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DECISION NOTICE

CAIITAS RESTORATION

Forest Plan Amendnent 14 ;

TJMATILI,A COIJNIY, OREGON
USDA FOREST SERVICE

I'MATILIA NATIONAL FOREST
NORTH FORK JOHN DAY RANGER DISIRICT

This Decision Notice docunents the Forest Service decision to inplenent Salvage
Tinber Sales as part of the managenent activities described in the Camas
Restoration Environnental Assessnent (EA) and as displayed on the attached nap.

The infornation in this docunent is described in nore detail in the EA and
analysis fliIe. It docunents the analysis of the area and is available for
publ j -c review in the Forest Supervisor 's 0ff ice in Pendleton, Oregon, and at
the North Fork John Day Ranger District in Ukiah, Oregon. This EA docunents
the site-specific analysis conducted by an interdisciplinary tean to deternine
the potential environnental effects connected to a proposal of salvage harvest,
reforestation, temporary road construction, road reconstruction, prescribed
burni.ng, and wildlife and flsheries habitat improvenent. The EA is tiered to
the "Umatilla National Forest Land and Resource Managenent, Plan Final
Environmental  Inpact Statement (FEIS)" and Record of Decision (ROD), dated June
1 1 . 1 9 9 0 .

The Canas planning area is located approximately 12 air niles east and
northeast of lJkiah, Oregon, in Uuratilla and Union counties. It covers
approxinately 62,110 acres and includes all or portions of 0wens, Upper Ca.uas,
and Hidaway watersheds. Ttre Iegal description includes all or portions of:
T . 3 5 . ,  R . 3 2 8 . ;  T . 3 S . ,  R . 3 3 E . ;  T . 4 5 . ,  R . 3 2 E . ;  T . 4 5 . ,  R . 3 3 8 . ;  T . 4 5 . ,  R . 3 3 - 1 l 2 E . ;
T . 4 5 . ,  R . 3 4 8 . ;  T . 5 5 . ,  R . 3 3 8 . ;  T . 5 5 . ,  R . 3 3 - t / 2 E . . ;  a n d  T . 5 5 . ,  n . 3 4 8 . ;  W i l l a r n e r r e
Meridian.

KEY ISSUES

Through discussions involving Forest Service resource specialists, state
agencies, and nenbers of the public. the following key issues hrere identlfled
within the project area:

1. Water Quality and RlparLan Health. Some overland flow and soil erosion
may occur on forested sites following gtround disturbing activities such as
Iogging and road construction. Soil compaction may also occur as a result of
land nanagenent, activitLes. There is concern that actlvLtles proposed 1n the
Canas analysis nay accelerate these processes which would reduce sLte potentlal
and further degrade water quality.

The Oregon State 1988 Assessment of Non-point Sources of Water Pollution
Assessnent and Forest Service nonitoring has shown that marry of the streans in
the Canas area do not neet bank stabillty. Managenent activities that occur in
riparian areas can degrade bank stability.



Low stream flows and high h,ater tenperatures within the Camas Watershed are
also problematic and are direccly effecting the qualj-ty of the fisheries
habitat. Proposed managenent activities should be designed to inprove
fisheries habitat. Suggested nanagement activities to inprove flisheries
habitat include riparian planting and erosion control neasures on bare road cut
banks, fiII slopes, and closed roads. Long-term road system planning will
focus on moving the road system away fron strea.ns.

2. Forest Health/Recovery. There are a nunber of dead and dying forest
.. stands in this project area. Inpact fron high spruce budworn populations,

several years of drought condltions, and past forest nanagenent practices have
resulted in a decline of vigor, resiliency and sustainabillty of forest
stands. Past melnagenenE practices of selective harvest and fire excluslon have
encouraged forest stands, previously doninated by ponderosa pine and western
larch, to becoue doninated by shade tolerant species (grand fir and
Douglas-f i r) .  This al tered pattern of succession has resulted in stand
conditions which nay not be sustainable in vigor, resillency and productivity.
The current trend is moving nuch of the area away fron the Desired Future
Condition described in the Unatilla National Forest Land and Resource
Managenent Plan (the Forest Plan). Actions are needed to prevent further
degradation of forest health and sustainability.

Many of the grand fir/Douglas-fir stands have experienced catastrophic
nortality due to insects and diseases. About one-third of the area or
approximatety 45.3 ni l l ion board feet could potentLal ly be salvaged. Due to
the rapid deter iorat ion of dead f i r ,  opportunit ies to ut i l ize the exist ing wood
f iber wi l l  decrease with t ine.

3. Wildl i fe Habitat .  The conbinat ion of environmental  components within
the Camas project area support a diverse corununity of terrestrial animal
species. Ttre Forest PIan has selected several animal species to represent the
habitat requirenents of all the species in the forest. Rocky Mountain Elk are
the indicator species for general forest and winter range habitat. Factors
other than habit,at condition currently influence elk nunbers and herd
composition. High densities of open roads, fast noving vehicular traffic, and
harassnent durlng the hunting season contribute to non-hunt mortallty and
stress anong both bulls and cows. This has contributed to cow/calf ratios
outside the object ives establ ished by Oregon Departnent of Fish and Wildl i fe.

Survey results have shown that nany habitats have decllned in slze and quality
in the Canas area since the 1930's. These include old growth ponderosa pine
forests, rlparian hardwood shrub corridors, and aspen stands. Habitat quanttty
has been reduced by past tlnber activity and contlnues to decllne due to the
heavy insect caused nortality and da.nage. These areas play an inportant role
in providing the variety of habitats needed to support the dlverse nunbers of
wildlife species historically present in the Ca.mas area. If these habitats are
not restored, continued decline in certain species can be expected.

