_;:7,, United States Forest National Forests in North Carolina 109 E Lawing Dr
& : Hi Department of Service Pisgah National Forest Nebo, NC 28761-9827
Agriculture Grandfather Ranger District 828-652-2144

File Code: 1950-1
Date: February 1, 2006

Dear Interested Citizen:

I have signed the Decision Notice (DN) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the
Upper Creek Project Environmental Assessment (EA) within the Grandfather Ranger District,
Burke and Caldwell Counties. The DN discusses in detail my decision and rationale for reaching
it.

Copies of the DN and FONSI are enclosed. The November 2005 EA has been modified and
clarified to correct typographic errors and address issues and concerns raised by members of the
public during the 30-day notice and comment period and to be more responsive to new
information. The January 2006 EA is the result of this effort and is available on our web site
(http://www.cs.unca.edu/nfsnc/nepa/nepa.htm) or upon request.

This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 215.11. A written appeal, including
attachments, must be postmarked or received within 45 days after the date this notice is
published in The McDowell News. The Appeal shall be sent to National Forests in North
Carolina, ATTN: Appeals Deciding Officer, PO Box 2750, Asheville, North Carolina 28802.
Appeals may be faxed to (828) 257-4263. Hand-delivered appeals must be received within
normal business hours of 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. Appeals may also be mailed electronically in a
common digital format to: appeals-southern-north-carolina@fs.fed.us.

Those who meet content requirements of 36 CFR 215.13 may appeal this decision. Appeals
must meet content requirements of 36 CFR 215.14. For further information on this decision,
contact Greg Van Orsow, Project Leader, Grandfather Ranger District at 828-652-2144 or
Michael Hutchins, Pisgah National Forest NEPA Coordinator at 828-682-6146. Thank you for
your continued interest in management of the Pisgah National Forest.

Sincerely,

/oy W Walone
JOY W. MALONE
District Ranger
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Decision Notice
& Finding of No Significant Impact

Upper Creek Project

USDA Forest Service
Grandfather Ranger District, Pisgah National Forest
Burke and Caldwell Counties, North Carolina

Decision and Rationale

Decision

Based upon my review of the alternatives, I have
decided to select a modified Alternative C (Selected
Alternative) of the Upper Creek Project
Environmental Assessment (EA — see Section 2.2.3,
Chapter 2) on the Grandfather Ranger District,
Pisgah National Forest and the Project Design
Features listed in Section 2.4, Chapter 2 and
Appendix F of the Upper Creek Project EA. The
Selected Alternative will:

0 Harvest about 345 acres using the two-age
regeneration hatvest prescription and 40 acres
using the clearcut with reserve tree prescription.

0 Construct about 0.25 mile of temporary road.
Use and maintain the existing road system.
Designate 296 acres of small patch old growth by
compartment and an estimated 475 acres of
medium patch old growth near Horsepen Creek.

0 Site preparing and subsequent release, if needed,
in all stands being regenerated using herbicides
and manual methods.

0 Prescribe burn approximately 350 acres within
Compartment 90, and a portion of stand 107-02
if weather conditions allow.

¢ Following harvest activities create one vernal
pond off the Little Chestnut Mountain Road.

0 Anchor large woody debris into about one mile
of streambank along Timbered Branch Creek to

enhance aquatic habitat by balancing the
pool:riffle ratio.

0 Expand existing one acre wildlife field adjacent to
Stand 95-27 to 2.5 acres.

0 Daylight to create a feathered edge of eatly
successional habitat for an average additional
width of 15 feet on each side of FSR 299. This
daylighting would be done along much of the
length to within 30 feet of the private in-holding
but would not be done where topography

prohibits it or where no-hatvest standards for
perennial or intermittent stream crossings occut.
Following harvest, revegetate roadbed into
alternating patches of clover/warm season
vegetation to restore the grass/forb condition.

¢ Plant individuals or groups of persimmons
and/or native crabapple trees in log landings and
in the existing/expanded wildlife field adjacent to
Stand 95-27.

0 Utilize native plants in wildlife habitat
improvement and roadside erosion control;

0 Maintain holly, black gum, and dogwood soft
mast species during timber stand improvement;

0 Retain white oak, red oak, and hickory hard mast
species within harvest stands where present; and

0 Use Glyphosate herbicide to control a total of
about five acres or less of the following invasive
exotic (non-native) plants along the following
roads prior to disturbance activities:

Table DN-1: Location of Invasive Exotic Plants Control —
Selected Alternative

Japanese Tree-of- Princess
Forest
Service plume grass heaven tree

(Miscanthus (Ailanthus (Paulownia

Road . . .

sinensis) altissima) tomentosa)
4096 X X
4099 X X
299 X X
986 X X X
Old Way
Ridge X X X
4101 X X X
982 X

The EA disclosed in Section 2.2.3 for Alternative C
that: “Hemlock four inches to eight inches in diameter not
affected by the hemlock wooly adelgid within stands 93-02, 94-
02, and 94-01, would be retained during harvest and stand
improvement activities to maintain winter roost habitat for
many bird species, including ruffed gronse”. 1 have decided
not to implement this action and am modifying the
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Selected Alternative to now retain all hemlock in the
activity areas.

Rationale

As stated in Section 1.4 of the EA, the purpose and
need (objectives) for the proposal is to:

0 Balance age-class distribution, improve timber
stand conditions, and provide for a continuous
supply of timber using silvicultural prescriptions
that favor red oak, white oak, and hickory tree
species where they occur;

0 Reduce competition and improve species
composition in existing and proposed harvest
units through herbicide use and manual methods;

0 Control non-native invasive species through
herbicide use;

0 Improve conditions for wildlife by creating
additional eatly-successional habitat and
enhancing existing fields;

0 Reduce existing fuel levels and improve habitat
and timber stand conditions through prescribed
fire near Brown Mountain; and

¢ Enhance aquatic habitat by balancing the
poolriffle ratio along a reach of Timbered
Branch Creek.

I believe the Selected Alternative will move the
resources in the project area towards the desired
future condition, achieving the purpose and need for
the project while addressing the publics concerns.
(See Appendix H for public comment highlights and
the Agency’s response.)

In reaching my decision, I began by once again
reviewing the purpose and need for the project and
all of the alternatives presented in the Environmental
Assessment (EA). I then carefully weighed the
effects analyses of the alternatives analyzed in detail
and the public comments received on the EA. The
Upper Creek Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) conducted
tield surveys, database queries and other localized
research in order to determine the effects the
alternatives analyzed in detail could have on the area’s
ecology, including threatened and endangered species.
During their analysis, they took a hard look at past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
that could be combined with expected effects from
the Upper Creek proposal. I believe they provided
me sufficient analyses and conclusions to make a
reasoned decision.

The Selected Alternative affects less than two percent
of the entire ~23,500-acre analysis areas (AAs).

Other Alternatives Considered

In addition to the Selected Alternative, I considered
two other alternatives in detail: Alternative A — No
Action and Alternative B — Proposed Action. A
comparison of these alternatives can be found in
Sections 2.2.1 and 2.5 of the EA.

Alternative A — No Action

Under Alternative A, current management plans, such
as wildlife suppression, general road maintenance, and
special use permit operations, would continue to
guide management of the project area. I did not
select this alternative for several reasons. This
alternative would not have balanced age-class
distribution, improved timber stand conditions, or
provided for a continuous supply of timber; reduced
competition and improved species composition;
reduced non-native invasive species; improved
conditions for wildlife; reduced existing fuel levels;
nor enhanced aquatic habitat. I believe it is important
these actions be implemented to move the area
towards the Forest Plan’s desired future condition.

Alternative B — Proposed Action

In November 2004, Alternative B was designed to
meet the project’s objectives and identified as the
proposed action. However, I did not select this
alternative because it would not have designated as
much medium patch old growth habitat or wildlife
habitat as the Selected Alternative. I believe for this
project area, it is appropriate to designate medium
patch old growth in the Horsepen Creck area. The
purpose of medium patch old growth is to serve as
permanent reservoirs of biological diversity with the
intent to allow restoration of functioning old growth
ecosystems at the landscape and Forest scales (Forest
Plan, page 111-27). The majority of this medium
patch is within Management Area 4C, which is
designated as unsuitable for timber production
(Forest Plan, page 111-77).

Other Alternatives Not Considered

Section 2.3 of the EA disclosed two alternatives 1
considered but eliminated from detailed study. Since
they were not considered in detail in the EA, they
were not considered in the range of alternatives for
my decision.

Decision Notice
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Public Involvement

The proposal was provided to the public and other
agencies for comment during a 30-day scoping period
that began on August 20, 2004, and was scheduled to
close on September 20, 2004. Due to Tropical Storm
Frances, Ivan, and Jeanne, the comment period was
extended to October 1, 2004. On August 31, 2004,
and September 20, 2004, different members of the
public met with Forest Service employees to discuss
the proposal. The proposal was also listed in the
Schedule of Proposed Actions for winter, spring,
summer, and fall 2005. A formal 30-day Notice and
Comment period for the Upper Creek Project
Environmental Assessment began February 9, 2005,
and ended on March 11, 2005. Eight timely letters or
e-mails were submitted by members of the public
during this comment period. On May 5, 2005, Miera
Crawford, Grandfather District Ranger made a
decision to select Alternative C and on June 6, 2005,
the decision was appealed by the Southern
Appalachian Biodiversity Project.

On July 26, 2005, Monica Schwalbach, Appeal
Deciding Officer reversed the May 5, 2005, decision
due to the adequacy of the biological evaluation (BE).
An EA was prepared in response to the reversal. A
30-day Notice and Comment period was initiated on
November 21, 2005. Three timely letters or e-mails
were submitted by members of the public during this
period. A summary of the interests is attached to this
decision notice in Appendix G.

Finding of No Significant Impact

After considering the environmental effects described
in the EA, I have determined that these actions will
not have a significant effect on the quality of the
human environment considering the context and
intensity of impacts (40 CFR 1508.27). Thus, an
environmental impact statement will not be prepared.
I base by finding on the following:

1. My finding of no significant environmental
effects is not biased by the beneficial effects of
the action (Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4, Chapter
3).

2. There will be no significant effects on public
health and safety and implementation will be in
accordance with mitigation measures (Section
1.7.2.2, Chapter 1; Section 2.4 Chapter 2; and
Appendix F).

There will be no significant effects on unique
characteristics of the area, because there are no
park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and
scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas in the
project area, nor are there local law or
requirements imposed for the protection of the
environment (Section 1.7.2.9, Chapter 1).

The effects on the quality of the human
environment are not likely to be highly
controversial because there is no known scientific
controversy over the impacts of the project
(Section 1.7, Chapter 1 and Sections3.1.3, 3.1.4,
3.1.5,3.1.6,3.1.7,3.1.8, 3.1.9,3.2.2, 3.3.3, and
3.4.3, Chapter 3).

We have considerable experience with the types
of activities to be implemented. The effects
analysis shows the effects are not uncertain, and
do not involve unique or unknown risk (Section
1.7, Chapter 1 and Sections 3.1.3, 3.1.4, 3.1.5,
3.1.6,3.1.7,3.1.8, 3.1.9, 3.2.2, 3.3.3, and 3.4.3,
Chapter 3).

The action is not likely to establish a precedent
for future actions with significant effects, because
the project is site specific and effects are expected
to remain localized and short-term (Section 1.7,
Chapter 1 and Sections 3.1.3, 3.1.4, 3.1.5, 3.1.6,
3.1.7,3.1.8,3.1.9, 3.2.2, 3.3.3, and 3.4.3, Chapter
3).

The cumulative impacts are not significant
(Sections 3.1.11, 3.2.2,3.3.3.2, and 3.4.3.2,
Chapter 3).

The action will have no effect on districts, sites,
highways, structures, or objects listed in or
eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places (Section 1.7.2.3, Chapter 1). The
action will also not cause loss or destruction of
significant scientific, cultural, or historical
resources (Section 1.7.2.3, Chapter 1). A heritage
report was completed for this project and mailed
to the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
in March 2005. On May 4, 2005, SHPO verbally
concurred with the Forest Service’s findings of
no effect. An addendum to the heritage report
was completed and mailed to SHPO on October
27, 2005.

The action will have no effect on any endangered
or threatened species or their habitat that has
been determined to be critical under the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973 (Biological
Evaluation, Appendix A). On March 2, 2005, the
US Fish and Wildlife Service stated: “Based on the
information provided in the environmental assessment, we

Decision Notice
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believe the requirements of section 7(c) of the Act are
Sulfilled.””. The proposal was not modified
between the USFWS’s March 5, 2005, letter and
this EA; therefore, the proposal in this EA
complies with the information in the March 5,
2005, letter.

10. The action will not violate Federal, State, and
local laws or requirements for the protection of
the environment. Applicable laws and
regulations were considered in the EA. The
action is consistent with the Nantahala and
Pisgah National Forests Land and Resource
Management Plan Amendment 5 (Sections 1.1.1,
1.2, and 1.4.1, Chapter 1).

Findings Required by Other Laws and
Regulations

My decision to implement the Selected Alternative is
consistent with the intent of the long-term goals and
objectives listed on pages 111-1 and III-2 of Forest
Plan Amendment 5. The project was designed to
meet land and resource management plan standards
and incorporates appropriate land and resource
management plan guidelines (Sections 1.1.1, 1.2, and
1.4.1, Chapter 1).

Administrative Review and Contacts

This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR
215.11. A written appeal, including attachments,
must be postmarked or received within 45 days after

/oy W Malone

JOY W. MALONE
District Ranger
Grandfather Ranger District

the date this notice is published in The McDowell News
The Appeal shall be sent to National Forests in North
Carolina, ATTN: Appeals Deciding Officer, 160-A
Zillicoa Street, Asheville, North Carolina 28801.
Appeals may be faxed to (828) 257-4263. Hand-
delivered appeals must be received within normal
business hours of 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. Appeals may
be faxed to (828) 257-4263 or mailed electronically in
a common digital format to: appeals-southern-
north-carolina@fs.fed.us. Hand-delivered appeals
must be received within normal business hours of
8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.

Those who meet content requirements of 36 CFR
215.13 may appeal this decision. Appeals must meet
content requirements of 36 CFR 215.14. For further
information on this decision, contact Greg Van
Orsow, Project Leader, Grandfather Ranger District
at 828-652-2144 or Michael Hutchins, Pisgah
National Forest NEPA Coordinator at 828-682-6146.

Implementation Date

As per 36 CFR 215.9, if no appeal is received,
implementation of this decision may occur on, but
not before, the 5% business day following the close of
the appeal-filing period (215.15). If an appeal is filed,
implementation may occur on, but not before the 15t
business day following the date of appeal disposition
(36 CFR 215.2).

gltjoe

Date
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APPENDIX G — RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
FOR THE
UPPER CREEK PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Decision Notice
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General Discussion

The formal 30-day Notice and Comment period for the Upper Creek Project Environmental
Assessment began November 21, 2005, and ended on December 21, 2005. Three timely letters or e-
mails were submitted by members of the public during this comment period.

Substantive Comments

To be eligible to appeal the decision on this proposal, individuals must provide comments that are
both timely [36 CFR 215.6(a)] and substantive (36 CFR 215.2). Substantive comments are defined
as: “Comments within the scope of the proposed action are specific to the proposed action, have a direct relationship to
the proposed action and include supporting reasons for the Responsible Official to consider” A comment stating
support of an alternative without rationale for the support is not considered substantive. The
following individuals commented during the Upper Creek 30-day Notice and Comment period:

Commenter 1: Bob Gale, Western North Carolina Alliance (WNCA)

Commenter 2: Rachel Doughty, WildLaw (also on behalf of Southern Appalachian Forest
Coalition and Wild South)

Commenter 3: Ben Prater, Southern Appalachian Biodiversity Project (SABP)

Decision Notice
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Letter 1 — Bob Gale, WNCA

Comment 1-1:

The Grandfather Ranger District, operating under current national forest laws and management plans has proposed
three alternatives for this project, two of which call for commercial logging as part of overall management. The WINC
Alliance prefers Alternative A, the No Action alternative, consistent with our Forest Policy Platform. In the event
that this alternative is not chosen, we strongly nrge the District to adopt Alternative C, not Alternative B.

Agency Response
The preferences of WNCA are noted.

Comment 1-2:

We have a strong interest in seeing permanent protection for old growth forests in the Pisgah and Nantahala forests,
and Alternative C wonld advance this goal by providing for an estimated 475 acres of old growth medinm patch
designation. This area is important in that it is sigeable, provides important habitat for game and non-game wildlife
species, retains a remnant of quality old growth forest, and provides a virtnal corridor connection with a nearby old
growth large patch. We also favor the Alternative C designation of 276 acres of small patch old growth. We note that
Alternative B contains the same small patch acreage, as per the forest Plan, however for this particular project, this
medinm patch site is more significant and important, ecologically.

Agency Response
The preference of WNCA is noted.

Comment 1-3:

The inconsistency regarding dogwoods, hollies and black gum treatment that we pointed out in the language of the
original scoping was corrected in the Decision Notice. However, we still have a major concern that only dogwoods with
a dbb of 4 inches and above are to be retained during timber stand improvement activities. (EA at bullet points
immediately following Table 2-2, p. 15, and Biological Evaluation bullets, p. 70). We urge the Forest Service not to
treat any dogwoods in the project or across the forest, precisely becanse this species is in decline.

Agency Response:

Site preparation would treat some dogwood 2-10 inches in diameter (Footnote 2, Table 2-1, EA). It
is anticipated that between the designed retention of dogwood (Bullet Point following Table 2-2,
EA) and the stump sprouting of dogwood stems damaged during timber harvest and not treated
during site preparation, that sufficient number of residuals will remain to adequately populate treated
stands.

Comment 1-4:

Also, most dogwoods encountered are often less than 4 inches dbh, so the proposal would eliminate protection of
countless young trees. It is illogical and inconceivable to propose activities that would only speed up dogwood demise,
artificially. This wonld also decrease any hope that the species might eventually develop a natural resistance through
time. Further, the dogwoods that are resisting anthracnose fairly successfully are those in residential yards where
increased light and lower bumidity appear to disconrage the blight. Those to be treated wonld be occurring in stands
where TSI activities create these very conditions that may favor dogwood survival.

Decision Notice
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Agency Response:

Comment is noted. See Agency Response to Comment 1-3 above.
Comment 1-5:

We have great concern regarding the impact of project activities on hemlocks, and in particular, Carolina hemlock
trees. The N.C. Natural Heritage Program lists Tsuga caroliniana as Wa -- rare because of severe decline. While
there are still a number of populations throughout the area, their future viability is at risk. The NHP lists states “If
current trends continue, however, many of these species will be threatened with extirpation in all or a major part of
their range in North Carolina.” (“Natural Heritage Program List of Rare Plant Species of North Carolina”,
Franklin, 2004).

Agency Response:

The Biological Evaluation (BE) was developed on existing or current conditions and disclosed: “The
known local populations of Tsuga caroliniana in the Botanical analysis area occur mostly along ridges
and upper slopes primarily associated with Pine-Oak Heath Community. To a much more limited
extent, Tsuga caroliniana can be found in Chestnut Oak Forests. Tisuga caroliniana is not an uncommon
component species of xeric plant communities of the Catawba River escarpment (Newell, Danley)
and the botanical AA. Hence, the population of Tisuga caroliniana is very large and scattered. There
are more than 100 populations known across the forest and this species is not tracked by the NC
Natural Heritage Program.

Tsuga caroliniana is known to occur in proposed activity areas in stands 89-1, 90-3, 92-5, 95-8, 95-40,
and 96-14. Furthermore, any stand with Pine-oak Heath or Chestnut Oak Forest has a strong
likelihood of Tsuga caroliniana to be present. Therefore, any alternative that contains one or more of
these stands might have adverse direct impacts to individuals Tsuga caroliniana by logging (crushing
i.e. mechanical damage).

There is no qualified data available concerning the indirect effects of logging on Tsuga caroliniana.
However, judging by the recovery of Tsuga caroliniana by similar actions (logging) Tsuga caroliniana
seems to repopulate disturbed sites (positive effect). This informal observation is reinforced by
noticing that Tsuga caroliniana often occurs along old skid roads and disturbed ridge tops. Since Tsuga
caroliniana would have a viable population within the analysis area (in areas outside the activity area)
and the habitat would at a lower successional state and would be restored to its current ecological
state, it is logical to assume that recovery of Tisuga caroliniana would take place over time.

It is known that the Timbered Branch timber sale (1992) likely adversely impacted individuals of
Tsuga caroliniana. However, the habitat supporting Tsuga caroliniana in those activity areas has had
sufficient time to recover. Recent (less than 20 acres of Tsuga caroliniana habitat) and historic fires
(unquantified) have likely impacted individuals of Tsuga caroliniana. Little is known about the effects
of fire on communities with populations of Tsuga caroliniana. Tsuga caroliniana often occurs with fire
tolerant species suggesting an importance of fire its ecology (Scafale) but populations studied at
Bluff Mountain (North Carolina) suggest Tsuga caroliniana out-competes other vegetation such as
oaks and invades areas that fire has been excluded from (Humphrey). On a Forest-wide scale, this
proposal would have very little effect on Tsuga caroliniana. There are so many individuals known
distributed over such a wide area across the Forest that this proposal would have little effect on the
total numbers of Tsuga caroliniana individuals throughout the Forest. There is no known future
action that would negatively affect Tsuga caroliniana within the botanical analysis area.

Therefore, the cumulative effect on Tsuga caroliniana within the botanical AA is that of the Timbered
Branch Timber Sale (mostly recovered), past fires (mostly recovered), and the proposed action, may

Decision Notice
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impact individuals of Tsuga caroliniana but would have no qualitative effect upon the Forest or
botanical AA viability of Tsuga caroliniana.” (Upper Creek EA, Appendix A).

Comment 1-6:

With this prognosis in mind, the possibility of increased “edge effect” impact on this species is one that should be taken
very seriously. Edge effects are known to serve as vectors for invasive exotic plants and animals, and this project will
create such an opportunity. The major concern here is the opportunity for facilitation of hemlock woolly adelgid
invasions. The EA acknowledges impacts to . caroliniana individuals, but states, on page 68, that “There is no
qualified data available concerning the indirect effects of logging on” the species. The EA goes on to conclude from T.
caroliniana recovery in other previously logged areas, skid roads and disturbed ridge tops, as well as existing
populations ontside the activity area, that “...it is logical to assume that recovery of Isuga caroliniana wonld take
place over time.” The EA also cites continued wide distribution and viability following previous area timber projects
and fires. But time is not likely to be on the side of this species.

Agency Response:

The edge effect is temporary and is the sum total of the temporary road (0.25 mile) and the
perimeters of the treatment units. Edge effect is not expected to last more than a few growing
seasons—vectors would be treated with herbicide under the action alternatives to reduce potential
for spread of invasive exotics.

Comment 1-7:

Sunprisingly, nowhere does the EA consider the possibility (actually the likelthood) of invasion of hemlock woolly
adelgid on this species. This seems a glaring omission given the focused attention and predictions publicized by
numerous local, state and federal land agencies (including the US Forest Service) in recent years, and the considerable
money and resources being brought to bear in researching ways to control the adelgid. The conclusions given abont no
effects on the species viability over the Forest, therefore, are seriously inadequate and speculative. It is a fact that the
adelgid Is spreading thronghout western North Carolina and if it is not already in the Upper Creek area, it will be
there eventually. The best hope for protecting hemlocks is delaying, as much as possible, the adelgid’s arrival (or at the
very least, not providing opportunities which encourage its arrival) until natural controls being researched can be
brought to bear. (This research is increasingly hopeful on several fronts as reported at the “3rd Symposium on
Hemlock Woolly Adelgid in the Eastern United States” held in February 2005 in Asheville, NC.)

Agency Response:

The Agency recognizes the adverse effects the hemlock wooly adelgid is having to hemlock species,
however the proposal would not exacerbate the existing condition since a very small amount of the
population would be affected by the actions.

Comment 1-8:

The only mention found regarding the hemlock woolly adelgid within the EA is noted in our other concern about the
EA langnage. The bullet points following Table 2-2 additionally state that “Hemlock four inches to eight inches in
diameter not affected by the hemlock woolly adelgid within stands 93-02, 94-02 and 94-01 would be retained during
harvest and stand improvement activities to maintain winter roost habitat for many bird species, including ruffed
grouse.” This implies that hemlocks greater than eight inches in diameter will be cut down.

Agency Response:

See Agency Response to Comment 1-7 above.

Decision Notice
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Comment 1-9:

Again, this is completely illogical given that agencies, scientists and citizens throughout the eastern U.S. are all
alarmed at the prospect of losing much of the Southern Appalachian forests hemlocks to the adelgid. Removing any live
hemlocks would be contributing to the loss of this important ecological community. (It is also important to point ont
that, as reported by Connecticut scientists at the 2005 Symposium, even trees that have shown damage from adelgids
are able to recover when natural controls have successfully taken hold.) We urge the District to retain all hemlock trees
in the project.

Agency Response:

See Agency Response to Comment 1-7 above.

Comment 1-10:

We commend the Grandfather District for including a proposal to treat the invasive exotic species Paulownia
tomentosa, Ailanthus altissima, and Miscanthus sinensis within the EA. We commented at length on this issue in the
scoping phase of the Upper Creek project. We are interested in the extent of inventory conducted for the project area.
Do these invasives only occur along road corridors or have they been found within/ throughout the stands?

Agency Response:

The Zone Botanist inventoried invasives along all Forest Service roads that led to the activity areas.

Comment 1-11:

Also, we urge the District to implement monitoring before, during and after treatment activities. In addition, there
should be langnage specifying retreatment arising from such monitoring. Without funding and parameters for these two
components, any treatment of invasive exotic plants will likely result in a waste of effort and dollars.

Agency Response:

Pre-monitoring occurs to determine locations for treatment. One and three year post-harvest
evaluation will occur and the stands and access routes to the stands will be observed for spread of
invasives during the site prep process. Additional follow-up monitoring may occur as funding
allows.

Comment 1-12:

It is stated in Table 3.15 (pp. 40 & 41) that the exotic species 1espedeza cuneata and Coronilla varia do not
display invastve tendencies, but the former is listed as an invasive in the Forest Service’s own publication Nonnative
Invasive Plants of Southern Forests by James Miller and the latter is included on the Southern Appalachian Man
and Biosphere (SAMAB) list of top 15 invasive plants that Southern Appalachian land managers are concerned
about. (The accompanying photo in the Miller book shows quite vividly just how invasive L. cuneata can be.) While
they may not be as quickly spreading as some others, they should not be overlooked. In fact, there is ongoing discussion
about the merits of treating invasives before they become as widespread and established as such “poster child” species as
Kudzn and Japanese Honeysuckle.

Agency Response:

The species Lespedeza cuneata and Coronilla varia have not been shown to be invasive in forested
communities within the mountains according to a Forest-wide inventory (Kauffman, 2002) and
individual project surveys. These species have been shown to be invasive in other environments
such as the Piedmont and coastal plains. Monitoring of these species (and others) in the mountains
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is ongoing—corrective actions would be proposed should monitoring determine control measures
are needed.
Comment 1-13:

Again, we do believe that in lien of Alternative A, Alternative C would certainly be preferable to B if this project
moves forward. But we urge the Grandfather District to go back and address the other concerns listed here. Please keep
us updated on the status of the proposal.

Agency Response:

See Comment 1-1 above.

Letter 2 - Rachel Doughty, WildLaw

Comment 2-1:

1. Old Growth A. Number of Acres Designated. You have proposed no medium patch old growth
designation in alternative B. Compartment 92, stand 22 (193 acres) is shown as a large old growth patch in your
GIS layers. 1If this is in fact a medium or small patch, it should be so designated. This is in watershed 58, of which
the Forest Service owns 3,394 acres, and which is included in the project area.

Agency Response:

Commented is noted. The Section following Table C-1, Appendix C now states: “Medium Patch
(compartment 92 stand 22): 193 contiguous acres within the 3,394 acres in the Parks Creek
watershed.” The Footnote following Table C-3, Appendix C now states: “Compartments 87, 92 and
94 already contain small or medium patch old growth and do not need additional small patches to
meet Forest Plan standards.”

Comment 2-2:

The table on pages 18 and 35, you indicate that 296 acres of small patch would be designated in the proposed action,
yet Appendix C indicates that 322 acres of small patch old growth will be designated. Y ou should explain the
discrepancy.

Agency Response:

The Tables 2-4 and 3-10 state the acres of small patch old growth that are needed to meet the Forest
Plan direction minimum. Table C-3, Appendix C also indicates that same number while going the
extra step to show actual stand numbers and estimated acres by stand. These estimated acres are
listed to show that designated small patches include but are not limited to the Forest Plan minimum
acres.

Comment 2-3:

B. Character of Designated Stands The average age of the acres proposed for harvest is 89
years while the average age of the acres proposed for designation as small patch old growth
Is 72.5 years. This is despite the fact that over 60% of the Forest is in the 71-90 year age class but less than 15%
is older. If your goal is to create a forest of more diverse age, then you should log in the 71-90 year age class—rthe most
highly represented age class on the Forest--and leave the comparatively rare older stands alone. Some of the stands
selected for old growth designation are as young as 16 (C95, $17) and 32 (C90, S7) years old—no such young
stands were selected for harvest. The statement that “[t]here may be individual trees greater than 90 years of age
harvested under this alternative, but old growth is a community and not an individnal tree” is disingenuous in the face
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of your heavy reliance on CIS'T, FS' V'eg, and stand age (EA, p. 35) and the stands selected for harvest suggest you
do not really believe this statement either. Unless there are good resource reasons that these young stands wonld be
included as old growth (which you have not provided), this is inconsistent with the Region 8 Old Growth Guidance,
the spirit of old growth protection, and your L RMP. At the very least, yon need to explain why the selected stands
were chosen for designation when older stands were available.

Agency Response:

Small patch old growth stands were identified through the use of stand exams, field reviews, and/or
knowledge and personal experience of District employees—complying with Forest Plan direction
(Forest Plan, page I11-26). The June 1997 Region 8 old growth report was developed to provide
“guidance for incorporating old growth into Forest Plan revisions and project-level planning’ and specifically noted
that “zbis guidance does not render any land management decisions related to old growth.” While the 1997
guidelines provide operational definitions for old growth (Table 2), the Nantahala and Pisgah Forest
Plan provided criteria for areas to manage as old growth three years earlier. The 1997 guidelines are
a good tool for managers in Region 8 to use when their Forests do not have Forest Plan direction
for old growth designation; however, the Agency believes the criteria used to designate small patch
old growth for the Upper Creek project meet established Forest Plan direction and standards, and
needed no further guidance. The Upper Creek project old growth designations do not preclude
future project-level old growth designations.

Comment 2-4:

None of the stands proposed for old growth designation were included in the initial inventory for old growth. You do
not excplain why these areas which were previously determined to likely contain appropriate characteristics for
designation were not selected for designation now.

Agency Response:

Comment is noted. See Agency Response to Comment 2-3 above.
Comment 2-5:

The medium patch in the preferred alternative (C) includes quite a few field-reviewed SAFC and WINCA
inventoried old growth acres and so should be included in the final project for old growth designation. This patch also
includes acres of Forest Service inventoried old growth.

Agency Response:

Preference for Alternative C is noted.
Comment 2-6:

You mention the Forest Interior Bird Habitat #37, but you do not discuss the possible Forest Interior Patch that

Appendix K of the LRMP identifies for Old Growth Area 29. If these overlap, please indicate that; if they do not,
you must make sure that your actions are not jeopardizing the ability to maintain a FIP in area 29.

Agency Response:

Large patch 29 was identified in Appendix C of the EA. Interior Bird Habitat #37 does overlap
approximately two thirds of patch 29, with the remaining one third of habitat #37 falling within the
wilderness study area.

Comment 2-7:

Compartment 89, stands 10 does contain old growth. Compartment 89, stand 23, while younger, is adjacent to stand
10 and is in a riparian area, so this is likely an appropriate old growth designation. Please either include the higher
elevation portion of stand 10 since this is the portion with clear old growth characteristics.
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Agency Response:

See response to Comment 2-3 above.
Comment 2-8.

You should not proceed with this project if doing so will interfere with your ability to comply with the letter or spirit of
old growth protection—1Iittle enough old growth remains in the Southeast as it is.

