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CHAPTER 1. PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR
ACTION

Introduction

The Forest Service has prepared this Environméssgssment in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevieteral and State laws and regulations. This
Environmental Assessment discloses the directréntjiand cumulative environmental impacts
that would result from the proposed action andaéteves. The document is organized into four
chapters.

» Introduction This section includes information on the histofythe project proposal, the
Purpose of and Need for Action; a brief descriptibthe agency’s proposal for achieving
that purpose and need, the Proposed Action; andde®details as to how the Forest
Service informed the public of the Proposed Actod the public’s response.

» Comparison of Alternatives, including the Proposgetion This section provides a more
detailed description of the agency’s Proposed Actie well as alternative methods for
achieving the stated purpose. These alternatiees developed based on key issues raised
by the public and other agencies. This discusaisn includes possible design criteria.
Finally, this section provides a summary tablerofimnmental consequences associated
with each alternative.

* Environmental Consequenceshis section describes the environmental effetts
implementing the proposed action and other alter@sit This analysis is organized first by
issues and then by resource area. Within eaclosetite affected environment is
described first, followed by the effects of the Nation Alternative that provides a baseline
for evaluation and comparison of the other altéveatthat follow.

» Agencies and Persons Consultethis section provides a list of preparers and aigsnc
consulted during the development of the environaleantalysis.

» Appendices:The appendices provide more detailed informatiosupport the analyses
presented in the environmental assessment.

Additional documentation, including more detailatbrmation to support the analyses of the
project area resources, may be found in the prpjacining record located at the Paulina Ranger
District Office in Paulina, Oregon.

Background

Congress approved legislation commonly known asRéerission Act of 1995 (Public Law 105-

19, Section 504), which required the Forest Serdddentify all allotments needing analysis

under the NEPA. Congress further required thegt@ervice to prepare and adhere to a schedule
for completing analysis on the identified allotmgenThe Forest Service established a schedule to
complete this work within 15 years (by the year@01The Paulina Ranger District, is proposing

to continue authorization of livestock grazing foe Wind Creek, Heisler, and Wolf Creek
allotments to implement Congressional direction #nedschedule established by the Ochoco
National Forest.
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Map 1-1. General Location of the Southside AllatiiseProject Area

General Location of the Southside Environmental Analysis Project
Paulina Ranger District, Grant, Crook, and Wheeler Counties, Oregon
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Purpose of and Need for Action

The purpose of this initiative is to continue authation of livestock grazing consistent with the
goals and objectives of the Ochoco National Fdrastl and Resource Management Plan, as
amended (hereafter called Forest Plan) to maiwtaimprove resource conditions. This action is
needed on Heisler, Wind Creek, and Wolf Creek milémits because existing laws, regulations, and
policies direct the Forest Service to allow livektgrazing on National Forests, as noted in the
following:

Where consistent with other multiple use goals abigctives there is Congressional intent to
allow grazing on suitable landgMultiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960, WildemAct of
1964, Forest and Rangeland Renewable ResourcesiRtaict of 1974, Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976, National Forest Managemct of 1976)

Federal regulation provides that lands producingage would be managed for livestock
grazing where consistent with land management p(ditte 36 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 222.2 1).

The allotments contain lands identified as suitdbledomestic livestock grazing in the Forest
Plan. Continued domestic livestock grazing is @siaat with the goals and objectives (p. 4-
11), standards and guidelines (p. 4-139 to 4-147d, desired future condition (p. 4-12) in the
Forest Plan.

It is Forest Service Policy to make forage avadata qualified livestock operators on lands
suitable for grazing consistent with land managdnptans (Forest Service Manual (FSM)
2203.1).

There is a need to authorize grazing with new tesdards because not all resource conditions
within these allotments meet Forest Plan desireditions. Rangeland monitoring studies, stream
surveys, weed monitoring, aspen and cottonwoodhitovees, and the Upper Beaver Watershed
Assessment conducted prior to initiating this prbjeund riparian and upland vegetation, riparian
and upland soils, water quality, and noxious wesmlioence or risk of occurrence needs to be
improved. See the Affected Environment sectionShapter 3 and specialist reports in the project
record for more detailed information. The projestord is available for review at the Paulina
Ranger District office.

Upland vegetation is in Satisfactory condition thdastures and in an At-Risk condition in one
pasture. Riparian vegetation is in Satisfactonmydiiion in three pastures and in an At-Risk
condition in seven pastures. Two pastures ara idresatisfactory condition. One pasture
(Bronco) does not have sufficient riparian vegetato be assessed.

Riparian soils are in Satisfactory condition inepastures and in an At-Risk condition in nine
pastures. Soils are in an Unsatisfactory conditioone pasture.

Stream channels are in Satisfactory condition im fiastures and in an At-Risk condition in seven
pastures. This feature was not rated in two pastur

The risk of expansion of existing and/or introdantof new populations of weeds was determined
to be Satisfactory in five pastures, At-Risk in pastures, and Unsatisfactory in two pastures.

These three allotments coincide with portions efftillowing management areas: Black Canyon
Wilderness, Old Growth, Summit National Historiailly Eagle Roosting Areas, Developed
Recreation sites, Riparian Areas and Riparian ldalionservation Areas, Big Game Winter
Range, General Forest Winter Range, General Famrstyisual Management Corridors.

Livestock grazing is allowed in each of these managnt areas with the exception of core
developed recreation sites, which are fenced. & héstments are scheduled for analysis under the
Forest’s Rescission Act schedule provided to Cagyré hey are the last actively grazed
allotments on the Paulina Ranger District to bdyemea through the NEPA process.
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Proposed Action

The Forest Service proposes to continue to authdixiestock grazing in the Heisler, Wind Creek,
and Wolf Creek allotments using new grazing managerstandards and an adaptive management
strategy. Standards would be implemented pasupasture based on a compilation of the
resource conditions within individual pasturesdistn the Purpose and Need (p. 9) and Affected
Environment (pp. 39-140) sections. These standaodsd not be resource objectives, but would
be used as triggers to guide livestock manageroeatttiieve the desired resource conditions
described in the Forest Plan. Allowable use stafsdaould be most restrictive and management
practices most intensive in a pasture rated astldfeaory. Standards and practices for pastures
rated as At-Risk would be more restrictive andnegethan for a pasture rated as Satisfactory.

Allowable use standards would be implemented basealweighted compilation of five different
resource conditions (features) and one multipleunes assessment. The five resource features
include riparian vegetation, upland vegetationlssgiream channel characteristics, and noxious
weed risk while the Proper Functioning Conditiontpcol is the multiple resource assessment that
was used. These six resource factors represeniroes and habitat components in the
environment that may be affected by livestock grgziThe Forest Service interdisciplinary team
(ID Team) developed this process for this analgsis called it the Composite Pasture Resource
Rating (CPRR). Each pasture was given a ratirgptisfactory, At-Risk, or Unsatisfactory using
this system. Overall five pastures were ratedsgatiory and eight pastures were rated At-Risk.
This process is described in more detail in Appeidi

Monitoring is a key component of the adaptive mamagnt approach. A detailed monitoring plan
for the proposed action is contained in Chapten pages 15-17. Monitoring of compliance with
allowable use standards would occur during eachiggaseason. Monitoring to determine if the
use standards are effective would be conducted &25b years, depending on the resource.
Pasture ratings and the associated allowable asdatds would be set based on the result of
effectiveness monitoring.

Decision Framework

Given the purpose and need and comments submittéaklpublic, the District Ranger will decide
whether livestock grazing will continue to be authed on each of the allotments in the Southside
Project Area. Should the decision be made to afjmaxing, the District Ranger will decide on the
use standards to be implemented to achieve desiraditions. In making the decision, the District
Ranger will consider how well the alternatives léaemproving resource conditions affected by
livestock grazing.

Public Involvement

The Forest Service contacted 102 members of thiicptribes, and agencies in December of
2005. Thirteen responses were received and atkifilthe project record at the District office.
The project Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) met witietgrazing permittees authorized to use the
three allotments within the Southside Analysis AreBlovember of 2005. The proposal was listed
in the Deschutes and Ochoco National Forests a@ndwilte District, Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) Schedule of Proposed Actions beginning inwheter of 2005 continuing to the spring of
2008. The IDT used the comments received duriagtoping process to develop a list of issues
to address in the analysis.

Issues

The Forest Service separated the issues into taupgr substantial and non-substantial.
Substantial issues were defined as those directtydrectly caused by implementing the proposed
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action. Non-substantial issues were identifiethase: 1) outside the scope of the proposed action;
2) already decided by law, regulation, Forest Rtargther higher level decision; 3) irrelevant to

the decision to be made; or 4) conjectural andsapported by scientific or factual evidence. A

list of non-substantial issues and reasons foigoaizing them as non-substantial is included in the
project analysis file.

The Forest Service identified three primary issauss five additional issues raised during scoping.
These issues include:

1. Impacts to Riparian and Upland Vegetation

Livestock grazing can affect the quality and qusrdf vegetation resources. The composition of
desirable native and introduced species withintgtammunities can indicate the overall quality of
vegetation on the landscape. The amount of platemal, living and dead, can influence the
health and functionality of rangelands, particyladil development and stability. The presence of
young desirable woody species is an indicatorludathy plant community. Vegetation attributes
can be described in the following terms:

» Composition (variety and amount of different plapécies),
» Cover (amount of soil covered or protected by @dxdbe vegetation),
» Structure (height, width, and density of plantswmtthe plant community).

Measures
Percent composition of desirable species in thet gammunity

Ground cover provided by vegetation including réanant of young woody plants (percent of
plants that indicate the plant community is funaitiy as desired)

Percent composition of woody plants in various elgeses
2. Impacts to Riparian and Upland Soils

Livestock have the potential to directly impact spiality by compacting soils and shearing off
stream banks. Compaction reduces water infilinagiod storage that may lead to increased
overland flows and flashy runoff patterns in strear@ompaction can physically restrict root
growth and reduce nutrient availability. Livesta@a indirectly harm soil by consuming or
trampling vegetation that protects and helps fooitss A loss of vegetation along stream courses
results in bare ground that is more susceptibleaizr erosion, which can lead to increased runoff
potential. Soil conditions in upland sites arsatisfactory condition across the project area and
the proposed action would not create significafeat$, therefore effects on upland soils will be
addressed briefly in Chapter 3.

Measures

Ground cover (percent of soil protected by litteck or desirable vegetation)
Streambank alteration (percent of streambank altieydivestock)

3. Impacts to Water Quality and Aquatic Resources

Livestock grazing has the potential to affect wajaality, threatened mid-Columbia River
steelhead and its designated critical habitat,semditive species redband trout and Columbia
spotted frog. Reduction of riparian hardwood sg&cian reduce stream shade allowing greater
solar infiltration, which can raise water temperatu The presence of hardwood and other species
to shade streams can contribute to satisfactorgrepiality. Shade can reduce stream
temperatures, which is an indicator of satisfacteayer quality. Grazing activities can directly
affect bank stability and indirectly affect widih depth ratios. The stability of stream banks and
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presence of desirable habitat features in streamradis such as low width-to-depth ratios and
water temperatures can indicate habitat conditionsensitive fish and amphibian species.

Measures

Shade (percent of stream that is shaded by vege}ati
Water temperature (streams meeting minimum stahdard
Streambank stability (percent of stable streambank)

Stream channel (length of stream channel meetimgoming toward desired width-to-depth ratio)

Other Concerns Identified by the Public and IDT

The following issues were evaluated and determiadgt relevant to the project but did not
contribute to alternative development. They didtdbute to mitigation measures that apply to the
action alternatives and are tracked through théysisgrocess.

4. Forest Service Pacific Northwest Sensitive Plant and Animal Species

Livestock grazing can affect sensitive speciesuidiclg the greater sage-grouse, gray flycatcher,
and several plant species by directly removing &eebus plants and trampling plants. Grazing at
excessive levels can also affect the compositigriarft communities over time by reducing the
presence of desirable plants.

Measure
Percent composition of desirable species in thiet gammunity
5. Management Indicator Species (MIS)

Livestock grazing can affect the recruitment ofdvawod species that provide nesting and foraging
habitat for avian species. Management Indicat@cigs that historically occupied, are currently
known to occupy, or that could be present in tla@ping area include the pileated woodpecker and
primary cavity excavators. Brook trout do not acicuthe Project Area.

Measure
Change in acres of suitable aspen and cottonwolitaha

6. Land Birds including Migratory Species

Livestock grazing can alter the composition of sgewvithin plant communities and associated
habitat for land birds. Studies conducted on lineg allotments within the Project Area indicate
some plant communities, particularly riparian vatjen, is not in satisfactory condition.
Undesirable shifts in species composition couldicedhe available habitat for land bird species.

Measure
Change in acres of suitable habitat by speciedétalype
Other Wildlife Species

Other wildlife species with standards and guidaiastablished in the Forest Plan include deer and
elk, old growth-associated wildlife species, arutoes with specific guidelines to provide security
for nesting and around nest and roost sites. Meadar these species are very specific and
include road density and cover for deer and ellabtishment and management of structural
conditions in old growth reserves for old growtls@sated wildlife species, and seasonal
restrictions against human activity for raptordieproposed action to continue grazing would not
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affect habitat for any of these species; thereéfiects on other wildlife species will not be
addressed in Chapter 3.

7. Heritage Resources

Livestock grazing can affect heritage resourcesutin trampling damage. Surveys of the project
area and existing heritage sites revealed somegiaattibuted to historic livestock use. Ground
disturbance due to the occurrence of livestock eotrations in and around existing heritage sites
can indicate the impact of livestock on these reczsi

Measure
Number of heritage sites impacted by livestock eom@tion
8. Invasive Plants

Livestock grazing can influence invasive plant pree and spread. Cattle grazing may result in
the transport, establishment, and spread of inegsdant species, including noxious weeds.
Surveys of the project area have found severaiespet noxious weeds that can impact the health
of native rangeland ecosystems. The effect obtivek grazing on invasive plant distribution and
abundance is a concern and would be describe@ iarthlysis.

Measure

Potential for noxious weed spread as influencefddrgent bare ground caused by livestock and
presence of noxious weeds within or adjacent twraknts
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CHAPTER 2. ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE
PROPOSED ACTION

This chapter describes and compares the altersattwesidered for the Southside Allotment
Project. It includes a description and map of esltégrnative considered. This section also presents
the alternatives in comparative form, sharply defirthe differences between each alternative and
providing a clear basis for choice among optionghieydecision maker and the public. Some of the
information used to compare the alternatives ithagpon the design of the alternative and some
of the information is based upon the environmeeffaicts of implementing each alternative.

Alternatives Considered In Detall

Alternative 1 — No Action (No Grazing)

Under the No Action alternative term grazing pesmibuld be cancelled within two years of
implementation of the decision. The requiremerddtay permit cancellation for two years
following the project decision is pursuant to thed€ of Federal Regulations (36CFR 222.4 (4)
(1)) and the Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 220pat816.24. Livestock grazing would not be
permitted to resume without a subsequent NEPA iecte re-stock any or all of the allotments.

Maintenance of range developments on the allotmeatgd no longer be the responsibility of the
permittees. Subsequent decisions would determimether to retain or remove any improvements
(such as water developments and fences). All dpwednts not needed for resource management
would be removed.

Past actions with relevance to the current resource conditions

Past activities in the analysis area include veigetananagement, livestock use, fire suppression,
and road construction (USDA Forest Service 200IDANSorest Service 1999). Vegetation
management activities within the project area tizate contributed to current resource conditions
include: Aqua, Brer Rabbit, Bottoms, Butte, Digpgaver, Dusty Well, Hat Springs, Hog

Wallow, Morgan, Ringsmeyer, Robin, Sugar, TNT, Tow#ind Creek, Windy John, Yuma, and
Runway Timber Sales. Primary activities under ¢rastions are summarized in Table 2-1. These
timber sales occurred between 1985 and 2007. freeccial thinning occurred from 1976 to the
present. Various other small projects with benafieffects or effects too small to measure include
spring developments, riparian exclosures, campgtauprovements, culvert replacement, and
fence construction.

Road construction may occur in conjunction withidenharvest. Roads that cross or run parallel
to streams have effects on the channel and vegetaoads alter stream drainage patterns by
confining the stream, reducing the area withinftbedplain, so floodplain interaction is disturbed.
This in turn affects riparian habitat and its fuoot
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Table 2-1.Past vegetation activities that have wedun the Southside Allotments
Project Area

Allotment Heisler Wolf Wind
Timber Harvest

Regeneration 184 acreg 1,565 acres 566 acreg
Thinning 757 acres 2,506 acres 1,639 acred
Overstory removal 1,077 acres 4,804 acres 1,639 acres
Natural Fuels 4,694 acreq 19,012 acres 4,155 acreq
Burning

Precommercial 710 acres 3,540 acres 1,780 acres
Thin

Present actions of relevance to resource conditions

Present activities on National Forest land withia project area include natural fuels burning and
precommercial thinning, noxious weed control, dwedtock grazing. The Hardcorner Fuels
Project is being implemented within the Wind Craedlatment. When completed, burning would
have occurred on 4,428 acres and understory thlgronr840 acres. The Sugar Creek Campground
Vegetation Management project was recently appravedscheduled for implementation in 2008.
The Rager Wildland Urban Interface project propasssral fuels burning and precommercial
thinning on 4,000 acres adjacent to the Rager R&®igéion. The Ochoco National Forest is
implementing a forest wide integrated weed managépregram tiered to the programmatic
Region 6 Preventing and Managing Invasive Plan® Bo specific projects are currently planned
within the Southside Allotment Analysis area.

Reasonably foreseeable actions of relevance to reso  urce conditions

The Paulina Ranger District is in the process oktiping the Upper Beaver Vegetation
Management project which is located within the s of the Wolf Creek allotment and the
Heisler allotment. The proposed action for thigjget includes thinning of commercial and non-
commercial trees on 2,923 acres and 8,337 acgsatvely. The project also includes treatment
of approximately 16,500 acres of fuels through gribed fire, creation of a 440 acre fuel break
along the Summit Trail, and construction of appnwedely two miles of temporary roads. Limited
thinning in aspen stands and planting of ripariardivood species along select stream reaches is
also included.

Alternative 2 — Proposed Action (Adaptive Managemen  t)

The Proposed Action would continue to authorizedieck grazing in all three allotments under
new grazing management standards using an adaptreach. Grazing management standards
would be implemented based on a compilation of tmmdassessments of resources within
pastures. Standards would be adapted to changesaarce conditions based on long term
monitoring. The pasture would be the basic unittie compilation of resource conditions and the
application of management standards. The allowadsestandards that would be applied to each
pasture (based on its rating of compiled condiji@mne contained in Table 2-2.

Management standards would not be used as resoijextives, but would be used as triggers in
livestock management to achieve the resource dbgsotontained in the Forest Plan. Individual
standards or practices would be more restrictiee pasture that is rated as At-risk or
Unsatisfactory than one that is rated Satisfactory.
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Table 2-2. Management Standards under the Propgagash within the Southside Allotments
Project Area.

Management Standards by Composite Pasture Resourc&

Resource Indicators Rating
Satisfactory At Risk Unsatisfactory
Riparian and Upland
Herbaceous Species <40% 20-35% <20%
Utilization (%)
Riparian Woody Species Cattle are moved when there is a change from hedusc
UTILIZATION Utilization vegetation to woody vegetation consumption
Upland Woody Species
Utilization (% of annual <20% 10-15% <10%
growth)
PACFISH/INFISH
STREAMBANK Streambank Alteration <10% <10% 0-5%
ALTERATION
Standard (%)
Stubble Height
(inches):Grass-like 4 57 6"
End of growing season
STUBBLE HEIGHT Stubble Height
(inches):Grass-like 6" 6” 6"
End of grazing season
Restrictions for South No cattle grazing would occur between Februar{y d5d July
TIMING Pasture of the Wind Creek 150
Allotment '

The composite pasture resource ratings of Satwsfgoht-Risk, or Unsatisfactory were based on a
weighted compilation of riparian vegetative, uplaregetative, soil, stream channel conditions, and
risk of noxious weeds establishment and spreadpdPiunctioning Condition assessments were
completed on select streams and where available also considered in pasture ratings. The
composite pasture resource ratings were basedistmgxsurvey data and data collected
specifically for this project analysis. Where daas lacking for any of the resources listed above,
ratings were based on available information andtiatdl weight was given to those resource
parameters with adequate data. Ratings for eastiingaare contained in Table 2-3. See Appendix
B for further explanation and illustration of egudsture’s rating. The data upon which these

ratings are based is available for review and éoethin the project file located at the Paulina
Ranger District.

Adaptive Management Approach

The Proposed Action would implement an adaptiveagament approach for livestock grazing.
Management standards set for each pasture wowddjbsted based on information provided by
established monitoring protocols. The ratings (RPR Table 2-3 are the basis upon which
management standards contained in Table 2-2 wauitpplied.
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Table 2-3. Composite Pasture Resource Ratings (TRRRBrazing allotments in the Southside

Project Area.

Allotment Pasture Composite Pasture Resource Rating
Bear Satisfactory
. East At-Risk
Heisler North Satisfactory
South At-Risk
Bronco Satisfactory
Wind Creek North At-Risk
South Satisfactory
Bull At-Risk
Miles Satisfactory
Widow At-Risk
Wolf Creek Nichol AtRisk
Riparian At-Risk
Sugar At-Risk

The process for applying the adaptive approachanagement is described below and figuratively
in Appendix B. Management standards would bemetdch pasture based upon the composite
pasture resource rating for each pasture. Impl&atien monitoring would be completed and
reviewed at the end of each grazing season. Hudtsef this review would determine whether or
not the standards in Table 2-2 and the annualictsbns (AOP) to the permittee were met for each
pasture. Results from this review would be usealfast grazing management for the next grazing
season in the following ways:

» If the standards prescribed for a pasture throbghAOP are not met, then the implementation
monitoring would be reviewed to determine whethevas a failure of the AOP or a failure of
the permittee to implement the AOP.

1. If the AOP is at fault, the instructions would lewiewed and modified for the following
grazing season so that the allotment meets thasdatds.

2. If implementation of the AOP by the permittee iaatlt, appropriate administrative action
would be taken for the following grazing season pedormance would again be
monitored. Unless other information indicated acho change the management standards,
they would remain unchanged. Modifications to thendards however, could occur if
monitoring indicates declining resource conditiodModifications to those standards could
occur if monitoring indicates declining resourcaditions.

» If the standards prescribed for a pasture throbghAOP arenet, no change to the standards
and implementation of that AOP would be proposé€dntinued implementation of the existing
AOP would be recommended unless otherwise propmgéite Responsible Official, Range
Specialist or permittee based upon experience naditsens, or other considerations.

Effectiveness monitoring would occur on a 3-15 ymasis to assess the condition and trend of
individual resources within pastures over timefe&iveness monitoring would not occur annually
because changes in resource condition would litedg longer than one year to detect with
established monitoring methods. The Monitoringti®aedor Alternative 2 (page 15-17) describes
implementation and effectiveness monitoring in nubetail.

As effectiveness monitoring is completed, the ctowliof the individual pastures and resource
featuresvould be re-evaluated based upon the monitoringjtiees This would be compared to the
baseline pasture ratings established for this aiglyChanges in resource conditions and pasture
ratings would be summarized. In all cases chatggestock management strategies may be
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considered to further improve grazing managemepuisuit of improving resource conditions.
Changes in resource ratings would result in orte@following actions:

® If the CPRR for the pasture is Satisfactory, ardefiectiveness monitoring indicates
change or an upward trendin the condition of a pasture’s resources, theagament
standards would not be changed. Additional impnoeets to grazing management may be
considered when indicated during monitoring.

® |f the CPRR for the pasture is rated as At-Riskinsatisfactory and effectiveness monitoring
indicatesan upward trend in resource conditions such that the change IICPRBR is from a
poorer condition to a better condition (Unsatisfagto At-Risk or Satisfactory, or At-Risk to
Satisfactory) the management standards would quneswith the latest condition rating.

® |f the CPRR for the pasture is rated as At-Riskiosatisfactory, and the effectiveness
monitoring indicatesin upward trend in resource conditions, but the level of change in
condition does not result in a change in ratinglierpasture, then no change to the
management standards for that pasture would ottwiexisting standards would remain in
place. The positive trend maybe considered byrRémponsible Official, Range Specialist, and
permittee in developing the next year's AOP and mflyence the standards set within the
ranges prescribed for that pasture rating.

® |f the CPRR for the pasture is rated as At-Risklnsatisfactory, and effectiveness monitoring
indicatesno trend in resource conditions (no change in the paseseurce rating) changes in
management standards would be recommended. Thgehaould be based upon the
monitoring and observations of the Responsibleci2ifi Range Specialist, and permittee to
improve the condition of resources within the pesas a whole.

® If the CPRR for the pasture is rated as Satisfaa@pAt-Risk, and the effectiveness monitoring
indicates alownward trend in resource conditions, but does not result ihange in the
condition rating for the pasture, changes in mamege standards for utilization, streambank
alteration, and/or stubble height would be impletedn More restrictive utilization,
streambank alteration, and/or stubble height staisdaould be recommended to reverse the
downward trend in resource condition, or in theegalsa Satisfactory CPRR, maintaining that
condition.

® Regardless of CPRR for the pasture, if effectivemagnitoring indicates downward trend
in resource conditions that results in a changating for the pasture (Satisfactory to At-Risk
or Unsatisfactory, or At-Risk to Unsatisfactoryxlange in CPRR for that pasture would be
implemented. Management standards would be impitaddo correspond with the latest
pasture rating. More restrictive standards woddnplemented through subsequent grazing
seasons. For a pasture with a resource rating sétisfiactory, that rating would remain in
place and more restrictive standards would be imptaed.

Adjustments in management standards would be ingiésd through the AOP based on prior
year’s monitoring results. Because effectivenessitaring would not occur every year, review of
the CPRR for each pasture would not occur on anarbasis, nor be reviewed during the same
time frame as other resource features. Managest@miards may be modified if other
information becomes available (noxious weed esthblent, T&E species occurrence, etc.) that
would merit changes independent of scheduled iaterv
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Monitoring Requirements for Alternatives 2 and 4

IMPLEMENTATION MONITORING would be conducted to ensure that the managertendards are
implemented as planned and are consistent witbdleeted alternative. It would occur on an
annual or more frequent basis on at least sixefhhteen pastures.

The Forest Service would monitor allotments anyualt compliance with all terms and

conditions of grazing permits such as salt and f#eck placement, spot-checking pasture move
dates, evaluating actual utilization levels, verifypermittee maintenance of range improvements,
confirming that livestock present are authorized Bvestock are moved on schedule, etc.

EFFECTIVENESS MONITORINGVOuUlD be conducted by the Forest Service or ighesjto ensure that
the management standards as applied effectivelgtaiaior move vegetation, soil, and water
resource conditions toward desired conditionsvoltild occur on specific and permanently located
sites (key areas and designated monitoring areelsiding some existing and some additional sites
selected by an interdisciplinary team of resoupeemlists. Effectiveness monitoring would be
conducted every 3-15 years depending on each sgéimated ability to respond to management
standards. Results from this monitoring would @ighanges in management standards to
maintain or achieve desired resource conditions.

Forest Service approved protocols would be useihrfplementation and effectiveness monitoring
and would be reviewed as needed to stay currehtemiterging science. There is considerable
scientific support for using long-term monitorirgvalidate and modify existing standards in this
fashion (e.g.,Clary and Leininger 2000, Universitydaho, 2004). The Pacific Northwest Region
of the Forest ServicRangeland Ecosystem Analysis and Monitoring HanklifBes FSH

2209.21) describes and provides additional infolmnaior most of the monitoring protocols for the
implementation and effectiveness monitoring plannetie section below. A copy of this
document and additional information on rangelarabgstem monitoring can be found at the
Paulina Ranger District office.

Riparian and Upland Vegetation

Implementation monitoring of riparian and uplande®tion would include measuring utilization

of herbaceous or woody species and stubble hefghsimual vegetation during and after grazing.

It would occur on key areas, permanent effectivemesnitoring sites, and random locations across
allotments. Stubble height monitoring would ocatithe end of the pasture use period and
growing season each year on select pastures.e I8dhth Pasture of the Wind Creek Allotment,
monitoring would be done at least twice a yeardihgr information on livestock use and effects.
Utilization monitoring would occur while livesto@te in the pasture and at the end of the use
period for the pasture. If stubble height requieaets are not met at the end of the use period,
stubble height measurement would also occur agnldeof the growing season.

Permittees would have the primary responsibilityifiaplementation monitoring and moving
livestock as management standards are achieveel Fdiest Service would retain final
responsibility for ensuring that standards areimetch allotment and therefore, would conduct
implementation monitoring in addition to permitt@enitoring.

The Forest Service would use existing and estahkshpermanent studies on riparian monitoring
sites to determine condition and trend of ripakiagetation. These plots would be re-evaluated
approximately every three to eight years. Plamec@and species composition are important
indicators of overall riparian vegetative conditiamd function. Changes to these indicators over
time would indicate changes in the overall conditdd riparian vegetation and whether or not
riparian sites are meeting or moving towards resmobjectives.

The Forest Service would conduct effectiveness taong to assess changes in plant cover,
species composition, and species abundance ower fixisting sites would be monitored and new
sites would be established for monitoring conditama apparent trend of upland vegetation. These
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plots would be reevaluated every five to sevensgyaad would be used to guide future
management direction. Changes to these indicatougd determine whether or not upland areas
are meeting or moving towards resource objectives.

Riparian Soils

The Forest Service would monitor soil disturbanséey riparian areas and designated monitoring
areas annually. Stream bank alteration would besored along streams on random sites,
designated monitoring areas, key areas, and aanssracross the allotments.

Effectiveness monitoring would be conducted appmately every three to eight years depending
upon the estimated conditions of resources withstyres or allotments. Ground cover would be
measured on long term effectiveness monitoring gkey areas and designated monitoring areas)
to determine if resource conditions are being nad@metd or improved.

Water Quality, Threatened and Sensitive Aquatic Spaes

The Forest Service would monitor stream bank altaraannually on key sites to determine the
level of physical alteration along stream banksgisine of the Forest Service approved
monitoring protocols such as the Multiple Indicatonitoring System.

The Forest Service would monitor water temperaturestreams on the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality 303 (d) list of impaired wateodies within the project area. Changes in
streamside vegetation due to livestock managementdabe expected after a period of 3 to 15
years for properly functioning and functioning-etkr streams, and over 15 years for non-
functioning sites.

The Forest Service would establish permanent mangaites (channel cross—sections and
longitudinal profiles) on selected streams throughbe project area to determine the condition
and trend of channel morphology. Trends attribletédo changes in livestock grazing would be
evident after a period of three to fifteen yeargpooperly functioning and functioning-at-risk
streams and more than fifteen years on non-funictiostreams. Forest Service Regional stream
surveys (Level Il, Bottom Line Surveys) would bandacted in selected streams throughout the
project area.

Heritage

The Forest Service would monitor ground disturbanme livestock in areas of high probability

for occurrence of cultural materials and in thanitg of known cultural sites. All archaeological
sites not updated during 2007 would be visitedhedpring of 2008. Based on current condition of
these sites, they will be put on a schedule of tonig from one to every five years. Areas of

high probability would be monitored on a schedwpe&hding on current condition and whether
cultural materials are found.

Noxious Weeds

The Forest Service would monitor existing noxiowsed infestations for spread and density trends
by established protocols including gross areaared and population size estimates. This
monitoring strategy would be conducted annuallyhigh priority sites.

The Forest Service, in cooperation with County We€edtrol agencies (Crook, Grant, and
Wheeler Counties) would identify new noxious wesf@stations through a shared inventory
process. Portions of allotments would be inventbde a rotational basis every one to five years.
Noxious weeds would be monitored in two ways, 1¢€King existing sites for spread, and 2)
checking high probability sites for establishmegttes monitored would be based upon the most
current information on existing populations or arefrisk for spread and establishment.
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Wildlife

The Forest Service, in cooperation with other fadand State agencies, would monitor for nesting
sage-grouse annually from April through June (Hzrdl. 1994) over a period of five years
following implementation of the decision for thisopect. Monitoring would determine if sage
grouse nesting is occurring in the project areaifsa, the distribution of nesting activity. Seak
techniques are available to monitor nesting agtiviicluding the use of radio collars and trained
hunting dogs. Interagency coordination is requicesnplement this monitoring and may also
include cooperation with adjacent private landowrtergain access to sage-grouse hens if radio
collaring is used for monitoring.

The Forest Service would monitor for brooding sggmise during the months of July through
September (Connelly et al. 2004) following implenaion of this project. Monitoring would
determine if brood rearing is occurring in the pajarea and if so, the location of brooding sage-
grouse and associated habitat. Several technayeessailable to monitor brooding habitat use by
sage-grouse, including radio collars, trained mgtdogs, and repeated observations of suspected
suitable habitat. Interagency coordination is negito implement this monitoring and may also
include cooperation with adjacent private landowriergain access to sage-grouse hens if radio
collaring is used for monitoring.
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Map 2-1. Select Features of Alternative 2 under
the Southside Allotments Environmental Analysisj€tb
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Mitigation Measures Common to All Action Alternativ es

The following mitigation measures were developeddduce negative impacts from the action
alternatives and respond to public comments:

Soils

1. Permittees would use appropriate management peacsiech as temporary fences, where
practical, to protect soils sensitive to impactsiirlivestock grazing.

2. Permittees would provide riders to control livegtasovement and limit use of sensitive
riparian and upland areas to protect and reducagdtago soil resources.

Fisheries

1. Project design criteria for mid-Columbia steelhesdl Chinook salmon, as listed in the
current version of the Programmatic Biological Asswent, would continue to apply.
Criteria for livestock grazing activities in ripan areas would adhere to standards in the
programmatic or the action alternative, whichegenbst restrictive.

Heritage Resources

1. Permittees would not place salt or feed blocksamcentrate livestock within 500 feet of
known eligible cultural sites. The Forest Serwigeuld provide guidance to permittees in
the placement of salt.

Sensitive Plant Populations and Habitat

1. Permittees would not place salt or feed blocks iwitti mile of known Sensitive plant
species populations or suitable habitat. The Edsesvice would provide guidance to
permittees in the placement of salt.

2. Ground disturbing equipment would not operate witi50 foot buffer of sensitive plant
populations and habitat without the approval of Ehstrict Ranger. The Forest Service
would specify exceptions, which may include theuse- of existing roads and areas
reviewed and approved by the District Ranger.

3. Permittees would avoid ground disturbing activitesscablands to protect sensitive plant
habitat. =~ The Forest Service would provide for ie-sreview of unanticipated
disturbances, which would be approved by the RisRanger.

Wildlife

1. Project design criteria for sage-grouse, listethan2003-2006 edition of the Programmatic
Biological Assessment, would be applied immediateiyonitoring discovers the nesting
or brooding of this species within the project area

2. Project design criteria specific to threatened mdamgered species, listed in the current
version of the Programmatic Biological Assessmevduld be applied immediately if
monitoring discovers new species populations witheproject area.

Range

1. Permittees would use riders to control livestockvernent and meet management
standards.

2. Permittees would place salt and feed blocks at Iéasnile from riparian areas, water, or
trails used by the public.

3. The Forest Service would implement pasture use ratation according to allotment
specific management plans or annual instructions.
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Noxious Weeds

1.

All agency and permittee owned off-road equipmeantluding all terrain vehicles
(ATV’s), would be cleaned prior to coming onto Maial Forest lands as to be free of soil,
seeds, vegetative matter, or other debris thatdcoahtain or hold noxious weed seeds
(Executive Order 13112, February 3, 1999).

The Forest Service would inspect equipment pridtstoff-loading from the transportation
vehicle. Vehicles requiring cleaning would be nibve a site designated by the Forest
Service if cleaning is needed prior to start ofragiens.

Livestock entering the Forest from a known pastafested with noxious weeds may
require holding and feeding for a period of sevegls in a small holding area in order to
allow any seed to pass through the digestive trabe District Ranger would designate an
appropriate holding area in consultation with tffeced permittee.

Any seeding completed as part of grazing managemeuld use seed in accordance with
the Forest Plan, certified as weed free. The E&ervice would designate the appropriate
seed mix.

The Forest Service would provide grazing permitteesnap showing noxious weed
infestations within each allotment during Annuale@gging Provisions meetings.

The Forest Service would provide permittees witledviglentification material and training
each year or as requested to help them recognxieusoweed species.

Permittees would not use weed-infested areas fmpsaholding areas, salting areas, or
parking areas.

All materials used in grazing management activiigdhe Forest Service and permittees,
including logs, rock, boulders, fill-dirt, and gely would come from noxious weed-free
sources.

Southside Allotments 22
Draft Environmental Assessment



Map 2-2. Forest Plan Management Areas of the Sai¢h
Allotments Project Area.
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Alternative 3: Current Management

Management Requirements

Alternative 3 would continue to authorize grazinglar the current management standards for the
allotments. The allotments would be managed aaogro the standards established in the Forest

Plan and term grazing permits.

Table 2-4. Current Management Standards for adlatsin the Southside Allotments Project
Area.

SATISFACTORY UNSATISFACTORY

INTENSITY:

Utilization — Stubble
Height (Riparian), %
of Annual Growth
(Non-riparian)

Riparian Herbaceous Species Stubble Height
(Inches) for Kentucky Bluegrass dominated

Before 6/30 — 2"
Between 7/1 & 8/15

Before 6/30 — 2"
Between 7/1 & 8/15 —

sites: End of grazing use (PACFISH/INFISH) | — 3" 3"

After 8/15-4" After 8/15-4"
Riparian Herbaceous Species Stubble Height | Before 6/30 — 3” Before 6/30 — 3”
(Inches) for sites other than Kentucky BluegrassAfter 7/1 — 4” After 7/1 — 4”
dominated are: End of grazing use
(PACFISH/INFISH)
Riparian Herbaceous Species Stubble Height | 4” Grasses 4" Grasses
(Inches): End of growing season 6” Grass-like 6” Grass-like

(PACFISH/INFISH)

Riparian Woody Species Utilization
(PACFISH/INFISH)

Livestock are moved when there is a change
from herbaceous vegetation to woody
vegetation consumption

Forested
Communities

Range
Resource

Grassland Communities

Shrubland Communitie

L)

Management
Level

SAT UNSAT | SAT

UNSAT SAT UNSAT

C — Livestock
managed to
achieve full
utilization of
allocated forage.
Management
systems
designed to
obtain
distribution and
maintain plant
vigor include
fencing and
water
development.

45 0-35 55

0-35 45 0-30

INTENSITY: Stream Bank
Streambank Alteration <10% on PACFISH streams
Alteration (%) This <10% is per the programmatic BA not a PacFésfuirement. PacFish/Infish
(PACFISH/INFISH) requirements are for only <20% Bank Instability.

TIMING Restrictions

(PACFISH) for Wind
Creek, Wind No livestock grazing between February#md July 15.
Creek
Allotment
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Table 2-5. Current permitted use within allotments in the &side Allotment Project Area.

Allotment Acres Permit Permitted Kind/Class Season of Head
Type Number Use Months
Heisler 9,142 Term 117 Cattle 6/1-9/15 412
Creek 71 cow/calf 250
Wind Creek | 18,956 Term 200 Cattle 6/15-9/25 677
175 cow/calf 6/1-9/11 593
Wolf Creek | 42,286 Term 240 Cattle 6/16-10/15 963
541 cow/calf 2170

All of these allotments are actively grazed by dieek under current term grazing permits. Table
2-4 displays current management standards. Tabldigplays the current permitted use by
allotment within the project area.

The allotments would be monitored throughout thezigig season for stubble height, streambank
alteration, upland vegetation utilization, and ripa woody species utilization. Annual Operating
Provisions (AOP) would be adjusted in responsaeqtior year monitoring results and expected
climatic conditions for the upcoming grazing seasbtanagement on allotments failing to meet
standards would be adjusted to meet standardsseTddjustments would include such actions as
changes in livestock numbers, season of use, apdssibly nonuse on pastures where
management standards were not met.

Monitoring would include implementation and effeethess monitoring. In 1999, the Ochoco
National Forest first developed a Programmatic @jalal Assessment that when implemented,
would result in meeting the management standartimed in the Pacific and Inland Native Fish
Strategy Biological Opinions for riparian vegetatiand soils. Since 1999, the project design
criteria (management standards) have been adjbhatti on monitoring data and end of year
reporting. Project design criteria are based erFitrage Utilization/Stubble Height threshold
within the greenline and upper terraces at strdzanmels and other springs (these are identified
key areas). Seasonal pasture moves are basedpari?l 4-inch stubble height requirements. All
pasture stubble height requirements must be 4 snahthe end of the growing season.
Adjustments in grazing management would occur iifriéees fail to meet end of growing season
stubble height requirements or other project desigeria.
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Map 2-3.Select Features of Alternative 3 under

the Southside Allotment Analysis Project
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Monitoring Requirements for Alternative 3
Range

Some indicators that would be used to evaluateeraggpurces are the presence or absence of
noxious weeds or soil disturbance, the seral statusgetation and utilization of herbaceous and
woody vegetation. Trend towards objectives desdrib the allotment management plans would
be assessed in these evaluations.

1. Compliance with Annual Operating Provisions wouddrbonitored including: spot-
checking pasture move dates; evaluating allowatdeaatual use; verifying permittee
maintenance of range improvements; and confirntiag authorized livestock are grazing
on the allotment.

2. Riparian plots are permanently established momigosites used to monitor riparian
vegetative status and soil stability. These phatsld be reevaluated approximately every
three to eight years.

3. Stubble Height Monitoring is required under PACFIBHFISH and the 2004
Programmatic Biological Assessment. Streambamkatlbn, woody vegetation
utilization, and residual herbaceous stubble heighild be measured at designated sites
within a pasture. Stubble height monitoring wootdtur at least twice during the grazing
season on an annual basis, per the 2004 ProgragrBialibgical Assessment.

4. Condition and Trend plots are permanent monitosites used to monitor the existing
condition and apparent trend of upland vegetatiahsails. These plots would be
reevaluated every 5 to 7 years and would be uskdlpoguide future management.

Noxious Weeds

1. Existing noxious weed infestations would be momwitbfor spread and density trends by
established protocols including gross area, net anel population size estimates.
Established photo point monitoring of houndstongoeld continue in the Roba
Allotment. This monitoring strategy would take ggaannually.

2. New noxious weed infestations would be identifietigh an inventory process shared by
Forest Service personnel and County Weed Contesiags (Crook, Grant, and Wheeler
Counties). Portions of allotments would be inveetbon a rotational basis every one to
five years.

Fisheries/Hydrology

1. Stream temperature would be monitored giving piydo streams currently on the Oregon
DEQ 303(d) list.

2. Forest Service Regional Level Il and Ochoco Nalfiéimgiest (Bottom Line Surveys)
stream surveys would be conducted in selectedmsg&aroughout the project area. This
information would help to describe the quantity apelity of fisheries habitat.
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Alternative 4

Alternative 4 was proposed by the public and wadd specific actions to the Proposed Action
alternative. These actions include constructioa tfree strand barb wire fence in the Widow
Pasture of the Wolf allotment; re-instituting graziuse of the Wolf Creek riparian enclosure on
the Wolf Creek allotment; and allowing grazing a$&Vind Creek on the Wind Creek allotment
prior to July 15. There would be no timing redtdn for Wind Creek in the South Pasture of the
Wind Creek allotment. The same mitigation measaresmonitoring requirements would apply to
this alternative as apply to the Proposed Actioerahtive. Additional monitoring would occur in
the Wolf Riparian enclosure to monitor resourceditions under grazing use annually and long
term.

The new fence in the Widow pasture would dividetd two pastures with an east/west fence
(Map 2-4, page 30). Division of this pasture woelithble the permittee to have more control over
the distribution of cattle use in both of the passu

The Wolf Creek Riparian Corridor enclosure is lecbalong the upper reaches of Wolf Creek in
the Wolf Creek allotment (Map 2-4). Under Altetima 4 this area would be grazed in rotation
with the Nichol, Riparian and Sugar pastures oiraf Creek allotment. The pasture begins at
the crossing of the Miles/Bull pasture divisionderon Wolf Creek, and follows Wolf Creek up to
its headwaters, connecting with the Wolf Creek/RGckek allotment boundary fence to the north.
The enclosure would be grazed in year one in tHagfor approximately 40 days. In year two
the pasture would be used in the fall for approxétya40 days. In year three, the pasture would
once again be grazed in the spring, alternating bad forth over successive years. Eighty (80)
cow/calf pairs would be grazed in the pasture dutive period of use. Management standards
would be set based upon the CPRR rating of “At-Risk

Lower reaches of Wind Creek on the National Fonesild be grazed without the current timing
restriction precluding use before July 15 each.y&hrder Alternative 4 the South pasture of the
allotment containing Wind Creek would be grazedyearthe season from June 16 to July 30 each
year. Cattle would then be moved into the Nortsti@ until the end of the grazing season before
moving to the Bronco Pasture and off of the allatmeCattle would be allowed access to Wind
Creek, which may contain spawning habitat for mautnbia steelhead. This rotation would not
be in compliance with the current Programmatic &grent for the Ochoco National Forest and
would require separate consultation with the Natidviarine Fisheries Service.
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Map 2-4. Select Features of Alternative 4 Under
the Southside Allotment Analysis Project

Miles
125 25 5

Southside Allotment Analysis Project, Alternative 4. Paulina Ranger District, Grant, Crook, and Wheeler Counties, Oregon

LeQend This procuctisteproduced from geospatial information prepared by the
: Allotrnent Boundary ¥—%— ichol Pasture Division Fence U3 Depariment of Agrioulburs, Forest Service. The Forest Service

can not assurs the reliability or sutability of this inform ation for a particular
[ Pasture [T Atternate Grazing Seasons purpose. iginal data elemerts wers compiled.from various seues
—— Streams ] Riparian and Upland Herbaceous Species Utilization 20-35% and Upland Whady Species 10-15% Spatial informatim may not mest Haiional Map Asruracy Standards

This information may be updated, carrested, o otherwise modkfied without
notification For additional information about this date,
contact the Ochoro National Forest 341-416-6500

Major Roads [ Riparian and Upland Herbaceous Species Utlization less than 40% and Upland Wondy Species less than 20%
727 Private Land

The % streambank alteration and stubbleheight at the end of growing season management e
standards are the same across the project area aMic dietd
December 18,2007
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Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Detaile  d Study

A scoping comment was received that requesteddhesEService consider more alternatives
which reduce the number of cattle grazed on tlegraéints, especially the Wind Creek allotment
with its steelhead and salmon-bearing streams.isi@es such as grazing systems (pasture
rotation, etc.), timing, and stocking rates are iadstrative in nature and would be made based on
specific data collected for the purpose of makinchsdecisions. Another comment requested the
Forest Service consider eliminating or reducingsis@son of use in riparian areas and other
sensitive areas. Eliminating grazing use in rggasites is included in the analysis of Alternative
1, No Action (no grazing). Reducing the seasousafin riparian and other sensitive areas is
included in the analysis of Alternatives Two (thepbsed Action), and Four (the Permittee
Proposal). Both of these alternatives provideafltmwable use standards of zero to forty percent,
based on the condition of riparian resources. Biadithe allowable use percentage could most
easily be achieved by reducing the length of timeskock are allowed in a pasture, but could also
be attained by improved livestock distribution.

