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lBackground 

The Rimrock Ecosystem Projects usinginformationRestoration were developed from
 
theWallEcosystemAnalysis,whichdescribes protection
resource andrestoration
 
measuresdesignedtopromotelong-termresilientand sustainable conditions
of the
 
watershedand the forests onhistorical the Wall
 within it. Based data and descriptions, 

WatershedEcosystem and site-specific it is believedthat the dry
Analysis, analysis, 

siteswithintheRimrock areawere historically by open, park-like
project dominated 

standsof mostly ponderosapinetrees.Today,the same standsare dominated by
 
dense,multi-story ofpredominantly trees.
stands Douglas-fir 

actions andproposed 
sustainableforestandrestore so they function tothe historical range 
Manageinent were identified to producea moreresilientand 

ecosystems closer 
of disturbance from which they developed.Thisincludesfavoringdry-sitespecies, 
ponderosapineandWestern overDouglas-fir fireintensitylarch andgrandfir, lowering 

andrisk through fueland stand density andreintroducing
reduction, fire as a 
managementtool to maintaindesiredforestconditions,Otheractionsidentifiedinclude 
aspenrestoration, of instream structures, vehiclemaintenance fish-habitat removing 

trafficfromstreambeds, andother road work.
roadclosures 

HeppnerDistr ictRangerAndreiRykoffsignedtheRecordofDecisiononMay 21, 2003, 
for the Rimrock Ecosystem Projects. alternativeRestoration He selected 5 which
 
includedcommercial thinning, harvest,landscape-
andnoncommercial shelterwood 

scaleprescribed aspenrestoration, of instreamstructures,temporary
burning, repair 

roadconstruction, projects.
andother management 

I 
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Thedecisionwas appealed and after reviewingthe appeal, Ranger Rykoff decidedto 
wi thdrawa port ionof hisdecis ion.The August 14,2003,withdrawalincludedal l  
commercialt imber harvest and precommercialthinning activit ies plannedin the 
MonumentBigGameWinter Range (C3 ManagementArea). All other aspects of the 
May21, 2003, decisionwereaffirmedby the Regional Forester on August 21,2003, 
andare being implemented. 

A review of the May 2003final EIS revealedsomeprojectactivit iesmaynotbe fully 
consistentwitha forestplanstandardconcerninghabitat effectiveness index(HEl)in 
the C3 ManagementArea of the Monument Big GameWinter Range. Activit ies not 
consistentwitha forestplanstandardrequirea forest planamendmentto permit 
implementation.Since Ranger Rykoffdoesnot have authorityto amendthe forest plan, 
ForestSupervisorJeffD. Blackwood becomes the ResponsibleOfficial. 

To fullyaddressthe Rimrock Ecosystem RestorationProjectspurposeandneed, 
SupervisorBlackwooddecidedto move foruvard with the remainingactions(commercial 
t imber harvest andprecommercial  in the C3 management th inning) area. The Rimrock 
projectareacontains 41,800acres,of  which,  6,950acres are wi th in the approximately 
C3 Management Area. In the 6,950 acres of  theC3 managementarea there remainsa 
needto:  

. Reducestockinglevelsof forestedstands to levelsrecommendedforspecific 
plantassociationson the Umatil la NationalForest. 

. Promotetreespeciescompositionandageclassesmore representative of 
historicalconditions.Earlyseral species such as ponderosa pine andwestern 
larch wi l l  be favoredoverDouglas-f i randgrandf i r .  

. Amendtheforestplanfor this site-specific projectto bringtheactionsinto 
consistencywith the Forest Plan (asamended).The environmentalimpact 
statement(ElS),as supplemented, documentsthe analysisof fouralternativesto 
meet th is need. 

Decision 

Aftercareful  review of the publ iccomments,theanalysisdisclosedintheFEIS, FSEIS, 
andprojectfi le,I havedecidedto select alternative 5 for the commercial harvest and 
precommercial  wi th in the C3 management table ident i f ies th inning area. Thefol lowing 
specificactions, and the map identif ies specificlocationswhere each of these actions 
wi l ltakeplace. 

using a hel lcople; !76 acres.Commepial lhinnlng 
632acies.Commercjal lhlnnlngusingaharyesle_1/forwar-de1

Precommercial  40 acresthinninq 
Snel ieiwooohaivesiui lngi l"raivestei i toiwalcer 122ac1es 
Total  volume 4,000 mbf (7:700-ccf) 

Jlom7-0lo 6-7lor Jhls p1o1ec!Forestplanamendment ChangeHE! -s-!an-da1$ 
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Rimr o c k E c osystem Restorutio n Proj e cts 
Record of Decision 

As partof my decision,I am choosing to implementthe mitigation measuresidentif iedin 
the FEIS on pages40 to 43 and al l  terms and condi t ions includedin the Apr i l  16,2002, 
Nat ionalMarineFisher iesService biological  opinion.I  havealso decided to monitor the 
implementationof these measures and,in someinstances,to monitor their 
effectiveness,as described in the FEISon pages43lo 44. 

