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P.O. Box 2965, Portland, Oregon 97208 
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Dear Reader: 
 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) administers 2.5 million acres of land in western 

Oregon. These lands play an important role in the regionôs social, ecological, and economic well- 

being. As steward of these lands, the BLM has a responsibility to ensure that our management is 

meeting legal mandates and the needs of local communities. 
 

This document includes both the Record of Decision (ROD) and the Northwestern and Coastal 

Oregon Resource Management Plan (RMP). The ROD approves the Northwestern and Coastal 

Oregon RMP, which provides direction for management of resources on approximately 1.3 

million acres of BLM-administered lands in the Coos Bay District, Eugene District, Salem 

District, and the Swiftwater Field Office of the Roseburg District. The BLM has prepared this 

Northwestern and Coastal Oregon ROD/RMP in coordination with the Southwestern Oregon 

ROD/RMP, which provides direction for the management of resources on BLM-administered 

lands in the Medford District, Klamath Falls Field Office of the Lakeview District, and the South 

River Field Office of the Roseburg District. 
 

The ROD states the decision; explains the rationale for the decision; provides a declaration of the 

allowable sale quantity of timber; describes how the BLM will transition into the new plan; and 

outlines mitigation measures, plan monitoring, and plan evaluation. The RMP contains the land 

use allocations, management objectives and management direction, guidance for use of the RMP, 

a monitoring plan, and more detailed information on some resource programs. 
 

The completion of these RODs/RMPs marks the end of a four-year effort by the BLM to use new 

science, policies, and technology to protect natural resources and support local communities in 

western Oregon.  Since 2012, the BLM has held 41 public meetings, workshops, and forums. 

The BLM received more than 7,000 comments, 4,500 of which were submitted during the formal 

comment period on the Draft RMP/Environmental Impact Statement. I would like to thank all of 

you for your participation throughout this planning process. The active involvement of 

stakeholdersðincluding Federal and State agencies, cooperating agencies, organizations, Indian 

Tribes, and members of the publicðhas made our planning effort stronger. 
 

I encourage you to remain involved with BLMôs management through engaging with local 

offices on future projects. On-the-ground projects, such as timber sales, development of 

recreation opportunities, and restoration projects, will  undergo additional analysis and decision- 

making before implementation. Please contact your local BLM office to learn about how to get 

involved in projects in your community. 

Sincerely, 

Ron Dunton 

Acting State Director 
Oregon/Washington 

http://www.blm.gov/or
http://www.blm.gov/or
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Record of Decision  
 

 
Summary  
This Record of Decision (ROD) approves the Bureau of Land Managementôs (BLM) attached 

Northwestern and Coastal Oregon Resource Management Plan (RMP). This ROD and RMP 

provide overall direction for management of all resources on BLM-administered lands in the 

Coos Bay District, Eugene District, Salem District, and the Swiftwater Field Office of the 

Roseburg District and revises the 1995 RMPs for the Coos Bay, Eugene, Roseburg, and Salem 

Districts.
1 

The land use allocations, management objectives, and management direction in the 

attached Northwestern and Coastal Oregon RMP are nearly identical to the Proposed RMP set 

forth in the Proposed RMP/Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Western Oregon, 

with the changes and corrections described in this ROD. 

 

The purpose of the RMP revision includes all of the following purposes: 

¶ Provide a sustained yield of timber. 

¶ Contribute to the conservation and recovery of threatened and endangered species, 

includingð 

o Maintaining a network of large blocks of forest to be managed for late- 

successional forests; and 

o Maintaining older and more structurally-complex multi-layered conifer forests. 

¶ Provide clean water in watersheds. 

¶ Restore fire-adapted ecosystems. 

¶ Provide recreation opportunities. 

¶ Coordinate management of lands surrounding the Coquille Forest with the Coquille 

Tribe. 

 

The BLM prepared a single Draft RMP/EIS and a single Proposed RMP/Final EIS that support 

the RODs for both the Northwestern and Coastal Oregon RMP and the Southwestern Oregon 

RMP. In the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the BLM analyzed in detail the Proposed RMP, the No 

Action alternative, and four action alternatives. The BLM developed the Proposed RMP as a 

variation on Alternative B, which the BLM identified in the Draft RMP/EIS as the preferred 

alternative. 

 

The Proposed RMP will best meet the purpose and need for the action in comparison to the 

alternatives, as demonstrated by the analysis in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. The Proposed 

RMP represents the product of close cooperative work with several agency partners, and their 

support will be integral to the effective implementation of the Proposed RMP. Additionally, the 

Proposed RMP presents a management approach that is consistent with the current capacity of 

the BLM for implementation; the BLM can reasonably anticipate having sufficient staff and 

budget to implement the management actions and achieve the objectives of the Proposed RMP, 
 
 

 

1 
The BLM is in the process of consolidating the Eugene District and Salem District into the Northwest Oregon 

District as a single administrative and operational unit with one District Manager. This consolidation does not alter 

the decision area as considered in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS or the boundaries of the approved RMP. 
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because the overall staff and budget needs of the Proposed RMP are not substantially greater 

than the current BLM staff and budget. The cooperation of agency partners and the alignment of 

the Proposed RMP with BLM capacity are key to ensuring that the Proposed RMP will have a 

high degree of predictability about implementation and a high degree of certainty of achieving 

management objectives. 

 

Planning  Process  
This ROD and RMP provide overall direction for management of all resources on BLM- 

administered lands in the Coos Bay District, Eugene District, Salem District, and the Swiftwater 

Field Office of the Roseburg District and revises the 1995 RMPs for the Coos Bay, Eugene, 

Roseburg, and Salem Districts (USDI BLM 1995 a, b, c, d). The BLM prepared this RMP 

revision under the regulations (43 CFR 1600) implementing the Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA; 43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.). The BLM prepared an EIS for this 

plan in compliance with regulations (40 CFR 1500) implementing the National Environmental 

Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). The BLM is making this decision consistent 

with the decision for the Southwestern Oregon RMP for the Klamath Falls Field Office of the 

Lakeview District, the Medford District, and the South River Field Office of the Roseburg 

District, which is supported by the same Proposed RMP/Final EIS. 

 

The 1995 RMPs were developed consistent with the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan, which the 

Department of the Interior and the Department of Agriculture adopted for Federal forests within 

the range of the northern spotted owl. This RMP revision revises the 1995 RMPs in their entirety 

and thereby revises the Northwest Forest Plan for the management of BLM-administered lands 

in the Coos Bay District, Eugene District, Salem District, and the Swiftwater Field Office of the 

Roseburg District. 

 

Planning  Area  
The planning area for the Northwestern and Coastal Oregon RMP includes approximately 1.3 

million acres of BLM-administered lands in western Oregon managed by the BLMôs Coos Bay 

District, Eugene District, Salem District, and the Swiftwater Field Office of the Roseburg 

District (Map 1, located in the RMP). Throughout the Draft RMP/EIS and the Proposed 

RMP/Final EIS, the BLM has used the term óplanning areaô to refer to all lands within the 

geographic boundary of this RMP and the Southwestern Oregon RMP regardless of jurisdiction. 

However, this ROD only makes decisions on lands that fall under BLM jurisdiction (including 

mineral estate). The BLM uses the term ódecision areaô to refer to the lands within the planning 

area for which the BLM has authority to make land use and management decisions. In general, 

the BLM has jurisdiction over all BLM-administered lands (surface and subsurface) and over 

mineral estate in areas of split estate (i.e., areas where the BLM administers Federal mineral 

estate, but the surface is not administered by the BLM). This ROD does not apply to the BLM- 

administered lands in the West Eugene Wetlands in the Eugene District, because those lands 

have their own independent RMP. 
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Decision  
The BLM hereby approves the Northwestern and Coastal Oregon RMP for the Coos Bay 

District, Eugene District, Salem District, and the Swiftwater Field Office of the Roseburg 

District. The attached Northwestern and Coastal Oregon RMP is nearly identical to the Proposed 

RMP set forth in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS for Western Oregon, with the changes and 

corrections described below under ñChanges to the RMP between the Proposed RMP/Final EIS 

and the ROD.ò The attached Northwestern and Coastal Oregon RMP includes land use 

allocations, management objectives, and management direction, in addition to appendices 

addressing implementation of actions consistent with the RMP, a monitoring plan, Best 

Management Practices, land tenure information and land withdrawals, stipulations on leasable 

fluid mineral exploration and development activity, designated Areas of Critical Environmental 

Concern, designated Recreation Management Areas, and public motorized access guidelines. 

 

This ROD and RMP are final and effective upon signing of this ROD. The decisions in this RMP 

will guide future land management actions and subsequent site-specific implementation 

decisions. The BLM will carry out additional decision-making, including NEPA compliance, 

Endangered Species Act (ESA; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) consultation, and other consultation, as 

appropriate, before authorizing any future actions and implementation decisions that result in on- 

the-ground activities. 

 

What  the  ROD and RMP  Provide  
The approved RMP provides overall direction for management of all resources on BLM- 

administered lands in the decision area. The approved RMP includes the following land use plan 

decisions: 

¶ Objectives for the management of BLM-administered lands and resources. 

¶ Land use allocations relative to future uses for the purposes of achieving the various 

objectives. 

¶ Management direction that identifies where future actions may or may not be allowed 

and what restrictions or requirements may be placed on those future actions to achieve 

the objectives set for the BLM-administered lands and resources. 

 

Management objectives are descriptions of desired outcomes for BLM-administered lands and 

resources in an RMP; the resource conditions that the BLM envisions or desires would 

eventually result from implementation of future actions consistent with the decisions in the RMP. 

As such, management objectives are not rules, restrictions, or requirements by which the BLM 

determines which implementation actions to conduct or how to design specific implementation 

actions. 

 

Mapping  of  Land  Use Allocations  
For the location of the Riparian Reserve, the decision requires identification of features on the 

ground (e.g., a perennial stream) and the allocation of a corresponding width of Riparian 

Reserve, except for lands, as represented in the BLM spatial database, allocated to 

Congressionally Reserved Lands and National Landscape Conservation System (National 

Conservation Lands), District-Designated Reserves, the portions of the Late-Successional 
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Reserve allocated for current and future occupied marbled murrelet sites and current and future 

occupied red tree vole habitat areas, as described below, or the portions of the Late-Successional 

Reserve allocated for structurally-complex forest. 

 

The widths and management direction for the Riparian Reserve vary among three classes of 

subwatersheds. The mapped location of the subwatershed classes in the BLM spatial database 

represents the decision, and the maps accompanying the RMP are for illustrative purposes only. 

In identifying subwatershed classes, the BLM considered the information including critical 

habitat designations and data on high intrinsic potential streams to indicate the importance of 

subwatersheds to the conservation and recovery of ESA-listed fish. However, future changes in 

designated critical habitat or data on high intrinsic potential streams would not alter the 

identification of subwatershed classes for the purpose of Riparian Reserve design and 

management direction. Any change to the subwatershed classes would constitute a change to the 

approved RMP.
2 

As noted above, this ROD only makes decisions on lands that fall under BLM 

jurisdiction; as such, the identification of subwatershed classes within the planning area is only 

relevant to defining Riparian Reserve widths and management direction for streams and water 

features on BLM-administered lands within the subwatershed. 

 

Additionally, for some specific stream features in some subwatershed classes, the width of the 

Riparian Reserve is defined by a distance equivalent to one site-potential tree height. Site- 

potential tree height is the average maximum height of the tallest dominant trees (200 years or 

older) for a given site class. The BLM maintains data on site-potential tree height, which varies 

across the decision area, generally from 140 feet to 240 feet, depending on site productivity. The 

BLM may update data on site-potential tree height over time. The BLM will delineate the 

Riparian Reserve on specific stream features based on the BLM data on site-potential tree height 

current at the time of the decision on a specific implementation action. 

 

The decision requires the future allocation of marbled murrelet occupied stands
3 

to the Late- 

Successional Reserve for occupied sites identified after March 26, 2015
4 

as a result of BLM 

marbled murrelet surveys in (1) all land use allocations within 35 miles of the Pacific Coast, and 

(2) Late-Successional Reserve and Riparian Reserve between 35ï50 miles from the Pacific Coast 

and outside of exclusion Areas C and D (shown in Figure 2, located in the RMP). In addition, 

this decision requires the future allocation of red tree vole ñhabitat areasò
5 

to the Late- 

Successional Reserve for occupied sites identified as a result of BLM red tree vole surveys 

within the range of the North Oregon Coast Distinct Population Segment of the red tree vole 

north of Highway 20. These future allocations to the Late-Successional Reserve will not require 

RMP amendment, because they are explicitly required by the management direction of the 

approved RMP and were anticipated in the analysis for the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. The BLM 

 
 

2 
If  the BLM makes changes to the subwatershed classes that would change the scope of resource uses or change the 

terms, conditions, and decisions of the approved RMP, the BLM would implement such changes with an RMP 

amendment (Appendix A). 
3 
Marbled murrelet occupied stand refers to all forest stands, regardless of age or structure, within ¼ mile (1,320 

feet) of the location of marbled murrelet behavior indicating occupancy and not separated from the location of 

marbled murrelet behavior indicating occupancy by more than 328 feet of non-forest. 
4 
In this context, ñidentified after March 26, 2015,ò means that BLM survey data for occupied marbled murrelet sites 

was entered into the BLM corporate database after March 26, 2015. 
5 
Red tree vole ñhabitat areasò are described in the management direction for the approved RMP. 
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will provide annual reporting of BLM survey results for marbled murrelets and red tree voles 

(Appendix B) and will consider the extent of these future allocations through plan evaluations 

(Appendix A). 

 

For the District-Designated Reserve ï Timber Production Capability Classification, the BLM 

spatial database includes the current mapped location of this allocation.
6 

Over time, the BLM 

will add additional areas to this allocation through updates to the Timber Production Capability 

Classification system when examinations indicate that an area meets the criteria for reservation. 

