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INTRODUCTION 
 
The effects of the Chew Timber Sale are analyzed in the Chew Timber Sale Environmental 
Assessment (EA), (EA# OR014-05-03).  This Decision Record applies only to the Chew Timber 
Sale and follow-up hazardous fuel reduction treatments as proposed in the EA.  The timber sale 
is scheduled to be sold August 24, 2005.   
 
The Klamath Falls Resource Area (KFRA) interdisciplinary team designed the Chew Timber 
Sale EA based on: (a) current resource conditions in the project area, (b) the results of 
monitoring the previous decade of timber harvest activities, and (c) meeting the objectives and 
direction of the KFRA Resource Management Plan (RMP).  The proposals presented and 
evaluated in the Chew Timber Sale EA reflect what the interdisciplinary team determined to be 
the best balance and integration of resource conditions, resource potentials, competing 
management objectives, expressed interests of the various publics that commented, and the 
concerns of surrounding communities.   
   
DECISION 
It is my decision to implement the Proposed Action in the Chew Timber Sale EA.  As part of this 
action, Best Management Practices (BMPs) in Appendix D of the Klamath Falls Record of 
Decision and Resource Area Resource Management Plan (ROD/RMP) and the Project Design 
Features in Appendix B of EA will be applied. The approved action will result in the 
implementation of the Chew Timber Sale within the analysis area.  Specifically, this decision 
will result in: 
 
• Commercial timber harvest in sections 30 & 31 of T.40S., R.15E. and sections 

5,6,7,8,17,18,19,20, & 21 of T.41S., R.15E. within the Matrix Land Allocation (see Figure 
2).  Approximately 3.0 million board feet (MMBF) of timber will be harvested. 

• The Silvicultural prescription will consist of:    
- Density Management in the Matrix - Approximately 1,115 acres 
- Regeneration Harvest in the Matrix - Approximately 40 acres 
The Klamath Falls Resource Area density management prescriptions are designed to 
improve forest health and reduce hazardous fuels and associated risks of higher severity 

 



wildfires.  They are also designed to reserve an array of tree sizes and forest structure and 
maintain and enhance the existing ecological functions of the stand including wildlife 
habitat.  Based on results of some quality control plots taken within the proposed Chew 
Timber Sale area, Figure 1 (attached) shows the expected distribution by diameter class 
of trees designated for cutting (take trees) and retention (leave trees). 

• Fuel Reduction (Post Harvest) in the Matrix through the following methods: 
- Slash Busting in the Matrix - Approximately 1,115* acres 
- Prescribed Fire, Light Intensity Underburn in the Matrix - Approximately 1,115* acres 

• Riparian Reserve Vegetation Treatments with Silvicultural Prescription applied:    
- Density Management (thinning) - Approximately 15 acres 
- Streams have been buffered and will be protected as described in Appendix B of the 
Chew EA and the BMPs in Appendix D of the KFRA ROD/RMP.  
- The objectives of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) will be met with 
implementation of the PDFs and BMPs. 

• Fuel Reduction (Post Harvest) in Riparian Reserves through the following methods: 
- Slash Busting - Approximately 15* acres 
- Prescribed Fire, Light Intensity Underburn - Approximately 15* acres 

• Road Treatments 
- Road improvement (resurfacing) - Approximately 1.5 miles 
- Renovation (grading & brushing – road maintenance) - Approximately 15 miles 
- Road closures (Blocking) - Approximately 2 miles 

• Wildlife Protection 
- Osprey – As stated on page 34 of the Klamath Falls RMP “restrict some management 
activity within ¼ mile of known sites between May 1 and August 1”.  In Unit 4 this 
seasonal restriction will be implemented.  
- Special Status and Threatened and Endangered Species – The management 
actions/directions as described on pages 38 & 39 of the RMP will be applied.    
 

(*Note: these include the areas treated with timber harvest.) 
 