Comparison of Alternatives

Table 2-6, beginning on the following page, compdhe anticipated effects of the Alternatives
considered in the Southside Allotment Project Area.
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Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

alternatives, until
vegetation stagnates.
Quickest movement
towards desired seral

Plant Communities

gradually moving
towards desired
seral vegetation.

Table 2-6
Alternative 1
Proposed Action Current Modified
No Action Management Proposed
Action
Condition of Conditions should improve Best recovery of Rapid or Similar
Riparian/Upland more quickly than other all action consistent recovery to
alternatives, improvement is | Alternative 2,

not expected.
Likely that some
areas would
continue not to

m

\

gradually
oving towards
desired seral
egetation with

vegetation.

meet desired exception of

seral vegetation| Wolf Exclosure.
condition.
Soil Productivity Most rapid recovery of all Best sall Soil erosion and Best sall
alternatives. recovery of all compaction recovery of all
action would continue at action
alternatives, its current rate. alternatives.

Best recovery of

Delayed recovery

Best recovery of

native plant commun
health would improv

of the area to noxio
weed invasion.

infestations. Bare ground
would be reduced and

reducing the susceptibility

ity

e, pasture rest,

would limit
spread by
livestock.

us

techniques such
as fencing small
infestations and

continue, where
livestock act as 3
vector for

Current pasture
function would
not likely change
native plant
communities
would remain
susceptible to
noxious weed

invasion.

spreading weeds|

Condition of Conditions Streams in a
Stream Channels degraded state would the action and possible the action
and Aquatic improve most quickly and  alternatives, degradation alternatives,
Habitat may approach “natural | gradually moving within the gradually
rates of recovery.” towards Forest foreseeable moving towards
Quickest movement Plan Standards.| future. Likely Forest Plan
towards Forest Plan Adaptive that some streams Standards.
Desired Conditions. management would not meet Adaptive
promotes Forest Plan management
maintenance and Standards and/o promotes
slow State water maintenance
improvement of | quality standards and slow
conditions. without active | improvement of
restoration conditions.
activities.
Noxious Weeds Livestock would not cause  Adaptive Current grazing Adaptive
or spread noxious weed| management | standards would| management

techniques such
as fencing smal
infestations and
pasture rest,
would limit
spread by
livestock
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Table 2-6

Alternative 1

No Action

Alternative 2

Proposed Action

Alternative 3

Current
Management

Alternative 4

Modified
Proposed
Action

Heritage
Resources

Provides most protection
to ground surface
archaeological sites, both
known and those not yet
found and recorded.

Lower risk of
possible damage
to ground surface

archaeological

sites not yet
found and
recorded.

Continued rate of
risk of possible
damage to
ground surface
archaeological
sites not yet
found and
recorded.

Lower risk of
possible damags
to ground
surface
archaeological
sites not yet
found and
recorded

Sensitive Plant
Species

Habitat conditions of
sensitive plant species
would improve under this
alternative.

More stringent
grazing standard
and the use of
adaptive
management to
quickly address
pasture function
would move
habitat conditions
of sensitive
plants toward
desired future
conditions.

]

Current pasture
function would
not likely change,
therefore habitat
conditions for
sensitive plant
species would no
move toward
desired future
condition.

More stringent
grazing
standards and
the use of
adaptive
management to
t quickly address
pasture function
would move
habitat
conditions of
sensitive plants
toward desired
future
conditions

Sensitive Wildlife
Terrestrial Specieg

Would result in the
greatest level and fastes
rate of habitat
improvement and
suitability for those specie
which use ground level
vegetation. This would
affect greater sage-grous|
and gray flycatcher the
most.

Would result in a
t lower level of
habitat
improvement for
those species
which use ground
level vegetation,
e and at a slower
rate of
improvement,
than Alternative
1; would result in
a higher level of
habitat
improvement for
greater sage-
grouse and gray
flycatcher, and at
a faster rate of

S

Would result in
the lowest level
of habitat
improvement for
those species
which use ground
level vegetation,
and at the lowest
rate of
improvement, of
the three
alternatives, and
may lead to
further declines
in habitat quality
and condition.

Would result in
a lower level of
habitat
improvement
for those
species which
use ground leve
vegetation, and
at a slower rate
of improvement
than Alternative
1; would result
in a higher level
of habitat
improvement
for greater saget
grouse and gray
flycatcher, and
at a faster rate

improvement, of
than Alternative improvement,
3. than Alternative
3.
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Table 2-6

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Proposed Action Current Modified
No Action Management Proposed
Action
Threatened, and| Populations would slowly Populations Populations Populations
Sensitive Aquatic expand as habitat would be would be would be

Species improves. Some streams§ maintained or maintained yet | maintained or
would likely still need slowly expand ag still vulnerable to| slowly expand
active restoration activities habitat improves. local extirpations as habitat
to improve watershed Some streams | due to changes i improves. Someg
interconnectivity and would likely still | climate and flow.| streams would
genetic health. need active Active likely still need
restoration restoration would active
activities to still be needed tg  restoration
improve improve activities to
watershed watershed improve
interconnectivity | interconnectivity watershed
and genetic and genetic interconnectivit
health. health. y and genetic
health.
Management Would result in the Would result ina| Would resultin | Would result in
Indicator Species| greatest level and fastest lower level of the lowest level | a lower level of
(MIS) rate of habitat habitat of habitat habitat
improvement and improvement for | improvement for| improvement
suitability for MIS. MIS, and at a MIS, and at the | for MIS, and at
slower rate of lowest rate of | a slower rate of
improvement, | improvement, of| improvement,

than Alternative

1; would result in

a higher level of

habitat

improvement for
MIS, and at a
faster rate of
improvement,

than Alternative

3.

the three
alternatives, and
may lead to
further declines
in habitat quality
and condition

than Alternative
1; would result

in a higher level

of habitat

improvement
for MIS, and at
a faster rate of
improvement,

than Alternative

3.
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Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Table 2-6 Alternative 2
Alternative 1
Proposed Action Current Modified
No Action Management Proposed
Action
Land Birds Would result in the Would result ina| Would resultin | Would result in
Including greatest level and fastest lower level of the lowest level | a lower level of
Migratory Species rate of habitat habitat of habitat habitat
improvement and improvement for | improvement for| improvement
suitability for land birds | land birds, and at land birds, and at for land birds,
a slower rate of | the lowest rate of and at a slower
improvement, | improvement, of rate of
than Alternative the three improvement,
1; would result in| alternatives, and| than Alternative
a higher level of may lead to 1; would result
habitat further declines | in a higher level
improvement for | in habitat quality of habitat
land birds, and at  and condition improvement
a faster rate of for land birds,
improvement, and at a faster
than Alternative rate of
3 improvement,
than Alternative
3
Economic Greatest negative impact  Possibility of Least immediate| Possibility of
Viability/Efficienc | on all permittees. Loss of  reduction in impact to reduction in
y for Permittees | 100% of permitted AUM’s| permitted AUM’s | permittees; no permitted
(4,716) could require after first reduction in AUM'’s after
permanent herd reductions effectiveness | permitted AUM'’s first
or purchase or lease of | monitoring cycle | in the short term.| effectiveness
alternate pasture by monitoring
permittees cycle
Water Quality and Stream temperature Stream Stream Stream
303(d) Listed conditions would improve| temperatures temperatures temperatures
Streams most rapidly as shade | conditions would would likely conditions
conditions improve. Some improve slowly remain in a would improve
streams would likely still as shade degraded state | slowly as shade
need active riparian conditions and in some conditions

planting and restoration
activities to move into
compliance with State
water quality standards.

improve. Some
streams would
likely still need
active riparian
planting and
restoration
activities to move
into compliance
with State water
quality standards

reaches may
actually worsen.
Many streams

would likely need

active riparian
planting and
restoration

activities to move

into compliance

with State water
quality standards

improve. Some
streams would
likely still need
active riparian
planting and
restoration
activities to
move into
compliance with
State water
quality
standards.
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CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section summarizes the physical, biologicadi @conomic environments that would be
affected by the alternatives within the projectaa@d the potential changes due to implementation
of the alternatives. It also presents the sciendifid analytical basis for comparison of alterreeiv
presented in Chapter 2, Table 2-6. The followirsgulssion of existing conditions and effects
analysis are taken from each of the specialisggnts. The full text of each report is locatedha t
project record file available upon request at thalifa Ranger District Office. Table 2-3 on page
14 contains the composite resource condition rdongach pasture within the project area.

Riparian and Upland Vegetation
Affected Environment

The current condition of upland vegetation was ss=# using Parker 3-Step Condition and Trend
transects (Parker, 1951) established in the 195is1960’s, and paced transects (USFS-R-6).
Riparian vegetative status was assessed usingdteepl in Monitoring the Vegetation Resources
in Riparian Areas, commonly known as the Winwardhod (Winward, 2000), Nested Frequency
(Area 4 Riparian Monitoring or “Riegel”) plots (USIUSDI 1996), and Proper Functioning
Condition assessments (Riparian Area Managemerit7BZ-15, 1998).

Heavy livestock use prior to the establishmenthefiflational Forest through the 1940’s resulted in
long term, legacy impacts to vegetative resourffesting conditions on the landscape today.
Riparian resource conditions vary by pasture, sirgad even stream reach. Pasture ratings and
individual reach conditions will be discussed ir thllowing narrative and are summarized in
Table 3-2 below. The data collection forms for maning sites provide additional detail on the
reasons for individual condition determinationsisidata is maintained within the analysis file for
this project at the Paulina Ranger District Office.

Upland vegetative conditions and pasture ratinge\8atisfactory throughout all of the pastures
with one exception: the Miles pasture in the Walg€k allotment. The factors which resulted in
this pasture being rated at-risk did not appedeteelated to livestock grazing. The status of
upland vegetation condition will not be discusseflirther detail since monitoring has revealed
conditions are satisfactory throughout the proggetr. Riparian conditions are described in further
detail below by allotment.

Wind Creek Allotment

The status of the riparian vegetation in the Npdbhture is rated as “at risk”, based upon an
assessment of reach A (1.9 miles) of BeaverdamkCrathough no long-term ecological studies
have been established within the riparian aredisi®pasture, a proper functioning condition
assessment indicated that riparian vegetative tonduithin this reach was “functioning-at risk”
due to a lack of diversity of riparian plant compios, age class, cover and root holding capacity.

The status of the riparian vegetation in the S®asture is rated as “at risk.” Seven of the stream
reaches within this pasture were assessed usingpRFE@:ol. Riparian Area Greenline study 16
on reach B (1.3 miles) of Beaverdam Creek indicatémver than desirable percentage of woody
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seedlings and sprouts. A PFC assessment on tleessegam also indicated an absence of plants
capable of withstanding high stream flow eventhe dverall PFC rating on this site was “non-
functional” although the Greenline study indicatedat risk” rating.

Riparian Area Greenline study 23, on reach A (Oll@spof South Fork Wind Creek found a lack
of seedlings and sprouts for woody plant speciestmwere in the mature age class. The PFC
assessment on this reach was consistent withahidwsion and was rated as “functional-at-risk.”
Assessments using PFC protocol on reaches B (0e8)naind C (0.5 miles) of South Fork Wind
Creek yielded “unsatisfactory” and “at risk” ratsfpr riparian vegetation.

The PFC assessment conducted on reach A (3.7 rofl#gnd Creek proper indicated riparian
vegetative condition was “at risk,” while the PF€S@ssments on reaches B (0.3 miles) and C (2.3
miles) of the main stem of Wind Creek rated ripanagetation as “properly functioning.” The
Area 4 Riparian Plot 007226 located on Congletaze€1(2.2 miles) revealed that the site has
moderate similarity to the site’'s potential.

The status of the riparian vegetation in the Bropasture was not determined. There are no
permanent riparian or PFC assessment studies wfiteiriparian areas of the Bronco pasture.
There is approximately one mile of riparian vegetatvithin the pasture. In addition,
observations by individual specialists were inadegiio make a determination of riparian
vegetative conditions based upon professional juigmThe lack of this data is not expected to
have a substantial impact on the management gfabstire or allotment as information is available
for the other factors, which would be used to gateea composite resource rating for the pasture.

Wolf Creek Allotment

Two permittees run two separate herds on thismaélat; one uses three pastures on the west
(Widow, Miles and Bull Pastures) and the other dsas pastures (Riparian, Nichol, and Sugar,
and Sugar Holding) on the east side of the allotm&olf Creek Riparian Corridor exclosure was
fenced in 1988 and has not been used for grazimug shat time.

The status of the riparian vegetation in the Baltlre was rated as “at risk.” There are no
permanent riparian monitoring studies, nor were Bs$&ssments completed in the Bull pasture.
The “at risk” rating is based upon observation$hylina Ranger District resource professionals
and their knowledge of riparian areas and springstary to Wolf Creek (3.2 miles) within the
pasture. Factors such as lack of riparian vegetagiresence of “weedy” vegetation and stream
entrenchment were considered in making this sumihatgrmination.

The status of the riparian vegetation in Miles Bastvas not rated because data and observations
by resource professionals are unavailable for abh@umiles of streams within the pasture. The
lack of this data is not expected to have a subatampact on the management of the pasture or
allotment as information is available for the otfeators which will be used to generate a
composite resource rating.

The status of the riparian vegetation in the Wigmsture was rated as “at risk.” The assessment
of riparian vegetative conditions within this pastwas based upon an assessment of three reaches
of North Wolf Creek. Quantitative data was coléetfrom two Riparian Area Greenline surveys

on reach C (3.2 miles) of North Wolf Creek. Onedfalata indicated moderate similarity of

existing riparian plant communities to desired plaammunities, while the other indicated low
similarity. Proper functioning condition assesstmamnducted on reaches A (1.4 miles) and B

(1.3 miles) of North Wolf Creek indicated that rijga vegetation within reach A was in “properly
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functioning” condition while within reach B ripanasegetation was in a “functioning-at risk”
condition due to a lack of woody riparian specied eover.

The status of the riparian vegetation in the NidP@$ture was rated as unsatisfactory, based on the
assessment of riparian vegetative conditions withimreaches of Sugar Creek and three reaches
of Tamarack Creek. Quantitative data collectechfeoRiparian Area Greenline survey indicated
that riparian plant communities within reach A (BaBes) of Sugar Creek were quite dissimilar to
the desired plant communities for the reach. Apprdunctioning condition assessment was
conducted on reach B (0.3 miles) of Sugar Creekdatermined that riparian vegetation within
that reach was in a “functioning-at risk” conditipnmarily associated with the lack of riparian
obligate vegetation that would otherwise be presdrdre a high proportion of vertical cutbanks
occur. A riparian area greenline survey on reach B (0J@shiof Tamarack Creek indicated that
riparian plant communities were quite dissimilathie desired plant communities for the reach. It
is interesting that the proper functioning conditassessment for this reach indicated that riparian
vegetation was “properly functioning”. Proper ftinning condition assessments conducted on
reaches A (0.6 miles) and C (0.7 miles) of Tamarf@dek, determined that riparian vegetation
within reach A was in “nonfunctioning” conditiohis rating was due to entrenchment and lack
of riparian area. Reach C was in a “functioningisit” condition due to a scarcity of riparian
species.

The status of the riparian vegetation within thpdfian Pasture was rated as at risk, based on the
assessment of riparian vegetative conditions aretheaches of Sugar Creek, one tributary to
Sugar Creek and the reaches of Wolf Creek withenpidisture. Quantitative data collected from
two Area 4 Riparian Plots (007169 and O07170) iadid that riparian plant communities within
reach D (0.9 miles) of Sugar Creek were dissimdahe desired plant communities for the reach,
however, the proper functioning condition assessnmelicated that riparian vegetation fell within
the “properly functioning” rating. A proper funohing condition assessment was conducted on
reaches C (1.3 miles) and E (1.2 miles) of Sugaekand determined that riparian vegetation
within those reaches were in a “properly functigriiand “functioning-at risk” (presence of canary
reedgrass) conditions, respectively.

Two Area 4 Riparian Plots (007172 and O07173) iattid that riparian plant communities within
an unnamed tributary to Sugar Creek (1.5 milespwiessimilar to the desired plant communities.
Quantitative data collected from one Area 4 RipaRéot (O07105) indicated that riparian plant
communities within the portion of Wolf Creek withilnis pasture (2.5 miles) were dissimilar to the
desired plant communities.

The status of the riparian vegetation for SugatuPasvas rated as unsatisfactory, based on data
from three Riparian Area Greenline plots and oneaAt plot. Quantitative data collected from
Winward Greenline survey 25 on reach D (1.5 mitds)amarack Creek indicated that riparian
plant communities were quite dissimilar to the debplant communities for the reach. Greenline
stability was rated as high and woody riparian Egewere lacking with an absence of younger age
classes (seedlings/sprouts). This was consistigntie PFC assessment conducted on this reach,
which rated it as “non-functioning.”

Data collected from Winward Greenline survey 19r@ach E (2.0 miles) of Tamarack Creek
indicated that riparian plant communities were gsitnilar to the desired plant communities for

the reach. Greenline stability was rated as “gaou! most age classes of woody riparian species
were represented. This was consistent with the #s€ssment which rated this reach as “properly
functioning.” Data collected from Riparian Areag@nline survey 24, on Reach F (0.6 miles) of
Tamarack Creek revealed that riparian plant comtiaamivere quite dissimilar to the desired plant
communities for the reach. The greenline stabilitjng was “moderate” with non-riparian woody
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species dominating the site and few seedling/spnoete present. This was similar to the PFC
assessment which rated this reach as “functiortingla” Quantitative data collected from Area 4
Riparian Plot 007175 on Powell Creek (4.1 mile)eated that the riparian plant community on
this site had a low similarity to the desired pleotmunities.

The riparian vegetation in the Sugar Holding P&s{0r9 miles) was rated as satisfactory based on
Riparian Area Greenline survey 21. This survey adaak that the riparian plant community on this
site had a high similarity to the desired plant oumity. Greenline stability was good and riparian
woody species were present in the young/saplingheatdre age classes. However the survey also
indicated that the seedling/sprout class was mvesented and that the riparian woody species
present on the site were planted.

The riparian vegetation in the Wolf Creek Ripar@@orridor Pasture (5.5 miles) was rated as “at
risk.” The assessment of riparian vegetative tmms within this pasture was based upon
guantitative data collected from Area 4 Ripariaot207234 on Wolf Creek. This data indicated
moderate similarity of existing riparian plant coommties to desired plant communities.

Heisler Allotment

The status of the riparian vegetation within Sdeéisture was rated as “unsatisfactory,” based upon
Riparian Area Greenline survey 15 on reach D ((ldshon Beaverdam Creek. Quantitative data
collected from this survey indicated that existifgarian plant communities had a very low
similarity to desired plant communities. Greenlgtability was rated as poor and woody riparian
vegetation was infrequent. The PFC assessmenuctewtion this stream reach was similar to the
Greenline data generating a “functioning-at-risktimg.

A PFC assessment was also conducted on Heislek @ré897. This assessment rated the stream
reach as “functioning-at-risk.”

There was neither adequate data nor professiosahadtions and knowledge concerning the
riparian vegetation within the North Pasture tceasgiparian vegetative condition on Rager
(approx. 3.0 miles) and Heisler (approx. 2.0 mif@ésdeks. This factor was not considered in the
composite resource rating process for this pasiure lack of this data is not expected to have a
substantial impact on the management of the pastuabotment as information is available for the
other factors which will be used to generate a ausitp resource rating.

The status of the riparian vegetation within Easttire was rated as “at risk,” based upon a PFC
assessment of reach C (2.1 miles) of BeaverdankCrHEee riparian vegetative condition within
this reach was “functioning-at risk” because aeklof diverse, bank stabilizing riparian
vegetation.

The status of the riparian vegetation in the BeagéR pasture was rated as “satisfactory.” This
rating is based upon reasoned professional judgarehbbservations of agency personnel
concerning the vegetative condition of plant comities on Bellworm (1.6 miles) and Rager (2.0
miles) Creeks. Rager Creek received a “low satiefg” rating because of the amount of bare
soil, hydrologic cutting, and a relative lack gfarian species, due to historic logging.

Upland vegetation within the Bear/Rager Pasturerates] as “satisfactory”. The rating was based
upon reasoned professional judgment and obsergapibagency personnel who concluded that the
upland communities had satisfactory ground covdneagetative composition. The presence of
Ventenanta dubiand Japanese brome represent substantial riskntéonested upland plant
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communities in this pasture due to the aggressipeoduction and competitive advantage of these
species.

Table 3-1. Summary of riparian and upland vegetationdition ratings for the Wind Creek,
Heisler, and Wolf Creek allotments by pasture & 8outhside Allotment Project Area.

Allotment Pasture Rlparla_n Uplanq COMMENTS
Vegetation | Vegetation
North At-Risk | Satisfactory
Wind
Creek | South At-Risk| Satisfactory
Bronco No Rating Satisfactory
North No Rating| Satisfactory
1997 PFC rating of
Heisler | South Unsatisfactory| Satisfactory| functioning-at-risk
East At-Risk | Satisfactory
Bear/Rager Satisfactory| Satisfactory
Bull At-Risk | Satisfactory
Upland rating due to
Miles Not Rated At-Risk fire effects
Widow At-Risk | Satisfactory
Wolf Nichol Unsatisfactory Satisfactory
Creek | Riparian At-Risk| Satisfactory
Sugar Unsatisfactory Satisfactory
Sugar
Holding Satisfactory| Satisfactory
Wolf
Riparian
Enclosure At-Risk Satisfactory| Non-use since 1989

Environmental Consequences

Short-term impacts are defined as those effectismtpkess than 5 years. Long-term impacts are
defined as those lasting more than 15 years. malysis area for effects from the alternatives
upon riparian and upland vegetation is the suitabbbused riparian and upland plant communities
that are grazed within the project area.
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Alternative 1: No Action

Under the No Action alternative livestock grazinguhd no longer occur within the project area.
Livestock would no longer eat vegetation or phylbjdanpact vegetation. Although livestock
grazing and associated impacts would no longerrabewe would be an evolution of resource
conditions as biophysical processes would continuweecur. The difference between this evolving
condition and current conditions for any given jmrtof land would be dependent on the past level
or degree of grazing impacts across the landsc@perent conditions indicate that management
activities have impacted riparian sites more thaland sites (Table 3-1).

Riparian Vegetation

Implementation of the no action alternative woutddxpected to provide for the greatest
improvement to riparian vegetative conditions witthie shortest time frame. There would be no
livestock impacts to vegetation on stream banksm®&val of livestock as a disturbance to riparian
systems would facilitate a more rapid increasééamount and diversity of riparian grasses,
sedges, and rushes on most riparian areas.

Studies of livestock exclusion from riparian arbase found that recovery of riparian vegetation
occurred in four to eight years, depending onlsitation (Skovlin 1984). Rates of recovery
would be expected to vary across this project aitrapreviously altered sites presently lacking a
riparian vegetation component taking longer toyfudicover, but recovering at a more rapid rate.
The return to pre-European conditions on some fitadicularly entrenched streams) would be
very slow or non-existent (Laycock 1989; Winwar®1® In the long-term, it would be expected
that in the absence of very aggressive exotic spatich as canary reedgrass, desirable riparian
vegetation would gain competitive advantage inahgence of grazing and would replace less
desirable species that had been favored by grézirajlow rooted annuals and short lived
perennials).

Riparian hardwood species would benefit in bothstiart and long-term from a reduction in
browsing pressure and would expand their canopgrcatere conifer cover allows. An increase
in riparian hardwood cover would result in a copaying increase in the amount of stream
shading. In areas capable of supporting woodyispesuch as willows and alders, increased
amounts and age classes of these deeply rooted planld help stabilize streambanks, catch large
woody debris, filter sediment, and help improveavajuality. Increases in woody species
numbers, age classes, and distribution would oalgxpected to occur in areas with suitable soll
types. A reduction in browsing pressure on aspsp@ated with the cessation of domestic
livestock grazing might be adequate to increasebmusof small aspen stems. This could result
in an increase in aspen stands within the anadysis within fifteen years. This potential increase
is questionable at best because the current letelowsing by wildlife, conifer encroachment,
and the exclusion of fire could impact aspen regdin to the degree that increases may not
occur without active restoration activity (preselfire, wildlife exclusion fencing, etc.).

Upland Vegetation

The difference between vegetative conditions usdeient gazing management and the evolving
conditions without grazing in uplands would be leg®lent than in riparian areas. The rate of
evolving conditions would be much slower in uplatiten in riparian areas.

Upland plant communities which have supported surtistl levels of grazing and grazing related
impacts under current management would be expéatextover slowly over the long-term
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following the removal of livestock. Areas that tione to display the legacy effects of the very
heavy grazing that occurred in the late 1800s anlg €900s would not be expected to show
measurable improvement even over the very long (208 years).

Most forested communities would display little to change following the removal of livestock as
present timber management practices are leadidgrisely stocked stands that are not accessible
to livestock use (Hall 2004). Understory shrubd grasses would continue to decline as canopy
cover increases. Fuel loading in these areas wmmritinue to increase thereby increasing the risk
of wildfires short through long-term, except inaavhere thinning is conducted through cutting or
prescribed fire. Belsky and Blumenthal (1997)esiahat livestock grazing is a main contributor to
increasingly dense western forests. Borman (280)owledged that past grazing practices,
predominately by large herds of sheep, contribtaetense western forests. However, Borman
believes tree regeneration was promoted by otheagement activities such as fire suppression
and logging activities in combination with favoralglimatic conditions, especially during the early
20" century, and that current grazing managementipesctio not substantially contribute to an
increase in tree densities.

Currently prescribed intensities of livestock gragare expected to result in negligible local
reductions in fine fuels and, therefore, not expadb contribute to the forest health issue of tree
overcrowding. In addition, many sources indicheg talthough reduced competition due to
livestock grazing may result in greater individtrele growth rates, tree survival associated with
grazing has either not been appreciably affecteal (K991; Seidel, Geist, Stickler 1990; Skovlin,
Harris, Strickler, Garrison 1976), or has beenuced by grazing (Karl 1991; Kingery and
Graham 1991; Krueger 1983; Currie, Edminster, Kiréat8; Allen, Bartolome 1989; McLean,
Clark 1980; Eissenstat, Mitchell, Pope 1982). Hémharvest, stand improvement, fuels
management and fire suppression activities havéred to the present.

Under the No Action alternative, dead plant matiter) would accumulate, helping to protect
and stabilize soils. Some grass species that edehth the periodic removal of vegetative
material by fire, insects, or ungulates would ptmpaot benefit over the long term, under this
alternative. In the absence of grazing or othstudbance, plant matter accumulates on the soil
surface. After years of this accumulation, whialpasses the rate of decay in arid environments,
some plants (many grass species in particulanigoa “self-imposed stress” whereby the litter
chokes out new shoots competing for light (Knap@l.€1986). The vigor of the entire plant is
reduced. When this occurs over a broad scale lamggbecome less productive and healthy.
Healthy and productive grass and shrub lands gperiant for many invertebrate and wildlife
species that depend upon them, particularly fotevirange.

The evolving conditions in the absence of livestgekzing on upland rangeland condition could
be beneficial on limited areas the first few ydatowing livestock removal and potentially
neutral or less probably negative thereafter. diitéon to loss of plant vigor and a decrease in
rangeland health, the accumulation of litter alldine fuels to build on the limited local areas
where grazing impacts fine fuel loads. This imtmay result in a slight increase in landscape
susceptibility to fire.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 2
Direct and Indirect Effects Common to all Allotments

Alternative 2 provides the flexibility to changeeugvels as resource conditions in a given pasture
change. Negative impacts to vegetation causetéiniplementation of Alternative 2 would be
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reduced by putting into practice the mitigation amshitoring requirements listed in Chapter 2.
These requirements refer to management practiobsas herding livestock, designating locations
for salt placement, limiting ground disturbancestailation of temporary fencing, etc. Reductions
in the number of livestock or changes in the sea$aise may be necessary in order to meet the
desired conditions.

Riparian Vegetation

The primary impacts associated with livestock grgZeating vegetation and physical/mechanical
activities) would occur as a result of implemermatof Alternative 2. The removal of vegetation
(through ingestion) at the levels proposed in Alggive 2 would not reduce plant vigor and
carbohydrate reserves, thereby affecting overatigdhealthindividual plants and plant
communities as a whole would be able to maintagir thealth and vigor if vegetative removal
were adequately limited. Mosley et al. (1997)esdhat to protect water quality, herbaceous
utilization levels of less than 65% are usuallyrappiate and the utilization on riparian shrubs
should not exceed 50 to 60% during the growingsea®opolizio et al. (1994) suggested that
studies have found there were no differences iarfabver of forbs between treatments involving
no grazing and 65% utilization. Clary and Web$§1€89) suggest that spring utilization levels of
65% and summer utilization levels of 40-50% ardisieht to maintain plant vigor and afford
streambank protection. The proposed standardsiagst with Alternative 2 would meet or be
lower than the utilization levels recommended bgrZand Webster (1989), promoting an
improvement in vegetation conditions.

Clary and Leininger (2000), in studying stubblegmtiand appropriate grazing levels for
maintenance and improvement of riparian area headtiicluded that maintenance of a minimum
streamside stubble height of four to six inches mayest in many situations. This conclusion
applies especially when allowing for multiple rif@ar issues such as maintaining plant vigor,
trapping and stabilizing sediment, and stream liearkpling. The authors stated that allowable
stubble height can change depending on streanmetypaoil classification. Clary and Webster
(1989) cited Elmore (1988) in suggesting that thieeur inches of stubble height would maintain
riparian components. Elmore (1988) thought thegdho four inches of stubble height would
maintain plant vigor, provide stream bank protectind aid deposition of sediments needed to
rebuild degraded stream banks.

The presence of vegetative mats and willows arertapt for reducing water velocities and
trapping sediments that are needed to rebuildmtiemks (Clary et al 1996, Platts 1991). Hall
and Bryant (1995) maintain that undesirable graimgacts can occur any time stubble height
reaches three inches or less. Clary and Webd$80]Tonclude that for healthy plant vigor,
grazing strategies in riparian areas must provaded-growth of riparian plants after use, or skoul
leave sufficient vegetation at the time of graZimgmaintenance of plant vigor and stream bank
protection. Maintaining a minimum stubble heigahtelp preserve forage plant vigor, reduce
browsing on willows, stabilize sediments and incliselimit stream bank trampling (Clary and
Leininger 2000).

Recently, there has been considerable agreemdmhtimitoring of these annual variables lacks
context if they are not tied to meeting long temndition and trend resource objectives (University
of Idaho 2004; Smith 1998; Rasmussen 1998; Krug@8; Smith et.al. 2005). Full
implementation of utilization, stubble height atickambank alteration standards under Alternative
2 would meet or be more restrictive than thosemeuended by these grazing studies and would
be expected to allow for the improvement of ripanagetation and streambank stability. Riparian
vegetative communities with very low to mid-serablegical status would improve, although
improvement would not occur at a rate as rapidlgrasdicted under Alternative 1. Riparian
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communities would most likely achieve late serallegical status in the long-term. Increased
amounts of residual vegetation and litter wouldvjfe additional protection to the soil surface and
would correlate to a lower percentage of bare giloun

The change in management outlined under Altern&mweuld provide willows and alders with an
opportunity to recover from the impacts of anniadtock grazing. Woody species would benefit
in both the short and long-term from less browgirgssure and would likely expand their canopy
cover providing increased amounts of stream shadimgreas capable of supporting woody
species such as willows and alders, increased aaund age classes of these deeply rooted plants
would help stabilize stream banks, catch large watsbris, and filter sediment, helping to
improve water quality. It is expected that ince=ag woody species numbers, age classes, and
distribution would only occur in areas with suigisbil conditions. Aspen stands may benefit
from increased numbers of young plants resultinghftess browsing pressure by livestock.
However, continued browsing of aspen by wildlifeldihe exclusion of fire as an aspen stand
maintenance disturbance would potentially outweigi gains associated with changes in
livestock impacts. Under Alternative 2, as riparéaeas improve the cumulative effects of other
activities may have less of an impact on the stecand watershed health.

Upland Vegetation

Under Alternative 2 there would be very little chann upland vegetative conditions. The only
upland areas that would display notable changesgetative conditions would be those very
limited areas where current livestock grazing inipace influencing upland vegetative conditions.
Meeting management standards within riparian pganmimunities is generally the factor which
limits livestock use within a pasture. Generalflgde standards are met within riparian areas far in
advance of appreciable impact occurring withinupnds. However, in those limited areas
where current levels of livestock grazing haveuaficed upland vegetation, upland plant
communities would be expected to show improveméthtinvfifteen years (mid-term) as plant
health and vigor would improve under decreasediocek utilization and physical/mechanical
activities.

Holechek et al. (1989) reviewed research studid§@md that grazing at moderate levels (40-
45%) would maintain healthy rangelands and thaggimmum of 30-35% utilization is needed for
rangeland improvement. Utilization levels gredltwm 45% resulted in declining plant production.
Currently impacted upland shrubland types, sudh@se found in scabland areas would start to
improve within ten years (mid-term). Most forestgples would not be expected to appreciably
change even over the very long term (100+ yeara}sociation with changes in livestock
management standards because little of this vegetgpe is currently impacted by livestock
grazing to any measurable degree. In those dnatarte currently impacted by livestock grazing,
increased amounts of litter would help protectssfsibm erosion and from direct impacts of
livestock. As forest canopy cover increases, timabrer, health, and vigor of understory shrubs
and grasses is expected to decline. As this happeastock and wildlife using rangeland forage
would move to areas with more forage, such as kddymaoist meadows and other riparian areas.

Utilization levels under Alternative 2 are consiterith findings from both Holechek et al. (1989)
and Mosley et al. (1997), and would be expectaéthfimove vegetative conditions where they are
not satisfactory and reduce the percentage ofdrarend where grazing is influencing that factor.
Areas currently displaying “legacy” impacts fronstuiric activities may not show substantial
vegetative change for decades (Burkhardt 1993).
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Direct and Indirect Effects Specific to Individual Allotments
Wwind Creek Allotment

Under Alternative 2 riparian vegetative conditidmshe North Pasture, reach A of Beaverdam
Creek (1.9 miles) would be expected to improve faeontat risk” rating to “satisfactory” over a
period of 15 to 20 years (long-term). This dunatd recovery is anticipated to be necessary for
the natural introduction, establishment, and gdimraf age diversity of riparian shrubs and
herbaceous species to advance in overall rating.

The riparian vegetative status for the South Pastimuld be expected to improve to “satisfactory”
within five to ten years. Riparian vegetative ctiods in reach B (1.3 miles) of Beaverdam Creek
would be expected to improve to “satisfactory” ctind in 20 — 50 years. This period of time is
anticipated to be necessary to re-establish a flla@tand associated vegetation within this deeply
incised channel.

Riparian vegetative conditions in reach A (0.9 sjilef South Fork of Wind Creek would remain
“satisfactory.” Conditions in reach B (0.6 milesduld not be expected to improve to
“satisfactory” until a disturbance reduces condfanopy cover and stream bed load becomes
adequate to establish a new flood plain. Readh®niles) would be expected to improve to
satisfactory condition within five to ten yearsrgmrian vegetation increases in correlation with
decreased disturbance.

Riparian vegetation conditions in reaches B (0.@shiand C (2.3 miles) of the main stem of Wind
Creek would remain in “satisfactory” condition, \éhieach A (3.7 miles) would be expected to
improve to “satisfactory” condition within five ten years as time allows a diversity of ages of
riparian hardwoods to establish. Congleton Cr@ek ifiles) would be expected to improve to
satisfactory condition within five to ten yearsrgmrian species dominate available habitat. The
status of the riparian vegetation in the Broncdyraswas not determined during this analysis.
Under Alternative 2 riparian vegetative conditievsuld be established through monitoring and
would be incorporated into the annual allotmenteav

Wolf Creek Allotment

Under Alternative 2 riparian vegetative conditioithin the riparian areas and springs in Bull
Pasture that are tributary to Wolf Creek (3.2 milesuld be expected to improve short through
long term. While riparian vegetation would be edtpe to respond within five to ten years, raising
the water table within those portions of the strébhat are entrenched would take much longer.
Therefore, improving to a “satisfactory” ripariaagetative pasture rating would be expected to
take 20 — 50 years.

The status of the riparian vegetation in the Mpasture was not determined during this analysis.
Under Alternative 2 riparian vegetative conditiensuld be established through monitoring and
would be incorporated into the annual allotmenteav

Riparian vegetation in the Widow Pasture on reagh.A miles) of North Wolf Creek would
continue to be “satisfactory.” Riparian vegetatmreaches B (1.3 miles) C (3.2 miles) would be
expected to improve to a “satisfactory” status miffive to ten years as herbaceous riparian
species increase in cover, woody riparian spe@esrbe established, and a variety of age classes
develop.
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Riparian vegetation for the Nichol pasture woulcelipected to take 20-50 years to improve to
“satisfactory” condition. Reaches A (2.3 milesyld (0.3 miles) along Sugar Creek would require
20-50 years to improve to satisfactory conditioeasenched stream channels stabilize and slowly
raise water tables. Riparian vegetative conditionBamarack creek within reaches A (0.6 miles)
and C (0.7 miles) would improve to a “satisfactocghdition within the next five to ten years as
riparian species increase in cover, density, aeddagersity. However, it is expected that riparian
vegetative conditions within entrenched reach B (files) of Tamarack Creek would take from

20 to 50 years to raise water tables and re-estafitiodplains.

Riparian vegetation for the Riparian Pasture widaxpected to take five to ten years to improve
to “satisfactory” status. Reach C (1.3 miles) 0§& Creek would remain in satisfactory
condition. It is further expected that ripariarggtation within reach D (0.9 miles) would improve
to a “satisfactory” condition within five to ten ges. However, it is anticipated that canary
reedgrass within reach E (1.2 miles) of Sugar Crealdd continue to pose a risk to the riparian
vegetation. This would continue until it actuadlggrades riparian condition to unsatisfactory or
until active and aggressive treatment controlsadieates reedgrass from the plant community.
Riparian vegetation within the unnamed tributarnptmar Creek (1.5 miles) and the portion of
Wolf Creek in the Riparian Pasture would improve teatisfactory condition within five to ten
years as it increases in cover, density and agesiiy.

Under Alternative 3 the riparian vegetative stafigg for Sugar Pasture would be expected to
improve to “satisfactory” within five to ten yearRiparian vegetation within reach D (1.5 miles)
of Tamarack Creek would be expected to improvestdisfactory” within five to ten years as
woody riparian vegetation increases in cover angsithg particularly within younger age classes.
In addition, riparian vegetation within reach E)(fniles) of Tamarack Creek is anticipated to
maintain a “satisfactory” condition. Riparian végeon within reach F (0.6 miles) of Tamarack
Creek, would be expected to improve to a “satisigttcondition within four to eight years as
riparian species increase in cover, density andlagesity. Riparian vegetative condition within
Powell Creek (4.1 mile) would improve to a “satidtay” status within five to ten years.

Under Alternative 2 riparian vegetative conditioithin the Sugar Holding Pasture (0.9 miles)
would be expected to maintain a “satisfactory”isatlt is anticipated that the earlier/smaller
age/size classes of riparian woody species wouclg@se dramatically over the next one to three
years. Riparian vegetative condition would impréwésatisfactory” status within the Wolf Creek
Riparian Corridor Pasture (5.5 miles) over the rieut to eight years.

Heisler Allotment

Under Alternative 2 riparian vegetative conditioithin the South Pasture on reach D (0.4 miles)
of Beaverdam Creek and on Heisler Creek would Ipe@ed to improve to “satisfactory.” This
improvement would be expected to occur over thé fiex to ten years as riparian vegetation
increased in cover, density and age diversity.

The status of the riparian vegetation in the Npahture was not determined during this analysis.
Under Alternative 2 riparian vegetative conditi@msRager (approx. 3.0 miles) and Heisler
(approx. 2.0 miles) Creeks would be establishealigin monitoring and would be incorporated
into the annual allotment review.

Under Alternative 2 riparian vegetative conditioithin the North Pasture on reach C (2.1 miles)

of Beaverdam Creek would be expected to improvedbsfactory.” This improvement would be
expected to occur over the next four to eight yaargparian vegetation increased in cover, density
and age diversity.
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Under Alternative 2 riparian vegetative conditiamsBellworm (1.6 miles) and Rager (2.0 miles)
Creeks would be expected to be maintained in ‘fsatisry” status. It is anticipated that the
earlier/smaller age/size classes of riparian wasgBcies would increase dramatically over the next
one to three years.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 3- Current Management

This alternative continues to implement the curggaring standards as defined by the Ochoco
National Forest Land and Resource Management Rfihough it continues upland and riparian
livestock grazing under current standards it iseeigd to improve vegetative conditions. The
allotments would be monitored during the grazinassa for stubble height, streambank alteration,
and woody species utilization. Every year, moiitpresults from the previous year and the
expected climatic conditions for the upcoming gngzseason would be considered when drafting
the Annual Operating Provisions (AOP). Failurerieet standards would result in adjustments in
management such as in livestock numbers, seaamepfind nonuse on pastures with resource
concerns the following year.

Direct and Indirect Effects Common to All Allotments

Current management practices have been inadedgading to current resource conditions. Under
Alternative 3, existing Forest Plan managementdstaeds, as recently implemented, would not
improve riparian and upland vegetative conditi@urrent management standards do provide the
ability and flexibility to change allowed foragéliziation levels as updated allotment information
becomes available.

Standards for forage utilization as listed in tieh@co National Forest LRMP range from 0-40%

for upland vegetation communities in unsatisfactmgdition to as high as 45% for communities

in satisfactory condition. Riparian forage utitiba standards are currently 0-35% for vegetation
communities in unsatisfactory condition to as hragh5% for those in satisfactory condition. The
Forest Plan allows for utilization levels of up85% on uplands and 50% on riparian areas that are
in satisfactory condition and are managed undetirfoped” or “intensive” grazing systems.
However, none of the grazing allotments with thalgsis area are managed at this level.

Clary and Webster (1989) suggest that spring atilin levels of 65% and summer utilization
levels of 40-50% are sufficient to maintain plaigor and afford streambank protection. Current
management in riparian areas is focused on meatirgidual stubble height of four inches for
grasses and six inches for grass-like speciegant of the growing season, as listed in
PACFISH/INFISH (1994/95) and the Joint Biologicabarl errestrial Programmatic Biological
Assessment within the Deschutes and John Day B&X)d6). These management standards are
consistent with recommended allowable use levels.

If current management standards were properly implged and administered, vegetative
conditions would be expected to move toward desicedlitions over the short through long-term.
With properly funded monitoring efforts, currentmagement standards would be expected to
improve riparian and upland vegetative conditions.
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Direct and Indirect Effects Specific to Individual Allotments
Wwind Creek Allotment

Under Alternative 3 riparian vegetative statushia North Pasture in reach A of Beaverdam Creek
(1.9 miles) would be expected to improve from anrigk” rating to “satisfactory” over a period of
20 to 25 years (long-term). This recovery per®dnticipated to be necessary for the natural
introduction, establishment, and generation ofdigersity of riparian shrubs and herbaceous
species to advance in overall condition. This fiamae could be substantially shortened through
active reintroduction of riparian species in conaion with appropriate protective measures.

Under Alternative 3 the riparian vegetative comitfor the South Pasture would be expected to
improve to “satisfactory” within seven to fifteeears. Riparian vegetative conditions in reach B
(1.3 miles) of Beaverdam Creek would be expectaohprove to “satisfactory” condition in 25 —
60 years. This period of time is anticipated tcbeessary to re-establish a floodplain and
associated vegetation within this deeply inciseahciel.

Riparian vegetative conditions in reach A (0.9 sjilef South Fork of Wind Creek would remain
“satisfactory.” Riparian vegetative conditionsr@ach B (0.6 miles) would not be expected to
improve to “satisfactory” condition until a distunhce reduces conifer canopy cover, and stream
bed load becomes adequate to establish a newflaod Reach C (0.5 miles) would be expected
to improve to satisfactory condition within severfifteen years as riparian vegetation increases in
correlation with decreased disturbance.

Under Alternative 3 reaches B (0.3 miles) and G (Riles) of the main stem of Wind Creek would
remain in “satisfactory” condition, while reach A7 miles) would be expected to improve to
“satisfactory” condition within seven to fifteenars as time allows a diversity of ages of riparian
hardwoods to establish. Congleton Creek (2.2 imtesild be expected to improve to satisfactory
condition within seven to fifteen years as riparsaecies dominate available habitat.

The status of the riparian vegetation in the Bropasture was not determined during this analysis.
Under Alternative 3 Forest Plan riparian managemtarndards would be monitored, implemented,
and administered as appropriate for the BroncouRasind Wind Creek Allotment.

Wolf Creek Allotment

Under Alternative 3 riparian vegetative conditiorthe Bull Pasture within the riparian areas and
springs tributary to Wolf Creek (3.2 miles) would &xpected to improve short through long term.
While riparian vegetation would be expected to oespwithin seven to fifteen years, raising the
water table within those portions of the streant #ia entrenched would take much longer.
Therefore, improving to a “satisfactory” ripariaagetative pasture rating would be expected to
take 25 — 60 years.

The status of the riparian vegetation in the Mpasture was not determined during this analysis.
Under Alternative 3 Forest Plan riparian managemtarndards would be monitored, implemented,
and administered as appropriate for the Miles Pastod Wolf Creek Allotment.

Riparian vegetation within the Widow Pasture orchea (1.4 miles) of North Wolf Creek would
continue to be “satisfactory.” Riparian vegetatinreaches B (1.3 miles) and C (3.2 miles)
would be expected to improve to a “satisfactoryfidition within seven to fifteen years as
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herbaceous riparian species increased in coverlyudparian species become established, and a
variety of age classes become apparent.

Under Alternative 3 the status of the riparian watien for the Nichol Pasture would be expected
to take 25-60 years to improve to “satisfactoriRéaches A (2.3 miles) and B (0.3 miles) of Sugar
Creek would require 25-60 years to improve to &attery condition as entrenched stream
channels stabilize and slowly raise water tabRiparian vegetative conditions within reaches A
(0.6 miles) and C (0.7 miles) of Tamarack Creek vdmprove to a “satisfactory” rating within

the next seven to fifteen years as riparian sp&sgesase in cover, density, and age diversity.
However, it is expected that riparian vegetativeditons within entrenched reach B (0.8 miles) of
Tamarack Creek would take from 25 to 60 yearsigeraater tables and re-establish floodplains.

