
one- quarter mile downstream from the. treat~d area .. ~e otenti.al f£>~~~~
tern erature in the ei!~~.J..mlikel to be transrmtt~d row 1r~. Water
tempera e momtoring on deorgecreek~egill'aurmg1hfsu~ of 2011, prior to the proposed

els treatment and will be continued past the implementation of the treatment.

~ ~Identification of BMPs for the proposed projects has occurred (Appendix D) and any project which might
A1. ,41~ occur in this planning area would be considered for monitoring in the Umatilla National Forest annual
« I ~~ BMP monitoring plan. These activities would not detrimentally affect beneficial uses. Riparian andfp channel components that protect water quality would be maintained. Other design features (Chapter 2,

Table 2-5) and BMPs would control disturbance that could lead to erosion and sedimentation. Effects of
~ ( proposed actions wouid not ad~Seiy or measurably affect water temperature or dissolved oxygen (DO).
S Short-term measurable turbidity effects could occur during replacement of a culvert. Best management~r. ~practices have been incorporated into project design criteria for the culvert replacement and will be

)~' t: .l monitored. This proposed project is in compliance with the Clean Water Act.

IIi .JJ A d~ Forest Plan Compliance
.-~i~ Implementation of design features (Chapter 2, Table 2-5) and BMPs (Appendix D) as described above,

Umatilla National Forest Road Use Rules, as well as standard timber sale contract specifications or the
corresponding stewardship contract specifications would constitute compliance with the Forest Plan for

([) hydrologic and water quality components. ~-$ ~ tu.e-
tV!fin' t!IHt 1M.f¥af Semi#- "il1edrl'Pltrfi-"f/ rRjtrffl<e ~ rhbt? j'kC/'lrrP'H<;:::j-

THREATENED, ENDANGERED, SENSITIVE (TES) and I<~Z:';
MANAGEMENT INDICATOR (MIS) AQUATIC SPECIES;!'c15,$()

>" ~~ ~ction incowo~e~,,<~~ ere . e u G io 0_iS~Evalll.a~ionfOJTES.Aquatic Species Ih-I/w-J contam'tci in me project analysis e at Pomeroy Ranger Distnct. ~~ ~I

( methodologies assum tions and limitatio of . ~~rdetails are con~ A if 15
summ e current con mons 0 t e affected environment allJ'fiitP'itfift~~'effects of the Proposed ~r
Action and its alternatives are discussed in this section. ~;~

k l'h~ <'::
SCALE OF ANALYSIS ~ '/
Sub-watersheds affected by the project are the South Fork Asotin Creek (HUC 6-170601030203) and c~
Upper George Creek (HUC 6-170601030206) of the Asotin Creek Watershed (HUC 5-1706010302). v15.
These two subwatersheds cover about 47,450 acres of which an estimated 20,650 acres are within the k~C'~
National Forest boundary (see Table 3-5 in the Hydrology section and map in Appendix A). All direct, *--H .
indirect, and cumulative effects would occur in this area. C!~itf ~ I~ I
Analysis for environmental effects include a11 proposed activities listed foe each alternative (timber 4~~
harvest, activity and natural fuels treatments (including mechanical thinning in about 25 acres of ;'-7"" 1
RHCAs), danger tree removal, road management, landscape prescribed fire, and past, present, and future /'~/~rJd
foreseeable actions that could affect TES aquatic species (pages 3-2 to 3-4). ~ $r ~"'11.

/D _J Indicators used to analyze effects of proposed actions are as follows: ~ 1:-Fv: ~ a.t-
Y9 Oru »t4K FftTll-lkofi1t Y Wf.v b~.t. &Left Itr5rf;rl~a/jy h~ '4f r~1aI/:

1.,1. £v/ .•A-:' Effects to TES (biological determinations) and MIS Aquati~~pecies ~~/t5 r+«:5;;:;; Y~~=!:th"t~~~~~ c&'~s about 21,000 acres )Xi~~;1~~W'( -J.--- subwatcersh~ggU.!l'o-!-"~~~ and Vi> . r ~r e Creeks are ~~~fied as a Ciassi anad~~~'
'It ;.r;u !hir or er streams ichJ2!!~ehay _~ ~q!"ll~,an"a,~oDYS_.&)J~ _~t~ Hnganes.
I~ ~

f~~~1r /.jJ;i~~f::;:;;P~;:;f;;J;;~·
.....•'----

Chapter 3 - AffectedEnvironmentand EnvironmentalConsequences
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences ittel't. YS~jh W~?

.?rica 1f-!utA WiWrA1h.wrd0/tuj wltnlt rfMff<~.f,; It; t'1~ .
The species listed below will not be analY.zed further in this section becaus.e~!hmavs..t~se.m?.L _ 7-:/
. ubwatershed art.n2.\J?,wseyt or note'ijg any suryey.jp ,the.r~£1i[eai< or ar~ ~ Z':--:s:
1'11in qr~~s~e T~ble 3-13) '. Th~ species are as follows: Western Ridged Musse~,.Shortface Lanx, )t,VT.

[tme gpnngsnml, Mid-Columbia RIver Steelhead, West-slope Cutthroat Trout, PacIfICLamprey, ~)'it.f
Northern Leogard Fr2ii, Columbia spotted Frog, and Painted Turtle. 7.?f~ /~4d;; rul4-'5
Effects to terrestrial invertebrates that have habitat resent in the watershed and ors..Qbw.a.t~Uib~db tar,., f

n9t 18esent or u . own If mWhed, Hells's Canyon anoSnm, B<arry'sHairStreak, Meadow Fritillary,
and reat Btti'iiFniiIIary) JlID;&a"lip i!!lPPcf' QiQlo~~caldetermination ex?~pt .f?!",~j;:~_.
h~ a "Max Imeact individuals or ha~.itat ... " biologIc~ aelermmiitlO~ausm~~~;.~ .•
rrest:;;~,!i.~ay ~ affected by ![0~~a3fI~ mg actI"!~ ®JV/taf rs-llur~ f I(NPi~ r
The following table summarizes data collected using Hankin and Reeves stream survey techniques for ~
proposed endangered, threatened aquatic species. This table highlights stream attributes relevant to these :!rl!Vat'.t4
species. This data corresponds to Forest Service field surveys conducted typically in July and or August. -Wklk

T hI 314 S S D· S F k A . C k d G C k S b hed i'5 ~/:r J
htI;- "

dsttse/>

a e - tream urvey ata III . or sotin ree an eoree ree u waters s

S.Fork S.Fork George George PACFISH
Attribute Asotin Asotin Creek Creek RMOsReach 1 RepReach Reach 1 Reach 1

8/9/93 10/10/08 7122/93 8/01

Pools per Mile 10 30 16 45 Varies by width

Large Woody Debris per 84 138 40 42 > 20' x >12"Mile (>12"dbh) ~.