Reasonsfor the Decision 

All the actionalternativesrestore ecosystems so they function, and can be managed, 
closer to the historical range of disturbance from which they developed. Alternative 5 
treatsthe most acres with the least amountof impactto the environmentwhile 
expeditingthe regeneration of the 122 acres of forestdefoliatedby the tussock moth. 

wildland fire wil l l ikely 
in the long term as a resultof standdensity,stand composition and ground-fuelbuild ­
up. This could expose a largeramount of soil to erosion,instabil ity,and lossesin 
productivity.The loss of vegetationandforestcanopy cover could result in significant 
changesin satisfactorycoverfor big gameandchangesin microclimatesthroughoutthe 
projectarea. The loss of thermalcoverin thisportionof the forestcouldhighlyimpact 
winteringdeer and elk. No action alternative doesnotaddressthe purposeandneedof 
the project.I believe not acting now to address these potentialimpacts would be 
i r responsible unacceptable.  

I didnot selectno action because a large,uncharacteristic occur 

and social ly 

Alternatives2 and4 useground-basedtimber harvest methods to reducestocking 
levelsand alter tree species composition. Thearrangementof harvestdebris and the 
amountof soil disturbance and compaction to be expecteddependsuponthe 
harvestingsystemused. Wholetree(skidder)yardingposesa slightlygreaterchance 
of causingsoil disturbance thanharvester/forwarder 2 and4yarding.Alternatives 
would have al lowedthe use of  whole t ree yardingon 313 acres.  Whi le the soi l  impacts 
of wholetreeyardingin alternative2 and 4 are consistent with the Forest Plan, I 
selectedalternative5 becauseharvester/forwarder(orsimilar)systems better distribute 
their weight across the soil and operate on topof a protectivecover of harvest debris 
reducingsoi l  d isturbance. 

Whole-treeyardingresultsin largepilesof activityfuelsat landings. These pileswould 
burn at high intensities, reducing soil productivityat the location of the piles. I selected 
alternative5 becausethe resulting activity fuelsfromgroundbasedharvestingsystems 
would lay in more uni form conf igurat ions wi thintheuni tswheretheycould be burned 
the leastimpactto soils and soilproductivity. 

2, 3 and 4 thef iveuni tsin the IndianCreekarea are th inned 
the same treatmentas unitsthatdo not have a high degree of mortalityor stress from 
the2001 tussock moth outbreak. In al ternat ives th inning 

In al ternat ives f rombelow, 

2,  3,  and 4 commercial ly uni ts 
260,264,266,270,and 277 wouldresul tin 122 acres of  standingdead trees. 
Reforestationof these units wouldbecomea safety concern for groundpersonneland 
wouldthereforerequire regenerat ion,  the recoveryt ime for natural  increasing 
reestabl ishmentof  habi tat ,b iggamehidingcoveror thermal cover.Al thoughnatural  
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regenerationis within compliancewiththeforestplan,I believe that through the useof 
shelterwoodharvestsystems,as in alternative 5, this area can becomehigherquality 
biggamecover habitat at a fasterratewhileprovidingthe desired species composition 
that historically occurredin this forest type, 

ln addition,on the 122 acres of standing dead trees, groundfuelloads would continue 
to increase as snags decay and fall. The possibil i tyof intensewildland fire would 
continueto be a threat. Fuel levels would remainabovewhatis recommended in the 
forestplanforC3 managementareas. Alternative5 wil l not reducesnags,greentree 
replacementsand down logsbelowminimum levels required forwildlifeas described in 
the forest plan(amended).I selectedalternative5 because theshelterwoodharvestof 
the five standsthat were heavilydefoliatedby the tussock moth would reduceexisting 
and future fuels loads to levels allowedwithinthe forest planand result in reduced risk 
of a large, intense wildlandfire. 

Withinthe C3 managementarea, alternative 4 would not have treated several helicopter 
units(96acres)based on thecost of t imber extraction in comparison to value of 
materialremoved.Reducingthe total area harvestedwouldnot reduce stocking density 
or change species compositionor age classes to conditions historicallyin thisdry forest 
type. Although alternative4 addressesthepurposeand need I feel that alternative5 
better addresses the management needed to restore historical species composition and 
structureoverthose areas in thegreatestneedof vegetationmanipulationby treating 
about 10 percentmoreacres than alternative 4. 

Purposeand Need 

In making my decision,l consideredthe fact that the Umatil la NationalForesthad 
recentlycompleteda "DryForestStrategy"thatidentif iedareas of the Forestthat are 
outsideof their historicstandconditionsand could benefit fromactivemanagement 
treatments.Standswithin the C3 managementarea of the Rimrock projectsfallwithin 
thisstrategyand I believetreatingoverstockedstands by thinning themnow is 
reasonableand it wouldbe irresponsibleto ignorethese conditions. Many of the large, 
oldtrees in these standsareshowingstress from over-crowdingandwe are losingthe 
historicspeciescompositionand structure withinthese stands. By reducing stocking 
densitiesto the levels recommended for plantassociationson the Umatil la National 
Forest;and favoring seral species compositions such as ponderosapine,I believethat 
this forest wil l becomemoreresil ientto a naturaldisturbanceprocesssuch as disease, 
insect,or fire. As an added benefit, reducedstand densities wil lallowthe Districtto 
more safely and easily reintroducefire into this area. 