Riparian vegetation in the Riparian Pasture woel@kpected to take seven to fifteen years to
improve to “satisfactory” status. Riparian vegetain reach C (1.3 miles) of Sugar Creek would
remain in satisfactory condition and in reach @ (@iles) would improve to a “satisfactory”
condition within seven to fifteen years. Howevers anticipated that canary reedgrass within
reach E (1.2 miles) of Sugar Creek would contirupdse a risk to the riparian vegetation until it
actually degrades to an “unsatisfactory” conditionuntil active and aggressive treatment of the
weed controls or eradicates it from the plant comityu Riparian vegetation within the unnamed
tributary to Sugar Creek (1.5 miles) and the partdWolf Creek within this pasture (2.5 miles)
would improve to a satisfactory condition withirvea to fifteen years as riparian vegetation
increases in cover, density and age diversity.

Under Alternative 3 the riparian vegetative comlitrating for the Sugar Pasture is expected to
improve to “satisfactory” within seven to fifteerars. Riparian vegetation within reach D (1.5
miles) of Tamarack Creek would be expected to impito “satisfactory” within seven to fifteen
years as woody riparian vegetation increases iercand density, particularly within younger age
classes. In addition, riparian vegetation withiaate E (2.0 miles) of Tamarack Creek is anticipated
to maintain a “satisfactory” condition. Ripariangetation within reach F (0.6 miles) of Tamarack
Creek, would be expected to improve to a “satisigtstatus within five to ten years as riparian
species increase in cover, density and age diyerdRiparian vegetative condition within Powell
Creek (4.1 mile) would improve to a “satisfactosgatus within seven to fifteen years.

Riparian vegetative condition within the Sugar HiogdPasture (0.9 miles) would be expected to
maintain a “satisfactory” status. In additionisianticipated that the earlier/smaller age/size
classes of riparian woody species would increaamditically over the next two to five years.

Under Alternative 3 it would be expected that riparvegetative condition would improve to
“satisfactory” status within the Wolf Creek Ripari€orridor Pasture (5.5 miles) over the next five
to ten years.

Heisler Allotment

Under Alternative 3 riparian vegetative conditidatgs in the South Pasture on reach D (0.4 miles)
of Beaverdam Creek and on Heisler Creek would peeed to improve to “satisfactory” over the
next seven to fifteen years as riparian vegetatioreased in cover, density and age diversity.

The status of the riparian vegetation in the Npahture was not determined during this analysis.
Under Alternative 3 Forest Plan riparian managemataridards would be monitored, implemented,
and administered as appropriate for Rager (ap@.Oxmiles) and Heisler (approx. 2.0 miles)
Creeks in the North Pasture.
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Under Alternative 3 riparian vegetative conditiortie East Pasture on reach C (2.1 miles) of
Beaverdam Creek would be expected to improve tisfaatory” over the next five to ten years as
riparian vegetation increased in cover, density ageldiversity.

Under Alternative 3 riparian vegetative conditiorthe Bear/Rager Pasture on Bellworm (1.6
miles) and Rager (2.0 miles) Creeks would be exgkitt maintain a “satisfactory” status. It is
anticipated that the earlier/smaller age/size elass riparian woody species would increase
dramatically over the next two to five years.

Upland vegetative conditions under Alternative 3ne Bear/Rager Pasture of the Heisler
allotment would be expected to remain satisfacsétuiyrt through mid term. The presence of
Ventenanta dubiand Japanese brome represents substantial nighaiod plant communities in
this pasture and could potentially degrade upldadtgcommunities over the long term. Although
grazing can certainly favor these two speciesddégree (intensity or magnitude) to which grazing
would favor these species under this alternativeldvbe negligible to slight primarily because
riparian management standards would be expectee toet far in advance of livestock grazing
impacts of any substance occurring on the uplaiitierefore, under Alternative 3, upland
vegetative condition would be expected to degradattrisk” over the long term, and to
“unsatisfactory” over the very long term assumingttno additional general vegetative disturbance
such as wild or prescribed fire occurs within ttaie period (fire would accelerate this
degradation). Livestock grazing is expected to remwmegligible to slight contribution to this
degradation of upland vegetative conditions.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 4: Modified Proposed Action

The standards discussed under Alternative 2 wdstdlese implemented under Alternative 4, so
riparian vegetative conditions would be expecteidnorove as described under Alternative 2.
Additional effects would result from the three daial actions proposed under Alternative 3.

Wolf Creek Riparian Corridor Pasture, currenthatesl as an exclosure, would be used as a
riparian pasture rather than as an exclosure. pfdi@osed use of the Riparian Corridor Pasture
would provide an alternate forage source and redtilization on other parts of the allotment.
Permitted livestock numbers and season would natdreased, but the use of the Riparian
Corridor would amount to about 100 animal monthas# that would not occur elsewhere on the
allotment. Use of the Riparian Corridor Pastureild@lternate between spring and fall use each
year. The standards discussed under Alternativeu?d also be implemented under this
alternative so the riparian vegetative conditiomsild be expected to improve as described under
Alternative 2.

Wind Creek and South Fork Wind Creek lie within 8@muth Pasture. With late use each year the
upland vegetation has cured out and becomes uapbdainfluencing distribution of livestock,
resulting in greater pressure on riparian areasgaioe creeks, even with daily dispersal efforts by
riders. In general it would be better for the molaegetation to alternate use of these two pasture
that is, use South Pasture first in year 1 andNasth Pasture first in year 2, and so on. Earky us
of the South Pasture may reduce grazing impadféind and South Fork Wind Creeks.

The Widow Pasture division fence would create tastpres out of the existing Widow pasture.
The fence would run in an east-west direction awidiel lower elevation forage resources from
higher elevation forage resources. This wouldlté@sincreased flexibility and control of
livestock. The pasture division would allow uselad lower elevation forage first and the higher
elevation forage later in the season when it idyed he pasture division would also allow for a
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rotation of use of the two “new” pastures with titber pastures in the allotment, ensuring that the
area is not used at the same time year after year.

Alternative 4 would be expected to make the grégesision for grazing while improving

riparian vegetative condition. This alternativeulebprovide for the rotation of the timing of use
within pastures, and provides more flexibility hretuse of the Widow Pasture of the Wolf Creek
Allotment. Alternative 4 also allows for the udatwe South Wind Creek pasture at a more logical
time of year.

Cumulative Effects

The activities proposed in Alternatives 2, 3, andolld cumulatively effect riparian and upland
vegetation. Under all alternatives these affextgiarian and upland vegetation would be positive,
increasing the density, health, and vigor of tlptommunities as compared to the existing
conditions. The positive cumulative effects wolbtsimilar to the evolving conditions described
under Alternative 1.

Of the action alternatives, Alternative 4 wouldexpected to move toward meeting resource
objectives the fastest as the sum of the increrhnpeacts from past, present, and future
management activities would be expected to be.ledstrnative 2 would be expected to result in
cumulative impacts and rates of vegetative recovery similar to Alternative 4 (only slightly
slower within the Widow Pasture of Wolf Creek Alleént and the North and South Pastures of the
Wind Creek Allotment).

Soils

Affected Environment

The Southside Allotment Management area is a hargmlthern aspect area of scab/stringer terrain
which is contained within the Upper Crooked Rivab®asin which forms the drainage area (2700
square miles) for Prineville Reservoir. The areduides the watersheds of Wolf Creek, Sugar
Creek, Bellworm Creek, Rager Creek, Heisler Cr8alaverdam Creek, Wind Creek and Squaw
Creek.

This area contains a wide variety of soils and tgmels. Parent materials are largely Picture Gorge
basalts and andesites. ( Paulson, 1977, Soil Resdaventory). The Picture Gorge basalts and
andesites encompass most (96%) of the Southsidénfdht Area. This area is generally flatter
overall with some steep rimrocks and escarpmetis. i$ largely scab/stringer terrain with a high
percentage of scabland throughout.

Volcanic ash from Mt. Mazama blanketed the areaiab@00 years ago and has been
subsequently reworked by water and air. Ash saitsioover 11 percent of the area or 8030 acres
on USFS lands commonly on east and southeast aspetin swales and meadows. The balance
of the watershed is largely residual soil whicklesy-loam or clay texture. Much of the planning
area is non-commercial ground and is scabland, gageer, rock outcrop, low site ponderosa or
meadow.

When Mazama ash was deposited here approximatély ydars ago the apparent prevailing
winds were from the southwest. These winds helfggubsit approximately 1.5 feet of largely
sandy loam and loamy sand ash over this area.r gdtesequent wind and water erosion there are
varying depths of ash soils throughout the aréa. Southside Allotment Area contains
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approximately 8030 acres of ash soils having atléanches of surface ash. The deepest ash soils
occur on the few north and eastern aspects. Titbesm and western aspects have the least
amount of ash deposits. Cattle hoof action amé&ibaotor to erosion, particularly along streanss, i
most pronounced along streams with ashy banks.thitiest ash banks are along streams with E
aspects. The streams with S and W aspects oftenrhare rock and clay exposed which gives
them somewhat more resistance to hoof action {skesv discussion on hoof forces and bank
resistance).

Clay surface soils are soils with little or no asipping. They commonly have clay loam surface A
horizons quickly grading to heavier clay. Thesegenerally on south and west facing aspects
which are hotter and drier than north or east dspethese soils are not generally as susceptble t
detrimental compaction depending on the depthdcthectitic clay which shrinks and swells with
each wet and dry season. Surface cracks are commio@se soils and they are classified as
Vertic intergrades of Argixerolls or HaploxerertBhese soils are susceptible to detrimental
puddling (destruction of soil ped structure) vianhaction and will be susceptible to post holing,
plugging and trail erosion during wet conditionslsas thunder storms or spring thaw conditions.
Sheet and rill erosion is naturally higher on seuthexposures. This is due in part to slower
permeability, infiltration and the common presentgesicular crusting. Riparian areas, seeps,
springs and scablands often contain these typeilsfesspecially in exposed banks or on southern
aspects.

The allotments in this Southside Allotment area [W&reek and Heisler) are largely southern
exposure areas with the exception of the Wind Alleit which is southeast.

Environmental Consequences: Alternative 1
Direct and Indirect Effects

This alternative would result in no direct or iretit impacts because cattle grazing would be
eliminated on the entire 69,892 acre planning aAdlmtment and pasture fences, cattle exclosure
fences, interior cattle guards and water trouglispipelines would remain, unless, under future
decisions, it were decided to remove them. Gramgacts such as compaction, displacement and
post holing and plugging would not occur. Banksayo and sloughing via hoof action would not
be a contributing factor to potential erosion. tlgatailing would no longer occur along, on stream
banks, and down fence lines.

An estimated 162 acres of detrimental soil condgibas resulted from livestock trampling and
concentrating along fence lines, slat blocks, aatemdevelopments. There are 28 existing water
developments located in the project area. Eachnagvelopment is estimated to include 1-acre of
land immediately adjacent to the development thatdetrimentally impacted soils associated with
livestock. Impacts include compaction, displacetnand post-holing. These areas are generally
denuded of vegetation. The estimated acres of sod detrimental condition from existing water
developments are 28. There is an estimated 83«8 wii fence in the project area. Each mile of
fence results in approximately 1.2 acres of sdihwletrimental soil conditions. Approximately
100 acres in the project area have been detriniediaturbed from fence construction and
livestock trailing along fences. It is estimatbdttthere are 90 salting and mineral-protein
supplement locations in the project area. Eadingdbcation results in approximately a 100-
square foot area of soil in a detrimental conditidime amount of detrimental soils from salting
impacts is an estimated 0.2 acres. Livestocktadsioalong streams in the project area. There is
an estimated 62 acres of detrimental soil conditibom livestock trailing along streams. When
livestock grazing is halted, the estimated 224 saofaletrimental soil condition would recover
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naturally; however, until the fences and water tlgyments are removed, one would expect
recovery to be slower because wildlife would camino congregate around them.

Cumulative Effects: Alternative 1

There are no cumulative effects with Alternativieecause there are no actions associated with
Alternative 1.

Effects Common to Alternatives Two, Three and Four
Direct and Indirect Effects

Compaction causes reductions in water infiltratjpercolation, and air exchange in the soil. There
is also an increase in resistance to root grotbtrimental compaction is defined as a 15 percent
increase in soil bulk density for residual soilsl @20 percent increase in bulk density for ashy
soils. Livestock can cause detrimental compagatibare they congregate. Cattle tend to
congregate at water developments, along streaorgg &nce lines, and at salting/mineral
supplement sites.

The zone most affected by cattle and large unghladé action in terms of erosion and delivered
sediment is viewed as the 20 foot zone (10 feét sate) of an average class Il and Il stream.
This is based partly on a Montana study which shibtliat 94 to 99 percent of sediment was
retained in 6 meter (ca. 20 feet) wide buffer regss of vegetation type or slope. (Hook, Paul B.;
2003, Sediment Retention in Rangeland RipariandBsfflournal of Environmental Quality
32:1130-1137.) This is viewed as the zone moshfitebe affected by cattle and large ungulate
grazing such as elk..

Along streams livestock trampling can increaseriieof streambank erosion. Mixing helps
incorporate and conserve organic matter. It asloces the mulching effect of organic matter
which may leave the soil somewhat less protect fvind and water erosion (Potter et al. 2000
and Schuman et al. 1998). Hooves shear the praestid mats and create holes and mixing
throughout which induces a condition which is spsibée to rill and gully formation. Commonly
these areas appear hummocky and show signs oberiosbetween the hummocks. Trampling
can also loosen fragments of soil and remove végatthat provides protection from erosion and
works as a filter to capture sediment.

Cattle can also cause damage to streambanks. d$tedamage appears to occur with ingress and
egress from the stream when force from a hoof carally shear off slices of bank material up to
10 cm thick, pushing them towards the stream. [©@v5m), grass covered, fine textured banks
are particularly vulnerable to trampling by cattspecially when wet (Clary and Webster 1989).
Because the cows can enter or exit at almost aimy, pois type of bank may be uniformly
trampled.

Cutbanks can also be exacerbated by livestock. nzattle venture onto these areas, there hooves
can shear off small chunks of bank expanding thengxf the cutbanks. As the cutbank retreats
from stream flow, floodplain sod is often left dempover part of the bank and might become
reestablished on the bank; however, trampling cftexars this sod away. Finally, grazing high
banks during very wet periods can promote bank ginga Not only is there the additional mass

of cows, but there is occasional deep penetrafidmoaves along potential shear planes.

Grazing of riparian areas can remove up to 80 pe¢feriparian vegetation (Platts and Nelson
1985) and lower their resistance to erosive floBssghta and Platts 1986). Smith and others
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(1993) contend that moderate grazing had littleafbn the vegetative cover of the streambanks;
they contend that vegetation changes with fluotmstin soil moisture rather than grazing. Grass
cover appears to be effective in anchoring ripaz@ames (Zimmerman et al. 1967). Reduction of
this grass cover could be expected to increasé@aro®©n the other hand, the browsing of woody
vegetation has uncertain effects. In the shom tgattle can greatly reduce the forest understory,
but a 6 year study by Trimble (1994) suggestedrégrabval of understory permitted more light
and increased growth of grass.

Wolman (1959) and Hooke (1979) established thames=t of banks was a prime variable in
vulnerability to erosion. The effects of cattlartipling on streambanks have been found to be
correlated with soil moisture content (Marlow armbBcnik 1985, Marlow and Pogacnik 1986, and
Marlow et al. 1987). The greatest amount of bdtécation occurs when soil moisture exceeds 10
percent, and that reducing the number of catttberriparian area only localizes the damage to the
streambanks.

Cooke and Reeves (1976) have stated that catttetfarls along floodplains. Trails are formed by
compression and displacement; trail form and aligminallow them to transport a greater depth
and velocity of water during over bank flows sulshtttrails might be eroded. Hooves shear the
protective sod mats and create holes and mixirgutirout which induces a condition which is
susceptible to rill and gully formation. Commorntlgese areas appear hummocky and show signs
of erosion in between the hummocks. This can becp#arly damaging around wet meadows,
springs, seeps and streams. The term hummock aledtakare used interchangeably.

Grazing promotes nutrient cycling through rapidabown of organic matter into smaller particles
in the system, so organic matter is available meaelily for soil microorganisms such as soil
bacteria and fungi. Microorganisms use the orgaratter as an energy source and can release
nutrients back into the soil for plant uptake. $hgrazing may increase the rate at which nutrients
cycle through an ecosystem.

Scablands are recognized as among the most fexpg/stems on the Ochoco National Forest.
Damage to the soil and vegetation as a result ofagwment activities is nearly impossible to
mitigate. This is a result of their having veryBbw soils which are subject to severe water
saturation and frost heaving during winter, thugimg regetation virtually impossible.Scablands
in the Southside AMP Analysis Area comprise apprately 23,214 acres of the total 71,893
acres which is approximately 33 percent of tha.ateongterm data (45 to 50 years of monitoring)
by Fred Hall, retired USFS ecologist, has showh shablands throughout the ONF are some of
the most stable ecosystems under dry season graiadj, Fred; 2002, personal communication
and on-site monitoring on scablands)

Microbiotic crusts occur to some degree over mbgh® non-forested areas (scabland, juniper
steppe, and shrub steppe), juniper woodland an@ideyareas. They are most evident in the
springtime. Historically these crusts were propabbre evident than today especially after the
homestead period. Microbiotic crusts and the ¢jogssociated vesicular crust (a platy surface
crust usually 1.5 to 3 inches, which is formed &yndrop, impact and contains vesicular pores)
form a thin surface layer comprised of biotic abtbtic features. The vesicular crust along with
the microbiotic crust (if present) provides a resis layer to surface and rill erosion as well as
wind erosion. Arid soils (such as on scablandsthstacing shrub steppe, juniper steppe, juniper
woodland and dry pine plant association groupsgapparticularly vulnerable especially in
regards to microbiotic crusts. These crusts asiyedisturbed by livestock hoof action. This
breaks up the crust and causes desiccation arehses susceptibility to wind and water erosion.
(Harper and Marble, et al).
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Direct and Indirect Effects Common to each Allotmen

Wolf Allotment- In this allotment, an estimated 16 miles ofatnavould be grazed by livestock.
Assuming a 20-foot zone of influence with 10 petadrthe acres in a detrimental soil condition,
livestock grazing would detrimentally affect apgroately 4 acres. Assuming a 100-foot riparian
area (based on MA-F15 management area), thereBaracses of riparian areas in this allotment.
Livestock would cause compaction and displacemiabout 1/10 percent of the riparian areas in
this allotment.

No new water developments would be constructedotiaé number of water developments in the
Wolf Allotment would be 28 (12 springs and 16 pondsach water development is estimated to
detrimentally compact and displace 1 acre of lamehédiately adjacent to the development
because of livestock trampling. Soils immediagdjacent to water developments can also show
evidence of post-holing. These areas are genataiiyded of vegetation. The estimated acres of
detrimental soils conditions associated with wdtarelopments is 28 acres.

There are also approximately 46.5 miles of fenadénWolf Allotment. Soil compaction and
displacement would occur where motorized vehiceging from OHVs to pickups transport
materials from roads to the site for maintenar€empaction and displacement would be limited
to areas where vehicles were driven. Assuming-fod0Owide travel way, 1 mile of fence would
result in approximately 1.2 acres of detrimentdl @anditions. An estimated 55.8 acres of
detrimental soils conditions exist as a resultesicke construction in the past; and will remain as
fence maintenance will be required in the futureAlternative 4, there would be an additional 3.5
miles of fence resulting in slightly more compantia total of 125.5 acres).

Salting and mineral-protein supplement locationsil@lso result in detrimental soil conditions.
An estimated 40 salting/mineral-protein supplemsiies would be located in the Wolf Allotment.
Approximately 100 square feet of soils would beidetntally disturbed per site. These sites are
specified to be located away from streams and ggriff herefore, salting sites would affect
approximately 0.09 acres.

In all, there would be an estimated 122 acres ©8%e allotment area) of detrimentally impacted
soil in the Wolf Allotment as a result of livestogkazing.

Heisler Allotment-There are approximately 16.5 miles of streamlaedtock would
detrimentally affect an estimated 4 acres out & d€res of riparian areas.

No new water developments are proposed but thérexis7 (13 ponds and 4 springs) water
developments will remain. The estimated acresetiimentally impacted soils associated with the
existing and proposed developments would be 1%&acre

There are 12.8 miles of fence. Detrimentally iotpd soils associated with fences are
approximately 15.4 acres. There are 20 salting/ralf@otein supplements sites located in this
allotment. Approximately 0.05 acres would be de¢mtally affected by salting activities.

In all, there would be an estimated 36.5 acres E##he allotment area) of detrimentally impacted
soil as a result of livestock grazing.

Wind Allotment- There are an estimated 8.4 miles of streamathatd be grazed by livestock in
this allotment. Livestock grazing would detrimdiytampact approximately 20 acres of the 203
acres of riparian areas in this allotment.
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There are no new water developments proposedxibéng16 (14 ponds and 2 springs) water
developments would remain. This would result ireatimated 16 acres of detrimental soil
conditions.

An estimated 24.5 miles of pasture fence would iem@he area of detrimentally impacted soils
associated with fences is approximately 29.4 acres.

Salting and mineral-protein supplement locationsild@lso result in detrimental soil conditions.
An estimated 30 salting/mineral-protein supplemsiies would be located in the Wind Allotment.
Approximately 0.07 acres would be detrimentallyeatéd by salting activities.

In all, there would be an estimated 65.5 acre4.85the allotment area)of detrimentally
impacted soil as a result of livestock grazing.

Direct and Indirect Effects of Individual Action Al ternatives

Alternative 2: Proposed Action. Livestock grazing would be uéharized and term grazing
permits would be issued for five allotments on 62,&cres. The number of days livestock spend
on each allotment may be adjusted annually base@ugations in weather and range readiness or
unpredictable events such as wildfire and drougdle actual season of use may also be adjusted
annually based on variations in weather and raegdimess. The length of the grazing season will
also depend on meeting utilization standards amdust bank alteration standards. Utilization,
stubble height, and streambank alteration standardhis alternative are discussed in Chapter 2.

Range readiness criteria were developed to aveidgeent damage to soil and vegetation. The
grazing proposed here is short duration duringltiyegperiod and is less apt to cause detrimental
soil conditions. Range readiness criteria specthias“Soils would be moist, but not wet enough
that livestock would cause aeration, displacemeitifitration effects to soils that are not relesl/
by the over wintering (freeze/ thaw) process.” Tiaglitional range readiness definitions would
not apply for early season use therefore, whendetermined that the above soil conditions have
been met and there is enough forage for livestmck;out would begin.

Utilization standards would be developed to mamgairface roughness and plant vigor. The
specified stubble heights are assumed to be adetpratontrol of surface sheet and rill erosion
(Clary et al. 1996).

By establishing a lower annual utilization rate amake restrictive stubble heights (see Table 2-2)
than those currently permitted, there would benaneiase in plant crown cover and litter, thereby
increasing effective ground cover along banks.sTould help increase surface roughness and
should help reduce the amount of delivered sedimEat pastures rated at risk and unsatisfactory
(Composite Pasture Resource Rating) (see range tp8Steve Gibson) there is an even greater
probability that there will be increased plant ao&ed litter such that the potential for delivered
sediment will be less.

The more restrictive streambank alteration stargdtiran currently permitted would help reduce
the bank erosion component, which is where thedsghercent of delivered sediment originates).
The management standards by composite resourng (age Table 2-3, page 14) for streambank
alteration specify 40 percent for pastures with a satisfactory aisitrating and a 0 to 5 percent
level for pastures with an unsatisfactory ratifdnis will help reduce the level of bank sloughing
and post holing along stream channels, which dautigito bank erosion.
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With the more restrictive utilization rates, stubbkight requirements, and a adaptive management
strategy (Chapter 2, 11), and the increase inimedjmonitoring (Chapter 2, pages 15-1sHould

allow management to adjust more rapidly in thereito any needed management adjustments,
thus allowing resource conditions, especially liggaresources, to improve more rapidly then

under current management .

Cumulative Effects Alternative 2

A complete listing of past, present and reasoniioéseeable actions can be found on pages 10
and 11 of Chapter 2.

Livestock have reduced effective ground cover logaeing vegetation, reduced bank stability by
trampling, and reduced infiltration as a resulcofmpaction. Combined, this resulted in higher
levels of sheet/rill erosion and channel erosiblistorical grazing resulted in compaction, loss of
effective ground cover, head cutting, post holggdling, and smearing. Some impacts occurred
from elk but most were due to the historical cotiaad herds of cattle, horses, and sheep. As
documented by Buckley (1992), much of the damagm fivestock occurred in the 20 to 30 years
before 1900. The main stem of most creeks have &lbered. Formerly hydric soils have been
drained and the drainage has been channelizede laamnounts of sediment have moved from these
areas; and sediment is continuing to move frometlageas as a result of past activities.

Soil productivity has been decreased because sioereaused by historical grazing. Large
amounts of upland and riparian soils were remo\Retrimental compaction from timber harvest
and road building has reduced the productivity atimof the area by 15 to 20 percent. Areas
where livestock congregated around water sourcasl§ troughs, and springs), bedding areas,
salting areas, trails along fences, and pasturgecs@are less productive due to detrimental
compaction, displacement, post holing, bank sloughénd trampling.

Sheet and rill erosion have also increased throuigihe project area because of the cumulative
effects of livestock (cover removal, compactionstdmling, puddling, and bank trampling),
logging (cover removal, detrimental compactionridetntal displacement, puddling, charring, and
concentration of runoff), and road constructiornv@raremoval, detrimental compaction,
detrimental displacement, puddling, and concermtnatif runoff). Past logging practices typically
resulted in up to 35 percent detrimental soil ctbods. Past road construction and livestock
grazing resulted in 1-3 percent of an area in ardental soil condition.

Channel and bank erosion is evident throughouatba with headcutting along streams. Channel
and bank erosion has increased above histories thte to the cumulative effects of beaver
removal, livestock grazing, logging, and road cangion. Beavers used to be more common and
were an integral part of most of riparian systeifisrough their dams, foraging habits, and channel
digging they provided hydraulic roughness and esitenpool habitat, and helped maintain riparian
hardwood habitats. They helped trap sediment,edostream flow, and created conditions that
allowed former riparian areas to be more produdtiam they are today. Bank trampling by
livestock and effective cover removal has also rdonted to channel and bank erosion (Kovalchik
1987 and Buckley 1992). Riparian timber harvestiesulted in compaction, channeling, and
large woody debris removal. Road constructionclvlivas often adjacent to or crossed streams,
has increased peak flows and increased sediment.

Beavers historically helped maintain the functiomaiure of these riparian systems by slowing the
flow, increasing roughness, trapping sediment, irgjorwater, providing pool habitat and
maintaining riparian hardwood associations. Beawene largely trapped for their fur and to drain
the boggy areas they maintained to allow for measgand less bog for cattle to get trapped in.
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Past timber harvest on Forest Service managed tasdked in detrimental soil conditions on an
estimated 3,640 acres or approximately 5 percettteofotal 69,892 acres. There are
approximately 400 miles of road in the Maury Moum$a Road construction has resulted in an
estimated 725 acres or 1 percent of the total NatiBorest System lands in the project area in a
detrimental soil condition. These past activitesnbined with impacts from livestock grazing,
have resulted in an estimated 4,589 acres of datitahsoil conditions.

Present and reasonably foreseeable projects intheddardcorner Fuels, Sugar Creek
Campground Vegetation Management, and the UpperdBagegetation Management projects that
propose a variety of commercial harvest, noncomialettuinning, and fuels reduction activities
across the project area. These projects wouldtiestommercial harvest, noncommercial
thinning, and fuels reduction on approximately 8D,acres, or slightly more than half the project
area. These projects would result in slight insesan detrimental soil conditions from road
construction, commercial timber harvest, and grypging activities. These increases are
expected to be less than one-tenth of one percent.

As a result all past, present, and likely futurejgcts, when combined with the activities in
Alternative 2, would result in less than 6% of giteject area in a detrimentally compacted state.
The soils report describes these effects on indalidllotments and pastures, but the cumulative
impact for any individual allotment never exceebls. 6

Alternative 3: Current Management. Alternative 3 would re-atitte grazing on all three
allotments covering 69,892 acres. Permits woult&@ed under the same terms and conditions as
the existing permits. The permitted season anduabwf use would not change. The number of
days livestock spend on each allotment may be tedjusnually based on variations in weather
and range readiness or unpredictable events sushdfise and drought. The actual season of use
may also be adjusted annually based on variationgather and range readiness. The length of
the grazing season will also depend on meetingaitibn standards and stream bank alteration
standards. Utilization, stubble height, and stieamk alteration standards for this alternative are
discussed in Chapter 2, Table 2-4, page 25.

Range readiness criteria for Alternative 3 spesififat the soil be firm enough to support livestock
without creating compaction or breaking sod. Rawegeliness criteria were developed to avoid
permanent damage to soil and vegetation. Thergyg@oposed here is short duration during the
dry period and is less apt to cause detrimentaktsoditions. The traditional range readiness
definitions would not apply for early season ussaefore, when it is determined that the above soll
conditions have been met and there is enough fdoadwestock, turn-out would begin. These
range readiness criterias those with Alternatives 2 and 4, would help dwiy negative impacts

to scabland soils

Under Alternative 3 the allotments would be manaaetbrding to the standards established in the
Forest Plan and term grazing permits (see Tablegp2adge 25, Current Management Standards for
allotments in the Southside Allotments Project Area

Grazing would continue as presently permitted. kehlosv, because Alternative 3 does not establish
a lower annual plant utilization rate or more riesitre stubble heights (see Table 2-4), as do
Alternatives 2 and 4, the increase in plant croawec and litter would occur more slowly, thereby
delaying effective ground cover development aloagkis. This in turn would delay the increase of
surface roughness and the corresponding reductitireiamount of delivered sediment. In
addition, for pastures rated at risk and unsatisfggComposite Pasture Resource Rating) (see
range report by Steve Gibson) for witch thereni®een greater probability that the increased plant
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cover and litter such that the potential for deldbsediment will be less in Alternatives 2 and 4,
will not be realized in alternative 3.

Cumulative Effects — Alternative 3

The effects of past, present, and reasonably feadde future actions are described in detail under
Alternative 2, and are applicable to this altenafs well.

Because Alterative 3 does not incorporate the mestictive utilization rates, stubble height
requirements, or a adaptive management strate@pt€h2, page 11), or the increase in required
monitoring (Chapter 2, pages 15-17), as do Altévaat2 and 4, management would not be able to
adjust as quickly to needed changes in managemémé ifuture. This would result in resource
conditions, especially riparian resources, imprguass rapidly.

Alternative 4: Regarding the potential impacts to soils, Al&ive 4 has the same management
actions as Alternative 2, except for the amourien€ing required. In Alternative 4, an additional
3 miles of fence will be constructed to split theddiv Pasture into two pastures with the northern
pasture being called the Widow Pasture and théneaupasture being called the Quicksand
Pasture. This will allow better control of grazimghich should reduce soils impacts to
streambanks in the pastures; however, it will @@t additional 3.5 acres of detrimental soil
conditions do to the construction and maintenarcbese fence line.

Cumulative Effects, Alternative4

The effects of past, present, and reasonably feadse future actions are described in detail under
Alternative 2 and are applicable to this alterratas well. Outside of the additional 3.5 acres of
determental soil conditions ,created by the 3 nofeadditional fencing, the cumulative effects are

the same.

Water Quality and Aquatic Species

Affected Environment

The entire South Fork John Day River and its sutersaeds are Designated Critical Habitat for
Middle Columbia steelhead trout, a threatened sgeaind Essential Fish Habitat for Chinook
salmon. This includes the South Fork Prong, WinakttiNFork Wind, Congleton (Squaw), South
Fork Wind creeks and one unnamed tributary to Sbotk Wind Creek within the Lower South
Fork John Day B Field Watershed. The Wind Creek allotment’s Sqatsture supports occupied
Critical Habitat for Middle Columbia steelhead troWpper and Lower Beaver Creek watersheds
and the Lower South Fork John Day watershed suppedtband trout, a Forest Service sensitive
species. Columbia spotted frog, a Forest Sendnsisve species and candidate species for listing
under the Endangered Species Act, occurs withiptbgect area. Suitable habitat exists in
streams, springs, and reservoirs.

Streams in the project area that are tributaripéoSouth Fork John Day River are not limited in
guality due to temperature. There are six straaimstary to Beaver Creek that are listed by the
State of Oregon under the Clean Water Act sectiih(@) for temperature impairment. These
include Beaverdam, Dry Paulina, North Wolf, Powsligar, and Wolf Creeks. Rager and
Tamarack creeks are not State listed but tempesagxceed the State standard. Approximately
11% of the stream reaches in the Upper Beaver Gratdrshed have banks greater than 20%
unstable and 22% have banks that are between 1208adinstable.
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Data for this analysis was derived from surveysdcoated on the Paulina Ranger District using
Region 6 Level Il protocol (USFS 2006), Bottom LiBerveys (USFS 2003), Proper Functioning
Condition Surveys, and reports on file. This datavailable for review in the project record and
files on the Paulina Ranger District. Appendixdhiains a table displaying the results of proper
functioning condition surveys on six streams witthia project area completed in 2006. Where
specific stream data is lacking, inference baseddpacent streams is considered in the overall
assessment. The analysis area for the effectssdign is the project area boundary.

The short term time line for this project effectalysis is zero to fifteen years. Long term time
line for this analysis is fifteen to thirty years.

Much of the data collected has been analyzed aghm$osgen stream classification
methodology to determine the health of the strebamoel. The two figures below are cross
sectional and plan views that show specific detdithe Rosgen classification system.

Figure 3-1.Cross sectional and plan views of the Rosgen @lesison system.
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Figure 3-2. Longitudinal, cross-sectional, anchplews
of major stream types
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Southside Allotment Project Area.

Table 3-2. Existing bank instability, shade, andtiwvto depth ratios for streams within the

Stream Allotment/ | Bank Average | Width- | Miles and Year
Pasture Instability | Shade Depth
In percent | In percent | Ratio

Bear Heisler 5 30 - 1.4 1976
Beaverdam| Heisler 22 24 - 7.16 2005
Bellworm Heisler 14 42 9:1 .7 2002
Canyon

Bronco Wind Creek 2 9 - 1.5 1979
Congleton | Wind Creek 2 38 - 1.3 1997
Dry Paulina| Wolf 14 70 - - 1995
Heisler Heisler 1 51 19:1 5.6 1997
Miles Wolf 3 52 - 3 1993
Powell Wolf 18 57 9:1 6.4 1994
Rager Heisler 3 13 - - 2005
South Fork | Wind Creek - - 15:1 - 1994
North Fork | Wind Creek 83 56 13:1 2.9 2002
Sugar Wolf 25 19 - - 2005
Wolf Wolf - 39 - - 2005
North Fork | Wolf 14 62 71 5.3 1995
Wolf

East Fork | Wolf 18 66 - - 2006
Wolf

Tamarack | Wolf 9 60 71 3.9 1993
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Wind Creek Allotment

Streams within the Wind Creek allotment includergrm, Wind, North Fork Wind, South Fork
Wind, and Congleton Creeks and a portion of Beaar@reek. Wind Creek is approximately one
and one-half miles long before being joined bynite major tributaries — South and North Forks of
Wind Creek.

Bronco Holding Pasture

Bronco pasture is located downstream of the heaatwaf Bronco Creek, an intermittent first-
order stream with three reservoirs, each lessaharacre located approximately every third of a
mile. Bronco Creek does not support red-band wadtor anadromous fish. The reservoirs
maintain habitat for frog and toad species. Fieldew (2006) indicated that bank stability@ss
than optimal based on observations made by a feshbiologist.

North Pasture

Beaverdam, South Fork Prong and North Wind Creedf,the upper reaches of Congleton and
Wind Creek are named streams within the North pastiExcept for those 3,070 acres that fall
within the Beaverdam“sfield sub-watershed, the North pasture is withatexsheds that have
designated Critical Habitat for Middle Columbiaedteead trout. North Fork Wind Creek did not
meet Forest Plan standards for shade in 2002,lmelédom 1992 conditions in the anadromous
portion of the pasture. Bank instability avera@@d; the Forest Plan desired condition is 20% or
less.

South Pasture

South Fork Wind Creek sinuosity, width/depth ratind gradient indicated a functioning
floodplain from the 2005 Properly Functioning Cdiali Survey. An earlier survey (1994 BLS)
established that, based on morphological charattariin the upper reaches of the South Fork
Wind Creek the channel sensitivity to disturbanoe @rosion potential are high and where
degraded, recovery potential is low (Rosgen, 199dither down slope these sensitivities were
much less, resulting in more resilient fish habigspecially when large wood debris was present.
Proper Functioning Condition survey in 2005 indéchthat Wind Creek is indeed functioning
properly. Level Il data (1992, 1993 and 2002)Narth Fork Wind creek in the south pasture
failed to meet shade and bank stability standamd®ACFISH watersheds.

Wolf Creek Allotment

Reports from 1996 indicated that Forest Plan stalsdar the Riparian Management Area (MA-
F15) within the allotment were not being met. Syrinventories from 1979, 1993, 1994, and

1995 found that approximately 95% of streams wetewv Forest Plan standards for shade. More
recent inventories indicate that the shade comgdmennot improved mostly due to streams still
degrading into a Rosgen F channel type from a €.tygntil this degradation stabilizes, riparian
shade values will continue to not improve. Unstddaleks are generally within the riparian
management objective of 20%, averaging 14% fron20@2-2005 field surveys. Fisheries and
water quality reports indicated that in 1996, ubktdanks exceeded Forest Plan standards (Martin
1996).

Southside Allotments 66
Draft Environmental Assessment



Nichol Pasture

Nichol pasture includes large portions of East \Wetwell, Sugar, Rager and Tamarack creeks.
Watershed analysis was completed in 2005 and iasl@bwell, Rager, Tamarack and Sugar
Creeks in the central and eastern area of Nichgiupa. Survey data within the Powell, Sugar,
Tamarack, and Rager Creek areas indicate the stragnfunctioning uncharacteristically from
what one would expect from described morphologgches include headcuts, lack sufficient
riparian vegetation and are below standard for shadlarge number of named and unnamed
streams provide occupied habitat for red-band tandtmay provide habitat for Columbia spotted
frog.

Widow Pasture

Widow pasture includes all or parts of Widow, Diguiina, and North Wolf creeks. There are
approximately 41 miles of perennial and intermitteineams and approximately 6 acres of mapped
wetland features in this pasture. There are apmately 1,075 acres of RHCA and around
fourteen miles of occupied red-band trout habitat.

Existing data indicates that shade and width tdidegiios are below Forest Plan standards on
North Wolf and Dry Paulina creeks; instability oflividual reaches is near or above riparian
management objectives and based on the 2005 Rréperttioning Condition survey appears to
be on an upward trend in the middle reach andaat ke static or possibly a downward trend in the
lower reach. Multiple gullies and headcuts ares@né. Data was unavailable for Widow Creek.
Photographs indicate that where banks are degratiadnel infilling has occurred. Undisturbed,
Dry Paulina Creek’s B3 channel should contributly small quantities of sediment. Similarly, the
B and C channels in North Wolf should exhibit veayw to moderate erosion (Rosgen, 1996).
North Fork Wolf has shown an increase in bank tilta in the lower reach. The proper
functioning condition surveys in 2005 concluded tha failure of point bars to revegetate resulted
in poor condition.

Shade and width to depth ratios are below Forest &d INFISH standards and RMO for streams
within the Widow pasture. Individual reaches aegamor above RMO for unstable bank. Shade is
below standard on Dry Paulina (Table 3-2). Mudigullies and headcuts were recorded and
photographs of the area indicate that where baaks tiegraded, channel infilling has occurred,
causing failure to meet the INFISH RMO for poolquency. Similarly, those B and C channels in
North Wolf would likely display the same types n€ieased width to depth ratios as channels
widen from increased sediment loads.

Sugar Pasture

Sugar pasture includes Powell, Sugar, and Tamaraeks and several unnamed tributaries.
Survey data from 1993 through 2004 indicate stdtade levels below Forest Plan standards and
unstable bank conditions levels of approximateBolid B and C channels. The 2005 proper
functioning condition assessments indicated thatdarack Creek and Sugar Creeks were
functioning at risk because channels were entrehcBgosion was considered excessive in at least
one reach.

Sugar Holding Pasture

Sugar Creek downstream of the Sugar Creek Campdtistan entrenched, fish-bearing parcel that
has been used as a holding pasture since its amqulsy the Forest Service. Site review in 2006
showed that despite riparian planting in 2000, kaeknain susceptible to the effects of high flows
because riparian vegetation is poor. While shpdries planted earlier have survived, they are

Southside Allotments 67
Draft Environmental Assessment



still too young to provide the shade or bank stigtihat mature plants would provide. Hoof shear
continues to affect overall bank stability. The-®8hannel is moderately sensitive with low to
moderate erosion potential and excellent recovetgrial (Rosgen, 1994).

Bull Pasture

Informal field review of the Bull pasture was cowotld prior to livestock turn-out in 2006. There
are no named streams associated with this pasiomever the 2.6 mile tributary to Wolf Creek
running parallel with Road 4290 and locally refdrte as Clear Creek, is a fish-bearing
intermittent stream partially supported by Dean 8odvey Springs. This tributary’s
predominantly north to eastern aspect provides s@aeround shading although areas of earlier
timber sale have opened the stream to direct sunligngulate grazing has reduced the amount
and age class of riparian shrub. Very little riparvegetation is established. Bank instability,
exposed tree roots, and sediment loading upstré&oad 4290-100 and again at 3810 indicate
that Forest Plan objectives are unlikely to be foebank stability and width to depth ratios.

Riparian Pasture

Data for the Riparian Pasture is severely limitilooaigh stream shading was reported as below
Forest Plan standards in 1989. Proper Functio@omgdition assessment made in 2005 indicated
Sugar Creek in this pasture is functioning at riSkigar Creek exhibits bank instability and very
poor riparian vegetation.

Miles Pasture

Miles includes four mapped water bodies (includfmycupine Reservoir) in addition to Miles
Creek, a second-order tributary to Wolf Creek atid-fong tributary to Widow Creek.
Comparison of data between 1993 and 2005 indichi@de levels have declined slightly in the
lower reaches of Wolf Creek. However, unstablekbamere reported as low within the Rosgen A
channel.

Wolf Creek Enclosure

The Wolf Creek enclosure occupies upper Wolf Craradk was constructed to improve water
guality and fish habitat (Martin, 1996). East F@vklIf Creek in Nichol pasture and the USGS
unnamed stream locally known as Clear Creek iBthlkpasture drains through the enclosure.
Bottom Line Survey completed in 1994 reported thiy occurrence o€arex amplifoliaand the
greatest abundance of alder among adjacent pastte Creek supports 20.9 miles of occupied
red-bank trout habitat, of which 6.6 miles are witthe enclosure.

A comparison between data collected outside thisme in 2005 and data collected inside the
enclosure in 2006 found that unstable banks avdrhaf&o outside the enclosure and unstable
banks averaged 9% inside the enclosure. Channetste was good based on well-developed
floodplain with alder, willows and other shrubsheTstream has some limitations to its historic
floodplain due to the presence of Forest road 3810.
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Heisler Creek Allotment

Bear Pasture

Bellworm Creek shade levels in 2002 averaged 428ank stability averaged 14%. Recovery
potential is considered poor (Rosgen, 1994). Bwitws width varied between six and eleven
times its depth.

East Pasture

East pasture is bisected with a high density ofethend unnamed perennial and intermittent
streams. Data for Heisler Creek (1997) indicas $hhade is well below Forest Plan standards and
widths to depth ratios are very high (USFS, 2005).

Beaverdam Creek does not meet Forest Plan shadtasia and appears to be static as the stream
continues to stabilize. While streamside sedgdsashes are establishing, vegetation that will
provide shade (willows and alders) are either mbtegtablishing or just starting in small areas.
Data (2005) indicate that Beaverdam Creek’s avei@geank instability among representative
reaches is 34%. The range of values for subgteatecle sizes less than 2mm. is 19% to 77% at
five locations, which indicates that spawning hattig being impacted by fine sediments. Unstable
banks in the reaches are likely to be contributmtiis impact.

North Pasture

North pasture’s RHCA include Rager and Heisler Ksesnd Blue Jay reservoir. Channel
characteristics for Rager Creek indicate that stbemk erosion potential is high. Red-band trout
and amphibian species were recorded in 2000 ddta from Heisler Creek (1997) indicate that
riparian shade is well below Forest Plan standandschannel widening had occurred as evidenced
by an increase in width to depth ratios.

South Pasture

South pasture is within the Upper Beaver Creé&fiedd watershed, but is divided hydrologically
into Powell and Beaverdam Creékféeld sub-watersheds. South pasture has stroterwa
resources including six reservoirs: Heisler #1 #2dBellworm, Bear Butte and Rock Springs
Reservoirs, tributaries to Bellworm and Heislerékrand a segment of Beaverdam Creek. Shade
standards are not met. The stream channel is datimgand sinuosity, which would act to allow
spawning gravels to be retained at a higher rate bleen lost.

Shade/Temperature

The Forest Plan desired condition for shade altregus courses is 80% shaded surface or 100%
of site potential. Stream temperature varies damably on a seasonal and annual basis and is
influenced by precipitation, seasonal air tempeegtuand the influence of springs. Shading from
vegetation and topography has the largest effestream temperatures. Hardwood shrubs are
particularly valuable in shading stream channel$eg provide a dense canopy close to the
water’s surface.

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality lisied several project area streams for
temperature impairment. Based on available d&taf 17 project area streams have not met the
desired condition for total shade under INFISH BALCFISH.
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Regular monitoring of stream temperatures durirggpidst decade in the project area has
determined that temperatures exceed the statutamgards of the State of Oregon in Beaverdam,
Powell, Rager, Sugar, and Tamarack Creeks. Theo@rBgpartment of Environmental Quality
(ODEQ) stipulates that the average of the dailyimam stream temperature during any seven
consecutive days shall not exceedF6@ODEQ 1995). The maximum seven-day averagerstrea
temperatures for Beaverdam, Powell, Rager, Sughifamarack Creeks have consistently
surpassed the 8@ standard.

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality has tified Beaverdam, Powell, and Sugar Creeks
as non-compliant, water quality limited bodies after.

Photograph 3-1. Reach B
in North Wolf Creek
illustrating bank instability,
Widow Pasture, Southside
Allotment Analysis Project,
Crook County Oregon.

