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Eagle Record of Decisiorl

Introduction The Eagle Find Environmental hpact Statement (FEIS) docu-
ments the results of the environmental analysis of four alternatives
for the management of Forest Service lands in the Eagle Creek
drainage administered by the Estacada Ranger District. I have read
the FEIS and reviewed related documentation, including public re-
sponses to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
published in September 1993 and the Supplemental Draft Environ-
mental hpact Statement (SDEIS) published May 1996. My
decision is based upon afl of these items and tils Record of Deci-
sion (ROD) documents the reasons I have dwided to implement
Alternative #l.

Location

The Forest Service lands considered in the decision are located
within the Eagle Creek and South Fork of Eagle Creek watersheds.
me Iegd description is Sections 3,4,5, and 6 T.4 S. R.6 E. and
Sections 17, 18, 19,20,29,30, 31,32, and 33 T.3 S. R.6 E., W.M.
surveye~ Clackamm County Oregon.

The Eagle Creek and South Fork of Eagle Creek drainages are lo-
cated approximately 11 air tiles emt of Estacad% Oregon and 32
air miles southeast of Portland, Oregon. The project area is
bounded by private and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands
to the west and by the Sdmon-HucHeberry Wlldemess to the east.

Background

The development of the environmental documentation for manage-
ment in the Eagle CreetiSouth Fork of Eagle Creek drainages
began in the spring of 1991. A Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment (DEIS) for the Eagle area was published in September 1993
and public responses were received. During this same time frame,
the “Forest Conference” was convened in Portland, Oregon to ad-
dress the human and environmental needs served by Federd
forests of the Pacific Nonhwest and Northern California. As a re-
sult of this forest conference, a Record of Decision was published
on April 13, 1994 which amended Forest Service and Bureau of
Land Management planning documents within the range of the
Northern Spotted owl (Northwest Forest Plan). The Mt. Hood Na-
tional Forest then decided to issue a Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the Eagle Creek Tim-
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Eagle Record of Decision

ber Sales. This SDEIS incorporated substantive comments re-
ceived on the DEIS & well as requirements and standards and
guidelines published in the Northwest Forest Plan. The SDEIS was
completed, published, and made available for public comments on
May 24, 1996. The comment period for this SDEIS was 45 days
and ended on July 8, 1996. The Final Environmental Impact State-
ment incorporated substantive comments to the SDEIS as well as
requirements and standards and guidelines listed in the ROD for
Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
Planning Documents Whhin the Range of the Northern Spotted
Owl @ofiwest Forest Plan). As required in the Northwest Forest
Plan, a watershd analysis was completed for the Eagle Creek wa-
tershed in 1995.

Scope of the Decision

My decision provides for specific actions, guidelines, and mitiga-
tion memures for the management of Natiomd Forest lands on the
Mt. Hood Natiorrd Fores~ Estacada Ranger District and does not
apply to lands of other ownership (e.g., private land owners, BLM,
etc.).

This dwision does not anafyze or propose management altern-
ativeswithin a Late-Successional Reserve (LSR) or the
Salmon-Huctieberry Wlldemess. Alternative #1 does not propose
management activities within riparim reserves. It does propose
management activities within a portion of the inventoried Salmon-
HucHeberry roadless area. This roadless area was involved in the
Roadless Area Review and Evacuation -)(1 979). This por-
tion of the roadless area was considered for wilderness but
subsequently dropped during the.creation of the Salmon-Huckle-
berry Wlldemess (1984). None of the dtematives in the ~IS
propose road construction in the roadless area.
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Eagle Record of Decision

The Decision I have selected Alternative #l as the best management strategy for
lands administered by the Forest Service within the Eagle Creek
and South Fork of Eagle Creek watersheds. The selection of Alter-
native #1 is based on the analysis in the FEIS and consideration of
public comments received and is considered one of the environ-
mentally preferred aftematives.

Alternative #1 would:

< Si]viculwral]y t~at 1,030 acres of Matrixt land;

/ Re-vegetate “bare” soil areas in three locations along roads

4614 and 4615 (Watershed Analysis, Map 3-11);

/ Re-contour and resurface the mnning surface of road 4614180

and restructure the drainage facilities to reduce the potential
for sediment delivery into streams;

/ Bl~k or obliterate access to roads through berms or gates to

reduce the potential for wildlife harassment (Mt. Hood Forest
Plan, page Four-72). Those roads that would be blocked are
4614130,4614140,4614150, 4614160,4614170,4614180,
4614190, and 4615135. Those roads that are to be obliterated
include: 4614167, 4615011 and two unnumberd spurs on the
4615.