I have also decided to move forward with an actionalternativeas a result of the findings 
of specialists that can be foundin Chapter 4 of the FEIS and FSEIS and in the analysis 
fi le. After carefully reviewing thesereports and their assessment of the environmental 
consequencesof theno action and actionalternatives,I have concludedthatby not 
acting, I wouldincreasethe likelihoodof an unwanted wildlandfire in the C3 
managementareaof the Rimrock Ecosystem RestorationProjects.I believethat the 
effects disclosed for the no actionalternativein the EIS presentan unacceptablefuture 
riskto our rangelands,forests,andadjacentprivatelandowners.This area of the 
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Foresthashistor ical lyexper iencedwi ldf i resas recent ly as 1996 (WheelerPointFire) 
and 1999 (MonumentFire).  By act ingnowand thinning overstockedstands, al ter ing 
treespeciescomposition,creatingstands that representhistoricalage classes and 
structures,andrecoveringvalue from dead and dying trees in the analysis area,funds 
collectedwouldbe used for forest regeneration and improvementactivit ies. I believe 
thatby being proactiveand treating standsnow, we would lessen the possibil i tyof a 
large,uncharacteristicwildlandfire and reduceimpacts to trees from insect and disease 
affectingthe C3 management areaof the Rimrock Ecosystem RestorationProjectsin 
the foreseeable future. 

lssues 

Bothindiv idualsandgroupsraisedissuesandconcernsdur ingthe development of  th is 
project.Mostsupportedthe purposeand need, but othersfelt the proposedactions 
werenot necessaryor they could be accomplished withoutcommercialt imberharvest. 
I  consideredthe issues and concerns raisedby the publ icdur ingthescopingprocessas 
wel las thecommentsreceiveddur ingthecommentper iodto help make my decis ion.  

Vegetationremoval 
Fromthe commentsreceived during scopingit is clear that one of the mostcontentious 
issuesrevolv ingaroundthe Rimrock projectis whether commercialt imbersalesarean 
appropriatewayto meet resourcemanagementobjectives.We receivedcomments 
indicat ingthatsomepeoplefeel  that  t imber sales caused manyof theexist ingproblems 
and,therefore,cannot be used to solve theproblems.Whi le I  understand these 
concernsover some past practices, I feeltheprescriptionsandproposedactivit iesare 
differentand the most appropriatemeansof meeting the Purposeand Need. Stand 
densitiesarecurrentlyso highthatsome type of removal is needed before fire can be 
reintroduced. 

The biggest difference betweenthe action alternatives is in the harvesting systemused 
to accomplish the timber harvest to achieveresourceobjectives.Alternative2 would 
treatapproximately926 acres through commercial t imber harvest usingtractor, 
harvester/forwarderand helicooter.Alternative3 and the Selected Alternativewould 
treatapproximately926 acres using only harvester/forwarder andand helicopter, 
Alternative4 would treat approximately 830acresusing all three harvestingsystems.In 
all cases, thetimberharvestwouldbe designed to achieve resourceobjectivesrelated 
to standdensity control and shift ing stand structure towardthe historic conditions. 

WhileI understandthatpasttimbersalepracticesandyearsof fire suppression have 
contributedto the existing condition of manyoverstockedstands(withsmallerdiameter 
Douglas-firandgrandfir), I believe that an activeapproach of thinningfrombelowis the 
best method of moving stands back toward their historicconditionof largely single-story 
stands, dominated by largeponderosapineandwesternlarch. The Rimrock Timber 
Sale,  which is current lyoperat ing,usesthissame approach. Picturestaken at  a 
RimrockSale monitor ing A), i l lustratesphoto point  (seeFOD-Appendix the shi f t  in stand 
structureusingharvest methods designed to control stand density and shift stand 
structuretowardthe historic conditions.I feelresourceobjectivescanbe meet using 
harvestmethodsas shownin thesephotosandthe desired futureconditionof the ar:ea 
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can be directed toward historical conditions. Furthermore, this reduction in stockingand 
removalof ladder fuels wil l allow the reintroduction toolandof fireas a management 
reducethe intensity and damage createdfromfuture unwanted wildfire. 

Likewise,in the 122 acres in the Indian Creek area that were heavily defoliatedby 
Douglas-firtussockmoth, a commercial t imbersaleusingthe sheltenvoodharvest 
system is the bestway to quicklyregeneratestandswithappropriateseral species and 
reducefuel loadings, thusreducing wildlandthe risk of a large,uncharacteristic f ire. For 
thisreason,I have selected Alternative 5. 

Consultationwith Tribes 
During the developmentof the Rimrock Pro.jects, consultationinformal with the 
ConfederatedTribesof the Umatil la Indian Reservation and the Confederated Tribesof 
theWarmSpringsIndianReservationof Oregon occurred. Underexistingtreaties, 
these tribes retaincertain rights relatedto a varietyof resources,includingfish. On May 
5,2004,DistrictRanger,Andrei Rykoff met with representatives of theConfederated 
Tribesof theWarmSprings Indian Reservation and discussed all current active and 
planned projects. He specificallydiscussedthesupplementto the RimrockEISand 
askedif the Tribe had anyconcernswith the non-significant forForest Plan amendment 
HEl. Tribal representativesmentionedthat they had received notif icationsregarding 
thisprojectand did nothave any concernswith it or any specific commentsto add. 

Habitat 
Theprotectionof waterqualityandfish habitat duringtimberharvestoperationswas 
one of themost important factors in my decision to selectAlternative5 for 
implementat ion.  sect ion 4 ol  the FEISon pages118 

WaterQualityiFish 

The Water Resources of Chapter 
Io 127 and the FSEIS pages47 to 55looked at the effects of the alternatives on the 
indicatorsof annualwateryield,soil erosion sedimentation,and stream temperature. 
Foreachof those indicators, alternatives2 and 4 had greatereffectscomparedto the 
selectedalternativeand Alternative 3. All impactsdisclosedwereconsistentwiththe 
forestplan,CleanWaterAct and the EndangeredSpeciesAct. 