Stream Bank Stability

The Ochoco National Forest LRMP, as amended, staa¢stream channel instability should not
exceed 20% for any particular stream drainages Bhtonsistent with Riparian Management
Objectives established by the INFISH and PACFISISES 1995). Management activities cannot
increase current levels of unstable banks if theyahove 20% and Forest activities must not
inhibit the “near natural rate of recovery” (USFE0h).

Occurrence of more than 20% of unstable banksranedécation of degraded aquatic habitat
resulting in changes in substrate composition,raddced ability of woody and riparian plants to
increase and expand (USDA 1995[a][b]). Increasdme sediment in streams due to erosion from
unstable banks, and corresponding reduction in sipgwand rearing success are indirectly tied to
the amount of unstable banks within stream draisilagen eroding bank is characterized by any
one or a combination of the following factors ped they occur at an elevation above the level of
high-water flows: bare colluvial or alluvial sulsties, exposed mineral soils, tension cracks or
active sloughing of banks into the stream channel.

Where quantitative data exists, the amount of inetaanks in the allotments is above standard or
shows evidence of trending towards exceeding stdad&tream surveys indicate that average
unstable bank values are particularly high on Bedara and Bellworm Canyon Creeks. Heisler,
Powell, and Sugar Creeks also have reaches widtivelly high (>30%) values although overall
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reaches are within satisfactory limits of less tB@f6 unstable banks. Another indicator of
unstable banks is when reaches are “entrenchedthvga measure of how deep a stream is
relative to its floodplain. If a stream can nadak its floodplain then erosion of the banks ocetirs
higher flows. Stream surveys indicate that entnerent has occurred throughout the planning area
in segments of Beaverdam, Powell, Tamarack, S&gaver, Bellworm Canyon, Heisler and

North Fork Wind Creeks.

Surveys completed for National Forest lands withenUpper Beaver Creek Watershed (38% of
streams within the watersheds) indicate that apprabely 11% of the stream reaches have greater
than 20% unstable banks and 22% have 10-20% uadtabks.

Substrate is important in the breeding and incabati fish, but is also important in over wintering
inland fish seeking thermal protection. Unstaldeks can lead to changes in substrate, which in
turn can reduce the frequency and quality of paslsfilling occurs and interstitial spaces
between gravel and cobble occur. Changes in substrat decrease the percentage of gravel and
cobble or that armor the stream bed are associdtededuced survival of eggs and alevins,
reduced primary and secondary productivity, interfiee with feedings, behavioral avoidance and
breakdown of social organization, and pool filling.

Where data exist, some streams (Sugar, North Fankl \Ahd Rager creeks) within the Project area
contain greater proportions of fine sands than whatwould expect from the overall
morphological classification of individual streaarsd reaches and which are greater than
INFISH/PACFISH RMO. This occurrence is linked witle strong occurrence of unstable stream
banks within those areas. Given the number oéstsewith reaches not meeting RMO for
unstable banks, it is reasonable to conclude thzteate is also impaired.

Stream channel morphology is inextricably linkediparian vegetation and riparian soils.
Streams that are continuing to widen exhibit hgels of streambank instability and simplified in-
channel habitat. As streambanks stabilize they Ipeampme re-vegetated, although often by early
seral or upland species (undesirable). Collecgtjubkese two measures describe how streams are
adjusting to riparian and upland impacts. Strearkissability and width-to-depth ratios would
also be expected to change over time as riparidrupland conditions improve or degrade.
Width-to-depth ratios are a critical attribute obperly functioning systems because they enable
the channel to maintain its pattern, profile, amdehsions. Wider, shallower streams heat up
faster and have less pool habitat than narrowepetestreams (Hawkins et al. 1998). Stable
streambanks are also desirable because they baldarn vegetation that traps and filters sediment
and can provide undercut banks for fish cover.

Width to Depth Ratio

As width to depth ratio’s increase streams are méahel shallower and are more influenced by
ambient air temperature and are less influencezhbgle due to width. Streams may also have
narrow width to depth ratio’s that are unwanted tuentrenchment of the channel. Most stream
reaches within the project area exhibit higher thpiimum width-to-depth ratios, high amounts of
unstable banks and low amounts of shade as compaRigarian Management Objectives
outlined in Forest Plan amendments PACFISH/INFI@tthough natural potential varies both by
stream type and local geomorphic and vegetativerfacthe condition of many streams
characteristics do not meet the desired conditions.

Standards from PACFISH/INFISH were used to make dietermination, although it should be
noted that width-to-depth ratios are expected taraly vary by stream type and may not actually
be appropriate for all reaches (Rosgen 1996). RBBANFISH deems width-to-depth ratio
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values of less than 10 to be desirable, howeviarctiterion is only used to describe existing
condition and future analysis should examine widtldlepth ratios appropriate for each potential
stream type. Many streams in the planning areaekieny still exceed the width-to-depth ratios
expected for the stream type.

Table 3-3. Ratings for Each Stream by Pasturtsi@urrent Condition within the Southside
Allotments Project Area.

Pasture Stream Bank Shade Width to Stream
Stability Problems | Depth Ratio | Function Call
Problems Problems by Pasture
Widow Dry Paulina X - - AR
North Wolf X AR
Widow ND ND ND
Bull No stream data - - - -
Miles Miles - X - AR
Wolf - X - AR
Wolf Wolf - - - S
Creek
Exclosure
Riparian Sugar Isolated X - AR
Spots
Wolf - X - AR
Nichol Tamarack X X - NS
East Wolf - X - AR
Sugar Powell Isolated X - AR
Spots
Tamarack Isolated X - AR
Spots
Sugar No stream data - - - -
Holding
North Rager - X Incised NS
East Heisler Isolated X - AR
Spots
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Pasture Stream Bank Shade Width to Stream
Stability Problems | Depth Ratio | Function Call
Problems Problems by Pasture
Bear Bellworm - X - AR
Rager - X Incised NS
South Heisler Isolated X - AR
Spots
North Beaverdam X X - NS
Wind
NF Wind Creek - X - AR
South NF Wind - X - AR
Wind
SF Wind Isolated X - AR
Spots
Wind - - - S
Congleton/Squaw X X - NS
Bronco Bronco ND ND ND

S= Satisfactory; AR= At Risk; NS= Not SatisfactoND= No Data

The above rating is for each stream by Pasturts icurrent condition. If stream survey of Properly
Functioning Condition survey information showed ofi®ank stability, shade, or width-to-depth
ratios above Forest Plan Standards, then it wasidiered At Risk. If two or three parameters are
not meeting standards then it was considered Natf&etory, and if none were exceeded it was
deemed Satisfactory.

Environmental Consequences

A channel that can efficiently capture, store aadgport its flow and sediment supply, and
hydrologically function within its streambanks diabdplain would develop a stable pattern,
dimension, and profile that neither aggrades ngraties (Rosgen 1996). Rosgen (1996) details
the progression of channel degradation that mayrasee to excessive livestock grazing. In short,
as streambanks are altered and riparian vegetatieduced, the channel can no longer contain
floods and becomes wider and shallower, causirayay of indirect changes to habitat.

Riparian plants help the channel maintain its pattgimension, and profile by stabilizing
streambanks, trapping sediments, connecting theneh#o the floodplain, and increasing
roughness that dissipates the high energy of floddi®se species such as sedges, willows, and
alders have greater root densities and are mormabksthan grasses, forbs, and conifers for these
purposes. A change in species composition orctish in their extent usually reduces the
channel’s ability to perform these maintenance tions.
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Dramatic ecological variability exists within ripan areas of the Southside Allotments planning
area. Riparian areas at low elevations on soygtheaslopes are extremely narrow, flows are
flashier and often intermittent by mid-summer, andifers generally contribute most to shading.
Conversely, higher elevation streams contain mbtmdant shrub and sedge communities, exhibit
both snowmelt-driven and spring-fed hydrographsd, flow cold year-round. Thus, the effects of
grazing would be expected to vary at the reaclesoaloss the landscape, depending on stream
type, flow regime, vegetation components, and alitendition. These effects are complicated by
the annual variability in standard implementatierg(, 0% or 40% utilization), permit
administration, permittee compliance, and monisite selection.

It is important to note that this analysis is umdened by the concept that most stream types would
respond to livestock grazing differently from omether (Rosgen 1996), even when the
magnitude, timing, duration, and intensity is taeng. Theate of improvement or degradation
among stream types is determined by their curreotgrphological condition (i.e., functional
class—Table 3-4) and the process follows a preldietarogression until a new equilibrium is
reached (Bengeyfield and Svoboda 1998). The psogiesiream type succession due to severe
impacts is outlined in Table 3-5. Therefore, tregmitude, direction, and rate of change to streams
expected under all four Alternatives are basedhamigel type and current condition analysis.

Methodology

This analysis would focus primarily on the effeatdhe Alternatives to width-to-depth ratios,
shade, and bank stability. These three measunesciesen because they are affected most
directly and quickly by livestock grazing and canrblated to riparian vegetation and soil impacts.
When impacted streams narrow and width-to-deptbgaecrease, other stream habitat measures
such as pool frequencies, bank angles and largeywbebris volumes are less directly or not as
quickly affected by grazing, however, it is assurtfeat these other habitat variables would indeed
be affected by livestock but changes would be resddon space and/or time. In other words,
upstream impacts can manifest downstream andrfagstoften occur, making accurate prediction
of these indirect effects difficult.

This methodology is based on the premise thattldasprincipally affect stream channels through
the consumption of riparian vegetation and trangpbihstreambanks. As streambanks are
trampled, sections may fracture and shear, paatigutiuring high flow events when vegetation is
not present to reduce this near-bank stress, arsdciuses streambank instability. As riparian
vegetation is trampled and/or consumed by livestid&ses vigor and is decreased in extent, thus
reducing the streams’ ability to withstand highafky causing bank shear, widening of the channel,
and decreased shade which then increase streararsgomes. As channels widen and fine
sediments increase due to bank erosion, pools ithaypd decrease in both number and quality for
fish. While pool frequencies are deemed importantponents of habitat by PACFISH/INFISH,
these changes take place well after a stream legsitmpacted and would have already exhibited
high bank instability and width-to-depth ratios.

PACFISH/INFISH RMOs also require <20% unstableastrdanks. Stable streambanks provide
for reduced erosion and fine sediment from the bamk can provide undercut banks for fish.

Fish prefer undercut banks for hiding and restiogee but when streams become incised or
excessively wide they no longer form undercutst &lostreams or reaches are naturally undercut.
Undercut banks only form when width-to-depth ratos within an satisfactory range, making the
latter an satisfactory surrogate. Lastly, whileGFASH/INFISH also calls for attaining natural
levels of large woody debris, this habitat companeteast affected of all the RMOs by livestock
grazing. Fire suppression and upland forest managewould more directly alter large woody
debris levels and recruitment in riparian arealser&fore, based on this information, the use of
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width-to-depth ratios, shade, and unstable streaksbia this analysis as surrogates of these other
attributes is scientifically appropriate.

The analysis for Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4 refersable 3-6 to describe the variable effects of
livestock grazing on streams that are satisfactdryisk, or not satisfactory. Instead of making
functional classifications at the pasture-scaled@® to determine baseline conditions), this was
done by stream, and in some cases, at the redeh Sdzerefore, the geomorphic-reach scale is
henceforth used in this analysis and functionaseterminations at the pasture scale are no

longer used.

Table 3-4. Functional class designations and resafw impairment, Southside Allotment Project

Area.

Stream/Reach Name

Bank Stability Shade Problems?

Width-to-depth

Functional Class

Problems? Ratio Problems?

Bear X ND AR
Beaverdam X X NS
Bellworm Canyon X AR
Bronco X ND AR
Congleton ND X ND AR
Dry Paulina X ND AR
Heisler Isolated spots X AR
Miles X AR
Powell Isolated spots X AR
Rager X incised NS
South Fork Wind ND ND S/AR
North Fork Wind X X NS
Sugar Isolated spotd X ND AR
Wolf ND X ND AR
North Fork Wolf X AR
East Fork Wolf X ND AR
Tamarack Isolated spot$ X AR

S= Satisfactory, AR= At-Risk, NS= Not Satisfacto§pD=No Data
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If stream survey information showed one of bankifitg, shade, or width-to-depth ratios above
Forest Plan standards, then it was consideredlat l two or three parameters are not meeting
standards then it was considered not satisfacémy if none were exceeding standards it was
deemed satisfactory. This methodology is subjedivd not supported by the scientific literature
however, it is indicative of overall stream chano@hditions because of the relative importance of
these metrics to all other components of aquatitéia These determinations are generally
confirmed by professional observations in the figkdirthermore, some generalization among
reaches was necessary; if a stream showed anyneeidd impairment the entire length was
considered impaired, even if it may only apply tocation of the reach.

Width-to-depth ratios were considered impaired wiiety exceeded values based on Rosgen
stream channel type (Rosgen 1994) as opposed RAGEISH/INFISH value of 10. Itis
important to note that width-to-depth ratios wob&lexpected to vary naturally by stream type
(Table 3-5 below) as opposed to the “one sizeaafltof the value of 10 from PACFISH/INFISH.
Even as described below from Rosgen (1994) whesarsttypes B, C, D, and F all can have
“typical” width to depth ratios of anything greatban 12, it is important to note that narrow width
to depth ratios are preferred over wider ones dueute of sediment through the stream system,
decreased stream temperatures, and increased paolexample a Rosgen C type stream with a
width-to-depth ratio of 15-18 is better for the aba@ttributes than the same stream where the
width-to-depth ratio is 25-30. The former aredhaf stream would have deep pools, would route
sediment through the system better, and would bewar for increase shade than the latter stream
reach.

Table 3-5. Typical width-to-depth ratios by stregme and potential successional changes within
the Southside Allotments Project AréR¢sgen 1994Rosgen 20022USFS 2001).

Stream | Typical Width-to- Possible Altered Stream
Type depth Rati6 Succession Scenarfos
A Low (<12) Very resilient to change
B Moderate (>12) B> G= Fb= B
C>D=C
Co>D2G=F=C
Mod. To High
C (>12) C>G>F> Bc
Co2G2F=>D=C
C=>G=2F=>C
D Very High (>40) P=C
ery High (>
Y9 D=2>G=2F=C
E2C22G2F=2C2E
E2G=2>F=>C>E
E Very Low (<12)
E=>G=>B
Stream Typical Width-to Possible Altered Stream
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Type depth Ratio Succession Scenarfos

Fo C

Mod. To High F= Bc
(>12) Fo>D=C

F2CoE

G2 F=C

G= F= Bc
GoF D= C
G2 F=2CoE

G Low (<12)

Effects Common to Action Alternatives

Implementation of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 woulddarce effects that are similar in trend, yet vary
by degree within a 0-15 year timeframe. Alternat®was analyzed under the premise that future
implementation would be similar to current implenagion. Thus, Alternative 3 would only

slowly recover streams that are at risk and nagfsatory reaches would remain static within this
same time period. This determination is foundetthéconcept developed by Platts (1984) that
livestock impacts to riparian areas and streammtlarare directly related to the amount of time
that cows spend in a riparian area and their stgottensity. Simply put, if utilization levels are
greater, the greater the risk that suppressioteof growth or damage to riparian areas would
occur.

Expected time periods for recovery would vary beain type and functional class. B-, C-, and E-
stream types that are already near-functioning (uelth-to-depth ratios, shade, and bank stability
only slightly above standards; Table 3-5) woul@lkexhibit recovery within 3-5 years under
Alternative 1, 5-15 years under Alternatives 2 dndnd >15 years for Alternative 3. Non-
functioning B-, C-, and E-type reaches would almwer within 15 years under Alternative 1, but
may take longer under Alternative 2 and 4, andéorsgill for Alternative 3. A-stream types are
generally very resilient to livestock impacts ahdit current impairment and recovery is probably
not closely tied to vegetative improvement. D-aRd G-types must continue to decline somewhat
as they adjust their pattern, dimension, and gadila new, lower elevation (Table 3-5) (Rosgen
1996). This would likely occur over a 15-30 yearipd under Alternative 1, 15-40 years for
Alternatives 2 and 4, and >40 years for AlternaBiven all of these scenarios, once equilibrium is
reached, proper vegetation (composition and exiemgcessary to maintain a stable sinuosity,
dimension, and gradient. Importantly, howevergfirames for all Alternatives are contingent
upon a spectrum of hydro-climatic conditions tmafudes both drought and flooding to re-achieve
stability. Climatic extremes may slow or accelenacovery in some streams and is dictated by a
myriad of site-specific factors largely outside gu®pe of this analysis.

Under Alternatives 2 and 4, the adaptive managestestiegy would obviate the need to prescribe
duration or stocking density at any set-level,datiher remove livestock when standards are
reached each season. Monitoring data would betosadjust annual thresholds for utilization,
streambank alteration, and soil disturbance. Gtarsi implementation, appropriate monitoring
sites, and prompt response to changing resouraitmo s would be critical components to
success under Alternatives 2 and 4. Despite diffes with implementation, utilization standards
under Alternative 3 are not believed to be congeranough to recover riparian vegetation,
streambanks, and stream channels in a reasonaelgériod (i.e., <10 years).
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Selection of Alternative 1 would not meet the pwgof continuing livestock grazing as would
Alternatives 2, 3 and 4. Alternative 1 would miwt need to improve [aquatic] resource
conditions most quickly among all Alternatives; &hative 3 would not meet this need. The
desired future condition of riparian vegetationeatn channels, streambanks, and water quality
would be met most quickly under this Alternativdelss quickly under Alternatives 2 and 4, and
most slowly or not at all under Alternative 3.

Alternative 1: No Action — No Grazing

Direct and Indirect Effects

Under this Alternative, direct livestock impactsréalband and steelhead trout populations would
not occur, nor would direct impacts to Columbiatsgbfrog occur. Larval and early morph
Columbia spotted frog successful attainment of direpage would be increased as vegetative
cover and prey increased and affects to overakkmguality were reduced. Trampling of redds and
alevin fish by livestock would not occur. Tranmgiof egg masses and metamorphous Columbia
spotted frog would not occur. Desiccation of eggsich may occur through the action of post-
holing would not occur.

Forest Plan standards and RMO (INFISH, 1995(a); PI&€l, 1995(b)) for aquatic species of
concern would improve in the following ways withihre first season: sediment entering the
channels associated with reduced riparian vegetéibon livestock access to the stream would
decrease, an increase in vegetation would supgditi@anal cover and potential increases in prey
species dependent on vegetation for food and brgedibstrate would occur. Research on the rate
of re-vegetation where livestock has been exclutediminated (Kauffman et al., 2004;
Kauffman et al., 2002; Dobkin et al., 1998) indesathat positive changes in soil density and root
biomass occur as well, allowing for greater wateregje capacity in the soils. Where more than
fourteen years has elapsed, bankfull width deceeadtbin the range of 10 to 20%, and pool
habitat increases within the range of 8-15% coeldiicipated (Magilligan and McDowell,

1997). Within the first decade, improvements tdtivto depth ratios and decreases in channel
entrenchment (Sarr, 2002) in combination with améase in riparian shrubs would begin
producing narrower, cooler stream temperatures.

Vegetation increases along streambanks would needradtable banks where existing tension
cracks along the banks occur because riparianaiblighrubs (willows, alder) increase within five
years (Kauffman, et al., 2002). Alternative 1 woptdmote the most rapid recovery in reaches that
are currently at-risk and not-satisfactory. Alegime 1 would promote conditions that would move
project area riparian areas towards full potential.

Wolf Creek riparian exclosure has been in placelibyears. A comparison between data
collected outside the exclosure in 2005 and ddtaated in 2006 within the exclosure indicates
that in the 2.06 miles surveyed in 2005, unstabtkb for right and left banks averaged 15 and
14.1%, while unstable banks within the exclosusaabank instability in 5.04 miles averaged 9.6
and 8.4% for right and left banks. Alternative duld most likely have similar changes to stream
habitats as a result of no grazing. There wouldrbicrease in the amount of riparian vegetation
retained at the end of each growing season thesziucing unstable stream banks. Vigorous
growth and expansion of riparian vegetation is rddd reduce width-to-depth ratios and maintain
water tables

The time period for at least partial recovery ahsdunctional habitat components could be
expected within a decade for streams that aredireear satisfactory functioning (see Table 3-6).
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All not-satisfactory or highly impacted streamse(3able 3-6) may take several decades to
recover. Where livestock were absent for more thenyears, shrub cover was 88% greater than
when livestock were present; this statistic wouldgest that riparian hardwoods, severely
impaired in most project area streams, could redpapidly to Alternative 1 (Kauffman et al.,
2002). Although improvement in bank stability améde conditions could show improvements
within the first five years following livestock reaval, an estimated ten to thirty years of
monitoring would be required to report measurabkenges in many of the habitat indicators
(channel features).

Improvement of width-to-depth ratios and bank ditgbivould result in overall watershed
condition improvements. However, where channetlt@ms are not-satisfactory (Rosgen D, G
and F types) active restoration plans would reraaiappropriate goal for aquatic species recovery.

Under Alternative 1, sediment deliveries to streaewsurring when livestock break down stream
banks would no longer occur; this Alternative wohést meet PACFISH/INFISH guidelines for
attainment of a “near natural rate of recoveryalimot-satisfactory and at-risk reaches. Some
stream types (specifically D-, F- and G-) would remtover any faster under this Alternative than if
livestock remained. These reaches must first gudeydrologic stabilization that operates
irrespective of livestock grazing (see Table 3+5sfame succession scenarios) (Rosgen 1996;
Bengeyfield and Svoboda 1998; Lockwood and Lockwt@®i3; Van Haveren and Jackson 1987;
Harvey and Watson 1986). Once they reestablisfopfpte sinuosity patterns and gradient and
sediment balance, then vegetation would exertagrafluence on channel dimensions. D-, F-, and
G-type streams would continue to decline underAliernative in the <15 year time period.

Several studies provide insight into the resultseafioval of livestock (Kauffman et al., 2004;
Dobkin et al., 1998; Sarr, 2002). Magilligan aidDowell (1998) compared conditions on
exclosures in eastern Oregon which had been negédriaom 14 to 30 years. Results varied by
site, but generally, width to depth ratios wereus!, and the number of pools was increased
(Platts and Nelson, 1985). The stream channelmiitie exclosure was deeper at low flow and
narrower at both bankfull and low-flow conditions.

There was evidence that some channel adjustméime iform of point bar formation and lateral
migration was occurring as a higher sinuosity aweekr gradient were obtained. Sarr (2002) found
that factors such as watershed stability, climatkdegree of channel incision affected the rate of
vegetation and channel recovery, and therefores gaclear indication of the amount of time or
order that recovery of formerly grazed sites wdake. Most importantly was that improvements
in channel morphology, riparian dependent spegegDobkin, et al., 1998), and soll
characteristics were improved and following 40 gezfrexclosure and restoration, a sparsely
vegetated sage brush meadow was returned to a esdaw system similar to what soil data
indicated was the original condition. This worksa@nducted on the Hart Mountain, Oregon
National Antelope Refuge characterized by cold @isithot summers and approximately 12 inches
of precipitation annually.

It is reasonable to assume and supported in #ratitre that aquatic habitat across the Projeat are
would move towards potential for shade, water duadind bank stability. Width to depth ratios
would be expected to decrease as vegetation retigsiabilized banks and provided the channel
with energy dissipating roughness, stream charedatdits would continue to improve for most
stream reaches.

Cumulative Effects

There would be no adverse cumulative effects temaality, threatened, endangered, candidate
or sensitive aquatic species or their habitats firmpiementing Alternative 1.
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Alternative 2 — The Proposed Action

Alternative 2 would promote stream channel recovell allotments but these rates would be very
different from one another. Streams that are ratgfactory would continue to be so, at-risk stream
would slowly improve, and not-satisfactory reaciwesild slowly degrade before showing
improvement where they are not geomorphically Behit A summary of effects under this
Alternative can be found in Table 3-6. Integralhis determination is the adaptive management
component which includes annual changes in staadmskd on monitoring information. This
monitoring would provide data to more precisely lienpent standards, determine existing condition,
guide administrative decisions, and provide infdiamaabout site-specific and reach-scale trends.

Direct and Indirect Effects

Every life history stage of Columbia spotted frilgm embryo to adult, has the potential to be
affected by cattle grazing. Spotted frogs dedtisiting egg masses that are not dependent on the
support of vegetation, so the simple removal ofaéigiand riparian vegetation by cattle is unlikely
to affect egg masses. However, egg masses caaneeged or suffer desiccation as a result of
trampling and post-holing. As larvae, spotted $rage restricted to the same aquatic habitats that
serve as the primary watering source for cattle.

Particularly important to larvae are changes inewgtiality that can result from cattle urination

and defecation as well as physical disturbancbhefitater. However, larvae may be positively
affected by enhancement of food supplies that reaylt from fecal deposits. Juvenile frogs may
be particularly susceptible to trampling becausgy tire not able to swim well enough to escape in
deep water, and they prefer moist areas next teniaidies, the same place that cattle congregate.
As adults, spotted frogs depend heavily on ripaviegetation for cover from predators. This
vegetation is a food and cover resource for tmsiect prey. Therefore, the removal of vegetation
through grazing may increase spotted frog vulnéitald predators and decrease available food
sources (Howard and Munger, 2000).

Grazing generally does not begin on any of the I&id¢ Allotments until June or later (after July
15" in Wind Allotment, South pasture). Pastures #ratused earlier in the season would have a
greater likelihood of direct effect to fish embrydevin and fry development. These early-use
pastures include Miles, and Sugar pastures in tbk &llotment, Bear and South in the Heisler
allotment and the North pasture in the Wind allaitméeTlhere is some reduced likelihood that
embryonic, alevin and fry could be affected by ¢néry timing of the Bull and Nichol pastures,
Wolf allotment and East pasture in the Heislertalent. Widow and Riparian in the Wolf
allotment, North and Bear pastures in Heisler altait and Wind allotment’s South pasture are
more certainly temporally separated from directactp since livestock do not usually enter these
until August. Adult fish are more mobile and tHfere able to escape trampling by livestock. In
late-season pools where fish remain isolated, hewehere is a potential for mortality when
livestock ‘keg up’ in these water sources. Theeerm fish in the Bronco pasture therefore there
are no direct effects to fish from use timing.

For Alternative 2, the trampling of red-band trawy occur because grazing is initiated during
that time when red-band embryos and alevin areldpiwvey and when young fry are vulnerable
(June-July). Similarly, trampling of Columbia sfmut frog eggs and metamorphs can occur during
this same time period. Under Alternative 2 therer® direct affects to steelhead trout because
livestock are excluded from Middle Columbia Rivezeshead trout spawning habitat from
February 15 through July 15.

The direct effect of implementing Alternative 2 idbe annual incremental increases in riparian
vegetation and soil conditions which could leadiproved riparian and instream conditions.
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These improved vegetation and soils conditions ditedd to direct reductions in width to depth
ratio’s, reductions in unstable banks, and increasehade. Improved riparian and channel
conditions are expected to result because a mosallarray of triggers would be in place to
monitor livestock timing, distribution and use mteAffects to stream banks and RHCA soils
would decrease because disturbance above the starmaposed would trigger changes in
management.

Indirectly, implementing Alternative 2 would leaalimprovements in channel conditions as
vegetation becomes established, as livestock-tetdfects to soils decrease and as the occurrence
of unstable banks decreases from the current leWglhin fifteen years, riparian shrubs could
attain the height and structure needed to attdficgunt values as shade, cover, allochthonous
input to support macroinvertebrate prey and akaxifig mechanism for sediments that may be
instream or entering the channel through overlémal.f As riparian shrubs attained maturity, bank
stability would greatly improve and be more resitieo natural disturbances. Greater cover
conditions for fish would occur both from shadimgldrom instream root masses and the
development of undercut banks. Shading would awgrwhich over time would lead to
decreases in summer water temperatures. As btatkize and shading occurred, spawning and
rearing habitat would improve. Additional decidsoxegetation would provide nutrient for stream
macroinvertebrates, on which fish and frogs rehféod.

Where vegetation is sufficient to trap sedimeritgasn beds that are incised (Rosgen G and F
types) may develop point bars that would beginpfoeess of rebuilding stable banks and, in
effect, narrowing the width to depth ratios whikinging the channel closer to its floodplain under
the best of conditions. This effect would requirenty or more years because the process of
trapping sediments and establishing successivelter areas of vegetation is akin to the concept
of ecological succession spanning several ageedags/egetation.

Cumulative Effects

There would be no adverse cumulative effects teatl@ned, endangered, candidate or sensitive
aguatic species or their habitats from implemen#ifigrnative 2. Cumulative effects are similar to
Alternative 1. While activities continue within tideainages vegetation management projects
currently have little to no direct effect on streahannels as shade, stream banks, and channel
configurations are protected. Upper Beaver withG-d€res of thinning in RHCAs and roads
within the project area probably have to most cuativg effect as they continue to narrow the
streams in places which has led to down cuttinghemnels which decrease bank stability,
decreases shade as riparian hardwood specied dimafcan cause width to depth ratios to be out
of balance for the natural stream type.

The District maintains an aggressive prescriptuadd treatment program. Recent research (Béche,
et al., 2005) indicates that fuels managemeniiarian areas can produce short-term (within the
year) changes in water chemistry, macroinvertelmaeposition and decreases in periphyton.
These changes are unlikely to pose major threatguatic species because of the limited sizes of
prescriptive burns, their short duration and lotemsities, and no ignition in RHCA and incidental
backing of fire.

Past management in the cumulative effects anadys, including timber harvest, a century of
historic livestock use, big game grazing, fire s@spion, wildfires, and road construction, have
resulted in areas of degraded riparian conditit/f®JA Forest Service 2001, USDA Forest
Service 1999). Many stream channels have widenddnaised, thus losing floodplain area and
the associated vegetation that depends on wettcargli Stream banks become raw with the loss
of soil holding root masses provided by willowsjges and rushes. As stream channel
morphology changes and degrades, loss of senping habitat is imminent.
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There are both beneficial and detrimental effegtthkse actions. Removing understory trees
mimics the low intensity, frequent fires that oaeuar before European settlement. Current
standards prevent harvest that reduces shade pmithieof not meeting RMOs. Generally, timber
harvest prior to the late 1980s did not vary treathwithin riparian areas, therefore cutting timber
up to the stream channel led to increased accestsetim channels for livestock and therefore
increases in bank erosion from hoof shear.

Road construction occurs in conjunction with timbarvest. Roads that cross or run parallel to
streams have effects on the channel and vegetaRonds alter stream drainage patterns by
confining the stream, reducing the area withinflbedplain, so floodplain interaction is disturbed,
stream banks have additional pressure on themosoaris increased and width to depth ratios
may be altered. This in turn affects riparian tettand its function. Roads also provide cattle
easier access to streams.

Restoration projects that have and would take phatten the project area have the potential to
produce short term (0-15 years) negative effectmtik stability, riparian vegetation and riparian
soils and may include: instream structure placer(tl habitat restoration), riparian

revegetation, large wood placement, cutbank revetmiparian exclosures, and large scale stream
channel reconstruction. In the long-term (15+ ggahese activities have the potential to improve
vegetation, water quality and soils by direct agation of restoration techniques to stream
channels and riparian areas, and by improving Hgdrofunction by replacing culverts and
decommissioning and replanting roads. These #eywhile incurring short-term costs would
ultimately improve watershed health, which in tuwrould be capable of supporting a greater
number and diversity of aguatic species.

Alternative 3 — Maintaining the Current Allotment M anagement System

Alternative 3 reflects current management of thregrallotments. There would be no change in
current uses, numbers, grazing systems, excepevamgrual operating provisions require them. As
it is currently implemented, Alternative 3 wouldprote slow recovery in all allotments and, in
some cases, not move individual reaches towarihattat of RMOs. Integral to this
determination is the belief that current utilizatis too high for measurable vegetative recovery
and that incised reaches must undergo hydrologmvezy, which is expected to take many
decades.

Direct and Indirect Effects

This alternative is the continuation of currentzing standards as set by the Ochoco National
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. Comghivestock grazing at current standards is
expected to perpetuate current conditions. Undeentimanagement, Forest Plan RMOs from
PACFISH and INFISH have not been met, althoughdsteds associated with those RMOs have
been met through changes prescribed yearly to fieeaiwhen RMOs have not been achieved.

Under Alternative 3, watershed and instream comfitivould likely remain as they are and on
their corresponding functional trajectory. Chammekrphology would continue to fail those habitat
conditions that have been identified as necesssiyetrecovery of anadromous and resident fish.
In general, most streams within the project areadegraded. While some streams may be in fair
to good condition, others are in decline; most domeet two or more standards.

The ecological recovery potential of at-risk and-satisfactory reaches, by stream type, is
described in Table 3-6. The rate at which theaehes move toward regaining appropriate width-
to-depth ratios and natural levels of streambastalrility would be slower under Alternative 3
than Alternative 1 or Alternative 2. This is exfgtdue to a higher utilization standard of up to
55% utilization in riparian areas (as long as skleight thresholds are not exceeded), which is
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expected to slow the growth of existing ripariagettion and slow stream channel habitat
improvement.

Current management of the Wind allotment’s anadisypastures would continue with an entry
date of July 15, when redds and alevins steelhead are no londeenable to direct trampling.
The North pasture (unoccupied habitat) would bel liefore the South pasture (occupied habitat).
Indirect effects from Alternative 3 would includeetloss of long term soil productivity on
allotments and specific areas that are in fairdorpange condition or which lack sufficient
vegetation. The current or an increased levebftransport and sedimentation would occur.
Downstream sediment loads would remain the sanwcogase, affecting the fisheries abilities to
spawn and grow. Forage potential would likely dase in areas in poor rangeland condition.
Riparian areas in poor or degraded condition weolatinue to incur unnatural rates of bank
erosion and require greater periods for recovestagdards set out in the LRMP and
INFISH/PACFISH. Riparian vegetation diversity wdwecrease or remain the same depending
on current site conditions.

Risks associated with maintaining the current man@mt is permitting the maintenance or further
decline of aquatic species and their habitatsea®trtemperature, shade, bank instability, substrate
vegetation would continue to fall below standareisby the LRMP, INFISH and PACFISH in the
short term (0-15 years).

Current grazing management practices have nottadjfisrage utilization levels to current
conditions, resulting in very low occurrence ofariian shrubs capable of producing shade and
unstable banks approaching or exceeding standémwtelerated soil movement on allotments that
are in fair to poor range condition would contini¢he short-term (0-15 years). In the long-term
(15+ years), this loss would depend on the ovéngjkctory of the reach. Those reaches/areas that
are on a slow but increasing trend toward recowaryld likely continue on that path. Those
reaches/areas that are currently declining wolkdylicontinue on that downward path. Riparian
areas identified as not-satisfactory and at-riskld@ontinue to show signs of soil loss and
limitations of woody riparian vegetation growth es$ they were addressed under separate
programs and practices. As soil and vegetationitond increased, the likelihood of increases in
headcuts and gully formation would increase.

Because of difficulties with implementation, utdtion standards under Alternative 3 (the current
management strategy) do not appear to be low enmugitover riparian vegetation, streambanks,
and stream channels in a reasonable time permd<il0 years).

Cumulative Effects

There would be cumulative effects associated wghitnplementation of this alternative.
Cumulative effects descriptions would be the samAlternative 2, but adverse cumulative effects
would take place relative to unstable banks thatlvbe maintained by the current grazing regime
and roads within the project area that confineastieand cause unstable banks due to their
proximity to streams. The current grazing reginzald not, in most cases, improve bank stability
ratings in the short term (0-15 years).

Alternative 4 — Modified Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Effects

Alternative 4 would implement the adaptive managetrs&rategy and standards described in
Alternative 2, with three additional permit moddttons to the Wolf and Wind Creek allotments.
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These modifications were identified through thepiieg process for the Proposed Action initiated
from December 15, 2005 to January 15, 2006. Tpregosals were identified to improve range
management in the two allotments.

Effects would be the same as Alternative 2 excaptife effects from the three modifications. The
components of this alternative are described belBigase refer to Alternative 2 description in
Chapter 2 for information on the adaptive managérsiategy and the standards that would also
apply to this alternative.

Modification 1: Wolf Creek Allotment — Widow Pastiivision

Alternative 4 proposes to divide the Widow Pastfrthe Wolf Creek allotment with an east-west
pasture fence, splitting the pasture roughly ifi. h@his action would create two pastures where
one currently exists. The northern of the two paest would be known as Widow Pasture,
retaining the current pasture’s name. The resultsuthern pasture would be known as
Quicksand, named after a prominent landmark irptsgure, Quicksand Springs.

Direct and Indirect Effects
Modification 1: Wolf Creek Allotment — Widow Pastiivision

The division of the Widow Pasture into north andthgastures would affect management on the
adjacent Miles and Bull pastures. Under currentagament (Alternative 3), livestock are rotated
through the three pastures for approximately 132 d&ull pasture is higher in elevation than
Miles pasture. The grazing strategy is for eadg af Miles pasture with later use of Bull pasture
because, as a higher elevation pasture, its rasgeirce is more palatable later into the season.
Presently, Widow Pasture is the third pasture engérmittee’s three-pasture rotation system
(approximately August 7 to September 20). Dividinigto a northern and southern pasture would
encourage use of the early-use lower pastures kQand and Miles) and reserve the new Widow
and Bull for use later in the season; in effea, ttiree-pasture rotation system would become a
four-pasture system. This would have the potetdiahove the current livestock numbers through
the pastures quicker and allow greater upland a¢igetutilization of the existing Widow pasture.
This strategy may improve upland forage utilizateord may reduce impact on riparian areas.

Streams within all three pastures are below LRMirIshvalues. Alternative 4 would incorporate
increased stubble-height and encourage more s#gfgpchanges on an annual basis under
Alternative 2’s adaptive management strategiesgetétion and banks associated with available
water resources (i.e. springs and adjacent stresuang oenefit from livestock presence for a
shorter duration, but this is largely dependenvanmables such as water year and actual livestock
behavior. Assessment of conditions within the Wigmasture was ‘functioning at risk’ (PFC,
2005), failing LRMP and RMO for shade, and in oeaah, bank stability, while Miles failed shade
objectives. Data was unavailable for Bull pasture.

Positive benefits could occur where greater comfdivestock use within riparian areas metered
out the duration, intensity and initiation of litesk grazing. Livestock generally enter Miles in
early June, rotating through Bull (early July) aidlow (early August) through the end of
September. The number of cow/calf pairs, the dMeragth of the grazing season and the location
of these activities would not change.

Indirectly, an impact to the habitat which may idpen individual fish or frog’s ability to over
summer decreases the population’s fitness to \sititskarge scale natural occurrences. Widow
pasture’s assessment is “functioning at risk”. yAating below “properly functioning” is not
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sustainable (Prichard et al., 1993), although Hs®eiated trend is important in those reaches
below “properly functioning. Changes as proposedeu this alternative would have the potential
to move the trend of this pasture towards propmgtioning because habitat elements of unstable
banks, width to depth ratio’s and shade would jikeiprove with this modification in these
pastures. Livestock would move through the soutpasstures more quickly, which could reduce
grazing pressure on vegetation and provide beitagé outside of the riparian areas.

General early season (here generalized as thraugt) Browse conditions may improve in the
southern pastures (Quicksand and Miles) becaussttiuk distribution would be more dispersed,
with greater use of uplands, at a time where bettural water distribution and moderate air
temperatures coincide. During mid-July throughehd of the grazing season, livestock use of
riparian areas could be heavier than previousiyhat remained of Widow Pasture because the
overall size of Widow Pasture would be reducedpjaraximately half of its previous area.
However, duration of the livestock within this pastwould be reduced. Livestock densities
would not change but area would change. Condifionsed-band trout and Columbia spotted frog
may improve in the Quicksand and Miles pasturesii®e of those adaptive management actions
(increases in stubble height, increases in mongoaind use of aquatic habitat surveys for the
purpose of range monitoring).

Modification 2: Wolf Creek Allotment — Riparian Ciolor

The Riparian Corridor on Wolf Creek is an approxienh,437 acre livestock exclosure located
along the upper reaches of Wolf Creek in the WoHeR allotment. The exclosure begins at the
crossing of the Miles/Bull pasture division fengeWolf Creek and follows Wolf Creek up to its
headwaters, connecting with the Wolf Creek/Roclkekr@lotment boundary fence to the north.
The exclosure contains approximately 9 miles olpéad red-band trout habitat and 417 acres of
RHCA. This pasture has been rested since arou@ tbAimprove fisheries habitat and water
quality (Martin, 1996).

Kauffman et al. (2004) compared ecosystem projzeaiieng the Middle Fork John Day River
system between one that had been managed forraldtaiivestock production and another that
had been excluded for 9-18 years. Earlier workuffaan et al., 1983) showed difference in
species composition between grazed and non-graesdagthin three years in a moist meadow
community. Measurable reductions in non-nativeciggesuch as meadow timothy and asteter
foliaceug occurred within two to three years in the absasfagrazing. Cottonwood saplings and
willows measurably increased within two years aflegure. Grazing pressure on seedlings was
reported to have produced non-reproducing comnasmamong alder, cottonwood, and willows.

This earlier report suggested that where grazirgtwaccur, early-season grazing was preferable
to late season use because the palatability amdiveivalue of riparian plants were higher than on
upland areas and would be preferred by livestdchas been recommended that fencing be
utilized as a method of protecting riparian resesrdivestock distribution short comings resulted
in up to 80% of total forage consumed by livestoakiing from the riparian areas. Where upland
forage utilization averaged 8-12 percent, ripaf@age was over-utilized (Gillen et al., 1985)
indicating that the preferential use of the RHCAlibgstock may require fencing or reduction in
numbers where animal units cannot be managed ucedtie amount of time within the RHCA.

Fencing is a direct method of altering livestocazing patterns (Bailey, 2004) and is considered to
be ‘passive restoration’ (Kauffman et al., 200Rpwever, reintroduction of grazing in previously
excluded riparian areas set the riparian habitelt bapre-exclosure conditions within a short
amount of time (Kauffman et al., 1983; Kauffmarakt 2002).
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Direct and Indirect Effects

Of the total acres that would be returned to pasise, approximately 417 acres are within RHCA.
There are 895.9 acres of slopes less than 35%Xhd &cres of slopes greater than 35%.
Livestock that preferentially use bottomlands woeiddtinue to do so; as slope increases, use
would decrease.

Returning the exclosure area to livestock use woegdlt in an increase in unstable banks and
associated sediment input, reduce existing riparggetation (decreasing shade), and would result
in widening of the stream (increase width to deptios) due to hoof sheer, post-holing and loss of
riparian vegetation within the floodplain. Antieifed effects to riparian vegetation and width-to-
depth ratios from bank chiseling (hoof sheer) aost{noling would decrease available shade.
While these impacts would occur it is importantit@lerstand that implementation of the adaptive
standards will maintain conditions with RMOs frolAEGFISH/INFISH.

Because the adaptive management strategy woulddféect should this Alternative be chosen,
the level of negative effects would be decreasedume effects would be addressed annually and
livestock would not be allowed to graze down vetijeteto the levels seen under the current
management strategy. There would be some additiamé instability although the amount is not
expected to mirror current management. There meagome loss of riparian shrub as livestock
gain access to young willows.

The indirect effect of returning the 1,437 acretaofl to active livestock grazing following
approximately 20 years of exclosure would negaiimpact several habitat values (e.g. shade,
riparian vegetation, bank stability) and removeragjmately nine miles of protected spawning
and rearing habitat for the red-band trout.

Based on available literature which documents Hanges in riparian habitat that occur following
the exclusion of livestock from riparian areas (Kauan et al, 2004), it is reasonable to believe
that baseline conditions for indicators such akistability, shade, substrate, pools per mile that
may have accrued during the 17 years of livestbsleace would decrease. The level of the
decrease and the amount of time that conditiongdveguire immediate changes in management
largely depends on the successful implementatidgheobdaptive management model, livestock
preference for micro-sites. Current unstable baviksin the exclosure (5%) would increase but
would not be expected to attain the current val&&4) found in the grazed reaches of Wolf Creek.

The body of literature documenting the differenicestream channel and vegetation and the effects
of grazing on trout and Columbia spotted frog iatkcthat returning the excluded area to active
grazing would decrease bank stability, increasédaunk conditions, fine sediments, and increase
non-native species composition (Kauffman et al33)9 Careful application of the adaptive
management strategy, consistent implementatiomppppte monitoring sites, and prompt
response to changing resource conditions woulditieat components to success under this
alternative.

Modification 3: Wind Creek Allotment — North anduBoPasture Season-of-use adjustment

The current management and pasture rotations vittleiWind Creek Allotment have a season of
use that is restricted from February"tBrough July 15. This restriction provides protection to
spawning steelhead from disturbance and protecfioedds until such time as fry emerge from the
spawning gravels. The Wind Creek subwatershed;wihicludes portions of the South and North
pastures within the Wind Creek Allotment, is ocatpDesignated Critical Habitat for the
Threatened Mid-Columbia ESU steelhead trout.
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Current management initiates grazing in the Noatstyre after June ¥%nd rotates livestock into
the South pasture after July"l&here grazing continues until the end of the gigseason,
typically in late August-early September. Alteimat4 proposes to reverse the rotation between
the North and South Pastures. The South Pasturtel\we entered at around Jund' #5d grazed
until July 15-38'. Grazing cattle would then be moved into the N&asture through the end of
the grazing season. Early season range use niagsbéor utilization of upland forage and
discouragement of livestock from loitering in rifzar areas.

Direct and Indirect Affects

Allowing range use of the South pasture prior ty 15" may directly impact steelhead adults,
redds and juveniles that may be present duringtogk use. Livestock may prefer to remain up-
slope where early-season grasses are availablehwidauld decrease the extent of affects to
developing steelhead.

Indirectly, spring use could result in better dizition of livestock, and reduce browsing pressure
on riparian shrubs (e.g. alder, willows, water bjravhich should decrease width to depth ratios
and unstable banks, and increase shade in thedamgas woody riparian species increase in size
and vigor due to decreased browsing. Utilizinganplvegetation may also reduce soil compaction
associated with livestock. Conversely livestocit timay be drawn to the riparian areas could
begin to utilize riparian vegetation earlier in #@ason and potentially cause increases in unstable
banks due to the higher soil moistures and incoeassceptibility to soil compaction and bank
trampling (chiseling).

The North pasture is higher in elevation and gdlyenas greater snow coverage when livestock
enter it. This leaves greater concentration @dteck to snow-less areas until melt occurs, which
encourages livestock to keg up wherever conditadlasv leading to uneven utilization of
resources. Changing the turn-out dates would rfiegstock into the pasture when snows were
gone and vegetation has several weeks’ growth. oAviilable forage outside the riparian areas
would ultimately decrease the amount of time ligektwould spend in the riparian area. The
adaptive management strategy would provide toofsde precisely implement standards,
determine existing condition, guide administratiisions, and provide information about site-
specific and reach-scale trends, which if propemiglemented would reduce this potential to very
low levels. Some channel instability would be irased earlier in the season than previously
occurred although major streams within the pastuag contain sufficient stabilizing features
(boulders) that could prevent lateral migratioriref channel.