Agency Response:

The proposal complies with all Forest Plan old growth standards.
Comment 2-9:

II. Several Units Should Not Be Cut. A. Areas managed under MA 18. The project area includes
management area 18. You indicate that activities will only take place in MA 1B, 24, and 3B. We
anticipate that this will not change between now and your final decision. By no means should
roads or logging intrude into the protective management areas. Great care should be taken in
management area 18, where “the dominant characteristic of riparian areas is predominantly
undisturbed, natural conditions strongly influenced by the accumulation of woody materials from
mature trees.” (LRMP I11-180 — emphasis added)

Agency Response:

Harvest-related management within MA 18 is only proposed with the temporary road crossing—a
bridge across Carroll Creek to access Stand 90-05 (EA, Section 3.1.3.2, Chapter 3). Timber harvest
within MA 18, while allowed for in the Forest Plan when timber management maintains or enhances
riparian habitat values (FP, page I11-179), is not proposed with this project.

Comment 2-10:

III. ESH. We remain concerned that the proposed actions are not consistent with current forest management science.
The new forest plans recently adopted for most other national forests in the Southern Appalachians call for less intense
creation of early successional habitat. That 6 large timber sales are all being considered just before a new planning
process begins suggests that “getting out the cut” rather than forest health is the impetus for these actions.

Agency Response:

The Agency disagrees with the commentor’s premise that the Upper Creek proposal is one of
several designed at “getting out the cut” before the next round of forest planning takes place. The
proposal was developed to achieve the purpose and need as disclosed in Section 1.4, Chapter 1 of
the EA and would in turn meet objectives of the existing Forest Plan.

Comment 2-11:

While you express concern about the lack of early successional habitat, you are simultaneonsly working to eliminate the
natural processes which would generate more natural openings. Natural openings would be of more appropriate size
and distribution, would not require logging road access, and wonld not require the introduction of impacts that threaten
soil and water qualty.

Agency Response:

The proposal has been designed to meet the purpose and need, which in turn meets Forest Plan
objectives for MAs 1B, 2A, and 3B; all of which permit timber harvesting to achieve objectives
(Forest Plan, pages I1I-54 and III-55).

Comment 2-12:
A. Exceeding Plan Limits. Your proposed actions should not result in greater than 10% ESH in any one
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management area 2A, compartment, or analysis area (LRMP 111-29 - 111-31). Acres must be dropped from the overall
proposal to meet this requirement of your LRMP. More may need to be dropped, depending on the date your last
surveys were completed, especially considering the impact Ivan had on the Forest last year. The
2004 hurricanes and “several outbreaks of SPB (most recently in 2000-2002) and drought (most recently 1998-
2002), [the] many oaks exhibit[ing] symptoms of vak decline” indicate that perbaps there is more early successional
habitat in the Forest than CISC or FS Veg indicates (EA, p. 33). When considering cummlative effects, the mortality
losses that you expect to increase as stands get older (EA, p. 33) should be factored into the expected ESH if the no
action alternative were selected. It was not (See, EA, p. 18 and 34).

Agency Response:

The proposed actions do not exceed Early Successional Habitat (ESH) Forest Plan standards. The
standards for ESH in management area 2A at the compartment and analysis area level are at least
5% not to exceed 15% (Forest Plan, page I11-31). Stands 95-08 (15 acres) and 95-40 (18 acres), the
only two management area 2A harvest areas in this project, fall far short of the 15% maximum
standard.

Existing ESH is calculated using the most current CISC/FS Veg data. Events such as storm
damage, insect outbreaks and drought mortality are rarely considered significant enough to alter
stand ages. Such events normally may only affect only portions of stands or small percentages of a
stands total composition and therefore, are not factored in as an age class changing event.

Comment 2-13:

B. FS Veg and CISC. We are concerned that the successional state of the Forest is not being adequately tracked.
CISC did not capture any information on conditions affecting fewer than 10 acres. Now even CISC is not
avatlable—it was printed months ago. Any changes in conditions since the print date are not available to your staff.
We understand that FS 1 eg is becoming available. A large (and growing) amount of information will have to be
entered into that program, and staff will have to be trained in its use, before it can serve its intended function. Oddly,
the Forests of North Carolina are proposing multiple large timber projects while stand data is unavailable and cannot
be updated. This is not acceptable. Please rectify this situation and bring your data up to date before you proceed with
the planning of these many large projects. Thank you for dropping plans to daylight the roads in the proposed
alternative. Please correct Table 3-18 on p. 43 of the EA to reflect this change.

Agency Response:

There is no minimum number of acres that were tracked in CISC—many stands and inclusions
were less than 10 acres. The National Forests in North Carolina are in the process of learning
how to update the archived CISC data which now resides in FS Veg and should be trained by the
end of this fiscal year. Any changes to stand attributes will be entered soon after the training.
Meanwhile, we are still able to access the archived stand data and run reports on it online.
Within new areas proposed for timber harvest or other vegetation management, there are seldom
any areas that have been treated since CISC was converted to FS Veg in March 2005. If there
are, we are able to include it in data used for the environmental analysis. Vegetation analysis can
be accomplished in one of two ways: 1) updating the GIS coverage of stands with a static CISC
database attached using GIS software, or 2) CISC can be edited and then a “live link” established
through GIS software.

Daylighting along FSR 299 is not proposed under Alternatives A and B, but is proposed under
Alternative C (Table 2-3, Chapter 2). The daylight action listed in Table 3-18 is correct and has not
been changed.

Comment 2-14
1V. Water Quality. A. Positive Management Proposals. We appreciate the proposed work in the Craig

Decision Notice
15



Upper Creek Project

Creek drainage area and the efforts to keep OHV s out of Carroll Creek and its tributaries.
Agency Response:

Comment is noted
Comment 2-15

B. Herbicide Use. You discuss the possible impacts of herbicide use in very general terms and give no indication of
where you anticipate them to be used, beyond very broad statements about invasive exotic species (See EA, p. 36-38).
Does this mean that you do not intend to use herbicides for more traditional timber stand improvement activities? If so,
we support this decision to move away from relying on them. If it is not so (as it appears it is not, see EA, p. 6), then
you need to be more clear about these other less popular uses in Section 3.5 which discusses herbicide nse.

Agency Response:

As noted in Section 1.3, Chapter 1, Section 2.2.3, Chapter 2, and footnoted in Table 3-12, Chapter 3,
herbicide use is expected for timber stand improvement, site preparation, wildlife fields, and
treatment of non-native invasive plant species. Herbicide use for timber stand improvement is
disclosed in the footnotes to Table 1-1 in the EA.

Comment 2-16

C. Roads. Temporary roads not designated for another purpose must be obliterated [16 USCS § 1608(b)]. Please
indicate what your plans are for obliterating the /s mile of proposed temporary road.

Agency Response:

The temporary roads would be rehabilitated via waterbaring, discing, seeding and mulching
immediately following harvest operations and subsequently closed to all motorized and non
motorized vehicle use.

Comment 2-17

A roads analysis process is needed for the area and the public should be included in this process as is required by the
Forest Service Mannal: Forest Service regulations implementing the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources
Planning Act, as amended by the National Forest Management Act, require integration of transportation planning
into an interdisciplinary effort that produces Regional, Forest, and site-specific project plans. In planning for and
analyzing the transportation system, perform the following: 1. Assess economic costs and benefits along with social and
ecological factors when identifying forest transportation facility options. 2. Assess effects of forest transportation facility
options on ecological processes and ecosystem health, diversity, and productivity. 3. Consider the needs of all parties
when developing transportation system opportunities in areas of intermingled ownership. 4. Consider long- and short-
term uses, including possible mechanized, nonmechanized, and off-highway vebicle uses, when analyzing forest
transportation facilities. 5. Actively engage the public in transportation analysis. (This the FS' is certainly not doing.
Similar assurances were made to the public when the new transportation regulations were adopted: “road decisions
would be made using local public involvement to identify needed and uneeded roads.” 66 FR 3206, 3209) 6. Use the
forest transportation atlas as a record of forest transportation facility decisions, including: a. Documenting road
management objectives, b. Identifying all classified and unclassified roads, c¢. Documenting the results of transportation
analysis, and d. Documenting road management project priorities (FSM 7712.03).

Agency Response:

A RAP is not needed for this proposal because no existing system roads are being decommissioned
or obliterated and no new system roads are being added to the Forest’s transportation system [FSM
7703.2(2) and (3)].
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Comment 2-18

D. Water Quality Standards and BMPs. The Forest Service must ensure that “favorable conditions of water
flow and quality” are protected when it conducts a timber sale [36 C.F.R. § 223.30(e)]. The National Forest
Management Act provides that timber will only be harvested from system lands were “..s0tl, slope or other watershed
conditions will not be irreversibly damaged.” [16 U.S.C. 1604 (g)(E)(i)]. This law mandates that timber cuts are
allowed only when “carried ont in a manner consistent with the protection of soil, watershed, fish, wildlife, recreation,
and esthetic resources...” (Please see bttp:/ | www.dfr.state.nc.us/ water_guality/ wq_slope.htm which ontlines the
state's BMPs regarding slope). FLLPM.A requires compliance with applicable pollution control laws, including state
water and other pollution standards, so these apply to activities on the Forest. [See 43 USC 1712 (b)(8)]. The Forest
Service may choose other BMPs that reach the same end--compliance with state water quality standards [See Burt v.
NC Department of Environment and Natural Resonrces, 2000 N.C. ENV LLEXIS 21, and 15 NCAC
11.0102(4)]. Avoiding siopes of greater than 25% has been determined by the state division of forest resources to be a
good way to comply with state water quality standards. If logging is done on terrain of significantly greater slope, the
ability to comply is questionable. In addition should water runoff cause problems for Forest land neighbors, that wonld
expose the Forest Service to trespass and nuisance claims as well which have nothing to do with BMPs. [See The
Shadow Group, 1.1..C. v. Heather Hills Home Owners Ass'n, 579 S.E.2d 285, 156 N.C.App. 197

(2003 )(conrt held that water runoff damaging neighbors' property could constitute legally redressable nuisance)]

Agency Response:

The proposal adheres to Forest Plan standards for soil and water management (Forest Plan, pages
III-40 — I1I-42 and pages I11-181 — I11-189). These standards and guidelines are consistent with
applicable Best Management Practices (BMPs). Forest Practice Guidelines are more stringent when
it comes to management around perennial streams with larger stream buffers required. The
Agency’s practices on timber sales definitely comply with North Carolina BMPs.

Comment 2-19

The proposal includes a number of waters designated by the state as High Quality Waters (HWQ) and an
Outstanding Resource Water (ORW) [See 154 N.C.A.C. 2B.0303].Further, Warrior Fork (of which Upper
Creek is a tributary) is a water sonrce watershed [See 154 N.C.A.C. 2B.0225 (tributaries are included)).
Therefore, “no new discharges or expansions of existing discharges shall be permitted.” [15.4 N.C.A.C. 2B.0225
(©)(1)]. “1t is the policy of the [North Carolina] Environmental Management Commission to maintain, protect, and
enhance water quality within the State of North Carolina,” and so the federal Clean W ater Act antidegration
regulations are incorporated in the state regulations [15.4 NCAC 02B .0201]. This means that the Forest Service
may not take actions which wonld degrade the water quality unless it has permission from the state to do so [40
CER. §131.12(a)2)]. “Water quality conditions shall be maintained to protect the outstanding resource values of
waters classtfied ORW.” [154 N.C.A.C. 2B.0225]

Agency Response:

North Carolina Forest Practice Guidelines and NC State BMPs are designed to protect all perennial
streams (whether they are classified as HWQ, ORW, or neither). The proposed action alternatives
were designed with these protection measures so that degradation of water quality within the aquatic
analysis area will not occur as a result of project implementation (see aquatic resources analysis for
further discussion). In addition, the state refers to "no new discharges" to mean point sources of
pollution (such as a waste water treatment outflow) and not non-point sources (such as agricultural
or forestry-related activities).

Comment 2-20

The Forest Service must protect both ‘“present and anticipated usage of High Quality Waters (HOW), including any
uses not specified by the assigned classification (such as ontstanding national resource waters or waters of exceptional
water quality) and shall not allow degradation of the quality of High Quality Waters below the water quality
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necessary to maintain existing and anticipated uses of those waters.” [15.4 NCAC 02B .0201(d)(emphasis added)]

Agency Response:

See Comment 2-19 above.

Comment 2-21

You must consider the likelthood that your actions, combined with those of others developing and cutting in the area,
and OHV use near streams will degrade all of the waters in the project area.

Agency Response:

As disclosed in the Aquatic Resource Report (AQUA), there are no adverse cumulative effects
expected to occur as a result of project implementation.

Comment 2-22:

V. Wildlife & Resource Problems. A. Invasive Species. Once again, we ask that the Forests
of North Carolina begin the process of preparing an EA which will allow for quick response
when exotic invasives are identified and will prevent further introduction or spread of these
species. The current project-by project approach is not working. As you indicate, there are already 124 species of
non-native plant documented on the Pisgah and Nantahala National Forests (EA, p. 40). As a result of your
actions, “|ajn increase in non-native plant species in the proposed activity area is expected.” (EA, p. 40).
“Microstegium apparently expands its range by heavy equipment carrying seeds into disturbed soil, and wonld be
expected to colonize the edges of the roads, especially in moist areas with partial shade.” (EA for the White Bull
Project in the Highlands District of the Nantahala National Forest, p. 48). In Georgia on the Chattahoochee-Oconee
“many wildlife openings have been invaded by noxions weeds and grasses such as Johnson grass, crabgrass, foxtail
grasses, and invasive exotic species such as fescue and sericea lespedeza [sic],” (See attached notice of October 14, 2005
regarding the difficulties of managing wildlife openings in Georgia and the expensive treatments this requires) yet you
are proposing 10.5 acres of permanent grass/ forb openings. In other parts of the Forest, bittersweet is a formidable
problem with little known about how to control it. (Botanical Report for the Baldwin Gap Timber Sale, David M.
Dantey, Forest Botanist (June 14, 2005). Bittersweet is an aggressive exotic invasive vine often invading open or
disturbed areas. . . Once invaded, bittersweet can persist in shade, growing up trees and killing them by girdleling the
bark. In older infections, mature trees can be killed. . . . At present, bittersweet is making a large impact on native
species and natural communities within the AA. It is expected that this negative trend of bittersweet growth will
continue with or withont planned activities. However, canopy opening by construction of wildlife fields, road
reconstruction, and timber removal may provide new habitat for bittersweet and exacerbate this trend. . . . It is not
expected that these proposed control procedures would eliminate or control bittersweet within the AA or contribute to a
major reduction in trend within the AA). Nevertheless, there is still no comprebensive plan for addressing the serious
resouree issue of invasive exotics across the Forests. The current state of things is that the Forest has no comprebensive
plan_for addressing invasive exotics, and this proposed project (like others) will “modify the ecosystem in such a way
that an invasive species becomes dominant.” (EA, p. 40). This is not acceptable from either an ecological or financial
Standpoint.

Agency Response:

The Forest too is concerned about general spread of invasive exotics species in the Forest and is in
the preliminary stages for developing a Forest-wide approach to address the control/treatment of
them in the Pisgah/Nantahala NF. For this project as stated in Section 3.8.1, Chapter 3 under
Alternative A (No Action), “It is expected that non-native plant species would continue to increase
with or without planned activities.” Spread of non-native invasive species is occurring in the activity
and analysis areas—the proposal has been designed to slow and move towards reversing this trend
(Section 3.8.2, Chapter 3). See also Comment 1-12 above.
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Comment 2-23:

The Forest LRMP reguires that the Forest Service “[w]ork within the ecological potential of sites and landscapes,
maintain native diversity, and ninmic nature’s processes to the greatest degree possible.” (LRMP, 11I-1). Excecutive Order
13112 (Feb. 8, 1999). EO 13122 requires that agencies: use relevant programs and anthorities to : (i) prevent the
introduction of invasives species; . . . (iv) provide for restoration of native species and habitat conditions in ecosystems
that have been invaded. . . (3) not authorize, fund, or carry out actions that it believes are likely to cause or promote
the introduction or spread of invasive species in the United States (See also EO 11987, Title 3) or elsewhere unless,
pursuant to guidelines that it has prescribed, the agency has determined and made public its determination that the
benefits of such actions clearly outweigh the potential harm cansed by invasive species; and that all feasible and prudent
measures to minimize risk of harm will be taken in conjunction with the actions (Emphasis added).

Agency Response:

The Agency believes the proposal has been designed to minimize the spread of invasive exotics
(Section 1.3, Chapter 1 and Section 2.2.3, Chapter 2).

Comment 2-24:

The proposed actions are contrary to the LRMP and Executive Order 13112 since they create additional habitat for
invastve exotic species. T'he proposed actions are inconsistent with current management science, and so it is unlikely
that the benefits of creation of ESH through even-aged management (or virtually even aged management with the low
proposed leave basal areas) outweighs the potential harm.

Agency Response:

See Comment 2-23 above.
Comment 2-25

The final preferred alternative should have a greater leave basal area than is proposed. Because of the large size of
some of the trees in this area, smaller basal areas will be left looking almost like a clear cut with very few trees per acre
remaining. Healthy, older hardwoods shonld be given leave priority.

Agency Response:

Comment is noted. The two-age leave basal area per acre will be 15-20 ft” as disclosed in the August
2004, scoping package except where 25-30 ft* per acre is needed for scenery mitigation (Section 2.4,
Chapter 2). This basal area will aid in the promotion of better species regeneration diversity,
encourage an increase in vigor for better growth and development of the new stand and provide for
the development of better early successional habitat for wildlife species.

Comment 2-26

B. MIS. MIS should only rarely be eliminated from consideration. As the “canaries in the coalmine” of the Forests,
the impact of management on these species should be tracked to ensure that management impacts are consistent with
those hypothesized. While you may assert that no impact is expected, baseline data and follow np data should be nsed
to confirm this result. Only where a species does not exist in or near the activity area and the habitat thipe cannot exist
in or near the activity area should a species be eliminated.

Agency Response:

As stated in the EA, “The Forest-wide list of MIS was considered as it relates to this project analysis
area. Only those MIS that occur or have habitat within the project analysis area and may be affected

by any of the alternatives were carried through a site-specific analysis.” (Section 3.11.2, EA). Tables
3-21 and 3-22 disclosed the MIS that were analyzed in detail.
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Comment 2-27

You should further analyze the effect of the proposed project on snags and dens. The proposed project includes
extensive logging in older forests. Yon are cutting trees some trees that are 99 years old—these are tomorrow’s snags
and dens. The pileated woodpecker should not have been eliminated from analysis (EA, p. 49)

Agency Response:

As stated on page 70 of the EA 70, standards in the Nantahala & Pisgah National Forest Plan
require that two snags or den trees per acre be retained during stand regeneration (Amendment 5,
page I11-23). Dead trees should be greater than 15 inches in diameter where they occur and all den
trees greater than 22 inches in diameter are to be left (Amendment 5, page 111-23). Pileated
woodpecker represents snags greater than or equal to 22 inches in diameter as this is the diameter
required for nesting. The "extensive logging" is proposed on only 1.6% of this Forest Plan Analysis
Area where 4% of the stands are greater than 100 years. With 34% of the Forest Plan Analysis Area
restricted from logging and the extensive riparian area surrounding Upper Creek; large, old trees will
continue to be abundant in the future.

Comment 2-28

You should further analyze the effect of the proposed project on old forest communities and large
contiguous forest areas with low levels of human disturbance for the same reason. The proposed
project includes exctensive logging in older forests. You are cutting trees some trees that are 99 years old—these are
today’s and tomorrow’s old forest communities. 1ogging will increase the level human disturbance temporarily and also
permanently if new uses such as OHV” use or additional hunting become established. The black bear should not have
been eliminated from analysis (EA, p. 49)

Agency Response:

Timber production in not permitted on 6,343 acres or 34% of the land within this Forest Plan
Analysis Area. There is approximately 4% or 796 acres of forest greater than 100 years of age along
with small and/or medium old growth patches proposed in Alternatives B and C. Black bear was
considered as a management indicator species (MIS) and evaluated where hard mast was potentially
going to be affected by either action alternative.

Comment 2-29

The ovenbird should be monitored to ensure that areas of large contiguous areas of mature deciduous
forest are indeed large enongh and that old growth is being designated in the right places for the right forest types (EA,
p- 49). This is particularly critical given its decreasing population trend across the Forests (See EA, p. 51).

Agency Response:

The National Forests of North Carolina are monitoring neo-tropical migratory birds as part of the
R8 bird strategy. This monitoring involves established points across the forests in a representative
age class and forest type and has been carried out over the past five years and will continue. In
addition to these points, thirteen bird points were completed specifically for this proposal within the
activity areas.

Comment 2-30

Rich coves even if not directly affected by timber harvest, may become more accessible to the public and ginseng
harvest could increase (Particularly since ginseng is decreasing across the Forests. See EA, p. 51). This species shonld
not have been eliminated (EA, p. 49). The same concern exists for Carolina hemlock forests (which s decreasing
across the Forests). (EA, p. 51)
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Agency Response:

There is no increase in public access proposed with this project; therefore, the pressure for ginseng
collection is not expected to be any greater than currently experienced. The same holds true for the
Carolina hemlock.

Comment 2-31

You have eliminated yellow pine mid-successional communities from further evaluation, but at the same
time you propose to burn 350 acres of this community type for the purpose of improving this community (EA, p. 51, 54).
MLIS should be monitored to track the impact of the proposed management.

Agency Response:

The yellow pine mid-successional community is the same as the pine-oak heath community. All
communities proposed for burning are late successional pine-oak heath. The area proposed for
prescribe burning encompasses two stands. Both stands are inventoried as being hardwood-yellow
pine forest type which is the classification used when the hardwood component of a stand is up to
069 percent of the species present. As described in the Xeric pine MIS community description, the
pine present within this area is generally along ridges. This yellow pine is inventoried as too old to be
classified as mid-successional which, for yellow pine would be 20-40 year old trees.

Comment 2-32
No aquatic MIS were evaluated. Given the high quality of waters in the AA, this is not appropriate.

Agency Response:

Aquatic MIS were evaluated. They are not going to be impacted by the project proposal; therefore
they were not analyzed further (see also Comment 2-26 above).

Comment 2-33

You assert that across the AA, 192 acres will be “aged beyond early successional,” but just as old growth “Is a
commmunity and not an individual tree,” (EA, p. 36) 50 it is true for early successional habitat. Particularly in light of
the hurricane disturbance last year (on which this project was initially successfully appealed), recent drought, and recent
SPB ontbreaks—all of which create this habitat type--you should determine whether additional habitat of this type is
needed based on MI1S data instead of on mere numbers in CLSC (FS 17 eg).

Agency Response:

The Forest rarely accounts for natural disturbance in 0-10 age class distribution (and none in the
Upper Creek AA) because the natural disturbances usually only provide enough 0-10 on a small area
(Iess than five acres)—other age class distributions are retained within the disturbed area. In
addition, natural disturbances do not provide species distribution, size, and location that active
management provides.

Existing ESH is calculated using the most current CISC/FS Veg data. Events such as storm
damage, insect outbreaks and drought mortality are rarely considered significant enough to alter
stand ages. Such events normally may only affect only portions of stands or small percentages of a
stands total composition and therefore, are not factored in as an age class changing event.

Comment 2-34

VI. NEPA Problems. B. Alternatives B and C are Too Similar. From the information provided to the
public, it appears that the Forest Service will not consider any real alternatives to either cut or do nothing. The
alternatives section “is the heart of the environmental impact statement,” and therefore should not be shortchanged (40
CFR. §1502.14). NEPA regulations require that “Federal agencies shall, to the fullest extent possible: [u]se the
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NEPA process to identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid or minimize
adperse effects of these actions upon the quality of the human environment.” [40 C.E.R. § 1500.2(e) (emphasis added)].
Courts require the Forest Service to consider a “broad range of reasonable alternatives. . .” [Curry v. United States Forest
Service, 988 F. Supp. 541, 554 (W.D. Pa. 1997); see also Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223, 1228-29 (9th Cir. 1988),
cert. denied 489 U.S. 1066 (1989)]. This requirement applies to EEAs as well as EISs (Bob Marshall Alliance, 852 F.2d at
1229).

Agency Response:

Five alternatives were identified; with three being considered in detailed study (including the No
Action alternative) and two being considered but eliminated from detailed study (Sections 2.2 and
2.3, Chapter 2). The two alternatives considered in detail met the purpose and need and Forest Plan
standards. The two alternatives not considered in detail did not meet either the purpose and need or
Forest Plan standards. The EA disclosed in Section 2.1, Chapter 2, “The range of alternatives
developed and analyzed by the IDT was driven by the purpose and need underlying the proposal
(Chapter 1, Section 1.4), and by the significant issues responding to the proposal. An alternative
should (1) reasonably respond to the purpose and need, and (2) address one or more significant
issue. The only exception is the No Action Alternative, which is required by regulation [40 CFR
1502.14(d)].”

Comment 2-35

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) explains that “a reasonable number of examples, covering the full
spectrum of alternatives, must be analyzed and compared in the ELS.” |[CEQ, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning
CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations, 46 FR 18026 (1981) (emphasis added)]. The CEQ offers the example of
a proposal to designate wilderness areas within a National Forest, where “an appropriate series of alternatives might
include dedicating 0, 10, 30, 50, 70, 90, or 100 percent of the Forest to wilderness.” (1d.)

Agency Response:

The Upper Creek proposal developed a reasonable range of alternatives to meet the purpose and
need. The example given for wilderness designation is done at the Forest Plan level and is not a
suitable comparison to a project-level analysis such as the Upper Creek proposal.

Comment 2-36

The three “alternatives” which remain for consideration are so similar as to be almost identical. Alternatives B and C
logging actions are identical. A combination of B and C shonld have been one alternative, along with a restoration only
alternative. A restoration alternative should be compared side-by-side with the timber focused alternatives. The Forest
Service is required to “[rjigorously explore and objectively evalnate all reasonable alternatives,” and even to “[i/nclude
reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of [the Forest Service].” [40 CF.R. § 1502.14 (a), (c)]. “The ‘existence

of a viable but unexamined alternative renders an environmental impact statement inadequate.’” [Idaho Conservation
Leagne v. Mumma, 956 F. 2d 1519 (9th Cir. 1992); see Alaska Wilderness Recreation & Tourisnm Ass'n v. Morrison, 67 F.3d 723,
729 (90 Cir. 1995), Dubois v. USDA, 102 F.3d 1273, 1289 (1st Cir. 1996) (citing Resonrces Litd. v. Robertson, 35 F.3d 1300,

1307 - 9u Cir. 1994)] Naming viable alternatives but not actually examining them is not consistent with the purpose of
NEPA. Compliance with NEPA procedures must be in good faith. “Genuine commitment to scrutiny is required of
the federal agency. 1t may not merely go through the motions. An agency's ‘grudging, pro forma’ compliance with these
regulations violates NEPA's procedural safeguards. See Block, 690 F.2d 753 at 769 (internal quotations and
citation omitted).” [Kootenai Tribe of 1dabo v. VVeneman, 313 F.3d 1094, 1116 n.18 (U.S. App. , 2002)]. Finally, your own
LRMP reguires that you consider “|a] reasonable range of alternatives, including one which does not use herbicides
and a ‘no action’ alternative.” (LRMP Appendix 1, I-3). Both of the action alternatives include herbicide use.

Agency Response:

Alternative A (No Action) is not similar to Alternatives B and C, which both proposed active
management to achieve the purpose and need. The Upper Creek proposal developed a reasonable
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range of alternatives to meet the purpose and need. The commentor left out the remaining portion
of 40 CFR 1502.14(a), which states “[a]nd for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed
study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated.” This regulation was adhered to
in Section 2.3, Chapter 2. (See also Comment 2-34 above).

Comment 2-37

Finally, the cover letter indicates that B is the proposed alternative and that C is the preferred alternative. The
difference in these terms needs to be explained to the public.

Agency Response:

The proposed action (Alternative B) is developed by the agency to meet the purpose and need. This
is the alternative provided to the public during scoping. Any alternatives that meet the purpose and
need in a manner different than the proposed action are developed following scoping. When the
EA is completed and made available for public review, the Responsible Official identifies the
Agency’s preferred alternative [(40 CEFR 1502.14(e)]—for the Upper Creek proposal, the preferred
alternative is Alternative C.

Comment 2-38

A. Burns. You acknowledge that burns proposed across the Forests are all meant to accomplish the over-arching
resonrce goals of “reduce[ing] fuel accumnlations and improve/ing] wildlife habitat,” (EA, p. 48). Becanse these burns
are all related, please do a combined EA for them rather than the piece-by-piece categorical exclusions. Clearly an E.A
is appropriate when burns for these purposes exceed the 4,500 acres limit set by CE 10. More practically, combining
all of these proposed burns into one EA will provide you and the public with a big picture view of burning on the
Forests and will be a more efficient planning process. It will also leave you less open to procedural challenges based on
inappropriate use of a CE to avoid NEPA's normal requirements.

Agency Response:

Category 10 (hazardous fuel reduction) is limited to 4,600 acres; category 6 (timber stand and/or
wildlife habitat improvement) is not limited by acreage. The proposed burns are less than 4,600
acres and would be adequately analyzed under an appropriate category prior to implementation. If
the potential impacts of the proposed burns do not warrant a categorical exclusion and decision
memo, then an EA and finding of no significant impact (FONSI) would be completed prior to
implementation.

Comment 2-39

B. Failure to consider so-called non-monetary benefits. You have considered only the costs and
revenues directly associated with timber harvest. While we agree that the value of traveling throngh an old growth forest
on a beantiful day is impossible to value, it is not true that the costs of visiting the forest, buying outdoors gear and
Iunch, and paying to stay in a hotel or a campgronnd for the evening are impossible to caleulate. In fact, the Forest
Service’s own data continnes to show that the economic return from recreation is much greater than from tinber sales—
whether it is $11 or 111 billion dollars. (See Forest Service Recreation Contributes to the National Econony, available at

bttp:/ [ www fs. fed.us/ recreation/ GDP_Q&>A Final.pdf,) The excistence of such data shows that these uses may be valued.
Nevertheless, yon have made no attempt to consider the impact of fragmenting a widely recognized wild area—there is
a reason the Southern Appalachian region forests get more visitors than the pine plantations of the piedmont.

Agency Response:

Analyzing non-timber sale related revenue is done with an economic analysis and is done at the
Forest Plan level. A financial efficiency analysis is required for project-level decisions with timber
sales that generate more than $100,000.
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Comment 2-40

An economic efficiency analysis should have been done instead of a financial efficiency analysis. This analysis uses the
cost and revenue estimates included in the financial efficiency analysis, and adds other economic costs and benefits that
are not part of Forest Service monetary transactions. This analysis is not required, but may be useful and appropriate,
especially where timber sales are designed primarily to achieve forest stewardship objectives (sec. 26). Completion of an
economic efficiency analysis is strongly recommended where substantial non-market costs and/ or benefits are anticipated

as a result of the project (FSH 2409.18, ¢ch. 10.13-2. A Financial Efficiency Analysis “provides a comparison of anticipated costs and
revenues that are part of Forest Service monetary transactions. This analysis may be required at Gates 1 and 2 (FSM 2432.12 and
2432.220).” Id. at 1).

Agency Response:

See Comment 2-39 above.

Comment 2-41

Much of the commercial activity in this project takes place in Management Area 3B, where economic and not financial
efficiency is supposed to be a critical factor in management decision making: Here, management practices such as road
construction and selection of harvest areas will be as economically efficient as practicable considering short- and

long term environmental quality, the type and condition of the forest, and the other multiple uses of the land [.RMP at
HI-71 (emphasis added)].

Agency Response:

As Appendix E disclosed, the action alternatives are expected to generate positive revenue prior to
timber bidding. The expected revenue could increase following bidding. The Upper Creek proposal
has been designed to meet Forest Plan objectives for economically efficient management as the least
expensive logging systems have been identified to meet resource objectives. An example of an
economically inefficient alternative would have been one that proposed helicopter yarding on
ground where tractor logging would have met resource objectives.

Comment 2-42

An economic efficiency analysis also wonld have been more appropriate to the proposed project because focusing on only
the financial transactions is misleading to the public and to decision-makers when clearly non-market costs and benefits
dominate this proposed project. The preferred alternative will result in an estimated present net value profit of only
$1,300 (BCR of only 1.01). [EA at 78 (Appendix E)]. The proposed alternative has a cost ratio of 1.07, only slightly
better, and nets only §1,300—also essentially a wash [EA at 78 (Appendix E)).