On Apri l16,2002,the Nat ional  Marine Fisher ies Service(NMFS)issueda biological  
opinionpursuantto section 7 of theEndangeredSpecies Act. Thebiologicalopinion 
concluded'i lratRin.rrockprojectsare rrotl ikelyto jeopardizeMiddle Columbia River 
steelheador adversely modify Middle Columbia River steelhead designatedcrit ical 
habi tat .The biological  opinionincludedtermsand condi t ions intendedto minimize the 
impactsof the Rimrock projects.As partof my decision,I choseto implementall terms 
and condi t ions includedin the biologicalopinion. The addi t ional  mit igat ionand 
monitoringmeasureswillfurtherpreventunwantedeffects to waterqualityandaquatic 
species.  

EconomicViability 
Theeconomicsof the alternativesare impoftantforseveral reasons. First, if 
adjustmentsin stand densities cannot be accomplishedthrough economically viable 
timbersales, there is no practicalwayto meetlong-termrestorationobjectives. 
Second,providingviable t imber sales is importantto the local  community inproviding 
opportunities income.forjobsandpersonal 
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The analysis completed by our Forest Service economistindicatesbidrates vary 
primarilybecauseof the amount of helicopterlogging in each alternative and all action 
alternativeswouldhavepositivebid rates. While the economic viabil ity of timbersales 
is important,I do notconsiderthe projectedbid rateto be the most impoftant factor in 
selectingan alternative. 

In accomplishingecosystemrestorationof the Rimrock 	area, I viewtimbersales 
-principallyas a means of achievingresourceobjectives in thiscase reducing stocking 

levels. I also considered thevalueof the work done by the timber sale and the valueof 
resourceprotectionmeasuresincludedin the alternative that I selected.While I 
recognizethe importance considerations,of economic meetingthisneedwas not the 
principaldriver in my decision. 

Long-termsoilProductivity 
The effectsto soilresourcesareexpectedto be negligibleandfullyconsistentwiththe 
Forest Plan (FEISpages102-109and FSEIS pages43-45). Low-impact logging 
systemswill be used in the implementation 5. A field survey of soils (FEISof alternative 
AppendixH)was conducted to ensureappropr iateplanning. 

Roadless
 
Thereare no roadlessareasin the C3 big gamewinter range. The effects to
 
undevelopedlandare disclosed in the FEIS on pages1 10-1 1 1.  Al l  of  the undeveloped
 
areas without roadswithin the projectarea are narrowand irregularin shape,and the
 
mostisolatedportionsof the areas are generallywithinone-halfmileof an existing
 
system road. No special features were noted in any of the undevelopedareas. All
 
undevelopedareas are considerablysmallerthan 5000 acres and thus, do not meet the
 
sizecriteriafor wilderness designation.Thereareno Rare l l areaslocated in the
 
projectarea and noneof the undeveloped areas are adjacent to Rare l l areas. My
 
decisionto treatstandsin this areais consistentwiththeforestplan.
 

Noxiousweeds
 
Several harvest units and roadaccessintothose units are known noxious weedsites.
 
Mitigationoutlinedin the FEIS page41-42 wil l minimize any furtherdistributionof
 
noxiousweeds.
  

ForestPlanAmendment
 
As partof my decision,the selected alternative amendsthe forestplan.The FSEIS
 
(pages2 and 3) documents that a forestplanamendmentis needed for the forest plan
 
habitateffectivenessindexstandard.Consistencywiththe forest planis documentedin
 
the FSEIS (pagesB5to 91).  I  careful lyreadthroughtheanalysesin the FEIS, FSEIS,
  
and projectfi leand considered its effect to wildlife habitat before coming to my decision.
 

the Habrtat  lndex(HEl)standard 
forthe durat ion of the Rimrock projectonlyin the MonumentWinterRange.The HEI for  
the Monument WinterRange is current ly(beforetreatment)67,whichis below the 
desirable index describedin the Forest Plan. Noneof thealternativeschangethe 
habitateffectivenessindexstandardin otherC3 winter ranges across theforest. 

Thisamendmentchanges Effect iveness 	 f rom70 to 67 
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One commenter feltthe Forest Service should havedisclosedthe curnulative effectsof 
all the incremental planamendmentsthat revisebiggameHEIrequirementsin order to 
facil i tatelogging. Following of theselectedalternativeimplementation and other 
reasonablyforeseeablefuture cumulative actions,the MonumentWinterRange would 
sti l l , cumulatively, maintainan HEI of 67 (FSElS,page72-73).Becausethere are no 
measurablecumulativechangesin the habitat effectivenessindex, there are no additive 
impactsto HEI outsidethis individualwinter range. A broader cumulative effects 
analysisof elk habitatacrossthe entire forest is outsidethe scope of thisdecisionand 
maybe best addressed duringforestplanrevision. 