While no one management approach is best fortaltsdbns, spring grazing has shown promise in
many areas of the western United States. The ¢w@tibn of succulent upland forage, cooler
spring temperatures, and near-by water sourcesigages a more dispersed grazing pattern
(Ehrhart and Hansen, 1998). Livestock grazing updeper strategies with controlled intensities,
timing, and animal distribution can permit grazimg of riparian stream ecosystems and foster
satisfactory results. Willows in riparian areaazgd in the spring are generally less affected by
livestock grazing than when grazing occurs latehenseason. Erhart and Hansen (1998) report
that riparian areas grazed in the spring usuals hess livestock occupancy.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects to Threatened, Endangered, @atelor Sensitive aquatic species or their
habitats from implementing Alternative 4 would limitar to Alternative 2.
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Table 3-6. Comparison by alternative of the re@tiates of stream channel habitat recovery over
a 0-15 year time period for the Southside Allotnmiergject Area.

Stream | Functional | ajernative | Alternative | ajernative | Alternative
Stream Type Class 1 ) 3 4
Bear Creek unknown AR N 2 > 2
Beaverdam C,B NS/AR NG ARZ | NSN, ARA NSN, AR7 NSN, AR7
Eg'r'lnggm A AR A A 2 A
Bronco C AR N 2 > 2
Congleton unknowr] AR N 2 2
Dry Paulina C,E AR 2 > A >
Heisler B AR N N 2 0
Miles A AR N N 2 0
Powell B AR N N 2 0
Rager ** F NS N N N N
oouth Fork A AAR A AR7 AR-> AR7
\’>|v(|)rr1t(? Fork B AR 2 2 N 2
Sugar Creek B,C AR N 0 7 0
Wolf Creek A B, C AR N N 2 0
\l)lvcz)rl';h Fork B,C.E AR ~ ~ 2 ~
East Fork Wolf B,C AR N N 2 0
Tamarack B,C A, AR, NS AR, NN ARZ, NSy ARZ, NN ARZ, NN
SUM 121, 47, 8N, 772, 1, o, 107, 8, 77, 1,
0>, N 3y 5,4y 3N

Table 11f1.These projections are speculative since data weavadable to determine functional
class. **Decreasing trend is a result of streaanciel current condition will continue to
degrade until it stabilizes and then will be an apivtrend. Upward trend in any
alternative will occur beyond the life of this docent.

Symbology. 1: Upward trend7: Upward, slower->: No change: Slightly downward UKN: Unknown
NS: Not-Satisfactory AR: At-Risk A: Satisfactory
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Forest Service Pacific Northwest Sensitive Plant Sp

ecies

There are no known occurrences of federally listedangered or threatened plants within the
analysis area. The Ochoco National Forest hashitat recognized as essential for listed or

proposed plant species recovery under the Endath@grecies Act.

Extensive surveys have occurred for vascular seagitants within the Southside Allotments
project area. Limited surveys have been conduotedonvascular plants. There are 17 plant
species on the Regional Forester’s Sensitive Spéese (July 2004) that occurs or has suitable
habitat within the project area (Table 3-7). Theeo species on the Regional Forester’s list ate no
addressed here due to lack of habitat (see thenB&imlogical Evaluation in the analysis file). Of
the species that have potential habitat withinSbathside Allotments, there are seven species
present. Table 3-8 lists the number of populateumd the total acreage summarized by Allotment.

Sensitive plant population data used in the analysis obtained from the Oregon Natural Heritage
Program database and District records. Guidarram@maging populations comes from species
viability assessments (see the Botany Biologicall&ation), the Ochoco NF Draft Species
Management Guide fa@Calochortus longebarbatugar. peckii(Kagan 1996), and literature. Other
species Conservation Assessments, su@ioagchiumSpecies on the Mount Hood NF, are also

used for management guidance

Table 3-7. Regional Forester's Sensitive Plantciggewith Suitable Habitat within the Southside

Allotments

Species

Common Name

Habitat

Achnatherum hendersonii*

Henderson'’s ricegrass

Low sage scabland

Astragalus tegetarioides*

Deschutes milkvetch

Ponderosa pine/juniper woodland

Botrychium ascendens*

Upswept moonwort

Open meadows/springs

Botrychium crenulatum

Crenulate moonwort

Open & shaded meadows/springs

Botrychium minganense

Mingan moonwort

Open & shaded meadows/springs

Botrychium montanum*

Mountain moonwort

Open & shaded meadows/springs

Botrychium paradoxum*

Twinspike grapefern

Open meadows and springs

Botrychium pinnatum

Northwestern moonwort

Open & shaded meadows/springs

Calochortus longebarbatus var.
peckii*

Peck’s mariposa lily

Seasonally wet, open ripadegas and
meadow edges

Carex hystericina

Porcupine sedge

Wet edges of streams and springs

Carex interior

Inland sedge

Wet edges of streams

Dermatocarpon luridum

Silverskin lichen

Submerged in perennial streams

Scouleria marginata

Margined black knotmoss

Submerged in perenniahstse

Thelypodium eucosmum

World thelopody

Western juniper/sagebrush

Table 11-1.U.S. Fish and Wildlife Species of Concern

Affected Environment

Suitable plant habitat for suspected and documesgeslitive species is extensive within the
Southside Allotment project area. Human use hiagtafd the project area through modifications
such as soil compaction and construction of roatig;h are effectively permanent. Other effects
such as erosion, dropping water tables, and desvitch as fire suppression and recreational use
are likely to continue, which may limit opportueii for achieving desired conditions.
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Many of the rare plant populations in the projeeaoccur in riparian areas. Some of these
riparian zones are in a degraded state due toadwaetors, one of which is concentrated livestock
use. One of the goals of the Southside Allotmeaojegt is to improve riparian function through
changes in grazing standards.

Environmental Effects

This section displays the direct, indirect and clative effects of the activities proposed for each
alternative. Direct and indirect effects are bamedhe Project Area, which contains Forest Service
Administered land within the Wolf, Wind and Heislsltotments. Cumulative effects are based on
the Project Area and the surrounding private anMBand. Species are grouped by habitat type to
those occurring within riparian areas (includingagiews) and upland areas. Short-term impacts
are defined for this analysis as those effectsig$ess than 5 years. Long-term impacts are
defined as those lasting more than 15 years.

Table 3-8. Documented Sensitive Plant Populatiotise Southside Allotments Project Area.

Allotment Wolf Heisler Wind
Species Populations Populations Populations Total
Acres Acres Acres
Achnatherum hendersonii 14 7 5 26
45.1 acres 34.4 acres 8.3 acres 87.8 acres
Astragalus tegetarioides 1 1
11.0 acres 11.0 acres
Botrychium crenulatum 6 6
1.4 acres 1.4 acres
Botrychium minganense 3 3
1.4 acres 1.4 acres
Botrychium montanum 6 6
1.5 acres 1.5 acres
Calochortus longebarbatus var. 16 5 21
peckii 216.2 acres 37.6 acres 253.8 acres
Carex interior 3 3
0.4 acres 0.4 acres
Dermatocarpon luridum 1 1
0.25 acres 0.25 acres
Total 50 12 5 67
277.3 acres 72.0 acres 8.3 acres 357.6

The effects of livestock grazing to sensitive pllaabitat and resulting species viability is based o

several data sources as being representative tdlbggisting conditions, including:

Level Il Stream Surveys (USDA 2001), which meadwsgeam bank stability and width/depth

ratios.

o Ochoco National Forest ecology plots (Riegel 20@4ich measured soil condition
parameters and plant species composition.
0 Range paced transects and condition and trend ptbtsh measured soil stability, ground
cover and species composition.
o Proper functioning condition surveys (USDA 1998jnalti-disciplinary approach to

assessing overall riparian conditions.

o0 Monitoring vegetation in riparian areas (USDA 2Q08hich measures vegetation
composition, woody species regeneration, and straakistability.
o Informal rare plant monitoring of populations arabtiat, and personal observation.
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Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 1

Term grazing permits in all allotments would beaaled within two years. All range
improvements and fences would be abandoned or reginov

This alternative would result in a biological ewation determination of “No Impact” for all
species. The elimination of grazing within theatients would provide security of sensitive plant
populations and habitat for the long-term viabibifythese rare species. Direct impacts of plant
consumption and trampling associated with livestasd would no longer occur. Sensitive plants
would recover from chronic herbivory, which woutkult in increased population density, vigor,
and opportunity to propagate.

Riparian Habitat

Riparian habitat for species including Peck’s masiplily, porcupine and inland sedge, the
nonvascular plants, and moonworts would benefinftbe No Action Alternative. Indirect effects
attributed to livestock include grazing-associatkdnges in species composition, noxious weed
establishment, and decreased soil moisture dugltosmpaction and lack of plant litter. All but
five of the pastures in the project area are cameitiat risk due largely to early seral species,
unstable streambanks and/or soil erosion. Majeasts within the allotments were assessed as to
overall condition using the Proper Functioning Gtad method (USDA 1998); most stream
reaches were found to be either in an upward toerstiatic. Eliminating grazing would help
improve the rate at which recovery would occurarZland Webster (1989) summarize that in
general, vegetation recovery after grazing elimamabccurs within 5 to 15 years for plant
communities in good condition. Some of the ripadaeas, including sections of Beaverdam
Creek and Sugar Creek, are close to meeting desiraditions; eliminating grazing in these areas
is expected to improve sensitive plant habitat with years. Areas that are at risk with a static
trend would recover from grazing at a slower ratsjond 15 years.

Riparian habitat must be in good condition to suppt@ble populations of rare plants. Areas with
an abundance of annual and non-native plants dbaidtsoil moisture and nutrients like deep-
rooted, sod-forming species such as native sedgg®s and shrubs. Stream channels that have
down-cut have lost connection with the floodpld&aving riparian plants lacking moisture
requirements necessary for long-term sustainabilityestock grazing is one factor that can
contribute to degraded riparian conditions, whitkuirn affects rare species viability.

In the very long-term (30 years) when plant commesihave met desirable conditions of species
composition, vigor, and cover and stream channgsiphl attributes are functioning normally, lack
of grazing may affect some sensitive plant habikdany of these rare plants are early to mid seral
species which require periodic disturbance and gpatight to thrive. Light intensity grazing can
keep habitat more open.

Upland Habitat

The No Action Alternative would provide the greateotection for sensitive plants and habitat
compared to the livestock grazing proposed in theraalternatives. Direct impacts to plants such
as trampling would not occur. Native plant comntiesiwould become more vigorous and recover
faster than with continued livestock grazing. Thisng with beneficial activities described in the
cumulative effects section (ex. Tree density reidugtis expected to help maintain long-term
viability of sensitive species.

Habitat for Deschutes milkvetch, transparent mitkkieand Henderson'’s ricegrass are less
vulnerable to grazing effects than riparian spedigsto habitat location and growth form, but they
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would also benefit from long-term (15+ years) remgvrom indirect effects. Indirect effects
include soil erosion and changes in species cortipo$o increasers such as yarrow, asters, and
meadow foxtail. Unlike the milkvetches and ricesgavorld thelopody is a highly palatable,
upright, showy species that is vulnerable to hentyiv

Cumulative Effects — Alternative 1

Past management in the cumulative effects anadysi, including timber harvest, a century of
historic livestock use, big game grazing, fire s@spion, wildfires, and road construction, have
resulted in areas of degraded riparian conditit/f®JA Forest Service 2001, USDA Forest
Service 1999). Many stream channels have widenddnaised, thus losing floodplain area and
the associated vegetation that depends on wettcarsli Stream banks become raw with the loss
of soil holding root masses provided by willowsjges, and rushes. As stream channel
morphology changes and degrades, loss of senplaw habitat is imminent. The key to
genetically diverse and demographically healthyptepulations is the maintenance of habitat
distribution and connectivity (Marcot and Murphy9P9.

Activities within the project area that have incertally added to the condition described above
include: Aqua, Brer Rabbit, Bottoms, Butte, Digpgaver, Dusty Well, Hat Springs, Hog
Wallow, Morgan, Ringsmeyer, Robin, Sugar, TNT, Toww#ind Creek, Windy John and Yuma
Timber Sales. Major activities under these actimeslisted in Table 2-1; page 12. These timber
sales occurred between 1985 and 2002. Precominiiciaing occurred from 1976 to the
present. There are both beneficial and detrimezftatts by these actions. Removing understory
trees mimics the low intensity, frequent fires tbeturred before European settlement. Harvest
helps keep the amount of overstory shade low, eglaompetition, and keeps plant communities
in an early successional state, which is benefioiaipland rare species habitat. Precommercial
thinning within Peck’s lily habitat and prescribledrning increases sunlight to the forest floor and
reduces competition.

Detrimental effects include soil compaction anddtesation of bare ground. Recent timber harvest
generally does not have direct effects to sengiaat populations because populations are
avoided. However, detrimental indirect effectarfrohanges in microclimate and soil compaction
do affect rare plants, particularly moonworts. &maily, timber harvest prior to the late 1980’s did
not vary treatment within riparian areas, cuttimger up to the stream channel.

Road construction occurs in conjunction with timharvest. Roads that cross or run parallel to
streams have effects on the channel and vegeta®oads alter stream drainage patterns by
confining the stream, reducing the area withinftbedplain, so floodplain interaction is disturbed.
This in turn affects riparian habitat and its fuaot It is speculated that Peck’s mariposa lily is
spread by bulblets moving downstream during higtem#iow. Roads, even temporary roads that
cross drainages can affect bulblet dispersal. Raad clear cuts also provide cattle easier access
to streams occupied by sensitive plants.

Various other small projects have had localizedaatp to sensitive plants and habitat, including
spring developments, riparian exclosures, campgtauculvert replacement, and fence
construction. A recent exclosure on a main trigutd Wolf Creek has resulted in increased cattle
pressure upstream within moonwort populations, iogugtensive utilization of vegetation, soil,
and microsite effects from “post-holing” by livesto This has had an effect on the populations
and habitat; there appears to be a species corigpositange to earlier seral species and invasion
by noxious weeds.
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The 747 Fire burned within the northeast part efgloject area the summer of 2002. The fire
occurred mostly in the North Pasture of the Wintbi#hent. In this area it was a high intensity
fire; herbaceous vegetation and plant litter wemesamed down to bare soil, and resulted in tree
death over much of the area. Vegetation has reedweell over the last three years, and has gone
through several successional changes. Despite solm@zation by non-aggressive noxious
weeds (mullein and bull thistle), and invasive pdasuch as cheatgrass, upland sensitive plant
habitat is expected to fully recover. Sensitivanplhabitat within the South Prong drainage will be
slower to fully recover due to soil sediment aféect

Present activities on Forest Service Administeaed lwithin the project area include natural fuels
burning and precommercial thinning, noxious weeatrad, and livestock grazing. The Hardcorner
Fuels Project began implementation this year withenWind Allotment. When completed,

burning will occur on 4,428 acres and understonyrting on 840 acres. The Runway Timber Sale,
which is a pine thinning of 62 acres within the Wallotment, was completed in 2007. The Rager
Wildland Urban Interface project proposes naturald burning and precommercial thinning on
4,000 acres adjacent to the Rager Ranger Statefer to the noxious weed report for detailed
information on noxious weed conditions across tlwraents.

The lower portions of the subwatersheds are mpstlately owned, with minor amounts of other
federally owned land. Most of the land base isfpeised for rangeland cattle grazing. Minor
amounts of land are set aside for irrigated hdgdie The amount of sensitive plant occurrence and
condition of habitat is unknown. Some large meado®as, such as along Beaver Creek adjacent
to the forest boundary, appear to be in good cmamgithere is an abundance of shrubs and other
riparian vegetation. Lower in the watershed, cletination and wide shallow streams are evident.
Noxious weeds are on the increase on private laath riparian and upland habitats;
medusahead rye is of particular concern. Medushisesn aggressive annual grass that has the
potential to seriously degrade the habitat of Hesw®s ricegrass, Deschutes milkvetch, and world
thelopody.

Future projects include herbicide spraying of nasioveeds across the Ochoco National Forest.
This effort is tiered to the programmatic RegioRréventing and Managing Invasive Plants EIS.
This Regional EIS gives Forests the ability to meeer herbicides; the Ochoco NF analysis would
be site specific for treatment of all weed sitegt@nDistrict. Having the ability to choose thesho
effective herbicide based on noxious weed specidgte ability to treat all known infestations, if
necessary, would reduce the spread potential oflsve®ther planned activities include the Upper
Beaver Vegetation Management project and the Sogggk Campground Vegetation project.
Sugar Creek will be implemented in 2008; Upper Beas planned for 2009.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 2

This alternative proposes different utilizationagtstubble height, and streambank alteration
depending on whether the pasture is considereatisfactory, at risk, or unsatisfactory condition.
The above management standards are generally eirictive than Forest Plan standards
(Alternative 3).

Alternative 2 would result in a biological evaluatidetermination of “May impact individuals or
habitat but would not likely contribute to a tretogvards Federal listing or cause a loss of viapbilit
to the population or species” for all sensitiveces with habitat in the Southside Allotments.
Livestock grazing has a two-fold effect on rarenpda 1) Direct physical impacts from plant
consumption and trampling, and 2) Indirect ecolafgimpacts through changes in habitat
microclimate and selective grazing that changesispe&omposition. Physical impacts result in
loss of plant vigor, a decline in reproduction, acgasionally up-rooting (Stoddart et al 1975).
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Indirect impacts from grazing pressure changes glagcies composition by favoring less
palatable species, reducing the cover of nativetpland allowing invasion by non-native plants.
Changes to soil surface characteristics also ogelasn et al 1997), including soil compaction and
related reduction in water infiltration, reduced $itier, and disruption of cryptogrammic soil &tu
(Stoddart et al 1975).

Mitigation measures are a part of alternative desighe measures proposed (see Chapter 2), such
as keeping salt blocks ¥4 mile away from sensitlaatdocations would somewhat reduce direct
effects to populations and habitat.

Riparian Habitat

Livestock grazing under Alternative 2 would imp&eick’s mariposa lily, porcupine and inland
sedge and moonworts. The Southside Allotmentgptajrea contains approximately 4% of the
global population of Peck’s mariposa lily. Diréeipacts to the plants occur from trampling and
consumption of the basal leaf. Grazing of the basd each year can reduce the life of an
individual by limiting the amount of photosynthateailable for bulb renewal (Fiedler 1987).
Intensive lengthy and repetitive grazing can alsange the microclimate of streams and meadows
in the long-term due to streambank disturbancé ceanpaction, and vegetation changes. Peck’s
mariposa lily appears to require a particular moestegime. The requirements of this condition
are not well known due to lack of study, howevesarkiations show that altering the hydrology of
stream channels is one of the largest threatstspbhcies (Fredricks 1989). Peck’s lily habitat
occupies many of the riparian areas within thetimémts. Some of these areas are currently not
meeting desired conditions due to poor streambaiklisy, lack of vegetative cover, and low
ecological indicator species such as arnica angoloisl bluegrass.

Peck’s mariposa lily does appear to tolerate sommeirngg pressure and there are indications that
grazing can facilitate habitat in a mid-seral sgst@nal stage that benefits this plant. However,
physical attributes of riparian areas need to lgowd condition for this effect to be beneficial.
Adaptive management proposed in Alternative 2 sidizgation and disturbance standards based on
range condition. Due to the current conditionasfgeland within the allotments, mostly in an at-
risk condition, all but five pastures (Miles, Bran&outh-Wind, North-Heisler, and Bear) are
expected to have more restrictive grazing standardsld have less grazing impacts and would
move towards desired conditions more quickly théterAative 3.

Grazing also affects moonweporcupine and inland sedge, riparian moss andrlitiaditat

through changes in microclimate and trampling. reclh effect of vegetative loss due to herbivory
appears to be incidental for moonwort; althoughesemoonwort populations, such as those on the
tributary of Wolf Creek along the 4290 road, reedneavy grazing pressure and consumption.
Repeated removal of the sporangia before dispeosdd reduce reproductive potential over time
(Beatty et al 2003). Habitat modification from zjreg also affects moonwort populations. These
species occupy rare, ecologically diverse habitatd,rely on mycorrhizal fungi for water and
nutrients. This mycorrhizal relationship is vegnsitive to changes in soil moisture, changes in
temperature and humidity, or light regime (Pota888). Changes to the grazing standards
proposed in this alternative are expected to résuitinor benefits to moonworts.

Porcupine sedge and inland sedge are palatablespboth direct effects of consumption and
modification of habitat through long-term indirexffects are threats to these species. Both require
a persistent water source connected to a wateg, thibe of channelization and out of balance
width-depth ratios. Less grazing pressure assatiatth Alternative 2 standards would benefit
these species in the long-term.
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Silverskin lichen and margined black knotmoss ass likely to be subjected to direct effects from
grazing. They are probably not palatable, howévsrpossible cattle could scrape the rocks they
attach to with hooves while watering in the stredrannel. The silverskin lichen site on Wolf
Creek is somewhat protected from livestock hoowestd steep topography surrounding the site.
Indirect threats to these species are those adtiamslter water quality — including chemistry,
temperature, level, and sediment load (Lesher. 20810). Aquatic systems are particularly
responsive to chemical stress.

The length of time livestock spend in riparian hatincreases the potential for detrimental effects
Alternative 2 would impart more stringent utilizatiand require greater stubble height in all but
five pastures in the project area, which is expkteresult in somewhat less time spent in riparian
habitat

Upland Habitat

Plant phenology is important when discussing gi@eiifiects. Direct effects to milkvetch are
expected to be minor. Deschutes milkvetch andsparent milkvetch are prostrate plants and
herbivory would be incidental. No grazing of teensitive milkvetch has been observed at the site
in the Wolf Allotment. Deschutes milkvetch occupferested and shrub transition habitat, while
transparent milkvetch occupies scabland habitattlécdo not tend to congregate in these places
for any length of time and vegetation utilizatiemiot usually detrimental. Upland vegetation
standards for this alternative are associated stitbb species; herbaceous utilization and
subsequent indirect effects of compaction are xpéeted to change.

Henderson'’s ricegrass is a small bunchgrass tltatr®on shallow scablands with little vegetation;
the greatest potential for impacts comes fromdisturbance. If conditions are moist, livestock
walking through these clay soils can cause chamgescroclimate surrounding individual
ricegrass plants, interrupt moisture flow, and cedinfiltration through compaction. This is
especially true for most of the Southside Allotnsesitea; scabland habitat is abundant, with 97%
of the documented ricegrass populations on thedistnd large quantities of suitable habitat.
Again, under this alternative, utilization and difiance is not expected to change.

World thelopody occurs on sparse, dry pine andogmslopes; probable habitat for occupation
occurs in the Wind Allotment on lower slopes draginto the South Fork of the John Day River.
This species is highly palatable to livestock, vahicay prevent plants from reproducing. Effects
to habitat are expected to be minor; cattle dospethd much time in these forage-limited
environments.

Cumulative Effects — Alternative 2

Cumulative effects of past, present and futurestoaetivities on sensitive plants and habitat hee t
same as those analyzed under Alternative 1. Awditifuture activities include the continuation of
grazing proposed under Alternative 2. Riparian apldnd habitat would not move toward desired
conditions at the same rate as with an eliminatidivestock. Grazing effects would continue to
incrementally add to present human-use relatedittons. Watersheds in the Ochoco Mountains
are spring-fed systems, the headwaters of whichramt National Forest land. Having riparian
areas in good condition in the headwaters is aliti@ overall watershed health. If a pasture is
considered unsatisfactory or in an at-risk conditddternative 2 proposes somewhat more
restrictive grazing standards than are currentlysie. At this time, five pastures are considered
satisfactory and the rest are considered at fislase pastures in an at-risk condition are expected
to slowly improve over the long-term. The propostahdards are primarily targeted toward
riparian areas; therefore the uplands are expéatedntinue in their current satisfactory statemeO
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could logically conclude there would be more grgzinessure in the uplands as a result of less
time spent in riparian areas. This could negatie#ect Deschutes and transparent milkvetch,
Henderson'’s ricegrass and world thelopody hahit#te long-term, while improving habitat for
riparian rare plants.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 3

This alternative is the continuation of currentaigng standards as set by the Ochoco NF Land and
Resource Management Plan. Continuing livestockiggeat current standards is expected to
perpetuate current conditions and would resultliokogical evaluation determination of “May
impact individuals or habitat but would not likedgntribute to a trend towards Federal listing or
cause a loss of viability to the population or $pgtcfor all sensitive species with habitat in the
Southside Allotments.

Riparian Habitat

All but five pastures are considered at risk. Tihdicates that vegetation is not at potential and
stream conditions are vulnerable due to cutbardedduts, and/or wide and shallow channels. The
physical conditions within riparian areas effeagemtion (Kauffman and Krueger 1984), and rare
plant habitat. Continued grazing impacts may dbute to affects on long-term viability of Peck’s
mariposa lily. This is based on current and prtejgdrends in riparian area function, which is
related to the survival of this rare plant. ThelidMdlotment contains several important
populations, one pasture (Widow) is on the low ehthe at-risk category for riparian areas due to
channel type. These are low gradient, meandetiegras of deep alluvium that are susceptible to
streambank width/depth ratio instability, resultinglowncutting (Andazola 2006). Loss of

riparian vegetation, an excess of early seral atiget, and declining wetted area next to the stream
channel results. This condition is expected tdidedurther if current grazing levels are
maintained, indirectly affecting populations thrbugss of habitat function. Wetted area within
riparian zones has decreased from incised streanmelts, decreasing the amount of Peck’s lily
habitat and therefore increasing the potentiaéftects from grazing.

Continuing current management standards is alsecteg to detrimentally effect populations of
moonworts in the long-term. These small fern-jikants occur in meadows and springs/boggy
areas adjacent to streams. Over-utilization cdeéhareas by livestock, such as observed on the
Wolf Creek tributary along the 4290 road, can cleasyecies composition from deep-rooted
perennial plants such as sedges and rushes towhalbted plants including Kentucky bluegrass
and annual forbs. This decreases the water hotdipgcity of the area, shrinking the size of
meadows, thus making both direct and indirect ¢dfewre probable. For moonwort populations
to expand, habitat must be in good condition witltonrhizal relationships, described under
Alternative 2, intact and present at the receivdnd of spore dispersal (Beatty et al. 2003).
Continued degredation of riparian habitat undeeriative 3 is expected to cause a slow decline in
moonwort habitat. This is not expected to affeetviability of these species due to their
widespread distribution and the small percentagetaf population within the project area.

Detrimental effects to porcupine and inland setgetmoss and silverskin lichen habitat is
expected under this alternative in at-risk pastutesg-term indirect effects to stream
morphology and riparian vegetation would contirfomn livestock’s role in cumulative impacts to
streams as a result of current grazing managenTdns. is based on the same rationale as the
effects to Peck’s mariposa lily habitat. As ripariarea function decreases, the amount of habitat
decreases and it is less likely to support rareispe Lichens are good indicators of water quality
and constancy of stream flow (Lesher et al. 20Q@ng-term indirect effects such as stream
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downcutting and changes to water quality througle$antroduction may affect nonvascular plant
habitat.

Upland Habitat

As in Alternative 2, direct effects to rare uplaspkcies is expected to be minimal. Maintaining
livestock grazing at current management levels htayever result in degraded habitat. Six of the
13 pastures are rated in an at-risk condition fdand vegetation, due to invasive species such as
cheatgrass and ventenata grass, amount of baredyraud decreasing amounts of palatable plants.
In the long-term if grazing management is maintdiaecurrent trends, palatable forage species
would continue to be over-utilized. This can regul two-fold effect: 1) species composition
would continue to change to early seral plant comities dominated by annuals and less palatable
plants; 2) cattle would have to range further tal fiorage, which is expected to cause more
utilization and trailing through rare upland spediabitats. In degraded conditions, native plant
communities are more susceptible to invasion byiexdants such as ventenata grass and
medusahead rye (Hann et al 1997).

Cumulative Effects — Alternative 3

Cumulative effects of past, present and futuresioaetivities on sensitive plants and habitat hee t
same as those analyzed under Alternative 1. UAliemative 3 riparian and upland habitat would
move toward desired conditions slower than witmaliation of livestock, or with the more-
restrictive standards proposed in Alternative 2azihg effects would continue to be an
incremental increase to present human-use relataditions, and improvement would probably
take more than 15 years, or remain static. Sepgitiant populations, especially Peck’s mariposa
lily, would be vulnerable to decline in numbers agbr in the long-term.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 4

This alternative proposes several changes to #mrg scheme, including:
v Allowing use in the Wolf Exclosure pasture
v" Adding a fence to split the Widow Pasture into astures (Widow and Quicksand)
v' Changing the Wind Allotment rotation to using theugh Pasture early season instead of
the PACFISH-related late season use.

The adaptive management proposal from Alternatiwe@ld apply to Alternative 4. This
alternative would result in a biological evaluat@etermination of “May impact individuals or
habitat but would not likely contribute to a tretogvards Federal listing or cause a loss of viapilit
to the population or species” for all sensitiveaeg with habitat in the Southside Allotments.

Riparian Habitat

The above changes would have an effect on ripaeasitive species habitat. The Wolf Exclosure
is a narrow pasture, 1,400 acres in size encompaapproximately 5.5 miles of Wolf Creek. The
proposal is to graze within the exclosure for 49sd@0% of the permitted time on the allotment)
with 40 pair of cattle. Livestock have not grazieid exclosure since 1988. Riparian vegetation is
in fairly good condition, with sedges and rushesthating the herbaceous component, and there
is good shrub establishment throughout. This Btrisaa narrow v-shaped canyon with a major
gravel road running parallel above the stream titieeelength. There are no documented rare
plants within this exclosure; therefore no dirdté@s to individuals would occur. There is habita
for Peck’s mariposa lily (limited), inland and popine sedges, silverskin lichen, and black
margined knotmoss. As this is a steep, confinetbmacanyon with slopes averaging 35%, it is
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likely that livestock would remain along the crebk& entire duration while in the pasture.
Observations elsewhere on the district (JacksorlQm& similar topography reveal that cattle trail
up and down the creek and do not attempt to ussidieeslopes.

There is a high likelihood that cattle grazing ttimfined area would cause negative effects in the
short-term from bank sloughing, soil compaction aedetation trampling. Long-term effects
include stream channel degradation, increased amnofibare soil, and reduced aerial extent of
riparian vegetation (Hann et al. 1997). The exaless a small area (<4%) within the allotment
that is currently unavailable for grazing. Allowid0 days of livestock grazing within 4% of the
allotment acreage, where use would be confinedatmpography, would result in detrimental
effects to rare plant habitat.

The proposal to separate the Widow Pasture by strwesst fence would split the large (8,700
acres) area in half. The pasture has a 1,000attvdifference, and the Permittee feels thatgusin
the lower, south end earlier in the year wouldvalinore control of livestock to utilize upland
forage before curing and reduce use in the ripaiaas. This would be a positive effect on Peck’s
mariposa lily populations, the bulk of which liethin the Widow Pasture. Less time spent along
creeks would reduce the possibility of basal leafstimption and trampling. Habitat for the other
rare species would also improve in the long-tertiass use.

The proposed change to graze South Wind Pastukeiredine season is also expected to be a
positive change for riparian habitat. This portadrthe allotment is lower elevation, and similar t
the Widow situation, upland forage becomes lesatahle in late summer, causing livestock to
graze along streams.

Upland Species

The proposed changes in this alternative wouldrésincreased use in upland habitat, which
could result in more soil disturbance and compactighin Deschutes milkvetch habitat.

Increased herbivory could exacerbate the at-riskypas into a downward trend through species
composition changes to less desirable plants astimore weedy in nature. It is unlikely this
effect would cause a decline in viability of thjgesies. As long as normal range-readiness
guidelines are used this change is not expectatfdot habitat of transparent milkvetch,
Henderson'’s ricegrass, or world thelopody, whicbun®n scablands. Scablands are not expected
to see a substantial increase in livestock use.

Cumulative Effects — Alternative 4

Cumulative effects of past, present and futuresioaetivities on sensitive plants and habitat hee t
same as those analyzed under Alternative 1. \Wélekception of the Wolf Exclosure pasture,
riparian habitat would move toward desired condgioore quickly than Alternatives 2 or 3, but
slower than with complete elimination of livestodRiparian habitat within the Wolf Exclosure
would be negatively affected by the introductionieéstock grazing in the long-term. This is
particularly true due to the cumulative impactsrirthe road running parallel to the stream. This
artificially confines the channel, and increasadiraent delivery. Many places along the road have
a steep fill slope bordering the stream terracecaBse of vehicle traffic and human activity, there
are many noxious weed infestations along the rdadddition, there are Canada thistle
populations within the riparian area itself.
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Summary

Termination of livestock grazing (Alternative 1)dspected to enhance rare plant species viability,
and move the allotments toward the desired futarelition faster than the other alternatives. This
includes desired conditions of upland and ripagkmt communities, and moving toward
removing species from the Sensitive Species lHsgiwever, this does not meet the purpose of the
project as stated in Chapter 1 of the EA. Livesig@azing under Alternative 2 would affect rare
species and habitat, while slowly moving towardmesconditions, and therefore ensuring rare
species viability in the future (>50 years). Mpastures are close to being in satisfactory
condition, and some have an upward trend. Comighgrazing as currently implemented
(Alternative 3) would affect rare species, and vatiee conditions are expected to remain static in
the long-term. Alternative 4, has several propogaswould be result in improved riparian and
upland habitat, however the use of the exclosuseupawould outweigh these benefits in the long-
term, making Alternative 2 the most desirable ferspecies.

Management Indicator Species: Primary Cavity Excava  tors

The Forest Plan identifies primary cavity excavdRCE), pileated woodpeckers and Northern
flicker species as Management Indicator Speciehdbitats and associated wildlife species where
shags and dead wood habitats are an importantréealtu assessing the potential effects of the
proposed alternatives, it was determined that tindge species using hardwood habitats and
hardwood snhags (cottonwood and aspen) to a latgatexould be affected by the activities
proposed in each of the three allotments. As sualy,the red-naped sapsucker and the downy
woodpecker are addressed in this assessment.sTiased upon literature descriptions of their
habitat needs, which is cited in the discussio@vieAll other PCE species, the pileated
woodpecker and the Northern flicker would not beatted by the grazing activities proposed
with this action.

Time Frames

Short Term — 0-5 years; period of time in whichedtrand indirect effects of grazing actions in any
one year would be detectable and measurable.

Mid Term — 5-30 years; period of time in which direffects would no longer be detectable, but
indirect effects would still be present; time frameavhich certain habitat components
for the following species would be expected to beetbped.

Long Term — 30+ years; period of time in which nedi effects are melded into and generally
indistinguishable from other cumulative direct andirect affects of other actions and
management activities.

Affected Environment

Red-Naped Sapsucker and Downy Woodpecker

Red-naped woodpecker populations appear to bstataliy stable across their range and downy
woodpecker populations appear to be declining adtwsr range for the past 26 years (Table 3-11)
based upon North American Breeding Bird Surveyrimfation (Sauer et. Al. 2007). Because of a
paucity of data in survey routes closest to thdyaisaarea (Logdell #69013 and Barnhouse
#69213) a summary of survey data for Oregon waseld@t for local trends in population of these
two birds. Declines in population trend of botlesigs for Oregon are shown in Table 3-9 for all
time periods except red-naped sapsucker from 19®6679. Until 1983, red-naped sapsucker and
red-breasted sapsucker were considered to beaiants of the yellow-bellied sapsucker in
many states, including Oregon, so no data wasatetlfor these birds. None of the trends are
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considered to be significant (P>0.5) except for dpwoodpecker from 1980 to 2006 where a
population decline of nearly 3 percent per year sigsificant at the 95% confidence interval.

Table 3-9. North American Breeding Bird Survey Tdéresults Range-Wide

1966-2006 Trends 1966-1979 Trends 1980-2006 Trends
Species | Trend* | P- | Number | Trend P- | Number | Trend P- | Number
value | of survey value | of survey value | of survey
*x routes routes routes
Red-naped| 1.08 | 0.308 274 2.74 | 0.496 49 1.51 | 0.104 266
Sapsucker
Downy -0.14 | 0.385| 2688 0.30 | 0.558 1357 0.51 | 0.005| 2547
Woodpecker

Table 3-10. North American Breeding Bird Surveyriddresults for Oregon

1966-2006 Trends 1966-1979 Trends 1980-2006 Trends

Species | Trend* | P- | Number | Trend P- | Number | Trend P- | Number

value | of survey value | of survey value | of survey

** routes routes routes

Red-naped| -3.03 | 0.572 22 -4.20 | 0.403 21
Sapsucker

Downy -2.43 | 0.102 46 -3.01| 0.482 13 -296 0.001 45
Woodpecker

*Estimated trend, summarized as a % changelyear.

**Because the trends are estimates, a statisesahtas conducted to determine whether the trend is
significantly different from 0, and results of ttest are presented as p values, indicating théfisamce of
the trend. P greater than 0.05 indicates that @lihgpothesis cannot be rejected and that thealtign
different from 0.

Red-naped Sapsuckers breed in higher montanedaedtmixed woodlands, particularly aspen
groves. It avoids woodland edges (Dobkin et al5)98 breeding areas, this species drills sap
wells in conifers, aspen or willow, and defend®astantly maintained network of wells from
other species and other sapsuckers (Walters 20@2). It also forages for insects, particularly
ants, when feeding young.

Most breeding activity takes place in May and Jdiypically, a single brood is raised, but the
species will re-nest following nest failure. Cauitgsts are placed in either live or dead trees.
Aspens are highly favored for nest locations, lagssickers will also nest in areas where aspens
are not present (Li and Martin 1991, Daily 1993¢aD trees are more often used in coniferous
forests (McClelland and McClelland 2000). In seVstadies, all or almost all nest trees were
infected with heartwood decay fungus (Crocket aaddtv 1975, Daily 1993, Walters et al. 2002).
Larger-diameter trees are favored for nesting. Sdme nest-cavity may be re-used from year to
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year, but more commonly a new cavity is excavatettié same nest tree, often higher up as fungal
infection spreads (Walters et al. 2002). In wirgted during migration, Red-naped Sapsuckers may
be found in a variety of lower-elevation habitatg|uding orchards and pine-oak and juniper
woodlands.

Preference for aspen habitat and avoidance of \@aoddddges makes Red-naped Sapsucker
vulnerable to any processes resulting in fragmemtatr decline of aspen patches. In Nevada, this
species disappeared for over a decade from thebeilRange due to aspen cutting and extensive
road-building for logging (Dobkin and Wilcox 198®&)egradation of woodland and montane
riparian areas over the past decades due to Inlegt@azing and fire suppression has reduced
available habitat (Dobkin et al. 1995).

Downy Woodpeckers typically inhabit broadleaved emgled forests, especially those with black
cottonwood and willow. They are also often founddgridential areas, along rivers and streams,
and in orchards, city parks, and even agricultarehs as long as there are sufficient trees nearby.
They are sometimes found in conifer forests aftertireeding season and especially in burned
areas. However, downy woodpeckers generally posfeiduous environments in contrast to hairy
woodpeckers, which may often be found in coniferfmussts.

Downy woodpeckers are common and widespread thoaigheir range and seem to have adapted
to human-inhabited areas. They can take advanfaggrond-growth and ornamental plantings,
which has resulted in greater numbers of downy tiary woodpeckers in the highly populated
zones of western Oregon. There are three recogsi#especies in Oregon: those found in the far
eastern portions of the state, those found aloag#stern slopes of the Cascades, and those found
in western Oregon. Although the North Americandgliag Bird Survey information shows downy
woodpeckers in population decline, anecdotal literasources relate this bird as having stable or
even increasing populations. Population declimesatso anecdotally attributed to timber harvest
practices of reducing snag habitat by many liteeasources.

A little over 70 individual aspen sites exist ire tAroject Area in small patches of less than %4 acre
to several acres in size totaling approximateha@®s. They are generally mature or over mature
trees with limited to non-existent reproductiortie understory. Suitable nesting habitat is presen
and often utilized by red-naped sapsuckers and gevaodpeckers. Each allotment contains
some aspen habitat in the form of scattered patlbeg stream channels and with upland seeps
and springs. They are widely scattered and gdgeatalnot contribute to a larger hardwood habitat
feature. Individual patches may support a pasapfsuckers or woodpeckers, but birds are likely
to rely upon adjacent hardwood (alder and willoas)l conifer habitats to meet foraging needs. In
most cases there are not enough larger aspertdreepport foraging needs for these species.

Cottonwood habitat occurs on 13-17 sites in thgeletd\rea totaling approximately 3 acres.
Individual sites are often composed of a singleeseral individual trees. Individual trees may
provide suitable nesting habitat, however foradiabitat provided by surrounding hardwoods and
conifers would be required for these trees to bized. Individual stands do not contain enough
trees to sustain foraging needs for local poputatiol hese habitats do not contribute measurably
to either species’ populations.

Conifer habitats may provide some habitat needseiinaped sapsuckers and downy
woodpeckers in the Project Area. Sighting recimdgcate both species are present.
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Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 1
Red-Naped Sapsucker and Downy Woodpecker

The primary effects of Alternative 1 on habitat foe red-naped sapsucker and downy woodpecker
would be in an increase in aspen and cottonwoaditeent due to the lack of grazing on aspen
and cottonwood sprouts and seedlings. Studiegighinoring forests comparing excluded and
non-excluded aspen sites show a measurable difieiarsucker recruitment between areas grazed
by cattle and areas excluded from cattle graziraptCand Vavra 2003).

In the short term, increased sprouting of seedlamgbsuckers would be anticipated for aspen in
existing stands. The extent of increase woulddgeddent upon the level of browsing by wild
ungulates. Existing nesting habitat would remaiohanged.

Cottonwood may experience additional sproutingegdiing development, but would likely be less
dramatic than with aspen due to the limited extérnits distribution. Individual seedlings may be
noted in the short term. Existing nesting haltatld remain unchanged.

The effects to the red-naped sapsucker and dowogpecker nesting and foraging habitat would
be minimal. Acres of suitable habitat would bey&dy unchanged and the quality of snags and live
nesting trees would be largely unchanged.

Mid Term

In the mid term, aspen habitat would be expectezkpand and increase in size (area covered), age
class and age diversity, and diversity of strucinrthe middle and lower canopies. This increase
assumes a return of natural disturbance regimeh,asuifire, to the forests. Additional sapling,

pole, and small log sized aspen trees would devaltpe mid term. Results documented by Cobb
and Vavra (2003) indicate the possibility of inges of the magnitude of hundreds to thousands of
aspen stems per acre developing with the reduoti@bsence of browsing pressure. Total number
of aspen habitats and communities would remainamgéd. With no resumption of disturbance
factors, it is likely that there would be a contdudecline in habitat extent, even with no livektoc
grazing.

In cottonwood habitats, habitat changes would bg #igamatic. New, individual sapling and pole
sized cottonwood trees would be anticipated invitbimity of existing cottonwood trees. However,
this may only be of the magnitude of one to seviediVidual trees per existing site. New sites
may begin to develop as seedlings sprout away thenparent trees. Such new habitats would not
be available for cavity excavators until late itlie mid term.

The effects to the red-naped sapsucker and dowogdpeaxker would be measurable in the later
mid-term, given the disturbance assumption. Thstiey conditions of nesting and foraging

habitat would improve later in the mid term as éarggees develop from saplings and sprouts. As
developing saplings and small trees increase &) additional foraging and nesting habitats would
increase. Acres of suitable habitat would gragualtrease in the aspen habitats in the absence of
cattle browsing. The extent of expansion would/\@@tween individual stands, depending upon
other limiting factors, such as the area of riparidluence, soil conditions, and the extent ofrdee
and elk browsing. The increase in suitable haltitabugh access to more nesting trees and snags,
and foraging areas, however, may not measurablgrekthe populations of these species in the
mid term.
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While more nesting and foraging habitats would \elable, it would not come through dramatic
expansion of habitat. Thus, territorial interani@nd other limits on populations may limit the
number of new reproducing pairs supported by tkbaeges. Marshall et al. report densities of
red-naped sapsuckers in hardwood habitats ashas3thirds per 100 acres (2003). They also
report downy woodpecker densities in hardwood bébis 3.6 pairs per 100 acres (Marshall et al.
2003). Because of the relatively low densitieséhgpecies seem to tolerate, it would take
dramatic increases in suitable habitat to incré@seumbers of individuals or pairs that the prbjec
area would be able to support. That would not patthe mid term. Habitat quality for existing
pairs would improve, but habitat for more pairs Wiouot be available.

Long Term

In the long term, continued development of stanacsire and stand size would be expected in
existing aspen stands, within the limitations @ Habitat, and assuming a return of natural
disturbance processes and browsing pressure of tyelates. By this time frame, additional
nesting and foraging trees and snags would be mresthese aspen stands. Individual
stands/aspen habitats would not increase acrogsdject area; existing habitats would develop
and mature into higher quality habitat.

In the cottonwood, a measurable increase in indalittees would be noted. However, it would
not be dramatic, or result in effective changelsabitat conditions. Individual seedlings that
sprouted in the short term would develop in sizeupport some nesting and foraging activity, and
serve as replacement trees for any lost pre-egistttonwood trees.

Effects to red-naped sapsuckers and downy woodpeekauld be similar to the mid term effects
discussed above, at least early into the long {80¥60 years). Habitat quality in aspen, willows
and alder habitat would continue to improve, prongdnore and better nesting and foraging
habitat for existing pairs of each species. Howgvabitat expansion would continue to be
incremental, without substantial increases in otdgarovide habitat for more breeding pairs.
Again, territorial interactions between pairs wolidit population expansion. Later into the long
term (50-100 years), continued increases in hatvigat occur such that habitat for more pairs
would be available. That, however, would be depaehdpon other forces and habitat limitations
outside cattle grazing. Limitations on habitatdion (riparian conifer habitat, changes to stream
channel morphology, capability of the landscapey pre&vent meaningful expansion of habitat
such that populations for these species increAgain, habitat quality would improve, but overall
habitat availability to support additional pairsymet occur.

Cumulative Effects — Alternative 1

Under Alternative 1, there would be no federalacto add effects to the environment within the
Project Area. The following discussion describesdonsequences of the No Action alternative.

