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1. Introduction

The purpose of this report is to evaluate and dsgcthe impacts of the Moonlight and
Wheeler Fires Recovery & Restoration Project (Mddheeler Project) on the thirteen
(13) Management Indicator Species (MIS) identifrethe Plumas National Forest (NF)
Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) (USDA 188&mended by the Sierra
Nevada Forests Management Indicator Species Amamdi@BlF MIS Amendment)
Record of Decision (USDA 2007). This report docaisdhe effects of the proposed
action and alternatives on the habitat of selebt&®l Detailed descriptions of the
Moon-Wheeler Project alternatives are found in G&ap of the Moonlight and Wheeler
Fires Recovery & Restoration Project Revised Hiralironmental Impact Statement
(USDA 2009a).

MIS are animal species identified in the SNF MIS é&dment Record of Decision
(ROD) signed December 14, 2007, which was developel@r the 1982 National Forest
System Land and Resource Management Planning B282 (Planning Rule) (36 CFR
219). The current rule applicable to project deais is the 2004 Interpretive Rule,
which states “Projects implementing land managerlams...must be developed
considering the best available science in accoelanit 8219.36(a)...and must be
consistent with the provisions of the governinghgldAppendix B to §219.35).
Guidance regarding MIS set forth in the 1988 PluhfasP as amended by the 2007
SNF MIS Amendment ROD directs Forest Service resouranagers to (1) at project
scale, analyze the effects of proposed projecth®mabitat of each MIS affected by
such projects, and (2) at the bioregional scaleitopopopulations and/or habitat trends
of MIS, as identified in the 1988 LRMP as amended.

1.a. Direction Regarding the Analysis of Project-evel Effects on MIS Habitat

Project-level effects on MIS habitat are analyzed disclosed as part of environmental
analysis under the National Environmental Policy &EPA). This involves examining
the impacts of the proposed project alternativeSti habitat by discussing how direct,
indirect, and cumulative effects will change théiket in the analysis area.

These project-level impacts to habitat are thesteel to broader scale (bioregional)
population and/or habitat trends. The approp@aaigroach for relating project-level
impacts to broader scale trends depends on theofypenitoring identified for MIS in
the LRMP as amended by the SNF MIS Amendment RGEncH, where the Plumas NF
LRMP as amended by the SNF MIS Amendment ROD itiestdistribution population
monitoring for an MIS, the project-level effectsafysis for that MIS is informed by
available distribution population monitoring datdyich are gathered at the bioregional
scale. The bioregional scale monitoring identifiethe 1988 Plumas NF LRMP, as
amended, for MIS analyzed for the Moon-Wheeler €utojs summarized in Section 3 of
this report.

Adequately analyzing project effects to MIS gengrialvolves the following steps:



o Identifying which habitat and associated MIS thatnd be either directly or
indirectly affected by the project alternativesesh MIS are potentially affected
by the project.

O Summarizing the bioregional-level monitoring idéetl in the LRMP, as
amended, for this subset of MIS.

0 Analyzing project-level effects on MIS habitat this subset of MIS.

Discussing bioregional scale habitat and/or poparatrends for this subset of
MIS.

0 Relating project-level impacts on MIS habitat tditat and/or population
trends at the bioregional scale for this subsél .

These steps are described in detail in the P&didhwest Region’s draft document
“MIS Analysis and Documentation in Project-Level Rk, R5 Environmental
Coordination” (USDA 2006a)This MIS Report documents application of the above
steps to select and analyze MIS for the Moon-Whd&ieject.

1.b. Direction Regarding Monitoring of MIS Population and Habitat Trends at the
Bioregional Scale.

The bioregional scale monitoring strategy for thenis NF's MIS is found in the Sierra
Nevada Forests Management Indicator Species Amamdi@BlF MIS Amendment)
Record of Decision (ROD) of 2007. Bioregional sclahbitat monitoring is identified for
all twelve of the terrestrial MIS. In additiondoegional scale population monitoring, in
the form of distribution population monitoring,igentified for all of the terrestrial MIS
except for the greater sage-grouse. For aquattomvertebrates, the bioregional scale
monitoring identified is Index of Biological Inteiyr and Habitat. The current
bioregional status and trend of populations ankéditat for each of the MIS is discussed
in the Sierra Nevada Forests Bioregional Manageimeitator Species (SNF
Bioregional MIS) Report (USDA 2008).

 MIS Habitat Status and Trend.

All habitat monitoring data are collected and/omgiled at the bioregional scale,
consistent with the LRMP as amended by the 2007 BNg-Amendment ROD (USDA
2007).

Habitats are the vegetation types (for exampldy saral coniferous forest) or ecosystem
components (for example, snags in green forestjired| by an MIS for breeding, cover,
and/or feeding. MIS for the Sierra Nevada Natidfalests represent 10 major habitats
and 2 ecosystem components (USDA 2007a), as list€dble 1. These habitats are
defined using the California Wildlife Habitat Retatship (CWHR) System (CDFG
2005). The CWHR System provides the most widegdusabitat relationship models for
California’s terrestrial vertebrate species (ibidt)is described in detail in the SNF
Bioregional MIS Report (USDA 2008).



Habitat status is the current amount of habitathenSierra Nevada Forests. Habitat
trend is the direction of change in the amountadfitat over time. The methodology for
assessing habitat status and trend is describaetai in the SNF Bioregional MIS
Report (USDA 2008).

* MIS Population Status and Trend.

All population monitoring data are collected andfompiled at the bioregional scale and
consistent with the LRMP as amended by the 2007 BNF-Amendment ROD (USDA
2007). The information is presented in detailhe 2008 SNF Bioregional MIS Report
(USDA 2008).

Population monitoring strategies for MIS of therRas NF are identified in the 2007
Sierra Nevada Forests Management Indicator Sp&sies MIS) Amendment ROD
(USDA 2007). Population status is the current oo of the MIS related to the
population monitoring data required in the 2007 IWEB Amendment ROD for that
MIS. Population trend is the direction of changéehat population measure over time.

There are a myriad of approaches for monitoringupedons of MIS, from simply
detecting presence to detailed tracking of popatesitructure (USDA 2001, Appendix E,
page E-19). A distribution population monitoriagproach is identified for all of the
terrestrial MIS in the 2007 SNF MIS Amendment, gtder the greater sage-grouse
(USDA 2007). Distribution population monitoringregists of collecting presence data
for the MIS across a number of sample locations tmee. Presence data are collected
using a number of direct and indirect methods, |icburveys (population surveys), bird
point counts, tracking number of hunter kills, ctauof species sign (such as deer
pellets), and so forth. The specifics regarding ltltese presence data are analyzed to
track changes in distribution over time vary by@ee and the type of presence data
collected, as described in SNF Bioregional MIS RefldSDA 2008).

e Aquatic Macroinvertebrate Status and Trend

For aquatic macroinvertebrates, condition and tisrttermined by analyzing
macroinvertebrate data using the predictive, mailtate River Invertebrate Prediction
And Classification System (RIVPACS) (Hawkins 20@3)3etermine whether the
macroinvertebrate community has been impairedivel&b reference condition within
perennial water bodies. This monitoring consitsotlecting aquatic
macroinvertebrates and measuring stream habitafrésaaccording to the Stream
Condition Inventory (SCI) manual (Frasier et al02)) Evaluation of the condition of
the biological community is based upon the “obseneeexpected” (O/E) ratio, which is
a reflection of the number of species observedsiteaversus the number expected to
occur there in the absence of impairment. Sitels avibow O/E scores have lost many
species predicted to occur there, which is an ataio that the site has a lower than
expected richness of sensitive species and isftrerenpaired.

2. Selection of Project level MIS

Management Indicator Species (MIS) for the Plumksaie identified in the 2007 Sierra
Nevada Forests Management Indicator Species (SNgj Mihendment (USDA 2007).
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The habitats and ecosystem components and assbibl#ieanalyzed for the project
were selected from this list of MIS, as indicated’able 1. In addition to identifying the
habitat or ecosystem components (1st column), IN&IR type(s) defining each
habitat/ecosystem component (2nd column), anddbecszated MIS (3rd column), the
Table discloses whether or not the habitat of th® M potentially affected by the Moon-
Wheeler Project (4th column).

Table 1. Selection of MIS for Project-Level Habita Analysis for the Moon-Wheeler

Project.
Habitat or Ecosystem CWHR Type(s) defining | Sierra Nevada Forests| Category
Component the habitat or ecosystem Management for
component Indicator Species Project
Scientific Name Analysis 2
Riverine & Lacustrine lacustrine (LAC) and aquatic 3
riverine (RIV) macroinvertebrates
-
Shrubland (west-slope | montane chaparral (MCP), 3
chaparral types) mixed chaparral (MCH),
chamise-redshank chaparrg =
(CRC) =53
Oak-associated montane hardwood (MHW), mule deer 3
Hardwoods & montane hardwood-conifer| Odocoileus hemionus
Hardwood/conifers (MHC) 3 X
Riparian montane riparian (MRI), | yellow warbler 3
valley foothill riparian Dendroica petechia
(VRI) )
Wet Meadow Wet meadow (WTM), Pacific tree frog 3
freshwater emergent Pseudacrisregilla
wetland (FEW) 1Y)
Early Seral Coniferous ponderosa pine (PPN), | mountain qualil 3
Sierran mixed conifer Oreortyx pictus
(SMC), white fir (WFR), red
fir (RFR), eastside pine |
(EPN), tree sizes 1,2, and 8,
all canopy closures
Mid Seral Coniferous ponderosa pine (PPN), mourgaaul 2




Sierran mixed conifer Oreortyx pictus
(SMC), white fir (WFR), red
fir (RFR), eastside pine
(EPN), tree size 4, all
canopy closures

Late Seral Open Canopy| ponderosa pine (PPN), sooty (blue) grouse 3
Coniferous Sierran mixed conifer Dendragapus obscurus
(SMC), white fir (WFR), red
fir (RFR), eastside pine
(EPN), tree size 5, canopy
closures S and P

ponderosa pine (PPN), California spotted owl | 3
Sierran mixed conifer Srix occidentalis
(SMC), white fir (WFR), red occidentalis

fir (RFR), tree size 5 { .
(canopy closures M and D)
and tree size 6.

Late Seral Closed Canopy

Coniferous
northern flying squirrel| 3
Glaucomys sabrinus
Y
Snags in Green Forest Medium and large snagg imairy woodpecker 3
green forest Picoides villosus
i
Snags in Burned Forest Medium and large snags inlack-backed 3
burned forest (stand- woodpecker
replacing fire) Picoides arcticus

[YRIE  h

L All CWHR size classeand canopy closures are included unless othenpisefied;dbh = diameter at
breast heightCanopy Closure classifications: S=Sparse Cover (10-24% canopy closure); P= Opeerc
(25-39% canopy closure); M= Moderate cover (40-5%#opy closure); D= Dense cover (60-100%
canopy closure)Tree size classesl (Seedling)(<1" dbh); 2 (Sapling)(1"-5.9" dbB){Pole)(6"-10.9"
dbh); 4 (Small tree)(11"-23.9" dbh); 5 (Medium/bartree)(24" dbh); 6 (Multi-layered Tree) [In PPN
and SMC] (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988).




2 Category 1: MIS whose habitat is not in or adjacent to thelysis area and would not be affected by the
project.

Category 2: MIS whose habitat is in or adjacent to analyseaabut would not be either directly or
indirectly affected by the project.

Category 3: MIS whose habitat would be either directly or neditly affected by the project.

All species in Table 1 have been identified as @ate 3. The CWHR type defining the
habitat or ecosystem component represented fawellarbler, Pacific tree frog, sooty
grouse, California spotted owl, Northern flying sgel, and hairy woodpecker, although
present in low quantities within the analysis aard/or present adjacent to the analysis
area, would not be directly affected by the rem@falead or hazard trees by helicopter
or tractor yarding and subsequent reforestatios.determined that indirect and
cumulative effects are possible, primarily duehe ¢ffects of wildfire in combination
with the present project and future actions. Ttogppsed action and action alternatives
propose to treat coniferous forest areas that bauged at high/moderate severity
demonstrating >50% basal area mortality. There beaystances where individual live
trees may be cut for safety purposes or to fatliz@cess to harvest fire-killed trees.
These instances are expected to be rare and intpastssting live tree stands minimal.
Therefore, the project would not directly affeat flollowing CWHR types: mid seral
coniferous in all canopy covers size 4 trees,datal closed canopy coniferous in all
canopy covers size 5 trees, or medium and larggssnagreen forest. In addition, based
on the proposed action and action alternativesliraat effects would occur to the
following CWHR types: Montane Riparian (MRI), Vaji&oothill Riparian (VRI), Wet
meadow (WTM), or Freshwater Emergent Wetland (FEW).

The MIS whose habitat would be either directlyratirectly affected by the Moon-
Wheeler Project, identified as Category 3 in Tdhlare carried forward in this analysis,
which will evaluate the direct, indirect, and cuatule effects of the proposed action and
alternatives on the habitat of these MIS. The Bg&cted for Project-Level MIS
analysis for the Moon-Wheeler Project are all spedisted in Table 1.

3. Monitoring Requirements for M1 S Selected for Project-Level Analysis

3.a. MIS Monitoring Requirements.

The Sierra Nevada Forests Management Indicatori&EeNF MIS) Amendment
(USDA 2007) identifies bioregional scale habitatl/@n population monitoring for the
Management Indicator Species for ten National Reresluding the Plumas NF (USDA
2007). The habitat and/or population monitoringuieements for Plumas NF’'s MIS are
described in the Sierra Nevada Forests Bioregibtaalagement Indicator Species (SNF
Bioregional MIS) Report (USDA 2008) and are summexdibelow for the MIS being
analyzed for the Moon-Wheeler Project. The appledlabitat and/or population
monitoring results are described in the SNF Biaegl MIS Report (USDA 2008) and
are summarized in Section 5 below for the MIS beinglyzed for the Moon-Wheeler
Project.



Habitat monitoring at the bioregional scale is tifed for all the habitats and ecosystem
components, including the following analyzed fae Moon-Wheeler Project:
Riverine/lacustrine; shrubland; oak-associatedwaadl & hardwood/conifer; riparian;
wet meadow; early seral coniferous forest; midlssyaiferous forest; late seral open
canopy coniferous forest; late seral closed camopyferous forest; snags in green forest;
snags in burned forest.

Bioregional Monitoring for aquatic macroinvertelasit Index of Biological Integrity
(IBI) and habitat condition and trend are measimgdollecting aquatic
macroinvertebrates, and analyzing the resulting daing the River Invertebrate
Prediction and Classification System (RIVPACS) (lHavs 2003) to determine whether
the macroinvertebrate community has been impaglkdive to reference condition
within perennial water bodies. In addition, strelaabitat features are measured
according to the Stream Condition Inventory (SC8nunal (Frasier et al. 2005).

Population monitoring at the bioregional scaleféor sparrow, mule deer, yellow
warbler, Pacific tree frog, mountain quail, bluegse, California spotted owl, northern
flying squirrel, hairy woodpecker, and black-backesbdpecker): Distribution
population monitoring. Distribution population mtwring consists of collecting
presence data for the MIS across a number of saogdé&ons over time (also see USDA
2001, Appendix E).

3.b. How MIS Monitoring Requirements are Being Met

Habitat and/or distribution population monitoriray &ll MIS is conducted at the Sierra
Nevada scale. Refer to the SNF Bioregional MISdReftJSDA 2008) for details by
habitat and MIS.

4. Description of Proposed Project.

TheProposed Action (Alternative A)would harvest fire-killed and fire-injured conifer
trees from 14,755 acres within the analysis arba ificludes approximately 4,389 acres
of roadside hazard timber harvest. Specificallyrahantable trees (>16 inches dbh)
would be felled, lopped and limbed, and removelizutg helicopter logging systems
and skyline logging systems on 6,219 acres. Wighimage units, merchantable fire-
killed trees (>14 inches dbh) would be felled ob4#, acres using ground-based logging
systems. Trees less than 14 inches dbh within theis® would be removed as biomass
product. Within roadside hazard units, hazard tggeater than 10 inches dbh would be
removed as sawlog product and hazard trees lesslthanches dbh would be removed
as a biomass product Temporary road constructi@ppfoximately 19 miles would
occur with this action. Fourteen helicopter senta®ings would be constructed.
Temporary roads and landings would be decommisdjanelched or subsoiled afer
project implementation. Reforestation, involvingegirep and planting native conifer
seedlings would occur across 16,006 acres of thlysia area. A detailed description of
each action of the proposed action, including sesention design, is in Chapter 2 of the
Moon-Wheeler Project RFEIRISDA 2009a).



Project Design standards for all action alternatimelude standards & guidelines
identified in Table 2 of the Supplemental SNFPAQ2DRecord of Decision, and the use
of limited operating periods identified in Tabl82HFQLG FEIS (1999).

TheNo Action Alternative (Alternative B) would not implement the above actions to
achieve the stated objectives. There would be movel of dead trees, no removal of
roadside hazard trees, no road construction/rexaigtn, and no site prep or
reforestation.

Action alternative C of the Moon-Wheeler Project would harvest fireddland fire-
injured conifer trees from 8,536 acres within thalgsis area. This includes
approximately 4,389 acres of roadside hazard timberest. Within salvage units,
merchantable trees (>14 inches dbh) would be felted,147 acres using ground-based
logging systems. Trees less than 14 inches dbhnatitlese units would be removed as
biomass product. Within roadside hazard units, tthizaes greater than 10 inches dbh
would be removed as sawlog product and hazard fleesgshan 10 inches dbh would be
removed as a biomass product. Temporary road cmtistin of approximately 18 miles
would occur with this action. Temporary roads wolkddecommissioned, mulched or
subsoiled afer project implementation. Reforestatiovolving site prep and planting
native conifer seedlings would occur across 9,306saof the analysis area.

Action alternative D of the Moon-Wheeler Project would harvest fireddland fire-
injured conifer trees from 5,656 acres within thalgsis area. This includes
approximately 4,389 acres of roadside hazard timberest. Within salvage units,
merchantable trees (>14 inches dbh) would be felted,267 acres using ground-based
logging systems. Trees less than 14 inches dbhnatiilese units would be removed as
biomass product. Within roadside hazard units, tthizaes greater than 10 inches dbh
would be removed as sawlog product and hazard fleestshan 10 inches dbh would be
removed as a biomass product. Temporary road catistn of approximately 3 miles
would occur with this action. Temporary roads wolskddecommissioned, mulched or
subsoiled afer project implementation. Reforestatiovolving site prep and planting
native conifer seedlings would occur across 16#x6s of the analysis area.