DECISION

Based on the results of the analysis documented in the EA, it is ny decision to
inplenent a modif icat ion of Al ternat ive 4.

Alternative 4 was developed to inplenent the nsneg€n€nt opportunities and
recomnendatlons presented in the Ca.nas Ecosysten Anal.ysis dated May 18, L995.
(refer to Need for the Project). The obJectlves are to (1) inplenent, as many
projects from the Cqmas Ecosysten Analysis as practicable, (2) focus on the
entire arear (3) establish the old growth and riparian network as reconnended
by the Camas Ecosysten Analysis, (4) analyze entire project area in the



docunent so u,e can look at cumulative effects, and (5) include scheduling as
part of proposal. This alternative incorporates the following ecosysten
restoration projects: salvage Linber sales, tree specles conversion tlnber
sales, pre-connercial thinning, underburning, tree planting, and related
restorat ion projects.

Salvage tinber harvest units were selected on a priority basis. Ttre first
priority stands are pine sites with fir growing on then; on these sites the flr
is experiencing heavy spruce budworm nortality. The second priority are ptne
sites with flr growing on then; but on these sites there is less flr
nortality. Ttre third prlority are sites requiring pre-conmercial or conmerclal
lhinning. These Lreatnents will reduce conpetition between individual trees
and inprove stand health and vigor while accelerating movement of these stands
towards late old structure. Although the focus of tinber harvest in all
priority treatnents wiII be on dead treesi nore harvest of green flr and to a
lesser extent pine and larch, will occur in priority tt{o end three stands.

This alternative would harvest approxinately 45.3 MltsF of tinber fron,15,086
acres through the use of tractor, skyline, and helicopter logging systens.
There would be approximately L2.7 nlLes of specified road reconstructlon, and
approxinately 30 niles of temporary road constructlon. No specified road
construction would be required.

Approxinately 11,100 harvested acres would be planted with conlfers specific to
the site conditions. Approxinately 7,0]5 acres would be pre-connercially

thinned. In Rlparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RIICAs), approxinately 2,786
acres would be planted. Approxinately 59 miles of specified road srouLd be
closed using gates, signs, or barricades. Approximately 2l niles of long-term
closed specified road would be obliterated. Post-harvest open road density
would be 1.4 nl1es per square nile. Prescribed underburning would re-introduce
low intensity fire into fire-tolerant tinber stands (ponderosa pine and nixed
conifer) in a nanner that replicates natural fire patterns. Approxinately
1O,OOO acres would be treated over a lO-year period. The restoration
activities listed on page 24 of the EA are also planned.

Modifications to Alternati.ve 4 that I have decided to lrplenent are:

I have decided to utilize an adaptive nanagenenE approach to the inplenentati.on
of Alternative 4. My decision is to inplenent the proposed restoratlon
actlvitles in Upper Owens Creek (328), Lane Creek (97A), Bear Wallow Creek
(978), and Bowman Creek (97C1 subwatersheds in thls Decision Notice.

1. Salvage harvest of dead and dying, insect danaged Douglas-fir and grand

fir over 2,790 acres through Ehe use of gror:nd-based and skyline logging
systens. lhis wlll consist of shelterwood and salvage harwest with leave
cree reserves. The estinated volune to be produced under this alternatlve
is  10 .J  n i l l i on  board  feec  (MMBF) .

2. FueI reduction will include 3,000 acres of underburning (harvest and
non-harvest areas), and 950 acres (hanrest units) of Jackpot or
concentration burning for hazard reduction and slte preparation.

l. Salvaged areas wiII be planted with conifers specific to site condltlons

after harvesg on 1,500 acres. Natural regeneration will be relied upon in

the renaining harvested areas, and supplenental planting will be used as

needed.

4. Tenporary road construction of approxinately 8 niles of road and

specified road reconstruction of approxinately 6 miles of existing systen

road would be required. No specified road construction wi'l l be requi-red.



!. Hardwoods and conifers will be planted in riparian areas deficient in
strean shading which have high tree Dortallty and where potentlal for
natural regeneration is Iow.

By inplementing this alternative in stages and monitoring the results of this
first project, I can determine if any adJustments are needed to inprove the
success of our restoration efforts. While inplenentation of this first phase
of Alternative 4 is underh,ay, additional portions of thls alternative w111 be
inplemented with new Decision Noti0es. Public scoping for inplementation of
the next phase of Alternative 4 will begin this sunner.

Additional mLtfgatl.on that I have decided to lmplenent follows:

1. Mechanical harvester systen trails nay be spaced no closer than 40 feet
apart .

2. Skid trails. Iandings, and tenporary roads would be treated to reduce
soil erosion and spread of noxious weed upon cotrpletion of tinber harvest
ac t iv i t ies .

3. Ground based yarding would nornally occur during an operating season fron
June 1 to Novenber 1. Operations would be pernitted outside the normal
operating season as specified in the cont,ract only when they can be
conducted without danage to soil (no compaction and/or dl.splacenent of
soi l ) ,  hrater (no sedinentat ion in creeks),  t ransportatLon (no loss of the
surface naterial for rocked roads and no displacement of surface for natLve
surface roads),  and wi ldl i fe (no disturbance or displacenent during
wintering and selected wildlife breeding seasons) resources. When weather
condLtions render these resource susceptible to damage, operations will be
curtai led.