The absence of grazing would reverse some of feetsfdescribed above, as the absence of
herbivory would increase reproductive effort ofsxig aspen and cottonwood habitats. Since
aspen and cottonwood are both early successioaalesp allowing natural disturbance processes
to occur (especially fire) will ultimately deterngifmow much improvement in hardwood habitat
will occur. Improvements to stream channel habiabuld also improve habitat for aspen and
cottonwood. In absence of livestock impactingastreehannel characteristics in some reaches of
the Project Area, recovery of stream channel fonctind elevation of water tables would improve
potential habitat conditions, and may result inagon of aspen and cottonwood habitat.
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With improvement to aspen and cottonwood habitéhénabsence of cattle grazing and the
diminishing of cumulative effects on those habittite cumulative effects to red-naped sapsuckers
and downy woodpeckers would also diminish. Grataprovements to habitat condition
described in the direct and indirect effects sectiould improve habitat for the species.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 2
Red-Naped Sapsucker and Downy Woodpecker

Alternative 2 would continue grazing of livestoakder the adaptive management approach
described in Chapter 2 of the EA. The Standardsrit&d in Table 2-2 indicate that utilization for
riparian hardwood would not occur (once hardwoadlzation by cattle was detected through
monitoring, grazing of that pasture would ceasethrdattle would be moved). For upland
hardwood species, Table 2-2 indicates that varguegls of utilization of hardwoods would be
permitted, based upon the CPRR for each pastwethBse pastures rated as Satisfactory, a
utilization standard of up to 20% for hardwoods rhayset. For pastures rated as At Risk, a
utilization standard of 10-15% for hardwoods maysee For pastures rated Unsatisfactory, a
utilization standard of < 10% for hardwoods maysbe The EA identifies the CPRR for each of
the pastures in the Project Area.

Short Term

In the short term, existing stand conditions inemspabitats would be maintained as they currently
exist. Some new sprouting would occur, howeveay tlrould remain susceptible to browsing my
cattle. Monitoring protocols and the managemeandsrd requiring livestock moves once
hardwood utilization occurs may provide some rdlien browsing and allow suckers to develop
and grow. There are concerns, however, that nesutgpnear ground level may escape utilization
detection and continue to be suppressed. Uplamdist which make up many of the aspen sites in
the Project Area, would be susceptible to browsiDgpending upon the CPRR, up to 20% of the
annual growth on accessible aspen shoots couldovesbd. This would continue to limit new
stand development and the rate that it occurs.

Cottonwood may experience additional sproutingeediing development, but would likely be less
dramatic than with aspen due to the nature of tiepiroduction. Individual seedlings may be
noted in the short term. Existing cottonwood anenfd in stream channel/riparian areas, and thus
would find some protection through the utilizatimtandards for riparian hardwoods. New
seedlings would be less affected by browsing ingémeeral absence of livestock utilization

In the short term, effects to the red-naped sapsuakd downy woodpecker would be minimal.

The existing conditions of nesting and foragingitelwould be largely unchanged in the short
term. Acres of suitable habitat would be largetghianged, and the quality of snags and live
nesting trees would be largely unchanged. As destiabove, a measurable change in the number
of individual seedlings/saplings would be expedtedspen and cottonwood. However, such trees
would not be available for nesting or foraginghe short term, as additional time would be needed
for them to grow and mature and be available tedlspecies.

Mid Term

In the mid term, aspen habitats would be expectekpand and increase in size (area covered),
age class and age diversity, and diversity of atrean the middle and lower canopies. The extent
that stand expansion occurs would depend upontioeiiat of cattle utilization that occurs and the
suppression of new sucker development as a refdidestock grazing. In riparian areas,
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protections afforded by the management standardipfarian hardwood utilization would allow

for sucker development and stand expansion. Uosteise of new suckers may limit the rate
and extent of that expansion. By the late mid-feamme new aspen trees may be large enough to
provide suitable nesting habitat. This would depepon presence of heart rot infections or other
mortality agents. Total number of aspen habitats@mmunities would remain unchanged.

In cottonwood habitats, habitat changes would bg #igzamatic. New, individual sapling and pole
sized cottonwood trees would be anticipated invtbimity of existing cottonwood trees. However,
this may only be of the magnitude of one to seviediVidual trees per existing site. New sites
may begin to develop as seedlings sprout away thenparent trees. Such new habitats would not
be available for cavity excavators until late ittie mid term.

The effects to the red-naped sapsucker and dowogperker would be measurable. The existing
conditions of nesting and foraging habitat woulgiove later in the mid term as larger trees
develop from saplings and sprouts. As developapiisgs and small trees increase in size,
additional foraging and nesting habitats would@ase. Acres of suitable habitat would gradually
increase in the aspen habitats in. Continuedtlyesrowsing in the upland, as well as undetected
use in the riparian areas would slow the rate aff éixpansion, particularly when compared to
Alternative 1. The extent of expansion would viaeyween individual stands depending upon the
amount of utilization each stand is exposed tayasas other limiting factors, such as the area of
riparian influence, soil conditions, and the exteindeer and elk browsing. The increase in
suitable habitat, through access to more nesteggtand snags, and foraging areas, however, may
not measurably expand the populations of thesdespacthe mid term.

While more nesting and foraging habitats would Velable, it would not come through dramatic
expansion of habitat. Thus, territorial interani@nd other limits on populations may limit the
number of new reproducing pairs supported by tkbaeges. Marshall et al. report densities of
red-naped sapsuckers in hardwood habitats ashas3thirds per 100 acres (2003). They also
report downy woodpecker densities in hardwood baébirs 3.6 pairs per 100 acres (Marshall et al.
2003). Because of the relatively low densitieséhgpecies seem to tolerate, it would take
dramatic increases in suitable habitat to incré@seumbers of individuals or pairs that the prbjec
area would be able to support. That would not patthe mid term with Alternative 2. Habitat
quality for existing pairs would improve, but hatitor more pairs would not be available.

Long Term

In the long term, continued development of stanacsire and stand size would be expected in
existing aspen stands, within the limitations & kabitat and browsing pressure of cattle and other
ungulates, particularly in upland areas. By thigetframe, additional nesting and foraging trees
and snags would be present in these aspen sthamigidual stands/aspen habitats would not
increase across the project area; existing habitatdd develop and mature into higher quality
habitat. Those habitats that maintain effectivel@sures preventing or reducing browsing pressure
on new suckers would also develop and improve abbinditions.

In the cottonwood, a measurable increase in indalittees would be noted. However, it would
not be dramatic, or result in effective changelsabitat conditions. Individual seedlings that
sprouted in the short term would develop in sizeupport some nesting and foraging activity, and
serve as replacement trees for any lost pre-egistittonwood trees.

Effects to red-naped sapsuckers and downy woodpeekauld be similar to the mid term effects
discussed above, at least early into the long {80¥60 years). Habitat quality in aspen, willows
and alder habitat would continue to improve, pringdnore and better nesting and foraging
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habitat for existing pairs of each species. Howgvabitat expansion would continue to
incremental, with out substantial increases in otd@rovide habitat for more breeding pairs.
Again, territorial interactions between pairs wolidit population expansion. Later into the long
term (50-100 years), continued increases in hatvigat occur such that habitat for more pairs
would be available. That, however, would be depathdpon other forces and habitat limitations,
including cattle browsing. Limitations on habitanction (riparian conifer habitat, changes to
stream channel morphology, capability of the laageg may prevent meaningful expansion of
habitat such that populations for these speciggase. Again, habitat quality would improve, but
overall habitat availability to support additiomelirs may not occur.

Cumulative Effects — Alternative 2

The Cumulative Effects section for Alterative 1 clédses the cumulative effects of past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions in to@&rArea. Alternative 2 would contribute to the
cumulative effects of past, present, and reasorfabdgeeable future actions on red-naped
sapsuckers and down woodpeckers. Alternative 2dvesult in browsing of upland aspen
habitats, which would affect the rate of replacenzam expansion of existing aspen habitats. In
the late mid to long term, those affects woulddmized by populations of these cavity excavators,
when comparing to the effects of Alternative 1ha same time frames. Habitat expansion and
improvement would be expected even with the cunwaaffects of this alternative and other
actions. For the red-naped sapsucker and downgpemnder, acres of suitable habitat would not
change to the extent that additional reproductaiespyvould find available aspen and cottonwood
habitat in the project area.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 3
Red-Naped Sapsucker and Downy Woodpecker

Alternative 3 would continue grazing of livestockttte as it is currently managed and described in
Chapter 2 of the EA. The Standards described neT2-2 indicate that utilization for riparian
hardwood would not occur (once hardwood utilizatiyrcattle was detected through monitoring,
grazing of that pasture would cease and the cattldd be moved). For upland aspen habitats, a
specific standard for hardwoods is not identifiedhie Forest Plan. However, the Forest Plan does
discuss and set standards for shrub utilizatiod jtarefers to percent utilization of existing yasar
growth. Table 4-31 in the Forest Plan identifiesubland community utilization for satisfactory
allotments as 40%, and 0-25% for unsatisfactogtaknts.

Short Term

In the short term, existing stand conditions inemspabitats would be maintained as they currently
exist. Some new sprouting would occur, howeveay tlrould remain susceptible to browsing my
cattle. Monitoring protocols and the managemeandsrd requiring livestock moves once
hardwood utilization in riparian areas occurs megvgle some relief from browsing and allow
suckers to develop and grow. There are conceowgeVer, that new sprouts near ground level
may escape utilization detection and continue teuppressed. Upland stands, which make up
many of the aspen sites in the Project Area, wbaldusceptible to browsing. Up to 50% of
annual growth may be consumed with this alternatf@esen the existing condition and the
application of this management strategy since tredt Plan inception, it is unlikely measurable
improvement in upland aspen habitats would oc®ary little reproduction of upland aspen
habitats would occur. Exceptions would be thodstaes that maintain effective exclosures
preventing or reducing browsing pressure on newesgc
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Cottonwood may experience additional sproutingegdiing development, but would likely be less
dramatic than with aspen due to the nature of tlepiroduction. Individual seedlings may be
noted in the short term. Existing cottonwood axent in stream channel/riparian areas, and thus
would find some protection through the utilizatimtandards for riparian hardwoods. New
seedlings would be less affected by browsing ingéweeral absence of livestock utilization

In the short term, effects to the red-naped samswnkd downy woodpecker would be minimal.

The existing conditions of nesting and foragingitahwvould be largely unchanged in the short
term. Acres of suitable habitat would be largetghianged, and the quality of snags and live
nesting trees would be largely unchanged. As destiabove, a measurable change in the number
of individual seedlings/saplings would be expedtedspen and cottonwood in the riparian areas.
However, such trees would not be available foringgir foraging in the short term, as additional
time would be needed for them to grow and matucehenavailable to these species.

Mid Term

In the mid term, little expansion of aspen habitatslld be expected. Browsing by livestock, as
well as the cumulative effects of other actions Maontinue to suppress reproduction in these
stands. Some new growth would likely occur, howgetree number of suckers exceeding a
suppressive browse height would only work to replexisting trees, rather than expand the stands.
Exceptions would be those habitats that maintdiactfe exclosures preventing or reducing
browsing pressure on new suckers.

In cottonwood habitats, habitat changes would lemdess dramatic. New, individual sapling and
pole sized cottonwood trees would be anticipatefiénvicinity of existing cottonwood trees.
However, this may only be of the magnitude of ansdveral individual trees per existing site.
New sites may begin to develop as seedlings sprway from the parent trees. Such new habitats
would not be available for cavity excavators ulatié into the mid term.

The effects to the red-naped sapsucker and dowoyperker would be measurable. The existing
condition of aspen habitats would be maintainetthénshort to early mid-term, and decline into the
late mid-term. Over this time period, habitat thee species would decline as the absence of
replacement trees fails to replace older matureraap they die and disappear. Few aspen would
provide fewer foraging and nesting habitats fordpecies. Cottonwood trees may develop into
suitable nesting habitats; however, their limitedredance would not affect populations either
through expansion or maintaining of existing nurshgrpairs.

Long Term

In the long term, aspen habitats in the ProjecbAveuld continue to decline or disappear.
Continued effects of livestock browsing in the uglareas would prevent replacement of
disappearing mature trees; the smallest habitatddidae most vulnerable. Exceptions would be
those habitats that maintain effective exclosuresgnmting or reducing browsing pressure on new
suckers.

In the cottonwood, a measurable increase in indalittees would be noted. However, it would
not be dramatic, or result in effective changelsabitat conditions. Individual seedlings that
sprouted in the short term would develop in sizeupport some nesting and foraging activity, and
serve as replacement trees for any lost pre-egistittonwood trees.

Effects to red-naped sapsuckers and downy woodpeelauld be a decline in suitable aspen
habitat in upland areas. Riparian habitats walglelyl maintain current conditions, or possibly
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continue a general downward trend, depending upe®xtent of browsing that occurs and the
cumulative effects described below. Habitat fa& $pecies would decline across the project area.

Cumulative Effects — Alternative 3

The Cumulative Effects section for Alterative 1 clédses the cumulative effects of past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions in thg&rArea.

Alternative 3 would contribute to the cumulativéeets of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions on red-naped sapsuakdrdown woodpeckers. Alternative 3 would
result in browsing of upland aspen habitats, whiclild affect the rate of replacement and
expansion of existing aspen habitats. Upland aspemmunities not protected by exclosures
would be expected to decline and disappear inathg term, further reducing available habitat for
the red-naped sapsucker and downy woodpeckehellate mid to long term, those affects would
be realized by declining populations of these gagitcavators, when comparing to the effects of
Alternative 1 in the same time frames. Riparisgaarwould be expected to maintain their existing
aspen and cottonwood habitats.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 4
Red-Naped Sapsucker and Downy Woodpecker

The direct and indirect effects of Alternative 4ukdbe similar to Alternative 2, as the same
grazing standards and adaptive management stratmgy be applied. The primary differences
include the proposal to change the grazing rotatiadghe Wind Creek Allotment and to allow
grazing in the Riparian Corridor pasture of the ¥&reek Allotment as described in Chapter 2 of
the EA.

Wind Creek Allotment Pasture Rotation

The alternative proposes to change the pasturgamtechedule in the allotment. Presence of ESA
listed steelhead spawning habitat in the SouthuRasias precluded it's use prior to July 15 as per
direction from the Programmatic Consultation arelRnoject Design Criteria identified in that
consultation. The purpose of this restrictioroiptevent take of steelhead through the disturbance
of spawning steelhead and active redds. Currectlyle enter the North Pasture in early June, and
graze there through the middle/end of July. Afidy 15", cattle are moved to the South Pasture
where they would graze through the end of themter as conditions allow.

The timing of grazing has the potential to influerike effects on aspen and cottonwood.
Browsing of aspen and cottonwood by livestock gaiheoccurs later in the summer, as grasses
and other forage cure out and become less palat®aistures where late season grazing occurs
have the greatest potential for browsing of aspehcattonwood.

With implementation of Alternative 4, cattle browgiof cottonwood and aspen would decline.
Early season grazing would reduce the browsingspresby cattle in the pasture, and would
enhance sucker development and reproduction oftmdthiat types. The effect on these species,
however, would be minimal, as new habitats woultdb®created, only improvements to existing
ones. Cumulative effects of other actions andsaiets would continue to limit the expansion and
new development of additional habitats in the pastiExisting habitat conditions would improve,
and be sustainable for a longer time period.
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In the North Pasture the change in rotation tdeadaason grazing period would increase cattle
browsing of aspen and cottonwood. This would b&qaarly true in the upland aspen
communities where some browsing is permitted. d&éfevould be the same as those described in
Alternative 2, with the replacement of existing orattrees slowed, but not completely prevented.
Over the mid to long term, habitat quality and dtod would improve for the red-naped
sapsucker and the downy woodpecker, but no additiwabitat would result, and thus would not
allow for population expansion.

Wolf Creek Allotment, Riparian Corridor Pasture

Habitat for these species within the Riparian GnriPasture is poor. Nesting habitat is primarily
composed of conifer snags, mostly small diametadpmsa pine, located within the riparian
areas. Hardwood species present include willowlsadater, and possible some remnant aspen
clones and smaller individual cottonwood treeseféred hardwood nesting habitat is generally
not available.

This alternative would maintain the existing poabttat condition in this pasture. The stocking
levels, season of use, and length of use proposeattiwot be conducive to rehabilitating or
improving hardwood habitats for these speciesvolild be unlikely that this proposal would be
able to meet the standards prescribed for thisngtiwe pertaining to hardwood utilization in the
riparian areas given the timing, length of use, stodking levels described. Suitable habitat would
not likely develop in this

Wolf Creek Allotment, Widow Pasture Division

Habitat for these species within the Widow Pastsimor. Surveys for PFC conducted in the
summer of 2005 found very little hardwood habitathe pasture. Most existing hardwood habitat
is in the form of willows and alder. Scatteredexsplones are also present, though not abundant.
Evidence of historic cottonwood habitat, along vatsociated beaver activity, is present.
However, no live cottonwood trees were noted. Ak the Riparian Corridor Pasture, nesting
habitat in this pasture is provided by smaller ditan conifer snags.

This alternative would likely improve riparian htdtimanagement by dividing this pasture into
two smaller pastures. This would improve the gbith manage and move livestock in response to
seasonal conditions of forage and hardwood utibpgbressures. Existing hardwood habitats
would improve. However, it is unlikely this wouldsult in much change of habitat for these
species. The slow rate of change, coupled withatie of cottonwood habitat, and poor scattered
condition of aspen, would not result in measurablgnges for this species for the duration of the
project implementation. Other factors, includirier encroachment in riparian areas, down
cutting of stream channels, roads, and other fastould continue to suppress hardwood
development beyond any gains made in improved mgarnanagement.

Cumulative Effects — Alternative 4

The Cumulative Effects section for Alterative 1 clidses the cumulative effects of past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions in thg€rArea.
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Red-Naped Sapsucker and Downy Woodpecker
Wind Creek Allotment Pasture Rotation

The change in rotation of the North and South pastas proposed would result in cumulative
effects to the Wind Creek allotment. Indirect effeould be anticipated action, and thus
contribute cumulatively to the effects of otheri@as in the past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future. The cumulative effects couated by this alternative, however, would be less
when compared previous grazing practices and ther alternatives. As described in the direct
and indirect effects section, the indirect efféotsparian habitat would be reduced due to changes
in timing of grazing in the two pastures. In theugh pasture in particular, grazing pressures and
effects on hardwood habitats would be further reduand thus contribute less to the cumulative
effects of past, present, and reasonably foresedatiire actions.

Wolf Creek Allotment, Riparian Corridor Pasture

The grazing of the Riparian Corridor Pasture ap@sed in this alternative would contribute to the
cumulative effects of past, present and reasorfabdgeeable future actions. This pasture has been
in a “rest” state for the better part of the 1a8t16 years. This has worked to reverse some of the
cumulative effects of the grazing that occurredpto the pasture’s development. Reinitiating
grazing, particularly as it is proposed, would keeverse any gains in habitat improvement, and
continue to contribute adverse cumulative effezthé site. Habitat is currently poor in the

pasture for red-naped sapsuckers and downy woodpeand would not improve as a result of
these cumulative effects on the habitat.

Wolf Creek Allotment, Widow Pasture Division

This alternative would continue to result in cuntii@ effects to the pasture and habitat for these
species. The level of cumulative effects, howewauld be reduced when compared to previous
grazing effects and the other action alternatiiegproved management of what would become
two pastures would reduce the effects of grazingamdwood habitat, and thus the cumulative
effects on those habitats.

Summary

Alternative 1 would result in no direct or indirexftects to red-naped sapsuckers or downy
woodpeckers. The absence of cattle browsing wallbdv successful recruitment of suckers and
seedlings for aspen and cottonwood and over theariwhg term, improve habitat condition and
quality for these species. Existing habitats waddand to some degree. Alternative 1 would not
add to the cumulative effects of past, present,raadonably foreseeable future actions. The
cumulative effects of those other actions havetéththe quality, quantity and distribution of
habitat for these species, and would continue tscdoExisting habitats would be maintained, and
likely improve in the long term; however the cuniivie effects of other actions would likely
prevent development of new habitats with out add#@l management actions (planting, beaver re-
introduction, stream channel restoration).

Alternative 2 would result in indirect effects ®drnaped sapsuckers and downy woodpeckers
through effects to aspen and cottonwood standsiPtoject Area. Browsing by cattle would be
limited to upland stands of aspen, where up to 20%ew leader growth may occur. This would
affect the rate of stand improvement over timepeksstand densities would increase over time,
but at a slower rate. In the mid to long term,itamuality in the form of more foraging and
nesting trees would be available in existing habitd&xisting habitats would be maintained, and
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likely improve in the long term; however the cuntivla effects of other actions would likely
prevent development of new habitats with out add@l management actions (planting, beaver re-
introduction, stream channel restoration).

Alternative 3 would result in indirect effects ®drnaped sapsuckers and downy woodpeckers
through effects to aspen and cottonwood standseifPtoject Area. Browsing by cattle would
continue at current levels. Upland habitats irtipalar would continue to decline as cattle
browsing, combined with the cumulative effects thfev actions, prevent new sucker development
and replacement of existing mature trees. Oveg,tas mature trees die and are not replaced by
new production; individual habitats would declimslaultimately disappear. This would reduce the
number of habitats for these two species. Withetteeption of those habitats protected by
effective exclosures, upland habitats would comitaudisappear.

Alternative 4 would have similar effects to Altetiva 2 as described. Site specific difference in
effect would occur in the South and North Pastdith@® Wind Creek Allotment and the Riparian
Corridor Pasture of the Wolf Creek Allotment. hetSouth Pasture of Wind Creek Allotment,
cattle browsing of aspen and cottonwood would & reduced with an early season grazing
strategy. The rate at which the South Pasturadtabimprove and expand would be greater.
North Pasture, however, would see more cattle brmyzressure due to the late season grazing
strategy, particularly in the upland areas. Thisld slow the improvement of habitat quality. In
the Riparian Corridor Pasture, the proposal woetiilt in adverse effects to the few aspen and
cottonwood habitats in the pasture. Effects wdngddsimilar to those described for Alternative 3.
Existing habitats, unless protected by excloswesid decline in the short to mid term, and likely
disappear in the long term, reducing habitat fersapsucker and woodpecker.

Conclusions

Alterantivel would provide for the highest qualitgbitat of the four alternatives over the mid to
long term. Alternative 2 would continue and upwtieshd in habitat quality over the mid to long
term, but at a slower rate than Alternative 1.eAiative 3 would maintain existing conditions over
the short to mid term, and would likely result id@avnward trend in habitat quality and quantity
over the long term. Alternative 4 would be similamlterative 2, with the exception of downward
trends in habitat in the Riparian Corridor Pasturethe Wind Creek Allotment, habitat
enhancement would increase in a faster trend istheh Pasture, and slower in the North pasture,
due to the change in pasture rotation.

LRMP Standards

The alternative proposed would not affect direstipg densities for the red-naped sapsucker or the
downy woodpecker. Indirect effects to the spettiesugh effects to future snag recruitment,
however, would occur. Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 ldoneet LRMP standards in the future, as all
three alternatives would provide for future snagyugment. Nesting habitat would be maintained
or increase over the long term with these thre=radtives. Alternative 3 would not Meet LRMP
standards in the future, as cattle browsing woalttribute to the lack of replacement green trees

in aspen stands over the long term. Nesting habitauld decline in Alternative 3.

Desired Condition

Alternative 1 would best meet the desired condif@rthis red-naped sapsuckers and the downy
woodpecker. Alternatives 2 and 4 would also meggsred condition in the long term, but at a
slower rate than Alternative 1. Alternative 3 wibubt meet the desired condition for these
species.
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Migratory Bird Treaty Act — Migratory Birds

Affected Environment

The Conservation Strategy for Landbirds in the Nemh Rocky Mountains of Eastern Oregon and
Washingtor(Altman 2000) provides a basis for managementiderations, conservation

strategies, and specific species considerationsdoitats on the Ochoco National Forest and in the
project area. The conservation strategy identdight general habitat types, eighteen different
habitat attributes, and eighteen different land mingtatory bird species that service as indicators
of habitat condition for those specific habitat@ble 3-11 below identifies the eight general
habitats/habitat types/focal species that are ptésehe project area and have the potential for
livestock grazing effects.

Table 3-11 Habitat, Habitat Features, and Focal Species ot&won

Habitat Habitat Attribute [Focal Species

Dry forest Open Understory-Regeneration Chippingr&pv

Mesic Mixed Dense Shrub Layer MacGillivray’s Warbler
Conifer

Riparian Woodland| Large Snags Lewis’ Woodpecker
Riparian Woodland| Canopy Foliage Cover Red-eyed/ir
Riparian Woodland| Understory Shrub Cover Veery

Riparian Shrub Dense Shrub Patches Willow Flycatche
Steppe Shrublands| Patches Vesper Sparrow
Aspen Large Trees/Snags w/ Regeneration Red-NagesliSker

The red-naped sapsucker and the Lewis’ woodpeckeaddressed in the Management Indicator
Species Section for primary cavity excavators.agerefer to that section for more details. The
remaining species and habitats would be addressed h

The US Fish and Wildlife Service have also ideatlfa list of species that are of concern from a
population and/or habitat perspective. This Bshiresponse to a 2001 Executive Order signed by
former president William J. Clinton. Species asted by geographic area, called Bird
Conservation Regions (BCR). The project areapsasented by BCR 10, Northern Rockies
Region of the United States. A total of 28 spearesidentified on that list. Of those 28 species,
three occur or are suspected to occur in the grajea and have the potential to be affected by the
alternatives proposed. They are as follows:

Lewis’ woodpecker
Red-naped sapsucker
Brewer’s sparrow

The Brewer’s sparrow is a sagebrush obligate spegi¢h similar habitat requirements to the
greater sage-grouse and the vesper sparrow. Rotifects to Brewer's sparrow would be
addressed with the vesper sparrow.

Dry Forest — Open Understory-Regeneration — Chigggparrow: Dry and moist forest ponderosa
pine plant associations represent approximatelyd6acres of habitat in the project area and are
distributed through out each of the allotmentse $tand conditions and structure development of
these areas varies. Most of this habitat occuaspale to small saw log sized age development.
Many of these habitats have received intensivedsaand thinning treatments and are relatively
open in canopy closure. Thinning activity and asprescribed fire have worked to open up
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understory habitat conditions conducive to the oinig sparrow. Patches of reproduction are
scatted through out these habitats, at differexgest of development. Habitat is generally
abundant and well distributed for this species lzatuitat type.

Mesic Mixed Conifer — Dense Shrub Layer — MacGaljs warbler: There are approximately

258 acres of moist mixed conifer habitat existhanproject area. Habitat is scattered amongst the
three allotments, located primarily in the southemds of each. Additional habitat may be found

in Douglas fir plant associations above 5,000 féétbst of this potential habitat is located near
Wolf Mountain. Overly dense tree canopies are th@nfactor for the lack of shrub layer as most
understory species require sunlight reaching thestdloor. Also the most common shrubs in this
plant community such as Ceanothus form dense sttafssignificant fire events. To a lesser
degree, historic ungulate and livestock grazingggbmanagement, prescribed fire and other
actions may have contributed to reduced shrub sitwiézs in these habitats. Habitat condition for
MacGillivray’s warbler is generally poor or not gemt in the project area.

Riparian Woodland — Large Snags — Lewis’ Woodpeckey discussed in the MIS section of
effects, cottonwood habitats are limited in thegebarea. Existing habitats are widely scattered
and small, generally consisting of a single tréhirteen to seventeen sites are known in the
Project Area, and make up less than 3 acres dfttabitat. Large cottonwood snags are largely
absent in the Project Area.

Riparian Woodland — Canopy Foliage Cover — Red-eyesb: As discussed with the red-naped
sapsucker in the management indicator specie®redparian woodland habitat is relatively rare,
and in poor condition. Based upon field surveyl§ GQueries, and aerial photo interpretation, it is
estimated that there is approximately 413 acredgltifws and/or alder shrub and woodland habitat
in the Project Area. This is less than 1% of thgjdet Area This is based upon an estimated 22.75
miles of stream/riparian habitat occupied by wilkloand/or alder, and an average width of
riparian/hardwood habitat of approximately 150’. Hatofor the red-eyed vireo is limited in the
project area, confined to patches of habitat ajggrgnnial streams in each allotment. Distribution
in the project areas is generally poor.

Riparian Woodland — Understory Shrub Cover — Vedrkis habitat feature follows the same
theme of riparian woodland-canopy foliage coveritaab Habitat is poorly distributed, impacted
by past management activities including livestozing, timber harvest, alterations to riparian
habitat, loss of beaver, road construction, anteegion. Understory shrub cover is generally
lacking due to ungulate herbivory (including livesk and wild ungulates). Habitat for the Veery
is in poor condition and poorly distributed.

Riparian Shrub — Dense Shrub Patches — Willowsittfwer: This habitat also follows along the
lines of other riparian woodland habitat conditioff$e habitat is limited within the project area,
and that which is present is heavily impacted kst peganagement actions. Dense shrub patches
are relatively rare, and usually small in size mBaingulate exclosures contain high quality
habitat, but these are few and far between. Hafoitahe willows flycatcher has a patchy
distribution, with patches generally widely scagtbr

Steppe Shrublands — Patches — Vesper sparrow agwdis sparrow: The vesper and Brewer’s
sparrows occupy mountain big sagebrush shrub-stappenunities. These species are common in
the Great Basin region, located south of the pt@ega. Habitat within the project area is very
limited. Approximately 867 acres of mountain biggebrush habitat exists in the project area,
scattered throughout the project area in smalatedl patches. Individual habitats are fragmented,
with average size being 12-18 acres each. Matesie communities are a part of a ponderosa
pine or juniper woodland plant community (approxiena624 acres), and as a result encroached
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by conifers (see the greater sage-grouse analy#igsireport). This habitat condition is not
suitable for the Brewer’s sparrow, which selectsojpen, pure sagebrush shrub-steppe habitats.
The vesper sparrow, however, finds favorable habdaditions in these conifer/shrub-steppe
habitats. Habitat condition for the vesper spariogenerally good and distributed through out
most of the project area. The Brewer’s sparrowdmmoximately 243 acres of suitable habitat
present in the Project Area. Habitat conditiogaserally good for that species in these habitats,
but the habitat is not abundant or well distributethe project area.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 1

This alternative would not result in direct or iratit effects to land birds and Neotropical migrants
Habitat would not be further affected with the ladKivestock grazing. Some improvement in the
riparian woodland, riparian shrub, aspen, and mested conifer-dense shrub later habitats would
result with the reduction in herbivory. Continusetbivory by wild ungulates would continue to
affect these habitats and may limit them from r@agkheir full potential (Riggs et al. 2000).
Species dependent upon hardwood habitats woulsiosee habitat expansion, but it may not be
enough to see changes in populations or theirnloigiion, at least in the short to mid term (0-50
years).

Dry forest and steppe shrubland habitats likewisald/not be affected. Their existing condition
would be maintained with this alternative. Witle thck of livestock grazing, foraging habitat in
the dry forest habitats may improve with the insgemm leaf litter and resulting increase in insgects
and seed production with more of the grasses dpiwvejdo seed.

The duration of these effects would continue indedly unless the decision was revisited or a new
analysis was completed that authorized grazindneraiotments in the project area.

Cumulative Effects — Alternative 1

A variety of actions and activities have affectied habitats described above over time. Livestock
grazing, fire suppression, timber harvest and thoprtrapping of beaver and road construction are
likely the most significant actions that have aféecthese habitats. These activities have altered
riparian and upland habitat that has affected pleeiss identified in this assessment.

Livestock grazing has modified vegetation commaesiin the riparian and upland areas.
Particularly detrimental was the sheep grazingdlcatrred in the late 1800s and early 1900s
before grazing was actively controlled by the FoReserve and National Forest management of
the project area. Since then, grazing has switbioed sheep to all cattle livestock operations.
Implementation of increasingly stringent standardsr the past 100 years has also stopped the
rapid downward trends of these allotments, andmescases, reversed those trends into a gradual
upward trend in habitat function. In riparian &gaistoric livestock grazing has contributed t® th
decline of hardwood communities, changes in meautitat through the down cutting of stream
channels and lowering of water tables, changepegies composition and diversity, and
introduction and spread of noxious weeds. Withekeeption of noxious weeds, alterations to
riparian habitat have occurred within all riparemeas in the project area. The effects are
particularly acute in the perennially flowing stneasystems in the project area. Noxious weed
spread is limited in the Project Area. Furthecdssion is available in the EA.

Livestock grazing has also affected upland arease#ls Species composition, particularly in
regards to bunch grass and some forb communities alered in part by livestock grazing. This
is particularly true for the stiff and low sagedrnmmunities in the project area. Changes in
species compositions, from desirable to less dasispecies has resulting in poor condition
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ratings. Further discussion is available in the EAsome of the forested communities, historic
sheep grazing may also have influenced the incsgasstand densities and changes and tree
species compositions, particularly in the more mesnifer sites.

Fire suppression and the resulting changes intfetagcture and species composition have affected
land bird habitat as well. Combined with timbendesst, and interactions with historic livestock
grazing, fire suppression has, in general, allotheddevelopment of denser stands with
compositions leaning towards shade tolerant, fitelérant tree species. For land bird species that
select for those habitats, habitat quality and tjityaimcreased. Species that select for more open,
early seral mature habitats, habitat quality asstrithution declined. Fire’s role in the regeneyati

of hardwood communities, particularly in aspen, a@® disrupted and has contributed to the
decline in aspen habitats in the project area.

Willows and alder may be similarly affected in sopwgtions of the project area. Present activities
on Forest Service land within the project areaudelnatural fuels burning and precommercial
thinning, noxious weed control, and livestock gngzi The Hardcorner Fuels Project began
implementation this year within the Wind Allotment/hen completed, burning would occur on
4,428 acres and understory thinning on 840 adresome ways, these treatments would reverse
some of the effects of past fire suppression. Upger Beaver Creek Watershed, which covers
parts of all three allotments, is the next planranga for vegetation and fuels treatments. No
proposals are yet available, but implementationld/ékely occur in the next 4-6 years.

Timber harvest and thinning has altered forestéditéts. The general trend has been the decline in
larger, mature trees, being replaced by youngeseafestands. Stand densities are relative, and in
many cases, the thinning of those young standmadge them less dense. Species composition
has also changed and influenced by timber han&stilar to fire suppression, changes in stand
structure and species compositions of forest hiaitam timber harvest actions has affected the
species diversity, distributions and populationtaofl bird species in the project area. Sixteen
timber sales have occurred in the project areaimitte last 20 years, and include the Aqua, Brer
Rabbit, Bottoms, Butte, Dippy Beaver, Dusty Welgttbprings, Hog Wallow, Morgan,

Ringsmeyer, Robin, Sugar, TNT, Tower, Wind Creelkndy John and Yuma Timber Sales. A

total of 14,675 acres of forested habitat werecsdie by those sales. A variety of harvest strategi
were implemented including clear cut harvests, $smland shelterwood harvests, understory and
selective thinnings, and other similar actions.e TUpper Beaver Creek Watershed is scheduled for
vegetation project planning in the next two yewiith a likely implementation date of 4-6 years

out. No proposals are yet available for that plagarea.

The loss of beaver in the watershed has affecpediain habitat and the function of hardwoods and
meadow complexes in the project area. Declinéisarhardwood communities, exacerbated by
livestock grazing and fire suppression, can bébatted to the trapping and removal of beavers in
the project area. Likewise, overall riparian hatitinction, particularly in meadow areas, has
declined as a result of channel down cutting adrbp in the water table. This has affected the
vegetation communities that exist in the projeeaand thus the species of land birds that are
present. Beaver played a key role in maintainivgftinction of those meadow complexes by
stabilizing erosion, controlling stream flow in thering, and promoting bank stabilizing
hardwoods and sedge communities.

Road construction has affected riparian habitattion through the bisection of riparian areas with
fill and culverts, and confinement of stream chamm@vement in the flood plain. This, combined
with the above actions, has altered riparian hafitection and contributed to poorer habitat
conditions for a variety of land birds that usearipn areas.
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Alternative 1 would not result in cumulative effe¢t land bird habitat in the project area. This
alternative would terminate grazing in the propea, removing the grazing of livestock as a
disturbance factor that alters habitat conditiarddnd bird species. This would apply in both the
riparian areas and uplands. In absence of livegitazing, some vegetation communities would
change. Hardwood communities would see some ingpnewnt and expansion where riparian and
upland habitat conditions would allow and wild ulaga browsing did not continue to suppress
these communities. Habitats for species depengmnt riparian woodland and shrub communities
would likely see some improvement and expansidmis Would benefit those species and possibly
expand their populations and distribution in parti@f the project area. Some bunch grass
communities in the shrub-steppe habitats may a&stevelop and expand as well.

Mesic mixed conifer-shrub understory habitats wadd little change as wild ungulate browsing
would continue to suppress that shrub understorgldpment. Little change in species presence,
diversity, or populations for species, such asMlaeGillivray’s warbler would occur with this
alternative.

Dry forest habitats would see little overall chamgth out the cumulative effects of livestock
grazing.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternatives 2, 3, ad 4

Direct effects of nest disturbance and loss withdtock grazing may occur, although the extent of
that effect would likely be minor and likely immemable. Indirect effects to vegetation conditions
would occur with both alternatives. The followieffects are anticipated for each of the vegetation
communities reviewed:

Dry Forest The action alternatives would result in indireffects upon the dry forest habitats
utilized by the chipping sparrow. Effects wouldtbdoraging habitat. The level of effect would
depend upon the level utilization and season othesieoccurs in any one pasture and/or allotment.
Early season grazing, at utilization levels ideetifin each alternative, would reduce ground cover
that may affect the quality of foraging habitat fiois species. Reductions in ground cover may
result in lower insect abundance. Early seasorirgganay also affect seed production and seed
availability as forage. Late season grazing woesllt in much less adverse effects, as utilization
of these habitats falls off substantially latethie season. Grasses and forbs have generally
desiccated and are not very palatable to livestock.

Alternatives 2 and 4 would likely result in lowewekls of effects, based upon the adaptive
management strategy and the reduced levels ofdartligation anticipated for each of the
allotments. Forage habitat for chipping sparrolacutd be better with this alternative.

Mesic Mixed Conifer:The action alternatives would result in smalliiadt adverse effects to
habitat for the MacGillivray’s warbler and othemdliar species. Livestock grazing, cumulative to
wild ungulate browsing would continue to suppresisud hardwood and shrub communities
within the mesic mixed conifer habitat types (Riggsl. 2000). Habitat for this species would not
expand or improve since management activities wivichld significantly improve this habitat
(conifer thinning and prescribed fire) are not pdrthe action alternatives.

Alternative 2 has more stringent utilization stamigafor the utilization of upland shrub species.
However, it is anticipated that deer and elk wardthpensate, resulting in increased herbivory by
those species. This would result in little chamgepland shrub habitat conditions in these mesic
mixed forest types (Riggs et al. 2000).
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Riparian Woodland and ShrubThe action alternatives would continue to advgrafect riparian
woodland and shrub habitats in the project areare@tly poorly or non-functioning habitats
would not improve dramatically with Alternative 3lternatives 2 and 4 would result in an
improving trend in riparian woodland and shrub tethj as the adaptive management strategy in
this alternative would reduce utilization of hardwls and improve overall riparian habitat
function. Alder, willows and cottonwood commungti@ould slowly expand and improve in size
and age-class diversity. Given the relatively $siak of this habitat type in the Project Area,
effective changes would not be dramatic.

With Alternative 3, red-eyed vireo, Veery, and wills flycatcher habitat would either maintain
existing condition or potentially decline over timalternatives 2 and 4 would result in an
improving trend for habitat of these three speciBlse South Pasture of the Wind Creek Allotment
would see a greater improving trend with Alternatévas a result of changes in pasture rotation.
The Riparian Corridor Pasture of the Wolf Creelo&tient would have similar effects as
Alternative 3 under the™4Alternative because of the intense grazing thatldvoccur in that
pasture.

Steppe Shrublandsdlone of the action alternatives would result isasurable effects to existing
mountain big sagebrush shrub-steppe habitat ipritject area. These habitats comprise a very
small portion of the project area. Utilization é&wvin these habitats are generally low, primarily
due to early desiccation of palatable grassesand.f The physical structure of the shrub-steppe
habitat would not appreciably change. Grass arlisfand cover associated with them also would
not change appreciably. Habitat for the vesperBmegver’s sparrows would maintain in their
current conditions with implementation of eitheteahative.

The duration of these effects would continue sg las grazing was continued on these allotments
per the decision to implement either action altéviea

Cumulative Effects — Alternatives 2, 3, and 4

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable futtiomsaffecting hardwood habitats within the
Westside Project Area are described under the ativelleffects section for Alternative 1. All of
those actions are pertinent here as well, thougin éffects would be different.

Dry Forest: The action alternatives would result in cumulatgffects to the dry forest habitat
conditions described in this analysis. Livestotkzgng would continue to contribute to changes in
forest structure and species composition as itrhtee past. The extent of that influence is minor
is influenced by past, present and reasonably de@se future actions. Livestock grazing would
also continue to affect understory developmenta@mposition, particularly in the herbaceous
plant component, but also in the hardwood shrubispeas well. This would continue to affect the
guality of foraging habitat for some land birdsddhe quality of nesting habitat for others. These
effects would be cumulative to past livestock gngzfire suppression and past timber
management actions in the project area. The Evaimulative effects would be less with
Alternatives 2 and 4 with the lower utilization & expected with the adaptive management
strategy proposed.

Mesic Mixed Conifer:The action alternatives would result in cumulag¥ects to habitat for land
birds in the mesic mixed conifer forest habitale effects would come primarily in the
suppression of hardwood and shrub communitiesasetthabitats. Livestock grazing, as well as
changes in forest communities from fire suppresaiwhtimber harvest, have altered understories
in these community types. Continued suppressidhasfe communities would result in adverse
affects to land birds that utilize those habitatsrfesting, foraging and cover from predators.
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Although not a federal action, wild ungulate hedsiwwould continue to affect and suppress this
habitat condition in the project area. Little ditnce between Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would be
anticipated due to the compensatory herbivory ¢d wngulates.

Riparian Woodland and ShrubTlhe action alternatives would result in cumulatiffects to
habitat for land birds in the riparian shrub andwdland habitats. The presence of livestock
grazing would continue to suppress, and other afifset, hardwood habitat development, and
contribute to the cumulative effects on that featnfrthe habitat with Alternative 3. Alternatives
and 4, with the adaptive management strategy peah@dong with additional and different
standards for bank stability, upland shrub utilaatand herbaceous utilization would result in a
reduced level of cumulative effects on those h&bitdnen compared to Alternative 3. Upward
trends would continue, and perhaps increase invigiteAlternatives 2 and 4.

Steppe ShrublandAlternatives 2, 3, and 4would continue to conttéto the cumulative effects
of other activities on the shrub-steppe communitiglse level of effects contributed, however,
would likely be small because of the low level tfization and use of these habitats by livestock
grazing. Season of use of pastures (early v9.\Jadald influence the overall level of effect that
would occur, with greater cumulative effects ocicuymwith early season of use. Alternatives 2
and 4, with their adaptive management strategyneodified standards for utilization based upon
functional classification, would likely see an iroping trend in some habitats with increases in
some species types, like bunch grasses.

The duration of cumulative effects associated witkernatives 2, 3, and 4 would persist as long as
allotment permits were active and grazed.

Summary

Alternative 1 would not result in direct or inditexffects to habitat for migratory birds. The
absence of livestock grazing would improve hatwtatditions for each of the species groups
described above. Habitat area, however, may natawe dramatically such that measurable
increases in populations would occur. Those spatgpendent upon hardwood habitats would see
improved habitat conditions; however, dramatic egi@n of habitat would not likely occur. Other
factors, such as conditions of riparian areas, ¢atiwe effects of past activities, and deer and elk
browsing would likely preclude substantial hab&apansion. This alternative would not add to

the cumulative effects of past, present or readgrakeseeable future actions, and in fact my
reverse or lessen some of those other cumulatfeetef

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would result in indireffeets to migratory bird species through habitat
modification. All three alternatives would liketgsult in effects to riparian hardwood
communities. Alternative 3 would be the most adeewhile Alternatives 2 and 4 would have less
effect due to the adaptive management processelaasweduced utilization standards of upland
areas and the implementation of PACFISH/INFISH @&ads for riparian hardwoods. Likewise,
dry forest dependent species, particularly thoaerast on the ground, may be affected in each of
the three alternatives by the lack of or reducegktegion cover for nesting. Again, Alternative 3
would have the greatest level of effect, while Alegives 2 and 4 would have less effect due to
more stringent utilization standards. Similar eféewould be noted for the mesic mixed conifer
habitats, as Alternatives 2 and 4 would have uplardwood standards in place, while Alternative
3 would not.
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Desired Condition

Alternative 1 would better meet a desired condifmmmigratory birds in the Southside
Allotments. The absence of livestock grazing waulave habitats in all types toward a desired
condition. Other limitations, however, may prevadtachievement of desired habitat conditions
in the Project Area under any time frame.

Alternatives 2 and 4 would move habitat towardesirgéd condition in the long term (greater than
30 years). However, the rate of improvement waddess than Alternative 1. Further, other
limitations would likely prevent full achievement aesired habitat condition in the Project Area.

Alternative 3 would not move some habitats towardesired condition. Riparian hardwood
habitats in particular would not improve toward$esired condition. Upland habitat areas may
improve towards a desired condition; however, ttie of improvement would be the slowest of
the 4 alternatives.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act
All four alternatives would comply with the MigraoBird Treaty Act.
Other Wildlife Species

Rocky Mountain Elk and Mule Deer
Affected Environment

Rocky Mountain elk and mule deer are common larggulate species in the Project area, as well
as throughout the Paulina Ranger District and Oalida&tional Forest. The project area is within
the Ochoco Wildlife Management Unit managed by @regon Department of Fish and Wildlife
(ODFW). Current population levels and the managerobjectives for deer and elk populations
are listed in Table 3-12.

Table 3-12: Management Unit Objectives and CurRapulations for Rocky Mountain Elk and
Mule Deer in the Ochoco Management Unit, 2004.

Species Management Unit Objective Population
(2004)

Rocky Mountain Elk 2,600 elk 4,000 elk

Mule Deer 20,500 deer 17,000 deer

Rocky Mountain elk populations currently exceed tnanagement unit objective by 1,400
animals. The ODFW is currently reviewing big gamanagement plans, and may propose an
increase in the elk management objective for thBo®a unit. The management objective may
increase to 4,500 elk for the unit. In recent geatk populations have been as high as 5,000
animals. Mule deer populations are 3,500 animalsvib management objectives. Distribution
across the management unit and the project arggoity and dependent upon habitat quality and
disturbance factors.

The Ochoco National Forest Land and Resource ManagePlan (LRMP) contains standards and
guidelines for managing habitats for both Rocky Mtain elk and mule deer. These standards and
guidelines prescribe acceptable road densitiesercquantity and quality, and also provide for
sufficient forage to meet ODFW management objestiee Rocky Mountain elk and mule deer.
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Since none of the alternatives affect cover quamtitroad density, these habitat components will
not be further discussed.