Action alternative E includes roadside hazard timber harvest and retiation.

Alternative E does not include salvage timber hsiree access activities. No new roads,
skid trails, or landings would be constructed. Apgmately 4,389 acres would be treated
for roadside hazard removal. Hazard trees grelagéer 10 inches dbh would be removed
as sawlog product and hazard trees less than hésrdbh would be removed as a
biomass product. Reforestation, involving site pragd planting native conifer seedlings
would occur across 16,006 acres of the analys& are

Analysis Area: Theanalysis areais defined as the 87,647 acre area where the
Moonlight and Antelope Complex fires burned witle #xception of 82 acres of spot
fires which occurred outside of the main fire pexiers. Forest Service (FS) lands make
up 68,408 acres or 78% of the analysis area. Talysia area is located in predominately
Sierra mixed conifer forest habitat ranging in el from 3,800 feet in the North Arm
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of Indian Valley to 7,500 feet at the top of Eisemher Peak The analysis area is largely
along the cusp of the Transition and Eastside gumdbzones (USDA 1999).

The Moonlight and Wheeler Fire perimeter (87,64/gcwas chosen as the analysis
area for the following reasons: 1) Proximity angaadncy of these two fires and similar
severity effects has had a major effect on thedeape. 2) The proposed actions would
treat and modify burned areas only. Therefore ctele of the total area that burned
within both fires for analysis provides a more aypiate context for reasonable
determination of effects to habitat (and the speassociated with this habitat) proposed
for treatment. 3) Relevant cumulative effects, ipatarly other projects that have or will
treat burned habitat resulting from the two firms more effectively addressed. 4) The
impacts to habitat as a result of the wildfires #mleffects from cumulative actions
within this burned landscape are not diluted byagxjing the analysis area boundary to
include larger parcels of unburned habitat outtigewildfire boundary.

For the purpose of the wildlife analysis, the temapbounds include a 30-year horizon
for future effects because modeling indicates thdhin 30 years, the treated stands
would approach stocking levels corresponding watle$t development (i.e. young
forested stands could develop within this timefrar@eneral trends and trajectories of
stand development that extends beyond this timefrara discussed in this analysis to
document when habitat conditions suitable for dpespecies will likely be reached.

Forest-wide vegetation typing into California WifdlHabitat Relationships (CWHR)
habitat classifications was done for the PlumasséasAdministrative Study in 2002
(Vestra, 2002). This vegetation layer was updafest garious fires (including the 2001
Stream fire within the analysis area) and in 20p8ated again to reflect the Antelope
Complex fires. Existing updated Vestra maps, vagetaeverity maps and 2007 infra-
red aeriaphotos were used to generate the post fire vegetatap used for this analysis
(Veg Mgt Solutions)

The updated layer produced by this typing is usetiis analysis. All vegetation
information is displayed using the California WifdlHabitat Relationships (CWHR)
vegetation codes and serves as the baseline acrasdlysis. Table 2 summarizes the
CWHR types within the analysis area. Other souot@sformation used in the
assessment of effects were aerial photos, burmiser®aps generated from satellite
imagery, data generated from common stand exam aiat field reconnaissance.

Table 2: Summary of CWHR acres within Analysis Aream VESTRA 2002, updated
with Fire Severity maps and 2007 aerial photogrgjplgplic land only).

Post Post Post

Fire Fire Fire
%‘)’/‘;‘:}5 Pre-fire (f_irst C.?.’)\// geR Pre-Fire (f_irst C.?.’)\// geR Pre-Fire (f_irst

five five five

years) years) years)
SMC1 23 57| RFR3M i 0 EPN4P 1961 1861
SMC2S 1400 103 RFR4S 2 33 EPN4M 928 325
SMC2P 45 36 RFR4P 5[ 102 EPNA4D 107 42
SMC2M 0 2| RFR4AM 136 41 EPN5S 0 59
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SMC2D 138 0| RFR4D { D EPNS5P 14 P9
SMC3S 264 407 RFR5P 18 0 EPNS5WM 100 42
SMC3P 120 146 RFR5M 38 0 EPNS5LO 42
SMC3M 111 31| PPN1 0 23 JPN5M 0 20
SMC3D 151 4| PPN2S 1052 199 LPN3R 0 1
SMCA4S 551 3081 PPN2P 90 7 LPN3W 0 6
SMC4P 3469 6416 PPN2M 0 3 LPN3[ 0 11
SMC4M 12529 1674 PPN3S 130 140 LPN4§ 2 5
SMC4D 1313 149 PPN3P 542 116 LPN4P 0 19
SMC5S 84 187 PPN3M 571 0 LPN4N 0 11
SMC5P 899 403 PPN4S 199 427 LPN4D 8
SMC5M 10211 299 PPN4P 515 797 LPN5R 0 3
SMC5D 3171 91 PPN4M 1358 1716
WFR2S 104 19 PPN4D 171 5 AGS 221 810
WFR3S 317 146 PPN5S 25 18 ASP 851 472
WFR3P 75 33 PPN5P 163 24 MCP 1338 39023
WFR3M 103 1| PPN5M 7 D MHC 5 11
WFR3D 53 0] EPN1 33 MHW 1738 1214
WFRA4S 799 1204 EPN2S 33 22 MRI 438 532
WFR4P 1967 378% EPN2P 0 5 PGS 7 339
WFR4M 8775 938 EPN2M 26 SGB 188 182
WER4D 1325 90 EPNS3S D 21 WTM 690 1r1
WFR5S 39 4 EPN3P 3917 176 ROCK 192 342
WFR5M 4827 147 EPN3M 71 BAR 0 98
WFR5D 537 6] EPN3D @ 5
RFR3P 50 23 EPNA4S 284 1094

Total 68408 68408

*1 = seedling tree <1” dbh, 2 = Sapling tree 1-6hd3 = Pole tree 6-11" dbh, 4=small 11-24"dbh, &diam/large >24"dbh.

D= Dense Canopy Cover > 60%, M= Moderate Canop§98®; SMC=Sierra Mixed Conifer, PPN = Ponderosa ,RMER = White
Fir, EPN = Eastside Pine, RFR = Red Fir, MHC = k&éoie Hardwood Conifer, MHW = Montane HardwoodPGBerennial
Grassland, MCP = Montane Chaparral, MRI = Monfiparian, WAT = Water, WTM = Wet Meadow.

Table 3 indicates the following: 1) As a resultlod wildfire, within the analysis area, 97
percent of the late seral closed canopy habitatKi®/8M, 5D) was consumed by
wildfire (19,003 acres reduced to 602 acres); [2rge majority of CWHR 4 and 5 stands
were converted to non-forested vegetation typesateaexpected to be dominated by
brush; 3) 519 acres of wet meadow were either ated¢o dry meadow (expressed as
PGS) or some other CWHR type as a result of maeige mapping of this particular
type; 4) losses in aspen habitat actually resudtmd more precise mapping of this
particular type; no aspen loss is anticipated i@salt of wildfire or project actions.

5. Effects of Proposed Project on the Habitat for the Selected Project-

Level MIS.

The following section documents the analysis ferfthillowing ‘Category 3’ species:
aguatic macro invertebratdex sparrow, mule deer, yellow warbler, Pacificetfeog,
mountain quail, sooty grouse, California spotted, owrthern flying squirrel, hairy
woodpecker, and black-backed woodpecKkée analysis of the effects of the Moon-
Wheeler Project on the MIS habitat for the selegtegect-level MIS is conducted at the
project scale. The analysis used the followingthalata Forest wide vegetation typing
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into CWHR habitat classifications was done for themas-Lassen Administrative Study
in 2002 (Vestra, 2002). This vegetation layer wadated after the Moonlight and
Antelope Complex fires using vegetation severitypmand 2007 aerighotos (Veg Mgt
Solutions) Detailed information on the MIS is documentedhe SNF Bioregional MIS
Report (USDA 2008), which is hereby incorporateddigrence.

For macroinvertebrate analysis, rapid bioassessdatatcollected within the analysis
area has been analyzed to determine local biotidiions. Stream Condition Inventory
data was also analyzed to determine the pre-findidon of streams within the analysis
area.

Cumulative effects at the bioregional scale areked via the SNF MIS Bioregional
monitoring, and detailed in the SNF Bioregional M@8port (USDA 2008).

Lacustrine/Riverine Habitat (Aquatic Macroinvertebr ates)

Project analysis for this MIS was completed by THapkins, Plumas NF Fisheries
Biologist and can be found in a separate repatiernproject record titled: Aquatic
Management Indicator Species Report, Moonlight\atibeler Fires

Recovery and Restoration Project.

Shrubland (West-Slope Chaparral) Habitat (Fox Sparow)

Habitat/Species Relationship.

The fox sparrow was selected as the MIS for shrub(ghaparral) habitat on the west-
slope of the Sierra Nevada, comprised of montaaeainal (MCP), mixed chaparral
(MCH), and chamise-redshank chaparral (CRC) aneéeéfoy the California Wildlife
Habitat Relationships System (CWHR) (CDFG 2005¢céht empirical data from the
Sierra Nevada indicate that, in the Sierra NevHuafox sparrow is dependent on open
shrub-dominated habitats for breeding. The emgdidata include six years of point
count vegetation data and analysis from the LaBlsgional Forest (Burnett and Humple
2003) and analysis of the 2002-2006 data from the&s-Lassen Study (Sierra Nevada
Research Center 2007).

Project-level Effects Analysis - Shrubland (West-$®ipe Chaparral) Habitat

Habitat Factor(s) for the Analysis: (1) Acres of shrubland (chaparral) habitat
[CWHR montane chaparral (MCP), mixed chaparral (MGihd chamise-
redshank chaparral (CRC)]. (2) Acres with changeshrub ground cover class
(Sparse=10-24%; Open=25-39%; Moderate=40-59%; B&1&00%) . (3)

Acres with changes in CWHR shrub size class (Segdlnrub (seedlings or
sprouts <3years); Young shrub (no crown decadeia&)re Shrub (crown
decadence 1-25%); Decadent shrub (>2836)e: all classes described above can
be lumped if needed}.
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Current Condition of the Habitat Factor(s) in the Analysis Area: There is no
chamise-redshank chaparral (CRC) or mixed chaplatazitat (MCH) in the project area.
Very little montane chaparral (MCP) was presentipio the Moonlight and Antelope
Complex fires, but most of the high and moderatesty burned sites burnt at an
intensity that resulted (or will result) in theestdominated by shrub species consistent
with montane chaparral. Thus post fire vegetatitthiwthe project area resulted in a
large increase in this habitat post wildfire (TabPand 4). All classes as described have
been lumped, but it is assumed that in the postfile year period identified in Table 2
that MCP will be in either young seedling or yowgigub (CWHR 1 or 2). Prior to the
fire, MCP made up about 2 percent of the vegetaibreponent within the analysis area
(NF lands); post fire MCP makes up about 57 percent

Table 4: Summary ofMCP acres within Analysis Area; from VESTRA 200pdated with Fire Severity
maps and 2007 aerial photography (all acres armajppate and all are National Forest).

Type Fire | five years) Alt A Alt C Alt D Alt E

CWHRIJ Pre- mPost Fire (first mPost Project IJPost Project mPost Project IJPost Project !l

MCP 1,338 39,023* 23,017 * 29,717 * 23,017 * 23,0617

*39,023 acres reflects no reforestation by proféditB); 23,017 acres reflects reforestation, esppsed,
on 16,006 acres (Alt A, D, E), 29,717 acres refleeforestation, as proposed, on 9,306 acres (Alt C

Action Alternatives (A, C, D, E) Direct and Indirect Effects to Habitat.

Dead tree removal will not directly result in anyedt change in the amount of MCP
within the project area. Alternatives A, D, and Buld reforest 16,006 acres and
alternative C would reforest 9,306 acres, all ofolhs considered MCP. Thus after
reforestation, MCP would be classified as SMC1 wiilin a couple years be SMC 2.
Both of these habitat types function similar to MR because they will be plantations,
they could be subject to actions that release sggd{such as grubbing, brush
mastication, and pre-commercial thinning) that wiocatcelerate the development into
pole size conifer habitat (SMC 3). Thus there wdadda 16,006 acre reduction in the
existing MCP under alternatives A, D, and E and3®8 acre reduction under alternative
C. This would leave approximately 23,017 (Alts A,B) to 29,717 (Alt C) acres of MCP
present in the analysis area, which is an incrase pre-fire conditions of 21,679 to
28,379 acres. Thus between 34 and 43 percent ainhlgsis area would remain in MCP
post dead tree removal/reforestation.

Review of the Plumas NF database, district filed @agetation mapping reveals that fox
sparrow habitat is distributed across the entioggot areaAlthough not specifically
identified as CWHR type MCP, based on localizedrimfation, early seral brush
component of ponderosa pine and sierra mixed aofi#feN and SMC) provides
transitory habitat for fox sparrows for severalrgeafter a stand replacing wildfire. Thus
the 9,306 to 16,006 acres proposed for reforestatial planned for conversion from
MCP to SMC1 would still provide some habitat fox fgparrow until the planted
seedlings emerge from the brush and dominate the si

Cumulative Effects to Habitat in the Analysis Area. Past, present, and reasonably

foreseeable future actions affecting the habitéhéanalysis area have been identified in
Appendix B of the Moon-Wheeler project RFEIS.
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Reforestation of national forest lands where neagge harvest is proposed began within
the analysis area in spring 2008. A combinatiowiole spaced cluster planting in the
Antelope Lake and Babcock Peak areas and squacegspéanting in the Camp 14 area
occurred within areas of high fire severity accaunfor a total of approximately 1,200
acres planted in 2008. Up to 7,000 acres of refaties in unsalvaged areas are currently
being planned for spring 2009 and 2010 across thédbugh and Beckwourth Ranger
Districts; these additional acres of reforestatiamuld also occur in unsalvaged areas of
the fire including old plantations and natural si®nThe net cumulative effect would be
the enhanced establishment of conifer seedlingsadhe analysis area in order to re-
establish forested conditions. An additional refdation project, the Frazier Cabin
project, located on the Beckwourth Ranger Distrgcplanned for 2009 and proposes to
plant 203 acres. No fire-killed tree removal isnplad with these two projects.

Therefore, as a result of reforestation, an aduti®,403 acres of MCP would be
converted to SMC 1 and SMC 2, resulting in less M@tRin the analysis area.
Cumulatively MCP could decline from 39,023 acrestgwe to 14,614 acres (Alt A, D,
E) or 21,314 acres (Alt C) after all reforestatiscomplete.

Private lands account for 19,239 acres within thedyssis area. Post-fire mapping
indicates there is an additional 13,371 acres oP\M@ these private lands. To date,
11,454 private acres have been or is planned sabaged. It is reasonably assumed
based on state forest practice regulations anaifgrivmber practices that these and any
other additional private land salvage areas wosldebplanted and managed for
maximizing tree growth, thus resulting in a cumiwkatreduction in MCP across the
analysis area.

Cumulative Effects Conclusion: The wildfire resulted in an increase in
MCP within the analysis area of 37,685 acres. Tirectlindirect and
cumulative effects of reforestation on FS landd result in 24,409 acres
(Alts A, D, E) or 17,709 acres (Alt C) being conteet to conifer
plantation, or SMC 1 and SMC2, resulting in 14,&tdes (Alt A, D, E) or
21,314 acres (Alt C) of MCP present within the gsizl area with no
plans for future management actions. Thus oveloing term FS land
within the analysis area would support more MCk gidor to the fire (21
percent of the analysis area under Alts A, D, an8lEpercent of the
analysis area under Alt C).

Alternative B (No Action): None of the MCP habitat created by wildfire would
be converted to conifer plantation (SMC 1 and SMT2®us there would be no
short term conversion or loss of this habitat. Qirae, with natural regeneration,
some MCP would gradually be lost to conifer successspecially on north
aspects and productive sites. Overall there woeld long term net gain in MCP
habitat within the analysis area. MCP would bedbminant vegetation,
occupying 57% of the analysis area.

Cumulative Effects to Habitat in the Analysis Area. Reforestation of national forest
lands where no salvage harvest is proposed bedghm\he analysis area in

15



spring 2008. A combination of wide spaced clustanfing in the Antelope Lake
and Babcock Peak areas and square-spaced plamtimg Camp 14 area occurred
within areas of high fire severity accounting faiotal of approximately 1,200
acres planted in 2008. Up to 7,000 acres of refaties in unsalvaged areas are
currently being planned for spring 2009 and 20I0sxthe Mt. Hough and
Beckwourth Ranger Districts; these additional aofegforestation would also
occur in unsalvaged areas of the fire includingmthtations and natural stands.
The net cumulative effect would be the enhanceabéshment of conifer
seedlings across the analysis area in order tetedlesh forested conditions. An
additional reforestation project, the Frazier Cgtioject, located on the
Beckwourth Ranger District, is planned for 2009 anoposes to plant 203 acres.
No fire-killed tree removal is planned with thes@tprojects. Reforestation
efforts should hasten restoration of large treedbconditions that could provide
CWHR 4M stands in approximately 90 years.

Therefore, due to reforestation, up to 8,403 acfé4CP would be converted to
SMC 1 and SMC 2, resulting in less MCP within telgsis area. Cumulatively
MCP could decline from 39,023 acres post fire t®30 acres after all
reforestation is complete.

Private lands account for 19,239 acres within thedyssis area. Post-fire mapping
indicates there is an additional 13,371 acres oPM@ these private lands. To
date, 11,454 private acres have been or is platinkee salvaged. It is reasonably
assumed based on state forest practice regulaiahprivate timber practices
that these and any other additional private lathge areas would be re-planted
and managed for maximizing tree growth, thus resyin a cumulative reduction
in MCP across the analysis area.

Cumulative Effects Conclusion: The wildfire resulted in an increase in
MCP within the analysis area of 37,685 acres. Thengld be no
direct/indirect effect to this habitat. The cumuvateffects of the above
reforestation projects on public lands would resulip to 8,403 acres
being converted to conifer plantation, or SMC 1 &\wiC2. This would
reduce the amount of MCP in the analysis area 881823 acres to
30,620 acres. Thus over the long term the anatysi would still support
29,282 acres more MCP than prior to the fire, opd&cent of the analysis
area.