4. Waterbars shall be required on subsoiled roads, tenporary roads, skld
trails, cable trails, and fireline when the slope is greater than 4
percent. Spacing of waterbars shall conforn to requirenents stated in the
SaIe Adninj-stration Handbook. As an alternative to waterbars, slash and
soil naterial nay be left in skid trails and nachine constructed flrellnes

to divert water, or subsoiling can be done so as to provide lead-off
drainage fron the trails.

RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION

The criteria I used in arrlving at try decision were:

Move elenents and processes currently outside their natural range of
var iabi l i ty back to a condit ion that is nore sustainable.

Salvage dead and dying tlnber resources to recover sone of the wood flber

and econonic benefits.

Incorporate riparian managenent objectives for fish habitat using the

Envirorunental Assessment for the Interin Strategies for Managing Anadronous

Fish-producing Watersheds in Eastern Oregon and Washington, Idaho, and

Portions of California (PACFISH) dLrection.

Conserve and enhance old growth and
and in the future to the long-tern
habitats. and the local populations

riparian areasi that contribute both now
viability of old growth and riparian

of species that use those habitats.



Restore damaged and degraded forest resources and conditions within the
shortest per iod of t ime pract ical .

The selected al ternat ive, as modif ied, meets al l  my decision cr i ter ia wel l .  I t
begins the innediate restoration of 2,79O acres within ttre 6Z,110 acre Camas
Restoration project area. This would allow the removal of 10.5 nill ion board
feet (MMBF) of tinber which will help neet cotrmodity outputs as described in
the Forest Plan. Salvage of these dead, down and dying trees and down woody
naterial will nake an inportant contribution to the Uuatilla Forest's Tlnber
SaIe Progra.n.

In the Canas Ecosysten Analysis, stands were prioritized for treatment based in
part on the need to bring plant association groups back into thelr ranges of
natural variability. This will create nore sustainable conditions across the
landscape. The selected alternative uses the ecosysten analysis infomtatLon to
develop treatnent prescriptions and assign treatnent priorlties. Ttrese
treatments will change stand compositions, structures, and stocking leve1s to
align then nore closely with the hlstoric landscape. Treatnents wLll also
facilitate the abllity to withstand natural disturbances and cause the
Iandscape as a whole to be more resilient.

Based on information provided in the Cnmas Ecosysten Analysis, as well as fron
other survey data, we realize that, due to inappropriate species nixes or
severe insect danage, nany of the forest stands are a high priority for harvest
or other restorat ion treatments. I t  is also clear that at tempting to correct
all these problens in a l0-year period would cause unacceptable inpacts to nany
different resources. I believe that Alternatlve 4 provides the best balance
between scheduling treatnents on a reasonable tinetable and the protectlon of
the arears valuable resources.

AII alternatlves will meet PACFISH direction: and none of the alternatives
proposes harrresting: tinber in Riparian HabitaE Conserrration Areas. However, I
believe thaE harrrest treatnents and other restoration activities scheduled in
Alternative 4 wilL provide for substantial long-tern inprovenents in the
health and revitalization of riparian areasi.

Alternative 4 inplenents the 01d Growth and Rlparlan Network developed ln the
Canas Ecosysten Analysis. This network will naxinize forest health restoration
efforts whlle retaining some late/old structures for innedlate wildllfe needs.
t{hile inproving the long-tern health of individual stands of trees, it also
creales a resiliency withln the forest to wlthstand future natural
disturbances. I believe that this system wlll have posltlve benefits for
future wildllfe populations within the proJecc area.

HOW ISSTJES ARE RESOLVED IN T}IE DECISION

1. Water Qualtty and Rlparlan Health. In Alternative 4, logging systems
and methods were chosen to mininize the anount of detrinental soil inpacts. I
have added additional mltigation in this decision notice to further reduce
effects. Rehabllitation t,reattrents are prescrlbed to treat hlgh inpact aFeas
and many of the existlng conpacted areas. With these prescribed treatnents and
mitigations, accelerated runoff and soil erosion is not expected to be a
problen.



In Alternative 4, no tinber harvest is planned in Riparian Habitat Conservation
Areas. However, because of problems identified in these areas (including
streanbank instability and high water tenperatures), additional restoratlon
activities are planned. These nay include planti.ng in riparian areas,
placenent of instrean large woody naterial, and nodification of stand
conpositi-on where it is expected to benefit $rater quality (EA pase 23).

2- Forest Sustainability. Treatnents reconmended in AlternaLive 4 have
been desigRed to bring the Camas area plant association groups back into their
ranges of natural variability. Treatnents will align stand conposition,
structures, and stocking 1evels to nore closely natch histor ical  levels.  Their
ability to withstand naLural disturbances will be enhanced, and the landscape
as a whole will be more resilient.

During its period of implenentation, it is estinated that Alternative 4 w111
produce over 45,000 MBF of harvest volune.

3. I' lt ldltfe Habltat. A short-tern natural loss of cover will lower overall
elk habitat effectiveness as well as increase e1k vulnerability. Although
there will be an overall short-terro reduction in quality of elk habitat in
Alternative 4, the long-tern benefj.ts are expected to offset this tenporary
reduction. Temporary road closures will be used to reduce elk vulnerability.
0nce AlLernative 4 has been inplemented, an accelerated increase in e1k habitat
effectiveness will occur; faster than in any other alternatlve.