Water Temperature 48°F 58°F 58°F 63°F <61° F(Maximum Surveyed) ~ ~Joo,

Width to Depth Ratio (in 8:1 8:1 9:1 10:1 10:lor lessfeet)

Substrate Embeddedness 31%. 18% ~Rot, <25% 2~ or less- ,

% Fines Wolmans* Average None Taken 16% None Taken . ~lot, N/A
,

blfr-i.-~
Uv./J fi'A,/" h;;r~-:;;~
t~;t;i)
4/~ ;-fk./tc.L

b~~
-a/~

~ No;es - * Wolman s survey attnbutes collected after 1996 survey years... ~ ~ ?-e.r "'t,""4...
~56~ sed/~frl'b~ih .s·F'~1/6(;ffP£&a/tS ~ I:~.~r~f/l ...~ b'::lI'lvlJ/f$oIilt- d In. 6'e~~. r r.e

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT - Snake River S rin SummerlFall Chinook Salmo~ ~ Z~
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) . . :;s~)
Nortb.lisd.c gf"Sip iUAApriwe1Q,'t· . . i.-· _'"-o· ,~a~ ~Witat~ S

JAAated Myroximatelr seven mpes d~",~stream from t e orest BOl¥\dAQi the :t;.Qjest~s.Ye¥it~e;:':Itis
also the pnmary habItat of rearmg l'tsfi because temperafure and sediments values are ideal for production.
Howeve .. ies and downstream habitat destwctipn.basffGAAsd-thepoRyJ~£on¥d.eJ.e.a.
~ . e efi't"bfPtsh and Wildlife . biol£.&i~ A great deal of
:sto~tion acti~ty has been comp ete since e isting of the species. ~i~ j:~~urve.%~c~~
s~~a4gmg from other watersheds. Eew n1d(kbawhr~.pu~mpiTes ha~~ftlL
thf=1Il$>wnstt;;am WDFW survey traps. ~RQkl&~'}]; spawnin~ habi!~~
Be owat s abOveThe confluence ot th~ ork Asotm creek. m espawning activity was noted

w t s porn cause 0 ins eam empera es.

--------------~--~-----------------------------------------------
South George Vegetation and Fuels Management Project - DEIS
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Burning occurring generally outside riparian areas (except for about 25 acres proposed for treatment,
(RHCA units 1and 2) which occur only in George Creek subwatershed, not chinook bearing habitat) have
indirect effects on riparian areas by increasing the potential transport of sediment, biomass, or water
through the riparian zone. Low intensity burning within a riparian area often top-kills most shrubs and
deciduous trees, but due to these species being able to resprout, soil stability is not impaired. Large
ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, or western larch easily survive these low intensity fires, but if En elmann
~ruce or subalpi~!ir is prese~~her elevations) they are al,mos.t alwaY~i~le.! (a project 0 jectrve

gee,f~WL1/~jf.Afr. 'U ( ~Ttli~4t~1t
SJ(Jy/UL v-:

Project design features (Chapter 2, Table 2-5) show that riparian buffers (PACFISH requirements for 15ub~~
RHCAs) within the area will not be ignited. Black line or natural fuel breaks would be utilized to keep p~
fire out of the buffers. Due to riparian buffers being used, and because burning would occur during early k.~
spring-like conditions (low-intensity burning) this project is expected to have no effect on riparian areas.~~s)

Cumulative Effects - Alternatives B, C, and D ~ I~ It() •

Salmon have the potential to occupy habitat seven miles downstream.~v¥r,~!\Q~l.kh$m£ -t.A.J;:'.-n~-#
real tentialfor the introduction of sediment and or other materials~!?~the creeke. dunnin ~A--::
seasonal hi h flows es eC1 y ronr rre ec r ~m 1m c s. e do~iift¥@frlt""aCM:~Ld, in ~JTr'~~
the long-term i.e. pos -proj iOn IS ances rar: aye ei'OS10ncontrol measures implemented), see ~ -ffi-Is .
a reduction of the overall sediment produced and contributed to intermittent stream channels and the
potential downstream migration. This is based upon the completion of Asotin Watershed restoration
activities (i.e. meander reconstruction, road obliteration, trail relocations, shrub and tree plantings and
bank stabilization, reconstruction of the road surfaces) occurring in the watershed.

For all action alternatives (B, C, and D) there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of
resources with implementation of proposed activities.

.
"oj

j

!:
i

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------
South George Vegetation and Fuels Management Project - DEIS
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES - Snake River Summer Steelhead

Alternative A - No Action

DirectlIndirect and Cumulative Effects - Alternative A
Same as for Snake River spring/summer Chinook Salmon.

Effects Common to all Action Alternatives (8, C, and D)

Project design features (Chapter 2, Table 2-5) show that~~blUfers re uirement fOfg
'thin the area will not be ignited. Black line or natur::rf1i1.: . e re

I j ® wlv:\ out 0 t e u 'paMP~g bftd:Wan'a'1)eca:rreb~rning wou .occur during. earlyill' ',I. o~ e. spnng- e condllOns (low-intensity burning) this project is expected to have no effect on ripanan areas.
II 'I~ i"""""-l~T ' .

oc, I ~O ~~.~ l)~~.t~tLo~qf~~iP~te~~~~~~e ~"e~sonal~Ak~gi41~~~~
J Ic,.~ the short-term (season of disturbance before green-up). However, this IS not expe~i}~measurea Ie

I ~ Vt~.% 1 ----fO .vrl~o.~ , South George Vegetation and Fuels Management Project - DEIS
6 1""P#P' 3-38
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~,(M4ht4ft1ur(!puMrI14 ref seJi~~~ 5f~Srihtf/Ut;;~fJslt(
/Oil. A /J.. • ,'~ if C~~pter 3- AffectedEnvironmentand EnvironmentalConsequences ~ ,~k£
'('Y~1(1;:,r/~JW.U$f-ena4k~iS-lh--M~ 4nAbcr'S-

L 1~uJ~s;s~j,uk¥a~~~~;~5? -7'" :
( above background levels. Projects proposed IIIall action alternatives would have no measurable offsite
~fects to hydrologic function or water quality; water temperature or sediment load. Road work that'l I would occur with proposed timber sales would reduce erosion and sedimentation from stream crossings
, that are currently causing localized impacts leading to a localized improvement in water quality (S.

Peterson, North Zone Hydrologist, 2009).

Indirect effects to aquatic species are minimal because of the distance to potential spawning fish and
steelhead s awn in hi her mo~~~b~~~~~~~JY~~~~~~~isL7 emperafllre wou no ~ctedbecause proposea·acttvItIeswouIO not influence mi~iiIarst'feam

/ shade. Increases in the flow or timing of the runoff should remain unchanged.

Soils on slopes are shallow, coarse-textured residual soils and are well drained. Erosion hazard is
( moderate to hi~h in these rigarianzones. Dry channel and benching mitigates u~~~~d§'tion of ~
) ~cupIe~ fia~ltat ~ownslrearn -oftli-rprbfect planning area and from upslope and ridgetop activities. ~. I

@ e~r;t; r~) s..ed't~~r;-t:>W--~~lH'l--fr~ {~'5;n5 6-h~ni,,*~~/r~
Best Management Practices (BMPs) and timber sale contract clauses would be included to insure minimal ~4
ground disturbance and to provide adequate mitigation (Appendix D). Effectiveness and implementation -f/c,y~~
monitoring would be performed by timber resource personnel (the presale technician will assure BMPs ;Jff~-
are met during sale preparation and the timber sale administrator will assure BMPs are met during timber II-( r~
sale operations. a~~

f
The proposed 25 acres of RHCA treatments (RHCA units 1 and 2) have been designed to fall within the
intent and proj.ect design criteria of Category 13, Riparian Vegetation Treatment (controlled burning) in
ARBO (see Appendix F). These are specific and separate criteria from the BMP's for the rest ofthe JJ • -.L/. .
project area. ~'td-~ IVU A6/~ r~bA~~~ /{;j;i~!J/uulL r~tItA' Q-t- Ttu<U.