Thesame commenter felt I shouldhave addressed, andtakenstepsto improve the HEI 
in the Monument WinterRangeby closing roadsinsteadof addressing forest health and 
fuels. While it is possibleto seasonallyor permanentlychangethe status of roadsfrom 
opento closed to improve HEI; doing so was not proposedat this time forthis specific 
location,in part,becausemotorizedvehiculardisturbanceto water, soil,vegetationand 
wildliferesourceswas addressed in the Motorized AccessandTravelManagement 
decisionsigned in 1992 for the Heppner Ranger District and because,as stated earlier, 
the task the ForestServicechose to address now was forest health and fuels. The 
FSEISpage72, paragraphsone and two, discloses the relationship betweenthe 
purposeandneedof ihe RimrockEcosystemRestorationProjectsandthe habitat 
effectivenessindex for the Monument Winter Range. Futureprojectsthat are intended 
to improve habitat effectivenessindex in this locationmay occur and maysomeday be 
proposedby the ForestService.Futureproposalsto improve HEI arenotprecludedby 
thispurposeand need and notprecludedby this decision, nor is the attainment of an 
HEIof 70 preventedin the future. 

I alsoweighed the potentialoutcometo this area if I had selected no action. I 
concludedthatby acting now and reducinghazardousfuels levels and thinning 
overstockedstands, that future stand conditionsandthus cover and forageconditions 
within the C3 management area of the Rimrock EcosystemRestorationProjectswould 
improvecompared consequencesof a large, uncharacteristic to the potential wildland 
fire. Such an event could significantlyreduce the HEI for the areaas compared to the 
selectedalternative. 

Publ ic lnvolvement 

The Forest Service sought information,comments,and assistance from Federal, State, 
and localagencies,andfrom other groupsand individualsinterestedin or affected by 
the proposedaction. The Forest's Schedule of ProposedActivifieswasupdated 
quarterlyto inform of changes inprojectstatusstartingwiththe winter 1999SOPA. 

Date Action 
reoiuarv2s;1eed FederalBegister:NoticeofIntenttoprepareanEIS 
March26,!999 Proiect letters tointerested (128letters)information mailed parlies 
July1999 with Departme$ andMeetings O-regon oi Fish WilOlile 
September1, 2000 
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Commercial thinning withinC3 management areaandnoncommercial activit ies , 

' February1 1, 2004 

; Febryary!7:20'04 
I March25, 2004 

April2,2004 
May17, 2004 

AlternativesConsidered 

including 
includea forestplanamendmentthat changes the habitateffectivenessindexstandard 
from70 to 67 for this site-specific projectwithin the C3 management area of the 
MonumentWinter Range. A moredetailedcomparisonof these alternatives can be 
foundin the FEISon pages26 to 38 andin the FSEIS pagesB to15. Besides these f ive 
alternatives,other alternatives and options, along withthe reasonsthey were eliminated 
fromfurtherconsiderat ion,  in the FEIS on pages23 through 

The EISconsideredf iveal ternat ives,  a no act ion.  Al l  act ion al ternat ives 

aredescr ibed 26 andthe
 
FSEISon page7. The followingtableshowsthe differencesbetweenthe commercial
 
harvestandprecommercial  wi th in the C3 management
th inning areaforthef ive
  
alternativesconsideredin detailin the Rimrock ElS.
 

Actid Atieinatives 
Activityin C3 n 62345 
  

+,In rnnrng
  
Commercial
(acres) 

Helicopter l / o  

Harvester/Fonryarder 4si 
i t il rac lor 
  

PrecommeiCiat 4i
(ares)
^ ,  - , . - - - ; , ,  - '  

Harvest 

Harvester/Fonvarder
 

Totalacrestreated 966
 

Shelterwood (acres) 

; - - ; - - ,  ,  - - ;  , ; , '(mbf)  

AmendtheForestPlanto change HEIfrom70 to: 67
 
Totalvolume 3,300 
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Alternative 1 No Action 

Thetheme of Alternative 	 biological processesto1 was to allow current andecosystem 
continuewiththeassociated and to providea baseline risksand benefits forcomparison 
withotheralternatives.A no action alternative byNEPA. lt is designedis required to 
represent condition.Under alternative, managementtheexisting the no action current 
planswouldcontinuetoguidemanagement area.No new actionsof the project would 
be implemented, althoughcurrent,ongoingactionswouldcontinue.Examplesof 
ongoingactions grazing,fireprotection, androadmaintenance.include 	 monitoring, 

Alternative2 Proposed Action 

Alternative2 is the proposedaction originally developedfor the Rimrockplanningarea. 
Alternative2 was designedto meetthe purposeand need of the projectdescribedin the 
FEIS. Specificremainingactionsthat occur in the C3 managennent 2areain Alternative 
include: 

. Commerciallythin 926 acres through the use of tractor, harvesteriforuvarder,and 
helicopterlogging systems 

. Precommerciallythin40 acres 

. Amend the forest planto change the HEI from 70 to 67 for thewildlifestandard 
on forestplan page 4-152for this site-specific project. 

Alternative3 

Alternative3 was designedto emphasizeminimumimpactsto waterquality,soil 
disturbance,andfish habitat with an increase loggingand a in harvester/forwarder 
decreasein tractor logging. Specific remaining actionsthat occur in the C3 
managementareainclude: 

. 	 Commerciallythin 926 acres through the useof harvester/forwarderand 
hel icopterloggingsystems 

thin40 acres.  Precommercial ly 

. 	 Amend the forest planto change the HEI from70 to 67 for the wildlifestandard 
on forestplan page 4-152for this site-specific project. 