Under this dtemative, corrrrnercid thinning would occur on 868
acres, a shelterwood prescription would occur on 125 acres, and in-
dividual tree selection would occur on 37 acres. To accomplish this
project, approximately .85 miles of new road and 0.35 miles of
temporary road would need to be constructed. FoIlowing the com-
pletion of management activities, this new mad and the temporary
roads would be obliterate.

1 “Matrti” is land identi~ed in the Northwest Fores? Plan. These
are the lands where the majority ofsilvicultural activity would oc-
cur within theforest.
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It is estimated that approximately four (4) acres of bare soil areas
would be revegetated and that approximately one ( 1) mile of road
and associated drainage facilities would be restructured. Road clo-
sures would reduce ,tie “open” road per squme mile so that it is
equal to or less than the Mt. Hood Forest Plan standard of 2.0
miles of open road per square mile in winter range and 2.5 miles
of open road per square mile in summer range.

Altewtive #l would not manage timber stud within riparian re-
semes. ~is altemaiive woufd manage lad wiihin the
Salmon-Huckleberry Roadless area.

~easons for While making my decision, I considered several factors and

Selecting weighed the merits of each dtemative, inchsding significant issues,

alternative #1
how well each aftemative addressed the objectives for manage-
ment, and public comments to the SDEIS.

Significant Issues

Ysue #1

When implemented,’ water quafity and fish habitat would essen-
tially be unaffected by management activities under Alternative #1.
Analysis indicates that

● There would be no significant change in stream temperatures.

● Due to riparian reserves and mitigation measures, it is
anticipated that soil erosion rates would remain at very low
levels and state water quafity standards for turbidity would be
maintained.

● The Aggregate Recovery Percentage (ARP) would be well
above the threshold level of concern of 7590. The following Me
the ARP vahres following implementation: Upper Mainstem,
Eagle Creek — 94.9% (Existing, 94.9%), South Fork Eagle
Creek — 85.4% (Existing, 87.5%), Combined — 92.3%
(Existing, 94.9%), Entire Eagle Creek Watershed — 65.8%
(Existing, 65.8%).
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.

.

.

The water available for runoff is not measurably affected and
the magnimde and frequency of pek flows is not expected to
be measurably affected for any of the sub-watersheds within or
downstream of the project area.

It is estimated that there would be no measurable effect to
cutthroat trout habitat or populations or to other aquatic biota.
This includes lower Columbia coho salmon and
macroinvertebrates.

There is a finding of “no impact” for Bull trout and Redband
trout.

Issue #2

The Mt. Hood Forest Plan (1990) discusses inventoried roadless ar-
eas and provides an analysis on a Forest wide basis. Some of the
roadess ~eas were recommended for preservation and others for
management. The Sdmon-Huctieberry roadless area was desig-
nated for management. The entire roarffess area is 17,650 acres in
size. Aftemative #1 will manage approximately three (3) percent of
these lands..Aftemative #l begins to manage lands that were in the
-2 process but were not sel~ted as Wlldemess (1984) and
were designated for management in the Mt. Hood Forest Plan. Fur-
ther, these lands are identified as Matrix under tie No&west
Forest Plan where most of the silviculturd activity on the forest
will t~e place. In accordance with tie Noflhwest Forest Plan, Al-
ternative #1 would not construct roads within the inventoried
Srdmon-HucHe~rry Roadless Area.

2 RARE is the acronym for Roadless Area Review and Evaluation
(1979).
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Issue #3 Production of Wood Products and the bca I Economy

I have selected Alternative #l because it does provide wood prod-
ucts, provides income to local residents, generates taxes for state
and federd government, and provides revenue to the local counties
for schools and roads. men compared to the other alternatives, Al-
ternative #l will provide for the second largest amount of timber
volume, jobs supported, income generated, income tax generated,
and revenues provided to the counties. This project would not re-
sult in offering deficit timber safe contracts. This is evidenced by
an economic analysis that indicates the berrefiticost ratio is 1.88
and has a present net vahse of approximately W.5 million.

[ssue #4

I have seleeted Alternative #l because it will not cause a “t&e”
situation for spotted owls and would not have a adverse affect on
other speeies. The anafysis used four indexes to determine environ-
mental eff~ts of the alternatives. These indexes were: Spotted owl
habitat converted, acres of late-successional interior .forest frag-
mented, late-successional or old growth forest converted to a
grass-forb/sbrrrb or open sapling-pole stand condition, and edge.