-r= . 2~ AU/S ~ I(l/eA-kn/!;; /I-Z ~W~
Cumulative Effects - Alternatives B, C, and D ;".-/U.e /J£/S
There are other ongoing and reasonably foreseeable activities (pages 3-2 to 3-4) in the area that have been
determined to have an effect on critical habitats (i.e. timber harvest, burning, and grazing). ~~ct(~lm.a exacerbate these effects b lJIcreasin the accessibilit of cattle to...p__.~....._rennial.,,!,.ater~.A:r,lil1sS#~e_ m

~ s c c eve erema .at!; ee ecs a co a~ts&~
11 t ese ma- be ne atlve III e. 'tte' on mue 0 - itively,

es e ec s e. ' he completion of restoration activities (i.e.
roa 0 itera ion, cutslope panting an sta iza on, m-e ~~mtnmf·of the, II J

(Q road surface and the culvert replacements). ~ .1_ ' ...d /. LIe-,~.u~~s: i?J SfYt/a.~~ sM Iud
<5/1}vS/'s/~~~t;;S Ad ~ 7"V'-'~' ...•.....r~ //~+-:

For all action alternatives (B,'t, and D) there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of ~ N~:±:> t ~ces with implementation of proposed activities. .yh-t M:f~ . ~I. A-C~ ~
s ""l~~~trrr-vr~ftn"tVh-~/U-;~ ?N~. JU.5~~

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT - Redband Trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) '5WA2ul. ~
Redband trout are an unclassified form of rainbow trout found east of the Cascade Mountains in Oregon ~ ~
and W:ashington, in northern California, and in eastern British Columbia. SteeTheadtrout (anadromous) ~-;:;;:.:::>
and rainbow trout (resident redband) are the designated aquatic Management Indicators Species (MIS) for ~.
the Umati~a National Forest. ~'ii!l2..~trout we.re found in th~,,'}If.~w~~~l1,~~~
~ucted III 1993,2001 and 2oz.t,~una' n~~C1hcorhynchu~ mYKlssJ~~
~l$e (I.e. 82 ifimE'm¥~Ies cOlim71o~~d~a~ not,Q~y,mg,JW~p.*r,x",?n,&U;u...Ihi~••

mall 0 ulation seems to be s ~,~and reilJiiQ&W. die fiatItat Rrese~. This population is not isolated
ery popu a IOns rom th"e."NO.~ Fork ..and m.ain.A. , .soti.ncreek,s. 1~._:..," 1'. .' '.' f,' •.' . n~o_.~~.-~'t\~~_~~~r~~='l!P~>1~~~at ave no haa ace in 0 ucnon or man ears and should be considere

"t~5'~;; - - < - -.-, ~~\f;<:;-~~~.~'-~.J?~

ManagementProject - DEIS



Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES - Redband Trout

Alternative A - No Action

DirectlIndirect and Cumulative Effects - Alternative A
Same as for Snake River spring/summer Chinook Salmon.

Effects Common to all Action Alternatives (8, C, and D)

,
f

Cumulative Effects - Alternatives B. C. and D
There are other ongoing activities in the area that have been determined to have an effect on critical
habitats (i.e. timber harvest, burning, and grazing). ~ilU~iM¥thf;Wmtt~
. sin the accessibili of ca . At these site specific levels there may be
cumu a lve a e e stnat could add to effects to downstream critical habitats. With continued
completion of restoration activities (i.e. road obliteration, cuts lope planting and stabilization, in-channel
habitat restoration, reconstruction of the road surface and the culvert replacements) and RMO values
continue to improve positively these effects may be negated.--.;....---

,
1

f

f

I
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Alternative A - No Action

Direct/lndirect and Cumulative Effects - Alternative A
There would be no direct or indirect effects. There would be no ground disturbance to affect either
temperature or sediment. However, no beneficial effects would be achieved by the reduction of sediment
from improved road conditions projects derived from the sale.

For the No Action alternative, South George project would not be authorizing any actions; therefore it
would not be adding anything to the effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.
Based on the definition provided in the CEQ regulations (page 3-1), there would be no cumulative effects
for the No Action Alternative.

South George Vegetation a Management Project - DEIS



ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES - Margined Sculpin

Alternative A - No Action

DirectlIndirect and Cumulative Effects - Alternative A
Since there would be no activities implemented, there would be no direct or indirect effects.

For the No Action alternative, South George project would not be authorizing any actions; therefore it
would not be adding anything to the effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.
Based on the defmition provided in the CEQ regulations (page 3-1), there would be no cumulative effects
for the No Action Alternative.
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences ~

1Aitdf~
Effects Common to all Action Alternatives

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES - Tailed Frog

Alternative A - No Action

Direct/lndirect and Cumulative Effects - Alternative A
Since there would be no activities implemented, there would be no direct or indirect effects. r

! ,

For the No Action alternative, South George project would not be authorizing any actions; therefore it
would not be adding anything to the effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.
Based on the definition provided in the CEQ regulations (page 3-1), there would be no cumulative effects
for the No Action Alternative.

Effects Common to all Action Alternatives (8, C, and D)

South George Vegetation an anagement Project - DEIS



i

i,
I

I I
Ii

, j
f:· !

; lj
,II j

ll~.i;t,

I'

Cumulative Effects - Alternatives B. C. and D
As with all other aQuatic species in the short-ten.n time frame there is otential for the.introduQtion of
s~ent an::?0 OT er mate~.J to tc~Y.riDKJl!.e~~t;,S?narkr h 0 ~~..w:~~;or;g·

~. ea at b.5lyebeen dete m~!Ve an ert::t o~P~~. s i.e. timbe!
~~!Y e t . an az~. s Br$~s~hi~~.§~~Xm~,~~a~i£iJtty

r nm waers, AftEesesite .' e¥e1§~)'Wumulativ~~p~4t~
to t 0 ownstream critical habitats. With continued completion or restoration actrvities

i.e, roa 0 literati on, cut~~p4anting ana stabtf~ii'ion, in-channel habitat restoration, reconstruction of
the road surface and the culvert replacements) and if RMO values continue to improve positively these
effects may be negated. rtl-~$ /1.P ~~('.; re: Jt;1eAI-~. etu4<~ ~

BIOLOGICAL DETERMINATIONS ~f- /t;.y;';tP4;fF~ /At Sf'Ui~ l1u1i1,
Because in the shorH.erm.!,ssS, ce before een-u;.. . '.... . talon
.~~o~s.ed activities there is ·~Pj~ ilJld 2' !ilf~~§ *

o~ 0 effects on downstream critica . action
- . •• 6 "'.- _"~,, ,ma .. .; ~ .~~. . . 0 r l¥

j.

f

J,
I

,
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Table 3-15 - Biological Determinations for TES and Proposed Species
in South George Project Planning Area

S No No No (NT)

**BIOLOGICAL

DETERMINATION
HABITAT

PRESENT IN
SUBWATESHED

SPECIES
PRESENT IN

PROJECT AREA

HABITAT
PRESENT IN

WATERSHED

*ESA

STATUS
SPECIES

INVERTEBRATES

_:<ii$l"fJf" L'~¥..ncP

Western Ridged Mussel

No (NT)S No NoShortface Lanx

No (NT)S No NoPristine Springsnail

Yes. Yes Unknown ~) ...~~Fir Pinwheel (Terrestrial) S

No (NT)Yes NoHell's Canyon Land Snail (Terrestrial) S

Humoed..Coin1Thrrestrial) Yes UnknownS Yes

Barry's Hairstreak (Terrestrial) I S I Yes I No I No II (NJ)

Ae I Meadow Fritillary (Terrestrial) S __ e~ (Nl)* Great Basin Fritillary (Terrestrial) S Yes Yes sf N~ (N/). ~ I
FISH ~ $4 Juw is!f j::.1tPWr'-Itud- I~ A-I'e Itff in Ih-pr~fAA-Vi ?
Snake River fall Chinook Salmon Yes/No No I NoT (NE)

Snake River spring Chinook Salmon T Yes No I No (NE)

~ V"olTlnn"'~\H.U~ I No ~:~AA~Snake River summer Steelhead T

Mid. Columbia River Steelhead (Mid C
Only) (MIS)

T No No I No (NE)

Redhand Trout (MIS) ~ .. ,
.xes" ,.j'.$~ I ,...,x.~_S

eMI). ~:'J(\"':;.