Treatnents scheduled in Alternative 4 are designed to move treated stands to
within their range of natural variability. Tttis will provide a wider variety
of habitats than is currently present. Adoption of the old growth network will
provide habitat for old growth associated species. Riparian Habitat
Conservat ion areas wi l l  provide addit ional habitat  diversi ty within the area.
Inplenentation of bhe District snag and down woody guide (including green tree
replacement) wi l l  assure adequate habitat  for snag dependent species.

OITHER ALTERNATIVES @NSIDERED

(No Actlon) No Banagenent actlvitles inpletrented at thls tine.
be allowed to recover by natural neans.

Alternative 1.
The area would

Alternative 2.
to Forest Plan

Alterrtatlve 3.
Direct ion for

Ttris alternatlve was developed
standards and guidelines.

This alternative was developed
nocinum salvage treatnent of all

to create no further reductlon

to follow Forest Management
f l r  stands.

PT'BLIC IT{VOLVEMEI\TT

Newspaper notices, a neh,s release, and letters to interested groups and
individuals provided infornation on the proJect and requested lssues for
analysis. Two District open houses presentLng the Camas and Bughunter Planning
areas were held in the Spring and Fall of 1991. Before separate analyses of
these two areas were complete, a decision was made to conbine the areas into
ghe Canas Salvage Planning Area to better evaluate the cunulative effects of
the proposed projects on a watershed basis.  In the FalI  of  L992, a third
District Open House presenting the Camas Salvage Planning area lvas held. Camas

Salvage Planning Area was also included in all flscal year '93 quarterly

Schedule of Proposed Actions reports which v,tere sent to all interested
par t ies .



Several letters of response froru the public were received. Generally, nost of
the concerns expressed were water quality, forest health, or wildllfe related.
Water quality concerns included increased sedinentation, increased strean
tenperatures, impacts to fish habitat, and closed roads causing sedlnent.
Forest health concerns included utilizing logging to restore health, not
harvesting in riparian areas, nancinizing harvest, and utllizing flre to restore
ecosystens. ttl i ldlife related concerns included closLng roads for blg gane
habitat, create Blg Gane Security Area, reductlon of dead and down tree
habitat, and Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive specles. Letters recelved
from project scoping are contained in the Camas Analysis File.

Ttre Camas Ecosysten Analysis team kept pubIlc involvenent at an inforrnal level,
focused on those people who had previously shown interest in the analysis of
the area during earlier public involvenent efforts on the Carnas Salvage and
Restorat,ion DEIS. During the Canas Ecosysten Analysis developnent, four
ueet,ings were held with a staff nenber of the natural resources departnent of
the Confederated Tribes of the Unatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR).

Infornation sharing and infornal consultations are on-going with USDI Flsh and
Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, Oregon Departnent of Fish
and Wildlife, and the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Spring and Unatilla
Indian Reservat ions.

Scoping process records are available in the Camas Analysis File located at the
North Fork John Day Ranger District office.

The proposed timber sal-e lies within lands ceded to the United States by
treaties with American Indian tribes. Ttrese treaties established trust
responsibllities for the United States that were intended to protect reserved
rights and interests of the tribes. Ttre paranount concern of the Confederated
Tribes of the Unatilla Indlan Reservation is the need for co1d. clear h,ater.
Salvage and restoratlon actlvities were designed with our trtrst
responsibllities in mind

UONITORING

Activities and their effects, including effectLveness of nitigation neasures,
would be monitored. In addition to Forest-level nonitoring, the specific
monitoring activities that would be perforned in the Canas project area are
l isted on pages 31-33 of the EA.

SITE-SPECIFIC FOREST PU\N AIIEIIID!,TEITT

It is ny declsion to lnplement the following adJustments under the authorlty of
36 CFR 2t9.1O. Ttre changes have been deternined not to be signtflcant for-
purpose of the plannlng process and represent a non-signlfLcant anendnent to
the Umatilla Natlonal Forest Land and Resource Managenent Plan. Thls a.uendoent
was analyzed and docunented wlthln the E:A for thls project, completlng the
necessary NEPA procedures and the assoclated public notiflcation reguired under
c F R  2 1 9 . 1 0 .

Alternative 4 is not consistent with the Forest Plan standards and guidellnes
in Managenent Areas Cl, C4, and E2 due to the large scale insect lnfestatlon
and past harvest activitles. The Forest PIan is based on healthy forest
conditions. My decision to issue this site specific, non-significant Forest
Plan anendnent will not alter the desired future condition in these managenent
areas. This aroendment is as follows:



Habitat Effectivenesq Index (HEI)

In nanagenent area C], big gane winter range, Forest Plan standards and
guidelines reguire a Habitat Effectiveness Index (HEI) no less than 70. Ttris
planning area does not neet this requirenent currently, and r:nder this
alternative will not neet this requirenent for !0 years. Ttre Forest PIan is
anended by allowing an exenption fron this standard (Forest Plan 4-152) for the
Camas project area (Upper Owens Creek subwatershed only).

In nanagenent area C4 wildlife habj-tat, Forest Plan standards arrd guidellnes
require an HEI of no less than 60. This proJect area does not neet this
requirenent currently, and under this alternative will not meet this
requirenent for 40 years. The Forest Plan is arnended by allowing an exenption
fron this sta.ndard (Forest Plan 4-159) for the Canas proJect area (Lane Creek
and Bear Wa1low Creek subwatersheds only). t

In nanagenent area E2 tinber and big game, Forest Plan standards and guidelines
require an HEI of no less than 4!. This project area does not neet this
requirement currently, and under this alterrlative will not neet thLs
requirenent for 30 years. The Forest Plan is anended by allowing an exenptlon
fron this standard (Forest Plan 4-159) for the Camas project area (Upper Qwens
Creek, Bear Wallow Creek, and Bownan Creek subwatersheds only).