Agency Response:

The numbers referenced by the commenter were not the ones disclosed in the August 2005,
November 2005, or January 2006 Upper Creck EAs. As disclosed in the November 2005 and
January 2006 EAs, the action alternatives are expected to generate either $51,000 or $42,500 dollars
with a BCR of either 1.45 or 1.35 (Tables E-3 and E-5, Appendix E).

Comment 2-43

1t is unclear whether all financial costs were included in Appendix E. Financial cost is defined in the Forest Service
Handbook to clearly include a variety of costs: The value of Forest Service expenditures, including expenditures for
salary, materials, labor, and contracts. For timber, financial costs include the anticipated investments, maintenance,
operating, management, and planning costs attributed to timber production activities, including mitigation measures
necessitated by the impacts of timber production [36 CEFR 219.14(b)(2)] [FSH 2409.18 ¢h10 (13.5) (emphasis added)).

Agency Response

The information disclosed in Appendix E cover timber-related costs the proposal is expected to
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incur. The objective was to determine the financial efficiency of the proposal as per Forest Service
Handbook 2409.18, Chapter 10, Section 13.

Comment 2-44

Therefore, this timber sale project may ultimately cost the public money. An analysis of whether the benefits of this
project (such as invasive species control and recreational opportunities) exceed the costs (cost of controlling invasives for
_years to come in the areas where the canopy has been opened, and the cost of continued maintenance of system roads

used largely for the purpose of extracting lumber) should have at least been considered so that a decision was made with

all information on the table.

Agency Response

See Comment 2-43 above.
Comment 2-45

An economic efficiency should have been performed for Alternative A, the no action alternative (FSM 2432.22c). This
should have included the future costs of road maintenance, TSI, and invasive species control or damage for lack of
control. Without considering the costs and benefits of no action, you cannot make an informed decision about what the
best alternative is.

Agency Response

Alternative A was disclosed in Table E-1. Since no timber would be harvested, no revenues would
be generated. And since no timber would be harvested no TSI or road maintenance would be
necessaty.

Comment 2-46

My clients’ main concern is the protection of the environment and the responsible management of the lands in the public
trust, even where that may cost some money. However, they are also concerned with the management of taxpayer
dollars. Creative accounting and economic analysis is bad for the public and bad for the agency. 1t is also contrary to
the Forest Service Manual, which requires that you “[o]perate timber sale projects in the most cost-efficient manner
practicable to achieve the objectives outlined by Forest plans and to produce a program where long-term benefits exceed
costs (FSM 2430.3).” (FSM 2432.22).

Agency Response
See Comments 2-39 and 2-42 above.
Comment 2-47

C. Must consider cumulative impacts. As indicated by SABP’s comments, Steels Creek and Old House
Gap analysis areas directly abut this analysis area. The cumulative impact of this proposed sale combined with those
other two sales needs to be examined and considered.

Agency Response

The EA has been clarified to disclose that effects from the Steels Creek Project (decision notice
signed January 16, 2004) in the Steels Creek watershed about four miles southwest of the Upper
Creek Project and the proposed Old House Gap Project in the Upper Wilson Creek and Anthony
Creek watersheds about eight miles northeast of the Upper Creek Project are not expected to cause
adverse cumulative effects because effects from each project are not expected to be cumulatively
added together due to project design of each, separate years of implementation, limited duration of
smoke dispersal, and adherence to Forest Plan standards (Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8,
3.9.3.10, and 3.11, Chapter 3).

Decision Notice
25



Upper Creek Project

Letter 3 — Ben Prater, SABP

Comment 3-1

Concerns about Stated Purpose and Need: The proposed timber sale as part of the Upper Creek Project is
not needed to move the forest toward the desired future condition as defined in the Forest Plan. Every action on
National Forests initiated by the Forest Service, such as this sale, must propose an action which is necessary to
implement the Forest Plan. Thus, an EA for a proposed timber sale must expressly state the ‘purpose and need” for
the proposed action, and must demonstrate that the proposed action is necessary to implement the Forest Plan. The
stated “purpose” should explain specifically what the Forest Service expects to accomplish by implementing this action,
while the stated “need” should describe the condition or threats which warrant the proposed action at this time.

Agency Response

The Agency believes the purpose and need was adequately described and specifically listed how
proposed activities would improve resources as per the Forest Plan (Section 1.4 and Table 1-3,
Chapter 1). Harvesting is necessary for meeting the purpose and need (Section 2.3.2, Chapter 2).

Comment 3-2

In the Upper Creek Project, the proposed action is not needed to move the forest toward the desired future condition as
defined by the Forest Plan. In addition, the expressed need in this EA is false becanse it is largely based upon the fact
that this particular area has not been “entered” or manipulated in over 11 years. This is not a convincing argument
and does not present a clear need that the public can understand when weighted against potential impacts of proposed
activetzes.

Agency Response

See Comment 3-1 above.

Comment 3-3

The other needs exipressed for this project center on providing early successional habitat (ESH) and designating old-
growth. The project is proposed to meet targets for these habitats but we wonld argue that designating old-growth is
much more critical because disturbance regimes natural and constantly produce new ESH. It is a violation of the
Forest Plan if the expressed needs do not support the proposed action, and if the stated purpose will not move the forest
toward the desired future condition as defined in the Plan. To not be in violation of the Forest Plan we advocate for an
Alternative that meets requirements for old-growth. Such an alternative was proposed but not fully analyzed.

Agency Response

See Comment 3-1 above. The expressed needs for the project are supported by the actions
proposed—the proposal will move the area towards the desired future condition.

Comment 3-4

Concerns about Range of Alternatives: We believe that a combination of the two alternatives considered but
eliminated from study wonld achieve current Forest Plan objectives by meeting standards for old-growth and restoration
of forest ecosystems. The alternative to designate a medium patch instead of a small patch was not analyzed or even
presented practically. The justification for not analyzing this alternative was to simply state that is would not meet
Plan requirements for small patch old-growth. Well why not designate both? This seems like a logical question that
should have been asked or at least presented to the public before it was dismissed from consideration.

Agency Response

Alternative C which proposed both medium and small patch old growth designation was considered
in detail (Sections 2.2.3 and 2.3.1, and Table 2-3, Chapter 2).
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Comment 3-5

The second alternative called for active restoration of streams and control of exotic species while excluding logging and
road construction. This alternative, which is one of the more progressive we have seen, was dismissed on the assuniption
that funding is unavailable. We disagree and enconrage the Forest Service to seek out alternative sources of funding
that provide for restoration and water quality improvements. 1t is important to note that before the MUSY Act the
Onrganic Act set aside onr National Forests to protect water quality. This is a founding principle of National Forest
management and therefore watershed restoration shonld be given a high priority exclusive of a “flow of timber” to
market.

Agency Response

As disclosed in the EA, “This alternative focused on an ecosystem restoration proposal without
commercial timber harvest. Prescribed burning, wildlife habitat improvement, stream
improvement/restoration, and control of invasive exotic plants would still occur. This alternative
was dropped from detailed study because it did not meet the Upper Creek Purpose and Need, nor
was it consistent with Forest Plan standards and guidelines for Management Area 1B, 2A, and 3B
(Forest Plan, pages II1-60, 68, and 75). This alternative does not provide a supply of wood products
to meet public demands, nor is it reasonable to assume that funding would be available to
accomplish the recreation, wildlife, and prescribed fire improvement projects. In addition, the use
of prescribed fire alone is not a reasonable method of accomplishing regeneration objectives over a
large number of acres because it is not possible to pick the desirable individual residual trees over
less desirable species. The use of stand replacement fire to accomplish regeneration objectives is
also not a reasonable alternative as it would be difficult to safely implement and does not meet
Forest Plan standards and guidelines for Management Area 1B, 2A, and 3B. Similarly, a cut and
leave treatment to accomplish regeneration objectives would not supply wood products to meet
public demand and would lead to significant concerns with hazardous fuel loadings and subsequent
destructive wildfires within the AA. Portions of this alternative are also met with Alternative A —
No Action.” (Section 2.3.2, Chapter 2).

Comment 3-6

A combination of these two alternatives wonld satisfy Forest Plan requirements in all Management Areas (M.A)
except perbaps 3B. But to assume that just becanse a MA allows for timber production it must be managed for
timber seems unreasonable and misguided. We support the consideration of Alternatives that seek to protect and
restore ecosystems and believe such an alternative can be designed for the Upper Creek Project.

Agency Response

See Comment 3-5 above.
Comment 3-7

Published in 2003, “A Citizen’s Call for Ecological Forest Restoration: Forest Restoration Principles and Criteria”
(See Attached) is an excellent resource for the Forest Service to consider in the design and implementation of
restoration projects. We recommend that this document be reviewed by members of the IDT to evaluate onr
recommendation of proposing a restoration alternative.

Agency Response

An alternative that proposed prescribed burning, wildlife habitat improvement, stream
improvement/restoration, and non-native invasive control but did not propose commercial
harvesting was considered; just not in detail for the reasons listed above and in Section 2.3.2,
Chapter 2).
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Comment 3-8

Concerns about Alternative C: Compared to the Alternative B (proposed action) Alternative C is more
desirable in terms of the designation of a 475 acre Medinm Patch of old-growth. We appreciate the consideration of
this designation and strongly adyocate for this patch to be designated. We are concerned, however, about other elements
of Alternative C as proposed. Alternative C will likely have additional adverse impacts on _forest resonrces by
proposing clearcutting, daylighitng of FSR 299, and an expansion of wildlife fields.

Agency Response

Alternative C was analyzed in detail and each resource specialist concluded that due to project
design, implementation of BMPs, and adherence to Forest Plan standards, adverse impacts to
resources are not expected to occur.

Comment 3-9

The EA concludes that these additional activities will not have environmental impacts any more significant than
Alternative B. We find this to be unlikely considering that Stand 107-2 encompasses three tributaries (UT-2, UT-3
& UT4) that feed into Upper Creek. This stand is only 40 acres in sige. Relative to its size, Stand 107-2
contains the highest proportion of UT’s thereby having the greatest potential for impacting water quality and aquatic
habitat. By proposing that this stand be clearcut with reserves in Alternative C is alarming considering the amount of
riparian habitat located within the stand. Furthermore, Stand 107-2 will require the use of an existing temporary
road which will no doubt require some form of grading or maintenance to allow access. If this is true the impacts to
aquatic resources are further magnified.

Agency Response

See Comment 3-8 above. The existing temporary road to access Stand 107-02 was proposed under
both action alternatives—the harvest prescription is the only difference between the two alternatives
and the analysis did not conclude measurable differences in expected effects between the two.

Comment 3-10

Additionally, Alternative C proposes a greater amonnt of ESH creation by daylighting 1.8 miles of roads creating
6.5 acres of additional habitat. In the analysis of impacts B and C are considered to have the same impacts when
clearly Alternative C wonld incur greater impacts by increasing the amount of ESH. This was not analyzed in the
EA and the additional acreage created in Alternative C was not factored into the Age Class Distribution. Was this
because the increase is negligible in terms of percent?

Agency Response

The daylighting of 1.8 miles of road in Alternative C is being done to create a feathered edge along
the linear wildlife Early Successional Habitat Forest Service Road 299. The daylighting will only
partially remove established vegetation and therefore will not contribute to the overall amount of
ESH.

Comment 3-11

Creation of ESH along roadsides with daylighting is most alarming because of the impacts of invasive exotic species.
The greatest proportions of invasive species in National Forests are observed along Forest roads. Roads serve as
vectors of disturbed soil that penetrate and fragment the forest interior allowing for the movement of invasive exotic
species into the Forest. The existing condition for invasive exotics along roadsides in the project area implies that
exotics are established and will likely increase due to proposed activities which increase available habitat. This trend
will be exacerbated by the practice of daylighting which will allow for invasive exotics to begin establishing off of
roadsides and into the forest interior.
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Agency Response
See Comments 2-22, 2-23, and 2-24 above.

Comment 3-12

Due to the degree of riparian habitat this is especially disturbing as plants such as Microsteginm vimineum can exploit
riparian areas dramatically shifting plant communities. The EA states repeatedly that there is no known control for
Microsteginm vimineum. We tend to disagree and advocate for the mowing of roads in late summer where the plant is
established. We also believe that the most cost effective and logical control is to not encourage the proliferation of this
noxions plant by constructing roads and opening the canopy. We appland the efforts to control invasive exotics as part
of the Upper Creek Project but believe the excercise to be futile if additional habitat is created in this project.

Agency Response

The project Botanist is aware of information provided at a symposium suggesting late summer
mowing to be effective at reducing spread of this species on new roads, but is less effective on
existing roads. The project does not propose developing new system road; therefore, mowing is not
proposed [2004 Northwest Weed Society Symposium, NCSU, 1) Microsteginm Ecology and Management
Workshop, Judd & Neal; and 2) Introduction to |apanese stilt grass Biology and Implications for Control, Derr].

Comment 3-13

Concerns about Invasive Exotic Species: We commend the District for including a proposal to control the
invastve exotic species Panlownia tomentosa, Ailanthus altissima, and Miscanthus sinensis within the EA.  We are
curions to learn more about how the invasion of these plants is being observed and addressed across the entire Pisgah
National Forest. It is unclear to us how the invasive treatments proposed will be evaluated without a formally
established monitoring protocol. Including this information in the annual monitoring and evaluation report is not
sufficient especially when the treatment calls for the use of toxic chemicals.

Agency Response

Effectiveness monitoring of treated areas would occur with the proposal. Forest-wide monitoring is
outside the scope of this proposal.

Comment 3-14

In an effort to combat these noxcions plants we advise the Forest Service to implement standardized monitoring
protocols that examine the extent of invasive exotic species prior to control measures implemented. 'The monitoring
should then be continued during and after treatment to measure success. Without effective monitoring the Forest
Service can not hope to control invasive exotics. Without this feedback the Forest Service has no way of determining
whether or not the stated goal is achieved. Furthermore, monitoring efforts will help evaluate the efficacy of nsing
herbicides as an effective control.

Agency Response

See Comment 3-13 above.

Comment 3-15

It is counterintuitive to assume that you can eradicate invasive exotics using herbicides while tmplementing activities
that directly promote their spread. Observations have shown that road construction temporary or otherwise can be
directly correlated with an increase in non-native plants. For this reason all road construction, reconstruction,
temporary or permanent should be abandoned.

Agency Response
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Developing new roads without appropriate measures to control the potential spread of non-native
invasive plants would not be responsible—for that reason the Upper Creek proposal would treat
non-native invasives that potentially spread in the activity and analysis area.

Comment 3-16

The EA states that some of the invasive exotics such as Lespedeza cuneata and Coronilla varia do not display
invastve tendencies, but the former is listed as an invasive in the Forest Service’s own publication Nonnative Invasive
Plants of Southern Forests by James Miller and the latter is included on the Southern Appalachian Man and
Biosphere (SAMAB) list of top 15 invasive plants that Southern Appalachian land managers are concerned abonut.
While they may not be as quickly spreading as some others, they should not be overlooked. In fact, there is ongoing
discussion about the merits of treating non-native invastves before they become widespread and persistent.

Agency Response

See Comments 1-12 and 2-22 above.

Comment 3-17

One invasive exotic that received little to no mention in the EA is the Hemlock Wooly Adelgid. We are extremely
concerned about how this problem is being addressed on the Grandfather District and as it relates to the Upper Creek
Project. Our concerns about this pest are addressed below.

Agency Response

See Agency Response to Comment 1-7 above.
Comment 3-18

Concerns about Impacts to Tsuga caroliniana: It is stated in the EA that Tsuga caroliniana is not
tracked by the NC Natural Heritage Program, however, the “Natural Heritage Program 1.ist of Rare Plant Species
of North Carolina, 2004 (Eranklin et al.) lists it as W5a: rare becanse of severe decline. In the case of Tsuga
caroliniana and other plants in the W5a category, “becanse many of these species were once abundant or even dominant
in parts of North Carolina, they may still be fairly common or frequently encountered, despite the strong decline. If
current trends continue, however, many of these species will be threatened with extirpation in all or a major part of
their range in North Carolina” (Franklin et al., 56).

Agency Response

See Comment 1-5 above.

Comment 3-19

It is stated in the EA that there are more than 100 populations of Tsuga caroliniana known throughout the forest.
This is probably true. Nonetheless, the Southern Blue Ridge Front, and in particnlar the Grandfather Ranger
District, is the epicenter of the range of the restricted endemic Tsuga caroliniana: the 100 populations known from the
Pisgah-Nantahala make up the majority of populations world-wide. These populations are threatened with severe
decline or even exctinction due to the Hemlock Wooly Adelgid (HW.A). The impacts of the HW.A were not even
mentioned in the EA. The BE referenced their impacts but these were not analyzed in relation to Tsuga caroliniana.

Agency Response

Based on HWA, populations of Carolina hemlock are expected to further decline across the Forest;
however, this proposal is not expected to influence this Forest-wide trend one way or the other.

Comment 3-20

It is known that invasive species often disperse along habitat edges and road corvidors. The Tsuga caroliniana
populations within the Upper Creek Sale are within dry community types like Dry Oak Forest and Pine-Oafk
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Heath, and are therefore isolated from mesophytic populations of Tsuga canadensis that from informal observation
have higher stem densities and larger acreage coverage than I'suga caroliniana stands. 'T'he isolation of Tsuga
caroliniana from dense patches of Tsuga canadensis, that from informal observation are most likely to be infested with
HW.A, conld protect the Tsuga caroliniana from infestation.

Agency Response

Comment is noted.

Comment 3-21

The increased risk of infestation by HW.A due to edge effects on these other-wise isolated populations of Tsuga
caroliniana is unacceptable. This species must be inventoried within the project area and assessed for impacts from
HWA. All stands associated with this species should be eliminated from the project to reduce impacts of spreading the
HWA.

Agency Response

See Comment 1-6 above.

Comment 3-22

Furthermore, we are alarmed at the proposed activity that would eliminate all hemlocks 4-8 inches in diameter not
affected by HW.A from stands 93-02, 94-02, and 94-01. What is the scientific basis for such an exercise? Will
this reduce the spread or exacerbate it?

Agency Response

Note the Bullet Point following Table 2-2 (EA page 16) states that the hemlock referenced in you
comment “would be retained”. See Agency Response to Comment 1-7 above.

Comment 3-23

Concerns about Impacts to Botanical Resources: We are concerned about impacts to botanical resonrces
that may not have been analyzed in the EA. Monotropsis oderata, Sweet pinesap, was not found by the Forest
Service, however, it is known from Burke County and is likely to occur in the community types present. There is a
chance of finding fruits of this plant in the winter. 1t is similar to Indian pipe, but has many flowers originating from
one stem, instead of a single flower. Surveys should be preformed to determine the presence of this species.

Agency Response

All of the stands were surveyed for Monotropsis oderata as were all other sensitive species. Monotropsis
oderata was not found in the stands, nor did existing biological databases record known populations

of this species in the activity areas; therefore, it was concluded that it is not present and there would
be no effect to individuals.

Comment 3-24

Concerns about Surveys for PETS and MIS. We contend that the Forest Service failed to conduct adegnate
site specific inventories and monitoring of PE'TS and MILS species to insure proper evaluation of the effects of
management practices on forest resources.

Agency Response

The Agency disagrees that adequate biologic surveys were conducted. A Wildlife Biologist, Fisheries
Biologist, and a Botanist reviewed habitat in the activity and analysis areas on several days in 2004 as
disclosed in the BE (Project Surveys, Appendix A).
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Comment 3-25

According to the BE recent botanical, aquatic, and avian surveys were conducted specific to the Upper Creek Project.
1t is unclear however whether or not site specific surveys were conducted for other taxa of concern. Surveys for bats,
snails and salamanders are mentioned but it is unclear whether or not these surveys were specific to the Upper Creek
Project or based on concurrent surveys in the general area associated with other projects.

Agency Response

Site specific surveys of aquatic species and habitat were conducted on streams within the aquatic
analysis area. Site specific surveys of botanical species and habitat were conducted within the
botanical analysis area. Beginning on page 65 of the EA, surveys were conducted specifically for the
Upper Creck proposal or activity areas. Historical surveys or surveys for other projects were used in
determining potential habitat or species presence. All taxa eliminated from further evaluation and
rationale are listed Attachment A of the BE.

Comment 3-26

Furthermore, it is questionable whether some of these surveys were conducted during the correct time of year. A specific
exanmple of this relates to Hexastylis rhombiformis, which blooms from April to May. Botanical surveys were only
conducted in the summer. Without blooms it is likely that rare and sensitive species were overlooked.

Agency Response

Habitat for Hexastylis rhombiformis (and nanaflora) is within alluvial forests—habitat that would not be
effected by the proposal.

Comment 3-27

The USES cannot issue a decision under NEPA unless it collects site-specific data and conducts site-specific analysis
Jor each alternative. A decision made withont the required information is arbitrary and capricious.

Agency Response

See Comment 3-24 above.
Comment 3-28

Further, the Forest Service is bound to conduct a site-specific analysis for this timber sale - even
though a programmatic ELS has been prepared - as a “critical decision’ to “mafke an irreversible and irretrievable
commitment of the avatlability of resources. . .at a particular site” will be made. California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753,
761 (9th Cir. 1984). The programmatic ELS in this case is the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the Pisgah National Forest, and any decision to cut in the
proposed compartments wonld be the ‘critical decision’ requiring site-specific data and analysts.

Agency Response

Site specific analysis has taken place for the Upper Creek project (see Comment 3-24 above).
Comment 3-29

The Forest Service Manual also requires site-spectfic analysis in the “second level of planning.” 1t states, in pertinent
part that “Planning for units of the National Forest System involves two levels of decisions.  The first is the
development of a Forest Plan. .. The second level of planning involves the analysis and implementation of management
practices designed to achieve the goals and objects of the Forest Plan. 'This involves site-specific analysis to meet
NEPA requirements for decision making.” FSM. 1920. As such, the EA must give the decision-maker and the
public site-specific analysis in order to comply with NEPA.
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Agency Response

See Comment 3-24 above.
Comment 3-30

Collection of site-specific data serves the dual purpose of complying with NENMA rules which require that forest
resources be inventoried and monitored, and that the effects of management practices on forest resources (fish and
wildlife, soil, watershed, recreation, aesthetic, and timber) be evaluated. Sierra Club v. Glickman, 974 F.Supp. The
USFES must obtain current inventory data and use accurate scientific information, which may require the preparation
of special studies or inventories. "T'his data must also be periodically evaluated for accuracy and effectiveness. In
addition, 16 U.S.C. 5.1604(g) and 36 C.F.R. 5.219.11(d) mandates that management activities be continnally
monitored and evaluated. A forest plan can be amended according to 36 C.F.R. 5.219.10(f) #f the need arises

through public comments, monitoring and evalnation.

Agency Response

Comment is noted.

Comment 3-31

Concerns about Old-Growth Communities: The purpose of old-growth designation is to protect and restore
habitat that represent old-growth forest community types. Under the Region 8 Guidance for old-growth protection
patches designated in the Southern Appalachian region will be classified as unsuitable for timber production. This
effectively offers permanent habitat protection from logging and road building.

Agency Response

According to the Forest Plan, “TREATMENTS ALLOWED IN AREAS MANAGED FOR
FUTURE OLD GROWTH: Vegetative manipulation allowed for enhancement of old growth
values and characteristics.” (Forest Plan, page I1I-28). However, vegetative manipulation is not
proposed in large, medium, or small patch old growth in the Upper Creek project.

Comment 3-32

Small patch old-growth designations should not be designated within the Brown Mountain OHV” area. By
designating a small patch within an OHV area it is difficult to assume that the small patch acres designated in the
Upper Creek Project will be effectively protected. "This area faces an onslaught of resource impacts from the use and
proliferation of OHV s in the area. OHV’s are known to directly impact water quality, soil resources, and wildlife

habitat. The goal and intent of designating old-growth can not be met in an area that continues to be degraded by
OHYV use.

Agency Response

Comment is noted. See Agency Response to Comment 2-3 above.

Comment 3-33

Old-growth patches shonld be designated where they matke sense ecologically. Old-growth commmunities provide for a
variety of values. An OHV area also provides a value to those that utilize this resource. These values are
contradictory and the important values provided by protecting old-growth commmunities can not be supported unless the
area is truly protected.

Agency Response

Comment is noted. See Agency Response to Comment 2-3 above.
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Comment 3-34

We recommend that the FS seek to designate a small patch that makes sense ecologically and protects areas that not
only have old-growth characteristics and restoration potential but also protect precious resources such as riparian areas,
rare communities, and vital habitats. 1t has been brought to onr attention that Stand 87-22 exhibits old-growth
characteristics. Inventories conducted throughont the Upper Creek Watershed reveal numerons potential candidate
sites that the FS' should consider for old-growth designation. Organizations such as the Southern Appalachian Forest
Coalition, the Western NC Alliance, and SABP would be happy to advise the F'S in this designation process.
SABP recommends that Stand 87-22 be incorporated into the proposed medium patch (Alternative C), designated as
a small patch, or dropped from consideration.

Agency Response

Comment is noted. See Agency Response to Comment 2-3 above.

Comment 3-35

Concerns about Soil Productivity and Soil Erosion: The Forest Plan provides guidelines for management
activities in areas that are susceptible to erosion, such as slopes exceeding 50 percent, or where there is severely erosive
sotl in intensely managed locations. We are concerned that these guidelines cannot be met in Stands 89-01, 90-05,
and 92-05.A as they contain sensitive Chestnut-Ashe-Edneyville sotls that have low productivity, and are at high risk
Jor erosion. We recommend that activities in these areas be withdrawn ontright to avoid damage to soil productivity as
well as water guality.

Agency Response

The stands located within these soil map units are on slopes that do not exceed 50%; are moderately
deep and well drained (reducing potential for compaction); would not be taken out of production
with permanent road construction; and would have project design features (Section 2.4, Chapter 2)
and Forest Plan standards (BMPs) applied to further reduce potential for compaction and long-term
damage. The proposal is consistent with the Forest Plan, BMPs, and state Forest Practices
Guidelines.

Comment 3-36

Concerns about the use of Herbicides: SABP opposes the use of herbicides on public lands except for the
control of invastve exotics pests that pose a direct risk to ecological integrity of forest ecosystems. The use of herbicides
proposed in this project fall into two categories: 1) controlling for invasive exotic plants, and 2) silvicultural
prescriptions. We oppose the use of herbicides as a silvicultural practice. We contend that if the only way to
accomplish silvicultural objectives is to use herbicides then these objectives are flawed. Silviculture is the agricultural
science of growing timber. 1t is not ecosystem management. Stlviculture is merely “one tool in the toolbox” for forest
managenient.

Agency Response

The proposal would use manual and herbicide methods to control undesired species (Section 1.3,
Chapter 1 and Section 2.2.3, Chapter 2). See also Comment 3-41 below.

Comment 3-37

The EA concludes that the techniques proposed in conjunction with herbicide use will promote biodiversity. We
disagree entirely for a conple of reasons. First, we have observed in areas that have been logged an overall lack of
diversity, especially past clearcuts. In areas that are logged stands become dominated by shade intolerant species such as
red maple which rapidly exploit disturbed sites and areas with large canopy openings.

Agency Response
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Footnote 2, Table 2-1 (EA page 15) states: “Site preparation referred to as Slash/SS includes post-
harvest cutting of residual trees 2 to 10 inches in diameter and treating the stumps of the
“undesirable” species with herbicide to prevent sprouting. This includes but is not limited to species
such as maple, dogwood (when available, maintain up to 10 trees per acre of 4”+ dbh), and black
gum. The objective is to promote sprouting of desirable species, particularly the oaks, but control
competing vegetation by treating the stumps to prevent them from sprouting back at the same
time.” It is anticipated that this initial site preparation will limit the sprouting of competing
vegetation such as red maple which would encourage regeneration diversity. Additionally, the leave
basal area (See Agency Response to Comment 2-25 above) will aid in regeneration diversity and a
subsequent TSI (if needed) 3 years following initial site preparation would continue to provide for
species diversity.

Comment 3-38

Second, the proposal calls for the targeted removal of soft mast species and other “undesirable species” nsing herbicides.
We find this practice to be anything but promoting diversity. "This proposed action is even more alarming considering
that one species targeted for removal is Flowering Dogwood, Cornus florida, which is experience dramatic decline across
its range due to Dogwood anthracnose. By removing healthy Dogwoods the Forest Service is reducing genetic diversity
that will help the species defend against pathogens.

Agency Response

Site preparation would treat some dogwood 2-10 inches in diameter (Footnote 2, Table 2-1). Itis
anticipated that between the designed retention of dogwood (Bullet Point following Table 2-2) and
the stump sprouting of dogwood stems damaged during timber harvest and not treated during site
preparation, that sufficient number of residuals will remain to adequately populate treated stands.

Comment 3-39

Our concerns related to the environmental impacts of herbicides are best summarized in two fact sheets attached to these
comments. Additionally, we are most concerned about the fact the VMAM used to prescribe the use of approved
herbicides was published in 1989 and considerable research related to the environmental and human impacts has
arisen since that time. This research has been directed in relation to the rising popularity and widespread use of
herbicides such as ghphosate which has become ubiguitons in the environment. The VMAM must be updated if it is
to serve a meaningful role as a guiding document. 1t shonld be amended to incorporate current science. To that end we
are providing a copy of a study (See attached) released in 2005 which examines the impacts of pesticides on aguatic
communities. "This study is most relevant to the Upper Creek Project becanse it examines the potential impacts of
ghphosate on aguatic organisms. Below is a brief description:

In a paper titled ""The Impact of Insecticides and Herbicides on the Biodiversity and Productivity of Aquatic
Communities," published in the journal Ecological Applications in 2005 (See attached) University of Pittsburgh
assistant professor of biology Rick Relyea examined how a pond's entire community—25 species, including
crustaceans, insects, snails, and tadpoles—responded to the addition of the manufacturers' recommended doses of two
insecticides—Sevin ® (carbaryl) and malathion—and two herbicides—Roundup ® (ghphosate) and 2,4-D.

Agency Response

The article titled, "The Impact of Insecticides and Herbicides on the Biodiversity and Productivity
of Aquatic Communities" by Rick A. Relyea discusses effects to aquatic organisms placed in a
simulated pond after Roundup herbicide was added to the pond water. The author stated that he
wanted to "simulate the impact of a direct overspray on a wetland". He wanted to study the
interactions among aquatic organisms (indirect effects) as well as pesticide toxicity (direct effects).

The product used in the study was Roundup an herbicide with the active ingredient "glyphosate".
Roundup does not have a forestry label, and the Forest Service no longer uses Roundup for site
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preparation, release, etc. There are many commercial formulations of glyphosate. Those which
contain a surfactant known as POEA are substantially more toxic to aquatic species than
formulations without POEA. Roundup does contain POEA surfactant, which makes it more toxic
to tadpoles than glyphosate alone. The author states, "These studies suggest that the high mortality
associated with commercial forms of Roundup is actually due to the POEA surfactant and not to
glyphosate itself." The proposed project does not include broadcast application of Roundup to
bodies of water.

Foresters' Non-Selective Herbicide, which is on our GSA contract, does not contain POEA. Several
formulations of glyphosate, including Rodeo, are actually labeled for use in aquatic environments
due to glyphosate's low toxicity. With mitigation to prevent accidental spills and movement of
herbicides to streams and water bodies, we are well within the bounds imposed by our risk
assessments when we use formulations of glyphosate without POEA surfactant. See also Appendix
F of the EA for project design features specific to herbicide application.

Comment 3-40

Relyea found that Roundup ®, the most commonly applied ghypobsate herbicide cansed a 70 percent decline in
amphibian biodiversity and an 86 percent decline in the total mass of tadpoles. 1eopard frog tadpoles and gray tree
frog tadpoles were completely eliminated and wood frog tadpoles and toad tadpoles were nearly eliminated. One species

of frog, spring peepers, was unaffected.
Agency Response

See Comment 3-39 above.

Comment 3-41

We enconrage the FS' to consider the information provided and cantion the IDT to not simply state that this is “ont of
the scope” of the project. "This is simply untrue considering the widespread use of herbicides as a part of the Upper
Creek project. The only way to alleviate this concern is to simply not use these toxic chemicals.

