elk vulnerability is expected to at be maintained in the short term and over time,
vulnerability would be reduced in the analysis area.

Comment: “Please provide a need for such an improvement [forage] in light of the fact that elk
numbers exceed management objectives.” (Ryan Shaffer, Alliance for the Wild Rockies)

FS Response: We must provide available forage to meet the requirements of desired
populations of not only Rocky Mountain EIk, but for several other vertebrate species of wildlife.

Comments: The wildlife section...describes the effects on herb vegetation of logging
disturbance as short-term effect because disturbed sites (skid trails, landings, and temporary
roads) would be seeded after harvesting is complete...and that these sites would be re-vegetated
following one growing season. We request evidence of that alteration of herb vegetation will be
short term and the area will be revegetated following one growing season. (Ryan Shaffer,
Alliance for the Wild Rockies)

FS Response: Areas of bare/disturbed soil (including but not limited to: skid trails, landings, road
cuts and fills, etc.) will be altered as a result of harvest operation. Once harvest operations are
complete, disturbed areas will be seeded the following fall using native seed varieties. When
seeded in the fall, we can expect germination of grass seeds the following spring and vegetation
on the site the following summer and fall. Perennial seeds established the first growing season is
expected to reoccur on the site the following years.

Comments: “In discussing means of mitigating the effects of the action alternatives on northern
goshawks, the DEIS states that seasonal restrictions on activities near the nest site would be
required for activity types that may disturb or harass the pair while bonding or nesting. The
generalized nature of this statement renders it meaningless. The potential season restrictions are
not described. Additionally, the potential disturbing activity types are not delineated.” (Alliance for
the Wild Rockies)

FS Response: The statement is taken from the Interim Management Direction Establishing
Riparian, Ecosystem and Wildlife Standards for Timber sales, Amendment #2, better known as
the “Eastside Screens”. The statement applies to known active and historically (known nesting
within the last 5 years) used goshawk nest sites. These restrictions are incorporated in the final
EIS and are described in Appendix J.

Comment: “The determinations that the proposed actions will not adversely affect sensitive
species are not detailed and lack scientific support. For example, the post project viability of the
California wolverine, which the DEIS states does not den within the analysis area but does not
address locations of habitat use for foraging.” (Alliance for the Wild Rockies)

FS Response: The determinations will be revised and the rational will be documented
appropriately.
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MIS Rocky Mountain Elk

Comments: Please support with science the theory that logging and burning the forest will
improve the availability of grasses and shrubs in the AA beyond what is already present. (Ryan
Shaffer, Alliance for the Wild Rockies)

FS Response: The more common grass and shrub species in the analysis area include
Pinegrass, elk sedge, and common snowberry. Eddleman and Mclean (1969) found that in grand
fir — mixed conifer types of Oregon, pinegrass production decreased from 260 Ib/ac in unlogged
open areas to 60 Ib/ac under closed canopies. Inlogged areas, pinegrass produced 380 Ib/ac on
open sites and 70 Ib/ac. on shaded sites. It increased by 47 percent in thinned ponderosa pine
stands compared to unthinned stands. In addition, Hall (1977) found that periodic underburning
in ponderosa types could maintain pinegrass at 500-600 Ib/ac by preventing climax conifer
establishment. And, Steel and Geier-Hayes (1989) found that light-intensity ground fires could be
used to increase cover and frequency for black bears.

It was noted in Basile and Jensen (1971) that elk sedge recovered well following tree harvest. A
clearcut subalpine fir stand in Colorado showed an increase in elk sedge cover from 0.2% before
harvest to 14.1% 5 years after harvest (Crouch 1985). In addition, Arno, et al. (1985) and
Bradley, et al. (1991) found that elk sedge usually sprouts following fire and increases to form
dense cover. A prescribed fire to improve elk winter range was conducted in July on the
Clearwater NF, Idaho, (Leege and Godbolt, 1985). By the second growing seas, frequency of elk
sedge on burned areas almost doubled compared to unburned areas, where it remained stable.