Summary of Fox Sparrow Status and Trend at the Bioegional Scale

The Plumas NF LRMP (as amended by the SNF MIS Ammemd) requires bioregional-
scale habitat and distribution population monitgriar the fox sparrow; hence, the
shrubland effects analysis for the Wheeler Prajaest be informed by both habitat and
distribution population monitoring data. The sec# below summarize the habitat and
distribution population status and trend data lierfox sparrow. This information is
drawn from the detailed information on habitat @ogulation trends in the Sierra
Nevada Forests Bioregional MIS Report (USDA Fo&sstvice 2008), which is hereby
incorporated by reference.
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Habitat Status and Trend. There are currently 922,000 acres of west-slope
chaparral shrubland habitat on National Foreste®ydands in the Sierra Nevada.
Within the last decade, the trend is stable.

Population Status and Trend. The fox sparrow has been monitored in the
Sierra Nevada at various sample locations by gvaant counts and breeding bird
survey protocols, including: 1997 to present —seamsNational Forest (Burnett
and Humple 2003, Burnett et al. 2005); 2002 togmes Plumas and Lassen
National Forests (Sierra Nevada Research Centat)280d 1968 to present —
BBS routes throughout the Sierra Nevada (Saudr 20@7). These data indicate
that fox sparrows continue to be present at thesgpke sites, and current data at
the rangewide, California, and Sierra Nevada sdaliisate that, although there
may be localized declines in the population trehd,distribution of fox sparrow
populations in the Sierra Nevada is stable.

Relationship of Project-Level Habitat Impacts to Boregional-Scale Fox Sparrow
Trend. The indirect and/or cumulative effects of the Mdbfiheeler Project under all
alternatives would change with time, the amount@isttibution of MCP shrubland
currently existing within the analysis area — auatbn to 14,614 acres under
Alternatives A, D, and E (62% reduction) and a idun to 21,314 acres under
Alternative C (45% reduction) through reforestatidontane chaparral availability and
distribution after implementation of the actioreaftatives would remain much higher
than pre-fire conditions, an increase of at [e8#000 acres. Therefore the change in the
amount of shrubland habitat in the Moon-Wheelethaisarea will not alter the existing
trend in the habitat, nor will it lead to a chamgé¢he distribution of fox sparrows across
the Sierra Nevada bioregion.

Oak-Associated Hardwoods and Hardwood/Conifer Habgt (Mule
deer

Habitat/Species Relationship.

The mule deer was selected as the MIS for oak-&gsddardwood and
hardwood/conifer in the Sierra Nevada, comprisechoftane hardwood (MHW) and
montane hardwood-conifer (MHC) as defined by théf@aia Wildlife Habitat
Relationships System (CWHR) (CDFG 2005). Mule deage and habitat includes
coniferous forest, foothill woodland, shrublandaggland, agricultural fields, and
suburban environments (CDFG 2005). Mule deer atggseasonally between higher
elevation summer range and low elevation wintegeaand on the west slope of the
Sierra Nevada, oak-associated hardwood and hardearotér areas are an important
winter habitat.

Project-level Effects Analysis - Oak-Associated Halwoods and Hardwood/Conifer
Habitat

17



Habitat Factor(s) for the Analysis: (1) Acres of oak-associated hardwood and
hardwood/conifer habitat [CWHR montane hardwood {Mtimontane
hardwood-conifer (MHC)]. (2) Acres with changesherdwood canopy cover
(Sparse=10-24%; Open=25-39%; Moderate=40-59%; B&1s€00. (3) Acres
with changes in CWHR size class of hardwodd2 (Seedling/Sapling)(<6™
dbh); 3 (Pole)(6"-10.9" dbh); 4 (Small tree)(113:2"' dbh); 5 (Medium/Large
tree)(>24" dbh);{note: all classes described above can be lumped ifatBed

Current Condition of the Habitat Factor(s) in the Analysis Area:
Based on CWHR, the Moon-Wheeler Project analysia aupported 1,738 acres of
MHC and MHW before the Moonlight and Antelope CoexpFires and that post —fire
this was reduced to 1,225 acres (being convert®idB habitat). Montane hardwood
conifer and Montane hardwood make up less tharpevoent of the vegetative
component of the analysis area.

Table 5. Summary dfiHC acres within Analysis Area; from VESTRA 200dated with Fire Severity
maps and 2007 aerial photography (all acres armajppate and all are National Forest).

CWHR Type Pre-Fire Post Fire (first [ Post Wheeler
five years) Project
MHC, MHW 1,738 1,225 1,225

Most of the analysis area is classified as sumarege for the Doyle deer herd herd
(approximately 3.6% of total Doyle deer herd sumnaege). There is 2,358 acres
within the analysis area that is winter range lfar $loat deer herd (approximately 2% of
total Sloat deer herd winter range).

Action Alternatives (A, C, D, E) and the No ActionAlternative (B)
Direct and Indirect Effects to Habitat.

The proposed actions of dead or hazard tree remmamalld not result in any changes in
the quantity, quality or distribution of Oak-Assat@d Hardwoods (MHW) and
Hardwood/Conifer (MHC) habitat. Reforestation woualat occur within any MHW or
MHC. Black Oak is scattered throughout the progeeta and with time will re-establish
itself through sprout and growth. It is expecteat tleforestation guidelines and
methodologies (see Chapter 2 of RFEIS) would resuting term availability of oak
species and that some transitory MHC and MHW wagahifest itself in 80 to 100
years, but the amounts of this habitat type cabagiredicted at this time.

Cumulative Effects to Habitat in the analysis area. Past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions affecting the habitéhénproject area have been
identified in the project RFEIS.

Reforestation of national forest lands where neagg harvest is proposed began
within the analysis area in spring 2008. A comhorabf wide spaced cluster
planting in the Antelope Lake and Babcock Peaksaaa square-spaced
planting in the Camp 14 area occurred within acédsgh fire severity

accounting for a total of approximately 1,200 agresited in 2008. Up to 7,000
acres of reforestation in unsalvaged areas aremlyrbeing planned for spring
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2009 and 2010 across the Mt. Hough and BeckwouatigBr Districts; these
additional acres of reforestation would also od¢ouwmnsalvaged areas of the fire
including old plantations and natural stands. Téecamulative effect would be
the enhanced establishment of conifer seedlingsacdthe analysis area in order
to re-establish forested conditions. An additiceébrestation project, the Frazier
Cabin project, located on the Beckwourth RangetriBtsis planned for 2009 and
proposes to plant 203 acres. No fire-killed treaaeal is planned with these two
projects. Reforestation efforts should hasten rattm of large tree forest
conditions that could provide CWHR 4M stands inragpnately 90 years.

Cumulative Effects Conclusion: There is no direct or indirect effect to MHC or
MHW by any of the action alternatives; thus theneer@o cumulative effects
(other than the loss of 513 NF acres across th@87gcre analysis area due to
wildfire).

Summary of Mule deer Status and Trend at the Bioreignal Scale

The Plumas NF LRMP (as amended by the SNF MIS Ammemd) requires bioregional-
scale habitat and distribution population monitgriar the mule deer; hence, the oak-
associated hardwood and hardwood/conifer effecbysis for the Moon-Wheeler
Project must be informed by both habitat and distion population monitoring data.
The sections below summarize the habitat and bligtan population status and trend
data for the mule deer. This information is drévam the detailed information on
habitat and population trends in the Sierra NeVaatasts Bioregional MIS Report
(USDA 2008), which is hereby incorporated by refiee

Habitat Status and Trend. There are currently 809,000 acres of oak-assatiate
hardwood and hardwood/mixed conifer habitat on dteti Forest System lands

in the Sierra Nevada. The trend is essentiallyist@wvithin the last decade, only
changing from 5% to 7% of the acres on NationabBbBystem lands).

Population Status and Trend. The mule deer has been monitored in the Sierra
Nevada at various sample locations by herd monigofspring and fall) and
hunter survey and associated modeling (CDFG 20Q3a)ifornia Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG) conducts surveys of deer herelsly spring to
determine the proportion of fawns that have suwbitree winter, and conducts fall
counts to determine herd composition (CDFG 200#His information, along

with prior year harvest information, is used tdraate overall herd size, sex and
age rations, and the predicted number of buckdabtaito hunt (ibid). These
data indicate that mule deer continue to be presaoiss the Sierra Nevada, and
current data at the rangewide, California, andr8illevada scales indicate that,
although there may be localized declines in somédsher Deer Assessment
Units, the distribution of mule deer populationghe Sierra Nevada is stable.

Relationship of Project-Level Habitat Impacts to Boregional-Scale Mule Deer
Trend. The direct/indirect and cumulative effects of thedvi-Wheeler Project would
not change the amount and distribution of MHC or\MHiithin the analysis area with
dead or hazard tree removal, reforestation, oo iictions are taken. This will not alter
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the existing trend in the habitat, nor will it leeda change in the distribution of mule
deer across the Sierra Nevada bioregion.

Riparian Habitat (Yellow Warbler

Habitat/Species Relationship.

The yellow warbler was selected as the MIS formgrahabitat in the Sierra Nevada.
This species is usually found in riparian deciduleaiitats in summer (cottonwoods,
willows, alders, and other small trees and shrypgal of low, open-canopy riparian
woodland) (CDFG 2005). Yellow warbler is dependamboth meadow and non-
meadow riparian habitat in the Sierra Nevada ($iege DeSante 1999).

Project-level Effects Analysis — Riparian Habitat

Habitat Factor(s) for the Analysis: (1) Acres of riparian habitat (CWHR
montane riparian (MRI) and valley foothill ripari@vR1)). (2) Acres with

changes in deciduous canopy cover. (3) Acres @fitnges in total canopy
cover. (4) Acres with changes in CWHR size class slass [1/2
(Seedling/Sapling)(<6™ dbh); 3 (Pole)(6"-10.9" dbh (Small tree)(11"-23.9"
dbh); 5 (Medium/Large tree)(>24" dhote: all classes described above can be
lumped if needed}.

Current Condition of the Habitat Factor(s) in the Analysis Area: There is no
valley foothill riparian (VRI) habitat in the analig area. Table 6 displays the pre-
and post fire amount of montane riparian (MRI) preéswithin the project area, as
derived from vestra vegetation map. All MRI hasrbkenped as it was not
categorized with size and canopy closure infornmatMontane riparian makes up
less than one percent of the vegetative comporfghe@nalysis area (NF lands).

Table 6. Summary dfIRI acres within Analysis Area; from VESTRA 2002 dated with Fire Severity
maps and 2007 aerial photography (all acres armajppate and all are National Forest).

five years) Project

CWHR Type Pre-Fire Post Fire (first Post Wheeler
438 53

MRI 532

Riparian vegetation is composed primarily of willomith occasional inclusions of
aspen, scattered cottonwood, and an occasionalthidket. Riparian vegetation is not
confined just to the perennial streams identifiedwee, as willow is present along
intermittent streams throughout the project arémee ffansition between MRI and
adjacent nonriparian upland vegetation is abruptha topography is steep and the MRI
is confined to the narrow stream zones, expandin@ dit into alluvial areas now
supporting meadow type vegetation. All this MRipptto the fire intergraded with sierra
mixed conifer and ponderosa pine forest; post#irdw intergrades with montane
chaparral. The increase in MRI as a result of théfines is reflective of areas
immediately adjacent to riparian sites that weassified pre-fire as non-MRI, due
mainly to conifer encroachment. These areas bushbd)h enough intensity to set back
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habitat succession and, as a result, riparian epéaillows/alders/etc.) are expected to
grow back quickly and become the dominant vegeidiipe.

Action Alternatives (A,C, D, and E)

Direct and Indirect Effects to Habitat.

All action alternatives propose to remove fireddlor hazard trees within
RHCA's. No change is expected in the amount ofrigsahabitat as a result of
dead tree removal. No green conifers would be rdtramoved, except for safety
purposes or to facilitate access to harvest uhitese instances are expected to be
rare and impacts to existing live tree stands mahiNo riparian trees (dead or
alive) would be removed, except for safety/opergbilherefore, although the
project would occur within areas supporting riparmbitat, it will not result in a
change from the existing condition in terms of aaériparian habitat (CWHR
montane riparian (MRI), changes in deciduous carogwer, acres with changes
in total canopy cover, or changes in acres of CWR class.

Reforestation with conifers would occur within RHEAut no planting of
conifers would occur within the boundaries of thgarian habitat present at the
time of planting. This could be defined as the greee, demarcated by the
presence of grass/sedges growing out and awaytfrerstream channel.

Cumulative Effects to Habitat in the Analysis Area. Past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions affecting the habitéhéproject area have been
identified appendix B of the Moon-Wheeler proje&mRS.

Two roadside safety and hazard tree removal pjdeitelope Complex on the
Mt. Hough Ranger District and Dry Flat on the Beoknth Ranger District) were
implemented in 2008. These two projects removedifgaizees from
approximately 3,330 acres. Removal of hazard tirees RHCASs that intersect
these road corridors is expected to occur but nd MiRitat should be impacted
by these actions.

There are two additional Forest Service projectsetily being planned that
would remove fire-killed trees within the analyarga. One is on the Beckwourth
Ranger District (Camp 14 Salvage Project — 249s9@ed one falls on Lassen
National Forest, Eagle Lake Ranger District (Ndvibonlight Salvage Project —
210 acres). These projects also propose to ent&@ARHKb remove fire-killed trees
but no MRI habitat should be impacted by thesepasti

Private lands account for 19,239 acres within thedysis area. Post-fire mapping
indicates there is an additional 183 acres of MiRtheese private lands. Salvage
operations, re-planting, and management on prieaids is largely concentrated
within timbered, non-riparian stands. Thereforés gxpected that a large amount
of riparian habitat present on private acres shpaldist and contribute
cumulatively to MRI across the analysis area.
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Additional cumulative effects to MRI include pastpacts to the vegetation from
the Moonlight and Antelope Complex wildfires andefseeable impacts from
livestock grazingThe two fires burned almost all the riparian habathin the
analysis area at high to moderately high fire sguekspen, cottonwood, willow
and alder all were consumed; most of this habitatikl sprout back, although
past history indicates that cottonwood may strugigleome back. Photo plots
taken in burned aspen areas of the Stream Fireatalthat within one year post
fire aspen sprout is 2-3 feet tall and within Srgethese sprouts exceed 10 feet. In
the Antelope Complex Fire, willow was sproutingsmme areas one month after
the burn. Most riparian has been set back to eargl, and should be once again
functioning as habitat and microhabitat for ripargpecies. Mature aspen will be
back in 30-50 years. Removal of dead trees frorriap areas should not add
cumulatively to the succession or development ol MR

Within the nine active grazing allotments in the foerimeters there is expected
to be minimal impacts to critical riparian areag do the following reasons: 1)
cows did not graze burned areas in 2008, the sedtanthe wildfires, therefore
riparian vegetation have had a full year of rese&prout, 2) the increase in
transitory (upland) range 2-5 years after the fimegy take some grazing pressure
off of the meadows and riparian areas with a floistiryland grass/forbs that
livestock may find palatable, and 3) long term rexrg will be unimpeded
through strict adherence to use standards whict2@eé willow use, 20% aspen
use, 20% bank alteration, and 50% meadow use.

Cumulative Effects Conclusion: The direct/indirect and cumulative
effect of dead or hazard tree removal and refatiestavould not change
the existing amount of montane riparian habitasene in the analysis
area, would not result in any reduction in deciducanopy closure, no
change in size class of existing riparian vegetatidve tree removal
(deciduous or coniferous) would be incidental ammadilt have no
significant effects on suitable habitat for thigsjes. Thus the amount of
total live tree canopy cover would not be redudéds action will not
alter the existing trend in the habitat.

Alternative B (No Action)

Selection of this alternative would not authoring &éederal actions and therefore no
direct or indirect effects would result. Therefaitegre would be no direct or indirect
impacts to montane riparian habitat. As a resulstig riparian and yellow warbler
habitat conditions would not change from manageraetns but could improve over
time as riparian growth recovers with time.

Summary of Yellow Warbler Status and Trend at the Bioregional Scale

The Plumas NF LRMP (as amended by the SNF MIS Ammemd) requires bioregional-
scale habitat and distribution population monitgriar the yellow warbler; hence, the
riparian habitat effects analysis for the Whe&lmject must be informed by both habitat
and distribution population monitoring data. Tleetons below summarize the habitat
and distribution population status and trend datdHe yellow warbler. This information
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is drawn from the detailed information on habitat @opulation trends in the SNF
Bioregional MIS Report (USDA 2008), which is herahgorporated by reference.

Habitat Status and Trend. There are currently 29,000 acres of riparian habita
on National Forest System lands in the Sierra Navatlithin the last decade, the
trend is stable.

Population Status and Trend. The yellow warbler has been monitored in the
Sierra Nevada at various sample locations by ge@amt counts and breeding bird
survey protocols, including Lassen NF (Burnett iginple 2003, Burnett et al.
2005) and Inyo NF (Heath and Ballard 2003) pointrie; California Partners in
Flight monitoring and studies; and 1968 to preseBBS routes throughout the
Sierra Nevada (Sauer et al. 2007). These dataatedibat yellow warblers
continue to be present at these sample sites,waneht data at the rangewide,
California, and Sierra Nevada scales indicatetti@atlistribution of yellow
warbler populations in the Sierra Nevada is stable.

Relationship of Project-Level Habitat Impacts to Boregional-Scale Yellow Warbler
Trend. The direct/indirect and cumulative effects of thedvi-Wheeler Project would
not change the amount and distribution of ripavagetation within the Wheeler Project
Area. Dead or hazard tree removal and reforestatitbmot alter the existing trend in the
habitat, nor will it lead to a change in the distition of yellow warbler across the Sierra
Nevada bioregion.

Wet Meadow Habitat (Pacific tree froq)

Habitat/Species Relationship.

The Pacific tree frog was selected as an MIS farmeadow habitat in the Sierra
Nevada. This broadly distributed species requstasding water for breeding; tadpoles
require standing water for periods long enoughoimpete aquatic development, which
can be as long as 3 or more months at high elesaiiothe Sierra Nevada (CDFG 2005).
During the day during the breeding season, adals tover under clumps of vegetation
and surface objects near water; during the remaioftihe year, they leave their breeding
sites and seek cover in moist niches in buildimgdls, rotting logs or burrows (ibid).