Vp< C-/lcAI{y,FUknSf
~ NotFound "

.•Xel _ ~ ,

- . I River Bull Trout ~e&-J;
S,Margined Sculpin Yes

West-slope Cutthroat Trout I S I Potential I No I No II (NT)

Pacific Lamprey I SIRe-introduced I Unknown I No II (NT)

~ I AMPHIBIANS ,SOle'i'fll5 if 1'1<;S k~ X It 11kl1 ~~ ?
~rtlIern Leonard Frog )!.12i~P-~_.. ~; ";

(NT)

C~~b~AA>:fi?T ~) I S I y~~' r--------unknOw~ -/Uclmown II (NT)

,T@..t:4FrQo S Yes
~PW""l!.,"-··"iIifri>~

Yes,.j~".. " Yes (~I)
~-,,----;--o~

Painted Turtle (Oregon Only) S No No No

* T = Federally listed Threatened species, S = Regional Forester's Sensitive Species List,
Determination of effects are as follows: a) No Effect (NE), b) No Impact (N!), c) May Effect - Not Likely To Adversely Affect
(ME-NLAA), d) May Impact (MI) Individuals Or Habitat, But Will Not Likely To Contribute To A Trend Towards
Federal Listing ...

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
South George Vegetation and Fuels Management Project - DEIS
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~1kR isdl ~~hIf k/,#;M dA~~ 1IAfot''1~Ih-M.er:~~kHU ~
~ FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY c/v l'~aA~ ~/YnJS.

hnplementation of any alternative would be consistent with Umatilla Forest Plan, as amended
11 (PACFISH), and Endangered Species Act (ESA). ..J-J.£..1. I4H5 ")
r/'JAl i~ fh.. prf(jeef tflt<J/sl-ht-f W/ £SA- kl~ 7,'1:11-r~M/t:!J , .
.:-- This project is consistent with ESA listed fish recovery plans. Actions proposed for riparian vegetation

restoration project (about 25 acres - RHCA units 1 and 2) are consistent with habitat actions identified in
the draft Snake River Salmon Recovery Plan for SE Washington (Snake River Salmon Recovery Board
2006) (referred to as the LSR Recovery Plan). Habitat actions are grouped and define the approach to be
.taken to implement restoration or protection strategies. Upper George Creek is identified as a major
s~aWI,iingaggregation (MSA) in the lower reaches (LSR Recovery Plan Summary p. 51). The LSR
R~covery Planidentifies large woody debris goals for the Upper George Creek MSA of one piece per