BLg Casre Hlding Cover

In nanagement area C], big gane winter range, Forest PIan standards and
guidelines reguire a nininum of 10 percent of the winter range in satisfactory
coverr with a ninirnuu of 30 percent of the winter range in total cover
(narginal and satisfactory). Satisfactory cover does not currently neet this
requirenent, and under this alternative will not neet this requirenent for 40
years. Total cover does not curently neet the nininurn reguirenent, but under
this alternative is expected to meet it in 20 years. Ttre Forest Plan is
anended by allowing an exemption fron thls standard (Forest Plan 4-1!2) for the
Canas project area (Upper Owens Creek subwatershed only).

In nanegenent area C4, wildlife habitat, Forest PIan standards and guidelines
require a nininum of 15 percent of the area provide satisfactory cover, when
possible, 30 percent of the area provide total cover (narginal and
satisfactory). Satisfactory cover does not currently neet thls requLrement,
and under this alternative will not meet this requirement for 50 years. Total
cover does not currently neet the nininun requirenent, but r:nder this
alternative is expected to meet it in 30 years. The Forest Plan is a.uended by
allowing an exenption fron this standard (Forest PIan 4-157) for the Ca.mas
project area (Lane Creek and Bear Wallow Creek subwatersheds only).

In managenent area 82, Einber and big geme, Forest PIan standards and
guidelines require a mininun of 10 percent of the area provide satisfactory
coverr wilh a nininun of 30 percent of the area providing total cover (oarginal
and satisfactory) . Satisfactory cover does not cumently neet this . :: i
requirenent, and under this alternatlve w111 not neet this requirenent for l0
years. Total cover does not currently neet the niniroum requirenent, but under
this alternative is expected to neet it in 30 years. Ttre Forest PIan is
anended by allowing an exemption fron this standard (Forest Plan 4-183) for the
Camas project area (Upper Owens Creek, Bear Wal-low Creek, and Bownan Creek
subwatersheds only).



Successional Stages

In roanagenent area C4, wildlife habitat, Forest PIan standards and guidelines
require that a nininun level of 7J percent in each of the following seral
stages be provided for: grass/forb, shrub/seedling, pole/sapling, young
sawtimber, and nature/overmature sawtinber. This alternative will not neet the
standard for the pole/sapling seral stage. In the next 20 years, the
shrub/seedling stage will be grouped into the pole/sapling stage and Forest
Plan standards and guidelines will be met. The Forest Plan is a.mended by

'-r. allowing an exenption fron this standard (Forest Plant 4-160) for the Ca.nas
Resroration proJect area (Upper Owens Creek, Lane Creek, Bear Wallow Creek, and
Bownan Creek subwatersheds) .

Dispersion

Following salvage harvest, the subwatersheds within the Camas Restoratlon
project area will not meet Forest Plan standards of no nore than J0 percent of
general forested lands in the 0 to 10 age class. Ttre Forest, Plan is anended by
allowing an exenption fron this standard (Forest Plan 4-771 for the Camas
Restoration project area (Upper 0wens Creek, Lane Creek, Bear WaIIow Creek, and
Bownan Creek subwatersheds).

OTHER FOREST PTAI{ @NCERNS

Created Openlngs

This alternative will "create" openings fron 1O to 100 acres. While a naJority
of the "created" openings will be greater than 4O acres, this is pernltted
through exernption language in the Forest PIan for catastrophic situatLons such
as the present insect epidemic (Forest PIan 4-73).

Vlsual Quallty

Harvest in the visual corridor (A4 area only) will "create" openings larger
than 5 acres. This is perniLted through exenption language in the Forest PIan
for catastrophic situations such as the present insect da.nage (Forest PIan
4-1og) .

NFITIA @NSISTENSY

Any proJect proposed for inplenentatLon has to meet the reguirenents of the
Natlonal Forest Managenent Act (NFI{A). In accordance with these requlrenents,
I conclude fron the results of site-specific analysLs docunented in the
Environmental Assessnent and Analysis Flle that:

The nodified alternative docunented in this Decision Noti.ce is consistent
with the Unatilla National Forest Land Resource Managenent PIan and Record
of Decision dated June 11, 1990, including Forest PIan a.nendnent 8 and 11
(PACFISH AND the REVISED SCREEI.IS) , and is in conpllance with the
requirements of 35 cFR 2I9.27



DATES AND INFORMATION

This decision will be implemented innediately to facilitate Forest
rehabilitation and recovery in the Blue Mountains and to capture the economic
benefit from dead timber.

This decision for the Canas Restoration qualified as a salvage sale as
described in the provisions of subsection 2001(e) of Public Law 104-19. Under
that legislatlon, salvage sales are not subject to the provision of the appeat
regulat ions of 36 CW 2I5.

The docunents and procedures required for the preparation, advertisement,
offeri-ng, awarding, and operation of these salvage sales shall be deemed to
satisfy the requirements of the applicable environnental laws as listed {n
subsec t ion  2001( i )  o f  Pub l ic  Law 104-19.

This decision is subject to judicial  review only in the United States distr ict
court for the district in which the affected Federal lands are located. As
required under sect ion 2001(f)  (1) of  Publ ic Law 104-1t,  any chal lenge to thls
salvage sale proiect must be filed in the district court within 1! days after
the advert isenent of the sale.

For further information, contact Craig
John Day Ranger  D is t r i c t ,  P .0 .  Box  1 lB ,
427-323t.