The BLM will also delete areas from this allocation and return the area to the Harvest Land Base 

through updates to the Timber Production Capability Classification system when examinations 

indicate that an area does not meet the criteria for reservation. The BLM will implement these 

additions and deletions to the District-Designated Reserve ï Timber Production Capability 

Classification through plan maintenance, because such changes will represent minor changes 
based on further refining the decision in the RMP (Appendix A). 

 

For all other land use allocations and designations, the mapped location of these allocations and 

designations in the BLM spatial database represents the decision. The BLM provides the maps 

accompanying the RMP for illustrative purposes only, as noted on the maps accompanying the 

RMP. 

 

Allowable  Sale  Quantity  of  Timber  
The Oregon and California Railroad and Coos Bay Wagon Road Grant Lands Act of 1937 (O&C 

Act; 43 U.S.C. 1181a et seq.) provides that the revested O&C lands be managed ñfor permanent 

forest production, and the timber thereon shall be sold, cut, and removed in conformity with the 

principal of sustained yield for the purpose of providing a permanent source of timber supply, 

protecting watersheds, regulating stream flow, and contributing to the economic stability of local 

communities and industries, and providing recreational facilities.ò The O&C Act goes on to state 

that ñ[t]he annual productive capacity for such lands shall be determined and declared é 

[p]rovided, [t]hat timber from said lands é not less than the annual sustained yield capacity é 

shall be sold annually, or so much thereof as can be sold at reasonable prices on a normal 

market.ò 

 

The BLM makes this determination of the annual productive capacity (or allowable sale quantity 

(ASQ))
7 

accounting for the requirements of compliance with other laws and with consideration 

of the objectives, land use allocations, and management direction of the RMP, which affect the 

amount of timber that each of the sustained yield units can produce. In this ROD, the BLM 
 

 

 
 

 

6 
Timber Production Capability Classification is a process of partitioning forestland within the sustained yield unit 

into major classes based on the biological and physical capability of the site to support and produce forest products 

on a sustained yield basis using operational management practices. Through the Timber Production Capability 

Classification, the BLM identifies some sites as unsuitable for sustained-yield timber production because of their 

biological and physical capabilities and, under this RMP, allocates those areas to District-Designated Reserve ï 

Timber Production Capability Classification. 
7 
In this ROD, the BLM considers the terms óannual productive capacity,ô óannual sustained yield capacity,ô 

ósustained yield capacity,ô and óallowable sale quantityô as synonyms and uses them as such. 
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declares the ASQ for the sustained-yield units in the decision area, which match the boundaries 

for the Coos Bay, Eugene, Roseburg, and Salem Districts.
8
 

 

As modified below, the ASQ for sustained-yield timber production forð 

¶ The Coos Bay sustained-yield unit is 12 million board feet (MMbf);  

¶ The Eugene sustained-yield unit is 53 MMbf;  

¶ The Roseburg sustained-yield unit is 32 MMbf;
9 

and 

¶ The Salem sustained-yield unit is 65 MMbf. 

 

The ASQ for sustained-yield timber production for each district listed above necessarily includes 

an amount of variation in the volume of timber that the BLM will offer for sale, to acknowledge 

the practical difficulties in predicting annual implementation levels, to reflect the foreseeable 

year-to-year variation in BLM capacity to offer timber volume, and to facilitate sharing of staff 

and resources among districts. Thus, for purposes of making the declaration of ASQ under the 

O&C Act, the BLM hereby declares that the ASQ, or volume of timber that the BLM actually 

can offer for sale from each sustained-yield unit, is the volume figure listed above for each 

sustained-yield unit with as much as 40 percent variation on an annual basis. Over a decade of 

implementation, the actual volume of timber that the BLM offers for sale from the Coos Bay, 

Eugene, and Salem sustained-yield units may each vary by as much as 20 percent from the total 

of the volume figures listed above summed over the entire decade. Over a decade of 

implementation, the actual volume of timber that the BLM offers for sale from the Roseburg 

sustained-yield unit may vary by as much as 30 percent from the volume figure listed above 

summed over the entire decade. Thus, the declaration of the ASQ for sustained-yield timber 

production consistent with the O&C Act is to offer for sale timber volumes within the ranges 

described both annually and decadally. For example, under the declared ASQ for the Salem 

sustained-yield unit, the BLM will offer for sale between 39 MMbf and 91 MMbf annually, and 

between 520 MMbf and 780 MMbf decadally. This variation in the volume of timber that the 

BLM will offer for sale is within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the Proposed 

RMP/Final EIS. 

 

The ASQ volume represents the sustained-yield volume of timber that the BLM can offer for 

sale from each sustained-yield unit; as such, the BLM offers this sustained-yield volume of 

timber only from the Harvest Land Base, which has specific objectives for sustained-yield timber 

production. As discussed in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the BLM will also offer timber 
 

 

8 
The BLM is in the process of consolidating the Eugene District and Salem District into the Northwest Oregon 

District as a single administrative and operational unit with one District Manager. This consolidation does not alter 

the boundaries of the Eugene and Salem sustained-yield units. 
9 
The BLM declares the ASQ for sustained-yield timber production for the entirety of the Roseburg sustained-yield 

unit (i.e., the Swiftwater and South River Field Offices collectively). However, this ROD only provides objectives, 

land use allocations, and management direction for the Swiftwater Field Office of the Roseburg District. The ROD 

for the Southwestern Oregon RMP provides objectives, land use allocations, and management direction for the 

South River Field Office of the Roseburg District. The BLM also presents this same declaration that the ASQ range 

for the entirety of the Roseburg sustained-yield unit is 32 MMbf  (with the 40 percent annual variation factor) in the 

ROD for the Southwestern Oregon RMP. Neither the ROD for the Southwestern Oregon RMP nor the ROD for the 

Northwestern and Coastal Oregon RMP specify how much of this 32 MMbf  (with the 40 percent annual variation 

factor) will be offered from the South River Field Office or the Swiftwater Field Office individually. The portion of 

the total ASQ range for the Roseburg sustained-yield unit that will  be offered from each of the two field offices in 

the Roseburg District is at the discretion of the BLM. 
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volume from the reserve allocations, which do not have objectives for sustained-yield timber 

production. This timber volume, which is called non-ASQ volume in the Proposed RMP/Final 

EIS, will not count towards the ASQ volume. Although the Proposed RMP/Final EIS estimated 

the amount of non-ASQ volume that the BLM is likely to offer from each sustained-yield unit 

each decade, the BLM does not declare an amount of non-ASQ volume or otherwise commit to 

producing a specific amount of non-ASQ volume, either annually or decadally. The BLM 

anticipates offering for sale approximately the amount of non-ASQ timber volume that the 

Proposed RMP/Final EIS estimated from each sustained-yield unit for each decade. However, 

this ROD does not set any minimum or maximum amount of non-ASQ volume that the BLM 

will offer for sale, because this estimated volume represents the by-product of management 

actions that the BLM will implement in the reserve allocations, which do not have objectives for 

sustained-yield timber production. The BLM will  consider through monitoring and plan 

evaluation whether the implementation of management actions within the reserve allocations that 

produce non-ASQ timber volume is consistent with the effects analysis in the Proposed 

RMP/Final EIS, and whether implementation of actions under the RMP is effectively meeting 

RMP objectives. 

 

As noted in the Draft RMP/EIS and Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the necessary organization 

transition from implementing actions consistent with the 1995 RMPs to implementing actions 

consistent with the new RMP may take time. For the individual sustained-yield units, the 

difference between the ASQ range declared in this ROD and that declared in the 1995 RMPs is 

variable: the ASQ range has increased for the Salem and Eugene sustained-yield units and has 

decreased for the Coos Bay and Roseburg sustained-yield units. The BLM will need time to 

restructure resources, budget, and staff for full  implementation of actions consistent with the 

approved RMP. In addition, the BLM will need time to realign some timber sales being prepared 

or already prepared but not offered, in accordance with changing land use allocations and 

management direction of the RMP, and in accordance with specific restrictions described below 

under ñProjects Begun Prior to the ROD/RMP, but Decided After the ROD/RMP.ò 

 

Because the BLM is approving this ROD late in fiscal year 2016 and because the BLM has 

largely completed preparation of timber sales for fiscal year 2016 prior to approving this ROD, 

the BLM will continue to be guided by the 1995 RMPs in offering volume in fiscal year 2016. 

 

In fiscal years 2017 and 2018, the BLM will strive to offer volume from the Harvest Land Base 

to achieve the ASQ range, including the 40 percent annual variation factor, declared in this ROD 

from each sustained-yield unit. However, the opportunities for the BLM to offer timber from the 

Harvest Land Base during fiscal years 2017 and 2018 are constrained by the following: 

¶ The planning and analysis of timber sales requires several years of preparation before the 

BLM can design a site-specific project and reach a decision. 

¶ The BLM did not yet know the location of the land use allocations and management 

direction, or the declared ASQ range for each sustained-yield unit in this approved RMP 

when the BLM began work on most of the timber sales that could be offered in fiscal 

years 2017 and 2018. 

¶ The general geographic location of timber sales in development for fiscal years 2017 and 

2018 cannot now be changed without otherwise cancelling those sales. 
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Thus, the BLM does not have time to prepare a full complement of new timber sales for fiscal 

years 2017 and 2018 from the Harvest Land Base allocated by this ROD. In addition, the need to 

restructure resources, budget, and staff for full  implementation of actions under the approved 

RMP restricts the ability of the BLM to offer timber sales in fiscal years 2017 and 2018 in some 

sustained-yield units. As a result, the BLM will likely  be unable to offer sufficient volume from 

the Harvest Land Base in some sustained-yield units to achieve the declared ASQ range 

including the 40 percent annual variation factor in fiscal years 2017 and 2018. 

 

In fiscal year 2019 and subsequent years, the BLM will offer for sale a volume of timber from 

the Harvest Land Base within the declared ASQ range including the 40 percent annual variation 

factor declared in this ROD for each sustained-yield unit. Fiscal year 2019 will be the first year 

of implementation for the purpose of determining the level of decadal variation around the 

declared ASQ. 

 

What  the  ROD and RMP  Do Not  Provide  
The approved RMP does not contain decisions for actions outside the jurisdiction of the BLM, 

such as decisions for the management on lands not administered by the BLM. The approved 

RMP does not change the BLMôs responsibility to comply with applicable laws and regulations. 

The approved RMP does not establish or alter BLM national policy. The approved RMP does not 

directly determine BLM funding or staffing levels. 

 

The approved RMP includes land use plan decisions and does not include any implementation 

decisions. As described in the FLPMA, land use plans are tools by which ñpresent and future use 

is projectedò (43 U.S.C. 1701(a)(2)). The BLMôs planning regulations make clear that land use 

plans are a preliminary step in the overall process of managing public lands, and are ñdesigned to 

guide and control future management actions and the development of subsequent, more detailed 

and limited scope plans for resources and usesò (43 CFR 1601.0ï2). A land use plan therefore is 

not ordinarily the medium for affirmative decisions that implement BLMôs projections; the 

FLPMA provides that ñ[t]he Secretary may issue management decisions to implement land use 

plansò (43 U.S.C. 1712(e)). In other words, the decisions implementing the direction in a land 

use plan are distinct from the plan itself. Furthermore, the regulation defining a land use plan 

declares that a plan ñis not a final implementation decision on actions which require further 

specific plans, process steps, or decisions under specific provisions of law and regulationsò (43 

CFR 1601.0ï5). As such, land use plan decisions (objectives, land use allocations, and 

management direction) do not directly authorize implementation of on-the-ground projects, 

which the BLM can carry out only after completion of further NEPA compliance and decision- 

making processes and consultation as appropriate.
10

 

 

 

 

 
 

10 
The designations in the approved RMP of areas as limited or closed for public motorized access are transportation 

land use plan decisions and not implementation decisions. Land use plan decisions guide future land management 

actions and provide guidance for subsequent site-specific implementation decisions. Designations of areas as limited 

or closed for public motorized access will  guide use within these areas until the BLM completes implementation- 

level travel management planning, consistent with the BLM Travel and Transportation Handbook H-8342 (USDI 

BLM 2012). 
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Existing  Decisions  
The approved RMP does not alter the following existing decisions, which remain valid within 

the decision area: 

¶ Record of Decision for Implementation of a Wind Energy Development Program and 

Associated Land Use Plan Amendments (USDI BLM 2005a) 

¶ Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan Amendments for Geothermal 

Leasing in the Western United States (USDA FS and USDI BLM 2008) 

¶ Approved Resource Plan Amendments/Record of Decision for Designation of Energy 

Corridors on Bureau of Land Management-administered lands in the 11 Western 

States (USDI BLM 2009) 

¶ Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in Oregon Record of 

Decision (USDI BLM 2010) 

¶ Record of Decision for Management of Port-Orford-cedar in Southwestern Oregon 

(Coos Bay and Roseburg Districts; USDI BLM 2004) 

¶ Seed Orchard Records of Decision for Integrated Pest Management (Eugene and 

Salem Districts; USDI BLM 2005b, 2005c) 

¶ North Bank Habitat Management Area and Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

Record of Decision (Roseburg District; USDI BLM 2001) 

¶ North Umpqua River Management Plan (Roseburg District; USDA FS, USDI BLM, 

and Oregon State Parks and Recreation Department 1992) 

¶ Molalla River-Table Rock Recreation Area Management Plan (Salem District; USDI 

BLM 2011) 

¶ Quartzville Creek National Wild and Scenic River Management Plan (Salem District; 

USDI BLM 1992) 

¶ Salmon National Wild and Scenic River Management Plan (Salem District; USDA 

FS and USDI BLM 1993a) 

¶ Sandy Wild and Scenic River and State Scenic Waterway Management Plan (Salem 

District; USDI BLM 1993b) 

¶ Table Rock Wilderness Management Plan (Salem District; USDI BLM 1987) 

¶ Yaquina Head Outstanding Natural Area Management Plan (Salem District; USDI 

BLM 1983) 

 

The BLM has reviewed these decisions and concluded that these decisions do not conflict with 

the approved RMP. The BLM will continue to take actions consistent with these existing 

decisions unless and until the BLM amends, revises, or rescinds these existing decisions in 

decision-making separate from this approved RMP. 