G
~~~~I width. ~To ireprove large woody debris requires improving channel and floodplains, improving
tip~~ ;rr~~ ~9 improving instreamhabitat ,£LSRRecovery Plan Summary p. 48). hnplementation of

g) d~¥d:%:!~~~:~~;;l)Z~#Jfh:dW~~;ZS~~o;: ~z;e;;;~f
A~f>/~i~~)J ill1d'r~ rll'.A4''th1.-~~ t1~)/f4Ir~~Jutt,>'ht{? ~;~ IS- r4:f~eIur.-
7 ~.(, lbisproject adequatelyavoids, minimizes, or otherwise offsets any potential effect to designated

I Ess~ilJiaI Fish Habitatand therefore fulfills our requirement under the Mangnuson Stevens Act (305 (b)d/;)rA».·~~,fhferll1,ite-/11v~i~~r#~~ 4#/IJt~ /kln/u'Y:S/

See Appendix F for additional aquatic information. ~r d~ wlU ~ ~ !()/~ *~dvt/J~ ~~~ h'5it ~irhtf?

VEGETATION

This section incorporates by reference the South George Silviculture Specialist Report contained in the
project analysis file at Pomeroy Ranger District. Specific information on the methodologies,
assumptions, and limitations of analysis and other details are contained in the report. A summary of the
current conditions of the affected environment and the predicted effects of the Proposed Action and its
alternatives are discussed in this section.

SCALE OF ANALYSIS
Existing and historical vegetation conditions for National Forest Service (NFS) lands located within
South George project planning area (approximately 21,000 acres).

Indicators used for comparison purposes between alternatives are:
• Species composition
• Forest structural stages
• Tree density

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Forested acreage designated as suitable for timber production by the Forest Plan is used as the affected
environment for the forest vegetation analyses described in this chapter (see Appendix J -NMFA
Analysis - Existing and Historical Vegetation). The table below identifies forest vegetation affected
environment in the project planning area by alternative. It shows that about 75 percent of National Forest
System (NFS) lands in the project planning area are forested (15,430 acres) and about 91 percent of the
forested acreage (14,060 acres) is included in Forest Plan management areas where forestland is suitable
for timber production.

South George Vegetation and Fuels Management Project - DEIS
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Potential Vegetation
The potential vegetation of the forest vegetation affected environment is characterized using potential
vegetation groups (PVG), a higher-level taxonomic unit in a hierarchy of potential vegetation types
(powell et al. 2(07). ~~ af~d f~1: a J~~~QV.tro~~
Iilationship.

POTENTIAL VEGETATION GROUPS

• Cold Up/and Forest

~st UP/~f~~::~!:t0
• Dry Upland Forest

Figure 3-2 - Upland forest potential vegetation groups for the South George planning area. The historical range of variability
(HRV) analyses presented later in this chapter stratify the results using dry and moist upland forest PVGs (cold is not used
because it has too few acres in the planning area for a credible HRV analysis). White areas within the exterior planning area
boundary include either private (non-NFS) lands, or nonforest vegetation types.

South George Vegetation and Fuels Management Project - DEIS
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences /r ~A. ~ls-l fr~s/;
~I- !3r~ P f'-1kUe1" 1M'lff.#pwiIj ~~ buf-h i1f.er;1UnI-5~ r~/~
~ In/XU!~.tr.trilf:P.e-· ?~t'-S"" /fJ1,( I ~t711"7 If10 p/It:Zprul ~~Z::~-

SpecIes Composition II /.

~

The redominant ~orest cover eis. ~and ftr (42 ercent.~f the affected. e~vironment has ~andf~. ,J..~1/e3~
ont 0 . ·tre c ,~01~~, s ruc~~ If .1~ ~[en, .0u.g<r~S-flf~~r~

onderosa me 14 rc .

An HRV analysis was completed for species composition of the forest vegetation affected environment.
Because species composition varies by biophysical environment, the HRV analysis was stratified by

iii potential vegetation group: dry upland forest and moist upland forest. Note that the cold upland forest
• pva is not included because it has too few acres (180 acres) for a credible HRV analysis. Species ~
. composition HRV results are presented in Table 3-18. ~ • ,1_

~/r/r

I Th . ormation. resented in the ta!fl~below su es~s that .. ' fO.re.sJ~.:ad_",..~~,'~,.r..=r~ ~rts J'~iI~m~cv.~! "( ~
e u<;J1~ s an 00 1 e ~~2merOS~Rm~~ :r~iId.

. ~ ) oist orestland su rts too much of the and flf and s ruce-fir fores ..Qy<?~an too itt e 0 the :5 A PI) ~

I (,w { ouglas-fir, western larch, roa eaved trees, and lodgepo e pine forest cover t)'pel':~~~fv. ~ ~~
~ f/hV /W.- ~JW""~ll1ffdlfflt? tA./ u: tvl-/b,..QtU)~rJ~sJr !,p(/l.U' .(~/;Hft ? =r

~ fL( Table 3-18 HRV Analysis of Specles Composition for Forest Vegetation Affected Environment drfJ
WU'17.K' %,.P-J--~r~ ~~7

I~~
~ytib;;;p9i;r~-At'1tttV-~~

_ >eI~ SourcesINotes: Current amounts are summanzed from the South George vegetation database (forested, suitable, NFS lands only).
f'2> f Gray s~ading indicates cover types that are either above o.rbelow the historical range of varia.bility.· orical ranges are ~.
Ltlf(/\ agproXlmate and m292_ [rem Morir,,~Parsons (200l)j ~9 on multi&lt: 12PQc ear .si.mua Qn se ~~?

I 7".., ~ Iqscapes In a "dynamic equilibnum" WIt tJieiraIstuTbance regImes. -rT.? .."~ ,-r;,. . f/IA~ A 'h. / AA _~hb.~;S ...,...- t?!)IYf,17 17,1171, VI'V\' - "YV f.:.#YTI.-'J""'- ~

etaitK-'? Forest Structural Stages 1/2.0"0~>i,;;:;:(Jtth~~ /~$~S~~ e~ /(/h

I Tab.le 3-19 below summarizes existing forest structural stages for the forest vegetation affected Jt.C r~~ fc,
environment, It shows that the predominant forest structural stage is understory reinitiation (30 percent of ~ lti: -
the affected environment), stem exclusion closed-canopy (21 percent) followed by stem exclusion open sr:7'Jv-

I canopy (19 percent), and old forest single stratum (15 percent). . t!~r(fl~
gJ-rlt-rs 1$ Ml-erd;~u..pr Aeeara!£ jW.(, 15~;~~~dd'er/H-1hP or: A-/~1Dr1t~

I I/I!.Vj tv~I7Jt /~ ~~~ -b kL k~ ~ Ir€ ~~ t. ~1/tr/U1u
~eltl.tf~/to5(!/Jtf ~rt/~5J tt*M.- t(J!J~J& .e?jfMf,'brJU1It 7 7tJW1. ~

• MO~S. J ~~

I

I
I
I

-

Cover Type DRY UPLAND FOREST PVG MOIST UPLAND FOREST PVG

Y Historical Ranee Current Amount Historical Ranae Current Amount

~
Percent Acres Percent Acres Perceut Acres Percent Acres

Herb-shrub 0-5 0-150 0 0 0-5 0-550 2 210
Shrub 0-5 0-150 0 0 0-5 0-550 0 0

Western juniper 0-5 0-150 0 0 - -
Ponderosa pine 50-90 1470-2650 ~, 32 940 5-15 550-1640 8 860

/ Douglas-fir 5-20 150-590 46. 1,350 15-30 1640-3280 7 .75(}.
Western larch 0-10 0-300 0 0 10-30 1090-3280 3 ,'310

r Broadleaved trees 0-5 0-150 0 0 1-10 110-1090 '0 "".y (,0"

'] Lodgepole pine 0-5 0-150 0 0 10-25 1090-2730 ,3.
:, >,300

• Western white 0-5 0-550 0 0- -
pine

Grand fir 1-10 30-300 :•.:'P:W>, •••k:Se;, .;~;666H. 15-30 1640-3280 Ij'-;fsf/1.i:T;';
Spruce-fir - - 1-15 110-1640 1'; 21""" ~

,
!
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences I

Table 3-19 Forest tructur taaes - orest eaetation ece nvrronmen
Code Forest Structural Stage Name Acres Percent of Total

SI Stand Initiation 570 4
SEOC Stem Exclusion Open Canopy 2,710 19
SECC Stem Exclusion Closed Canopy 3,000 21

DR Understory Reinitiation 4,200 30
YFMS Young Forest Multi Strata 310 2
OFMS Old Forest Multi Strata 1,120 8
OFSS Old Forest Single Stratum 2,140 15

S alS F v Afi tdE t
I
I

SourcesINotes: Summanzed from the SouthGeorgevegetationdatabase (forested,suitable, NFS lands only). Forest structural
stages are described in O'Hara et al. (1996). Structuralstage, a derived field in the database,was calculatedusing queries from
Hessburget al. (1999a). I
An HRV analysis was completed for forest structural stages of the forest vegetation affected environment.