Alternative4 

Alternative4 was designedto improvethe economic efficiencyof theprojectby 
eliminatingunitsproposedfor timberharvestthat were expectedto have very high 
loggingor transportation to the valueof the timber to be harvested.costsrelative 
Specificremainingactionsthatoccurin the C3 managementareainclude: 

and 
hel icopterloggingsystems 

. 	 Commerciallythin 830 acresthroughthe use of tractor, harvester/fonryarder, 

th in40 acres.  Precommercial lv 

' 11  
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. 	Amendthe forest plantochangethe HEI from 70 to 67 for the wildlife standard 
onforestplanpage4-152 project.forthissite-specific 

Alternative5 Selected Alternative 

Alternative 	 effects5 wasdesignedto minimize environmental byusingharvester/
forwardersystemsinsteadof tractorloggingsystems.Treatmentof the 122acresmost 
heavilydefoliated tussockmothisaddressedusinga shelterwood by the Douglas-fir 
harvest.Specificremainingactionsthatoccurin the C3managementareainclude: 

. Commerciallythin 804 acres throughtheuseof harvesteriforwarderand 
hel icopterloggingsystems 

. Shelterwoodharvest122acresofdefoliatedtreesusinqa harvester/forwarder 
system 

. Precommercial lythin 40 acres 

. Amendthe forest plantochangethe HEI from 70to 67 forthe wildlife standard 
on ForestPlanpage4-152for this site-specificproject. 

FindingsRequiredby Other Laws 

NationalForestManagement Act 

The SelectedAlternativeis consistent withthe National Forest Management Act 
(NFMA)of 1976 in meet ingthe management requirements in implement ing detai led 
regulationsof 36 CFR (219.27).The managementprescriptionsprovideforprotection 
of  soi l ,  water,air ,wi ld l i fe,f ishery resources, and other mult ip leuses.I  concludefromthe 
resul tsof  s i te-speci f ic  documented Fi lethatt imberanalysis in the EISandAnalysis 
harvestwouldonly occur on those lands identif iedin the ForestPlanas suitablefor 
t imberproduct ion(FSEIS page BB).A detai leddiscussionof NFMAcompl ianceis 
includedin Chapter4 of  the FEISon pages152 to 156. 

The selectedalternative is also consistent with Ihe lJmatiltaNationalForestLandand 
ResourceManagementPlan Final Environmental lmpact Statement,Recordof 
Decision,the accompanyingLand and Resource Management Plan, as amended, 
(USDAFores tServ ice1990) ,da tedJune 11 ,  1990 (FElS,pages156and FSEIS pages 
85 to  91) .  

. 	 Soil and waterwouldbe conserved throughprojectdesign and mitigation (FEIS 
pages40 to 43,102 to 109, 118to '127,FSEISpages43 to 45,and47 to 55). 

.  	 Theselectedal ternat ive wi thForest  Plan Amendment wouldbe consistent #10­
PACFISH(FEISpages11,  133 to  117 ,  and 155 to  156) .  
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. Theselected would also be consistent Forester'salternative with the Regional 
ForestPlanAmendment, asthe"Eastside (FEIS,Appendixalsoknown Screens" 

pages73 to 81).
  

Findingof Non-Signi f icant Amendment 

The ForestServiceLandand ResourceManagementPlanningHandbook(Forest 
ServiceHandbook 1909.12) l ists four factorsto be used when determining whethera 
proposedchangeto a Forest Plan is significantor notsignificant: t iming; locationand 
size;goals,objectivesandoutputs;andmanagementprescriptions. 

Timing:The timing factor examinesat whatpointoverthe courseof the Forest Plan 
periodthe Plan is amended.Both the age of the underlying documentandtheduration 
of the amendmentarerelevantconsiderations.The handbook indicatesthat the later in 
the time period,the lesssignificantthe change is l ikely to be. As noted in the FSEIS 
(pages3 to 4 and 16), the actionis l imited in timein thatit would only apply for the 
durationof the Rimrock Ecosystem RestorationProjectscommercialharvestand 
precommercial withinthe Monument forthinning Winter Range. The Record of Decision 
theUmati l laForest  Plan was signedJune1 1 ,  1990,so we are in year14of 15. 

Location of theandSize:The key to location and size is context, or "therelationship 
affectedareato the overall planningarea. [T]hesmallerthe area affected,the less 
l ikelythe change is to be a significantchange in the forest plan."The planningareafor 
the Umatil laNationalForestis about 1.4mill ionacres(ForestPlan,page1-4). There 
areabout 278,000 acres of C3 big gamewinterrange on the forest. The Monument 
WinterRange, within which the amendmentwouldbe effective,is about58,600acres. 
The amendmentwould only applyto the about 6,951 acres of the RimrockEcosystem 
RestorationProjectswithinthe MonumentWinter Range. The direct impacts of this 
projectwould change satisfactory coverto marginalcover on 290acres(0.5percent)in 
the MonumentWinterRange(orabout0.1percentof the land allocated to C3-big game 
winterrangeon the Umatil laNationalForest.Thus, the size of the areaaffectedby the 
projectis smallwhen compared to the total size of the Monument WinterRange and 
evensmallerwhen compared to the totallandallocatedto C3-biggamewinterrangeon 
theforest(overal lp lanningarea).  

Goals.Ob.iectives. The goals,objectives,and outputsfactor involves the and Outputs: 
determinationof "whetherthechangealters the long-term relationshipbetweenthe level 
of goodsand services in the overallplanningarea"(ForestServiceHandbook1909.12, 
section5.32(c)).Thiscriterionconcernsanalysisof the overall Forest Plan and the 
variousmultiple-useresourcesthatmay be affected. ln this criterion, t imeremainingin 
the 1S-year planning period to movetowardgoalsandachieve objectives andoutputs 
are relevant considerations. 