With light to moderate soil disturbance, resprouting will return common snowberry coverage in a
year (Donnelly, 1993) and common snowberry may produce fruit the first year (Bradley, et al.
1991). Sprout height can reach %z to % of preburn stem height in the first year and equal preburn
height in 4 years (Noste and Bushey, 1987). In addition, seven years after logging in ponderosa
pine in eastern Washington and Oregon, common snowberry had increased its coverage by 30%
over its prelogging coverage (Garrison, 1960). Snowberry can be expected to increase in cover
and form low thickets following logging and may provide shade to conifer seedlings during their
early growth (Haeussler, et al. 1990).

Bald Eagles
Comments: The DEIS is not clear in its description of possible effects to bald eagles and
seasons of operations. (Ryan Shaffer, Alliance for the Wild Rockies)

FS Response: Timber harvest will mainly take place during the drier times of year (April thru
October). Sometimes winter logging is allowed if there is a significant snow pack (December thru
March). However, this is quite rare to have enough snow in the analysis area this time of year.

Old growth/Dead Wood Habitat and Associated Wildlife Species

Comment: “An accurate analysis of impacts to old growth/dead wood habitat and associated
species is technically impossible on the UNF. ...no monitoring was carried out for old growth
habitat, MIS pileated woodpecker, or plant and animal diversity requirements.” (Ryan Shaffer,
Alliance for the Wild Rockies)

Comment: “The EA does not adequately address the need to protect and provide snag habitat.”
(Doug Heiken, Oregon Natural Resources Council)

FS Response: Current Forest Plan (Forest Service 1990) direction for snag management is
based on the Regional Forester's Forest Plan Amendment #2 (Forest Service 1995) and Interim
Snag Guidance for Salvage Operation (Forest Service, Umatilla NF 1993). Essentially, snags will
be maintained at the 100% of the potential population level as described in Wildlife Habits in
Managed Forests. (Thomas etal, 1979). Proposed activities will meet Forest Plan direction, as
amended, for dead stand trees and down wood.
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Comment: “Proposed logging within old growth forest habitat which would reduce or eliminate its
value as old growth habitat for old growth-dependent species by removing key habitat elements
such as sufficient canopy closure, multi-layered canopy structure, large diameter snags, etc.
Proposed logging of old growth diameter trees (roughly defined as 21” diameter breast height
(dbh) or larger); it is obvious from the abundance of stumps and clearcuts throughout the region
that there is far less old growth now across the region (and in most watersheds) than would occur
naturally within the “historical range of variability”. As marked on the ground we’ve found trees up
to and >21” dbh marked to cut (up to 321/2 dbh marked).” (Asante Riverwind, Blue Mountain
Biodiversity Project)

FS Response: According to the HRV analysis completed for the Rimrock EIS, most of the old
forest within the Rimrock planning area would historically have been single-story stands growing
at a relatively low density, often referred to as open, park-like stands. The multi-layered canopy
structure now common within the planning area would have been much less common historically.
The thinning treatments proposed would move the multi-layered stands toward a more open,
park-like condition.

Evidence indicates that logging has occurred over approximately 80% of the forested area within
the Rimrock planning area, and many large trees were cut during that logging. The loss of large
trees during that past logging is the reason for the restriction in the Rimrock EIS that live trees
greater than 21 inches in diameter not be cut.

Lynx

Comments: “The DEIS says that surveys have not found any lynx in the area. However, the
area must be lynx habitat or the surveys would not be conducted.” (Doug Heiken, Oregon Natural
Resources Council)

FS Response: Lynx habitat, as described in the LCAS and mapped for the District in 2000,
[does not occur in the analysis area.] The forest carnivore surveys conducted since 1991 are
designed to be a broad scale survey in forested habitat for a group of carnivores that might be
detected during the winter months. Survey routes were not designed to traverse the habitats of
each species, but merely traverse the forest on snowmobiles hoping to detect tracks of
carnivores.

Species Viability

Comments: “The Rimrock Timber Sale includes commercial harvest, ground-disturbing activities
associated with timber harvest and other vegetative manipulation. These activities are likely to
jeopardize the viability of species that find optimal habitat in forests with well-developed
structures. (Bryan Bird, Forest Conservation Council)

FS Response: The harvest prescriptions are designed to reduce stocking levels to promote a
more vigorous and sustainable stand of trees. The thinning would remove shade tolerant species
such as Douglas-fir and grand fir from the understory. There would be no change in the existing
structural stages.