Project-level Effects Analysis — Wet Meadow Habitat

Habitat Factor(s) for the Analysis: (1) Acres of wet meadow habitat [CWHR
wet meadow (WTM) and freshwater emergent wetlaIN|H. (2) Acres with
changes in CWHR herbaceous height classes [shdxti(k&2”), tall herb (>127)].
(3) Acres with changes in CWHR herbaceous grounercdasses (Sparse=2-
9%; Open=10-39%; Moderate=40-59%; Dense=60-106tg: all classes
described above can be lumped if needed}. (4) CGemimgmeadow hydrology.

Current Condition of the Habitat Factor(s) in the Analysis Area: There is no

habitat classified as freshwater emergent (FEVWheproject area. Table 7
displays the pre- and post fire amount of wet mea@WWTM) present within the
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analysis area, as derived from vestra vegetatign ®laWTM has been lumped
as it was not categorized with size and canopyucmformation. Wet meadow
habitat makes up less than one percent of the sinayea.

Table 7. Summary oNTM acres within analysis area; from VESTRA 200@dated with Fire Severity
maps and 2007 aerial photography (all acres armajppate and all are National Forest).

CWHR Type Pre-Fire Post Fire (first Post Wheeler
five years) Project
WTM 690 171 171

The reduction in WTM reflected post fire is a resilconverting WTM to perennial
grassland (PGS) or dry meadow. This is more atre$uéclassification of meadow
system than an actual change brought about byiveldf

Action Alternatives (A, C, D, and E)

Direct and Indirect Effects to Habitat. Project actions propose to remove dead
or hazard trees within RHCA'’s, which could includeadow edges, but no
change is expected in the amount of wet meadowdiads a result of these tree
removal actions. Live tree removal (deciduous arfesous) would be incidental
and would have no significant effects on suitalabitat for this species.
Therefore, although the project would occur withreas supporting wet meadow
habitat, it will not result in a change from thastxg condition in terms of acres
of wet meadow habitat (CWHR WTM), no changes in CRirerbaceous height
classes, changes in herbaceous ground cover classgsmnges in meadow
hydrology.

Cumulative Effects to Habitat in the Analysis Area. Past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions affecting the habitéhéproject area have been
identified in appendix B of the Moon-Wheeler prajB¢&EIS.

There could be some changes in meadow hydrologyadtine lack of upland
trees. As a result of the wildfire, the amount rden trees present in the upland
has been reduced to near zero in high severity ém@as. This lack of live
vegetation could result in more surface and grouvatr available to sustain wet
meadow conditions longer throughout the late sumandrfall. Over time, as the
brush growth increases and as seedling conifeablesdt and grow, less ground
and surface water would be available within the dio@s. Thus in the next 10+
years, meadow systems may support more surfacgranddwater for longer
periods of time, sustaining the wet meadow compbnen

Within the nine active grazing allotments in the foerimeters there is expected
to be minimal impacts to critical riparian areag do the following reasons: 1)
cows did not graze burned areas in 2008, the sedtanthe wildfires, therefore
riparian vegetation have had a full year of rese&prout, 2) the increase in
transitory (upland) range 2-5 years after the fimagyy take some grazing pressure
off of the meadows and riparian areas with a flofstiryland grass/forbs that
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livestock may find palatable, and 3) long term rexrg will be unimpeded
through strict adherence to use standards whict2@eé willow use, 20% aspen
use, 20% bank alteration, and 50% meadow use..

Cumulative Effects Conclusion: The direct/indirect and cumulative
effect of dead or hazard tree removal and refatiestavould not change
the existing amount of wet meadow habitat presetie project area,
would not alter amount and availability of herbacebeight classes or
herbaceous ground cover classes. Changes in mdadivalogy,
primarily due to loss of live coniferous trees fréime wildfire could result,
in changes in the above key factors until such tima¢ upland vegetation
recovers. No live trees (deciduous or coniferous)expected to be
removed from WTM edges. This action will not altiee existing trend in
the habitat.

Alternative B (No Action)

Selection of this alternative would not authoring éederal actions and therefore no
direct or indirect effects would result. Therefaitegre would be no direct or indirect
impacts to wet meadow habitat. As a result, exgstneadow conditions and Pacific tree
frog habitat conditions would not change from mamagnt actions but could improve
over time as grass/forb/sedge growth recovers tivita.

Summary of Pacific Tree Frog Status and Trend at th Bioregional Scale

The Plumas NF LRMP (as amended by the SNF MIS Ammemd) requires bioregional-
scale habitat and distribution population monitgriar the Pacific tree frog; hence, the
wet meadow effects analysis for the Wheeler Prajecit be informed by both habitat
and distribution population monitoring data. Tleetsons below summarize the habitat
and distribution population status and trend datdte Pacific tree frog. This
information is drawn from the detailed information habitat and population trends in
the SNF Bioregional MIS Report (USDA 2008), whishhiereby incorporated by
reference.

Habitat Status and Trend. There are currently 66,000 acres of wet meadow
habitat on National Forest System lands in ther&idevada. Within the last
decade, the trend is stable.

Population Status and Trend. Since 2002, the Pacific tree frog has been
monitored on the Sierra Nevada forests as pafteofierra Nevada Forest Plan
Amendment (SNFPA) monitoring plan (USDA Forest $8\2006b, Brown
2008). These data indicate that Pacific tree émgtinues to be present at these
sample sites, and current data at the rangewidéo@éa, and Sierra Nevada
scales indicate that the distribution of Pacifeetfrog populations in the Sierra
Nevada is stable.
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Relationship of Project-Level Habitat Impacts to Boregional-Scale Pacific Tree

Frog Trend. The direct/indirect and cumulative effects of thedvi-Wheeler Project
would not change the amount and distribution of Wililthin the analysis area . The
amount of wet meadow habitat actually decreased fice-fire conditions, due to
reclassification of a portion of meadow to a dryash@w (or perennial grassland).
Wildfire may have reversed the trend of meadow tbhesugh succession, killing conifers
encroaching into the meadow, reducing the meadpsvas well as creating changes in
soil moisture availability. Meadows should be wefte longer periods due to the lack of
transpiring conifer vegetation. Therefore the cleammgthe amount of wet meadow habitat
in the Moon-Wheeler Project analysis area will aleér the existing trend in the habitat,
nor will it lead to a change in the distributionR¥dicific tree frogs across the Sierra
Nevada bioregion.

Early and Mid-Seral Coniferous Forest Habitat (Mountain quail)

Habitat/Species Relationship.

The mountain quail was selected as the MIS foryesrtl mid seral coniferous forest
(ponderosa pine, Sierran mixed conifer, whiteréd fir, and eastside pine) habitat in the
Sierra Nevada. Early seral coniferous forest laalstcomprised primarily of seedlings
(<1” dbh), saplings (1"-5.9” dbh), and pole-sizeekss (6°-10.9” dbh). Mid seral
coniferous forest habitat is comprised primarilysofall-sized trees (117-23.9” dbh). The
mountain quail is found particularly on steep skpe open, brushy stands of conifer and
deciduous forest and woodland, and chaparral; yt gagéher at water sources in the
summer, and broods are seldom found more that.@I5 mi) from water (CDFG

2005).

Project-level Effects Analysis — Early and Mid SerbConiferous Forest Habitat

Habitat Factor(s) for the Analysis: (1) Acres of early (CWHR tree sizes 1, 2,
and 3) and mid seral (CWHR tree size 4) conifefousst (ponderosa pine,
Sierran mixed conifer, white fir, red fir, and eadé pine) habitat [CWHR
ponderosa pine (PPN), Sierran mixed conifer (Shjte fir (WFR), red fir
(RFR), eastside pine (EPN), [all canopy closurgg]Acres with changes in
CWHR tree size class. (3) Acres with changes i tanopy closure. (4) Acres
with changes in understory shrub canopy closure.

Current Condition of the Habitat Factor(s) in the Analysis Area: Table 8
displays the amount of early and mid seral conifsrimrest habitat present within
the analysis area prior to the Moonlight and Antel@€omplex fires and the
amount present after the fire. The high severitybd sites burnt at an intensity
that resulted (or will result) in the sites domathby shrub species consistent
with montane chaparral. Sites that burnt at lesgensities either resulted in a
decrease in canopy cover (M to a P for exampl@pachange to existing CWHR
types. Some projections were made, based on frerisgand aerial photo
interpretation, that some additional mortality @batcur between 2007 and 2010.
The post fire (first five years) column in the beltable reflects this projected
mortality.
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Table 8. Summary dtarly and Mid Seral acres within Analysis Area;nfr ESTRA 2002, updated with
Fire Severity maps and 2007 aerial photographya(aks are approximate and all are National Forest)

CWHR Type Pre-Fire Post Fire (first [ Post Wheeler
five years) Project
Early Seral
EPN1 33 0 0
EPN2M 26 0 0
EPN2P 0 5 5
EPN3D 0 5 5
EPN2S 33 22 22
EPN3M 71 0 0
EPN3P 397 176 176
EPN3S 0 21 21
PPN1 0 23 23
PPN2P 90 7 7
PPN2S 1052 199 199
PPN2M 0 3 3
PPN3M 571 0 0
PPN3P 542 116 116
PPN3S 130 140 140
RFR3M 5 0 0
RFR3P 50 0 0
SMC1 23 57 57
SMC2D 138 0 0
SMC2P 45 36 36
SMC2S 1400 103 103
SMC2M 0 2 2
SMC3D 151 4 4
SMC3M 111 31 31
SMC3P 120 146 146
SMC3S 264 407 407
WFR2S 104 19 19
WFR3D 53 0 0
WFR3M 103 1 1
WFR3P 75 33 33
WFR3S 317 146 146
TOTAL EARLY 5,904 1,705 1,705
SERAL
Mid-Seral
EPN4D 107 42 42
EPN4M 928 325 325
EPN4P 1961 1861 1861
EPN4S 284 1094 1094
PPN4D 171 5 5
PPN4M 1358 176 176
PPN4P 575 757 757
PPN4S 199 427 427
RFR4D 6 0 0
RFR4M 136 41 41
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RFER4P 51 102 102
RFR4S 2 33 33
SMC4D 1313 149 149
SMC4M 12529 1674 1674
SMC4P 3469 6416 6416
SMCA4S 551 3081 3081
WFR4D 1325 90 90
WFR4M 8775 938 938
WEFR4P 1967 3785 3785
WFR4S 799 1204 1204
TOTAL MID- 36,507 22,202 22,202
SERAL

Thus post-fire the amount of early seral acresMiCSPPN, WFR, RFR, and EPN
decreased from 5,904 to 1,705 acres, a decreas&3¥ acres. Thus early seral
coniferous habitat makes up about 2.5 percenteoélisting vegetation in the analysis
area.

The amount of post-fire mid-seral acres in SMC, PRIRR, RFR, and EPN decreased
from 36,507 to 22,202 acres, a decrease of 14,8@s.arhus mid seral coniferous
habitat makes up about 32 percent of the existaggptation in the analysis area.
Combined, habitat and ecosystem components for MouQuail decreased 18,504
acres, or a 44% decline across the analysis area.

Action Alternatives (A, C, D, and E)

Direct and Indirect Effects to Habitat. Potential direct effects include removal
of fire-killed or hazard trees, downed woody fusid subsequent reforestation.
About 22 percent of Forest service land is propdsedalvage or roadside hazard
harvest under Alternative A (14,755 acres propasgaf 68,408 FS acres in
analysis area). Alternative C proposes to tred@@Bderes ( 12%), alternative D
5,656 acres (8%), and alternative E 4,389 acre$. ®&ad or hazard tree removal
would not change the CWHR type within any standeed trees do not
contribute to canopy closure. The proposed deadrémoval would have no
effect on the residual live tree size, canopy cavdive-tree basal area. As Table
8 indicates, there would be no change in earlyidrsaral as a result of removing
dead or hazard trees under all alternatives.

The four action alternatives include reforestatibonifers to promote the
reestablishment and development of a mature, clcaedpy, mixed conifer
forest. Alternatives A, D, and E each propose forest approximately 16,006
acres. Alternative C proposes to reforest approem®,306 acres. Conifer
planting would occur as early as one year afted dese removal. The Montane
chaparral type would be converted to Sierra Mixedi€er types 1 and 2
(shrub/seedling/sapling) after reforestation whenaifer seedlings would be
competing with brush for the next 2 to 5 decades.

Cumulative Effects to Habitat in the Project Area. Past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions affecting the habitéhéproject area have been
identified in the project RFEIS.
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Reforestation of national forest lands where neagg harvest is proposed began
within the analysis area in spring 2008. A comhorabf wide spaced cluster
planting in the Antelope Lake and Babcock Peaksaaga square-spaced
planting in the Camp 14 area occurred within acédsgh fire severity
accounting for a total of approximately 1,200 agresited in 2008. Up to 7,000
acres of reforestation in unsalvaged areas aremlyrbeing planned for spring
2009 and 2010 across the Mt. Hough and BeckwouatigBr Districts; these
additional acres of reforestation would also oé¢owmnsalvaged areas of the fire
including old plantations and natural stands. Téecamulative effect would be
the enhanced establishment of conifer seedlingsathe analysis area in order
to re-establish forested conditions. An additice&brestation project, the Frazier
Cabin project, located on the Beckwourth RangetriBtsis planned for 2009 and
proposes to plant 203 acres. No fire-killed treaaeal is planned with these two
projects. Reforestation efforts should hasten rastm of large tree forest
conditions that could provide CWHR 4M stands inragpnately 90 years.
Therefore, an additional 8,403 acres of MCP woddtnverted to SMC 1 and
SMC 2, resulting in more early seral coniferougfbmwithin the analysis area.
Cumulatively, early seral coniferous forest wouldrease from 1,705 acres post
fire to 26,114 acres (Alternatives A, D, E) or 18}4acres (Alternative C) after all
reforestation is complete.

Private timberlands account for over 19,000 acregpproximately 22 percent of
the analysis area. Since fall 2007 through the senoh2008 fire salvage harvest
has been occurring on these lands. Over 11,400eam salvage harvested to
date and, although additional salvage may takeepfature salvaged acres on
private land is expected to be minimal. Private §ialvage projects have occurred
mostly on productive, well-stocked stands that bdrwith moderate to high burn
severity resulting in a notable reduction in deasibf fire-killed and fire-injured
trees within these private parcels. It is reasgnabsumed based on state forest
practice regulations and private timber practited these areas would be re-
planted and managed for maximizing tree growths tiesulting in a cumulative
increase in early seral coniferous stages acresartalysis area.

Cumulative Effects Conclusion: Removal of dead or hazard trees would
not result in any decrease in early or mid serhlthth Reforestation will
convert Montane Chaparral to early seral conifefousst on 18,388 acres
within the treatment units under Alternatives A,dbd E and on 11,688
acres under Alternative C. The changes resultiom fwildfire, and
subsequent reforestation increase the amount lyf &sal vegetation

within the analysis area, although mid seral halavailability declined

due to wildfire and will lag behind for several deles before recovering

to pre-fire conditions. These changes in habitétrvat alter the existing
trend in the habitat.

Alternative B (No Action)
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Selection of this alternative would not authoring &deral actions and therefore no
direct or indirect effects would result. Therefaitegre would be no direct or indirect
impacts to early seral or mid seral habitat. Aesalt, existing forest conditions and
mountain quail habitat conditions would be mairgdinSelection of the no action
alternative would contribute to no direct or indireffects to Early and Mid Seral
Coniferous Forest Habitat habitat, thus there waildd be no additional cumulative
effects as a result of selecting this alternative.

Reforestation of national forest lands where neagge harvest is proposed began within
the analysis area in spring 2008. A combinatiowide spaced cluster planting in the
Antelope Lake and Babcock Peak areas and squacegspéanting in the Camp 14 area
occurred within areas of high fire severity accaupfor a total of approximately 1,200
acres planted in 2008. Up to 7,000 acres of refaties in unsalvaged areas are currently
being planned for spring 2009 and 2010 across thédbugh and Beckwourth Ranger
Districts; these additional acres of reforestatiamuld also occur in unsalvaged areas of
the fire including old plantations and natural sisnAn additional reforestation project,
the Frazier Cabin project, located on the BeckwoR@nger District, is planned for 2009
and proposes to plant 203 acres. The net cumuletiget of these reforestation projects
would be the enhanced establishment of coniferlisgsdacross the analysis area in
order to re-establish forested conditions.

Over 11,400 of private land has been salvage hemwés date within the analysis area. It
is reasonably assumed based on state forest graegalations and private timber
practices that these areas would be re-plantedramadged for maximizing tree growth,
thus resulting in a cumulative increase in earhalseoniferous stages across the analysis
area.

Summary of Mountain Quail Status and Trend at the Boregional Scale

The Plumas NF LRMP (as amended by the SNF MIS Ammemd) requires bioregional-
scale habitat and distribution population monitgriar the mountain quail; hence, the
early and mid seral coniferous forest effects agialior the Wheeler Project must be
informed by both habitat and distribution populatimonitoring data. The sections
below summarize the habitat and distribution pajaestatus and trend data for the
mountain quail. This information is drawn from tihetailed information on habitat and
population trends in the SNF Bioregional MIS Retd$DA Forest Service 2008),
which is hereby incorporated by reference.

Habitat Status and Trend. There are currently 546,000 acres of early seml an
2,766,000 acres of mid seral coniferous forest deoosa pine, Sierran mixed
conifer, white fir, and red fir) habitat on Natidriorest System lands in the
Sierra Nevada. Within the last decade, the tren@drly seral is slightly
decreasing (from 9% to 5% of the acres on Natiéoatst System lands) and the
trend for mid seral is slightly increasing (from%21o 25% of the acres on
National Forest System lands).

Population Status and Trend. The mountain quail has been monitored in the
Sierra Nevada at various sample locations by husuerey, modeling, and
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breeding bird survey protocols, including Calif@mepartment of Fish and
Game hunter survey, modeling, and hunting regulatassessment (CDFG
2004a, CDFG 2004b) and 1968 to present — BBS rantesghout the Sierra
Nevada (Sauer et al. 2007). These data indicaterthantain quail continue to be
present across the Sierra Nevada, and currenatifita rangewide, California,
and Sierra Nevada scales indicate that the disiobwf mountain quail
populations in the Sierra Nevada is stable.