Agency Response

The use of Glyphosate and Triclopyr is approved as per the FEIS for Vegetation Management in the
Appalachian Mountains (VMAM) and would be done in accordance with Material Safety Data
Sheets (MSDSs), product labels, risk assessments, fact sheets, mitigation measures contained in the
VMAM FEIS, issued in July 1989, Forest Plan standards and guidelines (Forest Plan, page I1I-181),
and design features disclosed in Appendix I of the EA.

Comment 3-42

Concerns about Cumulative Effects Analysis: Cumulative effects analysis are required by NEPA,
NFEMA, the Forest Service Handbook, CEQ Regulations and case law. Cumulative impacts are defined by
NEPA as “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of which agency or person undertakes such other
actions. Cummnlative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a
period of time.” 40 C.F.R. 5. 1508.7.

Agency Response

Cumulative effects were analyzed and disclosed by resource in Chapter 3 of the EA.

Comment 3-43

Effects include: (b) Indirect effects, which are cansed by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance,
but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other effects related to
induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and
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other natural systems, including ecosystems. (emphasis added) 40 C.F.R. 5. 1508.8.
Agency Response

Comment is noted.
Comment 3-44

Further, the Forest Service Handbooks states: Individual action when considered alone may not have a significant
impact on the quality of the human environment. Groups of actions, when added together, may have collective or
cumnlative impacts which are significant. Cumnlative effects which occur must be considered and analyzed withont
regard to land ownership boundaries. Consideration must be given to the incremental effects of past, present, and

reasonably foreseeable related future actions of the Forest Service, as well as those of other agencies and individuals.
1909.15 FSH s.15.1.

Agency Response

See Comment 3-42 above.
Comment 3-45

Cummnlative impact. . . the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes
such other actions. Cumunlative impacts can result form individually minor but collectively significant actions taking
place over a period of time. 1909.15 FSH 5.05.

Agency Response

Comment is noted.
Comment 3-46

In addition, courts have held that failure to consider cummulative impacts of a timber sale with nearby timber sales is a
violation of NEPA. See Friends of the Bitterroot v. United States Forest Serv., No. C17-92-047-BU (D. Mont.
April 14, 1998). A “very general” analysis of cummnlative impacts which does not “constitute the hard look that the
Forest Service is obligation to provide. ..” is also adequate under NEPA. Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain v. United
States Forest Service, 137 F.3d 1372, 1378-79 (9" Cir. 1998). In that case, the court held that NEPA required
consideration of possible impact of an action before the action takes place.

Agency Response

Comment is noted.

Comment 3-47

There is only a brief, and incomplete, mention of prior USES projects in the immediate area, despite the fact that there
is a curvent adjacent timber sale. The Steels Creek timber sale, for which the FONSI was affirmed on January 61,
2004, was not even included in the EA, which leads one to suspect other management activities that were left out.
Another example is the Old House Gap Project which was scoped in October of 2005. There is no consideration or
analysis of these activities in the cummnlative effects portions of the EEA.

Agency Response

The EA has been clarified to disclose that effects from the Steels Creek Project (decision notice
signed January 16, 2004) in the Steels Creek watershed about four miles southwest of the Upper
Creek Project and the proposed Old House Gap Project in the Upper Wilson Creek and Anthony
Creek watersheds about eight miles northeast of the Upper Creek Project are not expected to cause
adverse cumulative effects because effects from each project are not expected to be cumulatively
added together due to project design of each, separate years of implementation, limited duration of
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smoke dispersal, and adherence to Forest Plan standards (Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8,
3.9. 3.10, and 3.11, Chapter 3).

Comment 3-48

If botanical surveys from Steels Cree were used as a reference for this project then it is logical to assume that
community types and species composition are similar in both Analysis Areas and therefore cummlative impacts should
be considered. Especially since these areas are adjacent to each other. In the case of Old House Gap the project is
proposed in the Upper Wilson Creek and Anthony Creek Analysis Area which are adjacent to the Wilson Creek
Analysis Area. We understand that the extent of analysis of resource impacts is confined by the exctent of the AA
identified in the project but we are concerned that there is no mention of either the Steels Creek or Old House Gap
Projects mentioned in the EA.

Agency Response
See Comments 2-47 and 3-47 above.
Comment 3-49

Cumulative effects analysis requires more than a cursory list of activities in the immediate area surrounding the logging
site; identification and analysis of the impacts from the proposed activities and activities in the area are required. In
this EA, the USES failed to adequately consider nearby USES timber sales, road construction, salvage sales,
herbicide spraying and similar activities on private lands which, when viewed together, will canse significant
environmental impacts.

Agency Response
See Comments 2-47 and 3-47 above.
Comment 3-50

These projects that are mentioned in association with the Upper Creek Project do not take into account activities on
USES land other than “harvesting”, such as road building, trail making, burning, and spraying, nor does it account
Jor similar activities and development on private land. It also lacks information about areas ontside the confines of the

immediate project area. 1ike other sections in the ELA, these statements never identify or discuss the impacts from
other actions. Simply listing other past timber sales in the area does not fulfill NEPA’s mandate to analyze the
impacts from those actions. Cumulative effects analysis requires both identification and analysis of the impacts from
other actions and the proposed action together.

Agency Response

See Comments 2-47 and 3-47 above. The analysis concluded there would be no measurable adverse
cumulative impact from the Upper Creek project and other past and reasonably foreseeable future
actions.

Comment 3-51

The Dept. of Agriculture Inspector General also addressed the issue of cummnlative effects specifically in his January
15" report. In Chapter 5, "Environmental Documents Were Not Reliable”, the IG found that in 10 of 12 cases,
the cumulative impacts analysis was missing or incomplete. Specifically, the analyses failed to address past, present and
foreseeable future actions that wonld have cumnlative impacts with the proposed action. The 1G stated: Cumulative
effects analyses for 10 of 12 environmental assessments reviewed were either incomplete or not performed. The
incomplete analyses resulted from Forest Service not including the required discussion of past, present, and foreseeable
future actions and their affect on the project area's environment. Concerning the excluded analyses, some Forest Service
personnel believed that if the public did not raise an issue involving a specific resource, it need not be analyzed in the
environmental assessment. Without these cumulative effects analyses, Forest Service cannot support its conclusion that
the cumulative impact of its actions (e.g., timber sales) will not have a significant effect on environmental resources in
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the project area.

Agency Response

See Comment 3-50 above
Comment 3-52

By misleading the public and failing to disclose and consider the full impacts of this project, the Forest Service has
failed to insure professional and scientific integrity, in violation of 40 C.F.R. 1500.7(b).

Agency Response

See Comment 3-50 above.

Comment 3-53

Conclusion: Each of these concerns is well founded and based on organized research and expertise. We at SABP
feel that until each of these issues is effectively and completely resolved that no action must take place within the
Baldwin Gap Project area. There is too much at stake and it wonld be wrong to sacrifice biodiversity, ecosystem
health, clean water, and scenery for the sake of timber.

Agency Response

The Agency believes the proposal adequately discloses expected effects of the proposal and fulfills
NEPA requirements.

Comment 3-54

The National Survey on Recreation and the Environment Public Survey Report conducted from November of 2001 to
April of 2002 indicated the following top five issues relating to National Forest that the public felt were most
important. They were ranked as follows: 1) Protecting sources for clean water; 2) Passing along National Forests for
future generations; 3) Providing protection for wildlife and habitat; 4) Providing places that are natural in appearance;
5) Protection of rare or endangered species

Agency Response

Comment is noted. The Agency is also concerned about protecting these resources on the Forest.
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Environmental Assessment Upper Creek Project

CHAPTER 1 - PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 Document Structure

The Forest Service has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant Federal and State laws and
regulations. This EA discloses direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects that would
result from the proposal. The document is organized into five parts:

o Chapter 1 — Purpose and Need: This section includes information on the history of the
project proposal, the purpose of and need for the project, and the agency’s proposal for
achieving that purpose and need. This section also details how the Forest Service informed
the public of the proposal.

o Chapter 2 — Alternatives: This section provides a description of alternative methods for
achieving the stated purpose as well as the No-action Alternative. These alternatives were
developed based on significant issues raised by the public and other agencies. This
discussion also includes project design features. This section also provides a summary of the
environmental consequences associated with each alternative.

o Chapter 3 — Environmental Consequences: This section describes the environmental effects
of implementing the proposed action and other alternatives. This analysis is organized by
issues. Within each section, the affected environment is described first, followed by the
effects of the No-action Alternative that provides a baseline for evaluation and comparison of
the other alternatives that follow.

o Chapter 4 — Preparers and Public Involvement: This section provides a list of preparers and
members of the public consulted during the development of the environmental assessment.

o Appendices: The appendices provide more detailed information to support the analyses
presented in the EA.

1.1.1 Project Record

This EA incorporates by reference (40 CFR 1502.21) the project record. The project record
contains specialist reports and other technical documentation used to support the analysis and
conclusions in this EA. The specialist reports provide additional detailed analysis. This EA
incorporates by reference the Nantahala and Pisgah Management Indicator Species (MIS) Report.
This report along with Monitoring and Evaluation Reports for the National Forests in North
Carolina contains the most current information about forest population trends for MIS species.

1.2 Background

This EA documents the results of site-specific analyses concerning proposed activities of the
Upper Creek Project on the Grandfather Ranger District, Pisgah National Forest.

The ~23,500 acres for analysis is in the Upper Creek and Lower Wilson Creek Forest Plan
Analysis Areas (AA) and within the Upper Creek, Parks Creek, and Wilson Creek administrative
watersheds about 20 miles north-northeast of the Grandfather Ranger District Office. The Forest
Plan AA is within Compartments 87, 89, 90, 92, 93, 94, 95 and 107 in Burke and Caldwell
Counties (see Vicinity Map at the end of the EA) and may be different from the AAs individual
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resources use to analyze effects. The activity areas and AAs are defined at the beginning of
Appendix A, Biological Evaluation.

The proposed activities are within Management Areas (MAs) 1B, 2A, 3B, and 18 as designated
in the Land and Resource Management Plan, Amendment 5, for the Nantahala and Pisgah
National Forests North Carolina (1994) (hereafter called the Forest Plan). Management Area 1B,
encompassing 12 percent of the Upper Creek AA and 6 percent of the Lower Wilson Creek AA
is managed to “Emphasize sustained-yield timber management. Emphasize motorized recreation
use. Permit road construction. Base method of harvest on site specific analysis. Manage
habitats of mixed ages or forests, primarily for deer, grouse, and animals requiring similar
environments” (Forest Plan, page I11-54). Management Area 2A, encompassing 25 percent of
the Upper Creek AA and 9 percent of the Lower Wilson Creek AA is managed to “Emphasize
visually pleasing scenery. Emphasize motorized recreation use. Permit timber production, but
modify it to meet visual quality objectives. Permit road construction. Manage habitat of mature
forests primarily for squirrel, pileated woodpecker, and animals requiring similar environments”
(Forest Plan, Page I11-54). Management Area 3B, encompassing 29 percent of the Upper Creek
AA and 30 percent of the Lower Wilson Creek AA is managed to “Emphasize sustained yield
timber management. Close most roads to motorized vehicles. Permit road construction. Base
method of harvest on site-specific analysis. Manage habitat of mixed ages of forests primarily
for turkey, and animals requiring similar environments” (Forest Plan page, I1I-55). Management
Area 18 lands (riparian areas) are embedded in other management areas and encompass 6 percent
of the Upper Creek AA and 4 percent of the Lower Wilson Creek AA. These lands are to be
“...actively managed to protect and enhance, where possible, the distinctive resource values and
characteristics dependent on or associated with these systems. For example, timber
management can only occur in this area if needed to maintain or enhance riparian habitat
values” (Forest Plan page I1I-179). Management areas 2C, 4C, 4D, and 6 are also within the
Upper Creek and Lower Wilson Creek Forest Plan AAs, but no activities are proposed in them
with this project.

This EA tiers to the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Forest Plan and to the
FEIS for Vegetation Management in the Appalachian Mountains (VMAM).

1.3 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action (Alternative B) has been developed by the Forest Service to meet the
Purpose and Need of this project. This alternative would improve existing stand conditions
while providing a continuous supply of sawtimber; improve distribution and percent of early
successional habitat; identify old growth; reduce invasive exotic plant species; reduce fuel
accumulations; and improve wildlife habitat and aquatic-related resources. Tables providing
additional details concerning the proposed treatments follow the description of the Proposed
Action that would:

o Harvest about 385 acres using the two-age regeneration harvest prescription.

o Site prepare and subsequently release, if needed, in all stands being regenerated (385 acres)
using herbicides and manual methods.
Construct about 0.25 mile of temporary road.
Use and maintain the existing road system.

o Prescribe burn approximately 350 acres within Compartment 90.
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o Use Glyphosate herbicide to control a total of about five acres or less of invasive exotic
(non-native) plants along roads prior to disturbance activities. The species to be treated are
Japanese plume grass, Miscanthus sinensis; Tree-of-Heaven, Ailanthus altissima; and,
Princess tree, Paulownia tomentosa.

o Plant individuals or groups of persimmons and/or native crabapple trees in log landings

(about 45 acres).
Create one vernal pond off the Little Chestnut Mountain Road following harvest activities.
Anchor large woody debris into about one mile of streambank along Timbered Branch
Creek.

o Designate about 296 acres of small patch old growth by compartment.

Specific harvest and post harvest (site preparation and release) activities and locations are
displayed in the following table and in the Proposed Action map located at the end of the EA.

Table 1-1: Stands Proposed for Treatment — Proposed Action

Compartment Est. | Management Age Harvest Methoq Site _ . TSI
-Stand Acres Type! Method Of Logging Preparation (if needed)
87-22 30 Upland Hwd 84 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS? Streamline
89-01 29 Upland Hwd 89 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
90-03 39 Upland Hwd 92 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
90-05° 17 Upland Hwd 86 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
92-05A 21 Upland Hwd 87 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
92-05B 40 Upland Hwd 87 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
92-05C 27 Upland Hwd 87 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
93-02 12 Upland Hwd 89 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
94-01 16 Upland Hwd 99 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
94-02 15 Upland Hwd 99 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
95-01 4 Upland Hwd 89 Two-Age Cable Strm/Inject' | Streamline
95-08 15 Upland Hwd 74 Two-Age Cable Strm/Inject Streamline
95-27 9 Upland Hwd 87 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
95-36° 36 Upland Hwd 94 Two-Age Cable Strm/Inject Streamline
95-37 4 Upland Hwd 94 Two-Age Cable Strm/Inject Streamline
95-40 18 Upland Hwd 79 Two-Age Cable Strm/Inject Streamline
107-02° 40 Upland Hwd 92 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
107-11 13 Upland Hwd 95 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
Total Acres | 385

W

Following harvest activities in the two-age treatment areas, the management type (Forest Plan, page I1I-75) of
each stand would be maintained. Species composition may be different; however, stand conversion from one
management type to another would not occur.

Site preparation referred to as Slash/SS includes post-harvest cutting of residual trees 2 to 10 inches in diameter
and treating the stumps of the “undesirable” species with herbicide to prevent sprouting. This includes but is not
limited to species such as maple, dogwood (when available, maintain up to 10 trees per acre of 47+ dbh), and
black gum. The objective is to promote sprouting of desirable species, particularly the oaks, but control
competing vegetation by treating the stumps to prevent them from sprouting back at the same time.

Requires use of an existing temporary road and a bridge.

Site Preparation referred to as Strm/Inject includes “streamline” application of herbicide on undesirable stems 1 to
2.9 inches in diameter and using tree injection or “hack and squirt” cut surface treatment to apply a small amount
of diluted herbicide to the stems of individual competing trees 3 to 8 inches in diameter.
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5 Requires Y4 mile of temporary road construction for access.
6 Requires an existing temporary road be used for access.

Regeneration of new forest stands would be accomplished by site preparation and reforestation
methods as outlined below:

« On five cable logging units (95-01, 95-08, 95-40, 95-36 and 95-37) totaling approximately 77
acres, prior to harvest operations, undesirable tree species less than merchantable size would
be treated with an herbicide with the active ingredients Glyphosate or Triclopyr to control
competition from those species (for all herbicide applications, Glyphosate would be applied
at rates outlined on the label and Triclopyr would be applied at up to 4 pounds of active
ingredient per acre as outlined in the revised application rates for the VMAM which is also
included in Appendix F of this document);

« Following logging operations, a regeneration survey would be conducted to determine
whether an area had sufficient natural regeneration from seed, seedlings, or sprouts. If not,
seedlings would be planted at a rate per acre that would supplement natural regeneration to
create fully stocked stands. After 3 to 4 growing seasons, streamline release using an
herbicide with the active ingredient Triclopyr would be used, if needed, to maintain adequate
stocking of desirable tree species. These areas would be managed for forest types similar to
those occurring before harvest;

« In all stands (except 95-01, 95-08, 95-40, 95-36 and 95-37) following logging operations,
competing tree species between 2-inch diameter breast height (dbh) and 10-inch dbh that
were not knocked down or cut during logging would be treated with an herbicide containing
the active ingredient Glyphosate or Triclopyr to control competition from those species.
Merchantable tree species not cut during logging, excluding reserved trees and undamaged
residual northern red oak, white oak, chestnut oak, hickory, ash and yellow-poplar 6-inch dbh
or larger, would be cut with chainsaws.

The following table displays the Forest Service Roads along which invasive exotic plants would
receive herbicide control:

Table 1-2: Location of Invasive Exotic Plants Control — Proposed Action

Forest Service Road Japanese plume grass .Tree-of-hegve.n Prin(;ess tree
(Miscanthus sinensis) (Ailanthus altissima) (Paulownia tomentosa)
4096 X X
4099 X X
299 X X
986 X X X
Old Way Ridge X X X
4101 X X X
982 X

1.4 Purpose and Need for Action
The purpose of this proposal is to:

o Balance age-class distribution, improve timber stand conditions, and provide for a continuous
supply of timber using silvicultural prescriptions that favor red oak, white oak, and hickory
tree species where they occur;

0 Reduce competition and improve species composition in existing and proposed harvest units
through herbicide use and manual methods;
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o Control non-native invasive species through herbicide use;
Improve conditions for wildlife by creating additional early-successional habitat and
enhancing existing fields;

0 Reduce existing fuel levels and improve habitat and timber stand conditions through
prescribed fire near Brown Mountain;

0 Enhance aquatic habitat by balancing the pool:riffle ratio along a reach of Timbered Branch
Creek; and

0 Enhance wildlife habitat diversity by developing two log landings into two-acre wildlife
fields and create two vernal ponds.

1.4.1 Why Here, Why Now?

The existing condition of the Upper Creek area has been evaluated and compared against the
desired future condition for the area as described in the Forest Plan. Where resources in the area
are found to be outside the desired future condition, opportunities for moving the resources
towards the desired future condition exist. The Upper Creek area was chosen at this time for
vegetation management over other areas on the Grandfather Ranger District because of its
planned order of entry in the Nantahala and Pisgah National Forests, A Schedule of Entry By
Analysis Area. The last appreciable entry (approx. 100 acres in size and/or within past 10 years)
in the Upper Creek AA was over 11 years ago (1994) and 115 acres; and in the Lower Wilson
Creek AA was over 14 years ago (1991) and 92 acres. Forest Plan standards schedule to revisit
each stand in Management Area 1B and 3B every 10 years and stands in MA 2A every 10-15
years to meet early succession habitat standards (Forest Plan, pages I11-60, I11-68, and I1I-75).
Stands in the watershed currently do not meet Forest Plan standards for early successional habitat
(Forest Plan, page I1I-29) or for small patch Old Growth (Forest Plan, page I11-27). Harvesting
is proposed to ensure early successional vegetation in the watershed achieves desired ranges
identified in the Forest Plan. The Proposed Action was developed to move resources in the area
towards the desired future condition using active management. The following table contrasts by
resource element the desired future condition and the existing condition of the Upper Creek area:

Table 1-3: Comparison of Desired Future Condition with the Existing Condition

Resource Element

Desired Future Condition

Existing Condition

Vegetation

(Forest Plan, pages
11-29 — 111-39)

a) Provide and maintain plant
community diversity to meet overall
multiple use goals.

b) Use timber management practices to
create or improve forest diversity.

a) The forested vegetation consists of common
community types dominated by cove
hardwoods and upland hardwoods. Age-class
distributions are discussed in the “Timber”
discussion below.

b) There are invasive, non-native (exotic) plants
located along FSRs 4096, 4099, 299, 986, 1410,
982, and FSR “old way ridge”, which are <1
acre in size total.

Soil and Water

(Forest Plan pages

T11-40 — 111-42)

a) Provide measures to protect, maintain,
and improve soil, water, and air
resources.

Provide stream management to balance
development, environmental protection,
and community, and recreation needs.

a) Soil map units in the area are classified as
moderately deep and well drained to very deep
and well drained with moderate productivity.

The aquatic community in the area consists of
mostly small, headwater stream reaches that
support aquatic macroinvertebrates and contain
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Resource Element

Desired Future Condition

Existing Condition

Manage riparian areas to protect soil,
water, vegetation, fish, and wildlife
resources.

Maintain and enhance flood plain,
wetland, and riparian areas distinctive
values and natural functions.

no habitat for fish. Streams in the analysis area
contain fish habitat.

Water quality is improving. Forest Plan
standards (which currently exceed North
Carolina best management practices) are
followed to ensure resource protection.

Fisheries

and Wildlife
(Forest Plan, pages
[1-22 — 111-25)

a) Maintain viable populations of
existing native and desired non-native
vertebrate species in the planning area.

b) Assure a regular and sustained flow of
habitats across the Forest through space
and time for diversity and viability of
plant and animal populations. Use
timber management practices as the
primary tool to create desired habitat.

¢) Manage habitats of mixed ages of
forests primarily for turkey and animals
requiring similar environments (i.e. those
that thrive in young to middle aged
forests).

d) Provide at least 0.5% (3% desired
level) of MA 3B in grass/forb openings
at any one time, including mowed
landings and roads.

a) Due to the diversity of habitat within the
analysis area, there is a large variety of wildlife
within the analysis area.

b) There are large blocks of connected forest
lands, which provide travel corridors for a
variety of species.

c¢) See “Timber” discussion below for age-class
distribution.

d) There is about <1% grass/forb habitat in the
analysis areas.

Old Growth
(Forest Plan, pages
111-26 — 111-28)

a) Small Patches: Select a contiguous
area at least 5% the size of the national
forest land in the compartment or at least
50 acres, whichever is greater.
Compartments containing part of a large
or medium patch do not need an
additional small patch.

a) All area compartments are short of meeting
Forest Plan standards for small patch old
growth (see Appendix C for old growth
analysis).

Endangered,
Threatened,

Sensitive Species

(Forest Plan, pages
111-22 — [11-25)

a) Protect and enhance critical habitat for
threatened and endangered species.

Protect and enhance sensitive plants,
animals, or features through appropriate
management.

a) See the Biological Evaluation for current
populations of threatened, endangered, and/or
sensitive species within the landscape, the
potential for a given species and related
mitigation measures.

Timber

(Forest Plan, pages
111-29 — 111-39, and
111-75)

a) Produce a continuous supply of
sawtimber and other wood products.

Provide timber management practices to
produce high quality sawtimber as the
primary product. Use a minimum
rotation age of 80 years for hardwoods
and 60 years for pine in MA 3B.

a) The last timber sale to occur in the Upper
Creek AA was within Compartments 95 and 96
in 1994, which harvested 115 acres of timber,
and the Lower Wilson Creek AA within
Compartments 90, 91, 92 and 93 in 1991, which
harvested 92 acres of timber (see Table 3-4,
Chapter 3).
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Resource Element Desired Future Condition Existing Condition

Provide wood products to meet public
demands consistent with multiple use
objectives, including desired effects on
water quality, fish/wildlife habitat, tree
species, recreation use, and aesthetics.

b) Disperse early successional habitat b) See Appendix B, Age-class Analysis.
across the landscape. Desired levels for;
MA 1B are 5-15% of the compartment;
MA 2A are 5-10% of the compartment;
MA 3B are 5-15% of the compartment.

1.5 Decision Framework

Based on the analysis disclosed in this EA, the Responsible Official will make a decision and
document it in a Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact. The Responsible
Official can:

o Select an action alternative that has been considered in detail, or
o Select a modified action alternative, or
o Select the No-action Alternative.

1.6 Public Involvement

The proposal was provided to the public and other agencies for comment during a 30-day
scoping period that began on August 20, 2004, and was scheduled to close on September 20,
2004. Due to Tropical Storm Frances, Ivan, and Jeanne, the comment period was extended to
October 1, 2004. On August 31, 2004, and September 20, 2004, different members of the public
met with Forest Service employees to discuss the proposal. The proposal was also listed in the
Schedule of Proposed Actions for winter, spring, summer, and fall 2005. A formal 30-day
Notice and Comment period for the Upper Creek Project Environmental Assessment began
February 9, 2005, and ended on March 11, 2005. Eight timely letters or e-mails were submitted
by members of the public during this comment period. On May 5, 2005, Miera Crawford,
Grandfather District Ranger made a decision to select Alternative C and on June 6, 2005, the
decision was appealed by the Southern Appalachian Biodiversity Project. On July 26, 2005,
Monica Schwalbach, Appeal Deciding Officer reversed the May 5, 2005, decision due to the
adequacy of the biological evaluation (BE). This EA has been prepared in response to the
reversal and public involvement.

Using comments received from the public, agencies, and organizations during this period, as well
as internal review the interdisciplinary team (IDT) developed a list of issues to address.

1.7 Issues

Issues are defined as a point of discussion, debate, or dispute about environmental effects. Issues
are used to develop alternatives, mitigation measures, or analyze environmental effects. The
Forest Service separated issues into two groups: significant and other. All comments received
during scoping have been reviewed and a determination on significance was made. The issue

10
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tracking sheet in the project record lists each comment received and the determination of
significance.

1.7.1 Significant Issues

1.7.1.1 Significant Issue #1: Water Quality and Aquatic Habitat — The proposed action may adversely affect
water quality or aquatic habitat
Indicators
o Number of new stream crossings
o Miles of temporary road constructed
o Type of watershed enhancement activities

1.7.1.2 Significant Issue #2: Wildlife Habitat/Fragmentation — The proposed action may impact wildlife
habitat

Indicators

o Acres of grass/forb openings expanded

o Acres of grass/forb landings planted

o Miles of road daylighted

o Percent of grass/forb openings

o Habitat connectivity

1.7.1.3 Significant Issue #3: Age-class Distribution — Age-class distributions within the analysis area are
not balanced as desired in the Forest Plan

Indicator
o Acres by age class before and after implementation

1.7.1.4 Significant Issue #4: Old Growth Habitat — The proposed action may affect existing and potential
old growth habitat

Indicators
o Acres treated by age class
o Acres of newly designated old growth

1.7.2 Other Issues

1.7.2.1 Herbicide Use — Herbicide use may adversely affect wildlife, water quality,
and humans

1.7.2.2 Cultural Resources — Harvest related activities may adversely affect cultural
resources

1.7.2.3 Soil Resources — Harvest related activities may adversely affect sensitive soils

1.7.2.4 Botanical Resources — Harvest related activities may affect botanical resources

1.7.2.5 Scenery & Recreation Resources — Harvest related activities may adversely affect scenic and
recreation resources

1.7.2.6 Non-timber Related Economics —  Harvest related activities may have adverse effects to non-
timber related markets (see also Appendix E)

1.7.2.7 Air Quality — Prescribed fire may decrease air quality in the watershed

11
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1.7.2.8 Other Areas of Concern — Harvest activities may adversely affect park lands, prime
farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, ecologically
critical areas, or local law or requirements imposed for the
protection of the environment.

12
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CHAPTER 2 - ALTERNATIVES

Chapter 2 is the “heart” of an EA (40 CFR 1502.14) and describes alternatives the agency
considered in addition to the proposed action. This chapter compares each alternative considered
in detail and lists project design features.

2.1 Range of Alternatives

The range of alternatives developed and analyzed by the IDT was driven by the purpose and
need underlying the proposal (Chapter 1, Section 1.4), and by the significant issues responding to
the proposal. An alternative should (1) reasonably respond to the purpose and need, and (2)
address one or more significant issue. The only exception is the No Action Alternative, which is
required by regulation [40 CFR 1502.14(d)].

The IDT considered five alternatives. Following internal review, three alternatives were
considered in detail and two were eliminated from consideration.

2.2 Alternatives Considered in Detail

Three alternatives were developed by the IDT in response to the issues and concerns regarding
the proposal; Alternative A — No Action, Alternative B — Proposed Action, and Alternative C.
The action alternatives fulfill the specific purpose and need for these actions. Project design
features for activities in each action alternative are also described in this chapter.

2.2.1 Alternative A — No Action

Under this alternative the actions described in the proposed action (Chapter 1, Section 1.3) would
not be accomplished. No management actions would take place at this time to improve the
existing condition of the environment in the project area. There would be no regeneration,
thinning or timber stand improvements, treatment of non-native invasive species, prescribed fire,
designation of small or medium patches for old growth restoration, nor wildlife or aquatic habitat
improvements made. This alternative serves as the environmental baseline for analysis of
effects.

2.2.2 Alternative B — Proposed Action

A complete description of the Proposed Action can be found in Chapter 1, Section 1.3 above.

2.2.3 Alternative C

Alternative C was developed to address public concerns with old growth habitat in the AAs, to
develop additional wildlife habitat, and to better address the reforestation of a poorly stocked
insect infested stand, all while addressing the similar resource concerns as Alternative B. This
alternative differs from Alternative B in the following ways: it proposes an additional 475 acre
Medium Patch Old Growth, daylights along FSR 299, proposes an additional 25 acres of
prescribed burning, proposes to harvest stand 107-02 by clearcut with reserve trees, and expands
a wildlife field in Stand 95-27. A summary chart comparing the actions by alternative is located
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in Section 2.5 below. Tables providing additional details on the proposed treatments and a map
of the proposed treatments follow the description of Alternative C.

Alternative C would:

0

Harvest about 345 acres using the two-age regeneration harvest prescription and 40 acres
using the clearcut with reserve tree prescription.

Construct about 0.25 mile of temporary road.

Use and maintain the existing road system.

Designate 296 acres of small patch old growth by compartment and an estimated 475 acres of
medium patch old growth near Horsepen Creek.

Site preparing and subsequent release, if needed, in all stands being regenerated using
herbicides and manual methods.

Prescribe burn approximately 350 acres within Compartment 90 and a portion of stand 107[
02 if weather conditions allow.

Following harvest activities create one vernal pond off the Little Chestnut Mountain Road.
Anchor large woody debris into about one mile of streambank along Timbered Branch Creek
to enhance aquatic habitat by balancing the pool:riffle ratio.

Use Glyphosate herbicide to control a total of about five acres or less of invasive exotic (non[
native) plants along roads prior to disturbance activities. The species to be treated are
Japanese plume grass, Miscanthus sinensis; Tree-of-Heaven, Ailanthus altissima; and,
Princess tree, Paulownia tomentosa.

Expand existing one acre wildlife field adjacent to Stand 95-27 to 2.5 acres.

Daylight to create a feathered edge of early successional habitat for an average additional
width of 15 feet on each side of FSR 299. This daylighting would be done along much of the
length to within 30 feet of the private in-holding but would not be done where topography
prohibits it or where no-harvest standards for perennial or intermittent stream crossings
occur. Following harvest, revegetate roadbed into alternating patches of clover/warm season
vegetation to restore the grass/forb condition.

Plant individuals or groups of persimmons and/or native crabapple trees in log landings and
in the existing/expanded wildlife field adjacent to Stand 95-27.