Comment: USDA policy does not allow the Forest Service to take actions that would cause
trends toward listing species under the Endangered Species Act. The USDA also requires that
the Forest Service “avoid actions which may cause a species to become threatened or
endangered.” (Doug Heiken)

FS Response: The Biological Evaluation for aquatic species finds the proposed actions may
impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or
cause a loss of viability to the population or species.
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The Biological Evaluation for terrestrial wildlife species shows no impact for listed species.

Comment: “Proposed activities can ...be expected to diminish populations and/or threaten
viability of Federal or State listed Sensitive (C2) species such as Townsend’s Big-Eared bat,
Preble’s shrew, Redband trout, bull trout and steelhead. Proposed activities can ...be expected
to diminish populations and/or threaten viability of designated indicator species whose population
health and viability are linked to that of myriad other species needed for biodiversity and intact
ecosystem functioning. These indicator species at risk include northern goshawk, pileated
woodpecker, American (pine) marten, blackbacked woodpecker and northern three-toed
woodpecker. Other species for which there is inadequate information presented in the
documentation of this project to establish continued viability and population health after the
proposed project (as well as current status) include: northern pygmy owl, flammulated owl,
northern three-toed woodpecker, blackbacked woodpecker, whiteheaded woodpecker, lynx,
sensitive frog, and toad species in the area, sensitive salamanders in the area, rare native insects
or others. Proposed activities can ...be expected to diminish populations and/or threaten viability
of species requiring large blocks of relatively intact habitat with adequate hiding cover and in
some cases (dg. Wolverine) extensive areas of high canopy closure including wolverine, cougar,
black bear or others. The proposed action does not comply with meeting the habitat or other
requirements for maintaining species viability an population health as indicated by available,
credible scientific research (both agency and non-agency) for pileated woodpecker, American
(pine) marten, northern goshawk and/or others. Proposed activities can ...be expected to
diminish populations and/or threaten habitat and/or threaten viability of native plant species
(potentially including sensitive and rare species which are often ignored and inadequately
surveyed but form a vital basis of ecosystem functioning and biodiversity.” (Asante Riverwind,
Blue Mountain Biodiversity Project)

FS Response: Chapter 4 of the FEIS discusses the impacts of the proposed action and
alternatives on threatened, endangered, and sensitive species. The effects on management
indicator species and species of concern were also discussed. The analyses indicated that the
proposed activities would not threaten the viability of any of the species considered. Discussions
of the findings for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species can be found in Chapter 4 of
the FEIS.

Economics

Comment: The Forest Service is required by law to manage national forest system lands and
programs to maximize social and economic benefits for the American people. As with other
projects planned on the National Forests of Oregon and throughout Region 6, the Forest Service
has failed to complete an economic analysis of the Rimrock Timber Sale that provides the public
with a full and fair accounting of net economic benefits. Instead, the economic analysis is limited
to net costs incurred by the Forest Service and project administrators for county receipts as well
as sale preparation and administration costs.

The EIS and project record fail to place any economic value on existing uses and functions of the
sale area, including recreation, flood control, pest control, carbon sequestering, and many other
"ecosystem services." In addition, the economic analysis fails to consider a wide range of costs
that will be incurred by the public through the loss of these "ecosystem services" and other
externalized costs such as increased flooding, increased risk of death, injury, and property
damage from logging operations and increased fire risk (Bryan Bird, Forest Conservation
Council).

FS Response: The economic efficiency analysis in the FEIS (pgs. Error! Bookmark not
defined. to Error! Bookmark not defined.) was based on dollar-quantified benefits and costs
that were measurable and quantifiable at the project level including costs to administer the sale
and other activities by alternative. Potential economic values of existing uses and functions of the
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area including hunting, fishing, and recreation use and potential external costs such as
downstream water purification costs were acknowledged and addressed qualitatively in the
analysis. These ecosystem services were not dollar quantified due to lack of well-defined
production relationships between ecosystem functions and services needed at the project level to
assess a relative change in economic value. Economic efficiency was not the sole criterion for
comparison between alternatives. The qualitative and quantitative economic effects of the
alternatives were assessed in conjunction with the environmental effects to ecosystem values
addressed in the other biological and physical effects sections of the FEIS.