 

The approved RMP does not alter the West Eugene Wetlands Record of Decision and Resource 

Management Plan (Eugene District; USDI BLM 2015a). The BLM-administered lands under the 

West Eugene Wetlands RMP are not within the decision area for this approved RMP. 

 

Application  of the  RMP to Existing  and  New Projects  
Revision of an RMP necessarily involves a transition from the application of the old RMP to the 

application of the new RMP. The planning and analysis of future projects such as timber sales 

requires several years of preparation before the BLM can design a site-specific project and reach 
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a decision. Allowing for a transition from the old RMP to the new RMP avoids disruption of the 

management of the BLM-administered lands and allows the BLM to utilize work already begun 

on the planning and analysis of projects. This section addresses the application of the RMP to 

three categories of future projects: 

1. Projects for which the BLM has signed a project-specific decision prior to the effective 

date of this ROD. 

2. Projects for which the BLM has begun preparation of NEPA documents prior to the 

effective date of this ROD, but has not yet signed a project-specific decision. 

3. Projects for which the BLM has not begun preparation of NEPA documents prior to the 

effective date of this ROD. 

 

For this discussion, projects are considered to be on-the-ground implementation actions that 

include but are not limited to timber sales, pre-commercial thinning, fuels reduction (prescribed 

fire and mechanical treatments), culvert replacements, road renovations, stream restoration, 

construction of fire breaks, and the granting of rights-of-way. Also for this discussion, a project- 

specific decision for a timber sale is considered to be signed upon the publication of a notice of 

sale in a newspaper, consistent with 43 CFR 5003.2. 

 

Projects  Decided  Prior  to  the  ROD/RMP  
This ROD does not affect implementation of projects for which the BLM has signed a project- 

specific decision prior to the effective date of this ROD. The BLM factored effects of 

implementation of these projects into the analysis in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS either as an 

analytical assumption about current land treatment types and levels of activity, or as part of the 

current condition of the affected environment. 

 

Projects  Begun  Prior  to  the  ROD/RMP,  but  Decided  After  the  

ROD/RMP  
The BLM may implement projects consistent with the management direction of either the 1995 

RMP or the approved RMP attached to this ROD, at the discretion of the decision maker, ifð 

¶ The BLM had not signed a project-specific decision prior to the effective date of this 

ROD; 

¶ The BLM began preparation of NEPA documentation prior to the effective date of this 

ROD; and 

¶ The BLM signs a project-specific decision on the project within 2 years of the effective 

date of this ROD. 

 

In this context, preparation of NEPA documentation is considered to have begun upon the 

earliest of one of the following: 

¶ Public notification that the BLM will be preparing a NEPA document. 

¶ Initiation of external scoping. 

¶ Completion of documentation of a Determination of NEPA Adequacy. 

¶ Completion of documentation of a Categorical Exclusion Review. 
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The BLM may make decisions within this 2-year period of transition to implement such projects 

described above consistent with the management direction of the 1995 RMP at the discretion of 

the decision maker, with the exception of any of the following: 

¶ Regeneration harvest
11 

within the Late-Successional Reserve allocated by this ROD that 

is inconsistent with the management direction for the Late-Successional Reserve 

contained within the approved RMP. 

¶ Issuance of right-of-way grants within the Late-Successional Reserve allocated by this 

ROD that are inconsistent with the management direction for the Late-Successional 

Reserve contained within the approved RMP. 

¶ Commercial thinning within the inner zone of the Riparian Reserve allocated by this 

ROD that is inconsistent with the management direction for the Riparian Reserve 

contained within the approved RMP. 

¶ Projects within the District-Designated Reserve ï Lands Managed for their Wilderness 

Characteristics allocated by this ROD that are inconsistent with the management 

direction for the District-Designated Reserve ï Lands Managed for their Wilderness 

Characteristics contained within the approved RMP. 

¶ Timber harvest that would cause the incidental take of northern spotted owl territorial 

pairs or resident singles and does not have a signed Biological Opinion and Incidental 

Take Statement that predates the effective date of the Biological Opinion for the 

approved RMP. 

 

If  the decision maker elects to implement such projects consistent with the management direction 

in the 1995 RMPs (that do not involve any of the five exceptions described above), such projects 

may include features not consistent with the management direction in the approved RMP 

attached to this ROD. However, any difference in the specific effects resulting from 

implementation of timber sales and other projects not consistent with the management direction 

in the approved RMP would not alter the analysis of effects in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS 

because of the limited geographic extent of such projects. Additionally, implementation of such 

projects would not alter the analysis of effects in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS because of the 

limited difference between projects prepared in conformance with the 1995 RMPs and projects 

prepared in conformance with the approved RMP. 

 

As detailed in the Forest Management section of Chapter 3 of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the 

average total timber harvest acreage under the No Action alternative (i.e., implementation of the 

1995 RMPs) would have been 15,704 acres per year within the decision area; under the approved 

RMPs, the BLM estimates the average total timber harvest acreage will be 15,563 acres per year. 

Given that the vegetation modeling provided outputs based on 10-year increments, and given the 

likely year-to-year variability in timber harvest acreage, this difference of less than 1 percent in 

the average timber harvest acreage over this 2-year transition period would not result in any 

measurable or meaningful difference in the effects described in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. 

 

The primary inconsistency with the approved RMP that is likely to occur in these projects is the 

lower amount of green tree retention in regeneration harvests in areas that were General Forest 

Management Area under the 1995 RMPs but are allocated to Low Intensity Timber Area in this 
 
 

 

11 
The construction of roads or landings does not constitute regeneration harvest. 
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ROD. There are only 14,918 acres that were General Forest Management Area under the 1995 

RMPs but are allocated to Low Intensity Timber Area in these RODs, which constitutes less than 

1 percent of the decision area and 3 percent of the total Harvest Land Base allocated in both this 

ROD and the Southwestern Oregon ROD. Based on the average timber harvest acreage from the 

vegetation modeling outputs, regeneration harvest in these areas during the 2-year transition 

period would total approximately 350 acres (out of a total of 6,223 acres of regeneration harvest 

during this 2-year period) spread over the area of this ROD and the Southwestern Oregon ROD. 

Furthermore, any difference in green tree retention in regeneration harvests would likely be a 

small proportion of the total amount of green tree retention. The management direction for the 

General Forest Management Area in the 1995 RMPs required retention of 6ï8 trees per acre, and 

the approved RMP requires retention of 15ï30 percent of the pre-harvest stand basal area in Low 

Intensity Timber Area. Although 6ï8 trees per acre would constitute less than 15ï30 percent of 

the pre-harvest stand basal area under most stand conditions, the requirements of these differing 

measures would overlap in some stand conditions. The amount of green tree retention in 

regeneration harvests would result in inconsistencies between projects implemented consistent 

with the 1995 RMPs and projects implemented consistent with the approved RMP that would 

result in greater environmental effects than projects consistent with the approved RMP. This 

inconsistency would not result in any measurable or meaningful difference in the effects 

described in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS because of the small difference in green tree retention 

levels and the relatively small acreage that would be affected. 

 

Road and landing construction within the Late-Successional Reserve allocated by this ROD for 

projects prepared consistent with the management direction of the 1995 RMPs could potentially 

result in adverse effects greater than if such projects were prepared consistent with the 

management direction of this approved RMP. In most cases, road and landing construction 

would be consistent with both the management direction of the 1995 RMPs and this approved 

RMP. Road and landing construction would be most likely to be inconsistent with the 

management direction of this approved RMP where projects are prepared in areas that had been 

within the Matrix land use allocation under the 1995 RMPs and are allocated to Late- 

Successional Reserve by this ROD. It is not possible to characterize precisely the acres that 

would be affected, because the determination of whether road and landing construction would be 

consistent with the management direction of this approved RMP depends on road-specific and 

site-specific information that is not yet available. Nevertheless, road and landing construction 

within the Late-Successional Reserve that is not consistent with the management direction in the 

approved RMP would not alter the analysis of effects in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS because of 

the limited geographic extent of such projects. The BLM anticipates that the total acreage of road 

and landing construction that could potentially be inconsistent with the management direction in 

the Late-Successional Reserve during the 2-year transition period would total approximately 30 

acres across the decision area of the Northwestern and Coastal Oregon ROD. 

 

Thus, while the inconsistencies related to regeneration harvests and road construction in projects 

implemented consistent with the 1995 RMPs could result in greater environmental effects than 

projects consistent with the approved RMP, even these inconsistencies would not result in any 

measurable or meaningful difference in the effects described in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. 
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Projects  Begun  After  the  ROD/RMP  
Projects for which the BLM begins preparation of NEPA documentation after the effective date 

of this ROD or for which the BLM signs a decision more than 2 years after the effective date of 

this ROD must be consistent with the management direction in the approved RMP. 

 

Valid  Existing  Rights  
Other Federal, State, or local government agencies, Tribes, private individuals, or companies 

may hold valid existing rights within the decision area. Considering the intermingled nature of 

the BLM-administered lands in the planning area, the BLM has granted many rights-of-way, 

leases, permits, and other established legal rights within the decision area over the years. Valid 

existing rights may pertain to timber sale contracts, mining claims, mineral or energy leases, 

leases, easements, permits, rights-of-way, and water rights. Perhaps the most extensive and 

unique rights are the reciprocal rights-of-way agreements with dozens of adjacent landowners 

established to provide for the logical, effective, and efficient development of access on the 

intermingled lands. 

 

The decisions in the approved RMP do not alter or extinguish valid existing rights on BLM- 

administered lands. Valid existing rights take precedence over the decisions in the approved 

RMP. Authorization for implementing an action that would affect these valid existing rights may 

be subject to approval by the holders of valid existing rights and may not be discretionary to 

BLM. While the BLM may have authority to implement conditions for approval of actions 

implemented consistent with the approved RMP, any conditions would have to be consistent 

with the valid existing rights already granted or otherwise obtained. If  authorizations pursuant to 

valid existing rights come up for review and can be modified by the BLM, the BLM will bring 

these authorizations into conformance with the approved RMP. 

 

The decisions in the approved RMP describe procedural steps that are relevant to some valid 

existing rights, but do not alter or extinguish the valid existing rights. For example, the 

management direction in the approved RMP describes circumstances under which a Plan of 

Operations will be required for mining activities; such descriptions of procedural steps do not 

alter or extinguish any valid existing mining claims. 

 

Changes  to the  RMP between  the  Proposed  RMP/Final EIS and  
the  ROD 

For the management direction in the approved RMP, the BLM has reworded some management 

direction from Appendix B of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS to provide greater clarity and 

consistency and to correct typographical errors. These changes to the management direction do 

not substantively alter the meaning of the management direction and thus do not substantively 

alter the analytical conclusions in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. 
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The BLM has updated data from the Proposed RMP/Final EIS on the mapping of land use 
allocations of the approved RMP, which has resulted in changes in the acreages of the land use 

allocations.
12 

These changes in acreage result primarily from the following sources: 

¶ For the approved RMP, the BLM has mapped land use allocations without projecting 

predicted marbled murrelet sites or predicted red tree vole sites described in the Proposed 

RMP/Final EIS. The BLM included estimates of these predicted sites in the acreage of 

land use allocations in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS based on analytical assumptions. 

While this ROD requires the future allocation of marbled murrelet occupied stands and 

red tree vole ñhabitat areasò to the Late-Successional Reserve for occupied sites under the 

circumstances described in the Decision section above, the BLM will allocate such sites 

to the Late-Successional Reserve only when the BLM has discovered such sites. 

¶ The BLM has grouped Areas of Critical Environmental Concern that do not overlap the 

Harvest Land Base with District-Designated Reserves in the approved RMP. 

¶ The BLM has corrected the grouping of land use allocations for the Proposed RMP/Final 

EIS that included Wilderness Study Areas and Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers as 

District-Designated Reserves. These lands are properly grouped with Congressionally 

Reserved and National Conservation Lands in the approved RMP. 

¶ For the mapping of the land use allocations for the approved RMP, the BLM has 

reordered the hierarchy of the following land use allocations from the mapping of land 

use allocations for analysis in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS: 

o The BLM has moved the inner zone of the Riparian Reserve to below the portions 

of the Late-Successional Reserve that are occupied marbled murrelet sites, 
occupied red tree vole sites, or structurally-complex forest. The BLM made this 

change to keep all portions of the Riparian Reserve together in the hierarchy to 
provide consistent management, and to ensure that occupied marbled murrelet 

sites, occupied red tree vole sites, or structurally-complex forest are managed 

consistent with Late-Successional Reserve management direction. 

o The BLM has moved areas delineating water surfaces (e.g., lakes, reservoirs, 

ponds) to be mapped with District-Designated Reserves that delineate non- 

forested areas. This District-Designated Reserve land use allocation is above the 

Late-Successional Reserve and the Riparian Reserve. The BLM has made this 

change so that areas of water surface are not grouped with forested or vegetated 

areas in future analysis or monitoring. 

o The BLM has mapped land use allocations with Congressionally Reserved Lands 
and National Conservation Lands at the top of the hierarchy to ensure that lands 

with multiple designations that included a national or congressional designation 
are managed under the most protective land use allocation associated to those 

acres. As such, not all lands within identified lands with wilderness characteristic 

units are allocated to the land use allocation of District-Designated Reserves ï 
Lands Managed for their Wilderness Characteristics. Specifically, the identified 

lands with wilderness characteristics unit known as Salmon Huckleberry 

 
 

12 
The BLM continually conducts new surveys in the course of implementing actions consistent with the RMP, 

which may improve the accuracy of geospatial information in the BLM spatial database. Survey data may result in 

slight changes in the geospatial representation of ownership boundaries, which may result in shifting of boundaries 

for some land use allocations or special areas to realign with the ownership information. The BLM will  update the 

spatial database over time to reflect this improved survey data as part of plan maintenance (Appendix A). 
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AdditionsïSalmon River is entirely allocated to the land use allocation of 

Congressionally Reserved Lands and National Conservation Lands because of the 

overlapping designated Wild and Scenic Rivers within the unit boundary. 