The direct,indirect,and cumulative impactsof the decision wil lnotchangeHEI(FSElS, 
pagesTO-73) impactsto HEI outside this individual winterandthereareno additive 
range (FSEIS, page73, Appendix M, and projectf i le) . ln addi t ion,  thereshouldbe no 
measurableeffect on the abil ity of the State of Oregon to managefor andaddresstheir 
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populationobjectivesfor the Monumentelk herd (FSEIS, page 72). Therefore, the 
anticipatedchanges brought aboutby this amendment in the levels of resource 
activit iesand outputs projectedin the plan(ForestPlan,page4-16)are expected to be 
minimalin theoneyearremainingin the planningper iod. 

Management The managementprescriptionsPrescriptions: factorinvolvesthe determination 
of (1),"whetherthe changein a managementprescriptionis onlyfor a specificsituation 
or whetheri t  would applyto futuredecis ionsthroughoutthe planningarea";and(2),  
"whetheror not thechange alters the desired futureconditionof the land and resources 
or the anticipatedgoodsandservicesto be produced"(ForestServiceHandbook 
1909.12,sect ion5.32(d)) .ln thiscr i ter ion,t imeremainingin the 1S-yearplanning 
periodandchanges in desired futureconditionsor the anticipatedgoodsand services to 
be producedare relevant considerations. 

The proposedchangein habitat effectiveness indexapplies to the Monument Winter 
Rangeonly for the Rimrock- Ecosystems Projects(FSEIS,page16),Re.storation 
therefore,the effects areshorl-termand do not affectfuturedecisionsthroughoutthe 
planningarea. Future projectsthatare intendedto improvehabitat effectiveness index 
in this location mayoccur and maysomeday be proposedby the ForestService.A 
futureproposalto improve HEI is not precludedby this amendment,  nor is the 
attainmentof an HEIof 70 preventedin the future.The desiredfutureconditionand 
landallocationboundaryfor the Monument Winter Range C3 managementarea are not 
changedby thisdecision.As discussedabove in "goals,objectives,and outputs", the 
long-termlevelsof goodsand services projectedin currentplansarenot measurably 
changedby the Forest Plan amendment. 

Findinq:On the basis of the informationand analysis containedin the FEIS, FSEIS and 
all other information available above, it is my determinationas summarized that 
adoptionof the management directionreflectedin my decision does not result in a 
s igni f icantamendmentto the forestplan. 

NationalHistoricPreservationAct 

As identif iedin Chapter 3, 83 heritagepropertiesexistwithinthe analysis area. Prior to 
projectimplementation,StateHistoric Preservation Officeconsultationhas been 
completedunderProgrammaticAgreementamong the United Sfates Departmentof 
Agriculture,ForestService,PacificNorthwest Region (Region6), The AdvisoryCouncil 
on HistoricPreservation,and the Oregon State HistoricPreservationOfficerregarding 
Cultural Resource Management on National Forests in the State of Oregon, dated 
March10, 1995, pursuantto stipulatedForest Archaeologist review dated November 
15, 1996. Prohibit ingany disturbance within 50 feetof the site's perimeterwil lprotect 
sitesthathave been identif ied. 

EndangeredSpeciesActandFegionalForester 'sSensi t iveSpecies 

Details regarding the actual species found within the Rimrockareaandpotentialeffects 
of proposedactivit ieson those species and theirhabitatarecontainedunderFish and 
AquaticHabitat, Non-Forest Vegetation,andWildlife Habitat sections.The analysis 
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containedwithintheRimrockFSEIS(pages77 to 84 and 91),  FEIS(pages149 to 151),  
andprojectrecorddisclosedallalternativesareconsistentwiththe Endangered Species 
Act and the requirements of the Regional Forester's SensitiveSpecieslist. Consultation 
withUSDI Fish andWildlifeService and USDC National Marine Fisheries Service has 
beencompleted. A Biological Assessmenthasbeenprepared.The Biological Opinion 
for the proposedprojectis on fi lein the Project Record. 

Clean Air  Act  

Analysisof potentialimpactson airqualityrelatedto proposedactivit iesindicatesall 
alternativeswouldbe consistent withthe Federal Clean Air Act. All burning would 
comply with the State of Oregon's memorandum of understandingbetween the State of 
Oregon,USDI Bureau of Land Management, andthe USDA Forest Service(FSEIS 
page90 andFEIS 129 to  131) .  

CleanWater Act 

Strategiesto preventnon-pointsourcepollutioninclude Best Management Practices 
(FElS,AppendixB),watershedandriparianarearestorationand enhancement, and 
improvedmonitoring(FEIS,appendix D) for detectionandvalidationof waterquality 
concerns.TheBMP's,  located in Appendix B of  th is FEIS, wouldat a minimummaintain 
existingwaterqualityin analysisarea streams. The Rimrock projectswouldbe 
consistentwiththewaterqualityrequirementsof theCleanWater Act (FSEISpages53, 
89, and 114, FEIS pages151).  A Water Qual i tyRestorat ionPlan(WQRP)was 
developedas partof thisprojectto address the water temperature andhabitat 
modificationparametersthatfailed to meet State standards within Big Wall, Indian, 
Porter,andWilsoncreeks. Upon completion of the Total Maximum DailyLoad,the 
Statewillreview the WQRP for compliancewiththe Clean Water Act. 