Comment: The dollar value of undisturbed forest or standing timber should have been
calculated and used in the analysis of economic costs associated with the Rimrock Timber Sale.
The value of "ecosystem services" provided by standing forests has never been evaluated and
compared with their value as lumber. Economic benefits of standing forests include but are not
limited to clean air and water, balance of global geochemical cycles, and buffering of carbon
emissions resulting from the burning of fossil fuels. It has been shown that the rate of carbon lost
to that of accumulation is much greater during harvest, and there is a net transfer of carbon from
biomass to atmospheric CO2. Further, the carbon stored in forest regrowth is less than that in the
original forest biomass (Bryan Bird, Forest Conservation Council).

FS Response: An economic efficiency analysis was completed for site-specific benefits and
costs associated with the alternatives for the Rimrock Timber Sales. The present net value of
dollar quantified benefits and costs is displayed in Table 4.15 (page Error! Bookmark not
defined.). Limitations in quantifying economic benefits and costs beyond those identified at the
project level were noted due to lack of well-defined production relationships for ecosystem
functions and dollar quantified services. The comments do not identify and quantify any specific
adverse economic effects directly associated with the project for purposes of this type of analysis.

Environmental effects to air quality, water quality, and forest vegetation are addressed
quantitatively in the other sections of the FEIS.

Comment: A full analysis of the social and economic impacts is required by NEPA and NFMA.
While the Heppner District has attempted to evaluate employment and county payments it has
failed to measure the negative impacts of logging on hunting, fishing, hiking, scenic value, non-
wood fiber resources as well as many nonmarket values such as solitude, wilderness potential,
noxious weed invasion and long-term management costs. We also would like to point out that the
25% to counties is more complicated than the Heppner District has led the readers to believe - it
fails to include the fact that Payment in Lieu of Taxes would have provide some, if not all of the
payments in any case. The DEIS fails to show how the alternatives maximize net public benefits
or how the economics of the 60 year horizon described in the Resource and Planning Act vary
between alternatives. The economic analysis is inadequate for an EIS. (Ryan Shaffer, Alliance for
the Wild Rockies)

FS Response: NEPA does not require a monetary benefit-cost analysis. Such an analysis may
be incorporated as an aid to evaluating environmental consequences, to weigh the merits and
drawbacks of the alternatives, but should not be the sole criterion for decision making where
there are important qualitative considerations (40 CFR 1502.23). Analysis of social and economic
impacts to determine maximum net public benefits in an environmentally manner (36 CFR
219.12) was completed at the forest planning level where the mix of activities across a large
landscape were assessed and measured, refer to the Umatilla National Forest Land and
Resource Management Plan, FEIS, Appendix B. The project level economic analysis discloses
the dollar-quantified benefits and costs that were measurable and quantifiable at the project level
and discloses the potential qualitative effects. These effects were considered in conjunction with
other potential qualitative and quantitative impacts to hunting, fishing, hiking, scenic value, non-
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wood fiber, solitude, wilderness potential, noxious weed invasion and long-term management
costs addressed in the other environmental effects under the recreation, vegetation, and wildlife
sections of the FEIS. The payments to counties analysis was used to display relative differences
between the alternatives for purposes of comparison of the overall economic effects. Recent
changes in legislation for payments to counties would potentially change the comparison
represented in this unit of measure although these changes are not known at this time.

Livestock Grazing

Comments: Additional changes to the livestock grazing regime within the Wall Creek watershed
would assist in accomplishing the goals of the EIS. Additional restrictions on livestock numbers
and season of use would help to restore watershed function and assist in meeting state water
quality standards. (Jim Myron, Oregon Trout)

The project does nothing for livestock grazing. (Erik Ryberg)

This project does nothing to address the threat that livestock grazing causes to forest health.
There is virtually no point in trying to mechanically reduce tree density unless you deal with other
underlying causes of overstocking, e.g. livestock grazing. The EA failed to address these issues
and failed to consider alternative ways of avoiding these impacts by not grazing. Grazing and
logging cause cumulative effects that must be considered together in one NEPA document.
(Doug Heiken, Oregon Natural Resources Council)

FS Response: Allotment Management Plans (AMPs) provide strategic management guidelines
that help achieve desired needs, opportunities, and values from each grazing allotment. The
Rimrock area lies within portions of three allotments. The AMPs for these three allotments are
scheduled to be revised in 2009.
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