¶ The BLM has corrected errors in mapping of public motorized access designations, 

which resulted in errors of reported acres of areas designated as limited and closed within 

the planning area. The corrected acres for each district are identified in Appendix H of 

the attached approved RMP. 

¶ The BLM removed the land use allocations for five parcels totaling 488 acres in the Coos 

Bay District, because Coos County has authority for surface management of these parcels 

(16 U.S.C. 405). 

¶ The BLM has disposed of parcels totaling 94 acres in the Salem District. The BLM has 

removed these lands from the base ownership data and removed the corresponding land 

use allocations in the BLM spatial database. 

¶ The BLM has acquired parcels totaling 86 acres in the Coos Bay District and has 

assigned these acres to land use allocations consistent with the purpose for which they 

were acquired. 

¶ The BLM has acquired parcels totaling 399 acres in the Salem District and has assigned 

these acres to land use allocations consistent with the purpose for which they were 

acquired. 

¶ The BLM has corrected an omission of the existing Molalla Rifle Club Lease Extensive 

Recreation Management Area, a 40-acre county lease recreation site in the Salem 

District. 

 

The BLM has made these changes to correct errors and provide clarifications of the land use 

allocations, management objectives, and management direction of the approved RMP. 

 

The BLM has added specific fisheries reporting items to the monitoring plan in Appendix B of 

the approved RMP to reflect the terms and conditions of the incidental take statements included 

in the biological opinions from the National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife  Service. 

 

The BLM has identified errors in Table 3-53 of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS in the calculation 

of percent timber inventory change between 2013 and 2113 for the Proposed RMP (USDI BLM 

2016, p. 336). The correct values are 94 percent for the reserves, 40 percent for the Harvest Land 

Base, and 84 percent overall. The Proposed RMP/Final EIS correctly presented the underlying 

inventory data in Figure 3-63, which displayed the same inventory change in billion board feet of 

timber (USDI BLM 2016, p. 335). The error in Proposed RMP/Final EIS is limited to the 

calculation of the percent change in inventory for the Proposed RMP; this limited error does not 

reflect errors in the underlying analysis and did not lead to errors in any analytical conclusions. 

 

The changes and corrections noted above do not substantially change the analytical conclusions 

described in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. Therefore, the BLM concludes that preparation of a 

supplemental EIS in not required. 
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The  Proposed  RMP  and  Alternatives  
The BLM designed the range of alternatives to span the full  spectrum of alternatives that would 

respond to the purpose and need for the action. The BLM developed the alternatives to represent 

a range of overall management approaches, rather than exemplify gradations in design features. 

In the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the BLM analyzed in detail the Proposed RMP, the No Action 

alternative, and four action alternatives. In addition, the BLM analyzed how two sub-alternatives, 

which modify an individual component of northern spotted owl conservation in an alternative, 

would alter effects on timber production and northern spotted owls. The Proposed RMP/Final 

EIS also discussed several alternatives that the BLM considered but did not analyze in detail. 

 

The BLM developed the alternatives in a single Draft RMP/EIS and a single Proposed 

RMP/Final EIS that support the RODs for both the Northwestern and Coastal Oregon RMP and 

the Southwestern Oregon RMP. As such, the alternatives summarized here and the rationale for 

selection presented below address elements that have little or no direct applicability to this RMP 

(e.g., Uneven-aged Timber Area, Eastside Management Area). The BLM intends these consistent 

decisions for the Northwestern and Coastal Oregon RMP and Southwestern Oregon RMP to 

provide for coordinated management of BLM-administered lands across western Oregon. 

 

The No Action  Alternative  
The No Action alternative is implementation of the 1995 RMPs as written (in contrast to the 

BLMôs current implementation practices under the 1995 RMPs). Implementation of the timber 

management program has departed substantially from the outcomes predicted in the 1995 RMPs, 

and continuing to harvest timber at the declared ASQ level for multiple decades into the future 

would not be possible using the current practices. Additionally, the land use allocations and 

management direction of the No Action alternative do not address the Revised Recovery Plan for 

the Northern Spotted Owl (owl recovery plan; USDI FWS 2011), the new designation of critical 

habitat for the northern spotted owl, or the new scientific information on the northern spotted 

owl, including the effects of land management on northern spotted owl habitat, demographic 

studies, and analyses of the effects of barred owls on northern spotted owls. 

 

The Action  Alternatives  
The action alternatives include the following land use allocations: Congressionally Reserved 

Lands, District-Designated Reserves, Late-Successional Reserve, Riparian Reserve, Harvest 

Land Base, and Eastside Management Area. The location and acreage of these allocations, with 

the exception of Congressionally Reserved Lands, vary by alternative. Within each action 

alternative, the Harvest Land Base, Late-Successional Reserve, and Riparian Reserve have 

specific sub-allocations with differing management direction. 

 

Alternative  A 
Alternative A has a Late-Successional Reserve larger than the No Action alternative. The 

Harvest Land Base is comprised of the Uneven-Aged Timber Area and the High Intensity 

Timber Area. The High Intensity Timber Area includes regeneration harvest with no retention 

(i.e., clear cuts). 
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Alternative A includes designation of Special Recreation Management Areas where developed 

recreation sites or facilities currently exist. In the rest of the decision area, the BLM would not 

manage specifically for recreation, but recreation could occur to the extent that the BLM has 

legal public access and recreation is not in conflict with the primary uses of these lands. 

 

Alternative A includes management for wilderness characteristics of all identified lands with 

wilderness characteristics that are not within the Harvest Land Base. 

 

Alternative A does not include treatment of sudden oak death infection sites. 

 

Alternative  B and  Sub -Alternative  B 
In the Draft RMP/EIS, the BLM identified Alternative B as the preferred alternative. 

 

Alternative B has a Late-Successional Reserve similar in size to Alternative A, though of a 

different spatial design. The Harvest Land Base is comprised of the Uneven-Aged Timber Area, 

Low Intensity Timber Area, and Moderate Intensity Timber Area. The portion of the Harvest 

Land Base in Uneven-Aged Timber Area is the largest of all action alternatives. The Low 

Intensity Timber Area and Moderate Intensity Timber Area include regeneration harvest with 

varying levels of retention. 

 

Alternative B includes designation of Special Recreation Management Areas at currently 

developed recreation facilities, and on lands where there are both unique recreation opportunities 

and where designation would not conflict with sustained-yield timber harvest. Alternative B 

includes designation of Extensive Recreation Management Areas where the BLM has developed 

and currently manages recreation activities outside of developed facilities, primarily where the 

BLM has authorized motorized and non-motorized trails, and where the BLM currently manages 

dispersed recreation activities. 

 

Alternative B includes management for wilderness characteristics of all identified lands with 

wilderness characteristics that are outside of the Harvest Land Base, and where they are within 

compatible existing and potential Recreation Management Areas. 

 

Alternative B includes treatment at all sudden oak death infection sites outside of the Riparian 

Reserve and no treatment at infection sites in the Riparian Reserve. 

 

Sub-Alternative B is identical to Alternative B, except that it includes protection of habitat 

within the home ranges of all northern spotted owl known and historic sites. 

 

Alternative  C and  Sub -Alternative  C 
Alternative C has the largest Harvest Land Base of any of the alternatives. The Harvest Land 

Base is comprised of the Uneven-Aged Timber Area and the High Intensity Timber Area. The 

High Intensity Timber Area includes regeneration harvest with no retention (i.e., clear cuts). 

Alternative C has the smallest acreage in the Riparian Reserve of all of the alternatives. 
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Alternative C includes designation of Special Recreation Management Areas at currently 

developed recreation facilities, and on lands where designation does not conflict with sustained- 

yield timber harvest. Alternative C includes designation of Extensive Recreation Management 

Areas where the BLM has developed and currently manages recreation activities outside of 

developed facilities, primarily where the BLM has authorized motorized and non-motorized 

trails, and where the BLM currently manages dispersed recreation activities. In addition, the 

BLM would designate Special Recreation Management Areas and Extensive Recreation 

Management Areas to address specific recreation demand and scarcity. 

 

Alternative C includes management for wilderness characteristics of identified lands with 

wilderness characteristics that are not within the Harvest Land Base, and where they are within 

compatible existing and potential Recreation Management Areas. 

 

Alternative C includes treatment at all sudden oak death infection sites. 

 

Sub-Alternative C is identical to Alternative C, except that the Late-Successional Reserve 

includes all stands 80 years old and older. 

 

Alternative  D 
Alternative D has the smallest Late-Successional Reserve of any of the action alternatives. The 

Harvest Land Base is comprised of the Uneven-Aged Timber Area, Owl Habitat Timber Area, 

and Moderate Intensity Timber Area. The Owl Habitat Timber Area includes timber harvest 

applied in a manner that would maintain northern spotted owl habitat. The Moderate Intensity 

Timber Area includes regeneration harvest with retention. Alternative D has the largest acreage 

in the Riparian Reserve of all of the action alternatives. 

 

Alternative D includes designation of Special Recreation Management Areas at currently 

developed recreation facilities, and on lands where designation does not conflict with sustained- 

yield timber harvest. Alternative D would include designation of Extensive Recreation 

Management Areas on all lands within the decision area where existing recreation use is 

occurring and the BLM has legal public access. In addition, the BLM would designate Special 

and Extensive Recreation Management Areas where known historic recreation use has occurred, 

and where the BLM is seeking to address activity-specific demands. The BLM would designate 

these to the maximum extent possible without precluding sustained-yield timber harvest. 

 

Alternative D would not include the management for wilderness characteristics of any identified 

lands with wilderness characteristics. 

 

Alternative D includes treatment at all sudden oak death infection sites. 

 

The Proposed  RMP 
The BLM developed the Proposed RMP as a variation on Alternative B, which the BLM 

identified in the Draft RMP/EIS as the preferred alternative. The Proposed RMP has a Late- 

Successional Reserve that is a refinement of the Late-Successional Reserve design in Alternative 

B. The Harvest Land Base is comprised of the Uneven-Aged Timber Area, Low Intensity Timber 
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Area, and Moderate Intensity Timber Area, as in Alternative B. The geographic extent of the 

portion of the Harvest Land Base in Uneven-Aged Timber Area in the Proposed RMP is 

intermediate between Alternative B and Alternative C. As in Alternative B, the Low Intensity 

Timber Area and Moderate Intensity Timber Area include regeneration harvest with varying 

levels of retention. 

 

Under the Proposed RMP, the BLM will prohibit the incidental take of northern spotted owls 

from timber harvest until implementation of a barred owl management program has begun. In 

addition, under the Proposed RMP the BLM would participate in, cooperate with, and provide 

support for an interagency program for barred owl management when the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service determines the best manner in which barred owl management can contribute to the 

recovery of the northern spotted owl (see the Mitigation Adopted in this Decision section below). 

 

To reduce the risk of adverse effects to ESA-listed fish and water quality compared to 

Alternative B, the Proposed RMP includes a Riparian Reserve design that is intermediate among 

the alternatives and incorporates elements of each of the alternatives. The Proposed RMP 

includes a riparian management strategy that carries forward the concept of key watersheds from 

the No Action alternative, in that it varies riparian management based on the importance of the 

subwatershed to the conservation and recovery of ESA-listed fish. For fish-bearing streams and 

perennial streams in all subwatersheds, the Riparian Reserve design is similar to Alternative D. 

For non-fish-bearing intermittent streams, the Riparian Reserve design in Class I and II  

subwatersheds is a slight modification of Alternative A, and the Riparian Reserve design in Class 

III subwatersheds is similar to Alternative C. 

 

To increase protection of unique recreation settings and increase recreation use compared to 

Alternative B, the Proposed RMP includes an approach to the management of recreation 

resources modified from Alternative C. 

 

To increase protection of identified lands with wilderness characteristics compared to Alternative 

B, the Proposed RMP includes the approach to the management of identified lands with 

wilderness characteristics from Alternative A. 

 

To minimize the spread of sudden oak death compared to Alternative B, the Proposed RMP 

includes the sudden oak death treatment approach of the No Action alternative, Alternative C, 

and Alternative D. 

 

Environmentally  Preferable Alternative  
The Council on Environmental Quality regulations require that a ROD state which alternative is 

considered to be ñenvironmentally preferableò (40 CFR 1505.2(b)). The Council of 

Environmental Quality has stated, ñThe environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative 

that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in NEPAôs Section 101. 

Ordinarily, this means the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological and physical 

environment; it also means the alternative that best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, 

cultural and natural resourcesò (Question 6a, Council on Environmental Quality, Forty Most 

Asked Questions Concerning CEQôs NEPA Regulations, March 23, 1981). 
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The effects of the alternatives at the scale of the planning area over the time frames analyzed in 

the Proposed RMP/Final EIS are complex and difficult to summarize into a single statement of 

environmental preference. None of the alternatives would have the same relative effect on all 

resources. That is, none of the alternatives would cause the least damage to every aspect of the 

biological and physical environment. For most resources, Alternative D would result in the least 

damage to the biological and physical environment. Although Alternative A would result in the 

fewest acres of timber harvest, much of that harvest would have a high intensity of effects on the 

acres harvested. Alternative D would result in more acres of timber harvest than Alternative A, 

but with less intense harvesting practices, and would result in the fewest miles of new road 

construction. Alternative D would result in the least amount of sediment delivery to streams, the 

least acres of detrimental soil disturbance, the least greenhouse gas emissions, and the most 

carbon storage over time. However, Alternative D would allocate the smallest Late-Successional 

Reserve of any of the action alternatives. In addition, Alternative D would not include 

management of wilderness characteristics of any identified lands with wilderness characteristics, 

in contrast to all of the action alternatives. Nevertheless, Alternative D overall represents the 

environmentally preferable alternative, as described in the Council on Environmental Quality 

regulations, because it would result in the least damage to the biological and physical 

environment for more resources than any of the other alternatives or the Proposed RMP. 