Execut iveOrders1 1988 and11990: Flood Plainsand Wetlands 

Theseorderswereapplicableto riparianareasfound in the analysisarea. Through 
recognitionof Riparian Areas and implementation HabitatConservation of the selected 
al ternat ive,includingmit igat ion,  to f loodplainsthere wi l l  be no impacts or wet lands. 
/ t r t r | q  n 2 r r a e  1 ( 1  t n  1 E ? \  

i / u v v v  

Execut iveOrder12898: Environmental  Just ice 

ExecutiveOrder12BgB requires thatfederalagenciesadopt strategies to address 
environmental concernswithin the context of agency operations. Withjustice 
implementationof any of these alternatives, therewould be no disproportionately high 
andadversehuman health or environmentaleffectson minorityor low-income 
population(FEISpage152). The actions wouldoccurin a remoteareaand nearby 
communitieswouldmainlybe affectedby economic impactsas relatedto timber harvest 
or contractorsimplementing activit ies.Racial and cultural groupsrehabil itation minority 
could also be prevalentin the work forces that implement thinningactivit ies. 
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Environmentally PreferredAlternative 

FSH1909.15,Sect ion10'1def inesthe nat ional  	 pol icyin sixbroadgoals:environmental  

1. 	fulf i l lthe responsibil i t iesof each generationas trustee of the environment for 
succeeding generat ions;  

2. 	assure for allAmericanssafe,healthful,productive,and estheticallyand
 
cul tural lypleasingsurroundings;
  

3. attain the widest range of beneficialuses of the environmentwithoutdegradation, 
riskto health, or safety,or other undesirable and unintended consequences; 

4. 	preserveimportant historic, cultural,andnaturalaspectsof our national heritage, 
and maintain wherever possible,an environment whichsupports diversity and a 
varietyof individualchoice; 

5. achievea balance between populationand resource usewhichpermithigh 
standardsof l ivingand a widesharingof l i fe's amenities;and 

6. enhance the qualityof renewableresourcesandapproachthe maximum
 
attainablerecyclingof depletable resources.
 

Baseduponthe descriptionof alternativesandassociatedanalysisdetailedin the FEIS 
as supplemented,I believethatalternative5 best balances the six broad goalsand is 
the environmentallypreferablealternative. 

I lmplementationDate 

lf no appeals are fi led within the 45-day time period,implementationof the decision may 
occur on, but notbefore, 5 business days from the close of the appeal f i l ingperiod. 
Whenappealsaref i led,  implementat ion the 15'nbusinessmay occur on, but not before,  

day followingthe date of the lastappeal disposition.
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AdministrativeReviewor Aopeal Opportunities 

Thisdecis ionissubjectto appeal  pursuantto 36 CFR 215.11. Any indiv idual  or  
organizationwhosubmittedsubstantivecommentsduring the commentperiodfor the 
DSEISmayappeal. Any appeal of thisdecisionmustbe in writ ing and fully consistent 
withthe content requirementsdescribedin 36 CFR215.14. A written appeal must be 
postmarkedor received by the Appeal Reviewing Officer(theRegional Forester) within 
45 daysof thedate of publicationof the legalnoticeregardingthisdecision in the Easf 
Oregoniannewspaper, 

Sendappealsto: 

LindaGoodman, Regional Forester
 
USDAForestService
 
ATTN: Appeals Office
 
PO Box3623
 
Portland,Oregon 97208-3623
 

Thestreet location for hand delivery: 333 SW '1stAve,Portland,OR (officehours:B ­
a:30M-F). Sendfaxesto: 503-808-2255. Appealsmay be fi led electronically at: 
appeals-pacificnorthwest-regional-office appealsmustbe@fs.fed.us.Electronic 
submittedas partof the actual e-mail message,or as an attachment in MicrosoftWord 
(.doc),rich text format(.r1f),or portabledocumentformat(pdf)only. E-mailssubmitted 
to emailaddressesotherthantheone listedabove,or in formatsother than those listed, 
or containing viruses, of the appellant wil lbe rejected. lt is the responsibil i ty to confirm 
receiptof appeals submittedby electronic mail. 

Forfurther information regardingthese appeal procedures,contactthe Forest 
EnvironmentalCoordinatorDave Herr at  (541)278-3869. 

Contact Person 

Forfufther information aboutthisproject,contactAndrei Rykoff, District Ranger, 
HeppnerRanger Distr ict ,  P.O. Box 7,  Heppner,OR 97836(541)676-9187. 

t / 1/o,r 
ForestSupervisor 
UmatillaNationalForest 

""o 
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(USDA)prohibits in al l i tsprogramsand activi t ies on the basis of race, color, 
nationalorigin,gender,rel igion,age, disabi l i ty, pol i t icalbel iefs,sexual orientat ion, (Notal l prohibited
The U.S. Department oi Agriculture discrimination 

or marital orfamilystatus. 
bases applyto al l  programs.)Personswith disabi l i t jes who require alternativemeansfor communication informationof program 

(Brai l le,large'print,audiotape,etc.)shouldcontactUSDA'sTABGET Center at (2O2)720-2600(voiceandTDD). To f i le a complainl 
of discrimination, Off iceof Civi l  Rights,Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 14th and Independence Avenue, SW, 

Washinoton. DC 20250-9410 or call (202\720-5964(voiceandTDD).USDAis an equal opportunity providerand employer. 
writeUSDA,Director, 

F14-HP-09-04
 



RIMROCK
 

AROD- APPENDIX 




ROD . APPENDIX A 
PHOTO POINT.RIMROCK UNIT231 