Figure 1 – Chew Timber Sale – Quality Control Plots Showing Comparison of Proposed Take 
Versus Leave Trees Per Acre by Diameter Class. 
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Monitoring 
The KFRA ROD/RMP (Appendix K) requires that at least twenty percent of the timber sales, 
silviculture projects, or other ground disturbing activities be monitored annually.  The KFRA has 
issued an Annual Program Summary (APS) and Monitoring Report on a yearly basis since the 
signing of the Resource Management Plan in 1995.  The Annual Program Summary documents 
the results of annual timber sale monitoring as well as on-going monitoring of other resources.  
The 2004 Annual Program Summary and Monitoring Report, Table 19-5 on page 37 lists all the 
sales that have been sold and those that have been monitored to date.  Monitoring related to 
timber harvesting has included determining soil effects, stand attribute changes (basal area, trees 
per acre, species composition, structure), numbers and spacing of skid trails, coarse woody 
debris and snag requirement compliance, establishment and adherence to riparian reserve 
buffers, threatened and endangered species buffers, cultural resources buffers, and seasonal use 
restrictions.  The Chew Timber Sale may have some or all of these attributes monitored.  
 
Mitigation 
All PDFs described in Appendix B of the Chew Timber Sale EA and all BMPs in Appendix D of 
the KFRA ROD/RMP that pertain to timber harvesting and affected resources will be 
implemented.  The specific mitigation measures listed for individual resources in Chapter 3 of 
the EA will be implemented.  In addition, most areas within the proposed treated area in excess 
of thirty-five percent (35%) were not included as part of the timber sale.  To address the issue of 
treating these small isolated areas containing slopes in excess of thirty-five percent (35%), one 
additional soil mitigation measure was added.  

• On all slopes in excess of thirty-five percent (35%), all trees designated for cutting shall 
be hand felled in the direction of designated skid trails.  All logs not within grapple reach 
of a skid trail shall be line pulled to a skid trail.  

 
No other additional mitigation measures were deemed necessary.   
 
Resources Not Present 
The following resources are not present within the proposed Chew Timber Sale Area: 
prime and unique farmlands, mining claims, paleontological resources, hazardous materials, 
roadless areas, wilderness areas, and wilderness study areas.   
 
Environmental Consequences 
Implementation of the proposed action is consistent with the effects analyzed for the Chew 
Timber Sale EA and the KFRA RMP EIS.  The PDFs from the Chew Timber Sale EA and the 
BMPs from the KFRA ROD/RMP, and the mitigation measures will minimize the effects to the 
affected resources and result in no effects that are greater than those described in the EA and the 
KFRA RMP EIS.   
 
RATIONALE FOR SELECTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 
The decision to implement the Proposed Action meets the purpose and need identified in the EA 
and furthers the intent established in the RMP to harvest timber and protect other resource 
values.     
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The No Action Alternative is rejected because it does not meet the resource management 
objectives for the Matrix identified in the Klamath Falls RMP and the Northwest Forest Plan 
(NWFP) (Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land 
Management Planning Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl, 1994).  
Beneficial economic opportunities from timber harvesting would be foregone and no thinning or 
fuels reduction benefits would be realized. 
 
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION
Section 7 Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) was completed for the 
proposed thinning and regeneration harvest.  Two biological assessments address proposed 
actions assessed in the Chew EA. 
 

1.  Biological Assessment for the Prescribed Fire and Hazard Fuels Program Within the 
Lakeview District, Klamath Falls Resource Area (07/08/02), and  

2.  Biological Assessment for the Matchbox and Chew Forest Health Treatments (April 
08, 2004). 

 
For the Chew Timber Sale a determination of “May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect” was 
made by the BLM for the bald eagle and northern spotted owl.  A “No Effect” determination was 
made for all other listed species. The FWS concurred with this determination (concurrence letter 
2004; 1-10-04-140).   
 
Consultation on the fuels reduction program was completed at an earlier date for prescribed fire 
and mechanical fuels reduction. A determination of ‘May Affect, Not likely to Adversely Affect” 
was made for bald eagles and northern spotted owls by the BLM.  The FWS concurred with this 
determination (concurrence letter 2002; 1-10-02-I-098).   
 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
The KFRA requested public comments on the Chew Timber Sale EA on two different occasions.  
The first was an initial scoping letter dated April 22, 2005 and mailed to 134 individuals or 
groups that outlined the proposed treatments for the analysis area.  Two written comments were 
received.  Upon completion of the EA, the public was again notified on June 23, 2005 and 
allowed to comment during a formal thirty (30) day public comment period.  Again, two 
comment letters were received.  The following provides responses to the relevant issues raised in 
both the initial scoping and EA comment periods: 
 
Roads 
Comment:  Avoid damage to roads during inclement weather. 
Response:  Project activities and road use are seasonally limited to the drier season (June 1 to 
October 15) thereby reducing effects.   
 