 

Rationale  for  the  Decision  
In reaching this decision, the BLM considered how well the Proposed RMP and alternatives 

would meet the purpose and need for action and evaluated the effects of the Proposed RMP and 

alternatives, based on the analysis in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. Because the BLM is making 

this decision consistent with the decision for the Southwestern Oregon RMP, this rationale 

addresses purposes and effects across the entire area addressed in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, 

including those purposes and effects that have limited or no direct relevance for the 

Northwestern and Coastal Oregon RMP. 

 

The BLM conducted plan evaluations, which concluded that a plan revision is needed to address 

the changed circumstances and new information that has led to a substantial, long-term departure 

from the timber management outcomes predicted under the 1995 RMPs. Moreover, the BLM 

needs to revise existing plans to replace the 1995 RMPsô land use allocations and management 

direction because of new scientific information and policies related to the northern spotted owl. 

 

The purpose of the RMP revision includes all of the following purposes: 

¶ Provide a sustained yield of timber. 

¶ Contribute to the conservation and recovery of threatened and endangered species, 

includingð 

o Maintaining a network of large blocks of forest to be managed for late- 

successional forests; and 

o Maintaining older and more structurally-complex multi-layered conifer forests. 

¶ Provide clean water in watersheds. 

¶ Restore fire-adapted ecosystems. 

¶ Provide recreation opportunities. 
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¶ Coordinate management of lands surrounding the Coquille Forest with the Coquille 

Tribe. 

 

Additionally, the BLM provided guidance for the development of action alternatives that 

described components that the action alternatives must include and provided guidance for 

conducting the analysis. Elements of this guidance that are particularly relevant for evaluating 

the Proposed RMP and alternatives in reaching this decision includeð 

¶ Providing a high degree of predictability and consistency about implementing land 

management actions and a high degree of certainty of achieving management objectives 

(desired outcomes), especially those outcomes related to discrete statutory mandates; and 

¶ Simplifying implementation of management actions and reducing the costs of 

implementation. 

 

The Proposed RMP will best meet the purpose and need for the action in comparison to the 

alternatives, as demonstrated by the analysis in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. The Proposed 

RMP is also more responsive than the alternatives to the BLM guidance for the development of 

action alternatives toð 

¶ Provide a high degree of predictability and consistency about implementing land 

management actions; 

¶ Provide a high degree of certainty of achieving management objectives; 

¶ Simplify implementation of management actions; and 

¶ Reduce the costs of implementation. 

 

The Proposed RMP represents the product of close cooperative work with several agency 

partners, and their support will be integral to the effective implementation of the Proposed RMP. 

The Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National 

Marine Fisheries Service have worked particularly closely with the BLM in developing the 

Proposed RMP and have voiced support for the Proposed RMP through their respective review 

and consultation processes. 

 

Additionally, the Proposed RMP presents a management approach that is consistent with the 

current capacity of the BLM for implementation; the BLM can reasonably anticipate having 

sufficient staff and budget to implement the management actions and achieve the objectives of 

the Proposed RMP, because the overall staff and budget needs of the Proposed RMP are not 

substantially greater than the current BLM staff and budget. The cooperation of agency partners 

and the alignment of the Proposed RMP with BLM capacity are key to ensuring that the 

Proposed RMP will have a high degree of predictability about implementation and a high degree 

of certainty of achieving management objectives. 

 

Provide  a Sustained  Yield of Timber  
The Proposed RMP will provide more sustained-yield timber than the amount declared in the 

1995 RMPs and more than the BLM has been able to offer for sale in recent years. The 

sustained-yield timber harvest levels under the Proposed RMP will provide a high degree of 

predictability and consistency about implementation and a high degree of certainty of achieving 

the declared sustained-yield timber harvest levels, because the Proposed RMP is generally 
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consistent with other designations and plans, such as critical habitat designations and recovery 

plans. This consistency will allow the BLM to implement timber harvest more effectively with 

agency partners, such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries 

Service. 

 

The BLM has declared an ASQ of timber consistent with the O&C Act that includes an amount 

of variation in the volume of timber that the BLM will offer for sale, both on an annual and 

decadal basis. The BLM has defined this amount of variation to reflect the foreseeable year-to- 

year variation in BLM capacity to offer timber volume for sale, based on the empirical evidence 

of the past two decades. In addition, the BLM has coupled a higher amount of annual variation 

with a lower amount of decadal variation to facilitate sharing of staff and resources among 

districts. That is, the BLM may offer less than 100 percent (but at least 60 percent) of the 

declared ASQ in some sustained-yield units in some individual years (e.g., to shift work to other 

sustained-yield units in years of large workloads), and offer more than 100 percent (but no more 

than 140 percent) of the declared ASQ in other individual years, and still provide the 

approximate amount of ASQ for each sustained-yield unit for the decade as a whole. 

 

The BLMôs objective under the O&C Act and this purpose of the RMP revision directly address 

sustained-yield timber production. However, many important outcomes of the RMP will  result 

from the total amount of timber harvested, including both the sustained-yield timber production 

from the Harvest Land Base (ASQ volume) and the timber produced as a by-product of habitat 

restoration in other land use allocations, such as Late-Successional Reserve and Riparian 

Reserve (non-ASQ volume). These important outcomes include the effects on jobs and payments 

to counties under the O&C Act. As a result of providing more total timber harvest, the Proposed 

RMP will result in more jobs than the current implementation. In addition, the Proposed RMP 

will result in higher payments to counties than the current implementation if payments under the 

Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act (Pub. L. 114-10) are not 

reauthorized and future payments are based on timber receipts under the O&C Act formula. 

 

The Proposed RMP will provide more sustained-yield timber production than Alternative D, but 

less than the No Action alternative,
13 

and Alternatives A, B, and C. The BLM has less certainty 

of successfully implementing harvest levels higher than the Proposed RMP, given BLM staffing 

and budget levels and past experience implementing the 1995 RMPs. Harvest levels higher than 

the Proposed RMP would require reduced contribution to the conservation and recovery of the 

northern spotted owl, marbled murrelet, and ESA-listed fish species, and would reduce the 

increase in carbon storage over time. 

 

Conservation  and  Recovery  of Threatened  and Endangered  
Species ð Northern Spotted  Owl  

The Proposed RMP will contribute to the conservation and recovery of the northern spotted owl 

better than the alternatives. The Proposed RMP will reserve more acres of Late-Successional 

Reserve than the No Action alternative and will create large blocks of nesting, roosting, and 
 

 

13 
As described in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the sustained-yield timber production level calculated for the No 

Action alternative would be higher than the amount declared in the 1995 RMPs because of improvements in data 

and changes in forest conditions since 1995. 
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foraging habitat that are capable of supporting clusters of reproducing northern spotted owls, 

distributed across a variety of ecological conditions and spaced to facilitate northern spotted owl 

movement between the blocks. The overall reserve network under the Proposed RMP will be 

larger than under the No Action alternative, and Alternatives B, C, and D. 

 

The Proposed RMP will protect older, more structurally-complex forest, and the approach in the 

Proposed RMP to identifying older, more structurally-complex forest for protection is consistent 

with the recommendation of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in their comments on the Draft 

RMP/EIS. The No Action alternative does not include a specific approach for protection of older, 

more structurally-complex forest. The approaches in Alternatives A, C, and D to identifying 

older, more structurally-complex forest for protection are not consistent with the 

recommendation of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in their comments on the Draft RMP/EIS. 

 

The Proposed RMP will implement timber harvest consistent with the concepts of Ecological 

Forestry, which incorporate principles of natural forest development, including the role of natural 

disturbances, in the initiation, development, and maintenance of stands and landscape mosaics. 

The forest management approach of Alternatives A and C would not be fully consistent with the 

concepts of Ecological Forestry. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service advises the use of 

Ecological Forestry in the owl recovery plan. Based on the analysis in the Proposed RMP/Final 

EIS, the forest management in the Proposed RMP will apply the concepts of Ecological Forestry 

and will be consistent with the owl recovery plan and the designation of critical habitat for the 

northern spotted owl. Among the Ecological Forestry approaches of the Proposed RMP areð 

¶ Uneven-aged stand management for fire resilience in the dry forest; 

¶ Regeneration harvest with varying levels of retention in the Moderate Intensity Timber 

Area and Low Intensity Timber Area; 

¶ Protection of larger and older trees within harvested areas; 

¶ Thinning within the Late-Successional Reserve to speed the development of northern 

spotted owl habitat; and 

¶ Retention of key forest structural components following natural disturbances in the 

reserves. 

 

The design of the Proposed RMP acknowledges the ecological differences between the moist and 

dry forest portions of the decision area and tailors the forest management approaches to these 

different ecological conditions. Finally, the Proposed RMP, through the extensive reserve 

network and application of Ecological Forestry concepts, will provide flexibility  in addressing 

the uncertainties associated with climate change. 

 

The Proposed RMP will address the effects of barred owls by avoiding the incidental take of 

northern spotted owls from timber harvest until implementation of a barred owl management 

program has begun and by participating in a program for barred owl management once the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service determines the best manner in which barred owl management can 

contribute to the recovery of the northern spotted owl (see the Mitigation Adopted in this 

Decision section below). None of the other alternatives would avoid the incidental take of 

northern spotted owls from timber harvest until implementation of a barred owl management 

program has begun. As demonstrated by the analysis in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, addressing 
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the effects of barred owls is an essential component of contributing to the conservation and 

recovery of the northern spotted owl. 

 

In their biological opinion on the Proposed RMP, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concluded, 

ñIn aggregate, the [Proposed RMP] provides for the net conservation and recovery of the spotted 

owl on BLM lands over the life of the plan by contributing to barred owl management and by 

minimizing adverse impacts associated with timber harvest and other activities. The positive 

contributions of barred owl management offset the adverse impacts of the [Proposed RMP] to 

spotted owls and enable long-term spotted owl recovery on BLM lands.ò (USDI FWS 2016, p. 

701). 

 

Conservation  and  Recovery  of Threatened  and Endangered  
Species ð Marbled Murrelet  

The Proposed RMP will effectively contribute to the conservation and recovery of the marbled 

murrelet. The Proposed RMP will reserve more acres of Late-Successional Reserve than the No 

Action alternative and will  result in a greater increase in the amount of high-quality nesting 

habitat than any alternative other than Alternative D. The Proposed RMP will protect older, more 

structurally-complex forest, which approximates high-quality nesting habitat for marbled 

murrelets, and the approach in the Proposed RMP to identifying older, more structurally- 

complex forest for protection is consistent with the recommendation of the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife  Service in their comments on the Draft RMP/EIS. The Proposed RMP will require pre- 

project surveys for marbled murrelets and protection of occupied sites in Zone 1 (from the coast 

to approximately 35 miles inland) and in the Late-Successional Reserve and Riparian Reserve in 

Zone 2 (from the eastern boundary of Zone 1 to approximately 50 miles inland from the coast), 

but not in the Harvest Land Base in Zone 2. Based on the results of marbled murrelet surveys 

over the past two decades, the vast majority of marbled murrelet sites in the decision area are 

within Zone 1. By not requiring protection of occupied sites in the Harvest Land Base in Zone 2, 

the Proposed RMP will have a minor adverse effect on marbled murrelets, as demonstrated by 

the analysis in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, and will allow for management for sustained-yield 

timber production and simplify implementation and reduce costs associated with surveys in Zone 

2. Thus, the marbled murrelet management approach of the Proposed RMP better balances the 

purpose of contributing to the conservation and recovery of the marbled murrelet with the 

purpose of providing for a sustained yield of timber than the alternatives. 

 

In their biological opinion on the Proposed RMP, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concluded, 

ñAlthough there are likely to be some adverse effects to murrelets and murrelet critical habitat in 

portions of the speciesô range, the overall outcome of [Proposed RMP] implementation will be 

the protection of the vast majority of extant murrelet nesting habitat, and a large long-term net 

increase in total area and amount of murrelet habitat during the life of the plan. This approach 

builds on and continues the basic approach of the original conservation strategy for the murrelet 

first articulated in the [Northwest Forest Plan] and the recovery plan.ò (USDI FWS 2016, p. 

426). 
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Conservation  and  Recovery  of Threatened  and Endangered  Fish  
Species and Provide  Clean Water  in  Watersheds  

The Proposed RMP will effectively contribute to the conservation and recovery of ESA-listed 

fish and will provide clean water in watersheds. The BLM developed the riparian management 

strategy of the Proposed RMP together with the National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife  Service, and the Environmental Protection Agency. The Proposed RMP addresses all 

four components of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy of the No Action alternative but has 

modified and updated several components, consistent with the purpose and need and guidance 

for the development of all action alternatives for this RMP revision and in light of monitoring 

results and new scientific information. 

 

Although the Riparian Reserve widths on some streams are narrower than under the No Action 

alternative, the Proposed RMP will provide more aquatic protection and greater predictability 

and consistency about implementation than the No Action alternative. The Proposed RMP will 

provide greater protection near streams within the Riparian Reserve than the No Action 

alternative. Additionally, the Proposed RMP will provide clearer direction than the No Action 

alternative about where and under what circumstances management actions such as thinning and 

fuels treatment are appropriate within the Riparian Reserve, and will prohibit other management 

actions within the Riparian Reserve, such as salvage harvest (except when necessary to protect 

public safety, or to keep roads and other infrastructure clear of debris). 

 

Only the Proposed RMP will tailor the Riparian Reserve widths and management to the 

importance of the subwatershed to ESA-listed fish. The No Action alternative included a process 

for modifying Riparian Reserve widths, but that process proved ineffective. The subwatershed 

classes delineated in the Proposed RMP identify those areas important to fish conservation and 

recovery better than the key watersheds under the No Action alternative. None of the action 

alternatives provides variation in Riparian Reserve widths and management based on the 

importance of the subwatershed to ESA-listed fish. As a result, the Proposed RMP better 

balances protecting ESA-listed fish and water quality with other purposes; providing greater 

protection than the No Action alternative, and Alternatives B and C, while providing protection 

comparable to Alternatives A and D in subwatersheds important to ESA-listed fish. 