Smith-Dixon, Distr ict  Ranger,  North Fork
Ukiah, 0regon 97880 or ar (541)
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RESPONSE TO STJBSTAIYTIVE PT'BLIC @ItIItTENf

As part of the comment review and analysis process, the Interdisciplinary Team
identified substantive connents on the Environnental Assessnent (EA). Connents
h,ere grouped by subject matter and sunmarized. Connents vrere extracted fron
the letters and may or may not be paraphrased; attenpts were nade to accurately
capture and dlsplay each substantlve conment. The Forest Service response
follows each conruent.

FOREST HEALTTI

Conment 1:
conditions
ended.

The
and

EA doesn't adequately take into account that the drought
spruce budworn and Douglas-flr tussock noth epldenics have

Response: The level of budworu activlty has dropped but what we are left
with are trees in a weakened state (very poor crowns) and nany of trees
that are dead. Sone trees have re-foliated to varying degrees. Bark
beetles are stil l 'active and are stlIl ktll lng trees, evenr in sone cases,
trees with full green crolens. Ttre EA took into account the mortallty and
the weakened trees (susceptible to other insects and disease) fron the
afternath of the budworn epidenic. The proposal is trying to adJust the
scocki.ng levels and species mixes so thaL these types of epidenics (any
insect) will not have as great of an impact in the future.

Comnent 2: Why is the harvest of green trees included in this proposal?
Conment J: Why is proposed logging targetlng larger, older (nerchantable)
trees?

Response: Research of silvicultural treatnents reducing the suscepttbillty
of stands to budworn are presented in Carlson et. 41. (1989), Rudinsky
{L979), and the Blue Mountain Forest Health Report. Large scale conversion
of host to non-host trees by harvest, fLre, etc., would create stands
resistant to defoliation, and stocking control should reduce their
susceptlbility to bark beetle epidenics. An endenic population of nany
lnsect types is expected.

The process of renoving dead and defollated trees (but not all trees in
these classes) has several benefits: (1) it reduces cornpetition and
provides growing space for healthier trees; (21 it lncreases sunllght to
lower canopy levels and to the ground, to enable desirable shade-intolerant
tree and plant species to becone establlshed and grow; (3) it increases the
a^nount and diversity of forage vegetation for both wlldIife and donestlc
aninals; (4) it helps reduce dangerously high fuel loads which would affect
fire intensity and rate of spread in resldual stands; and (5) it allows the
recovery of nerchantable wood fiber before it loses value through fungal-
and insect-caused deterioratlon.

We are not targetlng reooval of older/large dianeter trees. ltle are not
renoving any green trees over 21 inches ln DBH. The size of the gpeen
conponent of a salvage sale under Publlc Law 104-1t is not defined ln terns
of acres or percentages. Under definitlons in the text of Sectlon 2001 of
Public Law 104-1t, salvage tinber sale is defined asi "...a tinber sale for
which an iuportant reason for entry lncludes the renoval of disease- or
insect-infested trees, dead, damaged, or down trees, or trees affected by
fire or inninently susceptible to flre or insect attack. Such ter:n also
includes the renoval of assoclated trees or trees lacking the
characteristics of a healthy and viable ecosysten for the purpose of
ecosysten inprovenent or rehabilitation, except that any such sale nust
include an identifiable salvage conponent of trees described in the first



sentence, " Note that "inminently susceptible" trees do not need to be
dying at this tiue. Stands where stocking levels, substantially reduced
stand vigor, Iocation, tree species, mortality, and other indicators
present a high likelihood of inminent fire or insect attack might be
thi-nned or otherwise harvested, even if few or none of the actual cut trees
are "dead or dying. "

CENERAL

Comment 4: To approve 10 years of logging in an EA is an abuse of P.L. 104-19.
Comnent l: Sending out decision notices on future individual actions withln
this proposed salvage does [not] follow the spirit of NEPA of (sic) allowing
full environnental analysis and comment on various proposed individual
ac t iv i t ies .

Response: In his letter acconpanying the review copy of the Canas
Restoration Environnental Assessnent, Acting Forest Supervisor Ton Reilly
explained why he decided to only implement the proposed restoration
activities in Upper Owens Creek, Lane Creek, Bownan Creek, and Bear Wallow
Creek drainages at this tine.

By implenenting the alternative in stages and monitori-ng the results of the
first project, we can deternine if adjustnents are needed to improve the
success of future restorat ion efforts.  After assessing the inplenentat ion
of the f i rst  port ion of the selected al ternat ive, addit ional port ions of
the alternative will be implemented with new decision notices. Dependlng
on when these future decisions are made. they rnay or tray not fall under the
rules of P.L. 104-19. They wi1l ,  however,  be nade avai lable for publ ic
review and if a new infornation or changed circumstances relating to the
environnental inpacts of the proposed action are discovered, additional
analysis wi l l  be completed.

Conunent 6: What new infornation led to the determination that the proposed
action would not cause significant environmental effect? The EA has not
adequately denonstrated that this proposal would not cause significant inpacts.

Response: The responsible official used nany different factors in rnalcing a
deternination of non-significance. Ttr'o Forest Plan Anendnents, (PACFISH
and the Revised SCREENS), adding nore protective interin standards and
guidelines, have been adopted. Ttre infornation provided in the Canas
Ecosysten Analysis was also utllized. This analysis provided a great deal
of lnforuatlon previously unavailable to the I.D. Tea.n. Tttls infornatlon
played a key role in deternlnlng environmental effects. It provided a
conparison of hlstoric, natural and existlng conditions in the area. It
also provided many lntegration and management reconnendations that were
inplemented, including an old growth/riparian nanagement enphasis network.