Comment: Adverse impacts from roads to streams, soils, wildlife, hydrology, vegetation (noxious 
weeds), tree growth, and increased spreading of diseases should be addressed. 
Response:   The EA addresses road-related environmental effects to the above resources (pages 
23 & 24).  Page 45 of the 2004 Klamath Falls Resource Area Annual Program and Monitoring 
Report summarizes the road and transportation management progress in the KFRA since 1995 
when the RMP was signed.  There has been a net decrease in permanent existing roads and open 
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roads in the KFRA since 1995 resulting in beneficial effects.  The proposed action includes 
adding additional road surfacing to existing roads which would result in beneficial effects 
(decreased potential for sediment to be delivered to streams or water quality to be degraded).  
 
Riparian Reserves/Water Quality 
Comments: Proposed action is contrary to the requirements of Aquatic Conservation Strategy 
Response:  Pages 24-26 of the EA discusses the hydrologic and water quality effects of the 
proposed alternative.  The objectives of the ACS include maintaining and restoring the species 
composition and structural diversity of plant communities in riparian areas (RMP page 7).  
Riparian Reserve buffers, Best Management Practices, and Project Design Features, as described 
in the proposed action, are expected to maintain and restore the plant communities in the area 
thereby reducing potential negative effects and thus meeting ACS objectives.  Aquatic species 
and habitat are limited in the project area.  Potential increases in water yield and spring flow are 
not expected to contribute to an increase in aquatic habitat.  However, the quality of existing 
habitat would be enhanced as a result of implementing the proposed action.  Water quality would 
not be reduced because implementation of BMPs and PDFs will provide buffers.  The 
cumulative effects of restoration treatments designed to improve, protect, and restore the 
function of riparian ecosystems in the project area and in the adjacent watershed would have 
similar results on aquatic habitat, consistent with the ACS. 
 
Vegetation 
Comment:  Do not cut large trees.   
Response:  The KFRA ROD/RMP (page E-3) specifies that “…trees in all size classes are 
eligible for thinning in order to reduce stocking to site capacity.”   The EA (page 12, 13, & 14) 
addresses the issue of harvesting larger trees.  The KFRA monitors stand structure and forest 
conditions on an annual basis (see 2004 Annual Program Summary and Monitoring Report pages 
88-92).  The bulk of the trees to be removed are in the 10” and 12” size classes (Figure 1 – 
attached).  While retaining all large trees may be desirable by some of the public, there is no 
basis for an arbitrary tree diameter limit for this project.  Stand diversity has been maintained in 
similar previous projects as verified by monitoring (refer to Annual Program Summaries).  Stand 
diversity is expected to be retained with this project as well. 
 
There was some confusion by the public in the interpretation of Figure 1 showing trees per acre 
by diameter class.  Any tree above 20” DBH and larger is lumped into the 20+ inch diameter 
class.  The total number of trees that are in the 20+ inch diameter class is approximately 20 trees 
per acre.  This group includes some trees thirty (30) and even forty (40) inches DBH.  The figure 
shows that approximately 2 to 3 trees per acre in this diameter class are designated for cutting 
and approximately 16 to 17 trees per acre are reserved.  Implementation of the KFRA standard 
density management prescription typically results in removal of some trees over 20” DBH but 
retention of a much larger percentage of trees over 20” DBH.  Therefore, the KFRA sees no need 
to modify its prescription to limit harvesting to certain diameters when current prescriptions are 
meeting the multiple RMP objectives for Matrix lands.     
 
Comment:  Retain all large snags.   
Response:  As described in the EA (Appendix B, page 3), a minimum of 1.4 snags per acre 
would be retained to meet the 60% optimum cavity nesting habitat in the area.  In addition, 
because this is a density management harvest where approximately 1/4 to 1/3 of the trees are 
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removed, there is expected to be sufficient recruitment trees available to meet future snag and 
down woody debris requirements therefore negating the need to retain all large snags.   
 