● There are 2,285 acres of suitable spotted owl habitat.
Alternative #1 would convert 126 acres of this land from
nesting, roosting, and foraging habhat to either dispersal
habitat or non-habitat. Alternative #1 would not cause a loss of
viability of this habitat type for dependent species.

● There are 2,100 acres of interior habitat. Alternative #l would
fragment approximately 50% of these lands. Though
fragmentation would recur, approximately 10,390 acres of
habhat are containd in the LSR and Wilderness. These
adjacent lands would help to ensure that interior habitat is
maintained at the landscape level across the watershed.

. There are 1,435 acres of mature forest. Alternative #l would
convert 870 to grass/forb.

ROD -6
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. The total miles of edge would be incremed from 26 miles to 31

miles. The edge displayed here is not necessmily the distinct
line between a clearcut or sheltewood and the residual stand.
This figure includes the line between a managed (thinned)
stand and an unmanaged stand.

Management Objectives

Five management objectives were established for lands adtirtis-
tered by the Forest Service in the Eagle Creek watershed. I have
determined that Alternative #1 would meet four of the five objec-
tives. The five objectives are:

Objective #1 Maintain ad enhance the long tem health of the watershed for
the production of high quality wate~

● Alternative #1 will begin to thin overstocked stands thus
improving forest health and creating a more viable stand
structure. In addition, Alternative #1 will begin watershed
restoration projects. These actions will maintain or enhance
water qrrafity.

Objective #2 Enhance the long term growth potential of the project area.

● Alternative #l will tilrr stands so tiat tie growth poterttird of
the various sites can be redtied. The resultant supply of wood
products would satisfy (in part) the short-term demand for
timber as well as contribute towards the potential safe quantity
(PSQ) for the Mt. Hood National Forest as prescribed by the
Northwest Forest Plan.

?bjective #3 Enhance wildl$e habitat diversi~.

. Alternative #1 will improve structural diversity, promote the
development of more complex canopies, and develop lmge
snags and logs outside of riparian areas. In addition, small
openings will be created to provide habitat for early seral
dependent species and forage for deer and elk.
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Objective #4 Maintain or improve the riparian conditions for the benefit offish,

witilife, and plan~s.’

. Alternative #l will not affect riparian conditions because
riparian areas would not be managed. Riparian areas will
remain in their present condition. However, the long term
health of the timber stands will decline over time. In addition,
structural diversity will not be improved and complex canopies
and large snags and logs would not be developed.

Objective #5 Begin restoration activities where there are bown resource con-
cerns.

● Alternative #l will encourage the growth of large trees for
wildlife benefits and it will revegetate areas rdong roads. It will
reeontour arrdoi reshape drainage facilities and obliterate
roads to prevent sediment transport.

Public Comments

In the Eagle Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(SDEIS), I had identified Alternative #3 which would treat timber
stands in 125 =res of riparian reserves as the agency prefemed af-
temative. Cornmerrti receivd on this SDEIS indicated that the
public had a concern over maintaining water quality and riparian
dependent habitat. Due to these corteems, the respondents opposed
any ty~ of management in ripariatr reserves.

~ ROD -8
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Other After considering these comments and contemplating the eco-

Alternatives nornic viability of thinning riparian resemes, I identified

Considered
Alternative #1 as the agency preferred alternative in the Eagle Fi-
nal Environmental Impact Statement (=1S) and I have selected
Alternative #1 as the best management strategy for this area.

Four alternatives were fully developed for my consideration. These
alternatives were formulated by an interdisciplinary team using an
issue-driven process that addressed concerns raised by employees,
other agencies, American kdiarrs, and the public. The four altern-
ativeswere presented in the SDEIS (May 1996) and with slight
modifications, were carried through to the ~IS. One other altern-
ativewas considered but was not developed in the analysis process;
a discussion of these dtematives is included in Chapter ~ of the
~IS.

Akernative #2 This alternative would have accomplished the following:

● Silviculturdly treat 562 acres of Matrix land;

● Re-vegetate’’bare” soil areas in two locations ao.ng roads 4614
and 4615 watershed Andysii, Map 3-11);

● Re-contour and resurface the running surface of road 4614180
and restructure the drainage facilities to reduce the potential
for sediment delivery into streams;

● Block or obliterate access to roads through berms or gates to
reduce the potential for wildlife harassment (Mt. Hood Forest
Plan, page Four-72). There is one road that would blocked and
it is 4614180. Those roads that are to be obliterated are:
4615011 and two unnumbered spurs on the 4615.