Table 2-1: Stands Proposed for Treatment — Alternative C

Compartment Est. | Management Age Harvest Methoq Site _ . TSI
-Stand Acres Typel! Method Of Logging Preparation (if needed)
87-22 30 Upland Hwd 84 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS? Streamline
89-01 29 Upland Hwd 89 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
90-03 39 Upland Hwd 92 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
90-05° 17 Upland Hwd 86 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline

92-05A 21 Upland Hwd 87 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
92-05B 40 Upland Hwd 87 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
92-05C 27 Upland Hwd 87 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
93-02 12 Upland Hwd 89 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
94-01 16 Upland Hwd 99 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
94-02 15 Upland Hwd 99 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
95-01 4 Upland Hwd 89 Two-Age Cable Strm/Inject* | Streamline
95-08 15 Upland Hwd 74 Two-Age Cable Strm/Inject Streamline
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Compartment Est. | Management Age Harvest Metho_d Site _ . TSI
-Stand Acres Type! Method Of Logging Preparation (if needed)
95-27 9 Upland Hwd 87 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
95-36° 36 Upland Hwd 94 Two-Age Cable Strm/Inject Streamline
95-37 4 Upland Hwd 94 Two-Age Cable Strm/Inject Streamline
95-40 18 Upland Hwd 79 Two-Age Cable Strm/Inject Streamline
107-02° 40 Upland Hwd 92 Clearcut w/ Skidder Slash/SS Streamline

reserve trees
107-11 13 Upland Hwd 95 Two-Age Skidder Slash/SS Streamline
Total Acres | 385

[O8)

Following harvest activities in the two-age treatment areas, the management type (Forest Plan, page 111-75) of
each stand would be maintained. Species composition may be different; however, stand conversion from one
management type to another would not occur.

Site preparation referred to as Slash/SS includes post-harvest cutting of residual trees 2 to 10 inches in diameter
and treating the stumps of the “undesirable” species with herbicide to prevent sprouting. This includes but is not
limited to species such as maple, dogwood (when available, maintain up to 10 trees per acre of 4+ dbh), and
black gum. The objective is to promote sprouting of desirable species, particularly the oaks, but control
competing vegetation by treating the stumps to prevent them from sprouting back at the same time.

Requires use of an existing temporary road and a bridge for access.

Site Preparation referred to as Strm/Inject includes “streamline” application of herbicide on competing stems 1 to
2.9 inches in diameter and using tree injection or “hack and squirt” cut surface treatment to apply a small amount
of diluted herbicide to the stems of individual competing trees 3 to 8 inches in diameter.

5 Requires % mile of temporary road construction for access.
6 Requires an existing temporary road be used for access.

Regeneration of new forest stands would be accomplished by site preparation and reforestation
methods as outlined below:

On three cable logging units (95-01, 95-08, 95-40, 95-36 and 95-37) totaling approximately
77 acres, prior to harvest operations, competing tree species less than merchantable size
would be treated with an herbicide with the active ingredients Glyphosate or Triclopyr to
control competition from those species (for all herbicide applications Glyphosate would be
applied at rates outlined on the label and Triclopyr would be applied at up to 4 pounds of
active ingredient per acre as outlined in the revised application rates for the VMAM which is
also included in Appendix F of this document);

Following logging operations, a regeneration survey would be conducted to determine
whether an area had sufficient natural regeneration from seed, seedlings, or sprouts. If not,
seedlings would be planted at a rate per acre that would supplement natural regeneration to
create fully stocked stands. After 3 to 4 growing seasons, streamline release using an
herbicide with the active ingredient Triclopyr would be used, if needed, to maintain adequate
stocking of desirable tree species. These areas would be managed for forest types similar to
those occurring before harvest;

In all stands (except 95-01, 95-08, 95-40, 95-36 and 95-37) following logging operations,
competing tree species between 2-inch diameter breast height (dbh) and 10-inch dbh that
were not knocked down or cut during logging would be treated with an herbicide containing
the active ingredient Glyphosate or Triclopyr to control competition from those species.
Merchantable tree species not cut during logging, excluding reserved trees and undamaged
residual northern red oak, white oak, chestnut oak, hickory, ash and yellow-poplar 6-inch dbh
or larger, would be cut with chainsaws.

In addition to a herbicide site preparation treatment on one area totaling approximately 25

15



Environmental Assessment Upper Creek Project

acres (a portion of 107-02), the area would receive an underburn if weather conditions permit
to reduce brush and logging slash and force basal sprouting on hardwood stumps. The
following winter, shortleaf and/or pitch pine would be planted on a 12-foot by 12-foot
spacing, which is wide enough to allow concurrent development of desirable hardwoods,
especially oaks. Hardwood inclusions, such as moist coves, would not be planted, but would
be managed for hardwood regeneration. After 3 to 4 growing seasons, streamline release
using herbicides would be used if needed to maintain adequate stocking of oak, pine and
other desirable tree species.

The following table displays the Forest Service Roads along which invasive exotic plants would
receive herbicide control:

Table 2-2: Location of Invasive Exotic Plants Control — Alternative C

Forest Service Road Japanese plume grass 'Tree-of-hegve.n Pringess tree
(Miscanthus sinensis) (Ailanthus altissima) (Paulownia tomentosa)
4096 X X
4099 X X
299 X X
986 X X X
Old Way Ridge X X X
4101 X X X
982 X

« Native plants would be utilized in wildlife habitat improvement and roadside erosion control;

« Hemlock four inches to eight inches in diameter not affected by the hemlock wooly adelgid
within stands 93-02, 94-02, and 94-01, would be retained during harvest and stand
improvement activities to maintain winter roost habitat for many bird species, including
ruffed grouse;

« During timber stand improvement, soft mast species of holly and dogwood (4”+ in dbh, up to
10 trees per acre), and black gum (12”+ in dbh, up to 5 trees per acre) would be retained to
ensure continued production of food utilized by numerous bird species and mammals; and

« Species priority for residual tree designation would be; white oak, red oak, and hickory,
where present within harvest stands.

2.3 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study

As per 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the following alternatives were considered but eliminated from
detailed study:

2.3.1 Alternative 1 — Designate a 475-acre Medium Patch Old Growth in lieu of Small
Patch Old Growth

This alternative would have designated 475 acres of medium patch old growth near Horsepen
without designating small patch old growth by compartment. The Forest Plan has a standard that
small patch old growth be designated in compartments prior to ground disturbing activity unless
5 percent of the compartment is already part of a large or medium patch (Forest Plan, pages II1[]
26 and 27). Within the Upper Creek AA, there is 17,100 acres of large patch old growth
designated (Patch 29, Steels Creek-Upper Creek-Wilson Creek, Forest Plan, page K-8).
However, this large patch does not make up at least 5 percent of each compartment in the AA.
Designating the medium patch near Horsepen exclusive of small patch old growth by
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compartment would not meet Forest Plan standards for small patch old growth. As a result, this
alternative was eliminated from detailed study.

2.3.2 Alternative 2 — No Timber Harvesting or Temporary Road Construction

This alternative focused on an ecosystem restoration proposal without commercial timber
harvest. Prescribed burning, wildlife habitat improvement, stream improvement/restoration, and
control of invasive exotic plants would still occur. This alternative was dropped from detailed
study because it did not meet the Upper Creek Purpose and Need, nor was it consistent with
Forest Plan standards and guidelines for Management Area 1B, 2A, and 3B (Forest Plan, pages
III-60, 68, and 75). This alternative does not provide a supply of wood products to meet public
demands. In addition, the use of prescribed fire alone is not a reasonable method of
accomplishing regeneration objectives over a large number of acres because it is not possible to
pick the desirable individual residual trees over less desirable species. The use of stand
replacement fire to accomplish regeneration objectives is also not a reasonable alternative as it
would be difficult to safely implement and does not meet Forest Plan standards and guidelines
for Management Area 1B, 2A, and 3B. Similarly, a cut and leave treatment to accomplish
regeneration objectives would not supply wood products to meet public demand and would lead
to significant concerns with hazardous fuel loadings and subsequent destructive wildfires within
the AA. Portions of this alternative are also met with Alternative A — No Action.

2.4 Project Design Features Common to Action Alternatives

The action alternatives share these project design features and would become mandatory if the
responsible official selects an action alternative for implementation (see also Appendix A and
Appendix F).

o To reduce the possible effect of invasive exotic plant species to this proposal, all known
populations of Miscanthus sinensis, Paulownia tomentosa, and Ailanthus altissima would
be controlled prior to disturbance activities. Miscanthus sinensis was found along Forest
Service Roads. All populations total less than five acres. Control of Miscanthus sinensis,
Paulownia tomentosa and Ailanthus altissima is best done by the use of herbicide
(Glyphosphate).

o Itis recommended that native plants be utilized in wildlife improvement and roadside
erosion control.

o Hemlock four inches to eight inches in diameter not affected by the hemlock wooly adelgid
within stands 93-02, 94-02, and 94-01, would be retained during harvest and stand
improvement activities to maintain winter roost habitat for many bird species, including
ruffed grouse.

o During timber stand improvement, soft mast species of holly and dogwood (4”+ in dbh, up
to 10 trees per acre), and black gum (12”+ in dbh, up to 5 trees per acre) would be retained
to ensure continued production of food utilized by numerous bird species and mammals.

o Species priority for residual tree designation would be; white oak, red oak, and hickory,
where present within harvest stands.

The following project design features apply to the scenery resources located in Section 3.9,
Chapter 3:
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A. Move upper unit boundary of stands 95-08 and 95-40 one tree-height below ridge.
Maintain 25-30 basal area/acre to screen and blend-in harvest activities as seen from Trail

273.

B. Harvest openings along open system roads in stands 90-03, 92-05A, and 92-05B should not

exceed 500 linear feet.

2.5 Summary Comparison of Actions by Alternative

The following table summarizes management activities within each of the alternatives:

Table 2-3: Management Activities for Action Alternatives

o Alternativel

Activity A B C
Regeneration Harvest 0 385 385
Slash/Stump Spray Site Preparation 0 308 308
Pre-harvest Streamline/inject Site Preparation 0 77 77
Streamline Release (TSI) if needed 0 385 385
Prescribed Fire 0 350 375
Plant Yellow Pine 0 0 40
Plant Persimmon/Crabapple in Log Landings and a Wildlife Field 0 45 45
Treat Invasive Plant Species Along Six Forest Service Roads 0 5 5
Designate Small Patch Old Growth 0 296 296
Designate Medium Patch Old Growth 0 0 475 (est.)
New Temporary Road Construction (miles) 0 0.25 0.25
Create Vernal Ponds (number) 0 1 1
Anchor Large Woody Debris Along Timbered Branch Creek (miles) 0 | 1
Expand An Existing Wildlife Field 0 0 1
Daylight Along Forest Service Road 299 0 0 6.5

1 Measurements are in acres unless otherwise specified

2.6 Summary Comparison of Alternatives by Significant Issue

The following table compares environmental effects of alternatives by significant issue:

Table 2-4: Comparison of Environmental Effects of Alternatives by Significant Issue

Significant . Alternative A Alternative B .
Indicators : (Proposed Alternative C
Issue (No Action) .
Action)
Number of new stream crossings 0 1 1
Iy
:%3 g = Miles of temporary road constructed 0 0.25 0.25
o 25
£3 § Type of watershed enhancement 0 Large woody Large woody
& L activities debris placed in debris placed
= % < Timbered in Timbered
5= < Branch Branch
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I : Alternative B
Significant Indicators Alternatl_v eA (Proposed Alternative C
Issue (No Action) .
Action)
Acres of grass/forb openings expanded 0 0 1.0
N Acres of grass/forb landings planted 0 10.5 10.5
(5]
>
@ g & | Miles of road daylighted 0 0 1.8
EEE |
So & Percent of grass/forb openings 0.2 0.28 0.29
ESE
':,2; = E Habitat connectivity Maintained Maintained Maintained
Age-class Distribution
Upper Creek AA
0-10 years old 1.1% 3.5% 3.5%
11-20 years old 9.6% 9.6% 9.6%
21-30 years old 4.4% 4.4% 4.4%
31-40 years old 2.7% 2.7% 2.7%
41-50 years old 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
51-60 years old 0% 0% 0%
61-70 years old 6.5% 6.5% 6.5%
71-80 years old 30.8% 30.5% 30.5%
81-90 years old 29.5% 28.6% 28.6%
s 91-100 years old 11.0% 9.8% 9.8%
= 101+ years old 3.4% 3.4% 3.4%
Q
.g Wilson Creek AA
0 0-10 years old 1.8% 2.4% 2.4%
3 11-20 years old 8.3% 8.3% 8.3%
& 21-30 years old 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%
< 31-40 years old 2.8% 2.8% 2.8%
2 41-50 years old 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
) 51-60 years old 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
7 61-70 years old 3.7% 3.7% 3.7%
= 71-80 years old 22.7% 22.7% 22.7%
3 81-90 years old 36.5% 35.9% 35.9%
'"ecfn 91-100 years old 15.6% 15.6% 15.6%
%5 101+ years old 4.5% 4.5% 4.5%
Acres treated by age class 0 0 0
Acres of newly designated old growth 0 296 771 (est.)

Significant Issue #4
Old Growth Habitat
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CHAPTER 3 - ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Included in this chapter are disclosures of direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the
alternatives on the different resources. Reports from different resource specialists supplied
information for portions of the analysis in this chapter. Definitions of specific biological
analysis areas (AA) effects are analyzed to are located at the beginning of Appendix A,
Biological Evaluation (BE).

3.1 Water Quality and Aquatic Habitat

Additional analysis on aquatic habitat is disclosed in Appendix A, BE and Section 3.11,
Management Indicator Species (MIS)/Habitat Component. This analysis addresses activity area
waters and aquatic biological AA waters. Activity area waters are defined as those in the area of
potential site-specific impacts on aquatic habitat and populations. The AA encompasses waters
downstream that potentially could be impacted by project activities, in addition to activity area
waters.

3.1.1 Existing Condition

Substrate within the project area waters (see following table) was evaluated and visually
estimated. The three primary types of substrate that existed were documented at each
macroinvertebrate sample site. This information is valuable for determining the amount of
habitat available for PETS species, MIS species as well as any other aquatic organisms.

Table 3-1: Forest Plan Administrative Watersheds 57(Upper Creek), 58(Parks Creek), and 59 (Wilson Creek)

Stream Name (UT Miles in Activity
denotes an unnamed Compartment-Stand Miles in AA
. Areas
tributary)

Upper Creek 93,94, 107 0.8 2.6
UT 1 94-01 0.11 0.11
UT 2 107-02 0.4 0.8
UT 3 107-02 0.2 0.2
UT 4 107-02 0.2 0.2

Timbered Branch 95,87 2.2 2.2
UT 1 95-08 0 0.4
UT 2 95-08 0 0.5

Pearcey Creek 92-05 0.2 0.8
UT 1 92-05 0.6 0.8
UT 2 92-05 0.4 0.9

Carroll Creek 90-05,03 0.4 0.9
UT 1 90-03 0.4 0.4
UT 2 89-01 0.4 1.0

Craig Creek Watershed Project 288 feet 2.5 miles

Pearcey Creek is located adjacent to Compartment 92 Stand 05 and crossed by Forest Service
Road (FSR) 4101. All culverts on this road are in good working condition. The average width
of Pearcey Creek where FSR 4101 crosses is approximately 4 feet and a maximum of 6 feet.

20



Environmental Assessment Upper Creek Project

Substrate consists of 50% bedrock, 30% cobble, 10% gravel, and 10% sand and silt. Fish habitat
exists approximately 100 meters downstream of where FSR 4101 intersects Pearcey Creek.

An unnamed tributary (UT) to Pearcey Creek is also crossed by FSR 4101 (UT Maps, project
record). This intermittent stream intersects another intermittent channel approximately 100 feet
down slope of the crossing with FSR 4101 where it becomes perennial. Since these two
intermittent channels are within Compartment 92 Stand 05 there would be a 30 foot designated
“no cut” riparian area on either side of the stream channel. Where the stream becomes perennial
there would be a 100 foot riparian area designation. The substrate within UT 1 Pearcey Creek is
70% cobble and 30% gravel and sand. Another small unnamed tributary to Pearcey Creek is
crossed by FSR 4101 within Compartment 92 Stand 05. This small tributary (UT 2) has little to
no habitat for aquatic organisms and contains mostly cobble and silt habitat.

The UT to Upper Creek (UT 2 Upper Creek) associated with Compartment 107 Stand 02 is
located outside of the activity area but is within the aquatic biological AA. The section of this
tributary that runs adjacent to the stand contains very little fish habitat due to restricted flow
regimes and little flow. Substrate consists of cobble with gravel and sand. The other two
drainage areas within the stand are dry and contain no substrate, only vegetation.

The UT to Upper Creek (UT 1 Upper Creek) associated with Compartment 94 Stand 01 is
crossed with a culvert by FSR 986. The substrate within this stream is gravel, sand, and silt with
restricted flow regimes. There is no fish habitat.

Compartment 94 Stand 01 is approximately 300 feet from the main stem of Upper Creek. Upper
Creek supports a wide variety of fish species. Habitat was surveyed during spring 2003 by
USFS District Technicians trained in the basin-wide visual estimation technique or BVET
(Doloff, et.al.1993). Habitat within Upper Creek was visually estimated for approximately 1.3
miles. Substrate consisted of 30% boulders, 25% sand, 20% cobble, 15% silt, and 10% gravel.

Timbered Branch runs adjacent to Compartment 95 Stands 36 and 37 and Compartment 95 Stand
01. The existing condition of Timbered Branch is affected by the presence of FSR 982. This
road is parallel to Timbered Branch for approximately 1.5 miles. Several projects within this
area have improved aquatic habitat including a large woody debris project in the 1980s and a
cooperative best management practices (BMPs) effectiveness project with the NC Department of
Environmental Management’s Water Quality section. The Grandfather Ranger District has also
performed dispersed recreational improvements that have aided in controlling run-off. Timbered
Branch was evaluated for habitat which consisted of primarily cobble (60%), 20% small
boulders, 10% gravel, and 10% sand and silt. There is a pool to riffle ratio of 1:1, which was
created by the early 1990s large woody debris project.

The UTs to Timbered Branch associated with Compartment 95 Stand 40 are located below the
activity areas. The drainage areas within the stand were evaluated for aquatic habitat with little
to none existing. These streams are high gradient with restricted flow regimes. Outside the
project area in UT 1 Timbered Branch and UT 2 Timbered Branch habitat consisted of small
cobble and gravel. Neither of these tributaries were more than one meter wide below the activity
area.

Carroll Creek is associated with Compartment 90 stands 03 and 05. Substrate within Carroll
Creek consists of 45% boulders, 40% gravel, 10% cobble, and 5% organic. The average depth is
eight inches with a maximum of two feet. The average width is approximately 12 feet with a
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maximum of 20 feet. Both Carroll Creek and the UT to Carroll Creek are impacted by road run!’
off from FSR 299 and FSR 4096. Improvements have been made by the Grandfather Ranger
District that is effectively keeping sediment and off highway vehicles out of Carroll Creek and
its tributaries. The activity area of the UT to Carroll Creek adjacent to Compartment 90 stand 03
is a low gradient stream. This stream was evaluated for aquatic habitat. Fifty percent of the
substrate observed was silt and sand, 30% cobble, and 20% gravel. It appears as though the
gradient is so slight in this tributary that the flushing of natural sediments does not occur. No
failures to best management practices (BMPs) were noted on FSR 4096 which runs parallel to
this UT to Carroll Creek for approximately 0.4 miles. The headwaters of UT 2 Carroll Creek
flows parallel to Stand 89-01—habitat within this UT exhibit similar characteristics of Carroll
Creek.

There is no harvest activity proposed in the Craig Creek drainage area. However, the USFS
Hydrologist Brady Dodd has proposed a watershed restoration project on Craig’s Creek. The
creek is currently heavily impacted. Historically, Craig Creek was moved from its original
channel into a man-made channel that is currently heavily eroded and causing sedimentation of
habitat. The watershed project would redirect the flow of Craig Creek into its natural abandoned
channel and enhanced for fish and aquatic species habitat. Enhancements would include large
woody debris placement and reconnection with the natural floodplain. A detailed description of
the project is included in Attachment 4 of the aquatic resource report, project record.

Culverts along FSRs 4099, 982A, 982, 986, 987, 4102, 299, and 4096, the roads themselves, and
existing old roads and skid trails in the activity area are the existing threats to the streams and
drainages. Impacts from these sources are limited to down slope movement of sediment from
road runoff and culvert fills. It is suspected that sediments from these sources are deposited in
the natural vegetative filters before they reach areas of perennial water since some of the roads
(FSR 4099, 982A, 986, and 987) are closed to all but administrative and fire control traffic (i.e.
road disturbance is limited). FSR 4102, 299, and 4096 are open seasonally and FSR 982 is open
year-around. There were no culverts found within the aquatic biological AA that were non-
functioning. All stream crossings are in good working condition.

Fish habitat exists within the activity areas of Timbered Branch and Upper Creek. Although
habitat exists in the project area of Carroll Creek, no fish were found during project surveys or
during the 1994 Brook Trout Distribution Surveys conducted by the USFS and the NCWRC.
There is limited habitat for fish species within other activity area waters due to small stream size
and restricted flow regimes. Activity area waters provide habitat for macroinvertebrates. The
following table displays streams, survey years, and aquatic species found in aquatic biological
AA waters.

Table 3-2: Species Data from 1994-1995 Trout Distribution Surveys, NCWRC Surveys, and NCDENR Surveys

Stream Sample Year Species Found

Timbered Branch | 1992, 1993, Rainbow trout, brown trout, rosyside dace, bluehead chub, greenhead
2004 shiner, blacknose dace, margined madtom, fantail darter, creek chub.
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Stream

Sample Year

Species Found

Upper Creek

1993, 1994,
1997, 1999

Rainbow trout, brook trout, brown trout, santee chub, fieryblack
shiner, greenfin shiner, central stoneroller, warpaint shiner, white
sucker, greenhead shiner, striped jumprock, piedmont darter,
margined madtom, sandbar shiner, spottail shiner, bluehead chub,
fantail darter, rock bass, snail bullhead, v-lip redhorse, flat bullhead,
central stoneroller, thicklip chub, tessellated shiner, seagreen darter,
redbreast sunfish, bluegill, smallmouth bass, largemouth bass, creek
chub, striped jumprock, piedmont darter, yellow perch and spottail
shiner.

UT 2 Upper
Creek

1993

Brown trout, rosyside dace, bluehead chub, greenhead shiner, creek
chub, fantail darter

Carroll Creek

1994

No fish above falls and no trout below falls at bridge (SR 1405)

3.1.2 Summary of Alternatives

The following table displays the number of stream crossings, miles of temporary road, and type

of watershed enhancement activities proposed by alternative:

Table 3-3: Stream Crossings, Temporary Roads, and Watershed Enhancement Activities by Alternative

Indicators Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C
Number of new stream crossings 1 1
Miles of temporary road 025 0.25
constructed
Large woody debris Large woody debris

Type of watershed enhancement

activities

n/a

Branch

placed in Timbered

Branch

The following table discloses a summary of effects by alternative:

Table 3-4: Summary of Effects to Aquatic Resources by Alternative

Summary of Effects

Resource Area Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C
Effects on Existing habitat and Existing habitat and Existing habitat and
aquatic MIS population trends population trends population trends

continue. continue. continue.
Effects on water | No change from existing | No expected turbidity and | No expected turbidity and
quality condition. sediment loading sediment loading
(Associated with expected. May increase expected. May increase

the amount of
soil disturbance)

slightly during bridge
installation and
implementation of the
Craig Creek Restoration.
Should diminish
downstream and cease
with site rehabilitation.

slightly during bridge
installation and
implementation of the
Craig Creek Restoration.
Should diminish
downstream and cease
with site rehabilitation.

Effects on Existing habitat and May temporarily affect May temporarily affect
aquatic habitat population trends aquatic habitat in Carroll | aquatic habitat in Carroll
and populations | continue. Creek (bridge installation) | Creek (bridge installation)
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Summary of Effects
Resource Area Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C
and Craig Creek (during and Craig Creek (during
restoration) but would restoration) but would
improve over time. improve over time.
Effects to Remain in present state. | Remain in present state Remain in present state
riparian areas Aquatic habitat would except at stream crossing | except at stream crossing
improve, as riparian on Carroll Creek. on Carroll Creek.
areas grow older. Aquatic habitat would Aquatic habitat would
improve, as riparian areas | improve, as riparian areas
grow older, increasing grow older, increasing
large woody debris in large woody debris in
streams. streams.
Effects of No impact No impact as no spraying | No impact as no spraying
herbicide would occur within the would occur within the
riparian areas of streams. | riparian areas of streams.
Effects of No impact Burning activity within Burning activity within
prescribed riparian areas would not riparian areas would not
burning be intense enough to be intense enough to
destroy riparian destroy riparian
vegetation vegetation

3.1.3 Effects of Access Management on Aquatic Resources
3.1.3.1 Alternative A Direct and Indirect Effects

Implementation of this alternative would perpetuate the existing condition described above.
Aquatic habitat quality and quantity and populations would continue in their natural dynamic
patterns. It is important to note that natural processes include aspects such as extinction of
species and loss of habitat types. There would be no impacts upon the 12 Forest concern (FC)
species or the four MIS species from implementation of this alternative.

3.1.3.2 Alternatives B and C Direct and Indirect Effects

Direct Effects

Access to the proposed units would involve the construction of % mile of temporary road off of
Old Way Ridge Road (FSR 9824) and the development of skid trails and log landings. The new
temporary road construction is occurring near Old Way Ridge and away from any aquatic
resources. Riparian areas have been identified as 100 feet on either side of perennial channels
and 30 feet on either side of intermittent channels. No activity, including the placement of log
landings and skid trails would occur in this area with the exception of stream crossings. There is
only one new stream crossing proposed with the Upper Creek Project which is a bridge across
Carroll Creek to access Stand 90-05.

The Carroll Creek stream crossing has been designed so that it would be least impacting on the
activity area’s aquatic resources. Carroll Creek would be crossed perpendicular to its channel so
the access road enters the riparian area, crosses the stream, and exits the riparian area. Road
drainage would be designed so it flows off the roaded area and enters into vegetation rather than
directly into activity area streams. Bridges allow for the movement of aquatic organisms by
maintaining habitat under the crossing.

More mobile aquatic species such as aquatic salamanders, crayfish and fish are expected to
emigrate downstream away from the disturbed area during bridge installation. The loss of less
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mobile individuals such as macroinvertebrates would likely occur during this process. It is
unlikely that the less mobile fish species within the aquatic analysis area would be impacted due
to their absence within the activity area.

Sedimentation of aquatic habitats within the aquatic analysis area could result in the loss of
clear-flowing spring habitats and important headwater stream origins. Individual aquatic species
utilizing these areas (such as dragonflies) could be locally lost. Stream gradients and flow
regimes within the aquatic biological AA may not be dynamic enough to rely on natural flushing
to occur. Therefore, any losses have potential to be permanent. Through implementation of Best
Management Practices (BMPs), Forest Plan standards, and North Carolina Forest Practices
Guidelines (NC FPGs), the project has been designed to reduce the potential for such adverse
impacts to occur to aquatic habitat.

Access to the other compartments and stands include roads proposed in Alternative B. These
existing roads include; FSR 4099, 982A, 986, 897, 4102, 299, and 4096. There are no new
stream crossings associated with these roads. Where there are existing crossings, no additional
work would be necessary as they are in good working condition.

Indirect Effects

There may be off-site movement of soil into activity area waters from temporary road
construction and the bridge construction. Turbidity and sediment loading can cause mortality by
injuring and stressing individuals or smothering eggs and juveniles. Available habitat, including
the interstitial space within substrate used as spawning and rearing areas, may be covered with
sediments. Episodic fluctuations in turbidity may occur after soil disturbance ends because
sediments deposited within the stream bed may be re-suspended during high flow events (Swank
et al. 2001). If habitat complexity is lost through sedimentation, a shift in the aquatic insect
community could occur that favors tolerant macroinvertebrates. Larger, more mobile aquatic
species, such as fish and hellbenders are able to temporarily escape the effects of sedimentation
by leaving the disturbed area. Eggs and juveniles may be lost to reduced habitat or suffocation.
This can result in the loss of or reduced year class strength, which can lead to accelerated
population fluctuations and suppressed population levels. Over time, these species would
recolonize areas as habitat conditions improve.

Smaller, less mobile organisms such as crayfish and aquatic insects may not be able to move to
more suitable habitat. Populations of these species may decline locally or be lost through
reduced productivity. These may recolonize from reaches of undisturbed streams as conditions
improve with site rehabilitation. Implementation of the contract clauses and erosion control
precautions described above should minimize sediment effects and accelerate site rehabilitation.

Skid trails and the temporary road construction may also cross ephemeral streams or spring seeps
that feed these streams and others in the activity area. If heavy rains occur while these
ephemeral crossings are exposed, bare soil can be transported down slope to intermittent and
ephemeral stream channels. Temporary stream crossings should be used across ephemeral
channels to avoid the potential for sedimentation of down slope aquatic resources. These
crossings could include the use of temporary bridges (e.g. simple log stringers or pre-fabricated
decking) or culverts, or channel armor (e.g. stone or brush). These temporary crossings along
with BMPs and NC FPGs would protect ephemeral drainages, and would not cause bare soil to
be transported downslope into intermittent or perennial streams.
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3.1.4 Effects of Timber Harvest on Aquatic Resources

3.1.4.1 Alternative A Direct and Indirect Effects

The existing condition of aquatic resources has been described above. Natural fluctuations in
population stability, and habitat quality and quantity would continue.

3.1.4.2 Alternative B Direct and Indirect Effects

Required NC FPGs and Forest Plan standards (BMPs) would be applied to the harvest activity.
Applications of Forest Plan standards are intended to meet (and in some cases, exceed)
performance standards of the state regulations. Visible sediment, derived from timber
harvesting, defined by state regulations should not occur unless there is a failure of one or more
of the applied erosion control practices. Should any practice fail to meet existing regulations,
additional practices or the reapplication of existing measures would be implemented as specified
by state regulations.

3.1.4.3 Alternative C Direct and Indirect Effects

Effects of timber harvest to aquatic resources would generally be the same as Alternative B. The
only difference is the management method for Compartment 107 Stand 02. With Alternative B,
this stand is a two-age harvest; in Alternative C it is a clearcut. From an aquatics stand point,
there would likely be no difference between Alternatives B and C. Both alternatives would
protect aquatic resources with a 30-foot buffer around intermittent streams and a 100-foot buffer
on perennial streams. Compartment 107 Stand 02 has two ephemeral drainage areas located in
the middle of the stand. During activity area surveys, there was no water located in either of
these drains. However, during heavy rainfall there could be some surface water flowing through
them. Either the clearcut or the two-age harvest would likely increase the amount of water that
flows through these ephemeral channels during storm events. The implementation of Alternative
C would likely increase the drainage more than Alternative B, but would not have any
measurable adverse impacts on aquatic resources. No skidding would occur across these drains
and trees would be directionally felled away from the channels, reducing risk of any sediment
reaching UT Upper Creek or Upper Creek.

3.1.5 Effects of Timber Harvest on Water Quality
3.1.5.1 Alternative A Direct and Indirect Effects

The existing condition of aquatic resources has been described above. Natural fluctuations in
population stability, and habitat quality and quantity would continue.

3.1.5.2 Alternatives B and C Direct and Indirect Effects

Water quality should not be affected as long as Forest Plan and NC FPG standards are followed
and timber sale contract clauses are implemented. Stream temperatures would not be affected
because adequate shade would be maintained along perennial and intermittent streams.

3.1.6 Effects of Timber Harvest on Riparian Areas
3.1.6.1 Alternative A Direct and Indirect Effects

The existing condition of aquatic resources has been described above. Natural fluctuations in
population stability, and habitat quality and quantity would continue.
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3.1.6.2 Alternative B Direct and Indirect Effects

There is no plan to harvest within the 100 foot riparian area of any analysis or activity area
streams. The only cutting within the riparian areas would be associated with stream crossings
discussed above. There is the possibility that as trees are cut, they would cross a stream channel
or spring. While large woody debris (LWD) in and adjacent to stream channels is desirable for
aquatic habitat diversity, it needs to be of the same scale as the channel size and type so it would
not cause flow restrictions and erosion. If the scales of the trees and stream channels do not
match it is possible that leaving large tree boles in the channels and across springs could result in
flow obstruction. This can lead to accelerated bank scouring and failure, and subsequently,
sedimentation of local and downstream channels. To avoid the potential for this habitat loss,
trees accidentally felled across stream channels or springs would be removed. "Drag lanes" (area
where log is being moved from its fell site) should not be designated for the removal of these
trees to avoid severe bank disturbance. Rather, trees should be removed individually, from
where they fell. It is unlikely that pulling individual trees across would result in permanent
stream bank damage. Any damage done to stream banks is expected to be temporary as there is
an abundance of herbaceous vegetation along the banks that would quickly recolonize bare soil.