Comments:  Regeneration harvests / patch cuts do not comply with the RMP and the 
environmental consequences are not addressed.  
Response: Plan Maintenance in 1999 (page 70 of the 2004 Annual Program Summary and 
Monitoring Report) clarifies the difference between a patch cut and a regeneration harvest.  The 
RMP originally stated “When an area is regeneration harvested, limit patch size to 3 acres” 
(page 23 RMP).  In 1999, Plan Maintenance clarified it to read “Patch cuts within a density 
management unit are limited to 5 acres in size and to no more than 15% of the density 
management treatment area.”   In addition, 1999 Plan Maintenance clarifies what a regeneration 
harvest is and the constraints involved when implementing (See page 70 & 71 of 2004 Annual 
Program Summary and Monitoring Report).  Patch cuts are small openings within a large density 
management unit.  They are intended to add variableness to the stand.  In addition, they are 
intended to reintroduce a composition of early serial species including ponderosa pine, sugar 
pine, and Douglas-fir in predominantly white fir dominated stands (See page E-10 of the RMP).  
The KFRA RMP projected 131 acres per year of regeneration harvests (Table R-1, page R-11).  
In the first decade the KFRA implemented 193 acres of regeneration harvests, approximately 
seventeen percent (17%) of what was planned.  The effects of regeneration harvest including 
effects to wildlife of the proposed action are within those analyzed in the FEIS and therefore the 
proposed action is in compliance with the RMP.   
 
Comment:  Root rot areas are ecologically healthy and regeneration harvest should not be 
implemented. 
Response:  The KFRA obtained scientific recommendations from the zone pathologists for this 
large laminated root rot area and is implementing that recommendation.  The extent of the 
infected area was surveyed and mapped (Pre-harvesting root disease survey (September 16th and 
17th 2003) for the CHEW Timbersale Surveyed by Kristen Fields and Tom Ryan [U.S. Forest 
Service Zone Pathologists] for Bill Johnson with the Klamath Falls BLM).  The impact of the 
treatment and the follow-up reforestation prescription is discussed on page 13 of the EA.  The 
root rot area is part of the Matrix land base where timber production is one of the management 
objectives (page 22 RMP).          
  
Comment:  The Chew EA misinterpreted the 15% Late Successional Standard.  
Response:  The KFRA interprets the 15% standard as specified in the Northwest Forest Plan.  
The standard states that 15% of the federal lands in a 5th field watershed must remain in late 
successional habitat.  The standard is to not reduce the Late Successional Habitat below this 
threshold on federal lands.  The Chew Timber Sale and follow-up treatments will not reduce the 
amount of Late Successional Habitat in the 5th field watershed below that level.  The uneven-
aged silivicultural prescriptions adopted in the Klamath Falls Resource Area RMP are designed 
to maintain the structural and functional late-successional characteristics in those stands 
proposed for treatment concurrently with reducing hazardous fuels.  As a result, the proposed 
treatments are expected to have little to no reduction of late-successional habitat within the EA 
analysis area and no significant impacts are expected beyond those analyzed in the RMP.  The 
Chew Timber Sale lies within the Topsy/Pokegama/Hamaker Landscape Analysis area which 
discusses in detail the 15% Late-Successional Habitat Criteria.       
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Comment:  Thinning should be done at variable densities and carefully.   
Response:  The KFRA implements silvicultural prescriptions that results in variable densities.  A 
typical density management unit may contain a patch cut, stands with a residual density of 60 to 
100 square feet of basal area per acre, stands with a residual density of 120 to 180 square feet of 
basal area per acre, and thermal clumps where no harvest is implemented.  The Chew Timber 
Sale contains no patch cuts.  The residual density of the Chew Timber Sale is expected to vary 
from a residual basal area of 60 to 180 square feet per acre to untreated thermal clumps.      In 
addition to a variable density, Figure 1 (above) shows that trees in diameter classes ranging from 
eight to over 20 inches will remain which will result in the desired uneven-aged, multi-structured 
stand.  The 2004 Annual Program Summary and Monitoring Report (page 90) shows a summary 
of the post treatment stand attributes of a timber sale that includes canopy closure, basal area, 
trees per acre, tree sizes, fuel loading, coarse woody debris data, and snag data.  The summary 
shows stand data indicating that the residual stand contains a considerable amount of variation 
thereby validating that variable density thinning is being implemented. 
 