 

The riparian management strategy of the Proposed RMP will minimize the risk of adverse effects 

to ESA-listed fish and water quality while providing a high degree of predictability and 

consistency about implementing land management actions and simplifying implementation. 

Based on the analysis in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, and the past experience and monitoring 

results of implementing the 1995 RMPs, the riparian management strategy of the Proposed RMP, 

which represents an updated version of all four components of the Aquatic Conservation 

Strategy, will effectively contribute to the conservation and recovery of ESA-listed fish and will  

provide clean water in watersheds. 

 

In their review of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the Environmental Protection Agency expressed 

their support for the riparian strategy of the Proposed RMP, and stated, ñWe find this approach to 

be fully  responsive to the identified purpose and need in the FEISò (EPA, 2016, p. 1). 
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In their biological opinion on the Proposed RMP, the National Marine Fisheries Service 

concluded that the Proposed RMP will protect stream shade and keep stream shade reduction to 

limited occurrences; will result in overall increases in large wood and resilience to fires over the 

long term which will outweigh the short-term effects of thinning and fuels reduction; and may 

cause a moderate increase in sedimentation but current and future actions under the Proposed 

RMP will reduce that potential for sedimentation (USDC NMFS 2016, pp. 241ï251). Overall, 

the National Marine Fisheries Service concluded that the Proposed RMP is consistent with the 

recovery goals for all of the listed anadromous salmonid fish species (USDC NMFS 2016, pp. 

280ï309). 

 

Restore  Fire -adapted  Ecosystems  
The Proposed RMP will contribute to restoring fire-adapted ecosystems in the dry forest 

landscape of southern Oregon by increasing fire resiliency. The Proposed RMP will increase 

stand-level fire resistance and decrease stand-level fire hazard from current conditions. The 

Proposed RMP will result in a greater increase in the acreage of High and Mixed fire resistance 

and a greater decrease in the acreage of High fire hazard than the No Action alternative, 

Alternative A, or Alternative C. However, as demonstrated by the analysis in the Proposed 

RMP/Final EIS, the BLM alone has a limited ability to shift overall landscape fire resiliency, and 

restoration of fire-adapted ecosystems in the dry forest landscape of southern Oregon will  

depend upon cooperative work with other landowners. The Proposed RMP is consistent with the 

management strategies of several other landowners in southern Oregon and will facilitate the 

cooperative work necessary to restore fire-adapted ecosystems. The Proposed RMP will apply an 

uneven-aged forest management approach in the dry forest and will provide flexibility  in stand 

treatments in the Late-Successional Reserve and Riparian Reserve in dry forests to address fire 

resiliency, consistent with the concepts of Ecological Forestry, as advised by the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife  Service in the owl recovery plan. Through these forest management approaches, the 

Proposed RMP recognizes the unique ecological conditions and management challenges of the 

dry forest portions of the decision area. 

 

Provide  for  Recreation  Opportunities  
The Proposed RMP will increase recreation opportunities by protecting the majority of the 

existing recreation opportunities and will establish additional recreation management areas to 

respond to increasing recreation demand. Although the Proposed RMP will increase recreation 

opportunities more than the No Action alternative and Alternatives A, B, and C, it will not 

increase recreation opportunities as much as Alternative D. The Proposed RMP will not seek to 

achieve this maximum level of recreation opportunities because of uncertainty about the BLM 

staffing and budget capacity to implement the necessary recreation improvements and 

uncertainty about whether such large increases in recreation opportunities would actually result 

in concomitant increases in recreation use. 

 

Coordinate  Management  of Lands  Surrounding  the  Coquille  
Forest  with  the  Coquille  Tribe  

Throughout this RMP revision process, the BLM has coordinated the planning for management 

of the BLM-administered lands surrounding the Coquille Forest and the development of the 
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Proposed RMP with the Coquille Indian Tribe. In addition to their government-to-government 

relationship and their role as a formal cooperator, the Coquille Indian Tribe has had a 

representative on the Westside Steering Committee, which has provided leadership and direction 

to the RMP revision process. The Coquille Indian Tribe suggested to the BLM a riparian 

strategy, which the BLM included in Alternative C, and the BLM included aspects of this 

riparian strategy in the Proposed RMP. The BLM has met with the Coquille Indian Tribe 

repeatedly throughout the RMP revision process, in one-on-one discussions, in Westside 

Steering Committee meetings, and in Cooperating Agency Advisory Group meetings. 

 

The Coquille Forest managed by the Coquille Tribe is ñsubject to the standards and guidelines of 

Federal forest plans on adjacent or nearby Federal lands, now and in the futureò per Title V of 

the Oregon Resource Conservation Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-208). This means that the approved 

RMP that applies to the Coos Bay District also applies to the Coquille Forest in that it establishes 

the suite of possible management approaches available for the Coquille Forest. For the purposes 

of interpreting Title V of the Oregon Resource Conservation Act, the management direction 

described within the approved RMP is synonymous with the ñstandards and guidelinesò 

referenced in this Act. The approved RMP does not determine which specific land use 

allocations apply to which specific portions of the Coquille Forest or the rate or extent of timber 

harvest on the Coquille Forest. The approved RMP identifies subwatershed classes relevant to 

defining Riparian Reserve widths and management direction; this identification of subwatershed 

classes applies only to streams and water features on BLM-administered lands and does not 

determine the specific subwatershed class applicable to streams and water features on the 

Coquille Forest. 

 

Carbon  Storage  
The Proposed RMP would provide an increase in the amount of carbon storage over time. While 

the Proposed RMP, like all alternatives, would result in an increase in greenhouse gas emissions 

compared to the current emissions, it would result in an increase in the amount of carbon stored 

greater than the increase in the amount of carbon lost in greenhouse gas emissions. As a result, 

the BLM-administered lands in the planning area would constitute a substantial and increasingly 

large net sink of carbon over time. 

 

Lands with  Wilderness  Characteristics  
The Proposed RMP would provide the maximum protection for identified lands with wilderness 

characteristics within the BLMôs legal discretion. Managing the wilderness resource is part of the 

BLMôs multiple use mission under the FLPMA. Lands with wilderness characteristics retain a 

primeval character, without permanent improvements and generally appear to have been affected 

primarily by the forces of nature. These lands provide a variety of resource benefits, including 

wildlife  habitat, clean water, and primitive recreation opportunities. The Proposed RMP will 

protect lands with wilderness characteristics more than the No Action alternative, Alternatives B, 

C, or D, and to the greatest extent possible without conflict with sustained-yield timber 

production on O&C lands. 
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Survey  and Manage  
The Proposed RMP, like the action alternatives, does not include the Survey and Manage 

measures of the No Action alternative. The Survey and Manage measures were included in the 

Northwest Forest Plan to respond to a goal of ensuring viable, well-distributed populations of all 

species associated with late-successional and old-growth forests. This goal of the Northwest 

Forest Plan was founded on a U.S. Forest Service organic statute and planning regulation, which 

did not and do not apply to the BLM, and is not a part of the purpose for this RMP revision. As 

detailed in the analysis in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the Proposed RMP will allocate a larger 

Late-Successional Reserve network than the No Action alternative, will protect older and more 

structurally-complex forests, and will continue to provide management for many of the formerly 

Survey and Manage species as Bureau Sensitive species. The Proposed RMP can achieve the 

purpose of this RMP revision and respond the BLMôs statutory authorities and mandates without 

the Survey and Manage measures. 

 

Alternatives  Considered  in  the  Proposed  RMP/Final EIS 
The No Action alternative, which is implementation of the 1995 RMPs as written, would not 

meet the purpose of the action. As described in the need for action, the BLM has not been able to 

implement the 1995 RMPs to produce the declared sustained yield of timber. As documented in 

the plan evaluations and detailed in the analysis of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the BLMôs 

inability to implement fully  the 1995 RMPs is long-standing, and there is no reasonable basis for 

asserting that the BLM would be better able to implement the 1995 RMPs in the future. As such, 

the No Action alternative does not represent a plausible management approach, and future full  

implementation of the 1995 RMPs as written is speculative. Although the analysis in the 

Proposed RMP/Final EIS concluded that implementation of the No Action alternative would 

provide more sustained-yield timber harvest than the Proposed RMP, that analytical conclusion 

depended on the assumption that the BLM would be able to implement fully  the timber harvests 

of the 1995 RMPs, which has not been the experience of the BLM over the past two decades. 

The No Action alternative would not effectively contribute to the conservation and recovery of 

the northern spotted owl, because it would not protect older, more structurally-complex forest, 

would produce less habitat than the Proposed RMP over time, and would not address the effects 

of the barred owl. In their biological opinion on the Proposed RMP, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service stated that they expect ñéan overall net improvement in spotted owl populations on 

BLM lands under the [Proposed RMP] when compared to the future declining status quo under 

the [Northwest Forest Plan] éò (USDI FWS 2016, p. 5). The No Action alternative would not 

contribute to restoring fire-adapted ecosystems in the dry forest landscape of southern Oregon, 

because it would not apply an uneven-aged forest management approach and would provide less 

improvement in stand-level fire resistance and fire hazard than the Proposed RMP. The No 

Action alternative would provide fewer recreation opportunities than the Proposed RMP and 

would not protect any lands with wilderness characteristics. 

 

Alternative A would provide slightly more sustained-yield timber harvest than the Proposed 

RMP, but would provide less total timber harvest (i.e., ASQ and non-ASQ volume combined) 

than the Proposed RMP. Furthermore, Alternative A would not be consistent with the concepts 

of Ecological Forestry and would not be consistent with the owl recovery plan. Alternative A 
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would result in the loss of more occupied marbled murrelet sites than the Proposed RMP. 

Alternative A would provide fewer recreation opportunities than the Proposed RMP. 

 

Alternative B would provide slightly more sustained-yield timber harvest than the Proposed 

RMP, but would pose more risk of adverse effects to ESA-listed fish and water quality than the 

Proposed RMP. Alternative B would provide fewer recreation opportunities than the Proposed 

RMP and would protect fewer lands with wilderness characteristics than the Proposed RMP. 

 

Alternative C would provide substantially more sustained-yield timber harvest than the Proposed 

RMP, but would not be consistent with the concepts of Ecological Forestry and would not be 

consistent with the owl recovery plan. Alternative C would result in the loss of more occupied 

marbled murrelet sites than the Proposed RMP. The riparian management strategy of Alternative 

C would pose more risk of adverse effects to ESA-listed fish and water quality than the Proposed 

RMP. 

 

Alternative D would provide less sustained-yield timber harvest and substantially less total 

timber harvest (i.e., ASQ and non-ASQ volume combined) than the Proposed RMP. Alternative 

D would provide more recreation opportunities than the Proposed RMP, but would not protect 

any lands with wilderness characteristics. 

 

Mitigation  
The Council on Environmental Quality regulations state that mitigation includes avoiding, 

minimizing, rectifying, reducing, eliminating, or compensating for adverse environmental 

impacts (40 CFR 1508.20) and that a ROD must state whether all practicable means to avoid or 

minimize environmental harm from the alternative selected have been adopted, and if not, why 

not (40 CFR 1505.2(c)). The BLM NEPA Handbook explains that measures or practices should 

only be termed mitigation measures if they have not been incorporated into the proposed action 

or alternatives. If  they are incorporated into the proposed action or alternatives, they are called 

design features, not mitigation measures (BLM Handbook 1790-1 ï National Environmental 

Policy Act, p. 61). Most of the measures that would avoid, rectify, or reduce environmental 

impacts are integral to the design of the alternatives, such as the size, location, and extent of the 

Late-Successional Reserve, and therefore these design features cannot be addressed as discrete 

mitigation measures. For these design features of the alternatives, the rationale for the decision 

above addresses whether these means to avoid or minimize environmental harm have been 

adopted, and if not, why not. 

 Best Management Practices (BMPs) are practices that have been determined to be the most 
eǟective and practicable in preventing or reducing the amount of pollution generated by diǟuse 
sources to a level compatible with water quality goals (40 CFR 130.2 (m)). The BMPs are 

measures or practices that would avoid, rectify, or reduce environmental impacts, and are 

included in the approved RMP. A list of BMPs is attached to the approved RMP and provides a 

detailed discussion of the role and application of BMPs (Appendix C). Project-level planning 

and analysis will identify the appropriate and applicable BMPs needed to achieve management 

direction. 
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The BLM may implement additional site-specific project-level mitigation measures including 

additional BMPs that are consistent with RMP management direction as determined necessary 

through site-specific analysis at the time of the project. Such additional site-specific project-level 

mitigation measures are not specifically listed in the approved RMP. The BLM will not defer or 

forego timber harvest of stands in the Harvest Land Base for reasons not described in the 

management direction or in Appendix A. 

 

Mitigation  Adopted  in  this  Decision  
The approved RMP has incorporated the following discrete mitigation measures that were not 

included in the design of the alternatives. 

 

Participate  in  barred  owl  management  
When the U.S. Fish and Wildlife  Service determines the best manner in which barred owl 

management can contribute to the recovery of the northern spotted owl, the BLM would 

participate in, cooperate with, and provide support for an interagency program for barred owl 

management to implement Recovery Action 30 of the recovery plan. Barred owl management 

actions on BLM-administered lands within the range of the northern spotted owl could include 

BLM participation in scheduling, funding, and implementing such actions. These actions would 

be implemented pursuant to appropriate NEPA analysis and decision-making. The BLM and 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would develop a monitoring program that would evaluate 

whether such a barred owl management program is having the biological benefits to the northern 

spotted owl assumed in the Biological Opinion on the RMP. The BLM and U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife  Service would meet as necessary, at least annually, to review the results of the 

monitoring program. 