Conrnent /: [ ' le disagree wlth your decision to lnclude a Forest PIan Amendnent
as part of this decision. Ttre action should be required to rneet the
requirenents of the Forest PIan [without anendnents].

Response: The Forest Supervisor has the authority to sign non-significant
Forest Plan amendrnents, 35 CFR 219.10(f) . Ttre need for this amendnent was
estabtished in Chapter I of the Camas EA and the deternination that the
proposed amendnent would not result in a signiflcant change in the Forest
Plan was docuoented in Chapter IV of the EA. Many of the Forest Plan
standards are not currently net by existing conditions and will not be net
in the near future by any alternative. Ttre selected alternative restores
conditions nore quickly then no action.



Comnent B: Any cultural resource sites nust be identified and protected.

Response: As stated Ln the EA (page 109),  " . . . there wi l l  be no effect on
any known cultural resource properties in the project area. If cultural
resource itens are located during project inplenentation, activities will
be halted in the vicinity of the dlscovery untll the site could be
evaluated. Appropriate nltlgatLon neasuresr such as proJect unit sl.ze and
shape nodification, or relocation or road could be applled...n The tlnber
sale contrect has a mandatory clause CT6.24# Protectlon Of Cultural
R e s o u r c e s w h i c h p r o v i d e s f o r t h e d e s i g n a t i o n @ t e a'(I\TPT 

on the sale area nap.

Cornnent t: The no action alternative is mininal and clearly biased.

Response: CFR 40, Section L5O2.14(d) requires the alternatives analysis in
the EIS to "include the alternative of no actionrr. Ttrere are two distinct
interpretations of "no action" that nust be considered, depending on the
nature of the proposal being evaluated. One of these interpretations of
"no action[ is il lustrated i.n instances involving federal declsLons on
proposals for projects. "No actionrr in such cases would nean the proposed
activity would not take place, and the resultlng environnental effects fron
taking no action would be conpared with the effects of pernitting the
proposed actlvity or an alternative to go forrrard. Ttre Camas No Actlon
alternative falls under this category and meets the requirements for the no
act ion al ternat ive.

Cornnent 10: In reference to conment under Table 2-4, is the Screens Anendnent
being applied to this proposal?

Response: Yes

SOILS

Conment 11: Why is allowance for 2Ol of the harvested area being left less than
acceptable productivity potential (non-conpacted and non-puddltng) consistent
with a restorat ion project.

Response: The naintaining a nininun of 80 percent of the harvested area in
a conditlon of acceptable productlvity potentlal ls a Forest Plan
standard. Ttrls proJect is deslgned to achieve greater ttran 80 percent
productivlty when inplenented.

V-EGETATION ITIAIVAGE!{EIYT

Corunent 12: What forn of noxious weed control is planned and for which plants?

Response: This EA incorporated the Forest Environnental Assessnent for the
Management of Noxious Weeds (April L9951 whlch llsts by site the specles
and proposed treatnent. By incorporatlng the above EA into thls docunent
by reference, we have lncot?orated the nl.tlgatlon ag well as the pneventlon
strategT. Treatment w111 only take place on those sltes identified and
analyzed ln the EA for the Managenent of Noxious Weeds. If new sltes are
found we will have to conplete additlonal analysis before treating then.



WATER QUALITY AND FISH HABITAT

Conrnent 13: Given that every watershed in this planning area is not DeeLing
water quality standards under current n€rnagement, new activities are prohibited
fron further degrading inpaired waters pursuant to both Oregon and Federal
antidegradation laws and policies"
Courent 14: Is this proposal in compliance with the Clean Water Act and
PACFISH standards?

Response: The proposed 1994/L995 0regon state 303(d) tist listed high
stream water tenperatures during the sunmer months as the parameter
impair ing water guel i ty.  Strean surface shade, which protects the water
from solar heat,ing, would not be renoved with the proposed project. No
harvest uni ts would be located within PACFISH Riparian Habitat  Conservat ion
Areas. Also, native hardwood shrubs and coniferous trees would be planted
along perennially flowing streans which are deficient in strean surface
shade. This project would not cause further increases in strean water
tenperatures and could cause a slight decrease in water temperatures. The
proposed project would not cause further degradation in water quality and
would meet State water qual i ty standards.

Comment 1l: We are also concerned about the extent to which ground-based
logging wi l l  be used, part icular ly on highly-erodible soi1s.
Comment 16: The risk of increasing inputs of fine sediments to streans fron
upland logging also appears quite high in light of the widespread degradation
of r ipar ian areas and the high road densit ies within the planning areas.

Response: We share your concerns regarding potential resource values at
risk from soil compaction and in-strean degradation from accelerated runoff
and soil erosion. However, we feel that in the stands identified for
harvest, the reduction in canopy due to defoliation and tree mortality has
removed much of the properties which protect agaj.nst erosion and runoff,
yet the dying and dead trees provide enough shade and debris to prevent
regeneration of a new canopy. The erosion and regeneration potential
stated in the EA was obtained from the Unatilla National Forest's Soil
Resource Inventory (SRI). The SRI contains several linitations and used by
i tsel f ,  only indicates potent ial  concerns.

Logging systens and nethods are chosen to nininize the a.roount of
detrinental soil inpacts. Operations are conducted when conditions are
Ieast l ikely to produce undesirable effecbs. The decision not ice added
addit ional mit igat ion measures to help prevent soi l  conpact ion.
Rehabilitation treatnents are designated where practi.cal to treat high
inpact areas and as nuch of existing compacted areas as physically
possible. Slte preparation actlvitles are llnited to the anount of bare,
mineral soil exposure needed for natural seeding requirements and only in
areas planned for natural regeneration.