Because forest structure varies by biophysical environment, the HRy~aly§.i~ »,i!§~'l;atif~w!~•.Y...£~~li.al

.$~oup: ~ forest and moist u land fore~t.~ that the cold upland forest PVG is not
inclu because it has too few acres 0 acres) fora~dible HRV analysis. Forest structural stage
HRV results are presented in Table 3-20.

I
I

T bl 3 20 HRV A al • f F S alS F v Afi dEa e - n lYSIS 0 orest tructur tages - orest egetation ecte nvironment
StrocturaI DRY UPLAND FOREST PVG MOIST UPLAND FOREST PVG

S.tage Historical Range Current Amount Historical Range Current Amount
Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres

SI 5-15 150-440 ·4 +'.; 1-10 110-1090 4 400r. ".130
SEOC 5-20 150-590 10 290 0-5 0-550 22 2,430
SECC 1-10 30-300 16 490 5-25 550-2730 23 2,510

UR 1-10 30-300 '1" 24 710 5-25 550-2730 31 3,350
YFMS 5-25 150-740 ; :i 20 40-60 4370-6560 3 290
OFMS 5-20 150-590 18 520 10-30 1090-3280 5 ·.L,600-- ~
OFSS 15-55 440-1620 21"'""' 790 0-5' ,'-

0-550 12 1,350
S'ourcesINotes: Summarizedfrom the SouthGeor eve etationdatabase forested, suitable NFS lands onl . Gra shadin

I
I
I

g g ( , y) y g
indicates structural stagesthat are above or below the historicalrange of variability. Historicalpercentages(H%) werederived
from Hall (1993), Johnson (1993), and USDAForest Service (1995), as summarizedin Blackwood(1998). Forest structural@ stagesare describedin Table 3-19.

~~ n~~ {The information presented in Table 3-20 suggests that the SI, SECC, UR, and YFMS structural stages are

r('fY'I"~ outside oftheir historical ranges for the dry upland forest PVG, and that every structural stage except SI
tJJP:. Y and SECC is outside of its historical range for the moist upland forest PVG.

lP1j; ~ J V'r Tree Density
W (gJ)P' Table 3-21 summarizes existing tree density classes for the forest vegetation affected environment. It
~6'( shows that t e r. . antt~~edensit class is!!\oderil-te ..p erce~~, followed c~~,

~~ ~ . rcent) an t en b I ..,,~~rcent >(/W/u, Mi$-tIt1j;~l!r~ I fU-rt,tJ-S-e.
~)I'-J k ~r~i~-AA .'tM4~ wlt1"'./~~~)~lliJcl','";;~ J

P~2.?%i.- ~ r.SJr~~31-"af1t)7'lJfte;~s ~~
J1..At:zu,~ ~ r-c. 11!M-~~

I
I
I
I
I
I
J
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Table 3-21 Tree Density Classes - Forest Vegetation Affected Environment
]r.a; Pgg§QI C!as~4 Acres Percent

of Total

Low 5,060 36
Moderate 5,200 37

U;nh 1JWO .2L.,_~-
SourcesINotes: Summanzed from the South Georgevegetation database (forested,suitable,NFS lands only). Cntena for
assigningpolygons to tree density classes are provided in Powell (2009).

Table 3-22 HRV Analysis of Tree Density Classes - Forest Vegetation Affected Environment
Tree DRY UPLAND FOREST PVG MOIST UPLAND FOREST PVG

:tmmity Historical Range Current Amount Historical Range Current Amount(!faSt" Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres~.
Low 40-85 1180-2510 ;7{{' 30 1;,,<·~90·; 20-40 2190-4370 37 4,010

Moderate 15-30 440-890 26 780 25-60 2730-6550 40 4,400
High 5-15 150-440 ~ ~ 15-30 1640-3280 23 2,520

Sou~slNotes: Summarizedfi.iffh the South Geor eve etation database forested,suitable,NFS lands onl . Gra

$jltUJl?f
foreJr-
I~ Ail

w"f/t-M-
g g ( y) y He.£ .a..;

,"i:\ shading indicates tree density classes that are above or below the historical range of variability. ~~ H/M-t.t, f' j V1'-
'-:9/1hV' Wb !/I!.V'M/V!1t;ttd fyv~tt P'ew,,'If"?8~ Pn,wWV/dUfel lfyh71 whalYfIlO'. (7~i"fr

The information presented in Table 3-22 suggests that the dry upland forest PVG portion of the forest So hi~
vegetation affected environment has too little of the low density class and too much .0.f the high density /5 /.d ~!;x.f
condition. For the . land forest ortion of t ected environ~ot all three d nsiwJa~ses are f/~
within their storic ranges of vana 1 ~ '?

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section discloses the environmental consequences of implementing the silvicultural activities
proposed for each of the alternatives. Subsections discriminate between: (1) direct effects, which are
caused by an activity (action) and occur at the same time and place; (2) indirect effects, which are caused
by an activity (action) and are later in time or farther removed in distance than direct effects, but are still
re~~nably foreseeable; and (3) cu~latiye y.ffe.ct8 ~~ull.fr.Qm..the ~~remental imJ?a<;'L-Pi."gn VAHtz~
actlVl action) when added to o~her past, present:., m:d reaso~_ably foresee~ble futun~ action~: f/v1 d1'::t.t::::
Three indic ed to characterize he environmental coose uence§, of implementing the 1t~.u:t; is: Jt..tff-
s vicultural activities proposed for each of the alternatives: ~ecies cQ!!!P~PW, ~
forest structural sta es, and tree densit classes. Potential vegetation is not used as an indicator because it I~ Ylr-l:s
IS not affected by s VICUtural activity or management treatment; however, the amount of potential PElS h-
vegetation included in each alternative does vary, as shown in Table 3-23. l//irh)M

se tIrffl sI'

~s"s7JtltHtUjot:6'//..(

-lifeel;-ltJ .
fr >(Ji/~.
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I

Table 3-23 _ Potential Vegetation Group Acreage by Forest Vegetation Affected Environment
and bv Alternative

Forest

PVGCode Vegetation Alternative A Alternatives Alternative D
Affected (acres) BandC (acres)

Environment (acres)
(acres)

Cold UP 180 0 0 0

Dry UP 2,950 0 930 930

MoistUP 10,930 0 2,970 1-610.. f

Total 14,060 0 .••.•.3,900 2,600
Sources/Notes: summanzed from the ~outh George vegetation database (forested, suitable, NFS lands only). PVG Code IS
described in Table 3-17. Affected envlfonment acreages are provided for comparison purposes only and were taken from Table

3-17. @StJ dufiU ~ f~f~jk NW ~ ~Md~~ ~*~/Uu"i
1 fAn 1 's(u ~fo.tr(sk./'~(.l/' Q',~ Y~/~)ntM;-~S;hj'

Sea e 0 a YSI ~ f~~ h1., Jnd~.ffr:~ =« ;5 1t4f-~~ ~ 1!12!/f::v
Geographical Context - The geographIcal cont~x~for estimanng dlfe~t effects is fore~ted, suitable, /t#4Itz-.
National Forest System (NFS) lands lcx:atedwithin the forest vegetation affected environment (Figure 3- -7
1) and directly affected by im~lementatIOn of an ~ternative. Silvicultural activities included in
Alternatives B and C would directly affect approximately 3,900 acres of the affected environment;
silvicultural activities included in Alternative D would directly affect approximately 2,600 acres of the
affected environment.

I
I
I
I

~i~:;~~3~~~G'~;~ld~t~~~t~~~~
of activities (actions) occurnng at a different time or place than the action causmg an effect.

~~='W.3'~~,9~lf{~,.t9re~tJwJ;tm~~ll!g,tD;~.~ff~~!S is.!k~.~ntin~<~2m~J;~~~~_Rt~~~JJ?~g
J!f~,~,pJ~~y.~JJ)~ ac(~§)."There was no need to extend ~hecumu.l~tIveeffects analysis area
beyond the project plannmg area boundary b~~ause forest vegetation conditions affected by the proposed
action (various categories of speCIescompO~ItIon,forest structural stage, and tree density) are common
and widely distributed throug~out the plannmg area, the.P?meroy Ranger District in which it occurs, the
Umatilla National Forest (Chnstensen et al. 2(07) contammg the Pomeroy Ranger District, and the Blue
Mountains ecoregion containing the Umatilla National Forest.

I
I
I
I

Temporal Context - The te:npo~al context for evalu~ting envi~onmental effects includes past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions m South George project plannmg area, as described below. I

, ',

I
,

I 1
"j I

, I
, I

I
I
I
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

• Present (ongoing) actions (page 3-3) were considered when evaluating cumulative effects. The main
present action affecting forest vegetation conditions is the Park Ridge project involving