3.1.6.3 Alternative C Direct and Indirect Effects

Effects to aquatic resources would generally be the same as Alternative B. The clearcut
associated with Compartment 107-02 would cause additional surface run-off and likely increase
the amount of water that flows down the two ephemeral drainage areas within the stand, but
would not have any measurable adverse impact on riparian areas.

3.1.7 Effects of Herbicide Use
3.1.7.1 Alternative A Direct and Indirect Effects

There would be no effect under this alternative as herbicide use is not proposed.

3.1.7.2 Alternatives B and C Direct and Indirect Effects

The use of herbicides for silvicultural treatments is analyzed in detail in the Vegetation
Management Environmental Impact Statement for the Southern Appalachians (Section 1.2,
Chapter 1). Included in this document is a detailed analysis of the effects of silvicultural
treatments on aquatic resources. No herbicide would be used in the 100-foot designated riparian
area of any perennial streams within the Upper Creek Project and no herbicide would be sprayed
within the 30-foot designated riparian area of any intermittent streams within the activity area
(see also Section 3.5 below).

3.1.8 Effects of Prescribed Burning

3.1.8.1 Alternative A Direct and Indirect Effects

There would be no effect under this alternative as prescribed burning is not proposed.
3.1.8.2 Alternatives B and C Direct and Indirect Effects

Both alternatives involve a 350-acre prescribed burn in Compartment 90. No “dozer” fire line
construction is planned as the burn would be contained by existing trails in the Brown Mountain
Off-highway Vehicle (OHV) area. Late winter or early spring burns are typically of low
intensity. Any burning activity within riparian areas would not be intense enough to destroy
riparian vegetation. If fire lines are needed, they would be constructed with hand tools. If
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mineral soil is disturbed within riparian areas, it is possible that erosion could occur. Prescribed
burn areas are inspected after treatment. Areas of erosion are identified and controlled during
inspection to eliminate stream sediment sources (i.e. seeding, water bars, and/or rehabilitation).
There would be no measurable adverse effect to aquatic resources from this activity.

3.1.9 Effects of Large Woody Debris (LWD) Placement in Timbered Branch

3.1.9.1 Alternative A Direct and Indirect Effects

There would be no effect under this alternative as LWD placement is not proposed.

3.1.9.2 Alternatives B and C Direct and Indirect Effects

An LWD project is proposed in Timbered Branch as a part of the Upper Creek Project. Large
wood within a stream is defined as woody debris greater than or equal to 10 centimeters in
diameter (Meehan, 1991). Large wood contributes to structure and hiding cover, maintains
physical stability and provides a range of habitats for stream organisms (Dolloff, 1986).
Installing LWD would also provide for a well balanced pool to riffle ratio within Timbered
Branch. A well balanced ratio of these two habitats allows for species diversity. A similar
project was conducted in the late 1970’s. Some of the LWD put into place then is still effective
today. The implementation of this aspect of the Upper Creek Project would enhance habitat for
all aquatic species, including rare species in approximately two miles of trout stream.

3.1.11 Cumulative Effects

There should be no adverse cumulative effects to aquatic resources in the aquatic biological AA
based on project design features listed in Section 2.4, Chapter 2. Past projects and events within
the analysis area include private and Forest Service timber projects, including Pearcey Creek
(late 1990s), Little Chestnut (mid 1990s), and Timbered Branch (1990s). Other disturbances
within the aquatic biological AA include a dam on private lands located on UT 2 Upper Creek
(downstream from the activity area), the Upper Creek area watershed improvement project
which is to be completed in 2005, illegal OHV use, and a 140-acre wildfire in the Chestnut
Mountain area that occurred in November 2001.

Two tropical storms moved through the activity and aquatic biological AA in September 2004
during an eight day period, both producing 100-year flood events. Both storms released up to 14
inches of rain within 48 hours. Many streams within the Catawba drainage were heavily
impacted by the storm events. The streams within the Upper Creek Project area were affected by
the storm events. As observed in other watersheds across the Pisgah National Forest, often these
large storm events act as a “restart mechanism” for cumulative effects. Substrates have been
cleaned or washed out, creating habitat for aquatic organisms which rely on interstitial space, or
the space between substrate particles. Interstitial space is especially important for trout species
which spawn over clean substrates that allow for oxygen to reach the eggs and juveniles.

The lower part of the aquatic biological AA remains heavily impacted by private land use. On
National Forest System (NFS) lands, impacts to the watershed include dispersed campsites,
roads, illegal OHV use, and the Brown Mountain OHV area. The Grandfather Ranger District
has several ongoing projects to eliminate impacts to the area’s aquatic resources. These include
the enforcement of illegal OHV use, maintenance of Forest Service roads, the improvement and/
or removal of campsites from within riparian areas in the watershed which are improving
riparian vegetation, preventing vehicles from entering area streams, and preventing off-site
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movement of soil. As a result, the expected cumulative effects should not be any greater than the
direct effects disclosed above. There are no expected adverse cumulative effects anticipated with
these alternatives when their direct and indirect effects are combined with the past actions
displayed in the following table and the flood events and actions described below:

Table 3-5: Past Activity within the Upper Creek and Lower Wilson Creek Analysis Areas by Year!

Analysis Areas Year Compartment(s) Volume (ccf) Acres
Upper Creek 1994 95, 96 2,350 115
Lower Wilson Creek (LWC) 1991 90,91, 92,93 2,205 92
Total Harvest Related 4,555 307
Wildfire 1981-2004 3,500
Prescribed Fire 1981-2004 300
Total Fire Related 3,800

1 No additional Forest Service timber sales are planned in the AAs over the next 10 years. A landowner is proposing to harvest
100 acres of private land adjacent to compartments 87 and 88 to be implemented in the next two years.

Effects from the Steels Creek Project (decision notice signed January 16, 2004) in the Steels
Creek watershed about four miles southwest of the Upper Creek Project and the proposed Old
House Gap Project in the Upper Wilson Creek and Anthony Creek watersheds about eight miles
northeast of the Upper Creek Project are not expected to cause adverse cumulative effects to
water quality and riparian habitat because effects from each project are not expected to be
cumulatively added together due to each project being in separate watersheds, the project design
of each, and adherence to Forest Plan standards.

3.2 Wildlife Habitat

Additional analysis on wildlife habitat is disclosed in Appendix A, BE; Section 3.11,
MIS/Habitat Component; Section 3.12, Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species; and
wildlife resource report, project record. The wildlife biological analysis area (AA) is the Upper
Creek and Wilson Creek watersheds. The following table displays habitat proposed for
treatment by alternative:

Table 3-6: Habitat Proposed for Treatment by Alternative (early successional habitat created; 0-20 years)

Action Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C
Early Successional (ac) 0 385 385
Grass/Forb Openings Expanded (ac) 0 0 1.0
Grass/Forb Planted Landings (ac) 0 10.5 10.5
Daylighting/Early Successional (ac & mi) 0&0 0&0 6.5& 1.8

3.2.1 Alternative A - Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

Under this alternative, the early successional habitat (0-20 years) would remain at 2,584 acres, or
11 percent of the wildlife biological analysis area; the grass/forb openings would remain at 0.2
percent, which currently does not meet required Forest Plan minimum standards (Forest Plan,
page I1I-23); and habitat connectivity would be maintained. There would be no adverse
cumulative effects with this alternative when combined with past activities listed in Table 3-5
above.
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3.2.2 Alternatives B & C - Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

Both alternatives propose about 385 acres of early successional habitat (0-20 years). Converting
these acres to early successional habitat would have positive, adverse, or no effects depending on
individual species (see also Sections 3.11, 3.12, and Appendix A below).

3.2.2.1 Forest Concern Wildlife Species

The Allegheny woodrat is known within Caldwell County. Nest sites in and around boulder
clusters and rock outcrops have been determined to be the only limiting factor for woodrat
species utilizing habitat. No nest sites were found during surveys; however, not all outcrops in
the wildlife biological AA were surveyed. Recent research (Latchford 1998) has demonstrated
that rock or boulder clusters up to 'z acre in size provide suitable nesting habitat—the rock
outcrop within stand 95-36 is not suitable nesting habitat because it is too small. This stand is
proposed for harvesting by skyline logging systems and the rock outcrop is outside proposed
cable corridors—additional basal area would be left in the vicinity of the rock outcrop. The
woodrat is most commonly found in areas of rich, moist forests located within riparian areas of
the AAs. Since proposed vegetative management would not occur in them, there would be no
direct, indirect, or cumulative effect to populations of this species or its habitat by either of these
alternatives.

3.2.2.2 US Fish and Wildlife Service Bird Species of Concern

The wildlife biological AA lays within the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s Appalachian
Mountains Birds of Concern (BCR 28). Bird surveys recorded the worm-eating warbler, wood
thrush, and Acadian flycatcher (the flycatcher is also a Forest MIS) as occurring within the
wildlife biological AA. The Partners in Flight (PIF) Conservation Plan (Hunter et. al. 1999)
states the southern Blue Ridge area in the Southeast United States remains the most heavily
forested habitat. Nevertheless, breeding bird survey (BBS) data indicates bird population
declines in excess of those in other areas in the region. Declines are seen in long-distance
migrants, short-distant migrants, and permanent residents. One possible explanation from
Hunter et. al. (1999) is that BBS routes are situated along roads and most roads in the Southern
Blue Ridge area are in valleys where private development and habitat loss in recent years has
been greatest.

High elevation forest types and early successional conditions have declined in extent in recent
years due to insect, disease, and low levels of management activities. Low elevation riparian
forest loss and fragmentation remains most affected by private development and agricultural
growth. The wood thrush and worm-eating warbler were recorded in an upland hardwood-white
pine stand that is 83 years old (stand 87-22). The Acadian flycatcher was recorded in a white
pine-upland hardwood stand that is 78 years old (stand 95-02). There are 5,114 acres (22%) of
this forest type in the wildlife biological AA—either a hardwood stand with a white pine
component or a white pine stand with a hardwood component. Alternatives B and C both
propose to regenerate 71 acres (less than 1.4%) of this forest type.

The future projects of restoring the Craig Creek, Upper Creek, and Timbered Branch would have
beneficial effects to all riparian species over the next ten years.

Worm-eating Warbler

This bird is known to breed within the Appalachian region, occurring in ravines and
mountainsides in the mountains of Western North Carolina. The preferred habitat is deciduous
or mixed forests with a dense or abundant shrub layer, often composed of rhododendron or
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laurel. Nests are well hidden in the leaf litter on the forest floor. Adults forage for insects and
other invertebrates (rarely on worms) found on the forest floor or shrubs.

Habitat of rhododendron and laurel understory is found throughout the wildlife biological AA.
Stands 95-8 and 95-40 exhibit a dense laurel shrub layer, as does stand 95-27. The remaining
stands proposed for harvest in Alternatives B and C exhibit little understory or the main shrub
component is red maple saplings. If harvesting activities occur during nesting season, young
may be adversely affected over approximately 42 acres. The BBS 20 year population trend data
demonstrates little change in this species. Past wildfires that burned an average of 165 acres per
year in addition to the proposed 350 acres of prescribed fire under Alternatives B or C would
allow more vigorous growth of the shrub layer, including rhododendron and laurel species.
Although prescribed fires rarely enter riparian habitat due to the cool, moist conditions, any
wildfire that occurs in the drier summer or fall months may adversely affect the riparian habitat
for one to two growing seasons. Therefore, wildfire may have adverse direct effects to any bird
nesting in this habitat.

Wood Thrush

This bird is known to have a high breeding population within the watersheds of Western North
Carolina. The preferred habitat is mixed pine-hardwood forests where the deciduous shrubs are
numerous, especially where moist conditions exist. Nests are built in the shrub/sapling height
class of 5-15 feet from the ground. The thrush forages for insects and other invertebrates,
mainly on the forest floor among the leaf litter.

High elevation forest types and early successional conditions have declined in extent in recent
years due to insect, disease, and reduced management. Low elevation riparian forest loss and
fragmentation remains most affected by private development and agricultural growth.

As surveys recorded, both the wood thrush (and Acadian flycatcher) favors habitats in
bottomland hardwoods and rich deciduous forests, especially near streams. The BBS trend data
show the wood thrush population in North Carolina has decreased 2.53 from 1966 to 2002, while
the Acadian flycatcher and worm-eating warbler data displays little change in population.
Alternatives B and C would increase the availability of early successional habitat for the wood
thrush (and Acadian flycatcher) near riparian corridors without decreasing the large areas of
mature forest communities. Overall, either action alternative would benefit wood thrush
populations across the wildlife biological AA over the next planning period.

Rivera et. al. (1997) and Anders et. al. (1998) found that wood thrush fledglings disperse to early
successional shrub/sapling forest patches at a rate of 96.7%. Powell et. al. (2000) found that
mortality in fledglings occurred immediately upon long-distance dispersal from nest sites. No
male mortality was recorded and female mortality occurred during the nesting period, at or very
near the nest site. Low mortality was recorded by Powel during August and early September in
both adults and fledglings, corresponding to a dramatic move towards denser habitat (Lang 1998,
Powell 1998). Anders et. al. (1998) concluded that large tracts of mature deciduous forest with a
mosaic of early and mid-successional forest stands, along with mature riparian forests, would
accommodate both breeding and post-dispersal habitat requirements of wood thrushes and other
neotropical migratory birds.

Stands that exhibit habitat for this species are found throughout the wildlife biological AA with
the highest potential in 4,445 acres of cove or poplar forests. Alternatives B and C propose to
harvest approximately 52 acres (less than 1.2%) of the acidic cove forest type community.

31



Environmental Assessment Upper Creek Project

Maintaining the mosaic of early successional habitat surrounding the large tracts of mature
forests would maintain high potential habitat for this species. There would be an adverse effect
on nests within the 52 acres of proposed harvest in either action alternative.

Acadian Flycatcher
This flycatcher has a high breeding population within the mountains of Western North Carolina.

The preferred habitat is moist, deciduous forests with a moderate understory, most commonly
near streams. Nests are built on down-hanging branches of deciduous trees, usually over a
stream. The flycatcher forages on flying insects 10-40 feet above the ground. The action
alternatives would not harvest trees within riparian areas of streams; therefore, there would be no
effect to nests or foraging habitat of the Acadian flycatcher.

Both the wood thrush and Acadian flycatcher favor habitats in bottomland hardwoods and rich
deciduous forests, especially near streams recorded during surveys. The wood thrush is also
found within mixed forest communities with a deciduous understory. The BBS trend data show
the wood thrush population in North Carolina as decreasing 2.53 from 1966 to 2002, while the
Acadian flycatcher data displays little change.

Although little research has been done on the Acadian flycatcher, this species would likely
benefit from the forest mosaic described for wood thrush habitat with emphasis on mature
riparian forests. The flycatcher is considered by PIF to be a priority species within mature
lowland riparian woodlands, and to a lesser degree within Appalachian oak forests.

Current understanding of bird-habitat relationships within largely forested landscapes, especially
mountainous area, indicates that forested riparian habitat is indeed important for supporting
many species (Hunter et. al. 1999). Forest Service standards maintain riparian areas as “no cut”
areas unless there are aquatic or riparian needs identified.

Anders et al (1998) determined that the wood thrush fledglings and other forest interior species
fledglings were found at much higher rates within early successional habitat with dense
vegetation. The other two habitats utilized by these fledgling birds were forest edge and riparian
habitats. The study also found juvenile red-eyed vireo, ovenbird, Kentucky warbler, and black-
and-white warbler’s utilized dense, early successional/brush habitat. Anders et. al. (1998)
determined that although it is possible that juveniles of some of these species fledged from nests
within early successional habitat (Kilgo et. al. 1996), the presence, as well as the high densities
of individuals in these areas indicate that forest-breeding migrants other than wood thrushes are
using early successional, riparian and edge habitat during the post-dispersal period. Anders et.
al. (1998) theorized that protective, dense cover from aerial predators (i.e. hawks) and food
availability in the form of insects and blackberries, or other soft mast within an early
successional/brush habitat setting, is the most likely attraction for juvenile birds to use this
habitat. Keith Watson stated an increase of early successional habitat at high elevations was also
desirable to improve the conditions for golden-winged warbler and other species of early
successional high elevation habitat that are experiencing decline. The need for early
successional habitat to support wood thrush fledglings is critical, given their decrease in numbers
and habitat. Hunter et. al. (2001) concluded that many disturbance-dependent species may, in
the near future, require greater levels of legally based conservation action, such as federal listing,
in the absence of aggressive restoration of disturbance-maintained communities.

3.2.2.3 Grass/Forb Openings
The following table displays the grass/forb openings by alternative:
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Table 3-7: Percent of Grass/Forb Openings by Alternative

Minimum Forest Plan Level Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C

0.5% 0.2% 0.28% 0.29%

The Forest Plan identifies at least 0.5 percent grass/forb habitat be maintained and desires 3
percent in Management Area 3B (Forest Plan, pages I11-23 and I1I-74). Although Alternative B
would slightly improve the existing grass/forb habitat in the analysis area by creating about 10.5
acres of habitat on landings and Alternative C would expand an existing grass/forb opening by
about one acre in addition to creating the 10.5 acres of habitat on landings; neither alternative
would meet minimum Forest Plan standards.

3.2.2.4 Habitat Connectivity

Neither Alternatives B or C would adversely affect habitat connectivity because contiguous areas
of moderate disturbance level, large contiguous forest areas, and riparian areas would remain
intact in the wildlife biological AA. Habitat connectivity would be maintained under either
alternative.

3.2.2.5 Cumulative Effects

There would be no adverse cumulative effects with this alternative when combined with past
activities listed in Table 3-5 above. Within five years, the increase in soft mast production would
somewhat offset any loss of hard mast production through the regeneration harvest proposed,
resulting in a slight recovery. With project design features retaining hard mast species where
they exist, the loss of hard mast production from the regeneration activity would be minimal. No
changes to the integrity of Bird Patch #37 are proposed—the Craig Creek Watershed project
would benefit resource conditions within this bird patch.

The proposed Craig Creek Watershed project involves returning the creek to its original location.
The project to delineate the dispersed campsites along Timbered Branch Creek and the
intersection of FSRs 197 and 286 is on-going. This project would result in less bare soil and
vehicle traffic within the areas immediately adjacent to the creeks. The campsites being
delineated and hardened, along with the toilet facility are outside of the immediate riparian
corridor of Upper Creek. These recreation and soil and water resource projects would benefit
wildlife species within the wildlife biological AA by maintaining wildlife access to water
sources and the integrity of the riparian areas. Hunter et al (1999) concluded that most riparian
areas were cleared decades ago for farmland, residential areas, businesses, and roads.
Approximately 65,000 acres of riparian habitat is currently present within the Southern Blue
Ridge region, with over 90% occurring at low elevations on private lands (Hunter et al 1999).

There have been approximately 3,500 acres of wildfires within these analysis areas since 1981
and approximately 300 acres of prescribed fire. This fire history has resulted in an average of
about 150 acres per year being burned. Where these fires occurred, the shrub layer has been
reduced and scattered tree mortality occurred. Wildfires and prescribe burns rarely enter riparian
areas where they exhibit cool, low intensity flame heights within this moist environment.

The southern pine beetle (SPB) epidemic within the past five years has resulted in large clumps
and scattered yellow pine species mortality, especially along ridge tops on the south end of the
Upper Creek AA. Natural regeneration is occurring, and a prescribed burn is planned in the
vicinity to reduce the dead and down debris which may be interfering with regeneration to a fully
stocked condition.
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Effects from the Steels Creek Project (decision notice signed January 16, 2004) in the Steels
Creek watershed about four miles southwest of the Upper Creek Project and the proposed Old
House Gap Project in the Upper Wilson Creek and Anthony Creek watersheds about eight miles
northeast of the Upper Creek Project are not expected to cause adverse cumulative effects to
wildlife habitat because effects from each project are not expected to be cumulatively added
together due to each project being in separate watersheds, the project design of each, and
adherence to Forest Plan standards.

3.3 Age-class Distribution

3.3.1 Existing Condition

The Upper Creek Project is located within two AAs; Upper Creek AA and Lower Wilson Creek
AA. Within the Upper Creek AA, approximately 75 percent of forested acres are 71 years old or
older. Only one percent is in the 0-10 year age-class, and 10 percent is in the 11-20 year age-
class. Within the Lower Wilson Creek AA, approximately 79 percent of forested acres are 71
years old or older. Only two percent is in the 0-10 year age-class, and eight percent is in the 11[
20 year age-class.

In many of the older stands, especially on upland sites, there are abundant dead standing and
dead fallen trees, mostly yellow pines and scarlet oaks. The area has suffered through several
outbreaks of SPB (most recently in 2000-2002) and drought (most recently 1998-2002), and
many oaks exhibit symptoms of oak decline.

The age-class distribution is very unbalanced for MA 3B where sustainable timber harvest and
provision of young forest is emphasized (Forest Plan, page I1I-71). Mortality losses would
continue to increase as stands get older.

Additional analysis on age-class distribution is disclosed in Appendix B, Age-Class Distribution.
The following tables display the existing acres by age-class by MA and AA:

Table 3-8: Forest Plan Allowed 0-10 Year Age-Class for Upper Creek AA

0-10 YEAR AGE-CLASS HARVEST GOALS
Min. Max. Existing 0- .

Mgmt. Area Forested Acres Desired Allowed 10 Yg Min. Max.
1B, 3B 5,541 277 831 130 147 699
2A 3,282 164 328 15 149 313

4A & 4D 528 n/a 53 2 n/a 51

Other 4,024 - - - - -

Total 13,375 441 1,212 147 296 1,063

Summary: In Upper Creek, harvest 147 to 699 acres in MA 1B and 3B and harvest 149 to 313 acres in MA 24 and
harvest 0 to 51 acres in MAs 44 and 4D.

Table 3-9: Forest Plan Allowed 0-10 Year Age-Class for Lower Wilson Creek AA 512-W

0-10 YEAR AGE-CLASS HARVEST GOALS
Min. Max. Existing 0- .
Mgmt. Area | Forested Acres Desired Allowed 10 Yr. Min. Max.
1B, 3B 3,618 181 543 188 0 355
2A 870 44 87 0 44 87
4A & 4D 2,413 n/a 241 0 n/a 241
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Other

3,291

Total

10,192

225

871

188

44

683

Summary: In Lower Wilson Creek, harvest 0 to 355 acres in MA 1B and 3B and harvest 44 to 87 acres in MA 24
and harvest 0 to 241 acres in MAs 44 and 4D.

3.3.2 Alternative A — No Action
3.3.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

Under this alternative, there would be no harvesting and the existing condition of not meeting the
Forest Plan for early successional habitat would continue.

3.3.2.2 Cumulative Effects

There would be no adverse cumulative effects of past projects when combined with this
alternative because there are no direct or indirect effects (see Table 3-5 above).

3.3.3 Alternatives B & C
3.3.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

Under these alternatives, about 385 acres would be harvested using a regeneration silvicultural
treatment. Both alternatives would help balance the age-class distribution. The 0-10 year age-
class in the project area would be brought up to almost 6.5 percent in 2006, meeting Forest Plan
standards. All stands proposed for harvest are from 74 to 99 years old. This project is the only
one scheduled in the AAs for this ten-year period, and would stay within Forest Plan standards
for the desired range of harvest for proper age-class distribution in the future.

The majority of harvest is concentrated in the vicinity of existing roads. This keeps the non-
harvested areas away from roads in a more undisturbed state. Such concentration is also more
economically efficient.

3.3.3.2 Cumulative Effects

There are no adverse cumulative effects anticipated with this alternative when its direct and
indirect effects are combined with past actions (see Table 3.5 above). Cumulatively, past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future events are expected to result in the desired range of
age-class distributions at any given time.

Current management direction for the Upper Creek project area is to maintain 5%-15% of MA
1B and 3B in young forest (0 to 10 year age-class) and 5%-10% of MA 2A, 4A, and 4D in young
forest. These alternatives would continue the established pattern of management in the area for
which prior investments have been made. The proposed project would maintain the general land
use as a forested environment in the short and long term.

Effects from the Steels Creek Project (decision notice signed January 16, 2004) in the Steels
Creek watershed about four miles southwest of the Upper Creek Project and the proposed Old
House Gap Project in the Upper Wilson Creek and Anthony Creek watersheds about eight miles
northeast of the Upper Creek Project are not expected to cause adverse cumulative effects to age-
class distribution because effects from each project are not expected to be cumulatively added
together due to each project being in separate watersheds, the project design of each, and
adherence to Forest Plan standards.

35



Environmental Assessment Upper Creek Project

3.4 Old Growth Habitat

The following table displays compartments in the Upper Creek project area that are short of
meeting Forest Plan standards for small patch old growth (additional analysis on old growth is
disclosed in Appendix C, Old Growth Restoration):

Table 3-10: Small Patch Old Growth Needed by Compartment for the Upper Creek Project

Compartment Small Patch Old Growth
Acres Needed
89 63
90 79
93 50
95 54
107 50
Total 296

3.4.1 Alternative A — No Action
3.4.1.1 Direct, Indirect, & Cumulative Effects

Under this alternative, there would be no harvesting and the existing condition of not meeting
Forest Plan standards for designated small patch old growth habitat in the eight compartments
would continue. Existing stands would remain intact. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
actions would not have adverse cumulative effects when combined with this alternative.

3.4.2 Alternative B
3.4.2.1 Direct, Indirect Effects

No designated old growth (as defined by the Forest Plan) would be harvested under this
alternative. There may be individual trees greater than 90 years of age harvested under this
alternative, but old growth is a community and not an individual tree. Designating about 296
acres of small patch old growth under this alternative along with the existing large patch old
growth would ensure old growth habitat is distributed throughout the project area. The following
table summarizes age-class reductions for the two AAs by alternative along with old growth
disclosures:

Table 3-11: Age-Class for Compartment 401 by Alternative and Old Growth Disclosures

Measurement Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C
(existing) (after implementation) (after implementation)
Acres treated by age-class
Upper Creek AA
0-10 years old 1.1% 3.5% 3.5%
11-20 years old 9.6% 9.6% 9.6%
21-30 years old 4.4% 4.4% 4.4%
31-40 years old 2.7% 2.7% 2.7%
41-50 years old 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
51-60 years old 0% 0% 0%
61-70 years old 6.5% 6.5% 6.5%
71-80 years old 30.8% 30.5% 30.5%
81-90 years old 29.5% 28.6% 28.6%
91-100 years old 11.0% 9.8% 9.8%
101+ years old 3.4% 3.4% 3.4%
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Measurement Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C
(existing) (after implementation) (after implementation)
Lower Wilson Creek
0-10 years old 1.8% 2.4% 2.4%
11-20 years old 8.3% 8.3% 8.3%
21-30 years old 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%
31-40 years old 2.8% 2.8% 2.8%
41-50 years old 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
51-60 years old 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
61-70 years old 3.7% 3.7% 3.7%
71-80 years old 22.7% 22.7% 22.7%
81-90 years old 36.5% 35.9% 35.9%
91-100 years old 15.6% 15.6% 15.6%
101+ years old 4.5% 4.5% 4.5%
Acres of existing Forest Plan
designated old growth proposed for 0 0 0
harvest
Acres of newly designated old growth 0 296 771 (est.)
3.4.2.2 Cumulative Effects

Under this alternative both AAs would meet Forest Plan standards for small patch old growth.
As a result, there would be no adverse cumulative effect anticipated with this alternative when its
direct and indirect effects are combined with the past actions displayed in Table 3-5 above.

Effects from the Steels Creek Project (decision notice signed January 16, 2004) in the Steels
Creek watershed about four miles southwest of the Upper Creek Project and the proposed Old
House Gap Project in the Upper Wilson Creek and Anthony Creek watersheds about eight miles
northeast of the Upper Creek Project are not expected to cause adverse cumulative effects to old
growth habitat because effects from each project are not expected to be cumulatively added
together due to each project being in separate watersheds, the project design of each, and
adherence to Forest Plan standards.

3.4.3 Alternative C
3.4.3.1 Direct, Indirect Effects

No designated old growth (as defined by the Forest Plan) would be harvested under this
alternative. There may be individual trees greater than 90 years of age harvested under this
alternative, but old growth is a community and not an individual tree. Designating about 296
acres of small patch old growth and 475 acres of medium patch old growth near Horsepen Creek
under this alternative, along with the existing large patch old growth would ensure old growth
habitat is well distributed throughout the project area (see also Table 3-11 above).

3.4.3.2 Cumulative Effects

Under this alternative both AAs would meet Forest Plan standards for small patch old growth.
As a result, there would be no adverse cumulative effect anticipated with this alternative when its
direct and indirect effects are combined with the past actions displayed in Table 3-5 above.

Effects from the Steels Creek Project (decision notice signed January 16, 2004) in the Steels
Creek watershed about four miles southwest of the Upper Creek Project and the proposed Old
House Gap Project in the Upper Wilson Creek and Anthony Creek watersheds about eight miles
northeast of the Upper Creek Project are not expected to cause adverse cumulative effects to old
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growth habitat because effects from each project are not expected to be cumulatively added
together due to each project being in separate watersheds, the project design of each, and
adherence to Forest Plan standards.

3.5 Herbicide Use
3.5.1 Alternative A - Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

Under this alternative, there would be no adverse direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to
wildlife, water quality, and humans as related to herbicide use as none would be applied. The
existing condition would remain the same; invasive and invasive exotic plant species would
likely continue to spread in the AAs. There are no other known foreseeable actions in the
activity areas that could affect pesticide use.

3.5.2 Alternatives B and C Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

The following table displays expected maximum acreages of herbicide treatment (Glyphosate
and Triclopyr) that may occur.

Table 3-12: Maximum Acres of Pesticides Applied Manually by Alternative!

Pesticide Alternative B Alternative C

Triclopyr/Glyphosate (ac)” 390 390

1 — Not all acreage is treated, i.e. buffers along streams and “non-target” species would not be treated. Pesticides are
applied manually and would not be applied aerially (see also Appendix F)
2 — Acres include timber stand improvement, site preparation, exotic invasive species, and wildlife fields

Use of pesticides is not expected to have measurable adverse effects on wildlife, water quality,
and humans due to proper application as per Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs), product
labels, risk assessments, fact sheets, mitigation measures contained in the Vegetation
Management in the Appalachian Mountains (VMAM) FEIS, issued in July 1989, Forest Plan
standards and guidelines (Forest Plan, page II1I-181), and design features disclosed in Appendix
F. The use of pesticides poses some risk to wildlife, water quality, and humans; however, any
pesticides applied would be done according to the labeling information, at the lowest rate
effective at meeting project objectives in accordance with guidelines for protecting the
environment, and manually (not aerially). This risk is further reduced by requiring the applicator
to be trained in safety precautions, proper use, and handling of pesticides. Other factors reducing
risk are the low level of active ingredient per acre and placement of notice signs in areas where
pesticides have been applied. The signs include information on the pesticide used, when it was
applied, and who to contact for additional information.

Herbicide with the active ingredients Glyphosate and Triclopyr are not considered soil active. In
addition, with the provision of riparian buffer strips on stream zones, the risk of herbicide spills
or movement into stream zones is further reduced. Due to project design, effects of the treatment
would be limited to individual trees/plants and the immediate area near them and is not expected
to adversely affect private residences downstream. All applicable mitigation measures contained
in the VMAM FEIS and Forest Plan standards and guidelines would be followed. A complete
discussion of the effects of herbicides is contained in this FEIS, to which this document tiers.

Current pesticide information for Glyphosate and Triclopyr may be found at:
http://www.fs.fed.us/foresthealth/pesticide/risk.shtml
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Impacts of pesticide use to wildlife, water quality, and humans are expected to be low due to
proper handling and application. The use of herbicides would have no measurable impact on
water quality because according to the Vegetation Management FEIS “No herbicide is aerially
applied within 200 horizontal feet, nor ground-applied within 30 horizontal feet, of lakes,
wetlands, or perennial or intermittent springs and streams. No herbicide is applied within 100
horizontal feet of any public or domestic water source. Selective treatments (which require
added site-specific analysis and use of aquatic-labeled herbicides) may occur within these
buffers only to prevent significant environmental damage such as noxious weed infestations.
Buffers are clearly marked before treatment so applicators can easily see and avoid them” (Veg.
Mgt. FEIS, page 11-67). There would be no adverse effects (direct, indirect, or cumulative) of
the usage of pesticides associated with the action alternatives if no spills occur within riparian
areas—no pesticides would be applied within 100 feet of riparian areas. According to the Veg.
Mgt. FEIS, “The greatest hazards to surface and ground water quality arise from a possible
accident or mishandling of concentrates during transportation, storage, mixing, and loading,
equipment cleaning, and container disposal phases of the herbicide use cycle”. Herbicides
would be mixed at the pesticide storage building at the Grandfather Ranger District Work Center
and not in the field and applicators do not carry concentrated amounts of herbicide in the field.
There are no other known foreseeable applications of herbicides on NFS lands in the Upper
Creek area that could affect herbicide use with this proposal—the last measurable herbicide use
on NFS lands in the Upper Creek area was about 10 years ago in Compartments 95 and 96 (see
Table 3-5 above). The Forest Service is unaware of any large-scale quantities of herbicide being
applied on adjacent non-NFS lands within the watershed that could cause adverse cumulative
effects. Individual home owners are expected to use herbicides on their properties; however,
determining measurable amounts, formulations, locations, frequency, and timing of their use
would be speculative. Cumulative effects of herbicides applied on NFS lands “mixing” with
herbicides applied on non-NFS lands are not expected to be measurable due to the type of
herbicide proposed for NFS lands and project design features (see Appendix F).