Alternative #2 would nol manage timber stands within riparian re-
semes nor would this altemtive manage lanh within the
Salmon -Huckleber~ Roadless area.
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I did not select Alternative #2 because analysis indicates that stand
management should occur across the watershed and Alternative #2
only treated a small portion of these lands. With the treatment pre-
scribed in this alternative, the established objectives would not be
met as well as in other alternatives across the landscape

These objectives are:

> Maintain and enhance the long term health of the
watershd for the production of high quality wate~

> Enhance the long term growth potential of the project are~

> Enhance wildlife habhat diversity; and

> Mtirrtain or improve the riparian conditions for the benefit
of fish, wildlife, and plants.

Llterrrative #3 This dtemative would have accomplished the following:

● Silvicultrrrdly treat 1,229 acres of both Matrix and ripariarr
lands;

● Re-vegetate “bare” soil areas in three locations along roads
4614 and 4615 watershed Arrafysis, Map 3-1 1);

● Recontour and resurface the running surface of road 4614180
and restructure the drainage facilities to reduce the potentiat
for sediment delivery into streams;

● Block access to roads though berms or gates to reduce the
poterrtid for wildlife harassment (Mt. Hood Forest Plan, page
Four-72). Those roads that would be blocked are: 4614130,
4614140,4614150,4614160, 4614170,4614180,4614190,
and 4615135. Those roads to be obliterate include: 4614167,
4615011 and two unnumbered spurs on the 4615.

Alternative #3 would mawge timber stands within 125 acres of ri-
parian reserves and would manage timber stati within the
Salmon-Huckleberry ‘Roadless area.

1 did not select Alternative #3 because of my reevaluation of the
proposal to treat riparian areas. I found that treating these areas
would only marginally improve ripmian habitat and that removing
small numbers of trees may not be economically viable.

ROD -10
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Alternative #4 This is the no action alternative. Whh this alternative, no projects
(No Actin) would occur as a result of this document.

With Alternative #4, no management activities would occur and
the land, ro&, and streams would remain in their existing condi-
tion in the short term. In the long-tern, stand vigor would
continue to decline which would increase the possibility of mortal-
ity through damaging agents such as insects, disease, jre, or
windthrow.

I did not selmt Alternative M because it would not:

> Manage timber stands to maintain or enhance the long
-term health of the watershed for the production of high
quality watec

> Enhmce the long term growth potential of the project arew

> Begin restoration projects as described in the Eagle
Watershed Analysis (i.e., revegetating bare soil areas,
recontouring and resurfacing road4614 180 and
restructuring drainage facilities, and blocking or
obliterating roads); and

> The Northwest Forest Plan would not be implemented.

Public At the beginning of the environmental impact arrafysis, a “Notice

Involvement, of Intent” was published in the Federal Register on April 15, 1991

Scoping, and
that described the intentions of the Forest Service to produce an
EIS for the Eagle area. A second notice of intent was published in

the Issues the Federd Register that revised the original proposal based on a
prelirnin~ study of the area and a change in management strate-
gies. This second notice was published on July 22, 1992.

Following the publication of the April 15, 1991 notice of intent,
newspaper articles appeared in the Oregonian and in Iocaf newspa-
pers. Regular informational articles and time-line updates have
been published in Mt. Hood National Forest newsletter called
Sprouts. This newsletter is regularly mailed to over 3,000 individu-
als and organizations.
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Two public meetings were held on November 18th and November
21st, 1991 in Estacada, Oregon. A totrd of 41 people attended
these two meetings. In addition, the Estacada Ranger District re-
ceived 39 letters dealing with the proposal.

A representative from the Eagle Creek National Fish Hatchery (ad-
ministered by the U:S. Fish and Wildlife Service), regularly
attended Steering Committee meetings. Additionally, the Confeder-
ated Tribes of Wm, Springs, the Yakima kdian Nation, and the
Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde have been contacted concer-
ningthis project.

As a result of the scoping process, four (4) “Significant” issues
emerged that could suggest alternate methods of management to
the proposed action. “~ese four issues were addressed in the Eagle
SDEIS and carried forward to the FEIS.