noncommercial thinning and prescribed fire activities designed to increase residual tree vigor, address
dwarf-mistletoe and other insect or disease issues, and reduce surface fuel loadings. The cumulative
effects analysis also explicitly considers direct and indirect effects expected from implementation of
actions included in any of the South George alternatives (Alternatives B, C, and D).

• Reasonably foreseeable actions (pages 3-3 to 3-4) were included in the cumulative effects analysis.
Reasonabl foreseeable actions include n - .. g,,mW fuel mWlGg91}J1~1i¥i*s9,,1!.,.
approXlIDateX 500 acres annually, and the Eastside prescribed fire project potentially affecting forest
~geffiuon conditIons 6:Y fe<Iucutg ladder fuels and implementing similar treatments designed to

{
~!~~e~d;~;~=~cZ~~~ ~~i~~e~:c~~~~~~;e~~=~~ID~=;{~~~:J~;~'s .
~ect Pl~.:t!F are ~£i£ate~ 9ver te~~t.5~¥s±-W~ ~W",(jfj:y ~ 7~/trs ?Il;~/S">~

i~ ~ IVlJiJt4-'FJ;:<~.l <!h#~A..I tISflh:f)~ -/h4APlI#(> So,~
• For the purpose of cumulative effects analysis, future vegetation conditions mcorporate direct and Pr')WIs

indirect effects from three sources: (1) implementation of proposed activities included in South l(l«~" A~_

George alternatives (Alternatives A, B, C, and D); (2) present (ongoing) activities; and (3) ././ ~'(fu-r
im Ierne . r a·o The timeframe for cumulative ef ects anal sis is Ct""7 U

- e same 5-year period described for the reasonably oreseea e a~tlOns. . - ~ S"/Aee-
- $ . l>'f.4fJu~

Following is a summary of silvicultural activities that occurred on National Forest System lands in the 4P;JJ'ltJo'
South George project planning area (see page 3-2): 1hts ,...I!..~

• Approximatel~ 15)200 acres oftimberbaryest~!rriIJg~",,~n 1960 and 2002.:. t!. /~ W
r.iJ • Approximately 2,750 acres of tree planting occurring between 1996 and 2008. h1-tzr~. ~

IO-A .' Approximately 2,400 acres of noncommercial thinning occurring between 1968 and 2008. - 'jj'~ ';;"''t!(j-"
1Vwr-{;$ ~ no 4n~S/~ "ItlUf1u1~ i~4d;4 ruu~ Aen'v/HtS wrllt;n klfr/s? P (/.I ote that historical activity acrea e is not m al exclusive. some acrea e was affected more than once AA-tA-I~"
~ cuttIng met s an ImtIal harvest involvin shelterwood se cuttIng, an a su sequent r&lYnAI?Z

m e sagle area mvo v!!l, s e te e val cuttm ,or y I eren ac Ivi res -sue as ee fot.f~M~
planting occurring on an area where stand clearcutting had been completed, followed by noncommercial JeI- Jtc-I-

r.;:thinning when the planted trees were dense enough, and tall enough, to warrant thinning). ~i?(!t"siclt!--r
(:5JF~ ~~~t-tAJ4r5;/'t:f'ilLlt;:f'rPffte./~/~ rljA~ ~~;n'Me./JE/S

Alternative A - No Action ./::e4Ulta .bf~ 1M ffTbfSul1u " ./J
PfJy~ W/~ A- r-gJd/tr rdfftli~ c!m-tm«?I'M''I1frj

Direct/Indirect Effects - Alternative A - No Action Atf~~ fJU. ,ctJr~i'.f; AlAn/, In/ilL"/..
Alternative A is the No Action alternative. It allows any previously approved (on-going) activities to...J/ ,,~
!,roceed, but none of the silvicultural activities identified as proposed actions in Chapter 1 would be ;/'US",«#()
unplemented under this alternative. ot'hf.e. ~ 0

The concept of this alternative is that ongoing disturbance and succession processes influencing
vegetation conditions in South George project planning area would continue without human interference.
If the purpose and need described in Chapter 1 could be addressed by Alternative A, it would occur as a
result of vegetation changes induced by natural ecosystem processes, not as a result of implementing
silvicultura1 activities specifically targeted at addressing forest vegetation issues and needs.

Since no new forest vegetation activities would occur under this alternative, it would not provide an
opportunity to address species composition, forest structure, or tree density conditions that are either over-
represented or under-represented (i.e., above or below the historical range of variability).

The analysis context of this section is that direct and indirect effects refer to the estimated environmental
consequences of implementing the proposed silvicultural activities. Since Alternative A would not

South George Vegetation an,'U_~Management Project - DEIS



Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

implement any of the proposed silvicultural activities, it is not expected to have any direct effects on the
forest vegetation affected environment.

Implementing Alternative A has the following implications for forest vegetation in the project planning
area:

• No silvicultural activities would occur to change species composition, so the ponderosa pine
cover type would c2!lLi{l~1!~!21>~j,e!:j2J?J:e~~pt~qon dry-forest sites, al<lfllL't'ith,Q1~p=Qy'glas-fu;,

~~PJ7~~Jl1f~7,:t't;~~vetJ~~,,~Uf~~~~~~h'-
No silvicultural activities would occur to 6hange forest ~tur~ages, SOthe stand initiation /l-c.CM-

and oun fores! !!lstr~ta.S~~~i ~q1Jl~<z b~ ~~~~~~s, Pr~';
n w~un~torest multi strata and ofd forest mul~~ moist-forest sites. Tt;~s.. r ffT~(f "f~HWAt7'1J'7j'11'-llr4r''''yI'M~ ...~ I~$j'-~--:--'~

No silvicultural activities would occur to change tree (stand) density levels, so the low-density
condition would continue to be under-represented on dry-forest sites.

wls~ t. I i/i~~<Jc •

~~fr'#r
5htJ~i~ •

· ~ ,.,- ~JutV
A-S-S~ • No silvicultural activities would occur to change forest canopy biomass levels and interruptw.- Jp,t ~ J canopy continuity, so the low canopy-biomass condition would c0E!inue to~. ~n<!er;rel?r.esell!~c!

{I~~~~/~ 1~~e~~~t~~~thf~~;=~7~~!~i}1S /1-
f? ~;;ba#.;;SilYiCU.I~;J.~c~S~ ••~~2~£l~~~~~b~;;t~~?
_b ~~1'f.cJ-f host-type conditions on dry-forest sites, so low and high susceptibility tob3ik oeeUesm
i#.' ponderosa pine, low susceptibility to defo~f.£.ts, low and high susceptibility to12ouglas-
~Wlfi . fir beetle low susceptib~e and low susceptibility to root diseases would~iitinue
.0 to be un er-represented.~?:':'7~~:=-'?u ~y,~u. ,qs~ )/'l..m'Ptl~"fftd-

inseek s- rDff- d,'S~ A/Jl bq~ nA:h,.,rAi ~Unl--C (p".ds in. ~ J>rt?J-ed-~ .
• 1NO silvicultural activities would occur to change insect and disease susceptibility by modifying

host-type conditions on moist-forest sites, so low susceptibility to bark beetles in ponderosa pine,
low and moderate susceptibility to defoliating insects, low and high susceptibility to Douglas-fir
beetle, high susceptibility to Douglas-fir dwarf mistletoe, and low susceptibility to fir engraver J
would continue to be under-re2resented·~f/1It.L.rSI1..5&f1'pi/iIi;iv iJt4..td;; 3< ~~i?€}t.d..e.
;~,yo-b4h, JUrfflMA)n nv;1S/tr ?r~.fs-Aj.vh'~ IS X-6~hI'~~

Cumulative Effects - Alternative A - No Action ~ ~ A-h~ ?~ k ~ .
~ Past actio . . c i~ . _.ber?aryest, tree lant~! and I}oncomm.:rg~! t~~- ~~!R.t££fe{!!$f,.,Q.istipg

;,on Itton~ ill t?e:~~tl'l~Jf.grarea~ ~~~~.l,.2rese~*, •••f..f1!!,u~a£~~wliICh illclud'es non-
commerCIal thinningaiitprescn"bect flre acnvmes, ~ld red!!~ t~t?e~~U~&.2J~rf\}c,.Y..f}l~U=~,
anldincreas4e.r~resen~ti°!l?l~~a:I~~~r'!!,Y-.z.e,~ci~sl_Q? nrnj1Jz<[gor;Jjo,l!.2!.~~.e~sE~~l~~!

Because Alternative A does not include any silvicultura1 activities, it is not expected to result in direct or
, indirect effects on the analysis indicators: species composition, structural stages, and tree density. Since

there are no direct or indirect effects of implementing this alternative on the forest vegetation indicators,
there are also no cumulative effects associated with alternative A.

u~~Management Project - DEIS
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l
A/'~d Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences /: 3 -S-t/-! ~