Comment:  Disclose actual canopy closure.  
Response:  The existing canopy closures in the Chew Timber Sale area varies by aspect (north 
versus south slopes), past treatments, and on-going mortality from insects and disease.  The 
existing canopy closure ranges from approximately 30% to 100% with most of the stands in 
excess of approximately 60%.  Annual monitoring of timber sales indicates that the canopy 
closure on density management treated areas rarely drops below 50% after treatment (See 
Annual Program Summary and Monitoring Report). 
 
Comment:  Mechanical harvesting, slashbusting and cable logging.  
Response:  Use of mechanical harvesters and slashbusters are conditioned through application of 
PDFs and BMPs.  With the requirement to apply the PDFs and BMPs, the resulting effects to 
soils, fuel loads, vegetation diversity are analyzed sufficiently in the EA.  Because the majority 
of slopes exceeding 35% have been excluded from the sale, the stipulation of the PDF for cable 
logging is no longer applicable.  
  
NEPA / Cumulative Effects 
Comments:  Ensure that the Public is well-informed and meaningfully involved through public 
notices, adequate information to participate effectively, sufficient time for comments and provide 
for accountability through administrative appeal and judical review. Full range of alternatives 
considered. 
Response:  As stated above, the KFRA mailed 134 initial public scoping letters on April 22, 
2005 to different publics that have requested to be notified of pending forest management 
decisions and treatments.  In addition, a notification was published in the Klamath Falls Herald 
and News on May 1 requesting input.  In developing the EA, public comments were considered.  
The EA availability notification was mailed to the same public mailing list on June 23, 2005 for 
the required thirty (30) day review period.  The KFRA has provided opportunity for the 
interested public to provide comments.    
 
Comment:  An EIS instead of an EA should be written.   
Response:  I have reviewed the analysis and consider it sufficient to support the conclusion that 
potential effects of actions proposed in the EA will not exceed those analyzed in KFRA RMP 
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EIS and have made the determination that effects are not significant (see separate Finding of No 
Significant Effect), so an EIS is not required.   
 
Comments:  Inadequate analysis of past, present and foreseeable cumulative effects to multiple 
resources (soils, hydrology, and wildlife) including private logging and treatments.  
Response: Scoping for this project identified resources to analyze, compare, or describe the 
environmental effects of the proposed actions for illuminating or predicting the potential effects.  
No critical issues were identified during scoping that were not subsequently analyzed in the EA. 
The Chew Timber Sale EA tiers to the analysis of timber management actions performed for the 
KFRA RMP EIS.  In addition, the Chew Timber Sale EA analyzed specific actions related to the 
proposed Chew Timber Sale and fuels treatments.  The assessment addressed direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects of each action associated with the proposed timber sale and fuel treatments to 
soils, wildlife, vegetation, hydrology, and other resources.   
 
Although other actions (See Table 3 in the Chew EA) will occur on BLM land within the 
watershed, the effects of the Chew Timber Sale, when added to other past, present and these 
reasonably foreseeable actions do not result in any significant environmental effects.  This is 
true, especially in light of the fact that the applicable Best Management Practices in the 
ROD/RMP, the Project Design Features provided in Appendix B of the EA and the additional 
mitigation in the EA and this decision record will be implemented to protect resources and 
minimize potential environmental effects.  The most pronounced potential effect is disturbance 
to wildlife, especially bald eagles, but seasonal restrictions will reduce or eliminate these 
potential effects.   
 
The analysis for the RMP EIS assumed that adjacent forested private land would be reduced to 
early seral condition.  As a result, the Chew EA analysis of cumulative effects was based on that 
“reasonably foreseeable action” and I have no basis for changing the assumption made for the 
RMP EIS.  Therefore, the analysis in the EA, in addition to the analysis for the RMP EIS to 
which this EA is tiered is sufficient.   
 
Comment:  Significant Effects. 
Response:  I have considered the potential individual and cumulative effects and do not believe 
that either the context or intensity of those potential effects will result in any significant 
alteration in the quality of the human environment.  Therefore, it will not be necessary to prepare 
an EIS. 
 