Relationship of Project-Level Habitat Impacts to Boregional-Scale Mountain Quail
Trend. The direct/indirect and cumulative effects & Moon-Wheeler Project would
change with time, the amount and distribution afyeseral (SMC 1 and SMC2) habitat
within the analysis area. Reforestation, cumuldyivef up to 18,388 acres under
Alternatives A, D, and E and 11,688 acres undegrAltive C will result in early seral
coniferous forest habitat being maintained at 2@qr# (Alts A, D, E) or 20 percent (Alt
C) of the analysis area, which is higher than pedonditions and thus trends are
slightly increasing. Trends in mid-seral are sliglikecreasing for the next several years.
The change in the amount of early and mid seratdtah the Moon-Wheeler Project
analysis area will not alter the existing trendhia habitat, nor will it lead to a change in
the distribution of mountain quail across the Siddevada bioregion

Late Seral Open Canopy Coniferous Forest Habitat ooty (blue)

grouse]

Habitat/Species Relationship.

The sooty grouse was selected as the MIS for &t spen canopy coniferous forest
(ponderosa pine, Sierran mixed conifer, whiteréd fir, and eastside pine) habitat in the
Sierra Nevada. This habitat is comprised primaflynedium/large trees (equal to or
greater than 24 inches dbh) with canopy closurestlean 40%. Sooty grouse occurs in
open, medium to mature-aged stands of fir, Doufitaand other conifer habitats,
interspersed with medium to large openings, andabta water, and occupies a mixture
of mature habitat types, shrubs, forbs, grassekcanifer stands (CDFG 2005).
Empirical data from the Sierra Nevada indicate 8@dty Grouse hooting sites are
located in open, mature, fir-dominated forest, ehgarticularly large trees are present
(Bland 2006).

Project-level Effects Analysis - Late Seral Open Gaopy Coniferous Forest Habitat

Habitat Factor(s) for the Analysis: (1) Acres of late seral open canopy
coniferous forest (ponderosa pine, Sierran mixedfeq white fir, red fir, and
eastside pine) habitat [CWHR ponderosa pine (PBiJran mixed conifer
(SMC), white fir (WFR), red fir (RFR), eastside pi(fEPN), tree size 5, canopy
closures S and P]. (2) Acres with changes in tee®py closure class. (3) Acres
with changes in understory shrub canopy closurgscla

Current Condition of the Habitat Factor(s) in the Analysis Area: Table 9
below indicates that as a result of wildfire, la&zal open canopy coniferous
forest habitat decreased in availability. As intikch this habitat type makes up
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very little of the vegetation within the analysigea post wildfire (1% of NF
acres).

Table 9. Summary dfate Seral Open Coniferous (5S and 5P) acres withaidysis Area; from VESTRA
2002, updated with Fire Severity maps and 200&abgehiotography (all acres are approximate andrall a
National Forest).

CWHR Type Il Pre-Fire I]Post Fire (first I]Post Wheeler Il

five years) Project
EPN5P 14 29 29
EPN5S 0 59 59
RFR5P 18 0 0
SMC5P 899 403 403
SMC5S 84 187 187
WFR5P 71 46 46
WFR5S 39 4 4
Total 1,125 728 728

Action Alternatives (A, C, D, and E)

Direct and Indirect Effects to Habitat. Potential direct effects include removal
of fire-killed or hazard trees, downed woody fusid subsequent reforestation.
About 22 percent of Forest service land is propdsedalvage or roadside hazard
harvest under Alternative A (14,755 acres propaagaf 68,408 FS acres in
analysis area). Alternative C proposes to tred@@Bderes ( 12%), alternative D
5,656 acres (8%), and alternative E 4,389 acre$. ®&ad or hazard tree removal
would not change the CWHR type within any standeed trees do not
contribute to canopy closure. The proposed deadrémoval would have no
effect on the residual live tree size, canopy cavdive-tree basal area. As Table
9 indicates, there would be no change in late sgrah coniferouorest as a
result of removing dead or hazard trees undeiteliratives.

The four action alternatives include reforestatibeonifers to promote the
reestablishment and development of a mature, clcaedpy, mixed conifer
forest. Conifer planting would occur as early as gear after dead tree removal.
The Montane chaparral type would be converted ¢or&iMixed Conifer types 1
and 2 (shrub/seedling/sapling) after reforestatibere conifer seedlings would
be competing with brush for the next 2 to 5 decallesreforestation would occur
in CWHR 5S and 5P.

Cumulative Effects to Habitat in the Analysis Area. Past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions affecting the habitéhéproject area have been
identified in appendix B of the project RFEIS. Téare no direct/indirect effects
to CWHR 5S & 5P habitat as a result of implementimgMoon-Wheeler Project,
thus there are no additional cumulative effects.

Cumulative Effects Conclusion: No changes to Late Seral Open Canopy
Coniferous Forest would occur as a result of dez&l temoval and
reforestation. The wildfire resulted in a decreasthe total amount of this
type of habitat and it remains a minor vegetatioeponent within the
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analysis area. The change in the amount of 5S Bnalilbnot alter the
existing trend in the habitat.

Alternative B (No Action)

Selection of the no action alternative would cdnite to no direct or indirect effects to
late seral open conifer habitat, thus there woldd be no cumulative effects as a result
of selecting this alternative.

Summary of Sooty Grouse Status and Trend at the Biegional Scale

The Plumas NF LRMP (as amended by the SNF MIS Ammemd) requires bioregional-
scale habitat and distribution population monitgriar the sooty grouse; hence, the late
seral open canopy coniferous forest effects armfgsithe Wheeler Project must be
informed by both habitat and distribution populatimonitoring data. The sections
below summarize the habitat and distribution pojamestatus and trend data for the
sooty grouse. This information is drawn from tle¢adled information on habitat and
population trends in the SNF Bioregional MIS Red$DA Forest Service 2008),
which is hereby incorporated by reference.

Habitat Status and Trend. There are currently 75,000 acres of late seral open
canopy coniferous forest (ponderosa pine, Sierrxecdconifer, white fir, red fir,
and eastside pine) habitat on National Forest 8y&iads in the Sierra Nevada.
The trend is slightly decreasing (from 3% to 1%kwtthe last decade on
National Forest System lands).

Population Status and Trend. The sooty grouse has been monitored in the
Sierra Nevada at various sample locations by huwsuerey, modeling, and point
counts, breeding bird survey protocols, includirajifGrnia Department of Fish
and Game Blue (Sooty) Grouse Surveys; Californipdbenent of Fish and
Game hunter survey, modeling, and hunting regulatassessment (CDFG
2004a, CDFG 2004b); Multi-species inventory and itooimg on the Lake Tahoe
Basin Management Unit (LTBMU 2007); and 1968 tosprd — BBS routes
throughout the Sierra Nevada (Sauer et al. 200Ffese data indicate that sooty
grouse continue to be present across the Sierraddeexcept in the area south of
the Kern Gap, and current data at the rangewid&p@aa, and Sierra Nevada
scales indicate that the distribution of sooty gepopulations in the Sierra
Nevada north of the Kern Gap is stable.

Relationship of Project-Level Habitat Impacts to Boregional-Scale Sooty Grouse
Trend. The direct/indirect and cumulative effects af iloon-Wheeler Project would
not change the amount and distribution of |latel sgyan coniferous forest within the
analysis area. Cumulatively the two fires resuited decrease in the amount of this
habitat from 1,125 acres to 728 acré@se change in the amount of late seral open
habitat in the Moon-Wheeler Project analysis ardlanet alter the existing trend in the
habitat, nor will it lead to a change in the distition of sooty grouse across the Sierra
Nevada bioregion.
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Late Seral Closed Canopy Coniferous Forest HabitaiCalifornia
spotted owl and northern flying squirrel)

California spotted owl. The California spotted owl was selected as an Mdi3ate seral
closed canopy coniferous forest (ponderosa piregra&di mixed conifer, white fir, and red
fir) habitat in the Sierra Nevada. This habisatomprised primarily of medium/large
trees (equal to or greater than 24 inches dbh) edgtiopy closures above 40% within
ponderosa pine, Sierran mixed conifer, white figl aed fir coniferous forests, and multi-
layered trees within ponderosa pine and Sierraredhoonifer forests. The California
spotted owl is strongly associated with forests$ liaave a complex multi-layered
structure, large-diameter trees, and high canopguce (CDFG 2005, USFWS 2006). It
uses dense, multi-layered canopy cover for roadtsien; roost selection appears to be
related closely to thermoregulatory needs, andgpeeies appears to be intolerant of high
temperatures (CDFG 2005). Mature, multi-layeragdbstands are required for
breeding (Ibid). The mixed-conifer forest typehe predominant type used by spotted
owls in the Sierra Nevada: about 80 percent ofAknsites are found in mixed-conifer
forest, with 10 percent in red fir forest (SNFPA02].

Northern flying squirrel. The northern flying squirrel was selected as an fdtSate
seral closed canopy coniferous forest (ponderasa, |dierran mixed conifer, white fir,
and red fir) habitat in the Sierra Nevada. Tlabitat is comprised primarily of
medium/large trees (equal to or greater than 2Hdesclbh) with canopy closures above
40% within ponderosa pine, Sierran mixed conifdritevfir, and red fir coniferous
forests, and multi-layered trees within ponderasa pnd Sierran mixed conifer forests.
The northern flying squirrel occurs primarily in taee, dense conifer habitats intermixed
with various riparian habitats, using cavities iatare trees, snags, or logs for cover
(CDFG 2005).

Project-level Effects Analysis — Late Seral Close@anopy Coniferous Forest
Habitat.

Habitat Factor(s) for the Analysis: (1) Acres of late seral closed canopy
coniferous forest habitat [CWHR ponderosa pine (PBMrran mixed conifer
(SMC), white fir (WFR), red fir (RFR)], tree size(&anopy closures M and D)
and tree size 6. (2) Acres with changes in candgguce (D to M). (3) Acres
with changes in large down logs per acre or langgs per acre.

Current Condition of the Habitat Factor(s) in the Analysis Area:

Table 10 displays the amount of late seral conifefforest habitat present within
the analysis area prior to the two fires and thewampresent after the fires. The
high severity burned sites burnt at an intensisyt tlsulted (or will result) in the
sites dominated by shrub species consistent withtame chaparral. Sites that
burnt at lesser intensities either resulted in@eese in canopy cover (M to a P
for example) or no change to existing CWHR typesn& projections were made,
based on fire severity and aerial photo interpi@tathat some additional
mortality could occur between 2007 and 2010. That pre (first five years)
column in the below table reflects this projecteattality.
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Table 10. Summary dfate Seral Closed-Canopy Coniferous Forest acrgsnrMnalysis Area; from
VESTRA 2002, updated with Fire Severity maps andi728erial photography (all acres are approximate
and all are National Forest).

CWHR Type Il Pre-Fire I]Post Fire (first I]Post Wheeler Il

five years) Project

PPN5M 77 0

RFR5M 38 0 0
SMC5D 3171 91 91
SMC5M 10211 296 296
WFR5D 537 6 6
WFR5M 4827 147 147
Total 18,861 540 540

Action Alternatives (A, C, D, and E)

Direct and Indirect Effects to Habitat. Potential direct effects include removal of fire-
killed or hazard trees, downed woody fuel, and sgbent reforestation. About 22
percent of Forest service land is proposed foraggh\or roadside hazard harvest under
Alternative A (14,755 acres proposed out of 68,B88acres in analysis area). Alternative
C proposes to treat 8,536 acres ( 12%), alternB&tigg656 acres (8%), and alternative E
4,389 acres (6%). Dead or hazard tree removal woatl@¢hange the CWHR type within
any stand as dead trees do not contribute to carlopyre. The proposed dead tree
removal would have no effect on the residual Inee tsize, canopy cover or live-tree
basal area. Thus the 540 acres of 5M/5D remaimarsg) wildfire would not be impacted
or changed as a result of project actions.

The four action alternatives include reforestatibonifers to promote the
reestablishment and development of a mature, closedpy, mixed conifer forest.
Alternatives A, D, and E each propose to reforppr@ximately 16,006 acres.
Alternative C proposes to reforest approximate808,acres. Conifer planting would
occur as early as one year after dead tree remblralMontane chaparral type would be
converted to Sierra Mixed Conifer types 1 and 2usiseedling/sapling) after
reforestation where conifer seedlings would be cetimg with brush for the next 2to 5
decades. No reforestation would occur in CWHR 5 3D.

The direct/indirect and cumulative effects of tlki@ and no action alternatives are
displayed and discussed in the Moonlight and Whddéeovery & Restoration Project
BA/BE (USDA 2009b) (pages 56-h&lease see this document for additional effects
analysis. This MIS analysis addresses only impackste seral closed canopy coniferous
forest.

Cumulative Effects to Habitat in the Analysis Area. Past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions affecting the habitédhéproject area have been identified in
Appendix B of the project RFEIS. Cumulative effeatsowl PACs/HRCAS/ etc are
discussed in the Project BA/BE (USDA 2009b). Bsiethe Moonlight and Antelope
Complex fires reduced the amount of 5M/5D withia #nalysis area by 97 percent due
to high severity burn. Dead tree removal and sulessigyeforestation within treatment
units would not reduce this habitat further.
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Reforestation of national forest lands where neegge harvest is proposed began within
the analysis area in spring 2008. A combinatiowide spaced cluster planting in the
Antelope Lake and Babcock Peak areas and squacedgspéanting in the Camp 14 area
occurred within areas of high fire severity accaupfor a total of approximately 1,200
acres planted in 2008. Up to 7,000 acres of refaties in unsalvaged areas are currently
being planned for spring 2009 and 2010 across thédbugh and Beckwourth Ranger
Districts; these additional acres of reforestatiamuld also occur in unsalvaged areas of
the fire including old plantations and natural si&nAn additional reforestation project,
the Frazier Cabin project, located on the BeckwoR@nger District, is planned for 2009
and proposes to plant 203 acres. No fire-killed tesnoval is planned with these two
projects. Reforestation efforts should hasten rastm of large tree forest conditions that
could provide CWHR 4M stands in approximately 9@rge Size class 5 trees are not
expected for 120+ years.

Cumulative Effects Conclusion No changes to late seral closed canopy coniferous
forest would occur as a result of dead tree remandlreforestation. The wildfire
resulted in a decrease in the total amount oftyipis of habitat. The change in the
amount of 5M and 5D as a consequence of the twdfivas resulted in the removal of
twenty spotted owl PACs from the Plumas NationakBbnetwork (USDA 2009b, pg.
53) which reflects the potential long term decrdagée existing trend in this habitat.

Alternative B (No Action)

Dead tree removal would not occur. Reforestatiopraposed treatment units would not
occur. This would have no effect on the canopy covdive-tree basal area. This
alternative does not treat the 21 acres of remgisi/5D, similar to action alternatives.
Thus the 21 acres of 5M/5D remaining post wildfireuld not be impacted or changed
as a result of no actions.

Reforestation of national forest lands where neage harvest is proposed began within
the analysis area in spring 2008. A combinatiowide spaced cluster planting in the
Antelope Lake and Babcock Peak areas and squacegspéanting in the Camp 14 area
occurred within areas of high fire severity accaunfor a total of approximately 1,200
acres planted in 2008. Up to 7,000 acres of refaties in unsalvaged areas are currently
being planned for spring 2009 and 2010 across thédbugh and Beckwourth Ranger
Districts; these additional acres of reforestatiauld also occur in unsalvaged areas of
the fire including old plantations and natural si&nAn additional reforestation project,
the Frazier Cabin project, located on the BeckwoR@nger District, is planned for 2009
and proposes to plant 203 acres. The net cumulefiget of these reforestation projects
would be the enhanced establishment of coniferlisgmsdacross the analysis area in
order to re-establish forested conditions.

Cumulative Effects Conclusion No changes to late seral closed canopy coniferous
forest would occur as a result of no action. Thiglfive resulted in a decrease in the total
amount of this type of habitat. The change in tm@ant of 5M and 5D as a consequence
of the two wildfires resulted in the removal of tviy-one spotted owl PACs from the
Plumas National Forest network. which reflectsgbtential long term decrease in the
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existing trend in this habitat. Less long terntgestion/recovery occurs with this
alternative than with the action alternatives.

Summary of Status and Trend at the Bioregional Scal

California spotted owl and Northern flying squirrel. The Plumas NF LRMP (as
amended by the SNF MIS Amendment) requires bioregiscale habitat and

distribution population monitoring for the Califeanspotted owl and northern flying
squirrel; hence, the late seral closed canopy eamif forest (ponderosa pine, Sierran
mixed conifer, white fir, and red fir) habitat efte analysis for the Wheeler Project must
be informed by both habitat and distribution popatamonitoring data. The sections
below summarize the habitat and distribution pojaestatus and trend data. This
information is drawn from the detailed information habitat and population trends in
the SNF Bioregional MIS Report (USDA Forest Sen26€8), which is hereby
incorporated by reference.

Habitat Status and Trend. There are currently 994,000 acres of late séoakd
canopy coniferous forest (ponderosa pine, Sierrxedconifer, white fir, and

red fir) habitat on National Forest System landghSierra Nevada. The trend is
slightly increasing (from 7% to 9% within the latcade on National Forest
System lands).

Population Status and Trend - California spotted ow California spotted owl
has been monitored in California and throughoutSiegra Nevada as part of
general surveys, monitoring of nests and territdmi@s, and demography studies
(Verner et al. 1992, USDA Forest Service 2001, 20BFWS 2006, Sierra
Nevada Research Center 2007). Current data aatigewide, California, and
Sierra Nevada scales indicate that, although timengbe localized declines in the
rate of population change trend [e.g., localizecrel@ses in “lambda” (estimated
annual rate of population change)], the distributid California spotted owl
populations in the Sierra Nevada is stable.

Population Status and Trend — northern flying squirel. The northern flying
squirrel has been monitored in the Sierra Nevadarus sample locations by
live-trapping and radiotelemetry since 2002 (Sié&tewada Research Center
2007), and 1958-2004 throughout the Sierra Neviadarious monitoring efforts
and studies (see USDA Forest Service 2008, TableL$cV-1). These data
indicate that northern flying squirrels continueb®mpresent at these sample sites,
and current data at the rangewide, California, Sietra Nevada scales indicate
that the distribution of northern flying squirregulations in the Sierra Nevada is
stable.

Relationship of Project-Level Habitat Impacts to Boregional-Scale Trends.