Forage reservations were also decided in the LRMReet the state big game standard. The
specific use levels by livestock in order to reseforage for mule deer and Rocky Mountain Elk
are displayed in the description of AlternativeCBapter 2, Table 2-4. The utilization standards in
this table are taken directly from the LRMP.

All alternatives either meet LRMP forage reservatitandards, as is the case in Alternatives 2, 3
and 4 or exceed standards as in Alternatives 1.ditiddally, current Rocky Mountain elk
populations exceed ODFW management objectives ard deer populations are very near that
objective and it is highly likely that forage a\allity is not limiting population size. Over-want
survival of young mule deer is very low in this uand winter habitat on adjacent private lands,
hunting effects, and mortality due to predation prebably more important factors determining
present mule deer populations.

Fisheries and Aquatic Resources

Affected Environment

The entire South Fork John Day River and its sutersaeds are Designated Critical Habitat for
Middle Columbia steelhead trout, a threatened sgecThe South Fork Prong, Wind, North Fork
Wind, Congleton, and South Fork Wind creeks andwmeamed tributary to South Fork Wind
Creek are contained in this area. Steelhead hesre tbserved (one fish sighted in 2002) in Wind
Creek in the South Pasture of the Wind Creek aboitm Middle Columbia steelhead trout are not
documented in the Wind Creek allotment’s North piaest Steelhead do not occur in streams in the
project area tributary to the South Fork CrookeekeRi

The South Fork John Day River is 303(d) listedifgpaired temperature. None of the tributaries
to the South Fork John Day River within the projea are listed for temperature impairment.
Tributaries to the South Fork Crooked River inchgdlBeaverdam, Dry Paulina, North Wolf,
Powell, Sugar and Wolf creeks are listed (ODEQ,&200 emperatures in Rager and Tamarack
creeks are above Clean Water Act standards, bet iavbeen formally designated as impaired
(USFS, 2005).

Columbia spotted frogs were observed as late a5 @06ng field reviews conducted for this
project (Jim David, personal conversation MarchZZg)6). Suitable habitat for Columbia spotted
frog exists in streams, wetlands, seeps, sprindseservoirs within the project area.

Table 3-13 identifies species, status and occuerénthe project area for all threatened or
endangered and USFS Region Six Sensitive Speci¢isf@choco National Forest. Species that
do not occur within the project area are not disedsdn this report.

Table 3-13. Threatened and sensitive aquatic ap@dcurring within the Southside Allotment
Project Area.

Species Status of species or Within Project Allotment/Pasture
habitat Area?
Red band trout Sensitive Y Heisler, Wolf and Wind
Oncorhynchus mykissalmatian
Malheur mottled sculpin Sensitive N Not found within the
Cottus bairdii Project area
Columbia spotted frog Sensitive Y Heisler, Wolf and Wind

Rana luteiventris
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Species Status of species or Within Project Allotment/Pasture
habitat Area?

West Slope cutthroat trout Sensitive N Not found within the
Oncorhynchusialmati lewisii Project area
Mid-Columbia River spring Chinook Sensitive Y Wind
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha EFH
Bull trout Threatened N Not found within the
Salvelinus confluentus Project area
Mid-Columbia River steelhead trout Threatened; Y Wind/South Pasture
Oncorhynchus mykiss . Critical Habitat designate

Threatened Species
Middle Columbia River ESU steelhead trout

Steelhead trout have inhabited the Wind Creek dgarsince the 1960s (McMullin, 1999) and
includes both Wind and South Fork Wind Creek. iDift spring access and limited funding limits
survey opportunities.

Columbia spotted frog

Columbia spotted frog has been a Candidate spixiésting under the ESA since 1993 and is a
Forest Service Sensitive species.

R6 Forest Service Sensitive Species
Red-band trout

Red-band trout is a sub-species of rainbow trodtismvidely distributed through the project area.
Red-band trout habitat requirements are similather trout species; optimal water temperatures
are 54-64° F., but as a native fish, they are addiotthe region’s higher water temperatures. Red-
band may survive temporary exposure to 85° F. watbere cooler flows from seeps, springs and
tributaries provide thermal refugia.

Red-band populations within the Crooked River Bassmextremely suppressed, yet are some of
the strongest populations of this native fish speciPopulations are highly fragmented,
connectivity between sub-populations is poor due saite of factors including off-Forest water
diversion, agricultural practices, urbanization #mgtmal and physical barriers. It was estimated
that of the remaining seven percent of strong @tbinative populations in the Crooked River,
public lands are the physical and genetic refufihis species (Grover and Hodgson, 1999)
underscoring the importance of improving habitattfie species. Detailed red-band population
information is not available for the Project arézata from an adjacent watershed on the Paulina
Ranger District that similarly feeds into the CredkRiver Basin indicates a large reduction in the
population occurred between 1997 and 2003 (HodgX08). Very little data was available for
red-band trout populations within the Lower Soutink=John Day watershed, but based on habitat
data in the Wind Creek allotment, populations wdalte similar conditions.

The greatest factors affecting the fish’s life birgtwithin the project area are flow, bank staijlit
temperature, and by extension, shade. Flows ghdyhvariable within the allotments. Primary
runoff typically occurs between late-March and riMdy although ground water resources (base
flow) remain available in several project areaastne throughout the year. High reaches may
become dry. The lower reaches of Sugar, Powelllowj East and North Fork Wolf, North Fork
Wind, Wind and Rager Creeks maintain flow on FoBmstvice administered lands during most
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years, while Wolf Creek provides year-round habi@&rennial springs along several named and
unnamed streams provide isolated habitat for ffskadous age classes or supply thermal refugia
to streams that are otherwise temperature impé&orespawning or rearing. Occupied streams
within the project area are primary spawning aradling habitat. Should these resources become
unavailable, there is little to no downstream hatldapable of making up for loss of this habitat on
federal lands (Stuart et al., 1996).

Heritage Resources
Affected Environment

The Areas of Potential Effects (hereafter refetceds the Project Area) for Heritage Resources for
the Southside Allotments Environmental Analysistheeplaces where livestock congregate within
the boundaries of the Heisler, Wind Creek, and \Woéek allotments on the Paulina Ranger
District. Regional Heritage direction for largeakegrazing Annual Monitoring Plans (AMP) is to
concentrate analysis on those areas where livestwujregate.

The geography of the Paulina Ranger District cbatdd to its use over thousands of years by
tribal bands and also historically by Euro-Amerigai he southern half of the District borders an
interface between the lower grasslands below &yl the forested foothills of the Ochoco
Mountains. This interface was visited and usedroliy tribal bands for seasonal habitation and
both ecological areas were used for resource gatheBubsequently, today these areas also
reflect a high probability for finding the remaiokthis use in the archaeological record.
Interspersed in the forested foothills are rocksflupporting a varied population of traditional
plants, and also springs that afforded water amditng opportunities. Historically, these lower
foothills were an entrance way into the Foresigi@zing, hunting, and early-day homesteading
and logging.

The existing condition of archaeological sites witthe Project Area varies. Euro-American sites
(wooden structures, log troughs) are better preteagainst logging, livestock grazing, and road
building due to their location and structural qtied, however weathering from age and fires affect
their integrity. The majority of prehistoric sitedthin the Project Area have undergone decades of
disturbance to their surface and subsurface freeslock grazing, logging, road building, and
surface collecting.

The areas within the three grazing allotments wheestock congregate were analyzed for past
heritage survey coverage. All archaeological sitiéisin these areas were identified and analyzed fo
their eligibility to the National Register of Histo Places and for specific damage listed in thitér
records from livestock grazing. The following daias compiled:

Land within the three grazing allotments: 70,38@ac
Approximate acreage of land where livestock conatie@Project Area) within the
allotments: 693 acres
Total number of past Heritage inventories withia Broject Area: 10
Number of those past Heritage surveys adequaterésent SHPO standards: 4
Project Area land with SHPO-adequate past invezsgori693 acres
Land within the Project Area still needing Heritageentories: 0 acres
Total number of archaeological sites within theséhallotments: 72
Sites within the livestock congregation areas: 17
Sites within the livestock congregation areas weitorded livestock damage: 12
Euro-American (historic) sites: 0
Prehistoric sites: 12
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Of those 12 sites, those that have been evalaatédigible to the National Register
or are deemed potentially Eligible: 12

The types of specific damage mentioned in siterdscfsrom livestock include the following:

» The trampling and displacement of surface atisfawhen cattle congregate at watering places
(streams, springs, developed ponds, watering trsubley can break fragile obsidian artifacts
lying on the surface of the ground. Breakage eader these artifacts unrecognizable and
therefore useless to site interpretation and chogyadependent on typology of the artifact/tool.

In addition, the action of these animals congregatian displace surface artifacts from their place
of deposition, also making site interpretationidifft to impossible.

The trampling of subsurface artifacts: where saitseasily eroded, the congregation of livestock
can break and/or disturb subsurface artifacts byctimpaction and/or churning of the subsurface
soils. A large part of archaeology is based onnvhdtural materials were deposited across the
landscape through space and time; the churningec$ail removes an artifact’s provenience and
removes its place in the chronology of that site.

The denuding of vegetation on stream terracesdygadihgregating of livestock, making cultural
materials within sites open for surface collecting.

The damage component that is of most concern ataffers the most opportunity for
improvement would be the protection of archaeolalgsites and their surface and subsurface
materials adjacent to streams, springs, developadsy and at salt licks. The measure used to
characterize this damage component would be tlesssent of those qualities of an
archaeological site that contribute to its eligipito the National Register of Historic Places,
specific to disturbance from livestock and livegtgeazing activities. The objective to be attained
is the prevention of disturbance to ground surfadtural artifacts, and to preserve the integrity o
the site’s subsurface materials (by definition staultural materials lying at least 10 centimeters
below the surface of the ground) against damage ficestock.

Current day tribal use of this watershed includawésting of roots, bulbs, and other vegetation for
food, medicinal, and ceremonial purposes, andlaksbing and fishing. These uses are protected
for the tribes who signed the 1855 Treaty withThibes of Middle Oregon. This treaty, signed by
Wasco and Sahaptin-speaking Indians living aloegiid-Columbia River and its tributaries,
ceded title to ten million acres of land to the tddiStates but reserved the right to continue using
the land for traditional purposes.

Environmental Consequences

The evaluation criteria to be used in analyzingdtfiects of the alternatives on Heritage Resources
is the assessment of the disturbance, from livksaad livestock grazing related activities, to #os
qualities of an archaeological site that contriliotés eligibility to the National Register of

Historic Places. The affected resources to be unedsare those archaeological sites known to
exist within areas where livestock congregate withe Project Area. The evaluation criteria
would be both qualitatively and quantitatively maable: during the field recording of an
archaeological site, its remaining integrity, onlity, is assessed dependent on the number of
damage agents to that site over its lifetime. Ftoah assessment, a percentage is given as to the
amount of that site that has not been adverselgadtad or destroyed from the combination of
damage agents. A pasture by pasture analysigloh@ological sites incurring livestock damage
may be found in the Heritage section of the prdiéefor this analysis.
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Alternative 1 — No Action/No Grazing
Direct and Indirect Effects

Term grazing permits in all allotments would beasled within two years. All range
improvements and fences would be abandoned or msowith this Alternative, those sites
presently incurring damage from livestock wouldiormger be adversely affected by the trailing of
livestock to water sources, however, large wildlifegulates would continue to use these same
trails. Livestock, and large ungulates, would orager be attracted to salting areas where the
surface of the ground is substantially affectede €bntinual introduction of noxious plant species
from livestock would be removed, protecting thalitianal use plant populations in areas around
springs and on rock flats. Existing noxious weedylations would continue to be of a concern to
these plant populations. Archaeological sitegreas along streams where erosion has already
taken place due to livestock congregating, woultticoe to erode unless rehabilitative measures
were taken. Terraces along streams, where aragieal sites are often found and where
livestock prefer to congregate, would revegetagr anumber of years, helping to conceal surface
artifacts. This Alternative conforms to those fedéaws and guidelines for the protection of
NRHP-eligible sites. This Alternative would haveimpact on the treaty rights of Warm Springs
tribal members.

Cumulative Effects

The No Action Alternative would not contribute atilolnal cumulative effects from grazing,
however, surface and subsurface cultural matesiakthe Paulina Ranger District, both historic and
prehistoric, have felt the effects of both natamadl man-caused activities for thousands of years,
sometimes since the day the materials were depasii® the archaeological record. Wildfires,
flooding, erosion, and weathering are just somth®ihatural damage agents that deteriorate
archaeological sites. With this Alternative, amblagical sites would continue to be damaged
from natural causes and also from man-caused agel®ss protective measures were
implemented.

Alternative 2 — Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Effects

With this adaptive management strategy, monitowogld aid in the identification and assessment
of livestock damage to archaeological sites. Sietamage from livestock would be documented
and mitigation measures would be implemented tteptdhose qualities of a site that make it
eligible to the National Register. The designerré proposed with this Alternative would reduce
the damage currently affecting sites from livestgekzing. Existing noxious weed populations
would continue to be of a concern to traditionalnplpopulations. With adaptive management,
archaeological sites would be protected from furdresion along streams where erosion has
already taken place due to livestock congregatinith this Alternative’s adaptive management,
terraces along streams, where archaeologicalaiesften found and where livestock prefer to
congregate, would revegetate faster, helping teeairsurface artifacts. With the design criteria
included for Alternative 2, this Alternative confag to those federal laws and guidelines for the
protection of NRHP-eligible sites. This Alternaiwould have no impact on the treaty rights of
Warm Springs tribal members.
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Cumulative Effects

Mitigation measures with this Alternative would ypeat damage currently affecting archaeological
sites within these allotments; however the cumudagiffects of natural elements, logging, road
building, grazing, surface collecting and/or illedayging, and natural fuels reductions would still
be reflected in these sites.

Alternative 3
Direct and Indirect Effects

This Alternative is the continuation of currentzjreg standards as set by the Ochoco National
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. Thediaeeeand indirect effects for Alternative

2 would also apply to this Alternative for HeritaBesources. With the design criteria included for
Alternative 3, however, this Alternative confornasthose federal laws and guidelines for the
protection of NRHP-eligible sites. This Alternaiwould have no impact on the treaty rights of
Warm Springs tribal members.

Cumulative Effects

The same cumulative effects for Alternative 2 waajbgbly for this Alternative.
Alternative 4

Direct and Indirect Effects

This Alternative proposes changes to the curreatigg plan:

» Use within the Wolf Exclosure pasture

» Changing the Wind Allotment rotation

* Splitting the Widow pasture into two pastures
The adaptive management approach proposed in Atteen?2 would also apply to this Alternative.
The same advantages of the adaptive managemeaappoutlined above under Alternative 2
would also apply here. The Wolf Exclosure hashe®n grazed since 1988. This riparian area has
been surveyed many times in the past for cultuedkenels; no archaeological sites are known to
occur within this steep stream channel.

Cumulative Effects
The same cumulative effects for Alternative 2 waoajbgbly for this Alternative.
Summary

No livestock grazing (Alternative 1) would offeretimost protection to archaeological sites.
Alternative 2, with its adaptive management strateguld ensure that, even though grazing was
still occurring, sites would be monitored for pddsidamage and measures would be taken to
protect them. Alternative 3, with continuing owrent grazing program, would offer the least
protection to archaeological sites. The normaltivigiand updating of sites with adjacent future
projects would be the only way to ensure that nuoinig of livestock congregation areas is taking
place. Alternatives 2 and 4 both include propa$esign criteria that would offer protection to
those qualities of a site that make it eligibléhte National Register of Historic Places. None of
the four Alternatives would impact the treaty righf Warm Springs tribal members.
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Potential for Noxious Weed Spread

Noxious weed is a legal term designated by stadecaunty weed control laws. These species
have the ability to spread into natural habitaterglthey alter plant communities by displacing
native species. Noxious weeds are introducedadtiited States; there are no native biological
agents to keep them in check. In sufficient nursitleey can reduce biological diversity, increase
fire risk, poison livestock, and reduce the quadityvildlife forage.

Most noxious weed infestations on the Paulina Rabigrict are being treated using an integrated
approach of control methods including hand pulling grubbing, herbicides, and biological
agents. Some infestations are treated using héeliin accordance with the 1995 and 1998
Ochoco NF Integrated Weed Management Environméwssessments (Weed EA). Prevention is
a key part of the integrated approach to weed obnieasures commonly taken on the district
include washing of off-road equipment and usingavigee hay and seed. See the Noxious Weed
Report Appendix for more site specific preventiomlgsis.

All noxious weeds within the Southside Allotments €lass B weeds by the state of Oregon.
Class B weeds are those considered economicallgriant and receive intensive treatment on a
case-by-case basis; spotted knapweed is deterttirmta Class T weed, meaning it receives
treatment priority.

Affected Environment

For the purposes of this analysis a qualitativeudision of noxious weed spread would be
provided. The existence, introduction, and spidfagleeds are difficult to quantify and attribute
specifically to any one vector on a landscape.aAssult, this effects analysis would provide a
qualitative assessment of the alternatives on ¢henpial for weed spread as a function of: 1) @attl
as a physical vector of weed introduction and sprdaxisting weed populations; 2) Cattle effects
on native plant communities and the susceptibititweed introduction. Most noxious weed
infestations begin on disturbed areas, such assioadlders, harvest landings, and recreation sites.

All animals (domestic and wildlife) can transpoidiMe weed seeds in their digestive tract or
attached to their hair and hooves (Parks et al 208#as of soil disturbance or overgrazed areas
are more susceptible to weed establishment thas aecupied by healthy native vegetation (Hann
et al 1997). All but five of the pastures in theughside Allotments are considered at risk due to a
variety of factors including early seral vegetatipresence of invasive plants, and amount of sail
disturbance. Noxious weed presence is a symptaetefiorating rangeland health. A goal of
this project is to improve the function of rangelgiant communities through improved grazing
standards.

Noxious weed occurrence within the Southside Alktis is low to moderate compared to the rest
of the District. Population, as used here, dessribbnoxious weed occurrence which can be as
small as one plant, to as large as thousands ofispbaut spatially separated from other occurrences.
Currently there are 89 populations encompassingcéds (<1% of the project area). See Table 3-
14 for a list of weeds present. These weed sitege from a handful of plants, acres of scattered
individuals, to areas with complete noxious weedeco Weed inventories have been completed
on roads and major streams; other inventories dbcaugh project botanical surveys, Crook
County Weed Control and Forest Service personaettiwithin the allotment areas.
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Table 3-14. Noxious Weed Occurrence within the Bgide Analysis Project Area.

Species Common Name | Morphology Acres
Cardaria draba Whitetop Rhizomatous perennial 3.37
Centaurea bieberstein|i Spotted knapweed Short-lived perennial 19.21
Centaurea diffusa Diffuse knapweed| Herbaceous annual to perennial 10 4.
Cirsium arvense Canada thistle Perennial with adventitious rootsbud 19.20
Cynoglossum officinalé Houndstongue Herbaceous biennial or short-lived | 1.81
perennial
Dipsacus fullonum Teasel Herbaceous biennial 0.50
Hypericum perforatum| St. John’s-wort Rhizomatous perennial 1.1
Linaria dalmatica Dalmatian toadflay Perennial with adventitious root buds 0.01
Linaria vulgaris Yellow toadflax Perennial with adventitious rootdsu | 0.5
Phalaris arundinacea | Reed canarygrass| Perennial rhizomatous grass 11.0
Potentilla recta Sulfur cinquefoil Herbaceous perennial 17.0
Salvia aethiopis Mediterranean Herbaceous biennial 5.50
sage
Taeniatherum caput- | Medusahead Annual grass 14.60
medusae
Total 97.91

The morphology of noxious weeds determines hovaatpkacts to different control methods.
Hand-pulling whitetop, dalmatian and yellow toadfl&t. John’s-wort, and Canada thistle is not
effective, they are species that increase in densing manual control because new plants form
from any root segments left in the soil after mglthe mature plant. Teasel, med sage, and
common houndstongue are biennial plants that caadweed in numbers with diligent, twice-
yearly manual pulling. Medusahead can be conttdilediligent hand pulling, however it is
impractical due to the fact that it is a grassotfu and diffuse knapweed, sulfur cinquefoil, and
reed canarygrass are perennial plants that hayerdeestructures and do not respond well to
manual control. Only 36 of the 98 acres preseatlotments can be treated with herbicides under
the current authority of the Weed EA. Weed pojotest discovered or introduced after 1998
cannot be controlled with herbicides. Table 3i&&lthe weed species and acreage by allotment.

Wolf Allotment

The Wolf Allotment has the bulk of weed infestasomithin the project area. This is due in part to
its large size and the fact that it contains sdveapgrounds and major collector roads providing
access to the district. Approximately 17 acrethef67 acres present (25%) are treated with
herbicide, and population numbers have decreabbdse populations of perennial plants that
cannot be controlled by herbicide due to lack ofimmmental analysis are stable to slowly
expanding. The reed canarygrass population isnelpg. Most of it is excluded from cattle
grazing; expansion is due to spread by water. &ithe seven pastures noxious weed risk ratings
are low or moderate due to amount of weeds predeeite cattle influence spread. Two pastures,
Widow and Sugar, are high risk (see Appendix Bp@msture risk ratings).

Heisler Allotment

There are only two known noxious weed populationihis allotment. Both are medusahead sites
in the same general area between Rager and HEideks in the Bear Pasture. These sites are
contained through hand pulling and are stableigtitine; the noxious weed risk is rated as

moderate. The other pastures are rated as low risk
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Wind Allotment

Half of the weed acreage in this allotment is oopupation of spotted knapweed that has been
treated with herbicide and is now reduced to a fudmd plants each year, as the seed bank
continues to deplete. Fire suppression equipnméritduced a large medusahead infestation at the
Turnpike Material Source in 2002. Herbicide spnaylbegan in 2006 in an attempt to control the
infestation. It is an aggressive site, which ieagding to the northeast and the west. Cattle and
recreation activities by the public disturbs thg skeed heads, which then scatter in the wind. The
Permittee also uses the area to park horse traihetother vehicles. The other noxious weed sites
in the allotment are slowly expanding.

Table 3-15. Gross Acres of Noxious Weeds by Alfertin

Weed Species Wolt Heislerwind
Reed canarygrass 11.0 - -
Whitetop 3.4 - -
Spotted knapweed 4.21 - 15.0
Diffuse knapweed 4.1 - -
Canada thistle 12.51 - 6.7
Houndstongue 1.81 - -
Teasel - 0.5
St. John’s-wort 1.10 - -
Dalmatian toadflax 0.01 - -
Yellow toadflax - 0.5
Sulfur cinquefoil 16.0 - 1.0
Medusahead 7.1 2.25 5.5
Mediterranean sagebrustb.50 - -
Total 66.64| 2.25 29.2

Adjacent lands

Noxious weed presence outside of the project aralso important due to the way weeds are
spread from long distances through vectors suetelaisles and wildlife. South and east of the
project area there are increasingly more populatafrmedusahead occurring on private land. This
would be a serious threat to native plant commesiwithin the allotments in the future. The

South Fork John Day River corridor east of the WAlidtment is also an area of concern for weed
spread into that allotment. Dalmatian toadflaxydapons on Bureau of Land Management
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administered land have exploded in the last twasyand are moving upslope towards National
Forest land. Houndstongue coming from the Robai@gaAllotment is moving into the Wolf
Allotment in small pockets, despite diligent coh&fiorts. This is mainly due to down fences
between the allotments and cattle movement betakaments.

Environmental Effects

Effects analysis of the alternatives assumes tkathinfestations covered under the 1998 Weed
EA would continue to be treated with herbicide esded each year. Treatment of some
infestations not covered under the Weed EA woulttémted by manual methods when that
method is effective. Over the last 10 years thdiRa Ranger District has been averaging 25 new
weed sites per year, and two new weed speciessper lyased on data since 1995. The rate of
spread of existing sites depends on species aedfyjpeatment. Weed sites treated with
herbicides decline, weed sites left untreated asmeand those treated manually increase slowly or
remain stable depending on the species (NRIS dsea2205). This analysis uses current practices
concerning number of cows on each allotment, seakose, and pattern of use. A risk assessment
(Noxious Weed Appendix to this report) was prepdoediction alternatives, and most were found
to be a moderate or low risk for the potential adrand introduction of noxious weeds. The
relative risk is different for each allotment asci&ed below. In the analysis, short-term is
defined as a period less than 15 years, and longitea period greater than 15 years.
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Map 3-1. Noxious Weeds in the Southside Allotmétrtgect Area.

Wolf Allotment

Wind Allotment

Heisler Allotment

The cumulative effects analysis area for noxiousdsds larger than the project area. Vectors not
confined to an area, such as animals, wind, andahuantivity, all transport weeds. The analysis
would be based on the Ranger District, and adjgoa@niic domain and private land.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 1

The no action alternative cancels Term Grazing Remwvithin two years. No livestock grazing
would take place within the project area. This ldaesult in a decline of acreage occupied by
noxious weeds throughout the planning area.

For most noxious weeds to become established ties@s to be a vector of introduction and a
receptive seed bed, usually bare ground or a ngoreus native plant community. This is a
primary reason why weeds become established atadsides, vehicles being the vector and the
bare road shoulder the seed bed. Under Alternatiligestock, which can be a primary vector of
weed spread, would be removed and less ground vimsuttisturbed. Native plant community
recovery because of rest from grazing pressuredvaauce the amount and establishment
potential of noxious weeds. Livestock grazing adecades results in repetitive overuse in some
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areas. Over utilization of forage reduces plagokiwhich results in a decrease in litter
accumulation, which in turn reduces site produttiand soil fertility. Perennial bunchgrasses
such as Idaho fescue and bluebunch wheatgrass tiavm high seedling vigor nor do they readily
recover from grazing (DiTomaso 2004).

Removal of livestock grazing would result in immegédi increases in standing plant litter material
and plant vigor. Vegetation communities in gooddition have greater ability to recover
following disturbance. Soils with good vegetatgmound cover have greater water holding
capacity, higher microbial activity and higher fi@st. Bare ground attributed directly to cattle
would recover, becoming established with nativeepeial plants thus reducing the amount of
available seedbed for noxious weeds. Each alldtmeunld respond differently to recovery
potential and timeframe.

Wolf Allotment

Cattle are a concern as a vector of spread ofiegiabxious weed populations in this allotment.
The potential for cattle to spread or introduce dgeeould be eliminated in this alternative.
Noxious weed treatment would continue, and theafy of treatment would improve for many
species. The risk of further spread of houndsterfgam the Roba Allotment may continue due to
cattle movement between allotments. Cattle trandpmundstongue seed in their hair and hooves
(De Clerck-Floate 1997)

Native plant community recovery after the elimipnatof grazing and continued weed treatment
would result in fewer acres of noxious weeds. Hiitment covers a large area encompassing a
range of plant communities ranging from Idaho fedelwebunch wheatgrass plains to mixed
conifer at high elevations. Plant communities geaconsiderably over short distances based on
soil depth and productivity because of aspect apddraphy. Climate plays an important role in
vegetation recovery after livestock-grazing presssiremoved. Mesic sites recover faster (Belsky
2000, Hann et al 1997). The Nichol and Bull pasdiare higher elevation and receive more
precipitation (up to 23"/year), and are therefoxpexted to respond more quickly to cessation of
grazing. These pastures are considered to beat-dsk condition based on the Composite Pasture
Resource Rating (Appendix B). Several ripariaragiia the Nichol pasture, such as Powell Creek,
may take longer to recover (>15 years) due to liglidence of early seral vegetation and non-
native plants.

Evaluation of the weed risk for the Wolf Allotmerdncluded that cattle effects on weed risk vary
by pasture from low to high. Presence of weedstiatgons susceptible to spread by grazing weighs
heavily on overall risk. Pastures with susceptitdeed species, Widow and Sugar, are also at high
risk for continued weed invasion, as these pastusgs plant communities in low ecological
condition, making the area vulnerable to colon@afrom noxious weeds. As expected, watering
areas such as springs, have high amounts of basedjand annual, weedy vegetation, and are
vulnerable to noxious weed invasion.

The Miles, Sugar, Riparian and Widow Pastures@sel elevation and generally receive
precipitation ranging from 15 to 19 inches per yebine Miles pasture is currently in satisfactory
condition, the others are in an at-risk conditidhany riparian areas are vulnerable to noxious
weed infestations because of early seral plant aamitres and exposed soils. Eliminating grazing
would help move these areas to desired conditibleeseral vegetation including sedges, rushes
and shrubs that have extensive root systems. Rgcof/éparian areas may take longer than the
uplands, as there are factors other than vegettitadrplay a role in recovery, such as channel
morphology and water flow regimes. Little is knoalmout the recovery time for these factors
(Clary 1989). Clary and Webster (1989) summatizg, in general, vegetation recovery after
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grazing elimination occurs within 5 to 15 yearsasBd on current vegetation condition and
moisture regimes within the allotment, it is witmgason that all pastures would be in an overall
satisfactory condition in the short-term (less tharyears). This would be beneficial in terms of
reducing the risk of noxious weed establishmentividglant communities would increase in vigor
and be more resilient to noxious weed invasionst Rem grazing results in plants having the
ability to produce seed for propagation, maintaalthy carbohydrate levels (which improves
survival during precipitation fluctuations), andbals litter accumulation sufficient for soil
protection.

Heisler Allotment

There are few noxious weed sites within the allattneowever, cattle are still a concern as a
vector of medusahead spread, especially since iharsalting area adjacent to a medusahead site.
Implementing the no grazing alternative would efiate the possibility of cattle spreading this
weed. Removing cattle from the area would alsoice the risk of noxious weed introduction as
cattle can transport noxious weed seed in theirdral hooves when transported or herded into the
allotment.

Eliminating grazing would allow vegetation recovénya sustainable condition, which helps
compete against noxious weed invasion. This adotrfies in the middle of the project area,
elevation ranges from 4200 feet to 5200 feet, ahd 19” of precipitation per year. There are
extensive scablands in the Bear, South and Eatstrpas North Africa grasd/€ntenata dubigis a
non-native invasive grass that is increasing adtes®istrict and this allotment, especially in
scabland areas. The reason for the increase lisaunit does appear to coincide with disturbance.
Evaluation of the weed risk for the Heisler Allotmeletermined that cattle effects on weed risk
are low at this time. The overall amount of nosiaweeds present is low, and riparian vegetation
overall is in a condition able to resist colonimatirom noxious weeds. As expected, watering
areas such as springs, have high amounts of bawedjand annual, weedy vegetation, and are
vulnerable to noxious weed invasion. The Bearysass rated in satisfactory condition and the
other pastures are rated as at-risk, for varioasames including low ecological status vegetation in
some riparian areas and bare ground in the uplahldsse pastures are close to satisfactory at
present; recovery without grazing pressure is edgohto occur rapidly, in less than 15 years.

Wind Allotment

Noxious weed infestation in this allotment is irasi|g each year, with medusahead being the most
concern. Some of these sites are a result of4lid=ife that burned in 2002. Eliminating cattle
grazing would help reduce spread of weeds. Theausstkad sites occur on areas of residual clay
soil, where seed is easily transported in hoovesrwinet. Cattle moving through the area in
summer and fall also break off mature, dry seedi$ifzat scatter in the wind, enlarging the

infested area.

The Canada thistle and teasel populations wouldedse as plant communities recover from
grazing and gain increased resilience to disturbaride allotment lies in the east portion of the
project area with most of the topography drainimg the South Fork John Day River. The
allotment covers a wide variety of plant commuryyes from extensive scablands to high
elevation moist mixed conifer. Elevation rangesrir3,500 feet to 6,000 feet and precipitation
ranges from 15" to 25” respectively. The Broncddiitg pasture is in satisfactory condition. The
North pasture is rated as at-risk due to streamradlanorphology, cutbanks, and excessive
amounts of bare ground. Vegetation would recovarfaster rate with the removal of cattle.
Native plants would gain vigor without chronic hiedry and direct effects of trampling would not
occur. This would in turn, increase the resilieatplant communities from invasion of noxious
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weeds and other non-native plants. This is eslheaiaportant due to the allotment’s proximity to
private and other agency land to the east, whiele lrecreasing amounts of noxious weed
populations.

Evaluation of the weed risk for the Wind Allotmetdtermined that cattle effect on weed risk for
the majority of the allotment is moderate (low floe small Bronco holding pasture). Presence of
weed infestations (medusahead) susceptible todpsegrazing is higher in the South pasture
compared to the North pasture. The South pasasglant communities in low ecological
condition along Beaverdam Creek, making the arézevable to colonization from noxious weeds.
Elsewhere, like Wind Creek and lower South Fork #\@reek, riparian vegetation is in good
condition. With the elimination of grazing, thespares are expected to recover in the short-term.
Some riparian areas such as along Beaverdam Gregktake longer to recover.

Cumulative Effects — Alternative 1

Past management activities including timber haryesiscribed burning, road construction,
hunting, and a century of historic livestock gragivave contributed to the introduction and spread
of noxious weeds. Most infestations occur alongpmtaavel routes, indicating vehicles are the
primary vector. Many stream channels have widemetincised, thus losing the amount of
floodplain area and the associated vegetationdiésaénds on wet conditions. Stream banks
become raw with the loss of soil holding root magz®vided by willows, sedges and rushes. As
stream channel morphology changes and degradesaripreas become more susceptible to non-
native plant invasion.

There are both beneficial and detrimental effeessilting from past activities (Table 2-1).
Removing understory trees mimics the low intengiggquent fires that occurred before European
settlement. Harvest helps keep the amount of twgrshade low, reduces competition and
encroachment on meadows and scablands. Detrimedfaats include soil compaction, the
creation of bare ground, areas susceptible tontineduction of noxious weeds. Road construction
occurs in conjunction with timber harvest. Roag] the harvest landings associated with them,
become lastingly altered, and invite vehicle taffiat often results in weed infestations.

Also associated with timber harvest is slash redodiurning, which occurs over most acres of
harvest. There has also been natural fuels remubtirning (Table 2-1) in the allotments. When
plant communities contain native vegetation in gooddition, with adequate stored carbohydrates,
burning can be beneficial by reducing thick layarstter and organic matter, and an increase in
productivity a few years later (Miller and FindI2@01). Burning that is too hot, with poor soil
moisture, that occurs within degraded plant commiesican damage vegetation to the point of
death from heating meristems and buds, especiaflystemmed bunchgrasses (such as Idaho
fescue) (Miller and Findley 2001). There are sabplaces in the project area that have been
altered by undesirable outcomes from burning, stsctihe North pasture of Wind Allotment from
the Wind Creek Timber Sale burning. This burniegutted in large tracts of non-native grasses
such as Japanese brome and cheatgrass (see Pplot®dta

The 747 wildfire burned within the northeast pdrthe project area in July 2002. The fire
occurred mostly in the North Pasture of the Wintbi#hent. It was a high intensity fire;
herbaceous vegetation and plant litter were conduwloe/n to bare soil, and resulted in tree death
over much of the area. Vegetation has recoverdidower the last three years and has gone
through several successional changes. Despite solm@zation by non-aggressive noxious
weeds (mullein and bull thistle) and invasive pdasiich as cheatgrass, upland plant habitat is
expected to fully recover. Fire suppression effartroduced several noxious weed sites and
spread existing sites within the allotments.

Southside Allotments 133
Draft Environmental Assessment



Present activities on National Forest System laitllinvthe project area include natural fuels
burning and precommercial thinning, recreation,ioex weed control, and livestock grazing. The
Hardcorner Fuels Project began implementationytés within the Wind Allotment. When
completed, burning would occur on 4,428 acres amrstory thinning on 840 acres. Several
campgrounds are present in the project area, wideh chronic noxious weed problems. New
infestations and new species occur each year. eldaapgrounds are also attractive to cattle due
to the proximity of water, especially Sugar Creelrpground, and are over utilized every year,
helping to spread weeds and deteriorate vegetation.

The lower portions of the subwatersheds are piiyatened with minor amounts of other

federally owned land. Much of the land base indpeised for rangeland cattle grazing. The
amount of acreage occupied by noxious weeds isawmfnbut it is increasing in both riparian and
upland habitats. Medusahead rye is of particuidacern; there are large tracts south of the Heisler
Allotment and east of the Wind Allotment. The Notin Alternative would be a positive
prevention measure for reducing the spread of maxeeeds, which is important since noxious
weed control measures are limited.
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Photograph 3-2. Site dominated by introduced gsaas a result of high intensity fire within the
Wind Creek allotment, Paulina Ranger District, Gi@aunty, Oregon.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 2

This alternative proposes new management standzaded on pasture condition to improve
grazing lands within the three allotments. Thdaadards do not differentiate use by plant
community type and therefore reduces forage utitineby 5 to 15 percent compared to

Alternative 3. Alternative 2 also gives a utilizett standard for upland shrub use and slightly
higher stubble height requirements in riparian sugahe end of grazing use for pastures in at-risk
or unsatisfactory condition. All other grazing paueters are the same as Forest Plan standards as
amended by PACFISH/INFISH. Required monitoringpature condition is vital to the success of
this proposal.

Mitigation measures to help prevent noxious weedgste same for all action alternatives. These
measures mostly include education materials and mfweed sites for Permittees. One measure
of note describes keeping livestock in a small imgéirea when coming from a pasture infested
with noxious weeds to allow seed passage throughlitfestive tract (and fall off hair and hooves).
When implemented, this would reduce the effectadifi€ spreading weeds, especially
houndstongue.

The proposed management standards would not atitite as a physical vector of noxious weed
introduction and spread in the short-term becdusasame numbers of cows are expected to graze
the allotments. Cattle would continue to impactioos weed sites occupied by species vulnerable
to spread by livestock such as houndstongue, mhdadaSt. John’s-wort, and knapweed.

Native plant communities should benefit from thepmsed standards. For example, pastures in an
at-risk condition could have utilization rates inrspd from 20 to 35% versus 45 to 55% under
current standards. This would leave more stanpliawgt material, which increases plant litter and
gives the plants more opportunity for photosynthegicovery. Stubble height in riparian areas
would also increase from 4 inches to 5 inches, thithsame result. Boyd et al. (2004) report that
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grass and sedge regrowth respond positively witteased stubble height when grazed early in the
year. Regrowth was less in July than in June; ieasonable to assume that late season grazing
(August-September) may not provide sufficient stelffeights to meet standards, therefore
intensity of use should be monitored, and adjustserade.

The adaptive management strategy of AlternativeeXpected to promote native plant community
recovery within riparian areas in all the allotmenThe proposed standard of 20 to 35 percent
utilization in at-risk pastures fits with data segting that 24 to 32 percent utilization of riparia
graminoids equaled a residual 6-inch stubble heighich may be the minimum necessary to
protect riparian function (Clary and Webster 1988dr example, within the north pasture of Wind
Allotment, along Beaverdam Creek, this alternatjives the opportunity to choose utilization at
20%, which should result in a higher residual stelhieight than 6 inches. This would help move
toward desired conditions and an upward trend ltiegun more resilient riparian communities
which would be less susceptible to noxious weedsion.

Cumulative Effects — Alternative 2

Past and future actions affecting noxious weed ladipums within the Southside project area are
described under the Alternative 1 cumulative effesgiction. The project area ranges from
allotments with very few noxious weeds to an allettnwith numerous small infestations, all of
which occur in a variety of ecosystems. Obviolisigstock impacts, both as a physical vector of
spread and herbivory effects on native plants, dibel different across the project area. Due to
current vegetative conditions, rangeland would vecdrom the cumulative effects of disturbance
such as timber harvest, fire, road constructionlang-term livestock use, at a slower rate under a
grazing scheme compared to no grazing. The lothgeduration of recovery, the more susceptible
the project area is to noxious weed invasion aaddBulting consequences to resources. Adaptive
management under Alternative 2 provides a rangsefrates that can shorten this recovery period
if more stringent standards are implemented.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Alternative 3

This alternative proposes keeping grazing impleat@ and standards at current levels, as
regulated by the Forest Plan and the Annual Opey&trovisions. Similar to Alternative 2, the
Forest Plan also gives the manager the abilitpwet utilization rates based on pasture condition;
however, the usual practice is to simply reducestbeking level in the allotment if previous year’'s
standards are not met. Current trends in vegetatiwdition are expected to continue in the short-
term where only five of the 14 pastures within #fletments are in satisfactory condition

There is a complex interrelationship between clenaegetation potential, soil productivity,
disturbance and noxious weeds. In this analysézigg is the disturbance analyzed. There is
much debate on the nature, extent and directiahafige in the environment but it is clear that one
of the influences is livestock grazing pressurenfisiieom et al 2001). Grazing pressure changes
plant species composition by favoring less palatapkcies, reducing the cover of native plant
species, allowing invasion by non-native plants elmehging soil surface characteristics (Hann et
al 1997). Noxious weed presence in riparian aa@dsuplands support the conclusion of
vulnerable ecosystems. Noxious weeds in these arezan indication that rangelands have lost
the capability for ecological resilience; they argymptom of weakened forage and reduced
productivity (Pyle 2004, DiTomaso 2004).

For the most part, people have introduced noxioersds in the project area; they start on road
shoulders and spread from there. Several pastutee Wolf Allotment have weeds away from
roads, which increases the risk of spread by caftleexample is houndstongue in the Widow

Southside Allotments 136
Draft Environmental Assessment



Pasture. This weed is easily spread by cattle [@el:Floate 1997), as evident by the aggressive
populations in the adjoining Roba Allotment. Altlyln weeds are established and spread by a
variety of sources, cattle can be a major vecidnis alternative would exacerbate the existing
noxious weed condition and maintain rangelandlasa than desirable condition. Cattle can
directly disturb the soil causing bare ground amalditions favorable to invasive plants. Bare
ground greatly increases the risk that noxious vesed transported by the cows themselves or any
other means would quickly become established coedjpi@r an area occupied by native vegetation.
Effects of livestock include trampling of vegetatjoeduction of litter, accelerated erosion on bare
soil, and decreasing plant cover, all of which htheepotential to increase the risk of weed
establishment. Substantial litter reduction camseaa subsequent increase in bare ground (Schulz
and Leininger 1990). Soil compaction is anotheirgct effect concerning weeds. Compaction
disturbs the soil crust and increases the bulkitfewich in turn increases erosion (Kleiner and
Harper 1977).

Mitigation measures to help prevent noxious weedglae same for all action alternatives. These
measures mostly include education materials and mbyweed sites for Permittees. One measure
of note describes keeping livestock in a small imgjérea when coming from a pasture infested
with noxious weeds to allow seed passage througlditiestive tract (and fall off hair and hooves).
When implemented, this would reduce the effectatle spreading weeds, especially
houndstongue.

Cumulative Effects — Alternative 3

See the Cumulative Effects section under Altermatifor past and future activities that may affect
acres of noxious weeds within the allotments. @oinig grazing as currently managed would
continue a very slow upward trend in range condifrom degradation resulting from practices in
the 1800’s. Noxious weed introduction howevendsurring at a very fast rate and the
combination of these processes is not compatidl@intaining pastures in an at-risk condition in
the long-term would incrementally contribute to @lkecosystem decline due to invasive plants.
The first 10 years of a noxious weed invasion heeslowest, after 10 years the population
increases exponentially (Sheley pers. comm.). Safrtiee sites on the District that are spread by
cattle, notably houndstongue were discovered irb19hey have been steadily increasing since
then and can affect forage, as in the Roba Allotm&wonsequences of noxious weed invasion are
well documented on effects to wildlife, soil statlil plant diversity, insects and butterflies. In
addition the livestock industry is impacted. Ir©29it was estimated weeds in rangelands caused a
loss of $2 billion annually in the U.S. Weeds lowee quantity and reduce the quality of forage,
poison animals, increase the cost of managing esdlping livestock, and reduce land value
(DiTomaso 2004). Houndstongue in particular isabfem for cattle management. The forage is
toxic to livestock and the barbed seeds attaclatite¢ causing irritation and potential market
losses (De Clerck-Floate 1997). Cumulatively, nosiweeds would spread because of increasing
demands for recreation on the district, and inéngggopulations on adjacent lands. Maintaining
current pasture conditions is expected to exacematious weed spread.

Direct and Indirect Effects - Alternative 4

Alternative 4 would implement the adaptive managers&ategy from Alternative 2. In addition
three permit modifications would be made to the Maod Wind Allotments: 1) Construct an east-
west fence roughly through the middle of the Widmasture, Wolf Allotment, 2) Allow grazing in
the riparian exclosure on Wolf Creek in the WolfoMnent, and 3) Change the current pasture
rotation in the Wind Allotment to permit early giag in the South pasture versus the North
pasture.
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The proposal to divide the Widow Pasture by an-e@st fence would split the large (8,700 acres)
area in half. The pasture has a 1,000’ elevatifierdnce, and the Permittee feels that using the
lower, south end earlier in the year would allowrencontrol of livestock to utilize upland forage
before curing, and reduce use in the riparian ar@hgs, in conjunction with higher utilization
standards and stubble height requirements shoutleaate an upward trend in vegetation
conditions, leading to increased resilience agaiogious weed invasion. These areas would be
incorporated into the rotation with the Miles andllBpastures. The noxious weed risk assessment
for the Widow pasture under the other alternatisganked as high risk. When separated, Widow
has a moderate risk and Quicksand has a high frisiexrts from noxious weeds. Several streams
in the Quicksand pasture (ex. lower Widow Creek)ehgimple plant communities with early to
very early seral species composition. Reducingthesure on riparian vegetation would
accelerate species composition changes to divehsitys more complex. Maintaining a diversity
of plant functional groups within the community enkes resistance to noxious weed invasion
(Pokorny 2005). Grazing this lower elevation agadier in the year would also allow better
regrowth potential of grasses and sedges and iragotant vigor.

The proposal to allow grazing in the Wolf Excloswreuld have a detrimental effect on vegetation
condition and increase the potential for negatifeces to plant communities from noxious weed
invasion. The exclosure is a narrow area, aba@lacres in size, encompassing approximately
5.5 miles of Wolf Creek. The proposal is to graztnin the exclosure for 40 days (40% of the
permitted time on the allotment) with 40 pair oftlea Livestock have not grazed this exclosure
since 1988. Riparian vegetation is recovering@mdn upward trend for the most part, with
sedges and rushes dominating the herbaceous contpand there is good shrub establishment
throughout. This stream is a narrow v-shaped aamyith a major gravel road running parallel
above the stream the entire length. There arghagercentage of weeds sites in proportion to the
land area because of the road. Cattle would aah @slditional vector of spread of these weeds
and put additional pressure on an already stregsadan ecosystem due to road influence. As this
is a steep, confined narrow canyon with slopesamiag 35%, it is likely that livestock would
remain along the creek the entire duration whilthepasture. Observations elsewhere on the
district (Jackson Creek) of similar topography dode that cattle trail up and down the creek and
do not attempt to use the side slopes.