The four significant issues were:

isue #I Water ~

~ Activities that disturb soil and manipulate vegeta-
tion may increme stream sd]ment loading, stream temperatures,
and after the timing and size of peak flows. These occurrences may
have effeets to the resident fish populations and the national fish
hatchery and may have an affect on stream bank stability.

rsue #2

~ Si]vicu]turd activities could reduce, a]ter or elifi-
nate some existing roadless area characteristics in the Eagle area.
These roadless area characteristics are:

● Natural Integrity;

● Apparent Naturahress;

● Remoteness;

● Solituddprifitive recreation opportunities;

● Unique features; Md
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● Manageability and boundaries.

Issue #3 of Wend Pr~

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

Issue #4

~ Silviculturd activities could reduce, alter, or
eliminate the ability for treated stands to provide habitat for a vari-
ety of organisms. h addition, ecosystem productivity could be
reduced and connectivity could be disrupted between the late suc-
cessional stands of timber.

The Draft Environmental fmpact Statement @EIS) for the Eagle
Crmk Timber Srdes was released for public review on July 9,
1993. Origirrafly, the public comment period for the draft docu-
ment was 45 days and would have bmrr completd on August 23,
1993. However, due to telephone conversations with interested
readers, the comment period was extended for an additiorrd 15
days. The end of the comment period then became September 7,
1993.

Following the release of the DEIS, three public meetings were
held. These meetings were held in: The city of Mollda on July 26,
1993, the city of Gresham on July 27, 1993, and the city of Es-
tacada on July 29, 1993. During these public meetings,
participants were invited to a public field trip to view the Eagle
Creek area. This field review was held on August 11, 1993. During
the public comment period (July 9 through September 7) several
newspaper articles deafing with the draft document were published
in the Oregonian and in the Clackarnas County News.
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Once the decision was made to produce a Supplemental Environ-
mental Impact Statement (SDEIS), a notice of intent was
published on October 18, 1995 informing the public of the deci-
sion. Regular informational articles and time-line updates have
been published in the Mt. Hood National Forest newsletter,
Sprouts. A notice of availability was published the Federal Regis-
ter for the SDEIS on May 24, 1996 and the public comment period
ended on July 8, 1996. Comments were received on the SDEIS
and responses to substantive comments from these letters and
other public involvement documentation can be found in the appen-
dix of the FEIS.

The comment period for the Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS) was 45 days in length. During this com-
ment period, no responses were made or comments received that
suggested other significant issues.

~ublic Response Eighteen individud letters were received by the end of the 45 day

:0 the SDEIS comment period. h addition, 97 “form” letters/post cards that
were d] worded exactly the same were dso received. The follow-
ing are subject areas that received the most comment during the
public comment phase of the SDEIS. These comments were dso
weighed in my decision for selecting Alternative #l as the best
management strategy for Forest Service lands in the Eagle and
Souti Fork of Eagle drainages. The subjmt area is in italics fol-
lowed by a response to the concern.

Windthrow: Concern over blowhwn after cutting especially in ri-
parian areas, spotted owl habitat, and interior habitat.
A comprehensive bloydown arrdysis was completed and included
in the SDEIS. Blowdown is not anticipated because of cutting pre-
scriptions and unit placement on the landscape. Prescriptions
would vary thinning intensity as the project units approached ripar-
ian areas or otier blowdown potential sites. This variation would
help to ensure that heavy winds would not drop below the canopy
layers thus increasing the chances of windthrow. Those units with
heavier cutting prescriptions (sbelterwood) are placed on the land-
scape where the blowdown potential is moderate or light.

I ROD -14
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Cutting In and Around Ripatin Areas: Concern over sedinlent
loading, blowdown, ]sh habitat, and overall water qualip.
Analysis under significant issue #1 indicates that water quality
would not be significantly affected under any of the alternatives.
However, due to the economic feasibility of logging selected ripar-
ian areas and public comments, I selected Alternative # 1 for
implementation because it does not manage riparian areas.

Water QuaI@: Concern over the chances of increased erosion,
latilides, and siltation through tuning on steeper slopes and new
road construction.
Analysis indicates that water qurdity would not be significantly af-
fected under any of the alternatives. With Alternative #1, cutting
area boundaries would be placd at least 208 feet from any non-
fish bearing stream, wet areti greater than one (1) acres in size, or
seeps. On fish bearing streams, unit boundaries would be a rnirri-
mum of416 fwt. All units and road locations are located on
geologically stable slopes. There would be no road construction ad-
jacent to or crossing over riparian areas.