Fish & Wildlife 
Comments:  Site-specific wildlife review, surveys and methodologies. 
Response:  Pages 16-21 and 26-27 of the EA discuss the current situation and effects of the 
proposed action to wildlife and aquatic species including special status species.  Field reviews of 
each unit and review of geographical information system data was performed for this analysis.  
Surveys were performed according to standard BLM survey protocols and methodologies for 
great grey owls, northern spotted owls and goshawk.  No surveys are required for Townsend’s 
big-eared bat although that part of the resource area has been surveyed (Survey of Bats and Their 
Habitats in the Winema National Forest and Lakeview District BLM (Klamath Resource Area) in 
1994, Cross and Anthony, 1995). 
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Comments:  Spotted owl NRF and Dispersal Habitat. 
Response:  The proposed regeneration unit is part of a larger Forest Operations Inventory (FOI) 
unit which is the basis for the nesting, roosting, foraging (NRF) and dispersal habitat 
determination.  The regeneration unit is considered dispersal habitat.  The effects of regeneration 
harvest of 40 acres, when averaged with the remainder of the FOI unit will still result in the unit 
meeting the minimum 40 percent canopy closure for dispersal habitat. 
 
Comments:  New information regarding spotted owls and subsequent NEPA analysis of new 
information.   
Response:  The Klamath Falls Resource Area office has considered the new information that has 
recently been published regarding the northern spotted owl.  The density management 
prescription that is proposed is designed to maintain adequate northern spotted owl habitat in 
addition to reducing hazardous fuel conditions that are contributing to loss of habitat due to 
wildlfires.  The Klamath Falls Resource Area Annual Program Summary and Monitoring 
Reports 1997-2004 document the results of almost ten years of implementing prescriptions 
similar to the proposed action.  The effects on habitat meet those proposed in the RMP and the 
Northwest Forest Plan. 
  
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Forest Service (FS), and US Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) coordinated review of four recently completed reports containing information on the 
Northern Spotted Owl (NSO).  These agencies reviewed the following four reports (hereinafter 
collectively referred to as “the reports”):    

• Scientific Evaluation of the Status of the Northern Spotted Owl (Sustainable Ecosystems 
Institute, Courtney et al. 2004);  

• Status and Trends in Demography of Northern Spotted Owls, 1985-2003 (Anthony et al. 
2004); 

• Northern Spotted Owl Five Year Review: Summary and Evaluation (USFWS, November 
2004); and  

• Northwest Forest Plan – The First Ten Years (1994-2003): Status and trend of northern 
spotted owl populations and habitat, PNW Station Edit Draft (Lint, Technical 
Coordinator, 2005).  

 
In summary, although the agencies anticipated a decline of NSO populations under land and 
resource management plans during the past decade, the reports identified greater than expected 
NSO population declines in Washington and northern portions of Oregon, and more stationary 
populations in southern Oregon and northern California.  The reports did not find a direct 
correlation between habitat conditions and changes in NSO populations, and they were 
inconclusive as to the cause of the declines.  Lag effects from prior harvest of suitable habitat, 
competition with Barred Owls, and habitat loss due to wildfire were identified as current threats; 
West Nile Virus and Sudden Oak Death were identified as potential new threats.  Complex 
interactions are likely among the various factors.  The status of the NSO population, and 
increased risk to NSO populations due to uncertainties surrounding Barred Owls and other 
factors, were reported as not sufficient to reclassify the species to endangered at this time.  The 
reports did not include recommendations regarding potential changes to the basic conservation 
strategy underlying the NWFP, however they did identify opportunities for further study.  
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Comments:  Bald Eagle nests, restrictions to management activities and recovery plan. 
Response:  Locations and conditions of bald eagle nests are appropriately described on page 16 
of the EA.  Management of bald eagles is stipulated by results of consultation with the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service (FWS).  The BLM and FWS have determined through consultation that the 
dates in the RMP for restriction of activities should be changed to January 1 through August 15 
as specified in the EA.  The recovery of bald eagles in this area (Zone 22) is stipulated by the 
Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery Plan (FWS, August 25, 1986). 
 