California spotted owl. The direct/indirect and cumulative effects of thedvi-Wheeler
Project would not change the amount and distriloutiblate seral closed canopy
coniferous forest within the analysis area. Thelfivgés resulted in a loss of 18,321 acres
of late seral closed canopy coniferous forest hakfiat will not recover for over 125
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years. Therefore the change in the amount ofskatal closed canopy coniferous forest
as a result of the Moonlight and Antelope Compleasfmay alter the existing trend in
the habitat and local distribution of spotted olelsally, but not lead to a change in the
distribution of the spotted owl across the Sierewv&tla bioregion.

Northern flying squirrel.  The direct/indirect and cumulative effectsioé ¥Wheeler
Project would not change the amount and distriloutiblate seral closed canopy
coniferous forest within the analysis area. Thelfiviés resulted in a loss of 18,321 acres
of habitat that will not recover for over 125 yeamherefore the change in the amount of
late seral closed canopy coniferous forest asiwdtrelsthe Moonlight and Antelope
Complex fires may alter the existing trend in tladikat and local distribution of flying
squirrel locally, but not lead to a change in tisribution of the flying squirrel across

the Sierra Nevada bioregion.

Snags in Green Forest Ecosystem Component (Hairy wdpecker)

Habitat/Species Relationship.

The hairy woodpecker was selected as the MIS ®ettosystem component of snags in
green forests. Medium (diameter breast height &etvd5 to 30 inches) and large
(diameter breast height greater than 30 inchegjssage most important. The hairy
woodpecker uses stands of large, mature treesregs ®f sparse to intermediate
density; cover is also provided by tree cavitieBFG 2005). Mature timber and dead
shags or trees of moderate to large size are apthaneore important than tree species
(Siegel and DeSante 1999).

Project-level Effects Analysis — Snags in Green Fest Ecosystem Component

Habitat Factor(s) for the Analysis: (1) Medium (15-30 inches dbh) snags per
acre. (2) large (greater than 30 inches dbh)spagacre.

Current Condition of the Habitat Factor(s) in the Analysis Area: Table 11
provides information regarding the amount of grieast within the project area
supporting medium (CWHR size class 4) and large KRR/¢ize class 5) snags.

Table 11. Summary afreen forested acres potentially supporting medindhlarge snags within Analysis
Area; from VESTRA 2002, updated with Fire Seventgps and 2007 aerial photography (all acres are
approximate and all are National Forest).

CWHR Type Pre-Fire Post Fire (first [ Post Wheeler
five years) Project
SMC4 (S, P, M, D) 17,863 11,321 11,321
SMCS5 (S, P, M, D) 14,365 978 978
WFR4 (S, P, M, D) 12,866 6,017 6,017
WFRS5 (S, P, M, D) 5,475 203 203
RFR4 (S,P,M,D) 195 177 177
RFR5 (S,P,M,D) 56 0 0
PPN4 (S,P,M,D) 2,303 1,365 1,365
PPN5 (S,P,M,D) 264 43 43
EPN4 (S, P, M, D) 3,280 3,322 3,322
EPNS5 (S,P,M,D) 156 1,990 1,990
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| Total | 56,823 | 25,416 | 25416 |

As table 11 indicates, 31,407 acres of green fagsporting medium and large snags
was burned up by the wildfire and converted to sother CWHR type; primarily
montane chaparral if burned at high severity, esehal stages (CWHR 1, 2, or 3) if
burned at high or moderate severity, or a more @p@opy forest if burned at moderate
or low severity.

Based on data derived from common stand exam pitiien the Moon-Wheeler Project,
shags over 15” dbh exist at 16.4 per acre within2f364 acre treatment units. Small
dead trees (>9” dbh to 15.9 dbh) appear to be 84 etead trees/acre. Most all plot data
was collected in stands that burned at high sevevhich is not supporting a green forest
ecosystem. But at least three plots fell withiraarthat either did not burn, were burnt at
low or moderate severity (<50% basal area morjalibese plots are reflective of a green
forest ecosystem supporting snags. Table 12 disglagd tree availability within this
green forest within the analysis Area.

Table 12: Snag densities within unburned or lowesigy forest within Analysis Area

All species Diameter Class of | Number of dead trees/acre
Dead Tree

1-9.9 inch dbh 180

10-14.9 dbh 4

15- 29.9 dbh (medium sized) 2

>30” dbh (large sized) 1

Based on data displayed in Table 12, green forgkinithe project area supports snags
over 15" dbh at about 3 per acre. Table 11 indgcHtat there is 25,416 acres of green
forest in the project area capable of supportindiore and large snags at about 3/acre.

Action Alternatives (A, C, D, and E)

Direct and Indirect Effects to Habitat. Potential direct effects include removal of fire-
killed or hazard trees, downed woody fuel, and sgbent reforestation. About 22
percent of Forest service land is proposed foragg\or roadside hazard harvest under
Alternative A (14,755 acres proposed out of 68,B88acres in analysis area). Alternative
C proposes to treat 8,536 acres ( 12%), altern&ti%e556 acres (8%), and alternative E
4,389 acres (6%). Dead or hazard tree removal waetid¢hange the CWHR type within
any stand as dead trees do not contribute to carlopyre. The proposed dead tree
removal would have no effect on the residual Ineetsize, canopy cover or live-tree
basal area. The majority of the 25,416 acres of ®M¥pes identified as green forest
supporting snags within the analysis area (Tabjevtilld not be treated under this
project; the exception being areas along road @orsiwhere hazard trees have been
identified and scheduled for removal.

The four action alternatives include reforestatibonifers to promote the
reestablishment and development of a mature, closedpy, mixed conifer forest.
Conifer planting would occur as early as one yé&ar aead tree removal. The Montane
chaparral type would be converted to Sierra Mixedi@r types 1 and 2
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(shrub/seedling/sapling) after reforestation wheeneifer seedlings would be competing
with brush for the next 2 to 5 decad&be action alternatives do notoccur within this
habitat, thus it will not result in a change in #imount of snags present within unburned
or low severity burned stands (green forest ecesystGreen Forest ecosystem
supporting medium and large snags make up approsiyna/% of the 68,408 acres of
FS land in the analysis area.

Cumulative Effects to Habitat in the Analysis Area. Past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions affecting the habitéhénproject area have been identified in
appendix B of the project RFEIS.

Reforestation of national forest lands where neegge harvest is proposed began within
the analysis area in spring 2008. A combinatiowide spaced cluster planting in the
Antelope Lake and Babcock Peak areas and squacegspéanting in the Camp 14 area
occurred within areas of high fire severity accaupfor a total of approximately 1,200
acres planted in 2008. Up to 7,000 acres of refaties in unsalvaged areas are currently
being planned for spring 2009 and 2010 across thédbugh and Beckwourth Ranger
Districts; these additional acres of reforestatiamuld also occur in unsalvaged areas of
the fire including old plantations and natural si&nAn additional reforestation project,
the Frazier Cabin project, located on the BeckwoR@nger District, is planned for 2009
and proposes to plant 203 acres. No fire-killed tesnoval is planned with these two
projects. Reforestation efforts should hasten rastm of large tree forest conditions that
could provide CWHR 4M stands in approximately 9@rge Size class 5 trees are not
expected for 120+ years.

Cumulative Effects Conclusion: The action alternatives would only minimally ingpa
shags within green forest ecosystem because desgldre to be removed primarily from
areas that burned at high/moderate severity thabtisupport green forest ecosystem.
Snags within green forest ecosystems that are atmadycorridors and are deemed
hazardous would be removed under all alternatieesgpt the no action). Reforestation
would not occur in these CWHR types. Thus thereislirect habitat reduction as a
result of action alternatives and there would balberation to the existing trend in the
ecosuystem component.

Alternative B (No Action): The no action alternative is essentially the saffeeteas

the action alternatives on this habitat. There bglino change to this type of habitat with
any alternative. Thus it will not result in a charig the amount of snags present within
unburned or low severity burned stands. Theseaygéands make up approximately
25,416 acres (Table 11) or 37 percent of FS lamdisa analysis area.

Reforestation of national forest lands where neegge harvest is proposed began within
the analysis area in spring 2008. A combinatiowide spaced cluster planting in the
Antelope Lake and Babcock Peak areas and squacedgspéanting in the Camp 14 area
occurred within areas of high fire severity accaupfor a total of approximately 1,200
acres planted in 2008. Up to 7,000 acres of refaties in unsalvaged areas are currently
being planned for spring 2009 and 2010 across thédbugh and Beckwourth Ranger
Districts; these additional acres of reforestatiamuld also occur in unsalvaged areas of
the fire including old plantations and natural si&nAn additional reforestation project,
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the Frazier Cabin project, located on the BeckwoR@nger District, is planned for 2009
and proposes to plant 203 acres. No fire-killed tesnoval is planned with these two
projects. Reforestation efforts should hasten rastm of large tree forest conditions that
could provide CWHR 4M stands in approximately 9@rge Size class 5 trees are not
expected for 120+ years.

Summary of Hairy Woodpecker Status and Trend at theBioregional Scale

The Plumas NF LRMP (as amended by the SNF MIS Ammemd) requires bioregional-
scale habitat and distribution population monitgriar the hairy woodpecker; hence, the
snag effects analysis for the Wheeler Project meshformed by both habitat and
distribution population monitoring data. The secf below summarize the habitat and
distribution population status and trend data ler lhairy woodpecker. This information
is drawn from the detailed information on habitadl @istribution population trends in the
SNF Bioregional MIS Report (USDA Forest Service 00vhich is hereby incorporated
by reference.

Ecosystem Component Status and TrendThe current (based on 2001-2004
inventory sources) average number of medium-sinedarge-sized snags (5"
dbh, all decay classes) per acre across majorezrong and hardwood forest
types (Westside mixed conifer, ponderosa pine,eninit productive hardwoods,
red fir, eastside pine) in the Sierra Nevada rafges 1.4 per acre in eastside
pine to 8.3 per acre in white fir. Detailed infoima by forest type, snag size,
and snag decay class can be found in the SNF Bam@igMIS Report (USDA
Forest Service 2008).

Data from the mid-to-late 1990s were compared Wiéhcurrent data to calculate
the trend in total snags per acre by Regional taype for the 10 Sierra Nevada
national forests and indicate that, during thisqeersnags per acre increased
within westside mixed conifer (+0.80), white firl(:88), and red fir (+0.68) and
decreased within ponderosa pine (-0.17), produ¢tardwoods (-0.17), and
eastside pine (-0.16).

Population Status and Trend. The hairy woodpecker has been monitored in the
Sierra Nevada at various sample locations by gvaant counts and breeding bird
survey protocols, including 1997 to present — Lagdational Forest (Burnett and
Humple 2003, Burnett et al. 2005); 2002 to presétitmas and Lassen National
Forests (Sierra Nevada Research Center 2007);36®Itd present — BBS routes
throughout the Sierra Nevada (Sauer et al. 200Fese data indicate that the

hairy woodpecker continues to be present at thesple sites, and current data at
the rangewide, California, and Sierra Nevada sdat#isate that the distribution

of hairy woodpecker populations in the Sierra Nevisdstable.

Relationship of Project-Level Habitat Impacts to Boregional-Scale Hairy
Woodpecker Trend. The direct, indirect and cumulative effect of thedn-Wheeler
Project in terms of changes in medium-sized argklsized snags per acre within green
forest habitat will not change from the existingndiion, as green forested habitat
supporting snags would only be minimally impactgdibad or hazard tree removal
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within the burn areas. The actions will not alteg existing trend in the ecosystem
component, nor will it lead to a change in therthsttion of hairy woodpecker across the
Sierra Nevada bioregion.

That being said, it is logical to think that thedmf green forest habitat due to wildfire
would result in a decrease in habitat trend bianegily. But site specific surveys indicate
that hairy woodpecker is the most abundant woodpesiecies within wildfire areas in
the Antelope Lake area (limited surveys in StreBoylder and Antelope Fires). It is
suspected that this species actually takes advawofatye increase availability of prey
within dead trees and buffers loss of green trdxtduaby utilizing burned areas
supporting snags. Kotliar, et al (2002) identifted hairy woodpecker as a species
typically more abundant in burns than in unburrezéd$t and Smucker et al (2005) found
the hairy woodpecker increased in relative abune@ab®durned sites in each of the first
three years after fire. Covert-Bratland et al (20@6ind that hairy woodpecker used
edges of high severity burn areas more than tleeiantand concluded that high severity
burned areas provide important but ephemeral fogpgieas for this species. Vierling, et
al (2008) found that high severity fire effects w@nportant for multiple woodpecker
species, including the hairy woodpecker, as longraater numbers and larger snags are
retained throughout the landscape. Thus, at ladkiei short term, habitat available for
use may have increased.

Snags in Burned Forest Ecosystem Component (Blackabked
woodpecker)

Habitat/Species Relationship.

The black-backed woodpecker (BBWO) was selectedeaM|S for the ecosystem
component of snags in burned forests. Detailearimétion on MIS is documented in the
Sierra Nevada National Forests Bioregional MIS Re@@dSDA 2008), which is hereby
incorporated by reference. Recent data indicaeBBWO's are dependent on snags
created by stand-replacement fires (Hutto 1995ligtatt al. 2002, Smucker et al. 2005,
Hanson and North 2008).

Black-backed woodpeckers are territorial. Densitieburned forests in the Sierra
Nevada were estimated at 3.2 pairs/100 acres (Bodkynch 1970). In unburned Sierra
Nevada forests densities were estimated from (r&/p80 acres (Raphael and White
1984) to 0.5 pairs/100 acres (Bock and Lynch (193f))dies strongly suggest greater
breeding densities in burned than in unburned ter@$utto 1995, Kotliar al. 2002,
Smucker et al. 2005) but varied survey methodsrapdrting units complicate
comparisons (Dixon and Saab 2000). It was recomegktitht 6 snags (greater than 41
cm dbh) per 67 acres (in unburned coniferous SNereada forests) is needed to support
0.7 pairs per 100 acres. (Raphael and White 1984 of burns appears to be restricted
to the first several years following a fire, asdas wood-boring insects are present and
abundant. This can vary from 1 to 3 years up tbteygars post fire (Nature Conservancy
1999, Hoyt and Hannon 2002). Hutto (1995) found tha number of small trees (10 to
30 cm dbh or 4-12” dbh) present in a burn serveth@best correlate of BBWO
abundance. Dixon & Saab (2000) recommend that whesefire salvage logging is
planned, retain snags in clumps rather than evacespdistributions and retain >104 to
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123 snag/ha (42-50 snags/acre) of dbh size >23tutbf). Vierling et al (2008)
recommended that snags>26 cm (10”) dbh be retdieeduse this represented the
smallest snag size used by nesting woodpeckersifispady BBWO and hairy
woodpecker, in burned pine forest. In Californi8VBO used nest trees >41 cm (16”
dbh) and more than 13 meters (42 feet) tall in lbotimed and unburned forest (Raphael
& White 1984).

Project-level Effects Analysis — Snags in Burned Fest Ecosystem Component

Habitat Factor(s) for the Analysis: (1) Medium (15-30 inches dbh) snags per
acre within burned forest created by stand-reptatine. (2) large (greater than
30 inches dbh) snags per acre within burned faresited by stand-replacing fire.

Current Condition of the Key Habitat Factor(s) in the Analysis Area:

Snags are fairly evenly distributed across theyamahrea; pre-fire conditions
within the analysis area was dominated by SMC 4@mdvarious canopy
closures (Table 2) The majority of this CWHR typeried at high and
moderately high severity, resulting in >50% basahanortality (BAM), with the
subsequent replacement of live trees with dead.tfdas burned habitat
supporting snags is reflected in Table 13 and Attant 1. Russell et al (2007),
indicated that BBWQO'’s were positively associatethvldurned areas that
supported moderate or high pre-fire crown closue$0). Several published
articles (Murphy and Lehnhausen 1998, Hoyt and ldar2002, Hutto 2008,
Vierling et al. 2008) indicate that BBWOQO's forageadnd prefer forested stands
that burned at moderate to high severity. Therefoefire CWHR 4M, 4D, 5M
and 5D that burned at moderately high (50-75% BAdMigh severity (> 75%
BAM) is used to determined trends in BBWO habitat.

Table 13. Summary of burned forest acres poteptsaipporting medium and large snags
within Analysis Area and within Treatment Unitspfn VESTRA 2002, updated with Fire
Severity maps and 2007 aerial photography (allsaare approximate and all are National

Forest).

CWHR Type* (pre-| Created BBWO Habitat
fires) in Analysis Area (acres)
CWHR 4M/4D 17,896

CWHR 5M/5D 14,673

Total 32,569

*CWHR types include SMC, WFR, EPN, PPN

Approximately 32,569 Forest Service acres of siet&8BWO habitat is within
the 87,647 acre analysis area as a resutaaferately high tdigh severity fire
within CWHR types supporting 4M, 4D, 5M, and 5Ddgire).

Table 14 discloses the estimated snag densitisrexiwithin the analysis area. This
fire-killed tree (snag) data was collected usingnomn stand exam plots located within
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the proposed treatment units. Snag density estawatee averaged across the analysis
area within all Forest Service pre-fire CWHR 4M,,4D, and 5D stands (totaling
45,895 acres). Weighted averages are displayeate atcurately represent the
proportion of areas which burned at different sesron different soil site classes.
Please refer to the Moonlight Wheeler Project BA(BESDA 2009b) Attachment 1 for
additional information.