WiUlife Habti: Concern in the decreose of acres of interior habi-

tat arrdfragmentation. Concern over ~reatened, Endangered, and
Sensitive species. Concern over miles of aisting and newly cre-
ated “edge” along tuning areas.
Alternative #1 would fragment approximately one-haff (1/2) of the
interior habitat in the matrix land. However, this dtemative would
not affect habitat in the adjacent LSR or adjacent wilderness.
These adjacent lands would provide for interior habitat at the larrd-
scape level for the Eagle watershed. In addition, travel corridors
(riparian areas) would remain intact and connectivity throughout
the area would be maintained. Alternative #1 would convert ap-
proximately 126 acres of suitable spotted owl habitat to dispemal
habitat or non-habitat. This is approximately a 5% reduction of the
total 2,285 acres of existing habitat. This reduction of suitable habi-
tat would not cause a loss of viability of this habitat ty~.
Although spotted owl habitat exists in the watershed, there are no
pairs, singles, or activity centers in the area. Through consultation,
the USDI, Fish and W]ldlife Service returned a biological opinion
that stated management activities on the district are not likely to ad-
versely affect the spotted owl or its designated cnticat habitat
(May 24, 1996),
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Silviculture: Concern over the need to do any management in the
area. Concern over the percent of trees removed in various pre-
scriptions.
Alternative #1 would begin to manage timber stands that are ho-
mogeneousand overstocked. The prescriptions that are to be
employed would maintain or enhance long term health, enhance
growth potential, and enhance wildlife diversity while protecting
water quality and related habitats.

Flooding: Concern that very little if any analysis was included re-
lating to the floods in the winter of 199511996.
Litie information wm includd in the SDEIS about the effects of
flooding during the winter of 1995/1996 in the Eagle area how-
ever, information wk included in the ~IS. Surveys have been
completed and there has been no damage to the transportation fa-
cilities in the area. Additionally, although high water was evident
in tbestream channels throughout Eagle/South Fork of Eagle drain.
ages, there is no indication that there were any torrents or debris
slides in the creeks that caused scouring of the channels. The sur-
veys dso show that there were no landslides, debris slides, or
slope failures in existing clearcut areas. The one exception to this
is on road 4615011. Indications are fiat water flowed down this
road rutting the running surface and depositing gravels and soils
into Fdl creek (a tributary to the North fork). This road was identi-
fied as a problem area in the SDEIS and wdis scheduled for
obliteration.

Procedures: Confasion aisted becaase the proposed action and
the preferred alternative were not the same. Concern over the tim-
ing of analysis and how the watershed analysis was followed in
the SDEIS analysis and recommendations.
As required in the regulations for implementing the procedural pro-
visions of the National Environmental Policy Act (~PA) (40 Cm
Pm 1500-1508), the SDEIS identified a proposed action and then
analymd alternatives, including the proposed action. The deciding
oficer selects an alternative based on the analysis, how well it
meets objectives, and after considering public comment. The pro-
posed action need not be the prefemed alternative.
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The following are examples of recommendations from the water-
shed analysis that were followed:

● The site potential tree height from non-fish bearing streams
would be 208 feet and 416 feet on fish bearing streams.

● The closure of roads and forage seeding projects.

● Increase vegetation species diversity.

● Revegetate road cuts where there is a potential for sediment
transpoti.

Environmentally I have considered dl alternatives in this analysis and have deter-

Preferable mined that two of the alternatives would be environmentally

Alternative(s)
preferred. An environmentily prefemd dtemative is one that
causes the least damage to the biological and physical environment
and best protects, preserves, and enhances historical, ctslturd, and
natural resources.

Factors that I used in this determination include:

● The artrdysis in the Eagle FEIS indicates that all aftematives
would maintain or enhance water quafity in this watershed.

. The Sdmon-HucHeberry Roadless Area was analyzed in the
Mt. Hood National Forest Land Management Plan and it
determined that these lands would revert to the surrounding
land allocation (B6-Special Emphasis Watershed) and that
management of the ind]viduaf resources could occur.

. All action alternatives (Alternatives #1, 2, and 3) would
contribute towards the production of wood products and
contribute revenues to the local economy and to state and
Federrd governments.

● The action dtematives would provide for ecological diversity
which varies in intensity dependlrrg on the selected alternative.

● The three action alternatives would provide for completing
restoration projects that would aid in reducing the potential for
sediments to enter stream courses.
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. Implementing recommendations from the watershed analysis
for landscape analysis and design.