Effects from the Steels Creek Project (decision notice signed January 16, 2004) in the Steels
Creek watershed about four miles southwest of the Upper Creek Project and the proposed Old
House Gap Project in the Upper Wilson Creek and Anthony Creek watersheds about eight miles
northeast of the Upper Creek Project are not expected to cause adverse cumulative effects from
herbicide use because effects from each project are not expected to be cumulatively added
together due to each project being in separate watersheds, the project design of each, and
adherence to Forest Plan standards.

3.6 Cultural Resources

A total of 44 archeological sites (31CW354 — 358, 31CW363 — 365, 31BK430 — 464 &
31BK473) were located and recorded during the survey on areas proposed for treatment in the
Upper Creek proposal. In addition, three prerecorded archeological sites (31CW34, 31BK86,
31BK330) were relocated and two of these evaluated. Five sites are rated Class I (31BKS86,
31BK435, 31BK447, 31BK351, 31BK462) and are eligible for inclusion in the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criteria D (36 CFR 60.4). Two sites are currently unevaluated
(31CW34 & 31BK464), and may be eligible to the NRHP upon further assessment. The
remaining sites are rated Class III and are not considered eligible to the NRHP.
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3.6.1 Alternative A - Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

There are no expected adverse direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to cultural resources with
this alternative because no ground disturbing activities are proposed under this alternative.

3.6.2 Alternatives B and C Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

The Class III sites are not eligible to the NRHP and may be affected by the proposed activities.
There are no expected adverse direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to Class I and unevaluated
sites with implementation of either of these alternatives as identified cultural sites would be

protected by excluding them from the treatment areas.

Effects from the Steels Creek Project (decision notice signed January 16, 2004) in the Steels
Creek watershed about four miles southwest of the Upper Creek Project and the proposed Old
House Gap Project in the Upper Wilson Creek and Anthony Creek watersheds about eight miles
northeast of the Upper Creek Project are not expected to cause adverse cumulative effects to
cultural resources because effects from each project are not expected to be cumulatively added
together due to each project being in separate watersheds, the project design of each, and

adherence to Forest Plan standards.

3.7 Soil Resources

The following is an analysis of the soils that would be impacted by logging or temporary road
construction activities in the project area. The following table lists the soil map units found by
stand number:

Table 3-13: Primary Soil Map Units by Stand by Action Alternative

Stand Primary Soil Map Unit Name? Avg. Slope Alternative B Alternative C
Percent (acres) (acres)

87-22 Evard Complex 25-60 21 21
90-03 Evard-Cowee Complex 8-50 38 38
92-05B Evard-Cowee Complex 8-50 33 33
92-05C Evard-Cowee Complex 8-50 26 26
93-02 Evard-Cowee Complex 25-90 12 12
94-01 Evard-Cowee Complex 25-90 16 16
94-02 Evard-Cowee Complex 15-90 15 15
95-08 Evard-Cowee Complex 8-90 12 12
95-27 Evard-Cowee Complex 8-50 9 9

95-36 Evard-Cowee Complex 15-90 36 36
95-37 Evard-Cowee Complex 25-90 4 4

95-40 Evard-Cowee Complex 8-90 17 17
107-02° Evard-Cowee Complex 25-50 27 27
107-11 Evard-Cowee Complex 15-90 13 13
Total Evard Complex 279 279
89-01 Chestnut-Edneyville Complex 15-50 17 17
90-05 Ashe-Chestnut Complex 25-50 7 7

92-05A Ashe-Chestnut Complex 8-25 21 21
Total Chestnut Complex 45 45
95-01 | Edneytown-Pigeonroost Complex 25-50 4 4

Total Edneytown-Pigeonroost Complex 4 4

1 — Indicates the soil map unit that is a majority of the stand—other soil map units make up the remainder of the stand
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2 — Requires Y4 mile of temporary road construction for access
3 — Clearcut harvest prescription under Alternative C and two-age harvest prescription under Alternative B

The following table displays characteristics of each soil map unit:

Table 3-14: Comparison of Soil Map Units

Map Unit Name Characteristics

Evard soils are very deep and well drained; Cowee soils are moderately deep and
Evard-Cowee well drained over soft bedrock. Map unit has moderate productivity, and
moderate risk (erodibility) and sensitivity.

Ashe soils are somewhat excessively drained and moderately deep over hard
bedrock. Chestnut soils are moderately deep to soft bedrock. Edneytown soils
are very deep and well drained. Map unit has low productivity, and high risk
(erodibility) and sensitivity.

Chestnut-Ashe-Edneyville

Edneytown soils are very deep and well drained; Pigeonroost soils are
Edneytown-Pigeonroost moderately deep and well drained over soft bedrock. Map unit has moderate
productivity, and moderate risk (erodibility) and sensitivity.

3.7.1 Alternative A - Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

There would be no adverse effects to soils with this alternative because no activities are
proposed. Any areas with current erosion would not be corrected. Soil displacement and
compaction related to temporary road construction and landing construction would not occur.

3.7.2 Alternatives B and C Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

There are no anticipated adverse effects to soils with either of these alternatives because the soil
types in the project area are moderately deep and well drained (reducing potential for
compaction); would not be taken out of production with permanent road construction; and would
have project design features (Section 2.4, Chapter 2) and Forest Plan standards (BMPs) applied
to further reduce potential for compaction and long-term damage. There would be some minor,
short-term erosion with the construction of % mile of temporary road in both alternatives.
However, the effects would be short-term and limited in their extent when applied to the total
area of operation. Both alternatives propose 77 acres of harvest with cable logging systems
(partial suspension of logs) and 308 acres of harvest with ground based logging equipment
(skidders or caterpillars); only about 1.6% of the two AAs. Cable logging systems afford higher
protection to soils than ground based systems, but adverse effects to soils are not expected to
occur for the reasons stated above.

Effects from the Steels Creek Project (decision notice signed January 16, 2004) in the Steels
Creek watershed about four miles southwest of the Upper Creek Project and the proposed Old
House Gap Project in the Upper Wilson Creek and Anthony Creek watersheds about eight miles
northeast of the Upper Creek Project are not expected to cause adverse cumulative effects to soil
resources because effects from each project are not expected to be cumulatively added together
due to each project being in separate watersheds, the project design of each, and adherence to
Forest Plan standards.
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3.8 Non-native Plants

Existing Condition

There are 124 species of non-native plant species documented to occur on the Pisgah and
Nantahala National Forests (Danley and Kauffman). An increase of non-native plant species in
the proposed activity area is expected. Many of these species have benefits for wildlife and
erosion control. However, as succession progresses, most ruderal species tend to become much
less prevalent and generally do not persist in the area. Most ruderal (weedy) plant species are
expected to decrease to non-significant population levels within 10 years after initial disturbance.

The persistence of most non-native plant species is not considered desirable to natural ecosystem
health. There are primarily two ways in which non-native plant species may persist in the
forested ecosystems. A non-native plant species may persist by the introduction of an “invasive
non-native species” to the ecosystem or by modifying the ecosystem in such a way that an
invasive species becomes dominant. Out of the 124 species of non-native plants known to occur
on the Pisgah and Nantahala National Forests, 25 are currently recognized as having aggressive
invasive qualities that can dominate local communities (Danley and Kauffman, Regional
Foresters, May 2001, List of Invasive Exotic Plant Species). The proliferation of these species
can have devastating and long lasting effects on natural communities and native species. Kudzu,
Pueraria montana, is a familiar example of this sort of non-native persistent species.
Consideration was given to the possible effect this proposal may have to invasive non-native
species.

Eight species on the Regional Forester’s invasive non-native plant species are known within the
botanical biological AA (Compartments 87, 89, 90, 92-98, and 107). The invasive plants
Microstegium vinineum, Lonicera japonica, and Allium vineale are all so well established in
parts of the AA that control by any currently known method is entirely impractical. It is not
known what effect, if any, this proposal would have on the populations of Microstegium
vinineum, Lonicera japonica, and Allium vineale within the AA. The populations of Lespedeza
cuneata, Lolium arundinaceum, and Coronilla varia are not expected to be invasive within
natural communities. Therefore, it is not recommended that these species be controlled. The
following table displays non-native invasive plant species in the activity areas:

Table 3-15: Non-native Invasive Species Summary in the Upper Creek Area

Species Reglonal* Location in Project Area Recommendation
Category
Milanthus altissima 1 FSRs 986, 4110, 4096, 982, | Control all populations prior to
299, Old Way Ridge etc disturbance on NFS land
Wildlife Fields, roadsides This species does not display invasive
Lespedeza cuneata 1 tendencies. Not recommended to
control.
FSRs 986, 4110, 4096, 982, | Control all populations prior to
Paulownia tomentosa 1 299, Old Way Ridge etc. disturbance on NFS land
and adjacent stands
Wildlife Fields This species does not display invasive
Lolium arundinaceum 1 tendencies. Not recommended to
control.
Lonicera japonica 1 Alluvial Forest along Upper | No effective control method known.
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Species Reg|onal* Location in Project Area Recommendation
Category

Creek No recommendation to control.

Mostly in Alluvial Forests No effective control method known.
Microstegium vinineum 1 and cove. Very well No recommendation to control.

established bottoms

FSRs 986, 4110, 4096, 982, | Control all population prior to
Miscanthus sinensis 2 299, Old Way Ridge etc. disturbance on NFS land

and adjacent stands
Allium vineale 1 Wildlife Fields Wildlife Fields

Found only along system This species does not display invasive
Coronilla varia 2 roads tendencies. Not recommended to

control

* Regional categories have specific legal ramifications as per Regional Forester memo dated May 2001

The following effects analysis focuses on non-native plant species. Additional information and
effects analysis on TES species is disclosed in Appendix A, BE and Section 3.11, MIS.

3.8.1 Alternative A - Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

Under this alternative no actions are proposed. There would be no potential increase in non!
native plant species as a result of ground disturbing actions. However, there would also be no
control measures implemented to reduce the continued spread of these species. It is expected
that non-native plant species would continue to increase with or without planned activities.
There are no other known foreseeable actions in the activity areas that could adversely affect

non-native plants.

3.8.2 Alternatives B and C — Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

The action alternatives all propose to treat non-native plants. The following table displays the
actions and the maximum acreages of proposed herbicide and manual treatment by alternative:

Table 3-16: Treatment of Non-native Plant Species in the Upper Creek Activity Areas by Alternative

Species Treatment AltB AltC
Ailanthus altissima Control all populations along FSRs in the botanical 2 ac ) ac
(Tree-of-Heaven) biological AA
Lespedeza cuneata This species does not display invasive tendencies—not
(Sericea) recommended to control. 0 0
Paulownia tomentosa Control all populations prior to ground disturbance within
(Princess tree) the botanical biological AA <2ac <2ac
Lolium arundinaceum This species does not display invasive tendencies—not 0 0
(Tall fescue) recommended to control.

Lonicera japonica No effective control method known—no

(Japanese honeysuckle) recommendation to control. 0 0
Microstegium vinineum No effective control method known—no

(Japanese stilt grass) recommendation to control. 0 0
Miscanthus sinensis Control all populations along FSRs in the botanical

(Plume grass) biological AA <0.5ac <0.5ac
Allium vineale This species does not display invasive tendencies—not

(Field garlic) recommended to control 0 0
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Coronilla varia This species does not display invasive tendencies—not 0 0
(Crown vetch) recommended to control
Acres Treated <5ac <5ac

The other way in which non-native plants may persist in the area is by continual disturbance.
For example, a maintained road shoulder or wildlife field often has persistent ruderal and nonl |
native plant species. These areas are often maintained in an early successional state for wildlife
or human benefit. Therefore, it is expected that this proposal could slightly increase the
persistence non-native vegetation in the analysis area. To reduce this effect, it is recommenced
that native plants be utilized in wildlife improvement and roadside erosion control plantings. It
is recognized that erosion control and wildlife production are the primary goals of seeding areas
and some non-native plant species may be highly beneficial at accomplishing these goals.
However, the presidential executive order 11987, Title 3 recognizes the need to reduce the
impact of non-native species by reducing the amount in which non-native plant species are
planted on federal property. Goals of erosion control, wildlife production, and encouragement of
native plant species may be met by planting native plant species or a suitable mixture of native
and non-native mixture of species.

Effects from the Steels Creek Project (decision notice signed January 16, 2004) in the Steels
Creek watershed about four miles southwest of the Upper Creek Project and the proposed Old
House Gap Project in the Upper Wilson Creek and Anthony Creek watersheds about eight miles
northeast of the Upper Creek Project are not expected to cause adverse cumulative effects from
non-native invasive spread because effects from each project are not expected to be cumulatively
added together due to each project being in separate watersheds, the project design of each, and
adherence to Forest Plan standards. Each project is designed to reduce the spread of non-native
invasives.

3.9 Recreation & Scenery Resources

3.9.1 Alternative A - Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

Under this alternative, all Forest Plan standards for scenery and recreation resource management
would be met. No changes to the visual landscape would occur as a result of this alternative
since no activities are proposed.

3.9.2 Alternatives B and C Direct and Indirect Effects to Recreation

As a result of implementation of either Alternatives B or C, hunting opportunities would be
improved. Motorists, horseback riders, or mountain bikers may encounter logging trucks or
activities when accessing Forest Service roads and views of additional timber harvest areas may
be seen by recreation users along these roads. This would be true for Brown Mountain OHV
trail riders as well. Hikers, campers, swimmers, fishermen, picnickers or Wild and Scenic River
users may hear the distant sounds of logging activities. All potential impacts to recreation would
be of a temporary nature, therefore no recreation opportunities would be permanently altered or
diminished.
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3.9.3 Alternative B - Direct and Indirect Effects to Scenery

This alternative proposes 385 acres of two-age harvest, 350 acres of prescribed burning, and V4
mile of temporary road construction. The following table summarizes this alternative:

Table 3-17: Summary of Alternative B Effects to Scenery

Stand Ac MA Method Temp Rd Constr. | Viewpoint (VP)! VQO Design Feature?
87-22 30 | 3B Two-Age N/A M N/A
93-02 12 | 3B Two-Age 11 M N/A
94-01 16 |3B Two-Age 11 M N/A
94-02 15 | 3B Two-Age 11 M N/A
95-01 4 3B Two-Age 1,4,8 M N/A
95-27 9 3B Two-Age 4 M N/A
95-36 36 | 3B Two-Age | Y mile 4,13 M N/A
95-37 4 3B Two-Age 4,13 M N/A
107-02 40 | 3B Two-Age 1 M N/A
107-11 13 | 3B Two-Age N/A M N/A
95-08 15 | 2A Two-Age 4,7 PR 3
95-40 18 | 2A Two-Age 4,7 PR 3
89-01 29 1B Two-Age N/A M N/A
90-03 39 1B Two-Age 5,12 M 4
90-05 17 1B Two-Age 5,12 M N/A
92-05 A 21 1B Two-Age 6 M 4
92-05B 40 | 1B Two-Age 6,9 M 4
92-05C 27 1B Two-Age 6 M N/A
90 350 | 2A Burn 9 PR N/A

1 Viewpoints (VP): (1) NC 181, (2) SR 1328, (3) SR 1405, (4) FSR 982, (5) FSR 299, (6) FR 4101, (7) TR 273,
(8) Brown Mountain Overlook, (9) Brown Mountain OHV Area trails, (10) Wilson Creek, (11) Upper Creek,
(12) Carroll Creek, (13) Timbered Branch, and (14) Brown Mt. Beach

2 See also Section 2.4, Chapter 2

3 Move upper unit boundary of stands 95-08 and 95-40 one tree-height below ridge. Maintain 25-30 basal
area/acre to screen and blend-in harvest activities as seen from trail 273

4 Harvest openings along open system roads in stands 90-03, 92-05A, and 92-05B should not exceed 500 linear

feet

3.9.4 Alternative C - Direct and Indirect Effects to Scenery

This alternative proposes 345 acres of two-age harvest, 40 acres of clearcut harvest, 350 acres of
prescribed burning, 4 mile of temporary road construction, and day-lighting along FSR 299.
The following table summarizes this alternative:

Table 3-18: Summary of Alternative C Effects to Scenery

Stand Ac MA Method Temp Rd Constr. | Viewpoint (VP)! VQO Design Feature?
87-22 30 | 3B Two-Age N/A M N/A
93-02 12 | 3B Two-Age 11 M N/A
94-01 16 | 3B Two-Age 11 M N/A
94-02 15 | 3B Two-Age 11 M N/A
95-01 4 3B Two-Age 1,4,8 M N/A
95-27 9 3B Two-Age 4 M N/A
95-36 36 | 3B Two-Age | 0.25 mile 4,13 M N/A
95-37 4 3B Two-Age 4,13 M N/A
107-02 40 3B Clearcut 1 M N/A
107-11 13 | 3B Two-Age N/A M N/A
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Stand Ac MA Method Temp Rd Constr. | Viewpoint (VP)! VQO Design Feature?
95-08 15 2A Two-Age 4,7 PR 3
95-40 18 2A Two-Age 4,7 PR 3
89-01 29 1B Two-Age N/A M N/A
90-03 39 1B Two-Age 5,12 M 4
90-05 17 1B Two-Age 5,12 M N/A
92-05 A 21 1B Two-Age 6 M 4
92-05B 40 1B Two-Age 6,9 M 4
92-05 C 27 1B Two-Age 6 M N/A
90 350 | 2A Burn 9 PR N/A
90-FSR 299 | N/A | 2A, 1B | Day- 5,9 PR,M | N/A

Light

1 Viewpoints (VP): (1) NC 181, (2) SR 1328, (3) SR 1405, (4) FSR 982, (5) FSR 299, (6) FR 4101, (7) TR 273,
(8) Brown Mountain Overlook, (9) Brown Mountain OHV Area trails, (10) Wilson Creek, (11) Upper Creek,
(12) Carroll Creek, (13) Timbered Branch, and (14) Brown Mt. Beach

2 See also Section 2.4, Chapter 2

3 Move upper unit boundary of stands 95-08 and 95-40 one tree-height below ridge. Maintain 25-30 basal
area/acre to screen and blend-in harvest activities as seen from trail 273

4  Harvest openings along open system roads in stands 90-03, 92-05A, and 92-05B should not exceed 500 linear
feet

3.9.5 Alternatives B & C Cumulative Effects

As previously stated, past timber harvest areas and existing roads are visible on National Forest
System (NFS) lands from analyzed VPs. From some VPs, existing harvest areas would not be
noticeable to the average viewer. Existing roads and landings may remain visible for many
years, but are primarily seen during leaf-off season. A 100 acre harvest is proposed for the
private tract east of Stand 95-08 and would be visible from the eastern terminus of Trail 273 and
a closed (gated) section of FSR 299. This private tract would not be visible in conjunction with
any proposed Upper Creek treatments from any analyzed VPs; therefore cumulative scenery
impacts would not be an issue. Treatments proposed for some Upper Creek units would create
visible openings, or the canopy may appear thinner as seen from analyzed viewpoints. However,
all assigned VQOs would be met, even where these proposed treatments would be seen in
conjunction with existing management activities.

Effects from the Steels Creek Project (decision notice signed January 16, 2004) in the Steels
Creek watershed about four miles southwest of the Upper Creek Project and the proposed Old
House Gap Project in the Upper Wilson Creek and Anthony Creek watersheds about eight miles
northeast of the Upper Creek Project are not expected to cause adverse cumulative effects to
recreation and scenery resources because effects from each project are not expected to be
cumulatively added together due to project design of each and adherence to Forest Plan
standards.

3.10 Air Quality

Existing Condition - Summary

The USDA Forest Service (FS) has proposed a prescribed fire near the Brown Mountain Off-
road vehicle area as part of the Upper Creek project. The FS proposes to use prescribed fires to
reduce fuels within Burke County. The location is classified as attaining the ozone National
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS), and unclassified for fine particulates (PM2.5).
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The prescribed fire would take place in a rural area where the closest community (Linville Falls)
is approximately 9.5 miles northwest of the proposed project area. Though the equipment does
not meet the Environmental Protection Agencies (EPA) criteria for determining the attainment
status the ambient monitoring results for the 2001 through 2003 for data collected near Linville
Falls indicates both the 24-hour and annual average National Ambient Air Quality Standard
(NAAQS) is not being exceeded.

Table 3-19: Monitoring results for fine particles (PM.s) for the years 2001 through 2003*. Bold values exceed the National
Ambient Air Quality Standard

2001 2002 2003 24-hour 2001 2002 2003 Annual 3-
. Annual Annual Annual
Location 24-hour 24-hour 24-hour 3-year year
(ug/m3) (ug/m3) (ug/m3) Average Average | Average | Average Average
(ug/m?) | (ug/m?) | (ug/m?)
Linville 27 24 26 25.7 9.9 9.4 8.8 9.37
Gorge

* The National Ambient Air Quality Standard is violated if the average of 3-years of annual average is 15 ug/m’ or greater
(multiple community oriented monitors can be averaged together), or the 3-year average of the 24-hour concentration for the 98th
percentile (using the maximum population oriented monitor in an area) is the 65 ug/m” or greater. Please note the Linville Gorge
monitoring site does not meet ambient monitoring standards to determine if the PM, s standard is achieved.

Smoke produced from burning wood, other vegetation, and organic matter is made up of a
complex mixture of water, gases, and particulate matter. When a person views a smoke plume
from a fire they are seeing a large amount of water vapor being released. However, mixed
among the water vapor are gases (such as carbon monoxide) and fine particles produced when
wood and other organic matter are consumed. About 70 percent of the particulate matter
released from smoke contains fine particles; primarily in the form of volatile organic compounds
or elemental carbon.

The VSMOKE and VSMOKE-GIS atmospheric dispersion models were used to evaluate the
maximum impact the proposed prescribed fire may have on air quality and visibility. It should
be kept in mind that the results from the analysis are likely to over-estimate the impacts to air
quality and visibility if the conditions on the day the prescribed fires are similar to the inputs into
the models. Also, the impacts would be less if the mixing height and/or transport wind speeds
are greater on the day of the prescribed fire than the values used in the modeling analysis. The
VSMOKE model produces three types of outputs that estimate: a.) The ability of the atmosphere
to disperse smoke and the likelihood the smoke would contribute to fog formation, b.)
Downwind concentrations of particulate matter and carbon monoxide, and ¢.) Visibility
conditions downwind of the fire.

The initial analysis of the proposed project indicated that any unhealthy smoke concentrations or
visibility impairment are likely to remain of National Forest ownership. Also, no smoke
sensitive targets are likely to be impacted by the proposed project.

3.10.1 Alternative A — Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

Under this alternative there would be no prescribed burning and thus no direct, indirect, or
cumulative effects contributed to air quality. Air quality within the area would remain at current
levels. There are no other known foreseeable actions in the activity areas that could adversely
affect air quality.

47



Environmental Assessment Upper Creek Project

3.10.2 Alternatives B and C - Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

Summary

The initial analysis of the proposal indicates that any unhealthy smoke concentrations or
visibility impairment are likely to remain on NFS lands. Also, no smoke sensitive targets are
likely to be impacted by the proposal. A more detailed smoke management analysis (as part of a
prescribed fire plan) would be prepared if the proposed project is approved to be implemented.

Alternative B proposes about 350 acres of prescribed burning and Alternative C proposes about
350 acres of prescribed burning and 25 acres of site preparation burning in stand 107-20. The
following table (based on the VSMOKE model) displays estimated fine particles (PM 2.5),
carbon monoxide (CO), and visibility downwind (northeast) and within 1,056 feet (~4 mi) of the
burns:

Table 3-20: Acres and VSMOKE Estimates for PM2.5, CO, and Visibility at 1,056 Feet Downwind (northeast) of
Prescribed Burn

Crossplume Contrast AltB AltC
Acres PM2.5¢ o Visibility Ratio Burn? Burn?
350 1,050.22 13.70 19.49 0.26 Yes Yes
Minimum Level to
be Assigned Green® 37.20 4.35 0.26 0.06
by the EPA
Upper Extreme 2,179.54 26.41 0.26 0.06
Level
Minimum Distance
to be Assigned 6.21 mi 1.24 mi 317 317
Green‘ by the EPA
Upper Extreme 317° 317° 317 317
Distance

a = Fine particulate matter
b = Carbon monoxide
¢ = Green rating from EPA’s Air Quality Index indicates minimal potential to affect human health

The prescribed fires would be conducted when the atmospheric conditions are favorable for the
dispersion of the smoke so that no smoke sensitive targets are impacted. The prescribed burns
would not occur during atmospheric stagnations when fine particles and ozone concentrations are
typically at their greatest. Wind directions would be chosen that would disperse the pollutants
away from any smoke sensitive targets, and atmospheric conditions would be chosen which
favor smoke dispersal. Effects from the prescribed burn proposed in the action alternatives
would be temporary in nature. That is, the active fire phase typically lasts less than 8 hours and
the area would be treated one or two times during the next five years.

The prescribed fires would temporarily release (less than 24 hours) fine particulate matter and
other pollutants into the atmosphere. High concentrations of fine particulates released from
prescribed or wildfires can be of concern because it can have an adverse impact to a person’s
health. Smoke from prescribed and wildfires can irritate the eyes and airways causing stinging
eyes, a runny nose, coughing, a scratchy throat, irritated sinuses, or headaches. A person with
heart or lung disease might have their symptoms become worse with the increase in pollution
from the fires. The biggest health threat from smoke comes from the fine particles since they can
penetrate deep into the lungs or get into the bloodstream, where they can cause illnesses such as

48



Environmental Assessment Upper Creek Project

bronchitis. Fine particles can aggravate chronic heart and lung diseases - and even are linked to
premature deaths in people with these conditions.

People with heart disease might experience chest pain, palpitations, shortness of breath, or
fatigue. People with lung disease may not be able to breathe as deeply or as vigorously as usual,
and they may experience symptoms such as coughing, phlegm, chest discomfort, wheezing and
shortness of breath. When smoke levels are high enough, even healthy people may experience
some of these symptoms.

Usually, older adults are more likely to be affected by smoke, possibly because they are more
likely to have heart or lung diseases than younger people, and the amount of air that can be taken
into their lungs with each breath decreases with age. Children also are more susceptible to
smoke than healthy adults for several reasons, including: their respiratory systems are still
developing, they breathe more air (and air pollution) per pound of body weight than adults, and
they're more likely to be active outdoors.

The smoke dispersion modeling analysis (using VSMOKE and/or VSMOKE-GIS) for this
project was performed for 45 acres to be burned on or about 3/15/2006 at the time period of 1600
hours. The time period has daytime dispersion characteristics to disperse the pollutants from the
fire. This time period was chosen since this would be the period with the maximum amount fine
particulates (PM2.5) and carbon monoxide released from the prescribed fire. A total of 350
acres would have prescribed fire treatment between 10:00 am and 5:00 pm with a fire rate spread
of approximately 40 to 45 acres per hour. It should be noted that only 80 percent of the area
would have fuel consumed, so this analysis is likely to overestimate the impact since it assumes
an average of 4.9 tons per acre would be consumed on the 45 acres.

The Dispersion Index (DI) is an estimate of the ability of the atmosphere to disperse smoke to
acceptably low average concentrations downwind of one or more fires. This value could
represent an area of approximately 1000 square miles under uniform weather conditions.
Typically, the Dispersion Index value should be greater than 30 when igniting a large number of
acres within an area. The calculated Dispersion Index value was 41, which predicts the
atmosphere has a good capacity to disperse smoke.

Combining the Dispersion Index and relative humidity values provide an estimate (like is used in
insurance actuary tables) of the likelihood of the smoke contributing to fog formation. The Low
Visibility Occurrence Risk Index (LVORI) ranges from 1 (lowest risk) to 10 (greatest risk) and
usually you want the value to be less than 4. The base line risk of having low visibility as a
result of smoke contributing to fog formation is about 1 in 1,000 accidents. The Low Visibility
Occurrence Risk Index value for this VSMOKE analysis was 1 and this is equal to the base line.

High concentrations of particulate matter, especially fine particles (PM2.5), and carbon
monoxide can have a negative impact on people's health. The Environmental Protection Agency
has developed a color coding system called the Air Quality Index (AQI) to help people
understand what concentrations of air pollution may impact their health. When the AQI value is
color code orange then people who are sensitive to air pollutants, or have other health problems,
may experience health effects. This means they are likely to be affected at lower levels than the
general public. Sensitive groups of people include the elderly, children, and people with either
lung disease or heart disease. The general public is not likely to be affected when the AQI is
code orange. Everyone may begin to experience health effects when AQI values are color coded
as red. People who are sensitive to air pollutants may experience more serious health effects
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when concentrations reach code red levels. This analysis shows the air quality at downwind
distances less than 1.56 miles from the edge of the fire may have a 1-hour particulate matter
concentrations predicted to be code red or worse, while distances less than 3.11 miles are
predicted to be code orange or worse. At distances less than 0.25 miles from the edge of the fire
the one-hour carbon monoxide concentrations are predicted to be code red or worse, and
distances less than 0.39 miles from the fire are predicted to be code orange or worse.
Information related to this coding system is disclosed in the table above.

Smoke can also have an impact on how far and how clearly we can see on a highway or in
viewing scenery. The fine particles in the smoke are known to be able to scatter and absorb
light, which can reduce visibility conditions. The visibility estimates from VSMOKE are valid
only when the relative humidity is less than 70 percent. Also, the visibility estimates assume the
smoke is passing in front of a person who is looking through the plume of smoke. The visibility
thresholds used for this modeling analysis were to maintain a contrast ratio of greater than 0.05
and a visibility distance of 0.25 miles. Visibility conditions may exceed the threshold less than
317 feet from the edge of the fire.

The VSMOKE-GIS model provided estimates for five AQI values downwind of the proposed
prescribed fire. The VSMOKE-GIS analysis had daytime dispersion characteristics to disperse
the pollutants from the fire and this is the same as the VSMOKE analysis. The downwind
spacing interval was set at 0.025 kilometers, and the model ceased making downwind estimates
at 30 miles from the edge of the fire. The stability class used for the VSMOKE-GIS analysis
was slightly unstable and this is the same as the calculated stability from VSMOKE. The
VSMOKE-GIS results predict the AQI index of code orange or red are unlikely to impact any
smoke sensitive targets (schools, hospitals, health care facilities, or airports) and the AQI values
of code red or worse are likely to remain on NFS lands. The first large amount of large private
ownership that could be encountered by the smoke plume is the Wilson Creek area (about 1-5
miles northeast of the proposed burn area). Most likely the smoke from the proposed project
would be dispersed above the ground in the Wilson Creek drainage. The fine particulate
concentrations are likely to be lower than what is predicted by VSMOKE-GIS since the proposed
project area has a greater elevation than the private ownership.

The Appalachian RD anticipates burning up to about 2,500 acres spring 2006 in the South Toe
River area and the Grandfather RD anticipates burning up to about 4,500 acres spring 2007 in the
Curtis Creek area (Lost Bear Prescribed Burn — to the southwest). Two other prescribed burns
on the Grandfather RD are expected in to be completed in 2006: 1) the Boyd Gap burn about 8
miles northeast of the Upper Creek area at 160 acres, and 2) the Bee Branch burn about 5 miles
northeast of the Upper Creek area at 235 acres. The purposes for these burns are to reduce fuel
accumulations and improve wildlife habitat. There would be potential for some smoke from the
Boyd Gap and Bee Branch burn areas to mix with the Upper Creek burn, but adverse cumulative
effects to air quality are expected to be reduced due to project design and proper implementation
of burn plans. There is potential for some smoke from the Lost Bear burn to mix with the Upper
Creek burn, but adverse cumulative effects are not expected to be major since the two areas are
over 30 miles from each other and most of the effects are expected to be dissipated enough prior
to potential mixing.