 

Avoid  incidental  take  of  northern  spotted  owls  
The BLM will not authorize timber sales that would cause the incidental take

14 
of northern 

spotted owl territorial pairs or resident singles from timber harvest until implementation of a 

barred owl management program consistent with the assumptions contained in the Biological 

Opinion on the RMP has begun. Implementation of a barred owl management program includes 

the existence of a monitoring program that would evaluate whether a barred owl program is 

having the biological benefits to the northern spotted owl assumed in the Biological Opinion on 

the RMP. 

 

Whether a specific timber harvest would result in incidental take will be determined on a case- 

by-case basis. Until implementation of a barred owl management program has begun, the BLM 

will not authorize any timber harvest that it determines would cause incidental take of northern 

spotted owls or is determined to cause incidental take through an ESA Section 7 consultation 

process. The BLM will be authorizing timber harvest that does not result in incidental take of 
 

 

14 
The ESA defines ótakeô as ñto harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill,  trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt 

to engage in any such conductò (16 U.S.C. 1532(19)). The definition of harm is ñan act which actually kills or injures 

wildlife. Such an act may include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or injures 

wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding or shelteringò             

(50 CFR 17.3; Babbitt v. Sweet Home Chapter of Cmtys. for a Greater Or., 515 U.S. 687, 696ï700 (1995)). 
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northern spotted owls (e.g., harvest in unoccupied home ranges or harvest within occupied home 

ranges that does not constitute incidental take), provided that such harvest otherwise meets 

BLMôs obligations under ESA Section 7. 

 

As part of the process to determine whether a planned timber harvest would result in take of 

northern spotted owls, the BLM will establish whether the northern spotted owl is actually 

present in the area that will be affected by the timber harvest using the best available science at 

that time, such as through pre-project northern spotted owl surveys consistent with the Protocol 

for Surveying Proposed Management Activities That May Impact Northern Spotted Owls (USDI 

FWS February 2, 2011; revised January 9, 2012). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has 

updated the northern spotted owl survey protocol to account for the influence of barred owl and 

may update it in the future. 

 

If  the BLM and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service jointly determine that implementation of a 

barred owl management program has begun, the BLM may proceed with implementation of 

timber harvest consistent with the ROD/RMP that may include incidental take of northern 

spotted owl territorial pairs or resident singles. Any proposed timber harvest that may include 

such incidental take would be implemented only after and consistent with appropriate project- 

level ESA Section 7 consultation and incidental take statement. 

 

After implementation of a barred owl management program has begun, the BLM and U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife  Service will meet as necessary, at least annually, to review the results of the 

monitoring program. If  the BLM or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife  Service concludes that the 

monitoring program shows that the results of such a barred owl management program are not 

consistent with the assumptions in its Biological Opinion, the BLM would reinitiate ESA Section 

7 consultation on the RMP. 

 

If  the BLM or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife  Service concludes that implementation of a barred owl 

management program consistent with the assumptions contained in the Biological Opinion has 

not begun after 5 years from the effective date of the ROD/RMP, the agencies would meet as 

necessary, at least annually, and evaluate whether implementation of a barred owl management 

program consistent with the assumptions of the Biological Opinion is reasonably certain to 

occur. If  both the BLM and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service agree that such a barred owl 

management program is still reasonably certain to occur, the BLM would continue to not 

authorize timber sales that would cause the incidental take of northern spotted owl territorial 

pairs or resident singles from timber harvest. If  the BLM or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

concludes that such a barred owl management program is not reasonably certain to occur, the 

BLM would reinitiate ESA Section 7 consultation on the RMP. 

 

If  implementation of a barred owl management program has not begun after 8 years of the 

effective date of the ROD/RMP, the BLM would reinitiate ESA Section 7 consultation on the 

RMP. 

 

If  reinitiation of ESA Section 7 consultation on the RMP is triggered for any of the reasons 

above, the BLM would comply with ESA Section 7(d) and would not authorize timber harvest 



Northwestern and Coastal Oregon ROD/RMP 

32 | P a g e 

 

 

 

that is likely to adversely affect the northern spotted owl or likely to adversely affect its critical 

habitat until consultation is complete. 

 

Mitigation  Not  Adopted  in  this  Decision  
The BLM has considered the following discrete mitigation measures that were not included in 

the design of the alternatives, though some were included in sub-alternatives. The approved 

RMP has not incorporated these measures. 

 

Avoid  any  increase  in  particulate  emissions  
The approved RMP will result in some increase from current levels in particulate emissions from 

prescribed burning, as would all alternatives. The approved RMP did not include avoiding any 

increase in particulate emissions, because it would require a substantial decrease in the amount 

of prescribed burning, which would increase fire hazard and would not meet the purpose of the 

action to restore fire-adapted ecosystems to increase fire resiliency. A substantial decrease in the 

amount of prescribed burning would also limit opportunities for managing habitat for ESA-listed 

and Bureau Sensitive plants. 

 

Avoid  any  increase  in  lands  susceptible  to  peak  flow  increases  
The approved RMP will result in some increase in acreage susceptible to peak flow increases in 

the rain-on-snow dominated hydro-region during the first decade, as would all alternatives. The 

analysis in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS found that the acreage susceptible to peak flow 

increases under the approved RMP and all alternatives would comprise less than 1 percent of the 

land in the Harvest Land Base. This analytical result represents a susceptibility, rather than an 

effect that is certain to occur. Furthermore, because actions on lands other than BLM- 

administered lands can affect susceptibility to peak flow increases, the susceptibility to peak flow 

increases may differ over time from the results in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS if future actions 

on other lands differ from the analytical assumptions used in the analysis. The approved RMP 

did not include prohibiting timber harvest in the subwatersheds identified in the Proposed 

RMP/Final EIS as susceptible to peak flow increases, because it would reduce the amount of 

sustained-yield timber production and because the effects of timber harvest on peak flow 

increases are not certain to occur. 

 

Avoid  any  increase  in  sediment  delivery  to  streams  
The approved RMP will result in some increase in sediment delivery to streams from new road 

construction, as would all alternatives. The approved RMP did not include prohibiting 

construction of new roads within the sediment-delivery distance of streams (which the BLM 

assumed to be 200 feet for the purpose of analysis) to avoid any increase in sediment delivery 

from current levels, because it would require either a substantial reduction in activities or 

construction of a substantially greater length of road to avoid the area around streams. A 

reduction in the amount of timber harvest would reduce the favorable outcomes of the approved 

RMP for jobs, income, and revenue to counties. Construction of a substantially greater length of 

road to avoid the area around streams would increase the adverse effects of road construction on 
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wildlife  and plant habitat; would increase the introduction and spread of invasive plant species; 

and would increase the cost of implementation. 

 

Avoid  any  increase  in  detrimental  soil  disturbance  
The approved RMP will result in some increase in detrimental soil disturbance from timber 

harvest, road construction, and fuels reduction treatments, as would all alternatives. The BLM 

will be able to reduce the acreage of detrimental soil conditions through sound management 

practices that would limit initial compaction levels, remove existing or created compacted 

surfaces, and improve soil water and organic matter levels. However, because the extent and 

effectiveness of such mitigation or amelioration depends heavily on site-specific and project- 

specific factors, the BLM cannot quantify those reductions in detrimental soil disturbance at the 

scale of the RMP. To use RMP decisions to avoid any increase in detrimental soil disturbance 

would require a substantial reduction in the amount of timber harvest, road construction, and 

fuels reduction treatments. A reduction in the amount of timber harvest and road construction 

would reduce the favorable outcomes of the approved RMP for jobs, income, and revenue to 

counties. A reduction in the amount of fuels reduction treatments would increase fire hazard and 

would not meet the purpose of the action to restore fire-adapted ecosystems to increase fire 

resiliency. 

 

Protect  all  northern  spotted  owl  sites  
Sub-alternative B included the protection of habitat within the home ranges of all northern 

spotted owl known and historic sites that would be within the Harvest Land Base. The approved 

RMP did not include this protection because it would reduce the sustained-yield production of 

timber by over 100 MMbf per year, and would not result in substantial improvements in northern 

spotted owl habitat development or population response. A reduction in the amount of timber 

harvest would reduce the favorable outcomes of the approved RMP for jobs, income, and 

revenue to counties. 

 

Protect  all  stands  80  years  old  and  older  
Sub-alternative C included all stands 80 years old and older in the Late-Successional Reserve. 

The approved RMP did not include this protection because it would reduce the sustained-yield 

production of timber by over 100 MMbf per year, and would not result in substantial 

improvements in northern spotted owl habitat development or population response. Specifically, 

protecting all stands 80 years old and older would not improve the development of a network of 

large, contiguous blocks of late-successional forest and would not provide any discernible 

improvement in the population response of the northern spotted owl. A reduction in the amount 

of timber harvest would reduce the favorable outcomes of the approved RMP for jobs, income, 

and revenue to counties. 

 

Monitoring  and  Evaluation  
Monitoring provides information to determine whether the BLM is following the RMP 

management direction (i.e., implementation monitoring) and to verify if the implementation of 
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actions consistent with the RMP is achieving plan-level desired results (i.e., effectiveness 

monitoring). 

 

The monitoring plan attached to the RMP focuses specifically on monitoring the implementation 

and effectiveness of actions consistent with the RMP and is not intended as an all-encompassing 

strategy that addresses all ongoing monitoring and research efforts. This monitoring plan does 

not attempt to address research-based questions. There are many ongoing research-based efforts 

in which the BLM participates that address evaluating whether the RMP is based on correct 

assumptions (i.e., validation monitoring). 

 

The BLM will continue to rely on the existing interagency effectiveness monitoring modules to 

address key questions about whether implementing actions consistent with the RMP is 

effectively meeting RMP objectives. The existing interagency effectiveness modules are aquatic 

and riparian ecosystems, late-successional and old growth, marbled murrelet, northern spotted 

owl, socioeconomic, and tribal. Although there are differences in the objectives in the 1995 RMP 

and the approved RMP, the key questions that the existing interagency effectiveness modules are 

designed to answer are still relevant to the objectives of the approved RMP. These key questions 

address fundamental conditions and processes that underlie the objectives of both the 1995 RMP 

and the approved RMP. As such, answering these key questions through effectiveness 

monitoring will continue to provide a basis for the BLM to determine whether implementing 

actions consistent with the RMP is effectively meeting RMP objectives. 

 

The use of this monitoring plan by all BLM offices in the decision area will provide a basis for 

consistent and coordinated monitoring, and allow district information to be compiled and 

considered at the scale of the entire decision area. The BLM will evaluate the monitoring 

questions at each monitoring interval to ascertain if the questions, reporting, methods, sample 

size, or intervals need to be changed. The BLM would make such changes to the monitoring plan 

through plan maintenance. 

 

The BLM will conduct plan evaluations at 5-year intervals. In addition to the monitoring results, 

the BLM will examine many of the underlying assumptions regarding levels of activities and 

anticipated environmental consequences at the time of the 5-year plan evaluation to determine if  

the objectives of the approved RMP are being met or are likely to be met. The evaluation will  

also assess whether changed circumstances or new information have created a situation in which 

the expected impacts or environmental consequences of the approved RMP are significantly 

different from those anticipated in the Final EIS. Through the plan evaluation, the BLM will  

make a finding of whether or not a plan amendment or plan revision is warranted. The BLM will  

communicate such findings to interagency partners through entities such as the Regional 

Interagency Executive Committee, as appropriate. 

 

The BLM could conduct unscheduled plan evaluations to address certain unanticipated events or 

new information that would call into question the underlying analysis and decisions of the 

approved RMP. 
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Public  Involvement  
The BLM initiated the land-use planning process on March 9, 2012, through a Notice of Intent 

published in the Federal Register (77 FR 14414), soliciting public participation and notifying the 

public of a formal scoping period, which ended on October 5, 2012. The BLM held scoping open 

houses in May and June of 2012. The BLM used public scoping comments to help identify 

planning issues that directed the formulation of alternatives and framed the scope of analysis in 

the Draft RMP/EIS. In total, the preparation of the Draft RMP/EIS included 38 public 

involvement efforts, including formal scoping, regional workshops on recreation management, 

community listening sessions, and public meetings about the Planning Criteria and preliminary 

alternatives. 

 

On April  24, 2015, the BLM released the Draft RMP/EIS, announcing, at that time, a 90-day 

comment period that would conclude on July 23, 2015. On July 13, 2015, the BLM extended the 

comment period on the Draft RMP/EIS until August 21, 2015. During the comment period, the 

BLM held 17 scheduled public meetings in May and June of 2015. The BLM received 

approximately 4,500 comments on the Draft RMP/EIS during the comment period. 

 

On April  15, 2016, the Environmental Protection Agency published a Federal Register notice of 

availability for the Proposed RMP/Final EIS (81 FR 22263), beginning a 30-day protest period. 

Resolution of protests is delegated to the BLM Assistant Director for Renewable Resources and 

Planning on behalf of the Director of the BLM, whose decision on the protest is the final 

decision of the Department of the Interior. The Assistant Director received 46 protest letters 

timely filed during the 30-day protest period. The BLM reviewed the letters and identified the 

valid protest issues. 

 

The BLM has resolved all protest issues and responded to each protesting party for each protest 

issue that was timely raised by a party that had standing to protest, had been previously raised in 

comments during the planning process to the extent it was possible to do so, and was germane to 

the planning process. Further, the BLM has determined the Proposed RMP complies with 

applicable law, regulation, and policy. The BLM has prepared a Protest Resolution Report, 

which analyzes each unique or summarized protest issue statement. The Directorôs Protest 

Resolution Report is available on the BLM website at: 

http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/planning/planning_overview/protest_resolution/protestreports 

.html. 
 

The BLM maintains a project website that contains an electronic version of the ROD and 

approved RMP and all of the maps referenced in the approved RMP, as well as the Draft RMP/ 

EIS, Proposed RMP/Final EIS, and other documents pertinent to the approved RMP. The 

location of this website could change, but as of the signing of the ROD, the project address is 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/. 
 