The two environmentally preferred dtematives are:

Alternative #I This is an environmentally prefemed alternative because it pro-
vides for management in matrix and roadless lands so that the long
term health of the watershed for the production of high quality
water could be maintained. In addition, Alternative #1 would en-
hance the long term growth potential of the project area enhance
wildlife habitat diversity, and begin watershed restoration activities.

alternative #2 This is an environmentally preferred dtemative because it pro-
vides for management in matrix lands but would not provide for
management in the roadless area. Thus, the long term health of the
watershed for the production of high quality water could be main-
tained on the matrix lands. In addition, Alternative #2 would
enhance the long term growth potential on a portion of the project
are% enhance wildlife habitat diversity on some of the matrix
lands, and begin a few restoration projeets.

Alternative Comparison:

G Both of the preferable alternatives would maintain or enhance
water qtrdity.

● Alternative #1 would enhance the long term growth potential
on both matrix and roadless lands while Alternative #2 would
enhance the long’term growth potential on matrix lands only.

● Alternative #l would enhance wildlife habitat diversity on both
matrix and roadless lands while Alternative #2 would enhance
wildlife habitat diversity on matrix lands only.

● Both Alternatives #1 and 2 would begin restoration projects but
Alternative #2 would provide for fewer projects than
Alternative #1,
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Alternative #l would meet, at least in part, four of the five objec-
tives displayed in Chapter I of the FEIS.

Alternative #2 would meet, at least in part, four of the five objec-
tives displayed in Chapter I of the FEIS but not as well as
Alternative #1. Alternative #2 would have fewer effects on the
landscape because the intensity of management would be less and
the Salmon-Huckleberry Roadless Area would remain in its exist-
ing condition with no effect to the six roadless characteristics used
in the analysis.

Mitigation Mitigation Measures are defined as actions taken to avoid, mini-

Measures mize, reduce, or eliminate impacts as a result of implementing an
alternative. The SDEIS and FEIS were prepared under the guid-
ance of the Mt. Hood National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan and the Northwest Forest Plan. Standards and
Guidelines as described in tbe Forest Plan and in tie Northwest
Forest plan (as mitigations) are incorporated into the design of the
alternatives in this document. The publication, General Water
Quali@ Best Management Practices (USFS, 1988) has been util-
ized as a guide in developing mitigation measures and site specific
Best Management Practices.

The following mitigation measures are specific to the Eagle area
and will be implemented when appropriate. For a complete list of
mitigation measures, refer to the Eagle Flnaf Environmental Im-
pact Statement. All of the measures listed with this decision are
considered to be easily implementable with minimal cost.

❑ Meet the standards and guidelines of Retention or Partial
Retention along hiking trail 502A.

D Keep trails open on weekends and holidays.

❑ Flush cut stumps within view of trails.

❑ No tractor skidding of logs across hiking trails.

❑ Selectively place slash after harvest to visrsafly screen yarding
corridors within sight distance of trails and roads.

❑ Reconstruct hiking trail tread.
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[

❑ Limited operating season required during peak sap flows and
to protect soil and water resources; operations would be
limited from 6/1 to 10/31. To minimize the potential for
surface erosion, road and landing constmction and log haul
would not occur during periods of prolonged rain fall. Sale
administrators and watershed personnel should evaluate such
operations to see if they are appropriate during these times.

❑ Seal, fertilize and mulch all bare soil areas that were disturbed
as a result of management activities (e.g., corridors, skid roads,
landings and cut and fill slopes). Erosion control materials
should be consist of; annual rye grass applied at 30 lb. / acre,
16-20-0 fertilizer applied at a rate of 2W lb. / acres, and rye
grass mulch applied at a rate of 3,000 lb. / acre. Straw applied
at this rate should provide 100% cover of exposed soil to a
depth of at least 1 inch.

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

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

R Designate specific Ripariarr Reserve areas. Prescriptions would
be developed for each unit, identifying size, width, harvest,
and yardlrrg prescriptions, and limitations.

0 Directionally fdl d] timber away from ripariarr reserves,
streams and hiking trails.

❑ Retain a buffer of trees and snags around rock outcrops or talus
slopes.
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Monitoring Standard monitoring practices have been developed in the Mt.
Hood National Forest, Forest Plan. The Mt. Hood Forest produces
as annual monitoring report on compliance, progress, and accom-
plishments. The ~IS lists site specific items that are to be
monitored during and after implementation.