Comments:  Townsend’s Big-eared Bat surveys and habitat. 
Response:  As mentioned earlier, no surveys are required for Townsend’s big-eared bat although 
Cross and Anthony surveyed the area in 1994.  Although these bats are most commonly found in 
caves, they are known to use trees for nesting as referenced in the EA (page 18).  To protect 
sufficient potential habitat to prevent the listing of these bats, BLM policy is to maintain some 
snags and retain sufficient canopy for future snag recruitment across a project area.  Snag 
retention guidelines are specified in the RMP and are incorporated into timber sale contracts. 
 
Comments:  Osprey nest buffering and future nest sites. 
Response:  The osprey nest is not buffered because it is not within the harvest unit but is in an 
adjacent stand.  Harvest activities would occur within ¼ mile of the nest (EA page 18) so the 
seasonal restrictions will be implemented.  Snag retention guidelines will follow so that 
additional or replacement nest sites will potentially be available in the future. 
 
Comments:  Biological Assessments. 
Response:  Page 33 of the EA states that the Chew Timber Sale will result in a “May Effect, Not 
Likely To Adversely Effect” determination and the FWS’s concurrence with this determination.  
This was based on two biological assessments (also referenced earlier in this decision record).  
Copies of the biological assessments and concurrence letters were sent to one of the commenters 
upon request.  The biological assessments provide the quantitative data used in the 
determination.  The EA analyzes the complete array of treatments under the proposed action 
including regeneration harvests, density management, slash busting, road improvements, and 
underburning.  Those effects are not expected to be significant nor greater than those analyzed in 
the KFRA RMP EIS.  Therefore, the analysis of the specific wildlife species is adequate.    
 
Grazing 
Comments:  Inadequate assessment of impacts on forest health from livestock grazing. 
Response: Rangeland Health Standards Assessments that have been completed for all allotments 
in the project area show that current levels of livestock grazing are appropriate to meet all five 
standards for Rangeland Health, which would also apply to “forest health”.  Current levels of 
grazing have no measurable effect on timber resources, especially coniferous species.  The 
KFRA ROD/RMP recognizes and provides for livestock grazing as a legitimate use of the public 
lands (page 62 and Appendix H).  Grazing is not a significant issue related to this project.  Few 
cattle ever use the Edge Creek and Chase Mountain Allotments where the Chew Timber Sale is 
proposed.  To eliminate or reduce the grazing in these allotments would be arbitrary; there must 
be monitoring information collected over time that shows that grazing should not take place and 
that there is a need to close the allotment as part of a land use plan.  Currently, our monitoring 
information shows that grazing is appropriate.   
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Fire and Fuels 
Comments:  Thinning and fuels reduction should focus on smaller trees, ladder fuels, activity 
fuels, and surface fuels and not on larger trees.   
Response:  Thinning and fuels reduction objectives for this project do focus on treating ladder 
fuels, smaller trees, surface fuels, and activity fuels.  Follow-up fuel reduction treatments (slash 
busting and underburning) are proposed for this very reason.  Much of the area was pre-
commercially thinned within the last ten years.  In addition, on-going fir engraver (Scolytus 
ventralis) mortality has added additional dead and down fuels.  A combination of thinning, slash 
busting, and underburning is prescribed to meet fuels management objectives and modify the 
present Condition Class III.  
 
Comments:  Don’t focus on reducing canopy fuels.   
Response:  Canopy levels will be reduced from the proposed thinning and recent finding have 
validated that thinning of forested stands can reduce hazardous fuels and fire intensities.  The 
Cone Fire occurred on September 26, 2002 within the Blacks Mountain Experimental Forest on 
the Lassen National Forest.  The fire is unique in that it burned into several mechanically thinned 
and underburned units.  The fire effects changed from predominately a stand replacing crown 
fire in the unthinned area to a ground fire with lower intensities when it reached the thinned 
units.  More trees survived in the treated unit than unthinned unit (Jablonski, October 2003).  
One of the objectives of the proposed action is to thin canopy fuels to reduce the potential of a 
crown fire but still maintain sufficient canopy to meet wildlife and other resource objectives as 
well.      
 