//JwJA#U !r~~5 tvRldI t~e- 5fVt!l-M t!nHf~s~ '/X:~=r~It
If none of the proeosed activi~~s woule . .emented to move ex~ting condi~~J!s close~ to d.e~ fit .f:!:;'/t.R t

;>iMffi9.1iik!ben&&e;;~tiQ~M~~,t~~t.~~~i~~verl~~I1,~ ~d -r:' rr -.;.
. u to be dominated b~~~~~~~6cm~ .. Ora forest (late-~d) I kl:;:l(p 3 -2-2.-

structure on moist-forest sites would continue to be deficient because proposed activities would not be ~ /)£/S
used to increase tree growth and thereby promote large-diameter trees (trees whose diameter is 21 inches p, 3-51
or greater), or to reduce stand densit sufficiently for establishment of a new cohort (stratum) of dmFti-!tuvr
understory trees. ~('SI t411'5 nat" kW.er'tvI~ I,bt; y.(C'7J,J% fttAf- !/-,'> ntlr PH-r /I ~t/

@71tlS dlstJU4;""'-/~e/Ls prt"/~/~ /h1etrtlf.. ...;:.••~ I'C
For the No Action alternative, South George project would not be authorizing any actions; therefore it I ". ~ -7 .
would not be adding anything to the effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.
Based on the definition provided in the CEQ regulations (p. 3-1), there would be no cumulative effects for

@the No Action Alternative. /1( t"h ;ti::6euu 1t4CU44 ~;fii(~. iH 1n~lsrpre4f)-fIw,u /s
fUJ reAS~ to 63.p, pr~t£ 1/t4'~yJ,~t«"'AAs d-r-h; ,...~/~.I-UtA,~

Direct and Indirect Effects Common to Alternatives 8 and C 7'

Direct effects are assumed to occur only on the portion of the forest vegetation affected environment
included in Alternatives B and C (approximately 3,900 acres). Alternatives Band C are discussed
together because the silvicultural activities proposed for implementation are the same for both
alternatives. Three indicators are used to present pretreatment and post -treatment trends for vegetation
conditions: species composition, forest structural stages, and tree density classes. Direct effects on
species composition, forest structural stages, and tree density are a consequence of implementing timber2 harvest silvicultural activities for Alte.rnati.v.es Band C: commercial (low) thinning (80 acres,

l"~:emen'·cu~.(3,~O;:;;!J7;;';C,:':" ;~;e=;s ')lTac:;'i~t~;t!J7::;}'r_""J'1
siH.AU:US /ik~~ ftJ h~' ~r~1.- /x ~/hU ~ /A-sr t,fj In:! 27 ~.f !;k4 h

Indirect effects consider the impact of ImpTementing Alternatives B and C on the larger forest vegetatio~ur
affected environment in which they occur. ~qt ~fect~ m implementing Alternatives B and C on . " '"
their portion of the affected environment (approximately 3,900 acres) ~lied tq lPwf entire, atf.~f~ . 'A#t1lM ~7
,Slvironment (approximately L1;2~acres) to estimaJs, ttI~ jn.J!.ir~~ects. .f:!~
Maps located in Appendix A show the geographical location and spatial juxtaposition of silvicultural .I< ~
activities in Alternatives B and C. e~~

(r~~;rl4-I~~.)
Direct Effects for Species Composition - Alternatives B and C
Species composition, as represented using forest cover types, is expected to change in response to
implementation of silvicultural activities proposed for Alternatives B and C. Most of th rest cover

s that would be affected h im lementation of silviculturg] ~ctivitie~.: ~ !l edin AlternativeSB""J'itd



@l(e" UbU3-zbJ n4i~ 6r~fd- iltt/u ir,;fo!t?ff'JF i.swJfftfft 1/1(1/~
r/-{A,L,L /'--.S kbf- A~~ J.;tr~tI\,lM'.t. fM3~lfd~ ,~dH-C-hm. .,1-1>0 ?~~5f 1A:t .Ch~pt~~-3 - AffecfedEnvironmentand EnvironmentalS:0nsequences

-$ r::=:~~~I-/R.~drl;frrW;7tf'Jz6'~A~~dWArd~fo7/~JI/g,
I ikekdt::;~il'$kas2.. z//t'i/blt, ~~/~~ ~;PU 15e~r&eJ ~f/Rrfrt Ittbrsr

Table 3·26 HRV Analysis Of Species Composition For The Entire Forest Vegetation Affected for.e--r f ve r-
Of I . Alt . B dC ;/'~

~u~

Environment. Reflecting Direct Effects Imp] ementina ernatives an
Cover Type DRY UPLAND FOREST PVG MOIST UPLAND FOREST PVG

Historical Range Current Amount Historical Range Current Amount
Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres

Herb-shrub 0-5 0-150 0 0 0-5 0-550 2 210
Shrub 0-5 0-150 0 0 0-5 0-550 0 0

Westernjuniper 0-5 0-150 0 0 - -
Ponderosapine 50-90 1480-2660 ·37 1,090 5-15 550-1640 8 860-

Douglas-fir 5-20 150-590 55" 1,630 15-30 1640-1280 10 1140- .. ":.-_0

1O::~0 1()OO_'t')Q() 1;:; 1 '7,()arcb 0-10 0-300 0 0
>

Broadleavedtrees 0-5 0-150 0 0 l-1Q~. <
I1fUOOO "0.,+ fI

..
Lodgepolepine 0-5 0-150 0 0 10-25 1090-2730 2 200

'" -Western white - - 0-5 0-550 0 0
pine

Grand fir 1-10 30-300 8 230 15-30 1640-1?RO 41 4680
----

Spruce-fir - - I-IS 110-1640 19 2,090
SourcesINotes: Current~ounts are sumrnanzed from the South George vegetation database (forested, suitable, NFS lands on the
entire forest vegetation 4ct~ environment - approximately 14,060 acres, except for 180 acres of cold upland forest not
included in this analysis), and reflecting the direct effects of implementing Alternatives B and C (affecting approximately 3,9oo
acres of the affected environment). Gray shading indicates cover types that are either above or below the historical range of
variability. Historical ran es were ad~ted or' s s cialist re.oft from Mo~ an and ..... n 2oo1' the are based
on. . . ear slm ations re resenting landsca s in a-' . - anilc e w num" WIlli their disturbance r~ /.. '/ )

5 t<A k prln "!'PfJ~ ~fee r ~h¥):~ IIIH-;;;:"';;;:;; PM>m.~{~/.
Having an ecologically appropriate representation of forest cover types well distributed throughout the 'SIlit JA.-h M.S
South George project planning area, each of which exists within its historical range of variability, is a t~ ~ I-
desired future condition for forest vegetation. The information presented in Table 3-26 suggests that the r~/.t.ur
silvicultural activities proposed for implementation in Alternatives B and C were marginally successful at ~
changing the pre-implementation HRV results regarding species compositio~ It '~-kr1rA-l ~rtl~eL.

• Before implementation, the Dry UP PVG had 3 cover types that were outside of HRV and the /r-, .
~ Ll Moist UP PVG had 6 cover types that were outside ofHRV (Table 3-18), I ,..han #ervm~/I(na
'!!/7M~IW\--tltd~ ~ ~10ne"'7Irn-ro/~~ffWt-h/(~ h4f-~~rt?celffeet(" I-/~v.

• Mter im lementation the Drv1JF PVG has 2 cover es that are outside of HRV and the Moist .

®S~A re» UP ~ as c ~r 4 ~ou s~ e,o #i4(~~-fr;:!}:7:;;~"AdIU
For Moist UP PVG, comparing Tables 3-18 and 3-26 shows that implementing Alternatives B and C 6'F I-IA
w uld result in western I reachin the historical ran e 1;m: 'i" belo~ he r e and ne_ed~dto be'=t)-rk.i'$
illcreas to ewe ran e,; an ese ternatives make some progress toward reducing grand fIr c7,'redk
an spruce- If representation oward their historical ranges (grand fir was substantially above the range tfflit;c)ll::l-s
before treatment, and still is after treatment), Douglas-fir representation increased slightly after treatment TtliJa .3 -2/,
(from 7 percent to 10 percent), but the increase was not sufficient to get Douglas-fir within its historical He r.e.
range. M rMs ~ n.,b.f- nA1it;; /)f;t. -th..3~' re:JA liu#~r
For Dry UP PVG, comparing Tables 3-18 and 3-26 shows that alternative implementation would increase ~h'S~
~e re~resentation of ponderosa pine slightly (from 32 percent to 37 percent), but it is still below the Mot's;- 'it
hlstoncal range. Proposed dry-site activities also increased the representation of Douglas-fir (from 46 firf! f-
percent to 55 percent), pushing it even further above the historical range, Proposed activities reduced the S' •
abundance of grand fir substantially (from 22 percent to 8 percent), which means that grand fIr would
transition from being above the historical range (Table 3-18) to within the historical range (Table 3-26)
after project implementation.
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