Table 14. Estimated snag densities on Forest Selamds within analysis area

All species Diameter Class of | Number of dead trees/acre
Dead Tree

10-14.9 dbh 32.6

15 or greater dbh 16.8

Action Alternatives (A, C, D, and E)

Direct and Indirect Effects to Habitat. Potential direct effects include removal of
burnt trees, downed woody fuel, and subsequentastiation. Under Alternative A dead
or hazard tree removal would occur on approximatdly55 acres (22% of FS lands)
within the analysis area. The other action altivea propose to remove fire-killed or
hazard trees in the following amounts: Alternative 8,536 acres (12%), Alternative D —
5,656 acres (8%), and Alternative E (roadside fthizaatments only) — 4,389 acres
(6%). Black-backed woodpecker chicks that are prteséhin the treatment units and
have not yet fledged by July 15, 2009, the schedsiiart of implementation, could be
directly killed due to removal of occupied nesesePossible direct mortality of chicks
could also occur in 2010 if harvest units remaid are scheduled to be treated during the
nestling stage. There may be instances where ohaaviive trees may be cut for safety
purposes or to facilitate access to harvest fileckirees. These instances are expected to
be rare and impacts to existing live tree stanasmal. Therefore, the project would not
directly affect the following CWHR types: mid secaniferous in all canopy covers size
4 trees, late seral closed canopy coniferous ioaalbpy covers size 5 trees, or medium
and large snags in green forest. The four actimmraltives include reforestation of
conifers to promote the reestablishment and dewedop of a mature, closed canopy,
mixed conifer forest. Conifer planting would oc@s early as one year after dead tree
removal. The Montane chaparral type would be cdedeo Sierra Mixed Conifer types
1 and 2 (shrub/seedling/sapling) after reforestatvbere conifer seedlings would be
competing with brush for the next 2 to 5 decadesySetention areas would be
designated to provide for large snags and largendeaody material recruitment to
rehabilitate habitat structure. Snags would bamethin numbers appropriate for each
forest type. In Sierra mixed conifer and pondeusa forest types, four of the largest
shags per acre would be retained. Snag densitiekle averaged over the analysis
area. No large dead tree removal would occur on @f7#te project analysis area. Green
tree and snag retention guidelines would providduture replacement snags and down
woody material over time.

Snag retention objectives would be attained byousrimethods in project design:

a. Snag Retention Areas:
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Shag retention areas range in size from 7 to 26satinder alternative A snag
retention areas were designated over approximsgslpercent (up to 1,060 acres) of
salvage treatment areas. Alternative C and altesnB® have 580 acres (14%) and
127 acres (10%) designated, respectively, as stagtion areas. Dead tree removal
generally would not occur within these snag retenéireas. Primary selection criteria
for snag retention areas were 1) areas formeriytifiled as Spotted Owl PACs, 2)
along treatment unit boundaries adjacent to nomddiand low severity areas, 3)
within RHCAs, and 4) in stands that supported aimirm of 40% canopy cover pre-
fire.

b. Small Dead Tree Availability

Within treatment units, the proposed action (aléue A) calls for the removal of
dead trees 14” or 16” dbh and larger. Within hegdteo and skyline units this would
result in the retention of smaller dead trees (¥18bh) scattered and clumped across
all 6,219 acres of helicopter and skyline units.iddicated in Table 14, this small
dead tree density would be around 32 dead treesb@tween 10” and 14.9” dbh. In
the tractor units under all action alternativesa assult of both sawlog and biomass
proposed for harvest, there would be no small dessdavailability, except in snag
retention areas, RHCA equipment restriction zoard,dead trees within 150 feet
from the road prism (123 road miles to be treatledy) are not deemed hazardous.

c. Within RHCAs.

For all alternatives, harvesting of dead trees waualcur; however, snags would be
retained to meet RMOs for down woody debris reoraiit. Snags greater than 15”
dbh would be retained at 4 snags/acres in allddceBHCAs. RHCAs would be
incorporated into the 10 acre (average) snag fieteateas where appropriate.

d. Outside treatment areas.

With alternatives A 78% of the FS lands within #ralysis area has no dead or
hazard tree removal planned. Under Alternative&%6 ®f FS lands would not be
subject to dead or hazard tree removal. Alternddiweould leave 92% untreated and
alternative E would only treat roadside hazardsirésaving 94% of the analysis area
untreated. Untreated areas would contribute highag density clusters in large
contiguous blocks to meet total required numbenafgs per acre across the analysis
area. Maintaining from 78% to 94% of Forest Serl@r®ls within the analysis area

in an unsalvaged condition can benefit speciestiostly tied to early post-fire
conditions, including the BBWO (Kaotliar, et al 2002

Cumulative Effects to Habitat in the Analysis Area.Past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions affecting the habitéh@analysis area have been identified in
appendix B of the project RFEIS.

Prior to the Moonlight and Antelope Complex firdsere was approximately 1,488 acres
of habitat classified as snags in burned foredtiwithe analysis area (created from the
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2001 Stream Fire). Within this portion of the Strelire area, approximately 221 acres

in nine units were salvage logged in 2003. On ayeesmags were distributed across the
salvage units at 4-6 snags/acre. The remaining’Ia2&s of the Stream Fire area within
the analysis area were not salvage logged (dithanat dead tree removal) and now are
burnt forest habitat supporting a high density edmm and large snags/acre; this habitat
is six to seven years old. Due to its age, habitdte Stream Fire has probably declined
in habitat suitability for BBWO. Assuming BBWO detiss @ 3.2/40 ha in burned forest
(1 pair/32 acres) (Bock and Lynch 1970) or 1 p@ib/acres) (Raphael and White 1984 in
NatureServe 2007), this habitat (snags in burnesstppotentially supported between 2
and 39 pair of BBWO'’s between 2002 to 2007.

The Moonlight and Antelope Complex fires burnedrd®&,000 acres, and, as a result,
approximately 32,695 acres of suitable BBWO habita$ created by moderately high to
high severity fire (Table 13). This provides enoungibitat (snags in burned forest) to
theoretically support an additional 65 to 1,020al hus the Moonlight and Antelope
Complex fires created an upward trend in BBWO lzliiom pre-fire conditions that
could have increased the short term trends in wecddgs in the analysis area.

Two roadside safety and hazard tree removal pmjdeitelope Complex on the Mt.
Hough Ranger District and Dry Flat on the BeckwbiRanger District) were
implemented in 2008. These two projects removedsioa hazard trees from
approximately 3,330 acres.

There are two additional Forest Service projectseatly being planned that would remove
dead trees within the analysis area. The Camp dNanth Moonlight projects are fire
salvage projects proposed by the Beckwourth Radggtrict, Plumas National Forest,
and the Eagle Lake Ranger District, Lassen Natiboadst, respectively. The Camp 14
project is completed while the North Moonlight @dj is currently under contract and
ongoing. These fire salvage projects are limitelg$s than 250 acres in size, and occur
in separate watersheds. Both of these projectadedharvesting fire-injured trees in the
interest of capturing the value of those trees Wwinere substantially injured by the fire
and likely to die in the near future; however, siticese projects also primarily target
areas of high to moderate burn severity where grébén 50 percent of the basal area
was killed, most trees harvested would be deagkkiited trees. The contributions of
these two projects to cumulative effects includecalized reduction in snags, in snag
recruitment from fire-injured trees, and in highrbgeverity forest structure. These two
projects would affect 0.7 percent of public landthim the analysis area and represent
the smallest contribution towards cumulative eSdotforest vegetation, fuel loading,
fire behavior, or air quality within the analysi®a. Due to the size, scale, and, in the
case of Camp 14, the dispersal of such activitiese localized effects would be
minimal when considering the extent of the analgséa.

Table 15: Cumulative amount of BBWO suitable habi&aaining post treatments (FS acres)*

Existing BBWO | Cumulative Acres Post Moonlight and
Habitat in BBWO Habitat Wheeler Project Habitat

Analysis Area Planned for Fire- Available for BBWO
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killed or Hazard Acres %

Tree Removal Remaining| Remaining
Alternative 32,569 12,397 20,172 62%
A'terga“"e 32,569 7155 25,413 78%
Alternative 32,569 4,598 27,971 86%
A'terga“"e 32,569 3,456 29,113 89%

* see also attachments 2-5

Approximately 32,569 Forest Service acres of siet&8BWO habitat is within the
87,647 acre analysis area as a resuttofierately high thigh severity fire within

CWHR types supporting 4M, 4D, 5M, and 5D pre-fifable 15 shows the cumulative
amount of BBWO habitat remaining on FS lands afteh action alternative is
implemented. Attachments 2-5 also shows these BBMitable acres for each
alternative. All proposed or ongoing fire-killed loazard tree removal project acreage
within the analysis area (this project, two roaddidzard projects, and two smaller
salvage projects) are accounted for in the abdse.t8BWO habitat rendered unsuitable
as a result of direct removal of dead or hazarektrkaries with each alternative, ranging
from a high of 12,397 acres under Alternative AY38f existing suitable acres treated)
to a low of 3,456 acres under Alternative E (rodegreatment alternative — 11% of
existing suitable acres treated). Table 15 shoestmulative amount of BBWO
suitable habitat left untreated post-project waaldge from 62% (alternative A) to 89%
(alternative E).

Table 16. Cumulative Amount of high to moderataiyh (>50 BAM) severity fire
Salvaged and Unsalvaged in the Moon-Wheeler Prliexest Service acres).

Total Acres| Moon-Wheeler nggt(;ir_
g/le?vde_:_litlgihn /?g:essai/r;)pgz?d fire-killed Acres Un- % of total
Analysyis Hazard 'Igree or hazard | salvaged | Unsalvaged

Area Removal tree

removal
A'terxat've 41,825 13,295 1,894 32,636 68%
A'terga“"e 47,825 7.140 1,894 38,790 81%
A'terga“"e 47,825 4,278 1,804 41,652 87%
A'terlr:_‘a“"e 47,825 3,013 1,894 42,918 90%

* snag retention areas excluded

Table 16 indicates that, under Alternative A, 68pat of the analysis area classified as
high severity to moderately high severity burn vebaibt be salvage logged. Alternative
C would leave 81 percent in these same severiggsetauntreated. Alternative D would
leave 87 percent untreated and alternative E wiealte 90% untreated. Areas untreated
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would continue to be available as BBWO habitat seshere between 5 and 7 years.
After this time period, the quality of foraging h&b declines because the dead wood
habitat no longer supports prey species BBWO coesum

Shag density estimations post treatment on Foegsice pre-fire CWHR 4M, 4D, 5M,
and 5D lands within the analysis area has been. @rag numbers reflect cumulative
effects, that is, all FS projects ongoing or praubthat are/would remove fire-killed
trees, and araveragedacross the landscape (on FS pre-fire forested adgthin the
analysis area — 45,895 acres).

Implementation of all projects under alternativee&ults in an estimated post harvest
snag density (greater than 15 inches dbh) acres88/408 acres of public land of 11.7
snags/acre. Implementation of all projects undeh @d the other action alternatives (C,
D, and E) results in an estimated post harvest daagity (greater than 15 inches dbh)
across the 68,408 acres of public land of 13.3 Saate.

Reforestation of national forest lands where neagge harvest is proposed began within
the analysis area in spring 2008. A combinatiolowfdensity wide spaced cluster
planting in the Antelope Lake and Babcock Peaksaama low density square-spaced
planting in the Camp 14 area occurred within acddsgh fire severity accounting for a
total of approximately 838 acres planted in 2008ring the summer of 2008, the
Frazier Cabin Reforestation Project included 14&®o0f mechanical site preparation
which accounts for 0.16 percent of the analysia ared consequently results in a
negligible contribution to cumulative effects. Apgimately 10,500 acres of high
severity, unsalvaged areas were planted in Spf0§ 2cross the Mt. Hough and
Beckwourth Ranger District portions of the Moonligimd Antelope Complex fires
utilizing a combination of low density planting angements. These additional acres of
reforestation occurred in unsalvaged areas ofiteencluding old plantations and natural
stands. Manual release treatments would occurnvidhe to two years following
planting. The net cumulative effect would be thbanced establishment of conifer
seedlings across the analysis area in order tetedlesh forested conditions.

Over 11,400 of the 19,238 acres of private landdess salvage harvested to date within
the analysis area. It is reasonably assumed bassthte forest practice regulations and
private timber practices that these areas woule@anted and managed for
maximizing tree growth, thus resulting in a cumiwiaincrease in early seral coniferous
stages across the analysis area.

Future Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group prtgabat may occur within the
analysis area include the Wildcat Project (2009) thie Keddie Project (2009). These
projects would include Defensible Fuel Profile Zduel treatments, area thinning
treatments, and group selection treatments whialidvavolve timber harvesting and
include silvicultural prescriptions which involvieinning from below to reduce
hazardous accumulations of ladder and canopy arelgpromoting shade intolerant
species. These projects would focus on harvestiegngirees and would likely be
modified to avoid areas affected by the fire; matarly areas that burned with moderate
to high severity. Contribution to cumulative effegtould include localized reduction of
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stand densities through timber harvest focusintherremoval of trees less than 30
inches diameter and the removal of snags. No terdtomits from either the Wildcat or
Keddie projects would overlap with treatment umtsny action alternatives.
Approximately 155 acres of these projects (75 afrmas the Wildcat Project and 80
acres from the Keddie Project) may occur withindhalysis area; this would account for
0.2 percent of the project area. Consequentlyctiméribution of these projects to
cumulative effects would be negligible since 1atneents would occur in low severity
areas, 2) prescriptions would be focused on maimgimature forest cover and reducing
hazardous fuel conditions, 3) the units are gedgcafly disparate, and dispersed from
the action alternatives, and 4) the vast majoriitthe units occur outside of the analysis
area and the perimeter of the fires.

Cumulative Effects Conclusion: Implementation of fire-killed or hazard tree rerab

on 4,389 acres (Alt E) to 14,755 acres (Alt A) 8f408 Forest Service acres as designed,
in combination with past, present and reasonablysieable future actions would result
in a decline in BBWO habitat availability, distritbten, and hence population across the
Plumas National Forest. That being said, there @vetill be short term population
increase (from 2002) resulting from the suitablbitad remaining after the proposed
project.

Alternative B: No Action

Direct and Indirect Effects to Habitat.

No fire-killed tree removal would occur with thikexnative. Snag densities (greater than
15 inches dbh) averaged across the analysis atkdhgino action alternative would be
approximately 16.4 snags/acre.

Cumulative Effects: Cumulatively the only fire-killed trees removedrfrdghe analysis
area would be those within the two roadside haraelprojects (Antelope Complex and
Dry Flat — total of 3,330 acres) and the two satvagles (Camp 14 and North Moonlight
— total of 441 acres). Table 66 indicates thateurnie no action alternative, cumulative
post-fire treatments would remove fire-killed tréesn 1,246 suitable BBWO acres,
with 96% suitable acres left untreated. It wasnested that snag densities post hazard
removal would average about 2 snags greater thamch&s dbh/acre within the hazard
tree zones, as not all fire-killed trees createdifeywould be deemed hazards. No trees
greater than 15 inches dbh is expected to remdammthe 441 acres treated under the
two salvage projects. This leaves a total of 64 @®lic land acres untreated that would
support all fire-killed trees created by the twe4i.

Table 17. Cumulative amount of BBWO suitable hetlriémaining post treatments
under the no action alternative (public land).

Alternative B (no action) Cumulative
Created Cumulative Acres (all Post Moonlight and
BBWO projects) BBWO Habitaf Wheeler Project Habitat
Habitatin | Planned for Fire-killed Available for BBWO
Analysis or Roadside Hazard Trge ACV?S %
Area Removal under Alt B Remaining| Remaining
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| Alternative

B
Private timberlands account for over 19,000 acregpproximately 22 percent of the
analysis area. Since fall 2007 through the sumrh2008 fire salvage harvest has been
occurring on these lands. Over 11,400 have begagaharvested to date and, although
additional salvage may take place, future salvagees on private land is expected to be
minimal. Private fire salvage projects have ocalimestly on productive, well-stocked
stands that burned with moderate to high burn ggwesulting in a notable reduction in
densities of fire-killed and fire-injured trees kit these private parcels. It is reasonably
assumed based on state forest practice regulamhprivate timber practices that these
areas would be re-planted and managed for maxigizée growth.

32,695 1,246 31,449 | 96%

Reforestation of national forest lands where neagge harvest is proposed began within
the analysis area in spring 2008. A combinatiowioe spaced cluster planting in the
Antelope Lake and Babcock Peak areas and squacegspéanting in the Camp 14 area
occurred within areas of high fire severity accaunfor a total of approximately 1,200
acres planted in 2008. Up to 7,000 acres of refaties in unsalvaged areas are currently
being planned for spring 2009 and 2010 across thédbugh and Beckwourth Ranger
Districts; these additional acres of reforestatiamuld also occur in unsalvaged areas of
the fire including old plantations and natural si®nThe net cumulative effect would be
the enhanced establishment of conifer seedlingsathe analysis area in order to re-
establish forested conditions.

Cumulative Effects Conclusion: It is anticipated that implementation of the mti@n
alternative, in combination with past, present eeabonably foreseeable future actions,
would not have a cumulative effect to the poputadnd habitat distribution across the
Plumas National Forest. There still would be skenmin population increase (from 2002)
resulting from the suitable habitat created by firiéd

Summary of Black-backed Woodpecker Status and Trendt the Bioregional Scale
The Plumas NF LRMP (as amended by the SNF MIS Ammemd) requires bioregional-
scale habitat and distribution population monitgriar the BBWO; hence, the snags
effects analysis for the Moon-Wheeler Project nngsinformed by both habitat and
distribution population monitoring data. The secf below summarize the habitat and
distribution population status and trend datalier BBWO. This information is drawn
from the detailed information on habitat and disition population trends in the SNF
Bioregional MIS Report (USDA 2008), which is herahgorporated by reference.

Ecosystem Component Status and Trend. The current (based on 2001-2004
inventory sources) average number of medium-sinedarge-sized snags (5"
dbh, all decay classes) per acre across majoraron$ and hardwood forest
types (Westside mixed conifer, ponderosa pine,enint productive hardwoods,
red fir, eastside pine) in the Sierra Nevada rafges 1.4 per acre in eastside
pine to 8.3 per acre in white fir. Detailed infottima by forest type, snag size,
and snag decay class can be found in the SNF Bama&igMIS Report (USDA
2008). These data include snags in both greentfanesburned forest. Between
2000 and 2007, 211,000 acres have undergone highityewildfire in the Sierra
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Nevada (this figure includes the Antelope Compled Bloonlight Fire on the
Plumas NF in 2007). In addition, over 176,000 atw@ge burned at moderate
severity (also includes Antelope and Moonlightsuléing in a mixture of effects
on the structurally dominant vegetation Sierra-wide

Data from the mid-to-late 1990s were compared Wiéhcurrent data to calculate
the trend in total snags per acre by Regional taype for the 10 Sierra Nevada
national forests and indicate that, during thisqeersnags per acre increased
within westside mixed conifer (+0.80), white firl(:88), and red fir (+0.68) and
decreased within ponderosa pine (-0.17), produ¢tardwoods (-0.17), and
eastside pine (-0.16).