Comments:  Ensure long-term recruitment of future old-growth.  
Response:  The treatments are expected to maintain future old-growth recruitment (see 
vegetation discussion above).  As Figure 1 demonstrates, more than seventy-five (75%) of the 
trees over 20” inches DBH are being retained.  Therefore, the long-term recruitment of future 
old-growth is expected. 
 
Comments:  Harvesting will actually increase wildfire severity and risks. 
Response:  Fuel treatments include underburning to remove accumulated fuels including slash 
generated by timber harvest.  The overall effect of the proposed action is expected to modify the 
present fuel condition class to closely resemble historic conditions thereby benefiting multiple 
resources.  As a result of all actions proposed including harvesting, the wildfire severity and risk 
is not expected to increase. 
 
Comment:  Plantations are more vulnerable to intense fires than unmanaged forest.   
Response:  The KFRA intensively manages both plantations and natural regeneration to reduce 
fire risks.  A number of timber sales have included requirements to treat the non-merchantable 
size material 3”-7” DBH concurrently with commercial harvesting operations further reducing 
ladder fuels.  This has resulted in an overall reduced fire hazard.  The KFRA has implemented 
light intensity underburns in young plantations as well thereby making them less vulnerable to 
intense fires.   
 
Soils 
Comments:  Impacts to soils from tractor logging and mechanical slashbusting.  
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Response:  Pages 22 & 23 of the EA address the soil effects from the proposed action.  The 
effects of both ground based logging and follow-up slash busting treatments are discussed and 
analyzed.  As stated on page 22 of the EA, many of the skid trails in the area contain brush and 
trees and amelioration of past impacts on soil is occurring.  The KFRA annual soil monitoring 
results can be found in the Annual Program Summary and Monitoring Report and monitoring to 
date indicates that effects are within the BMP criteria.  Soil disturbance does not necessarily 
equate to soil compaction.  The KFRA limits ground based operations to when the soil moisture 
is twenty percent (20%) or less at six (6) inches in depth regardless of the time of year (See 
Appendix B, page 37).  Operations are normally limited to May 15 to November 1 depending 
upon the soil moisture criteria stated above.  Therefore, the effects to soils have been sufficiently 
analyzed and potential effects are within those already analyzed in the RMP.  
 
Comment:  Clarify proposed action for slopes over thirty-five percent (35%). 
Response:  As stated on page 22 of the EA, most of the ground in excess of thirty-five (35%) is 
not proposed for harvesting.  There are some small isolated areas where the slopes exceed thirty-
five (35%) and where cable operations are not feasible without building additional roads.  
Furthermore, it would not be economical to build roads for small 1 acre or smaller areas, nor to 
require helicopter logging.  Most of these areas were ground based logged in the past and contain 
existing skid trails.  A mitigation measure (listed earlier) will be added to the timber sale contract 
to hand fall these areas and use line to pull the trees to existing skid trails in these isolated areas.  
The impacts are not expected to be in excess of those analyzed in the KFRA RMP EIS.    
 
CONCLUSION 
 
A.  Consideration of Public Comments 
I have reviewed the public comments summarized above and have discussed them with the 
interdisciplinary team of specialists on my staff.  The EA and this DR contain sufficient site 
specific information to implement the proposed action.  The comments received do not provide 
any substantially new information or new analysis, nor do they identify substantial new data gaps 
that would indicate additional analysis is needed.  Finally, the comments do not identify any 
significant new data which would alter the effects described in the EA or in the RMP EIS.  I am 
confident that the Chew Timber Sale EA plus the supplemental information contained in this DR 
represents a thorough analysis of impacts to affected habitats and species, in light of the more 
comprehensive analysis done in the Klamath Falls Resource Area RMP to which the EA is 
tiered.   
 
B.   Plan Consistency 
Based on the information in the Chew Timber Sale EA and in the record, I conclude that this 
action is consistent with the Klamath Falls Resource Area Resource Management Plan.  The 
action will help to move this portion of the landscape towards the desired future conditions 
considered in development of the RMP.  The actions will comply with the Endangered Species 
Act, the Native American Religious Freedom Act, cultural resource management laws and 
regulations, and Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice).  This decision will not have 
any adverse effects to energy development, production, supply and/or distribution (per Executive 
Order 13212). 
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Figure 2 – Chew Timber Sale Contract Map 
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