Contenporary logging nethods designated for this area linit exposed soil
subject to erosion. Best rnanagenent pracLices are incorporated as standard
practice to further llnit potential sedinentation frour areas that are
exposed and prone to erosion such as road cuts and high-traffic skidding
corridors. PACFISH Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas also provide a
buffer where deposition of sedinent could occur, reducing the anount of
sedinent which enters the drainage network.



Oomnent 17: !,1i11 the grazing conbined with the accelerated logglng protect the
health of the flshery and conply with PACFISH direction?

Response: With regard to grazing, only restoration projects such as
riparian planting were considered in the Canas Restoration EA. Grazing
allotnenLs are being reviewed in separate analyses for updating allotnent
nanagement plans on the North Fork John Day Ranger District. Revision of
these plans is being conducted between 1995 and 2001, under separate
analyses for each allotnent.

Coment 18: Restoration and nitigatlon rnay not be used to substltute for
prevention of habitat degradation. PACFISH was specl.ftcally amended during
consultation to nake it clear that land managers nay not propose nltLgatlon and
planned restoration as a substitute for preventl.on of habitat degtadatlon. It
is not clear from our reading of this proposal that this ls the case.

Response: We agree that it would be inappropriate to use restoratlon and
mitigation as a substitute for preventLon of habltat degpadation. lhls has
not been done in the Canas ana1ysls. No tluber harvest units would be
located within PACFISH Riparian Habltat Conservatlon Areas, so degradatLon
of riparian habitat would not occur. Restoration and nltlgatlon actlvltles
have been prescribed where it is believed they will speed up riparian
recovery.

WILDLIFE AI,ID WILDLIFE HABITAT

Comnent 19: Inpacts of the proposed aninal danage control is not fully
d lsc losed.

Response: As we don't know what, if any, aninal darnage control wlll be
needed to insure reforestation, we do a separate analysis. Through our
reforestation nonitoring we deternine if aninal da^nage is occurring. Then
treatnent options are analyzed in a separate analysis and a new NEFA
decision wiII be issued.

Comrnent 20: Ttrree hundred feet no-cut buffers are inadequete to protect actlve
raptor nests and raptor reproduction.
Coment 21: the 400 acre "Post Fledgling Areas" are inadequate to protect
goshawk fledglings and goshawk reproductlon.

Response: !'le are following Forest Plan standards and guldes Ln our buffer
strlp desigpaClon. In recent years, we have conpleted goshawk surtreys and
found none present. To neet Interln Reglonal Guldelines for goshawk'
surveys to deternine the presence of nestlng pairs wlll be conducted Ln the
Ca.mas proJect area prlor to harvest treatnent. If blrds are found during
restoration acLivities, Regional protocol w111 be followed. As stated ln
the EA, the wildlife blologist wiII asslgn the approprlate buffer. The 300
feet no-cut buffer is Just a general guidellne. Ttre 400-acre area 1g a
reguirenent of the Screens Anendnent and the wlLdllfe blologtst will asslgn
the appropriate boundary.

Conment 22: How is there no "01d Growth/LOS connectlvity( in the forest before

cutting bub nore after logging? (reference Table 2-5)

Response: Ttre phrase "OId Growth/L0s connectivity" refers to the

estabttstrnent of connectivity corridors in the screening process. In the

No Actlon alternatlve ire do not establish connectlng comidors.



Corrnent 2J: We are concerned about the potentially disastrous inpacts of the
proposed act ion to the fol lowing species in the area:. . . .  [a l lst  including
numerous aguatic and terrestrial- species found in the BIue Mountains followed].

Response: Discussion of the wildlife indigenous to the area is found in
the Camas Ecosysten analysi.s and appendices, in the E.A. at pages 48-58 a1a
in the specialist reports prepared by the District fisheries and wildlife
biologists for this project.  The effects of the proposed act iv i t ies are
disclosed in the specialist reports, Biological Evaluations prepared for
Proposed, Endangered, Threatened and Sensitive (PE[S) species, and pages
82-94 in the EA. This analysis concluded there would be no negative effect
on any PETS species. These analyses also concluded that restoration
activities would provide overall beneficial effects for other wildlife and
aquat ic  spec ies .

Cosment 24: A11 of the acti"on alternatives, if inplemented, would cause
further degradat ion of f ish and wi ldl i fe habitat  and water qua1ity. . . . .
Suspending land disturbing activities could do nuch toward halting continuing
degradation and initiating a phase of recovery. Necessary neasures to begin
recovery include: [a list including nunerous suggestions followed].

Response: We believe that achieving ecosysten restoration will not cone
without adjustments in tree species composit ion, stand structures, and
levels of tree stocking in portions of the Camas analysis area. Changing
Eree species composition and reducing stand densities are a necessary and
important part of the process of growing healthy trees and assuring healthy
stands and forests and restoring the historic plant association groups
natlve fauna have evolved with. Salvage logging, along with the proposed
reintroduct ion of f i re,  is a neans to this end.

The specif ic ef fects of our proposed act ions are disclosed in Chapter IV.
Our analysis deternined that long-tern florest health would be inproved by
iroplementat ion of the selected al ternat ive. Our proposal neets Forest PIan
standards and guidel ines (as a.mended) and is consistent with the other
direct ion in the Forest PIan.