There is a high likelihood that cattle grazing ttasfined area would cause negative effects in the
short-term from bank sloughing, soil compaction sedetation trampling. Long-term effects to
the riparian area include stream channel degragdtioreased amounts of bare soil, and a
reduction in aerial extent of vegetation (Hannlel@97). The exclosure is a small area (<4%)
within the allotment that is currently unavailabde grazing. Allowing 40 days of livestock
grazing within 4% of the allotment acreage, andwwite confined due to topography, would likely
result in long-term adverse effects to native vagy@h, increasing the potential for noxious weed
spread. The week risk assessment for the excloanks as high.

The proposal to graze the South pasture of the Wiledment early in the season does not affect
cattle as a vector of spread and introduction, lvew# is expected to reduce grazing pressure in
riparian areas, which would move vegetation totasfsaetory condition more quickly and would be
a positive change for riparian habitat.

This portion of the allotment is lower elevationgdasimilar to the Widow Pasture situation, upland
forage becomes less palatable in late summer,raaligéstock to graze along streams. The vast
majority of the South pasture area is dominatebbtwshrub/grassland/western juniper plant
communities; a result of clay soils and lower ppéation rates. These plant communities
occurring at lower elevations mature more quickigt at higher elevation. Utilizing the forage
while palatable would accomplish two things: allegrowth of forage, increasing plant vigor, and
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utilize more land area other than just ripariaraareNoxious weed risk remains the same, but
should lessen in the long-term as riparian aregsored to less grazing pressure.

Cumulative Effects — Alternative 4

Cumulative effects of past and future forest atiégion noxious weed populations and their effects
are the same as those analyzed under Alternatividlitional future activities include the
continuation of grazing proposed under AlternativéWith the exception of the Wolf Exclosure
pasture, riparian and upland habitat would moveatovdesired conditions more quickly than
Alternatives 2 or 3; but slower than with complelienination of livestock. Re-introducing

livestock grazing in the Wolf Exclosure would negely affect riparian habitat in the long-term.
This is particularly true due to the cumulative anfs from the road running parallel to the stream.
This artificially confines the channel, and incremsediment delivery. Many places along the road
have a steep fill slope bordering the stream terrd&ecause of vehicle traffic and human activity,
there are many noxious weed infestations alongahé. In addition, there are Canada thistle
populations within the riparian area itself. Gragthe exclosure would add another vector of weed
spread and introduction.

Summary

Eliminating grazing under the No Action Alternatweuld reduce the potential for spread and
introduction of noxious weeds by cattle. Nativgetation would also recover from grazing
effects. Irwin et al. (1994) explored the condbjt long-term herbivory in the Blue Mountains
may have reduced economic carrying capacitiestlatdrends in productivity may be masked by
precipitation variation. They conclude that therent plant-herbivore subsystem is probably not
stable, and objectives should be evaluated caydfulldensities of domestic herbivores (and big
game). Achieving stated goals of rangeland impmm@ in the purpose and need is more likely
when tailored to landscapes. Adaptive managemepoged in Alternative 2 would monitor
pasture condition based on multiple resourcesyandd adjust or tailor grazing standards
according to pasture condition. This would moweaals desired conditions more quickly than
Alternative 3. Continuing livestock grazing at&iig management standards as proposed in
Alternative 3, is expected to remain static inlthvy-term, where native plant community function
is at risk and lacks resilience to disturbanceis Thexpected to result in an increase in noxious
weeds as vectors and weeds on adjacent lands secrédternative 4 has several proposals that
would result in improved riparian and upland hahitaking them more able to resist colonization
by invasive species; however, the use of the enotogasture would outweigh these benefits in the
long-term, making Alternative 2 the most desirdblemanaging noxious weed risk.
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Chapter 4

List of Preparers
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Mike Feiger, District Wildlife Biologist
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Steve Gibson, Rangeland Management Specialist k€doRiver National Grassland
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James David, Ochoco National Forest Soil Scientist

Consultation and Coordination

The Forest Service consulted the following indiaty Federal, State and local agencies, Tribes
and non-Forest Service persons during the developaof¢his environmental assessment:
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Jerry Cordova — US Fish and Wildlife Service

Gordon Foster, Oregon Department of Forestry

Grant County Commissioners, Judge Dennis Reyn@lasyon City, Oregon

BLM, Prineville Field Office, Tina Welch, Prinewvdl] Oregon

Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, Brian Ferry, iaville, Oregon

Grant County Soil and Water Conservation Distianneth Delano, John Day, Oregon
US Fish and Wildlife, Nancy Gilbert, Portland, Ooag

Tribes

Sally Bird, Dept. of Natural Resources, Conf. Tsiloé the Warm Springs Res.

Robert Brunoe, General Manager, Dept. of NaturagloReces, Conf. Tribes of the Warms
Springs Reservation of Oregon

Gary Burke, Chairman, Board, of Trustees, Confbdsiof the Umatilla

Amos First Raised Ill, Natural Resources, Burnsiteairibe

Allan Foreman, Chairman, Tribal Council, The Klamatibes

Rick George, EPRP Program Manager, Conf. TribéeeofUmatilla

Lonny Macy, Dept. of Natural Resources, Conf. Tsibéthe Warm Springs Res.

Clay Penhollow, Dept. of Natural Resources, Conbés of the Warm Springs Res.

Barbara Sam, Chairman, Tribal Council, Burns Paluilee

Gerald Skelton, Cultural and Heritage Dept., Tharkath Tribes

Charisse Snapp, Acting Chairperson, Tribal CouBtitns Paiute Tribe

Ron Suppah, Sr. Tribal Council Chairman, Conf. @silof the Warm Springs Res.

Scott Turo — Off Reservation Wildlife Biologist, @b Tribes of the Warm Springs Res.

Jeff VanPelt, Cultural Resource Protection Mgr.nfCadribes of the Umatilla
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Don Lantz — National Wild Turkey Federation

Gerry Gardiner — Land owner representative

Asante Riverwind, Eastern Oregon Forest Organ&ierra Club
Greg Bedortha, Paulina, Oregon

Bedortha Ranches, Paulina, Oregon

Gary Bedortha, Paulina, Oregon

Richard and Vicki Nelson, Burns, Oregon

Chris Paulson, Bozeman, Montana

John and Peter Pagter

Thomas and Christi Jett, Bend, Oregon

Emily M. Hite, Prineville, Oregon

Gene Bernard, Paulina, Oregon

Ron and Rosalee Palmer, Paulina, Oregon
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Ray and Bonnie Sessler, Prineville, Oregon

Martin and Penny Kennedy, LaPine, Oregon

Mike and Joanne Keerins, Canyon City, Oregon
National Wild Turkey Federation, Bend, Oregon

Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, Missoula, Montana
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Glossary of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Terms

Allochthonous: The word refers to energy source or nutrientiognrom the outside the stream
system which may be in the form of leaves, sticksies, bark, branches, and logs that fall or get
washed into the stream, which begins a breakdoaregs by fungi and bacteria. Allochthonous
material feeds macroinvertebrates, which feed fish.

Airshed - A geographical area that because of topograpbjeanology, and climate shares the
same air.

Alternative - In an EA/EIS, one of a number of possible opitor responding to the purpose of
and need for action.

AMP - Allotment Management Plan (livestock grazing).

AUM - Animal unit month; based on the amount of foregpguired by an adult cow for one month
(26 pounds dry matter per day, Forest Plan).

BA - Biological Assessment
BE - Biological Evaluation

Best Management Practices (BMPs) Practices designed to prevent or reduce waiértjom,
including sedimentation.

BLM - Bureau of Land Management

Canopy - In a forest, the branches from the uppermostrlaf&ees; in a shrub or grassland, the
uppermost layer of shrubs; in a riparian arealépers of vegetation that project over the stream.

Canopy Cover— The areas of the ground covered by a vertiaggéption of the canopy. Used to
describe how open or dense a stand of trees &) eipressed in 10 percent increments.

CFR — Code of Federal Regulations.

cfs (cubic feet per second) a method of measuring volume or capacity; a culmt is 1,728
cubic inches or 0.028 cubic meters.

Closed Road- Generally, local roads that are physically atb&egns, gates, and earthen berms)
to public use.

Collector Road - Roads that serve smaller lands areas than atFanterial road, and usually
connected to an arterial road or public highwahede roads collect traffic from local Forest roads
and/or terminal facilities. The location and startbare influenced by both long-term multi-
resource service needs, as well as travel effigieitiese roads may be operated for either
constant or intermittent service, depending on las&land resource management objectives for the
area.

Compaction - Packing together soil particles by exerting éoat the soil surface and increasing
soil density. Making soil hard and dense, decrepiss ability to support vegetation because the
soil can hold less water and air and because haots trouble penetrating the soil.
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Connectivity - The arrangement of habitats that allows orgasiand ecological processes to
move across the landscape; patches of similardtalaite either close together or linked by
corridors of appropriate vegetation (the oppositEagmentation).

Cover - (1) Trees, shrubs, rocks, or other landscaperfesthat allow an animal to partly or fully
conceal itself. (2) The area of ground coveredlayts, litter, and coarse fragments, including tree
crowns and shrubs that are in direct contact viighground.

Cultivator - an implement to loosen soil while crops are gnow

Cumulative Effects- Impacts on the environment resulting from thedmental impact of an
action when added to other past, present, andmabloforeseeable future actions. Cumulative
effects can result from individually minor but aattively major actions taking place over a period
of time.

CWE — Cumulative Watershed Effects; substantial, adverfégences on water quality and
biological resources that arise from the way wéseds function, and particularly from the ways
that disturbances within a watershed can be tratestrand magnified within channels and riparian
habitats downstream of disturbed areas.

Design Elements -measures taken to reduce the potential for negyatipacts on a resource from
a project activity.

Detrimental Soil Conditions— There are four categories describing detrimesaihiconditions:
compaction, displacement, puddling and severelpdaisoil or charring. Compaction is defined
as an increase in soil bulk density of 20% or nfoyen the undisturbed level for volcanic ash soils
and 15% or more for residual soils. Displacemsmifien described as the removal or mixture of
topsoil or humus from the A horizon. Puddlinghie breakdown of soil structure under wet
conditions. Severely burned soil or charring cardéscribed as having the top layer of mineral
soil greatly changed in color, usually to red, #melnext one-half inch blackened from organic
matter charring by heat conducted through thedgerl

Developed Recreationr Recreation that requires facilities that in teesult in concentrated use of
an area; for example, a campground.

Dimension- A term that refers to the cross-sectional prafii@ stream.

Direct Effects - Impact on the environment that is caused bycinraand occur at the same time
and place.

Discing - to cultivate with a disc harrow or similar impient

Dispersed Recreation Recreation that does not occur in a developecation sites; for
example, hunting or backpacking.

Diversity - The distribution and abundance of different plamtl animal communities and species
within an area.

EA — Environmental Assessment

Ecosystem- A complete, interacting system of living organgsand the land and water that make
up their environment; the home places of all livihimgs, including humans.
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EIS - see Environmental Impact Statement

EmbeddednessThe degree to which fine sediments surround anakot coarse substrates on a
streambed. This comparison is used to assesa&hedijtability for spawning and feeding,
incubating and over-wintering fish, as well astfogir prey base. Embeddedness provides an
indication of how easily substrate moves at varitmss, linking it to water quality measures
including stream turbidity

Endangered Species A plant or animal species listed under the Egeasd Species Act that is in
danger of extinction throughout all or a major portof its range.

Endangered Species Act (ESA) An act, passed by Congress in 1973 that direaitdeederal
departments and agencies to seek to conserve earédrand threatened species. Actions
authorized, funded, or carried out by Federal depamts and agencies should not jeopardize the
continued existence of any threatened or endangpeies or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of their critical habitat. The acsalmandates conferencing with the appropriate
agencies.

Environment - The combination of external physical, biologjcaicial, and cultural conditions
affecting the growth and development of organisntstae nature of an individual or community.

Environmental Consequences- Effects as a result of an action. Included a&ecteffects, which
are caused by the action and occur at the sameatich@lace; indirect effects, which are caused by
the action and are later in time or further remowedistance but which are still reasonably
foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growtuicing effects and other effects related to
induced changes in the pattern of land use, papuoldensity or growth rate, and the related
effects on air, water, and other natural systenwuding ecosystems. Effects may also include
those resulting from actions that may have botlebeial and detrimental effects, even if, on
balance, the agency believes the effects wouldebefirial.

Erosion — The detachment and removal of soil material fitsnoriginal location.

Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) —The Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended by the Salbtain
Fisheries Act of 1996, established proceduresdatify, conserve, and enhance Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH) for those species regulated undexdefal fisheries management plan. The Act
requires Federal agencies to consult with NOAA &is on all actions, or proposed actions,
authorized, funded, or undertaken by the ageney ntay adversely affect EFH.

Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) — An ESU is a Pacific salmon population or group of
populations that is substantially reproductivelylased from other populations of the same species
that represents an important component of the &ealary legacy of the species.

Exclosure - A structure, generally a fence, that prohibéglle and/or wildlife from a designated
area.

Forest Cultivator - large V bar curved tooth harrow usually pullsdaaseparate unit. Used to rip
to 12-14 inches.

Forest Plan (Land and Resource Management Plan)A document that guides natural resource
management and establishes standards and guidielimedational Forest; required by the
National Forest Management Act.
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Forest Plan Amendment #2 (Regional Forester's Intém Direction Establishing Riparian,
Ecosystem and Wildlife Standards for Timber SalesoEastside Screens) Originally signed in
1994 and amended in 1995. The objective of thisction was to provide an approach for
maintaining future planning options concerning Vifédhabitat associated with late and old
structural stages, fish habitat, and old foreshdance. The direction was intentionally restrietiv
reflecting a conservative interpretation of ripariavildlife, and ecosystem needs for the short term
The direction applies to timber sales. The Inte@olumbia Basin Ecosystem Management
Project would supersede the Eastside Screens.

FSM —Forest Service Manual

Fragmentation (habitat) - The breakup of a large land area (such as atjorés smaller patches
isolated by areas converted to a different lané {fpe opposite of connectivity).

FS - Forest Service

Fuels— Includes living plants; dead, woody vegetativearnals; and other vegetative materials
capable of burning.

General Forest Management Area -see Management Area.

Ground Cover - Perennial vegetation plus litter and coarse fregps (greater than 2 mm in size),
including tree crowns and shrubs, that are in titentact with the ground. Based on the erosion
hazard class, effective ground cover is between 208675% of ground covered the first year after
management activities.

Gully - An erosional term used to describe concentratesion in the vertical direction. Gullies
are generally deeper than they are wide.

Habitat - A place that provides seasonal or year-round fe@ter, shelter, and other
environmental conditions for an organism, commuyrotypopulation of plants or animals.

Heritage Resources The remains of sites, structures, or objects bbyehumans in the past. They
may be historic, prehistoric or architectural iiure.

Historic Range of Variability — changes in forest vegetation, specifically, the ganson of its
current condition with what it was like historicall

Hydrolic Subsoiler - toothed ripper or harrow that allows teeth s@rover rocks, etc. by means of
an affixed nitrogen cylinder that compresses uad@aximum mechanical loading to prevent tooth
from breaking off.

IDT - Interdisciplinary Team

Inactivated (Road) - A road that is managed in a stored or closeelgoay for long-term
intermittent use. Generally, a traffic servicede® single purpose type road that remains open to
motorized off-highway vehicles. An inactivated dazan be hydrologically stabilized or
hydrologically closed.

Indirect Effects - Impacts on the environment that are caused tacton and are later in time or
farther removed in distance.

Southside Allotments 149
Draft Environmental Assessment



INFISH - Interim Inland Native Fish Strategy for the imb@untain, Northern, and Pacific
Northwest Regions (Forest Service). A strateggrided to provide interim direction to protect
habitat and populations of resident fish outsidar@idromous fish habitat in eastern Oregon,
eastern Washington, Idaho, western Montana, arttbpsrof Nevada. The Decision
Notice/Finding of No Significant Impact for thigategy was signed July 28, 1995.

Instream Structures — Boulders, logs, or other artificially placed nréks that are used to
enhance or improve existing fish habitat by alig@stream velocity and depth or to provide
physical cover.

Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) - A team of people that collectively representesal/disciplines
and whose duty it is to coordinate and integrageplanning process.

Intermittent Stream - A stream that flows only at certain times of yle&ar when it receives water
from other streams or from surface sources suchedting snow.

Irretrievable - A category of impacts that applies to lossegrotiuction or commitment of
renewable resources. For example, while a linemepof land is being used as a road, some or all
of the timber production there is "irretrievablgid If the road was rehabilitated after use avitl s
compaction was reduced, timber production couldmes therefore, the loss of timber production
during the time the road was in use is irretriegdhlt not irreversible, because it is possible for
timber production to resume if the piece of landddonger used as a road.

Irreversible - A category of impacts that applies to non-ren@@aesources, such as minerals and
archaeological sites. Losses of these resourcemthe reversed. Irreversible effects can also
refer to effects of actions on resources that earehewed only after a very long period of time,
such as the loss of soil productivity.

Issue- A matter of controversy, dispute, or generaloawn over resource management activities or
land uses. To be considered a "major " or "kegtigs it must be well defined, relevant to the
proposed action, and within the ability of the ageto address through alternative management
strategies.

Jump - A vertical transition within a stream that magyent fish passage.

LRMP — Land Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan).

Landtype — An inventory map unit with relatively uniform pottial for a defined set of land uses.
Properties of soils, landform, natural vegetateomd bedrock are commonly components of

landtype delineation used to evaluate potentiadsliamtations for land use.

Listed Species A wildlife or plant species listed under thelearization of the Endangered
Species Act as threatened or endangered.

Listed (Streamg — Streams listed on the 303(d) List by Oregon Deepant of Environmental
Quality (ODEQ) as water quality limited.

Local Road- Local roads are usually one-lane roads congtduict serve a dominant use or
resource. Local roads do not access large larad aiace they are more site-specific than arterial
and collector roads.

LRMP - Land & Resource Management Plan (see Foresj Plan
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Management Area- a unit of land allocated to emphasize a pawictésource, based on the
capability of the area. Expressed as MA F20, MR,F2c.

Management Direction- A statement of goals and objectives, manageprscriptions, and
associated standards and guidelines for attaihieigt

Management Indicator Species (MI$ - Vertebrate species whose population changes are
believed to best serve as an index of a biologicaimunity's response to the effects of land
management activities or are important for fishimgnting and trapping.

MIS —seeManagement Indicator Species

Mitigation - Measures designed to counteract environmeniza@ts or to make impacts less
severe.

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) - An act, passed by Congress in 1969 that deckared

national policy to encourage productive harmonyeein humans and their environment. This act

requires the preparation of environmental impaatestents for Federal actions that are determined
to be of major significance (see 40 CFR [Code afdfal Regulations] 1500-1508 for

implementing regulations. See also FSH [Foresti&esiHandbook] 1909.15, the FS

Environmental Policy and Procedures Handbook.)

NEPA - see National Environmental Policy Act

NLAA - Not Likely to Adversely Affect

NMFS - National Marine Fisheries Service

Non-forest Land — Lands that have never had or that are incapdlitiavaing 10% or more of the
area occupied by forest trees, or lands previduasiyng such cover and currently developed for
non-forested use.

NRHP — National Register of Historic Places

No Action Alternative - The most likely condition expected to existhie future if current
management direction were to continue unchanged.

NTU — Nephrometric Turbidity Unit: How turbidity is expressed. Turbidity is the degto
which suspended material in the water impedes pghetration.

ODEQ —Oregon Department of Environment Quality

ODFW - Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife

Old Structure - A forest stand with moderate to high canopywtesa multi-layered, multi-
species canopy dominated by large overstory tregl,incidence of large trees, some with broken
tops and other indications of old decaying woodtédience), numerous large snags; and heavy
accumulations of downed wood. For ponderosa paneds, large diameter trees with incidences
of shags and old decaying wood may indicate oletaire. Canopy densities may actually be low
with fewer trees per acre present than other glasdciations.
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OSHA - Oregon Occupational Safety & Health Association
Overstory - The upper canopy layer of trees.

PACFISH — Interim Strategies for Managing Anadromous Fisbepicing Watersheds in Eastern
Oregon and Washington, Idaho, and Portions of @ailid (commonly referred to as PACFISH).

PAG —See Plant Association Group

Pattern - A term that refers to the plan-view of a stream.

PBA - Programmatic Biological Assessment

PDC - Project Design Criteria

Periphyton: Microscopic underwater plants and animals thatfiamly attached to instream
surfaces like rocks and large woody debris. Fighraacroinvertebrates may use periphyton as a
food source.

Perennial - A plant that lives for three or more years.

Perennial Stream- A stream that flows water year round.

Plant Associations- Climax plant community types

Plant Association Group (PAG)- A group of plant associations that share sinplaductivities,
disturbance regimes, and responses to disturbdgight major plant association groups have been

described on the Ochoco National Forest.

Plant Communities- A homogeneous unit in respect to the number aladionship of plants in
tree, shrub, and ground cover strata.

Prescribed Fire— A wildland fire burning under specified conditothat would accomplish
certain planned objectives. The fire may resualtrfreither planned or natural ignitions. The
Regional Forester must approve proposals for usatofral ignitions for this purpose.

Post-holing- A term used to describe soil disturbance fromalfé and livestock that results in
“post-hole like” depressions.

Profile - A term that refers to the longitudinal profilestream.

Proposed Action- A proposal made by the Forest Service to authprecommend, or implement
an action on National Forest System lands to mepeaific purpose and need.

Puddling — A term used to describe standing water on tilessdace resulting from platiness or
lack of structure in soil.

Relative Erosion Rate (RER) -portrays average sediment load changes attributalbteest
management practices and natural disturbance gactor

Riparian Management Objectives (RMO) -INFISH key habitat elements.
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Ripping -generic term for using toothed implements to éwosarth or rock. May be used singly as
in large long rippers behind tractors or in straigér gangs or V bar gangs either on a tractonor o
a trailer. Depths commonly range from 1 to 3 feet.

RHCA - see Riparian Habitat Conservation Area

Riparian Area - An area with distinctive soil and vegetationvibetn a stream or other body of
water and the adjacent upland; includes wetlandgfarse portions of floodplains and valley
bottoms that support riparian vegetation.

Riparian Habitat Conservation Area (RHCA) - A portion of a watershed where riparian-
dependent resources receive primary emphasis, andgament activities are subject to specific
standards and guidelines. RHCA include traditigiparian corridors, wetlands, intermittent
streams, and other areas that help maintain thgrity of aquatic ecosystems by (1) influencing
the delivery of coarse sediment, organic matted,vanody debris to streams, (2) providing root
strength for channel stability, (3) shading theatn, and (4) protecting water quality.

RMO - see Riparian Management Objectives

Scarification - term used to describe usually shallow (<12 isatiscing), harrowing or
cultivating.

Scoping- The early stages of preparation of an envirortalexssessment or environmental impact
statement used to solicit public opinion, receiemments and suggestions, and determine the
issues to be considered in the development angsasalf a range of alternatives. Scoping may
involve public meetings, telephone conversatiora|ings, letters, and other contacts.

Sediment- Solid material, both mineral and organic, thahisuspension, is being transported, or
has been moved from its site of origin by air, wageavity or ice and has come to rest on the
earth’s surface either above or below sea level.

Sedimentation— The action or process of forming or depositindjreents.
Sediment Yield— Sediment that is eroded from adjacent landarbody of water.

Sensitive Species Species identified by a Regional Forester foicWipopulation viability is a
concern because (a) of substantial current or giedidownward trends in population numbers or
density, or, (b) of substantial current or predioi®@wnward trends in habitat capability that would
reduce a species' existing distribution.

Seral Stage- A plant or animal community that is transitioiraktage of succession, being either
short- or long-term. If left alone, the seral gagpuld pass and another plant or animal
community would replace it.

Short-Term Effects — For timber management planning, those effectsiwwould not be
substantial beyond the RPA planning horizon of &@rg. For DEQ water quality, short-term
effects are defined as two days or less. Genesdilyrt-term effects are within the planning
period.

Silviculture - The practice of manipulating the establishmeamposition, structure, growth, and
rate of succession of forests to accomplish specbjectives.
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Species A population or series of populations of orgamsthat can interbreed and reproduce
freely with each other but not with members of otgecies.

Stand - A group of trees in a specific area that isisidhtly alike in compaosition, age,
arrangement, and condition to be distinguishaldmfthe forest in adjoining areas.

Stand Density Index (SDI):the general term stand density is a measure artimunt of tree
vegetation on a unit of land area and can be thebeu of trees per acre, the basal area per acre, or
other parameters such as average stand density (884) per area. SDI is based on the
relationship between tree size and the numbeeektper acre and is indexed to a stand having a
10 inch diameter at breast height (dbh) averagediee.

Stream Class- A classification system for stream&lass | are perennial or intermittent streams
containing one or more of the following charactigts (1) are the direct source of water for
domestic use; (2) are used by large numbers ofdisspawning, rearing, or migration; and/or (3)
contain enough flow to have a major influence otewguality of a Class | streantlass Il are
perennial or intermittent streams containing onmore of the following characteristics: (1) are
used by moderate numbers of fish for spawningjmgaor migration; and/or (2) flow enough
water to have a moderate influence on downstreahtguof a class | or Il streanClass Il are

all other perennial streams not meeting Clasdll @efinitions. Class IV are all other intermittent
streams not meeting Class |, Il, or Il definitions

Subwatershed- An area mostly bounded by ridges or other simdpographic features
contributing water, organic matter, dissolved rartts, and sediments to a lake or stream. One or
more subwatersheds make up one watershed.

Succession A series of dynamic changes by which one grdumrganisms succeeds another
through stages leading to potential natural comigwonriclimax. An example is the development
or series of plant communities (called seral stafylowing a major disturbance.

Threatened Species Species listed under the Endangered SpeciethaAicare likely to become
endangered within the foreseeable future througalbat a major portion of their range.

Tillable - capable of being tilled, fractured, discing pial - varies with equipment capabilities.
Tillage - the operation of tilling land, to plow, sow sestt raise crops.

TMDL - Total Maximum Daily Load — The state establisadotal Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL) allocation plan. A TMDL allocation plan edtigshes limits on the quantity of a pollutant

that enters a stream from a specific land useraumof users.

Understory — May include grass, forbs, shrubs, small treesh(sis seedlings and saplings), and
other plants found beneath the overstory tree ganop

USDA - United States Department of Agriculture.
USDI - United States Department of Interior.

USFWS - United States Fish & Wildlife Service
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VEM - Viable Ecosystems model (VEM) is the method usetherOchoco N.F to apply
ecosystem concepts to project-level planning. $iséem compares existing vegetation with site
potential (or biophysical environment) and histaanditions. The VEM is designed to be applied
at both the forest and the sub-watershed scale.

Watershed —An area mostly bounded by ridges or other simdaographic features contributing
water, organic matter, dissolved nutrients, andhsexts to a lake or stream. A watershed is made
up of two or more subwatersheds.

WEPP —Water Erosion Prediction Project; a model to estexpotential soil erosion and sediment
yield.

W/D - Width to Depth Ratio
Winged Subsoiler- toothed ripper or harrow that has teeth thaffasbaped in cross section
which lifts the soil and loosens it more than staddeeth.

WQRP - Water Quality Restoration Plan

Xeric — Of, characterized by, or adapted to an extremsghhebitat.
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APPENDIX A

Capability, Sustainability, and Suitability
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Capability, Sustainability, and Suitability
Capability

Forest Service Manual 1905 (10) indicates that loidiparefers to the potential of an area of land
to produce resources, supply goods and servicdsallow resource uses under an assumed set of
management practices and at given levels of managtentensity. Capability depends upon
current conditions and site characteristics sudtiiamte, slope, landform, soils and geology, as
well as the application of management practicesh) sis silviculture or protection from fire, insects
and disease (36 CFR 219.3)herefore, grazing capability is a reflection of frhysical limitations
(slope, accessibility, tree canopy cover, distdncgater, site forage production) to grazing a give
area. Within the Paulina Ranger District most tsftats” (characterized by low or rigid
sagebrush) do not produce adequate forage to Isédeoad capable range. Distance to water was
not considered in the calculations of capable rdreew.

Due to conifer canopy cover exceeding 70 percetitstope exceeding 40 percent our GIS
calculated that 15,014 acres were determined ttnlog capable for grazing" (capable range limits
were derived from a Pacific Northwest white pamsised 3/06/03) Of the remaining area,
12,245 acres were determined to be "not capablgréming” due to limited forage production.
Therefore, 42,633 acres of the 69,892 total a@&pércent) within the three allotments under
analysis meet the definition of capable range. abbgprange by pasture and allotment is outlined
in Table A-1 below.

Sustainability

Determination of stocking levels for “grazing suséility” are first dependent upon management
strategy, and then are most appropriately deteihidyeability to meet management standards and
guidelines, as well as resource conditions witklstg adjusted based upon monitoring results.
Depending upon the implementation, adjustments bae& made over time on the Paulina Ranger
District to determine “sustainable” grazing levetgler current management strategies and plant
association distributions and conditions.

Suitability

Forest Service Manual 1905 (91) indicates thaability is a determination of, “[t]he
appropriateness of applying certain resource managepractices to a particular area of land, as
determined by an analysis of the economic and enriental consequences and the alternatives
uses foregone...” This analysis was conducted duhaglevelopment of the Land and Resource
Management Plan for the Ochoco National Forestnaadie suitability and management direction
determinations based upon Management Area design@tiRMP p. 4-45 through 4-118).
Management areas within which livestock grazing determined to be "unsuitable" are listed
below:

* MA-F13 (Developed Recreation Areas (Core Areas D38 acres} Continue to keep
campground closed to grazing (LRMP p. 4-76).

During the analysis for the FEIS, resource andessecbnomic factors were evaluated relative to
range suitability determinations. As part of thimluation: Alternative 1 proposes to close 69,892
acres to domestic livestock grazing, Alternatiy@ and 4 would not close any additional areas to
domestic livestock grazing, therefore, only setattf Alternative 1 would further limit existing
suitability determinations.
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Table A-1. Capable range by pasture and allotment, Soutididenent Project Area.

NOT ADDITIONAL
CAPABLE NOT
PERCENT
TOTAL DUE TO CAPABLE | CAPABLE
ALLOTMENT | PASTURE | \cpes | SLOPE AND DUE TO ACRES CQAPQE'EE
TREE LIMITED
COVER | PRODUCTION
North 8775 1128 577 7070 81%
South 9,248 1792 2 858 4,598 50%
Wind Creek Bronco 627 109 75 443 71%
ﬁg‘t’;?“e”t 18,650 3.029 3510 12111 65%
Bull 5980 1.289 279 4,412 74%
Miles 2 445 211 739 1295 53%
Widow 8.697 2167 1618 4,912 56%
Nichol 12.935 2 850 1.008 8987 69%
Riparian 3,606 331 489 2786 77%
Sugar 6,505 1.449 1781 3.275 50%
Wolf Creek | Sugar 488 172 132 184 38%
Holding
Wolf Creek
Riparian 1,436 373 64 999 70%
Corridor
ﬁgg’;{“e”t 42,092 9,042 6.200 26,850 64%
South 1.083 1.289 504 190 10%
North 2490 266 660 1564 63%
Heisler East 3,339 995 1021 1323 40%
Bear/Rager 1,33 393 350 595 44%
Allotment 9.150 2,943 2 535 3,672 40%
Total
PROJECT AREA TOTAL 69,892 15,014 12,245 42,633 61%
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Appendix B

Composite Pasture Resource Rating Explanation
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Composite Pasture Resource Rating

As the purpose and need for action described withignanalysis indicates, there is a need to move
resource conditions within the Southside Allotmeatsup (Wolf Creek, Heisler, and Wind Creek
Allotments) towards desired conditions. In ordeathieve this objective livestock impacts within
these grazing allotments must be managed in suayas to maintain or move the conditions of
the various resources (or resource features) t@rdasdired levels or conditions. The basic unit
within which livestock are managed is the allotmgsisture. There is a relatively high level of
control of livestock, and their associated efféotthe environment, on a pasture by pasture basis.
Therefore, in order to determine the degree obtiwek management change needed within each
pasture, or alternately, in order to categorizéysas containing resources that might be most
susceptible to livestock grazing impacts, the oismiplinary team for the Southside Allotments
Group analysis developed a methodology for congpilive resource conditions within each
pasture. The team labeled the methodology the GsitegpPasture Resource Rating system (CPRR
system), and the resultant categorization as tmepOseite Pasture Resource Rating (CPRR). ltis
important to understand that this methodology da#sand never was intended to, determine a
“pasture condition”, rather it was only intendedused as a tool to group pastures for the
application of different livestock management stadd. The CPRR system compiled five
different resource (feature) conditions and onetipiel resource assessment giving each of these
six criteria the following relative weights in det@ning each pasture’s rating:

» Stream Channel Condition 20%
* Riparian Vegetative Condition 20%

* Upland Vegetative Condition 15%

* Noxious Weed Risk 10%

* Proper Functioning Condition Assessment 20%
* Soils Condition 15%

Each resource specialist within the interdiscipln@am responsible for the stewardship of the
data for their respective resource conditions wapansible for placing the “average” condition of
that resource (feature) within one of three catiegaranging from closest to desired condition
which was called “Satisfactory”, to furthest fromsited condition which was called
“Unsatisfactory”, with one category in between edll'At Risk” (refer to individual resource
reports and summaries for a description of howwkis done for each criteria). Once this was
done for each of the six criteria the weighting w&pplied, mathematically generating a CPRR
(using the same nomenclature as described abtvé)ose instances where there was neither
adequate data nor professional observation to maletermination for a specific criterion, that
criterion was not considered in the CPRR and theratriteria were given proportionately greater
weight in determining the CPRR.

The following tables and charts display:

* How each criterion was rated for each pasture uvadalysis:

0 The presence of a number 1 adjacent to each onteyiplaced within one of three
category columns: Satisfactory, At Risk, or Undatisory. This represents the
“average” condition of this resource (feature) witthe pasture being described.

» Criteria used to determine a CPRR for a pasture:

0 In some cases there was insufficient data and gsimfeal familiarity with the
conditions of a given resource (feature) withireatpre to make a determination
of the “average” resource (feature) condition withipasture. Where this
occurred that criterion received no weight anddtier criterion received
proportionately greater weight in the determinatba CPRR for the pasture.
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» Pasture CPRR rating on a continuum:
0 The bar graph to the right of each table indicttesSCPRR for each pasture as
rated on a continuum. The vertical lines on edwrtaepresent crossing the
threshold from “Unsatisfactory” to “At Risk” anddim “At Risk” to

“Satisfactory”.
WOLF
3 2 1
EBUI factor [ sat]at risk] unsat
stream channel 0%
riparian veg 20% 1
upland veg 15%| 1
noxious weed risk 10% 1
pfc 0%
soils 15% 1 100 167 234
60% CPRR
_factor sat| at risk| unsat
stream channel 20%| 1
riparian veg 0%
upland veg 15% 1
noxious weed risk 10%| 1
pfc 0%
soils 15% 1 1.00 167 234
60% cPRR

factor |sat|at risk|unsat
stream channel 20%| 1
riparian veg 20% 1
upland veg 15%| 1
noxious weed risk 10% 1
pfc 20% 1
SO"S 15% 1 1.00 1.67 2.34

100% CPRR
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RIS - ctor

sat

at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% 1

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1

SOiIS 15% 1 1.00 1.67 2.34
100% CPRR

S foctor | sat| at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% 1

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1

soils 15% 1 1.00 1.67 2.34
100% CPRR

_factor sat| at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% 1

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1 ‘

soils 15% 1 1.00 1.67 2.34
100% CPRR

Wolf Creek Exclo. |factor | sat|at risk | unsat

stream channel 20% missin

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1

soils 15% missing 1.00 1.67 2.34
100% CPRR

Quicksand (Alt4) " factor |[sat|at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% missin

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1 ‘ ‘

soils 15% missing 100 167 2.34
100% CPRR
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Widow (Alt 4) factor [sat|at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% missin

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1

soils 15% missing 1.00 1.67 2.34
100% CPRR

‘Sugar Holding factor |sat|at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% missin

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1

soils 15% missing 1.00 1.67 2.34
100% CPRR

WIND

3 2 1

North factor | sat|at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% 1

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1

soils 15% 1 100 167 234
100%

factor sat| at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% 1

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20%| 1

soils 15% 1 100 167 234
100%

factor sat| at risk| unsat

stream channel 20%| 1

riparian veg 0%

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10%| 1

pfc 0%

soils 15%| 1 100 167 23

50% cPRR
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HEISLER

3 2 1

Bear factor |sat|at risk| unsat

stream channel 20%| 1

riparian veg 20%| 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10%| 1

pfc 0%

soils 15%| 1 100 e . 23
80% N

factor sat| at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% 1

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1

soils 15% 1 100 167 - 23

100%

N o ctor [sat]at risk[unsat

stream channel 20% 1

riparian veg 0%

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 0%

soils 15%| 1 1o e 23
60%

S oo [sat]at risk[ unsat

stream channel 0%

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20%| 1

soils 15% 1] 167 o 234
80%

As the purpose and need for action described withgnanalysis indicates, there is a need to move
resource conditions within the Southside Allotmeatsup (Wolf Creek, Heisler, and Wind Creek
Allotments) towards desired conditions. In ordeathieve this objective livestock impacts within
these grazing allotments must be managed in suayas to maintain or move the conditions of
the various resources (or resource features) t@adasdired levels or conditions. The basic unit
within which livestock are managed is the allotmassture. There is a relatively high level of
control of livestock, and their associated efféotthe environment, on a pasture by pasture basis.
Therefore, in order to determine the degree obtiwek management change needed within each
pasture, or alternately, in order to categorizéysas containing resources that might be most
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susceptible to livestock grazing impacts, the diitamiplinary team for the Southside Allotments
Group analysis developed a methodology for conmpilive resource conditions within each
pasture. The team labeled the methodology the GsitgpPasture Resource Rating system (CPRR
system), and the resultant categorization as tmepOsite Pasture Resource Rating (CPRR). Itis
important to understand that this methodology dedsand never was intended to, determine a
“pasture condition”, rather it was only intended®used as a tool to group pastures for the
application of different livestock management stadd. The CPRR system compiled five

different resource (feature) conditions and onetipielresource assessment giving each of these
six criteria the following relative weights in det@ning each pasture’s rating:

» Stream Channel Condition 20%
* Riparian Vegetative Condition 20%

» Upland Vegetative Condition 15%

* Noxious Weed Risk 10%

» Proper Functioning Condition Assessment 20%
» Soils Condition 15%

Each resource specialist within the interdiscipln@am responsible for the stewardship of the
data for their respective resource conditions wapansible for placing the “average” condition of
that resource (feature) within one of three catiegaianging from closest to desired condition
which was called “Satisfactory”, to furthest frorasited condition which was called
“Unsatisfactory”, with one category in between edll'At Risk” (refer to individual resource
reports and summaries for a description of howwkis done for each criteria). Once this was
done for each of the six criteria the weighting wpplied, mathematically generating a CPRR
(using the same nomenclature as described abtvé)ose instances where there was neither
adequate data nor professional observation to malkeermination for a specific criterion, that
criterion was not considered in the CPRR and theratriteria were given proportionately greater
weight in determining the CPRR.

The following tables and charts display:
* How each criterion was rated for each pasture uadalysis.

0 The presence of a number 1 adjacent to each oritexiplaced within one of three
category columns: Satisfactory, At Risk, or Undattory. This represents the
“average” condition of this resource (feature) witthe pasture being described.

*  Which criteria were used to determine a CPRR foasture.

o0 In some cases there was insufficient data and ssimfeal familiarity with the
conditions of a given resource (feature) withireatpre to make a determination
of the “average” resource (feature) condition witaipasture. Where this
occurred that criterion received no weight andatier criterion received
proportionately greater weight in the determinatbia CPRR for the pasture.

* What each pasture CPRR rated on a continuum.

0 The bar graph to the right of each table indicetesSCPRR for each pasture as
rated on a continuum. The vertical lines on ed@rtaepresent crossing the
threshold from “Unsatisfactory” to “At Risk” anddim “At Risk” to
“Satisfactory”.
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3 2 1
BN factor [sat]at risk[unsat
stream channel 0%
riparian veg 20% 1
upland veg 15%| 1
noxious weed risk 10% 1
pfc 0%
soils 15% 1 100 167 23
50% cPRR
factor |sat|at risk|unsat
stream channel 20%| 1
riparian veg 0%
upland veg 15% 1
noxious weed risk 10%| 1
pfc 0%
soils 15% 1 1.00 167 234
60% CPRR
NS foctor [ sat]at risk] unsat
stream channel 20%| 1
riparian veg 20% 1
upland veg 15%| 1
noxious weed risk 10% 1
pfc 20% 1
SO”S 15% 1 1.00 1.67 2.34
100% CPRR
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R roctor [sat]at risk[unsat

stream channel 20% 1

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1

SO”S 15% 1 1.00 1.67 2.34
100% CPRR

B foctor | sat|at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% 1

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1

soils 15% 1 1.00 1.67 2.34
100% CPRR

_factor sat| at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% 1

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1 ‘

soils 15% 1 1.00 1.67 2.34
100% CPRR

Wolf Creek Exclo. |factor | sat|at risk | unsat

stream channel 20% missin

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1

soils 15% missing 1.00 1.67 2.34
100% CPRR

Quicksand (Alt4)factor [ sat|at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% missin

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1 ‘ ‘

soils 15% missing 100 167 2.34
100% CPRR
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Widow (Alt 4) factor [sat|at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% missin

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1

soils 15% missing 1.00 1.67 2.34
100% CPRR

‘Sugar Holding factor |sat|at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% missin

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1

soils 15% missing 1.00 1.67 2.34
100% CPRR

WIND

3 2 1

North factor | sat|at risk|unsat

stream channel 20% 1

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1

soils 15% 1 100 Le7 234
100%

factor sat) at risk | unsat

stream channel 20% 1

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20%| 1

soils 15% 1 100 167 234
100%

factor sat| at risk| unsat

stream channel 20%| 1

riparian veg 0%

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10%| 1

pfc 0%

soils 15%| 1 100 167 23

60%
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HEISLER

3 2 1

N foctor | sat]at risk[unsat

stream channel 20%| 1

riparian veg 20%| 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10%| 1

pfc 0%

soils 15%( 1
80%

BT foctor [sat]at risk] unsat

stream channel 20% 1

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20% 1

soils 15% 1

100%

North factor [sat] at risk| unsat

stream channel 20% 1

riparian veg 0%

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 0%

soils 15%( 1 e
60%

S foctor | sat|at risk|unsat

stream channel 0%

riparian veg 20% 1

upland veg 15%| 1

noxious weed risk 10% 1

pfc 20%| 1

soils 15% 1)| =
80%
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Appendix C

Summary of PFC Assessments
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Summary of PFC Assessments

During the summer of 2005, a Proper Functioningdtion assessment and analysis was
completed for six (6) streams in the Southside tAlents Analysis area (Analysis Area). At least
one stream was selected from each of the threengraiotments (Heisler, Wolf Creek, and Wind
Creek). Each stream is thought to be represeatafithe various stream and riparian systems in
the Analysis Area. The following is a summary of flanctional rating and apparent trend of each
of the reached assessed for PFC. Additional iréition on each reach and its functional rating can
be found in Appendix A of this document.

Table C-1.Proper Functioning Condition Assessment and Alglys

Stream Reach Functional Rating Apparent Trend
Reach A Functional-At Risk Not Apparent
North Wolf Creek _ _
Reach B Functional-At Risk Upward/Downward
Reach C Functional-At Risk Upward
Reach A Functional-At Risk Not Apparent
Reach B Functional-At Risk Upward
Sugar Creek Reach C Propgr Functioning | N/A
Condition
Reach D Functional-At Risk Upward
Reach E Functional-At Risk Not Apparent
Reach A Functional-At Risk Not Apparent
Reach B Proper Functioning | N/A
Condition
Reach C Functional-At Risk Not Apparent
Tamarack Creek
Reach D Nonfunctional N/A
Reach E Proper Functioning | N/A
Condition
Reach F Functional-At Risk Not Apparent
Beaverdam Creek Reach A Functional-At Risk Not Apparent
Reach B Nonfunctional Upward
Reach C Proper Functioning | N/A
Condition
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Reach D Functional-At Risk Upward
Reach A Proper Functioning | N/A
Condition
Wind Creek Reach B Prop_e_r Functioning | N/A
Condition
Reach C Proper Functioning | N/A
Condition
Reach A Functional-At Risk Not Apparent
South Fork Wind Reach B Functional-At Risk Not Apparent
Creek
Reach C Proper Functioning | N/A
Condition

! _ Upward — aggrading, point bars building, vegetatleveloping; Downward — active headcuts.
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Table C-2. Existing conditions for unstable bargtgde and width to depth ratio within the
Southside Allotment Project Area.

Unstable Banks Shade Width:Depth
Ratio
Stream Year Data % Miles Average Miles W:D Miles
Collected Unstab | Surveyed Shade % Surveyed Ratio or
le Bank Reach
(range)
Bear 1976 <5 14 30 14
Beaver- 1976 22 25 24 2.5
dam
(4-59)
1979 11 9.5 20 9.5
(0-50)
2005 19.9-44| 7.16 45-53 7.16 13-23
Bellworm 2002 14 0.7 42 0.7 6-11 0.7
Canyon
(0-75)
Bronco 1976 13 1.8 23 1.8
(7-20)
1979 2 15 9 15
(0-5)
Congleton | 1996 20-77 3.4
1997 1.6 1.3 37.6 1.3
Dry 1995 14 unknown 69.8 unknown
Paulina
Heisler 1976 10 15 30 15
(2-33)
1993 28 6.35
1997 1 5.6 51 5.6 11-26 5.6
(0-30)
Miles 1993 0-5.2 3.0 36-68 3.0
Powell 1979 6 4.2 13 4.2
(0-15)
1993 14 6.9 55 6.9
(1-47)
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1994 4-31 6.4 50-63 6.4 2-16 6.4

Rager 1979 3 25 13 2.5
(0-5)

1993 55 6.9

2005 0-5 unknown 13 unknown
South Fork | 1994 11-19
Wind
North Fork | 2002 83 2.9 51-61 2.9 16-19
Wind
Sugar 1979 10 8.3 19 8.3
Creek

(0-50)

2005 0-50 unknown 19 unknown
Wolf 1989 39-59 2.8
Creek

2005 23-55 3.6
North Fork | 1995 8.6- 5.3 57-66 5.3 4-10
Wolf 19.7
East Fork 1993 3.5-19 3.1 30-60 3.1 10-15
Wolf
Creek 2006 18.4 unknown | 66.33 unknown
Tamarack 1979 4(0-6)] 3.8 14 3.8

1993 9(1-28)] 3.9 56-64 3.9 2-11
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