Population Status and Trend. The BBWO has been monitored in the Sierra
Nevada at various sample locations by avian paohts, spot mapping, mist-
netting, and breeding bird survey protocols, inslgdon-going monitoring
through California Partners in Flight Monitoring&s (CPIF 2002); 2002 to
present - Plumas and Lassen National Forests éW&vada Research Center
2007); 1992 to 2005 — Sierra Nevada Monitoring Avaoductivity and
Survivorship (MAPS) stations (Siegel and Kaschub@72; 1970 to present —
various Sierra Nevada monitoring and study effsée USDA 2008, Table
BLWO-IV-1); and 1971 to present — BBS routes thitougf the Sierra Nevada
(Sauer et al. 2007). These data indicate that BB&AOhtinue to be distributed
across the Sierra Nevada, and current data aatfyewide, California, and Sierra
Nevada scales indicate that the distribution of BBWbpulations in the Sierra
Nevada is stable.

Relationship of Project-Level Habitat Impacts to Boregional-Scale Black-Backed
Woodpecker Trend. In 2008, a pilot study for black-backed woodpeakenitoring

was conducted in the Sierra Nevada (Siegel e0@i8R Black-backed woodpeckers
were detected at 68 of 371 survey stations, inf1Ben19 fire areas. Occupied sites were
well distributed across the Sierra Nevada natiforasts, ranging from the Lassen NF to
the Sequoia NF. This included two sites surveyear iadjacent to the Moonlight and
Wheeler Project analysis area: the Moonlight Fiee(west of Antelope Lake — 16 of 24
stations with BBWO detections and the Boulder Caxiire (north of Antelope Lake)
— 11 of 22 stations with BBWO detections. Detecioocurred in every major pre-fire
CWHR habitat type surveyed; occupied fire areagedrin size from small (170 ha, 420
ac) to very large (26,159 ha, 64,639 ac) and rafged 1 year post-fire to 7 years post-
fire. Detections occurred at stations in all thiiez severity classes, but more severely
burned forest stands were more likely to be ocaufieB% of the low-severity stations,
17.2% of the moderate-severity stations, and 2%2#e high-severity stations).
BBWOs still occupied fires 7 years old (3 of theeven-years post-fire sites surveyed
were occupied). The two sites surveyed where brjgar had elapsed since fire were
occupied, which supports other studies regardiagthility of this species to quickly find
and colonize new habitat patches.

The pilot study results indicate that the blackKeatwoodpecker is “widely distributed
across recently burned forest stands in the 10s&8Mgvada national forests.” Black-
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backed woodpeckers were detected at numerouséas avhere at least some degree of
post-fire logging had occurred (e.g., Boulder Coemtire, Bassetts Fire) or was in
process. Most of these sites had nearby patcha@si@jged habitat. However, in two of
the fires surveyed (Kibbie and Vista), black-backexbdpeckers were abundant in areas
that had not been salvage logged, but absent fnerareas that clearly had been salvaged
logged.

A query of wildfires between 2000 and 2008 thatiedrin and around the Tahoe,
Plumas, Lassen, and Modoc National Forests and gveeger than 1,000 acres was done
to obtain a ballpark figure of how much potentiablat is available in the northeast
California region (Yasuda, pers. comm. 2009). @f%h fires queried, 107,566 acres on
forested National Forest lands burned at high stigvdihe Forest Service Activity
Tracking System (FACTS) showed that 9,050 acreg walvaged in these fire areas,
leaving 98,516 acres (92%) in an unsalvaged siditex. the estimated BBWO suitable
acreage to be removed under each alternative isctktl (3,456 acres to 12,397 acres —
see Table 15) from this unsalvaged amount, frorhiXbacres (80%) to 95,060 acres
(96%) of forested (conifer) areas in this regionalibburned at high severity between
2000 and 2008 would still support potential BBWQtahie habitat.

The cumulative effect of the Moonlight and Whed?eoject in terms of changes in
medium-sized and large-sized shags per acre wtlnined forest habitat would change
from the existing condition. With implementationtbe Moonlight and Wheeler Project,
there would be a reduction in burned forest halsii@iporting snags thus potentially
reducing habitat that could support BBWO. Thuspbtential for the analysis area to
support the BBWO declines post project with impletagon of any of the action
alternatives. But overall, the analysis area ptitlvides habitat (snags in burned forest)
that would support higher densities of BBWO ove@2@vels. The Moon-Wheeler
Project, under all alternatives, would not alter éxisting trend in the ecosystem
component, nor would it lead to a change in the&idigtion of black-backed woodpecker
across the Sierra Nevada bioregion.

Conclusion: All action alternatives, combined with ongoing goldnned fire-killed tree
removal projects, leave more area unharvesteditharested within the analysis area.
The cumulative amount under alternative A (18,5#6ltestimated acres treated) would
leave approximately 73 percent of public land umbsted. The other alternatives would
leave the following amount of public lands untrelateAlternative C — 82%, Alternative
D - 86%, and Alternative E — 91%. Thus, from 42,8860,248 acres (Alt A and Alt E,
respectively) of the 68,408 acre fire land basatked on Forest Service land would not be
treated for fire-killed or hazard tree removal. tau{2006) recommends as a management
priority retention of some burned forest 0-5 yesdtsr a fire because that is the narrow
window of time during which the biologically unigearly postfire conditions become
established and persist. Leaving the majority eftibirn in an unharvested condition
maintains an important component of biological dsity identified by Hutto (2006): “all
the unique plants and animals that depend on ftivsséew years of natural (postfire)
succession. This includes the BBWO.

52



References Cited

Bland, J.D. 2006. Features of the Forest Canbfyesra Sooty Grouse Courtship

Sites, Summer 2006. CDFG Contract No. S0680003.

Brown, C. 2008. Summary of Pacific Treefrog (Pseuid regilla) Occupancy in the
Sierra Nevada within the range of the Mountain d&Hegged FrogRana muscosa).
Sierra Nevada Amphibian Monitoring Program drafiessment, January 18, 2008.

Bock, C.E., and J.F. Lynch. 1970. Breeding Bird t#ations of Burned and Unburned
Conifer Forest in the Sierra Nevada. The CondoR)/282-189

Burnett, R. D., and D. L. Humple. 2003. Songbirdnmtaring in the Lassen National
Forest: Results from the 2002 field season withreanes of 6 years of data (1997-
2002). PRBO Conservation Science Contribution Numbé9. 36pp.

Burnett, R.D., D.L. Humple, T.Gardali, and M.Rogn@005. Avian monitoring in
Lassen National Forest 2004 Annual Report. PRB@sEwation Science Contributio|
Number 1242. 96pp.

=]

CDFG. 1982. Doyle Deer Herd Management Plan. QalidoDepartment of Fish &
Game — Nevada D.O.W., US Forest Service, US BLNbteSSeber 1982.

CDFG (California Department of Fish and Game). 8198n Assessment of Mule and

Black-tailed Deer Habitats and Populations in @atifa. Report to the Fish and Game

Commission. February 1998. 57pp.

CDFG (Calif. Dept. Fish and Game). 2004a. Resi@Garhe Bird Hunting Final
Environmental Document. August 5, 2004. Stat€alffornia, The Resources Agenc
Department of Fish and Game. 182 pp + appendices.

CDFG (Calif. Dept. Fish and Game). 2004b. Repbthe 2004 Game Take Hunter
Survey. State of California, The Resources Agebepartment of Fish and Game.

20pp.

CDFG (Calif. Dept. Fish and Game). 2005. Califarbepartment of Fish and Game
and California Interagency Wildlife Task Group. lif@ania Wildlife Habitat
Relationships (CWHR) version 8.1. personal comppitegram. Sacramento,
California. On-Line versionhttp://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cwhr/cawildlifepas
(Accessed: January 3, 2008).

CDFG (California Department of Fish and Game). 20Deer Hunting Final
Environmental Document, April 10, 2007. State afifornia, The Resources Agency
Department of Fish and Game. 80pp + appendices.

CPIF (California Partners in Flight). 2002.
http://www.prbo.org/calpif/htmldocs/mapdocs/coni&02/fospmap2002.html

Covert-Bratland, Kristin A., W.M. Block, T.C. Thean 2006. Hairy Woodpecker
Winter Ecology in Ponderosa Pine Forests Represgifferent Ages since Wildfire.
Journal of Wildlife Management, 70 (5): 1379-132006.

Dixon, Rita D. and Victoria A. Saab. 2000. BlackcRad WoodpeckeHcoides
arcticus), The Birds of North America Online (A.Poole, Htjaca: Cornell Lab of
Ornithology, retrieved from the Birds of North Ane Online
(http://bna.birds.cornell.edu/bna/species/509).

Hanson, C.T., and M.P. North. 2008. Postfire woe#lpeforaging in salvage-logged
and unlogged forests of the Sierra Nevada. The Qohti0(4): 777-782.

Hoyt, J. S., and S.J. Hannon. 2002. Habitat assoesaof black-backed and three-toe

53



woodpeckers in the boreal forest of Alberta. Caaadiournal of Forest Research 32:
1881-1888.

Hughes, R.M. and D.P. Larsen. 1987. Ecoregionspg@noach to surface water
protection. Journal of the Water Pollution Conffetleration 60:486-493.

Hutto, R.L. 1995. Composition of bird communitfelowing stand-replacement fires

in Northern Rocky Mountain (U.S.A.) conifer forestSonservation Biology 9(5):1041
1058.

D

Hutto, R.L. 2006. Toward Meaningful Snag-Managenteuidelines for Postfire
Salvage Logging in North American Conifer Fore§tsnservation Biology, Volume
20, page 984, August 2006.

Hutto, R. L., S.M. Gallo. 2006. The Effects of Hwme Salvage Logging on Cavity-
Nesting Birds. The Condor, 108: 817-831, The Co@aithological Society 2006.

Hutto, R.L. 2008. The ecological importance ofese wildfires: some like it hot.
Ecological Applications 18: 1827-1834.

Karr, J.R., K.D. Fausch, P.L. Angermeier, P.R. Yand |.J. Schlosser. 1986. Assess
biological integrity in running waters: a methodlats rationale. lllinois Natural
History Survey Special Publication 5, Champaign, IL

ing

Kotliar, N.B., S.J. Hejl, R.L. Hutto, V.A. Saab,RC.Melcher, and M.E. McFadzen.
2002. Effects of fire and post-fire salvage loggon avian communities in conifer-
dominated forests of the western United Stateadi&$ in Avian Biology N0.25:49-64

Kotliar, N.B., P.L. Kennedy, K. Ferree. 2007. Avifaal Responses to Fire in

Southwestern Montane Forests along a Burn Sev@ragient. Ecological Applications

17(2), pp. 491-507, Ecological Society of Amerig@07.

4

Mayer, K.E., and W.F. Laudenslayer, eds. 19885uide to Wildlife Habitats of
California. California Department of Forestry andeRProtection, Sacramento, CA.
166pp.

Minshall, G.W. 2003. Responses of stream benthicromavertebrates to fire. Forest
Ecology and Management 178 (2003) 155-161.

Murphy, E.C. and W.A. Lehnhausen. 1998. Densityfamaging ecology of
woodpeckers following a stand-replacement fireurdal of Wildlife Management
62(4): 1359-1372.

Nature Conservancy, 1999. Species management AbBleck-Backed Woodpecker
(Picoides arcticus). The Nature Conservancy 424@axaDrive, Arlington VA. 1999

NatureServe. 2007. NatureServe Explorer: An orgimeyclopedia of life [web
application]. Version 6.2. NatureServe, Arlingtdfirginia. Available
http://www.natureserve.org/explorer. (Accessed: udayn?2, 2008 ).

Raphael, M. G. and M. White. 1984. Use of snagsainty-nesting birds in the Sierra
Nevada. Wildlife Monographs 86: 1-66.

Resh, V.H. and D.G. Price. 1984. Sequential samgpércost-effective approach for
monitoring benthic macroinvertebrates in environtakimpact assessments.
Environmental Management 8:75-80.

Resh, V.H. and D.M. Rosenberg. 1989. Spatial-tealpa@riability and the study of
aquatic insects. Canadian Entomologist 121:941-963.

Roby, K.B, and D.L. Azuma. 1995. Changes in a RedehNorthern California Strear
Following Wildfire. Environmental Management Vol,190. 4, pp. 591-600.

Russell, Robin E., V.A. Saab, J.G. Dudley. 200 7hitdd- Suitability Models for Cavity-

54



Nesting Birds in a Postfire Landscape. Journal dtiMe Management 71(8):2600-
2611;2007.

Sauer, J. R., J. E. Hines, and J. Fallon. 2088 North American Breeding Bird Survey,
Results and Analysis 1966 - 2006. Version 5.15.2008. USGS Patuxent Wildlife Research
Center, Laurel, MD. http://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/bbs/

Siegel, R.B. and D.F. DeSante. 1999. Version 1h@. draft avian conservation plan for

the Sierra Nevada Bioregion: conservation pricsiaed strategies for safeguarding
Sierra bird populations. Institute for Bird Popidat report to California Partners in
Flight. Available on-line:http://www.prbo.org/calpif/htmldocs/sierra.html

Siegel, R.B. and D.R. Kaschube. 2007. Landbirahitéoing Results from the

Monitoring Avian Productivity and Survivorship (MAR) Program in the Sierra Nevada.
Final report in fulfillment of Forest Service Agraent No. 05-PA-11052007-141. The

Institute for Bird Populations. February 13, 20BRpp.

Siegel, R.B., R.L. Wilkerson, and D.L. Mauer. 20B8&ck-backed woodpecker
(Picoides arcticus) surveys on Sierra Nevada national forests: 20@8 Study.

September 30, 2008. The Institute for Bird Popategj Point Reyes Station, CA. 80pp|.

Sierra Nevada Research Center. 2007. Plumas L&gdn 2006 Annual Report.
USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest ResearctioBteéSierra Nevada Research
Center, Davis, California. 182pp.

Smucker, K.M., R.L. Hutto, B.M. Steele. 2005. @fes in bird abundance after
wildfire: importance of fire severity and time sanfire. Ecological applications
15(5):1535-1549.

USDA Forest Service, Plumas National Forest. 1988d and Resource Manageme
Plan.

USDA Forest Service, 1999. Lassen, Plumas, Talati®mal Forests. Herger-Feinste

Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery Act Final BEovimental Impact Statement
(HFQLG EIS), August 1999.

)

n

USDA Forest Service. 2001. Sierra Nevada Forlest Rmendment Final
Environmental Impact Statement. Forest Serviceifieé&outhwest Region. January
2001.

USDA Forest Service. 2004. Sierra Nevada Forlest Rmendment Final
Environmental Impact Statement. Forest Serviceifieé&outhwest Region. 2004.

USDA Forest Service. 2005. Sierra Nevada forkest accomplishment monitoring
report for 2004. USDA Forest Service, Pacific dadst Region R5-MR-026. 8pp.

USDA Forest Service 2006a. MIS Analysis and Docuat@m in Project-Level NEPA
R5 Environmental Coordination’, PSW draft documédy, 2006.

USDA Forest Service. 2006b. Sierra Nevada forkast accomplishment monitoring
report for 2005. USDA Forest Service, Pacific dadst Region R5-MR-000. 12pp.

USDA Forest Service. 2007a. Record of Decisioerr® Nevada Forests Manageme
Indicator Species Amendment. U.S. Forest Sereeific Southwest Region.
December, 2007. 18pp.

USDA Forest Service. 2007b. Antelope Complex RatHazard Tree Removal
Project (Sage, Antelope, Last Chance), Mt. HoughgeaDistrict, Biological
Assessment/Biological Evaluation, August 28, 2007.

USDA Forest Service. 2008. Sierra Nevada Foigsiegional Management Indicatg

nt

-

Species (MIS) Report: Life history and analydi#fanagement Indicator Species of

55



the 10 Sierra Nevada National Forests: Eldoradgm,lLassen, Modoc, Plumas,
Sequoia, Sierra, Stanislaus, and Tahoe NationasiEoand the Lake Tahoe Basin
Management Unit. Pacific Southwest Region, Vall€lé. January 2008.

USDA Forest Service. 2009a. Moonlight and WheElsxs Recovery & Restoration
Project Revised Final Environmental Impact Stateni&r7 pp.

USDA Forest Service. 2009b. Moonlight and WheBlecovery and Restoration
Project Final Biological Assessment/Biological Eation, May 15, 2009.

USFWS. 2006. Endangered and Threatened WildtifeRlants; 12-month Finding fo
a Petition to List the California Spott€xvl (Srix occidentalis occidentalis) as
Threatened or Endangered. Department of the émtdfish and Wildlife Service, 50
CFR Part 17. Federal Register: May 24, 2006, Velurh, Number 100, pages 29886
29908.

Verner, J., K.S. McKelvey, B.R. Noon, R.J. Gutierré.l. Gould, Jr., and T.W. Beck.,
tech. coord. 1992. The California Spotted Owkehnical assessment of its current
status. Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-GTR-133, US ForesicgeAlbany, CA.

Vestra, USDA Forest Service, 2002. Plumas-LassaniAdtrative Study Vegetation
Map, Data derived from vegetation mapping contchtbeVESTRA Resources,
Redding, CA.

Vierling, Kerri T., L.B. Lentile, N. Nielsen-Pincug008. Preburn Characteristics and
Woodpecker Use of Burned Coniferous Forests, Jbofm&ildlife Management

72(2):422-427; 2008.

56



Attachment 1.
BBWP Suitable Habitat
Pre-Moonlight-Wheeler Project

BBWP Suitable Habitat
- Existing in Analysis Area
32,695 acres

:l Analysis Area
m Private land




Attachment 2

BBWP Suitable Habitat
Remaining Post-Project
Alternative A

D Analysis Area
m Private land

BBWP Suitable Habitat
Remaining Post-Project
Alternative A -

20,298 acres

58




Attachment 3

BBWP Suitable Habitat
Remaining Post-Project
Alternative C

BBWP Suitable Habitat
Remaining Post-Project
Alternative C - 25,540 acres

I:I Analysis Area
m Private land
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Attachment 4

BBWP Suitable Habitat
Remaining Post-Project
Alternative D

BBWP Suitable Habitat
Remaining Post-Project
Alternative D - 28,097 acres

D Analysis Area
m Private land
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Attachment 5

BBWP Suitable Habitat
Remaining Post-Project
Alternative E

BBWP Suitable Habitat
Remaining Post-Project
Alternative E - 29,239 acres

I: Analysis Area
m Private land
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