 

Consultation  and  Coordination  
The BLM has consulted on a government-to-government level with the nine federally recognized 

tribes located within, or that have interests within, the planning area. The Confederated Tribes of 

Grand Ronde, the Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians, the Coquille Indian Tribe, the 

http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/planning/planning_overview/protest_resolution/protestreports.html
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/planning/planning_overview/protest_resolution/protestreports.html
http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
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Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians, the Cow Creek Band of 

Umpqua Tribe of Indians, and the Klamath Tribes were formal cooperators in the RMP 

revisions, in addition to their government-to-government status. 

 

The BLM complies with the National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. 300101 et seq.) 

through the State Protocol with the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office (USDI BLM 

2015b) as directed by the National Programmatic Agreement (USDI BLM 2012b). Upon 

implementation of actions consistent with the approved RMP, the BLM will consult with the 

Oregon State Historic Preservation Office on Federal undertakings with the potential to effect 

cultural resources in accordance with the 2015 State Protocol in order to comply with the 

National Historic Preservation Act. 

 

A Cooperating Agency Advisory Group, comprised of representatives of Federal and State 

agencies, counties, and Tribes, assisted the BLM in the RMP revision. Working through a robust 

engagement process with neutral facilitation, the cooperators provided expertise on much of the 

subject matter the BLM addressed in the RMP revision, as well as advice based on experience 

with similar planning efforts. 

 

On May 13, 2016, the Environmental Protection Agency provided the BLM with their review of 

the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, in accordance with their responsibilities under Section 309 of the 

Clean Air  Act and the National Environmental Policy Act (EPA 2016). In that review, the 

Environmental Protection Agency stated that the Proposed RMP/Final EIS was responsive to 

their comments and recommendations on the Draft RMP/EIS. Furthermore, they expressed 

support for the riparian strategy and the harvest strategy of the Proposed RMP. They also 

expressed support for the monitoring plan in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, which they found to 

be adequately detailed and adequate to effectively determine implementation success. 

 

On June 14, 2016, the Governor of Oregon provided the BLM with her consistency review of the 

Proposed RMP. The purpose of the Governorôs consistency review is to ensure consistency of 

the Proposed RMP with officially  approved or adopted resource-related plans, and the policies 

and programs contained therein, of other Federal agencies, State and local governments, and 

Indian Tribes, so long as the guidance and resource management plans are also consistent with 

the purposes, policies, and programs of Federal laws and regulations applicable to public lands 

(43 CFR 1610.3ï2(a)). In her consistency review, the Governor of Oregon raised concerns, 

requested explanations, and suggested clarifications. However, the consistency review did not 

identify any State or local plans, and the policies or programs with which she found the Proposed 

RMP inconsistent and did not recommend any specific changes to the Proposed RMP other than 

some minor clarifications of wording and additional references. On June 23, 2016, the BLM 

provided a written response to the Governor, addressing each of the issues raised in the 

consistency review. 

 

ESA Consultation  
The BLM has completed consultation on the Proposed RMP with the National Marine Fisheries 

Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife  Service under Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA. The biological 

opinions from the National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife  Service each 

include an incidental take statement with reasonable and prudent measures and associated terms 
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and conditions. In implementing actions consistent with the RMP, the BLM will comply with 

these reasonable and prudent measures and the associated terms and conditions described in the 

incidental take statement. As detailed below, the BLM has determined that these terms and 

conditions are clearly consistent with the Proposed RMP or have added requirements to the 

approved RMP. The only additions the BLM has made to the approved RMP related to these 

terms and conditions are process or reporting requirements and thus do not alter the analysis of 

environmental effects in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. 

 

On July 15, 2016, the National Marine Fisheries Service issued a biological opinion that found 

that the Proposed RMP is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any of the species 

under their jurisdiction, and is not likely to adversely modify critical habitat for any of the 

species under their jurisdiction. That document also includes the results of the National Marine 

Fisheries Service analysis of likely effects of the Proposed RMP on essential fish habitat 

pursuant to section 305(b) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. 

 

The National Marine Fisheries Service included with their biological opinion an incidental take 

statement for the effects of the continuing non-commercial use of existing roads and recreational 

facilities under the Proposed RMP on the species under their jurisdiction. The incidental take 

statement includes the following three reasonable and prudent measures necessary or appropriate 

to minimize the impact of the amount or extent of incidental take: 

1. The BLM shall implement measures through management direction and anticipated travel 

management plans to minimize take of ESA-listed species due to sediment and 

stormwater contaminants derived from the use of roads. 

2. The BLM shall implement measures to minimize take of ESA-listed species due to use of 

recreational facilities by implementing an educational program. 

3. The BLM shall monitor and report the measures implemented to minimize take for 

reasonable and prudent measures #1 and #2. 

 

In implementing actions consistent with the RMP, the BLM will comply with these reasonable 

and prudent measures and the associated terms and conditions described in the incidental take 

statement. For reasonable and prudent measure #1, the National Marine Fisheries Service 

included terms and conditions related to maintaining a spatial database on roads, which the BLM 

maintains as part of the BLM corporate database, and completing travel management plans, 

which the BLM has incorporated into Appendix H of the approved RMP. For reasonable and 

prudent measure #2, the National Marine Fisheries Service included terms and conditions related 

to educational information and signs for recreational facilities, which the BLM can implement 

consistent with the recreation management objectives and management direction in the approved 

RMP. For reasonable and prudent measure #3, the National Marine Fisheries Service included 

terms and conditions related to monitoring the road system and reporting on the completion of 

travel management plans, both of which are included among the reporting items in the 

monitoring plan for the approved RMP. 

 

The incidental take statement provides that, within 1 year of the effective date of the ROD, and 

every 3 years thereafter, the BLM will report to the National Marine Fisheries Service a 

calculation of the following: 
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¶ The total number of recreational facilities within 216 feet of occupied habitat or 

designated critical habitat. 

¶ The total miles of BLM-managed paved roads occurring within 200 feet of streams. 

¶ The total miles of BLM-managed roads (all surface types) within 200 feet of streams. 

 

Any road miles or recreational sites addressed in project-specific consultations subsequent to the 

issuance of the ROD or for which the BLM makes a no-effect determination subsequent to the 

issuance of the ROD should be deducted from the totals. If  those resultant totals are greater than 

5 percent more than the values described in the incidental take statement for any one species, 

then the extent of take is exceeded, which will trigger reinitiation of consultation. 

 

On July 20, 2016, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a biological opinion that found that 

the Proposed RMP is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any of the species under 

their jurisdiction, and is not likely to adversely modify critical habitat for any of the species 

under their jurisdiction. In addition to the regulatory triggers for reinitiation of consultation (50 

CFR 402.16), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife  Service biological opinion identified the following 

specific assumptions related to the northern spotted owl and management of barred owls that, if  

not met, would trigger reinitiation of consultation: 

¶ Implementation of a barred owl management strategy and associated monitoring program 

that the Service concludes are adequate to achieve and measure the results described in 

the biological opinion, will begin on BLM-administered lands in the action area within 

eight years of the effective date of the approved RMP. 

¶ Rates of spotted owl territorial site abandonment resulting from timber harvest in the 

Harvest Land Base will not exceed 10 percent in the first decade of implementation, 15 

percent in the second decade, and 20 percent in each subsequent decade. 

¶ The benchmarks provided in the biological opinion for the rate of spotted owl population 

change on BLM-administered lands within the action area will be met or exceeded. 

 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service included with their biological opinion an incidental take 

statement for the effects of the continuing non-commercial use of existing roads under the 

Proposed RMP on bull trout, Lost River sucker, and shortnose sucker, and for the effects of the 

continuing use of existing recreational facilities on Lost River sucker and shortnose sucker. The 

incidental take statement includes the following three reasonable and prudent measures 

necessary or appropriate to minimize the impact of the amount or extent of incidental take: 

1. The BLM shall implement measures through management direction and anticipated travel 

management plans to minimize take of ESA-listed species due to sediment and 

stormwater contaminants derived from the use of roads. 

2. The BLM shall implement measures to minimize take of Lost River and shortnose 

suckers due to use of recreational facilities by implementing an educational program. 

3. The BLM shall monitor and report the measures implemented to minimize take of ESA- 

listed species specified under RPMs #1 and #2 above. 

 

In implementing actions consistent with the RMP, the BLM will comply with these reasonable 

and prudent measures and the associated terms and conditions described in the incidental take 

statement. The terms and conditions that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service included in their 

incidental take statement are consistent with the terms and conditions that the National Marine 
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Fisheries Service included in their incidental take statement, with similar reporting requirements 

and similar requirements for reinitiation of consultation. 

 

New Information  
Since the preparation of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, new information has arisen regarding 

barred owl removal and the withdrawal of the proposed rule to list the fisher as threatened under 

the ESA. As discussed below, this new information would not result in significant effects outside 

the range of effects analyzed in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS and therefore does not require 

supplementation of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. 

 

The U.S. Geological Survey released a progress report on experimental removal of barred owls 

in 2015 in study areas in Washington and Oregon (Wiens et al. 2016). The U.S. Geological 

Survey initiated experimental removal of barred owls in September 2015 in the Cle Elum study 

area in Washington and the Coast Ranges study area in Oregon, and removed 254 individual 

barred owls. This removal represented approximately 46 and 44 percent of the total number of 

individual barred owls detected during surveys of treatment areas in the Cle Elum and Coast 

Ranges study areas, respectively. This progress report of implementation of the experimental 

removal of barred owls is consistent with the discussion of BLM participation in barred owl 

management in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. 

 

Diller et al. (2016) published a study on the demographic response of northern spotted owls to 

barred owl removal in a barred owl removal experiment on Green Diamond commercially 

managed timberlands in northern California. That study found that when barred owls were 

removed from sites where they co-occurred, northern spotted owl extinction rates became 

comparable to sites where barred owls were never present. Diller et al. (2016) concluded that 

lethal removal of barred owls allowed the recovery of northern spotted owl populations in the 

treated portions of the study area. The results of this study are consistent with the modeling 

results in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, which modified barred owl encounter rates to simulate 

the effect of barred owl control and found that barred owl control, within the scope of the 

alternatives and the Proposed RMP, would substantively increase northern spotted owl 

population response. Therefore, the results of the experimental barred owl control described in 

Diller et al. (2016) are consistent with and support the modeling results in the Proposed 

RMP/Final EIS. 

 

On April  18, 2016, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service withdrew their proposed rule to list the 

West Coast Distinct Population Segment of fisher, referred to as ófisherô henceforth, as 

threatened under the ESA (81 FR 22710). The Proposed RMP/Final EIS acknowledged that the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service had proposed to list the fisher as threatened on October 7, 2014. 

The Proposed RMP/Final EIS described the current habitat and population of fisher, the habitat 

needs of fisher, the main threats to fisher, and analyzed the effects of the alternatives and the 

Proposed RMP on habitat for fisher and populations of fisher. In their withdrawal of their 

proposed rule to list the fisher, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concluded that the stressors 

potentially impacting the fisher and its habitat are not of sufficient magnitude, scope, or 

imminence to indicate that the fisher is in danger of extinction, or likely to become so within the 

foreseeable future (81 FR 22710). The withdrawal of the proposed rule to list the fisher does not 
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alter the analysis of effects presented in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, and there are no 

significant new circumstances or information relevant to the effects of the alternatives and the 

Proposed RMP on fisher that would require supplementation of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. 
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Recommendation  
I have considered how the alternatives analyzed in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS meet the 

purpose and need, the associated environmental impacts, and public input. Based on these 

considerations, I recommend approval of the attached Northwestern and Coastal Oregon 

Resource Management Plan. 
 

 

 
 

  

Patricia M. Burke Date 

Coos Bay District Manager 
 

 

 
 

  

David O. Howell Date 

Acting Eugene District Manager 
 

 

 
 

  

Barbara Machado Date 

Acting Roseburg District Manager 
 

 

 
 

  

Kim M. Titus Date 

Salem District Manager 

 

Concurrence  
 

 

 
  

Ron Dunton Date 

Acting State Director, Oregon/Washington 

Bureau of Land Management 

 

Approval  
I approve the attached Northwestern and Coastal Oregon Resource Management Plan as 

recommended. This Record of Decision is effective immediately. 
 

 

 
 

  

Steven A. Ellis Date 

Deputy Director 

Bureau of Land Management 
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Resource Management  Plan  
 

 

This Northwestern and Coastal Oregon Resource Management Plan includes land use allocations 

(Table 1), management objectives, and management direction for the planning area including the 

Coos Bay District, Eugene District, Salem District, and Swiftwater Field Office of the Roseburg 

District (Map 1). In addition, it includes appendices addressing RMP implementation, a 

monitoring plan, Best Management Practices, land tenure information and land withdrawals, 

stipulations on leasable fluid mineral exploration and development activity, designated Areas of 

Critical Environmental Concern, designated Recreation Management Areas, and public 

motorized access guidelines. 

 

Table 1. Land use allocation acres within the Northwestern and Coastal Oregon RMP. 

Land Use Allocation Acres Sub-allocation Acres 

 

Congressionally Reserved Lands and 

National Conservation Lands 

 

 

32,534 

Designated and Suitable Wild 

and Scenic Rivers 
20,290 

Designated Wilderness and 

Wilderness Study Areas 
6,365 

Other 5,879 

 

 
District-Designated Reserves 

 

 
79,439 

Areas of Critical Environmental 

Concern* 
26,647 

Lands Managed for their 

Wilderness Characteristics 
4,314 

Other 48,479 

Harvest Land Base 247,045 
Low Intensity Timber Area 61,132 

Moderate Intensity Timber Area 185,913 

Late-Successional Reserve 576,714  

Riparian Reserve 329,936 

Totals 1,265,669 
*  Acreage does not include Areas of Critical Environmental Concern that overlap the Harvest Land Base. 
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