Site specific monitoring would include:

● Compliance with Best Management Practices;

. Monitoring stream temperatures;

● Stream suweys; and

. windthrow.

.
Monitoring is covered in Appendix J of the =1S.

Findings Natinal Forest Management Act (~MA): This decision is con-

Required by sistent witi the Mt. Hood Natiorraf Forest Land and Resource

Other Laws
Management Plan (1990) and the Northwest Forest Plan3 which in-
corporates requirements and standmds and guidelines identified in
the respective documents.

Consistency was determined by the following factors:

● The desired future conditions for each land allocation were
identified and management objectives and the proposed action
and dtematives to the proposed action were designed to move
this area towards these desired conditions.

● The Sdmon-Huckleberry Roadless Area has been evaluated in
the Forest Plan and released for management.

● Inventoried deer and elk winter and summer range were
considered in the analysis of the alternatives and projects were
developed to enhance these habitats.

3
This refers 10 the Record of Decision for Amendments to the For-

est Semite and Bureau of hnd Marragmeent Planning Documents
Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl.
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* This decision complies with various requirements and
standards and guidelines as stated in the Forest Plan (e.g.,
management of trails for visual standards, closing roads to
reduce wildlife harassment, incorporation through mitigation
measures, and others).

● All lands proposed for harvest are considered suitable acres.

● A consistency review has been completed for the Nofiwest
Forest Plan and this review indicates that this decision is
consistent with all requirements and standards and guidelines.

National Histoti Presewation Acfi Concurrence was receivd
from the State Historic Preservation OffIce (SHPO) and I find we
are consistent with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
as amended.

Etingered Species Acfi Formal consultation was instigated with
the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service in regards to the spotted owl.
The biological opinion of the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service is
that the actions of the Forest Service are not likely to adversely af-
fect the spotted owl orits designated cnticd habitat.

On August 9, 1996 the Natiomd Marine Fisheries Service WS)
proposed that steelhead trout within certain arem of the lower Co-
hrmbia River be listed as “Threatened under the Endangered
Species Act. The Clackamm River watershed is included in their
proposal. Through a biological evaluation it has been determined
that the actions proposed in this Record of Decision may effect,
but are not Iikely to adversely effect steelhead trout. This determin-
ation has been reviewed by NMFS through conferencing on
October 2, 1996.

Based on the biological evahrations and consultations with
US~S and NMFS I find that the proposed actions will not jeop-
ardize or threaten the viability of any listed or proposed species
and are therefore consistent with the Endangerd Species Act.

Vegetation Managemenfi I find we are consistent with the terms
of the May 5, 1989 Mediated Agreement for Managing Competing
and Unwanted Vegetation.

Recission Bill, Publti hw 104-19: This decision does not contain
a salvage component as described under Section 2001 (b) but does
fdl under Section 2001 (d) Direction to Complete Timber Sales orr
bnds Covered by Option 9.
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lmplemen- A notice of availability for the Eagle Final Environmental Impact

tation Date Statement (FEIS) was published in the Federd Register on (Octo-
ber 4,1996) and was available to the public for 30 days prior to the
publishing of this Record of Decision. This decision may be imple-
mented immediately.

Administrative This decision is not subject to appeal under hblic Law 104-19,

Appeal and Section 2001 (d) and (e). However, any resultant timber sales from

Judicial Review
this decision can be subject to judicid review (Section 2001 (~).
Judicial review would occur only in the United States district court

Procedures for the district on which the affected Federal lands are located.
Any challenge to such sale must be filed in such district court
within 15 days after the date of initial advertisement of the chal-

. . lenged safe.

Contact Person For more information contact:

John Berry
District Ranger
Estacada Ranger District
595 NW hdustrial Way
Estacada, Oregon 97023

Signature
and Date

fudmh Nov. 8, lgg6

Roberta Molmen Date
Forest Supervisor
Mt. Hood National Forest
USDA Forest Service
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Appendix A Errata

In the summary of the ~IS, there is a section Alrematives Co/~sid-
ered that begins on page six and continues onto page seven under
the description of Alternative #3 is in error.

Currently, item number one states: “Silviculturally treat 1,229
acres of land. All of this land would be in the Matrix allocation. ”

This statement should read: “Silviculturally treat 1,229 acres of
land. Of these 1,229 acres, 1,lU acres are in the Matrix allocation
and 125 acres are in the Ripariarr land allocation,