Effects from the Steels Creek Project (decision notice signed January 16, 2004) in the Steels
Creek watershed about four miles southwest of the Upper Creek Project and the proposed Old
House Gap Project in the Upper Wilson Creek and Anthony Creek watersheds about eight miles
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northeast of the Upper Creek Project are not expected to cause adverse cumulative effects to air
quality because effects from each project are not expected to be cumulatively added together due
to project design of each, separate years of implementation, limited duration of smoke dispersal,
and adherence to Forest Plan standards.

3.11 Management Indicator Species/Habitat Components
3.11.1 Introduction

An assessment of habitat changes linked to management indicator species (MIS) and habitat
components is documented in this section based on the new species list that became effective
Forest-wide on October 1, 2005. The assessment provides a checkpoint of project level
activities, the anticipated change in habitat used by MIS, and the likely contribution to Forest-
wide trends. Additional information on MIS, as well as other species, is located in the EA and
the wildlife, aquatics, and botanical resource reports located in the project record.

3.11.2 Process

The Forest-wide list of MIS was considered as it relates to this project analysis area. Only those
MIS that occur or have habitat within the project analysis area and may be affected by any of the
alternatives were carried through a site-specific analysis. The documentation below shows
which MIS were and were not analyzed along with the reasons.

Consistent with the Forest Plan and its associated FEIS (Volumes I and II), the effects analyses
focus on changes to MIS habitat. These project-level effects are then put into context with the
Forest-wide trends for populations and habitats.

To process and document the information efficiently, a series of tables are used as follows:

1) Table 3-21: This table displays the habitat components and associated MIS, and reasons
species were, or were not selected for analysis in the project. The source of these tables
is Amendment 17 to the Nantahala and Pisgah Land and Resource Management Plan
effective October 1, 2005, and associated environmental assessment (EA) and project
record.

2)  Table 3-22: This table compares the effects (expressed as changes in habitat) by
alternative to the Forest-wide estimates of habitats for each habitat component considered
in the project-level analysis.

3) Table 3-23: This table displays by MIS the Forest-wide population trend along with the
associated biological community or special habitat. The information in this table is taken
from the MIS Report for the Nantahala and Pisgah National Forests. This table is used in
conjunction with the information presented in Tables 3-21 and 3-22 to explain how the
project’s effects to habitats affect Forest-wide population cumulative trends for the
species considered.

Following these tables is a discussion of the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects for the
selected species and habitats.
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Table 3-21: Habitat Components, Associated MIS (per Amendment 17), and why Species/Habitat were Chosen or

Eliminated from Analysis

Analyzed Further/

Habitat Component MIS Evaluation Criteria
Snags and dens Pileated woodpecker No/2
Downed woody debris Ruffed grouse Yes
Old forest communities Black bear No/l
Riparian/alluvial forests Acadian flycatcher Yes*
Early successional (0-10 years) Rufous-sided towhee Yes
Early successional (11-20 years) Ruffed grouse No/2
Hard mast producers Black bear Yes
Soft-mast producers Ruffed grouse Yes
Permanent grass/forb openings White-tailed deer Yes
Xeric yellow pine forests Pine warbler Yes
Wild brook trout, wild brown trout, wild rainbow
Coldwater streams trout, blacknose dace (lower trophic levels of No/2
streams)
Warmwater streams Smallmouth bass No/2
Coolwater streams Smallmouth bass No/2
Reservoirs Largemouth bass No/1
Rich coves Ginseng No/2
Northern hardwood forests Ramps No/1
High elevation fir-dominated forests | Fraser fir No/1
Carolina hemlock forests Carolina hemlock No/2
Red spruce/fraser fir n/a No/1
Grassy and heath balds n/a No/1
White pine forests n/a No/1
zi)erﬂ?n‘z rIl)ii[liléesmid—successional n/a No/2
Forested seep wetlands n/a/ No/2
Bogs n/a No/1
Mountain ponds and ephemeral pools | n/a No/1
Barrens and glades n/a/ No/1
Shaded rock outcrops and cliffs n/a No/2
Open rock outcrops and cliffs n/a No/2
Caves n/a No/1
Invasive exotic plant species n/a Yes
Mixed pine/hardwood forests n/a Yes
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1  Biological Community and its represented species are not known to occur within the activity areas; therefore,
this biological community would not be affected by any of the alternatives. Given no effects to the community,
the alternatives in this project would not cause changes to Forest-wide trends or changes in population trends of
species associated with this community.

2  Biological Community is imbedded in the activity areas, but would not be affected by management activities
because the biological community would not be entered by the proposed activities. Given no effects to the
community, the alternatives in this project would not cause changes to Forest-wide trends or changes in

population trends of species associated with this community.

*  Component would not be affected by the proposal, but a future foreseeable action in Timbered Branch and
Upper Creek would affect this component — see Acadian flycatcher discussion below. No alluvial forest
component would be affected by the Upper Creek timber proposal.

n/a Habitat component does not have a specific MIS assigned to it, but would be analyzed below in this section if
this component could be affected by the proposal.

Table 3-22: Habitat Component, Forest-wide Estimates, and Expected Changes Resulting from the Alternatives!

Habitat Forest-wide Estimated Changes
Component Estimate Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C
High accumulation
small wood: 18,000;
Downed woody Large wood: 386,000;
debris Low accumulation No change 385 acres developed 385 acres developed
(approximately
600,000)
Riparian/alluvial 257,822 ac No change No change No change
forests
Early 26.800 ac (vr 2000 -192 acres aged
successional 2’(’) 40 ac (gyyr av g)) beyond early 385 acres developed 385 acres developed
0-10 years successional
High El Red oak:
40,600 ac
Mesic Oak/H: 283,340
ac
Hard mast . )
producing Dry lgqegbcogzk/H. None affected 291 acres harvested 291 acres harvested
community | Cpestnut Oak/H: 8,600
ac
Upland hwd (other):
6,900 ac
Soft-mast 13,144 ac early seral (yr
producing 2000), highest potential No change 385 acres developed 385 acres developed
community on 5,650 ac
Permanent
grass/forb 3,000 ac No change 10.5 acres developed 10.5 acres developed
openings
X?ric Yellow Xeric pine dominated: None affected 0 acres harvested, 350 0 acres harvested,
Pine Forests 29,000 ac. acres burned 350 acres burned
. . . . 0.25 miles of
Invasive Exptlc 2r;6t84 r211§s<02f5 roa;ir No change 0.25r rz:iles ;)lfttemtp(()irary temporary road
Plant Species | constructio years oad constructe constructed
] Mixed 52 521 ac NO Change 31 acres harVeSted 31 acres haI‘VeSted
pine/hardwood ’
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Habitat Forest-wide Estimated Changes
Component Estimate Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C
forests

' See section “Evaluating the Effect of Project-level Activities on Forest-wide Population Trends for MIS” below for
additional analysis by alternative and on population trends

Table 3-23: MIS species, Estimated Population Trend, and Habitat Component Indicated by the Species

Species Estimated Population Habitat Component
Trend
Black Bear Increasing Old forest cgmmunities, ha.rd mast—producing species,
contiguous areas with low disturbance
White Tailed Deer Static to decreasing Permanent grass-forb
Pileated Woodpecker Increasing Snags/dens
Ovenbird Decreasing Large contiguous areas of mature deciduous forest
Rufous-Sided (Eastern) Decreasing Early-successional (0-10)
Towhee
Pine Warbler Static Xeric yellow-pine forests
Ruffed Grouse Static Early successional (11-20); woody debris, soft mast
Acadian Flycatcher Increasing Riparian
Wild B'rook, Brown and Static Coldwater streams
Rainbow Trout,
Largemouth Bass Static Reservoirs
Blacknose Dace Static Coldwater streams
Smallmouth Bass Static Coolwater, warmwater streams
Fraser Fir Static Fraser fir forests
Carolina Hemlock Decreasing Carolina hemlock bluff forests
Ginseng Decreasing Rich cove forests
Ramps Static Northern hardwoods

Evaluating the Effect of Project-level Activities on Forest-wide Population Trends for
MIS

Downed Woody Debris (all sizes) — The ruffed grouse was chosen by Amendment 17 as representative
of this habitat. The Forest ruffed grouse drumming surveys that cover Forest Service Roads 198
and 299 have shown a very small population in this area over the past four years. Ruffed grouse
utilize large diameter debris and stumps for drumming. With Alternatives B and C there would
be an increase in both large woody debris and stumps, providing suitable habitat for ruffed
grouse drumming activities. As the forest ages with Alternative A there is an expected positive
indirect effect of more downed woody debris. Therefore, no alternative would are expected to
cause adverse direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to this species.

Riparian/alluvial forests — Amendment 17 to the Nantahala and Pisgah Forest Plan selected the
Acadian flycatcher to represent this community type. It was determined by the 2005 MIS report
that although this species is declining over its range, it is increasing over the Nantahala & Pisgah
National Forests. This species nests in tree branches, often overhanging a stream. The Upper
Creek proposal would not affect any riparian habitat. There are two future foreseeable actions
that would affect this habitat, 1) the Upper Creek Watershed project relating to the September
2004 hurricanes and 2) the Timbered Branch channel restoration work that involves riparian
areas within the Upper Creek AA. Although both projects may require cutting 3-5 trees, they

54



Environmental Assessment Upper Creek Project

would both improve riparian stability and habitat conditions over the long term. Due to the small
areas affected by these proposals, there would be no measurable direct or indirect effects to this
species habitat over the long term. Therefore there would be no measurable cumulative effects
to Acadian flycatcher habitat over the long term. There would be no effect to the Forest-wide
population by either foreseeable future project.

Early Successional Habitat (0-10 years) — The rufous-sided towhee (eastern towhee) was chosen by
Amendment 17 as representative of this habitat. There is currently 2% of the AA in this habitat
age class. Alternatives B and C would increase early successional habitat by 1.7%, which would
maintain the availability of rufous-sided towhee habitat to the next planning period. No
activities are planned within current early successional habitat. The 2005 Forest-wide MIS
report found that the rufous-sided towhee population is declining range-wide and in western
North Carolina. As early successional habitat has been reduced greatly on the National Forests
in the past 10 years, this downward population trend is to be expected. Alternatives B and C
would not directly effect the towhee and both would have positive indirect effects to the local
population by increasing available habitat. Alternative A would have no adverse direct effect to
the rufous-sided towhee and there would be adverse indirect effects to the local population
habitat as the forests continue to age. Alternatives B and C would have positive cumulative
effects by increasing available habitat over the next 20 years. Alternative A would have adverse
cumulative effects as habitat ages over the next 20 years and no additional early-successional
habitat is created. Populations across the Forests are likely to persist according to the 2005
Forest MIS report.

Hard Mast Producing Community — Black bear was selected by Amendment 17 as representative of this
habitat. The Management Areas designated to provide suitable habitat for black bear include;
4A, 4C, 4D and MAs 1B and 3B where they are designated to provide travel corridors and
foraging habitat. The proposed alternatives would continue to provide travel corridors and
foraging habitat of both hard mast and soft mast. The vegetation manipulation in both
Alternatives B and C would harvest 1.1% of the hard mast habitat within the AAs, both high
volume hard mast producing stands (oak/hickory and oak stands) and lower volume hard mast
producing stands (cove hardwood/pine stands). This would provide increased soft mast over the
harvested areas and retain hard mast production through project design features (residual tree
marking and timber stand improvement or TSI). Project design features would ensure that most
of the hard mast producing species that are present would remain post harvest. Hickory, white
oak, and red oak, where they occur, are the priority species to leave within two-age harvest areas.
Hard mast production declines at an average of 100 years—stands proposed for harvest range
from 41-100 years of age. The Forest’s 2001 MIS report found that all hard mast tree species,
with the exception of shade tolerant red oak, are decreasing across the Forests. Stands >100
years and the regenerated forests are dominated by shade tolerant tree species. Proposed TSI
activities are expected to maintain or increase hard mast component within the activity areas.

The 2005 MIS report found that black bear are likely to persist across the Forest with both
suitable habitat and populations increasing. No alternatives are of sufficient size to alter the
Forest population trend. There would be no adverse direct effect from implementation of any
alternative. Alternative A would have no adverse indirect effect as the current hard mast
production over the next ten years would not be affected. There would be an adverse cumulative
effect of Alternative A in forty years to the local population as the hard mast stands age beyond
maximum hard mast production. Alternatives B and C would have no adverse direct effect on
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black bear and would have minimal adverse indirect effect to 1.1 % of the hard mast stands by
lowering hard mast production over the next forty years. These alternatives would have positive
cumulative effect to the local population by regenerating hard mast community, allowing it to
grow into higher hard mast production over the long term. No alternative is substantial enough
to affect the increasing Forest-wide population trend.

Soft Mast Producing Habitat — The ruffed grouse was chosen by Amendment 17 as representative of
this habitat. This species was recorded during the Forest grouse drumming surveys within the
activity areas. The proposal would increase the soft mast habitat in regeneration areas and
maintain soft mast throughout post-harvest treatments. However, either action alternative is not
substantial enough to change the Forest population trend as reported in the 2005 Forest MIS
report. Holly, black gum, and dogwood soft mast species would be retained during post-harvest
treatments, ensuring soft mast is maintained at adequate levels across the AAs. Alternative A
would not increase the soft mast habitat utilized by this species. Alternatives B and C would
have no adverse direct effects to this species and positive indirect effects to the local population
of ruffed grouse by increasing soft mast habitat over the next ten years. Alternative A would
have no direct effects, adverse indirect effects, and adverse cumulative effects to local
populations of ruffed grouse by not increasing soft mast habitat. Alternatives B and C would
have no adverse direct effects, positive indirect effects, and positive cumulative effects to the low
density local population by increasing the available habitat. No alternative is substantial enough
to affect the Forest’s population decline as reported in the 2005 MIS report.

Permanent Grass/forb Community — White-tailed deer was selected to represent this habitat by
Amendment 17. The MA 3B wildlife standard is to provide at least 3% grass/forb habitat.
Alternative C would increase available grass/forb the most, but it would remain below the Forest
Plan desired condition of a minimum 3%. Together with the current grass/forb of 55.5 acres or
0.2%, Alternative C would produce approximately 1172 acres and increase the habitat over the
analysis area to 0.29% grass/forb; well below Forest Plan recommendations. The 2005 MIS
report outlines the effects of management on white-tailed deer and found they are declining due
to lack of vegetation management and western North Carolina's rapid increase in human
population. No alternative would directly effect the local population. Alternative A would have
an adverse indirect effect by not increasing available habitat for local populations. Alternatives
B and C would have a positive indirect effect by increasing spatiality and availability of habitat
for local populations. Alternative A would have adverse effects to the local population habitat.
Alternatives B and C would have positive effects to the local population with the prescribed burn
and increased grass/forb habitat. No alternatives in this proposal are of sufficient size to alter the
Forest-wide population trend.

Xeric Yellow Pine — Amendment 17 to the Nantahala and Pisgah Forest Plan selected the pine
warbler to represent this community type. The xeric yellow pine community is concentrated on
the southern portion of these AAs, generally along ridge lines. This community was hit hard by
the southern pine beetle (SPB) epidemic and the proposed fuel reduction burn in Alternatives B
and C within this community would increase the amount and vigor of yellow pine regeneration.
No regeneration harvest is proposed by any alternative in this community. The burn is not
expected to affect live yellow pine as the flame height would be within prescription and the fire
would not be hot enough to eliminate existing, live trees. The pine warbler is doing well range-
wide, but is declining on the Pisgah and Nantahala National Forests. The decline is most likely
due to the severe yellow pine mortality caused by the SPB infestation that occurred across the
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Forests from 1999 to 2003. Yellow pine is regenerating in these areas; therefore the pine warbler
population is expected to recover. There would be no adverse direct effects to this species by
any alternative. There would be positive indirect effects by the prescribed burn in Alternatives B
and C. The cumulative effects of past and future actions (prescribed burning) of Alternatives B
and C would benefit the recovery of this species’ habitat. The habitat would improve over the
long-term with Alternative A, but it would not produce similar, well stocked stands of yellow
pine forest. Sustainable populations are predicted despite declines associated with the SPB
epidemic.

Invasive Exotic Plant Species — Potential habitat for exotic invasive species can increase with an
increase in disturbance. While disturbance from tree removal and creation of wildlife fields can
offer some increased habitat for exotic invasive plants, new road is the prime habitat for many
exotic invasive plants. It is less clear that temporary road construction is habitat for exotic
invasive plants. Therefore, a good measure of habitat for comparison potential changes of exotic
invasive plants is the creation of miles of new roads (Nantahala/ Pisgah Forests MIS Report,
section 4.58).

Forest-wide, 2,684 miles of road construction has occurred within the Pisgah/Nantahala National
Forest within the last 25 years or 107.3 miles per year. Alternative B and C would contribute
0.25 miles of temporary road construction or increase exotic plant species habitat by <1% of the
yearly average. On the other hand, Alternative A would contribute no new road construction or
increase exotic plant species habitat. All action alternatives would not greatly contribute to an
undesirable the Forest-wide trend in exotic plant species habitat. Alternative A would not
increase exotic plant species habitat (see discussion in selection concerning individual invasive
exotic plant species in botanical report, project record).

Mixed pine/hardwood forests (successional stage and hard mast) - Amendment 17 did not assign an MIS to
this habitat type. There are currently 4,309 acres of this habitat type within the AAs.
Alternatives B and C propose to harvest 31 acres or less than 1% of this forest type.

Under the current Forest Plan, MAs 1B and 3B are designated to provide suitable habitat for
white-tailed deer. Compartments with MA 1B or 3B are to be managed to maintain 70%
hardwood management types, such as oak, except where pine management types currently
exceed 30%. These AAs currently exhibit 60% hardwood management types and 40% pine
management types. In addition, these MAs are to provide early successional habitat at a
minimum of 5% and MA 3 is to provide at least 3% grass/forb habitat.

3.12 Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species
3.12.1 Introduction

This section discloses the determination of effects the proposal may have on threatened and
endangered (T&E) and Regional Forester’s sensitive (S) wildlife, fish, and botanical species—
see Appendix A, Biological Evaluation (BE) for complete disclosure of surveys, habitat, species,
and effects analyses. There would be no effect to TES species under Alternative A as no actions
are proposed—current conditions would be maintained.
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3.12.2 Determination of Effects
3.12.2.1 Threatened and Endangered Species

There would be no adverse direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to any T&E plant, aquatic, or
wildlife species populations or their habitat by any alternative considered. Consultation with
USDI Fish and Wildlife Service is not required.

3.12.2.2 Sensitive Species

The Eastern small-footed bat, Myotis lebii, is a Regional Forester’s S species. With project
design features outlined and the greatest amount of preferred rock habitat being located outside
the activity area, the potential of negative direct impacts to individuals would be greatly reduced
or less than 1% of the population. There would be a negative impact effect to less than 2% of the
habitat within these AAs. In summary, the effects would be minimal with adverse impacts of
less than 1% of the local population being affected with the implementation of Alternative B, the
minimal negative impact to the local habitat, and positive long term impact to its riparian habitat
with planned future projects. The cumulative impact within the Forest Plan AAs on this species
would be minimal and not affect population viability across the Nantahala and Pisgah National
Forest—no alternative is likely to cause a trend toward federal listing.

The Regional Forester’s S species, Diana Fritillary, Speyeria diana, is known to occur within the
activity area. Alternatives B or C may impact individuals on 1% of suitable habitat and improve
nectar species habitat on 385 acres over the short-term. Both the beneficial indirect habitat
impacts (<1%) and the negative direct impacts (<1%) would be minimal across the Forest Plan
AAs. Past projects, present projects, and historic fire history would result in minimal cumulative
impacts to the species local population and is not likely to cause a trend to federal listing or a
loss of viability locally or across the Nantahala and Pisgah National Forests populations.

This proposal would have negative direct impacts to individual Regional Forester’s S species
Tsuga caroliniana. The cumulative impact on Tsuga caroliniana, within the botanical analysis
area is that of the Timbered Branch Timber Sale (mostly recovered), past fires (mostly
recovered), and the proposed action, may impact individuals of Tsuga caroliniana but would
have no qualitative impact, upon the Forest or botanical analysis area, on the viability of Tsuga
caroliniana.

Individual aquatic Regional Forester’s S species Ophiogomphus edmundo, Ophiogomphus
howei, and Macromia margarita may be directly impacted by the activities associated with the
stream crossing at Carroll Creek and in Craig Creek; however, there would be no risk to aquatic
population viability of these S species because the potential habitat affected is very limited.
There would be no adverse cumulative impacts to these S species as a result of this project
because habitat within Carroll Creek and Craig Creek may improve with project implementation
There would be no adverse cumulative impacts to Alasmidonta varicose as a result of this project
because this species occurs downstream of the activity area where no impacts are expected to
occur from the Upper Creek Timber Sale. No risk to population viability of the aquatic S species
(Ophiogomphus edmundo, Ophiogomphus howei, Alasmidonta varicose, Macromia margarita)
would occur as a result of this project.

No other sensitive wildlife, botanical, or aquatic species has been determined to occur within the
Forest Plan AAs and therefore would not be impacted by any alternative selected.
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3.13 Other Areas of Concern
3.13.1 Alternative A — Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

Since no action is proposed under this alternative, there would be no direct, indirect, or
cumulative effects to park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or
ecologically critical areas.

3.13.2 Alternatives B and C - Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

There would be no measurable direct, indirect, or cumulative effects from any of these
alternatives because none of them propose actions within park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands
(as per 1977 Executive Orders 11988 and 11990), wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical
areas. It also would not violate local law or requirements imposed for the protection of the
environment. There are no other known foreseeable actions in the activity areas that could
adversely affect park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically
critical areas.
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CHAPTER 4 - PREPARERS AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The following individuals helped develop this environmental assessment:

4.1 ID Team Members

4.1.1 Core IDT

Scott Ashcraft -  Archaeologist: B.S. Archaeology, 12 years with USFS

Beth Buchanan -  Fire Ecologist: M.S. Ecology, 3 years with USFS

Sandy Burnet - Wildlife Biologist: B.S. Biology, 20 years with USFS

Eric Crews - Landscape Architect: B.L.A., 13 years with USFS

David Danley = - Botanist: B.S. Plant Pathology & Botany, 16 years with USFS

Michael Hutchins - IDT Leader: B.S. Forest Management, 18 years with USFS

Bill Jackson - Air Quality Specialist: B.A. Biology, B.S. Forestry, 22 years with USFS
Lorie Stroup - Fisheries Biologist: B.S. Natural Resources, 8 years with USFS

Greg Van Orsow - Project Leader: B.S. Forest Management, 4 years with USFS

4.1.2 Other Forest Service Personnel Providing Input

Bonnie Amaral — Acting Grandfather District Ranger

John Blanton — Silviculturist, NFs North Carolina

Karen Compton — Acting Grandfather District Ranger

Miera Crawford — Grandfather District Ranger (has since transferred to NFs Alabama)
Gary Greer — Fire Management Officer, Grandfather RD

Dean Karlovich — Resource Assistant, Grandfather RD

Joy Malone — Grandfather District Ranger

Anthony Matthews — Ecosystems & Planning Staff Officer, NFs North Carolina
Ronnie Thomas — Forest Technician, Grandfather RD

Barbara Watring — Acting Grandfather District Ranger

4.2 Federal, State, and Local Agencies Providing Input

Brian Cole — USDI Fish and Wildlife Service
Ron Linville — North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
Sarah McRae — NC Department of Natural Resources

4.3 Others Providing Input

Bob Gale, Western North Carolina Alliance

Leonard Harwood

Steve Henson, Southern Appalachian Multiple-use Council
Hugh Irwin, Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition

Rob Messick

Bridget Nelson, Southern Appalachian Biodiversity Project
Ben Prater, Southern Appalachian Biodiversity Project
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APPENDIX A - BIOLOGICAL EVALUATION
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APPENDIX A — BIOLOGICAL EVALUATION
BIOLOGICAL EVALUATION

UPPER CREEK TIMBER SALE

Avery, Burke, and Caldwell Counties, North Carolina
Grandfather Ranger District

Project Location & Description

The Upper Creek Timber Sale (Upper Creek Project) would occur within two Forest Plan
Analysis Areas (AA). The 13,332 acre Upper Creek Analysis Area #57 (AA) comprised of
compartments 90-98, 106 and 107; and the 10,154 acre Lower Wilson AA #59 comprised of
compartments 62-67, 82, 85-89. The Upper Creek Project is within both AAs, which are
approximately 23,486 acres in size and is located in Avery, Burke, and Caldwell Counties.
These acres are approximate and derived from the Continuous Inventory of Stand Conditions
(CISC) which sometimes lists slightly different acres than those in Geographic Information
System (GIS).

Management opportunities have been identified through a comparison of existing and desired
conditions which could move this landscape toward a desired future condition. The desired
future condition for a given resource was determined by examination of the Land and Resource
Management Plan, Amendment 5, for the Nantahala and Pisgah National Forests (USDA March
1994 and here after referred to as the Forest Plan). The purpose and need (objectives) for the
proposed actions would be met through harvesting and related activities and meet Forest Plan
direction and standards for vegetation management, wildlife management, and visual resources
and provide a more sustainable, healthy ecosystem. A detailed description of the proposal and
alternatives may be found in Chapter 1, section 1.3 of the Upper Creek Project Environmental
Assessment (EA).

Proposal

1. Harvest approximately 385 acres using the two-age prescription

2. Construct about % mile of temporary road, maintain existing roads
3. Wildlife planting: i.e. persimmons and/or native crabapple and wildlife improvement projects
on 10.5 acres.

Prescribe burn 350 acres in compartment 90

Site preparation and release

Control invasive exotic plant species

Create a vernal pond

Anchor large woody debris along 1 mile of Timbered Branch
Designate old growth

A N A
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Existing Condition

The biological AA for wildlife resources considered both of the Forest Plan AAs (#57 and #59).

The biological AA for botanical resources is defined as compartments 87, 89, 90, 92, 93, 94, 95,
96, 97, 98 and 107 of the Grandfather Ranger District in Burke and Caldwell Counties, North
Carolina.

The biological AA for aquatic resources is activity area and AA waters in Forest Plan watersheds
#57, #58 (Parks Creek), and #59 downstream of the proposal that could be affected by activities.

The Upper Creek Proposal Area is classified as a low elevation mountain region bordering
piedmont. The aquatic resource of the biological analysis area is defined by several southeast
drainages. The major streams are: Upper Creek, Timbered Branch, Carroll Creek, Parks Creek
and a small portion of Wilson Creek. A succession of southeast trending, interlinking ridges is
found between drains. The highest points of these ridges are about 3200 ft. on the north
(Chestnut Mt., Little Chestnut Mt., Winding Stair Knob etc.) and east (Ripshin Ridge) 2870 ft.
Brown Mt. (2,900 ft.) is about center of the analysis area. The drainage flows downward to
about 1,200 feet to the south.

Wildlife Resources

Bird patch #37 was identified in the Forest Plan within these Forest Plan AAs however; this
patch is outside of the activity area of vegetative manipulation. The Craig Creek Watershed
proposal is within the bird patch and may require the cutting of a few trees to accommodate the
equipment needed to re-locate the stream back into its original stream channel.

Table A-1. Age Class Representation of Forest Plan AA # 57 & 59

Age Class — Habitat Vegetation Acres Percentage Existin
Component (CISC) of AA g
0-10 age — Early Successional 465 2% 0'
11-20 age — Early Successional 2,119 9% __703;(1,2/
21-50 age — Mid Successional 1,605 7% 0
51-100 age — Mature Forest 18,483 78% 0
101- 140 age — Old Forest 796 4% 0
Grass/forb habitat 56 0.2% 0
Open road - mi/mi” 2 2.5% 0

1 In 2005, 73 acres of 20 year age class early successional would move out of early successional habitat; and in
2006, an additional 119 acres of 20 year age class early successional habitat would move out of the early
successional habitat

2 Acres in grass/forb habitat are considered inclusions within a forested stand as they are small, (=/- one acre)
areas.

3 The Brown Mountain Off Road Vehicle Area (ORV) is within the analysis areas and is a concentrated area of
approximately 3,000 acres with 34 miles of motorized trails. Excluding this area and miles of motorized trails,
the open road density is 1.9 mi/mi’.

Aquatic Resources
The aquatic resource analysis (AQUA) of proposed Upper Creek project on the Grandfather
Ranger District considered compartments 87, 89, 90, 92, 93, 94, 95, and 107. This area includes
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three identified Forest Plan designated watersheds, 57 (Upper Creek), 58 (Parks Creek) and 59
(Wilson Creek). The analysis addresses activity area waters and AA waters. Activity area
waters are defined as those in the area of potential site-specific impacts on aquatic habitat and
populations. The AA encompasses waters downstream that potentially could be impacted by
project activities, in addition to activity area waters.

Table A-2. Water Resources within the Area Analyzed

Stream Name (UT denotes | Compartment-Stand | Miles in Activity | Miles in
an unnamed tributary) Area Analysis
Area

Upper Creek 93, 94, 107 0.8 2.6

UT 1 94-01 0.11 0.11

UT?2 107-02 0.4 0.8

UT3 107-02 0.2 0.2

UT 4 107-02 0.2 0.2
Timbered Branch 95, 87 2.2 2.2

UT 1 95-08 0 0.4

UT 2 95-08 0 0.5
Pearcey Creek 92-05 0.2 0.8

UT 1 92-05 0.6 0.8

UT?2 92-05 0.4 0.9
Carroll Creek 90-05,03 0.4 0.9

UT 1 90-03 0.4 0.4

UT?2 89-01 0.4 1.0
Craig Creek Watershed project | 288 feet 2.5 miles

Botanical Resources
The analysis area exhibits many typical plant communities of the low to mid elevation southern
Appalachian mountains.

The Biological AA for botanical communities found the area is characterized by three common
community types. These communities are: Pine-oak Heath Forest, Chestnut Oak Forest, and
Acidic Cove Forest, and, to a much lesser extent, the Montane Oak-Hickory Forest. A Montane
Alluvial Forest and Rocky Shore and Bar communities are associated with the low elevation
areas directly adjacent to major stream but are best developed along Upper Creek and Timbered
Branch. Small habitat areas such as small rock outcrops (particularly in Brown Mt.) and forested
seeps and streams can be imbedded within these comminutes. Natural communities often grade
together and definite boundaries usually are difficult to see. However, there is often a pattern to
these comminutes on the landscape. Within the AA, the Acidic Cove Forest often occupies areas
near streams, lower cove slopes and northern aspects. Higher cove slopes, south and western
slopes are often dominated by the Chestnut Oak Forest. Pine Oak Heath Community is found on
dryer Ridges and slopes. The Montane Oak-Hickory Forest, Montane Alluvial Forest and
anthropogenic communities have the most diverse herbaceous component of the communities
found within the analysis area. However, taken in whole, the analysis area has a very poor
herbaceous diversity. All of the communities are very common community types and have a
relatively low probability of occurrences for Forest threatened, endangered, and Regional
Forester’s sensitive (TES) plant species (See Schafale and Weakley for a detailed description and
discussion of these communities)—thus, making a general low potential for plant T&E, and S
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species to occur in the potential activity areas. The primary natural communities affected by this
proposal are the Chestnut Oak Forest, Acidic Cove Forest, and the Pine-oak Heath Forest.

Past Impacts and Foreseeable Future Actions

The 1992 Timbered Branch timber sale would have aged to canopy closure, losing much of the
increase in soft mast production within the harvested area. Scarlet oak acorn production begins
at 20 years of age, whereas the remaining acorn producing species do not begin production until
age 40. No changes to the integrity of Bird patch #37 are proposed with the Craig Creek
watershed project.

The proposed Craig Creek Watershed project involves returning the creek to its original location,
placing a "vane" in Upper Creek to restore the stream bank damaged by recent hurricane
flooding and prevent future stream bank erosion, and placing 2-3 boulders at the campsite
immediately above the low water bridge on Upper Creek. These projects may require the cutting
of 3-5 trees to accommodate equipment access needs. The project to delineate the dispersed
campsites along Timbered Branch and at the intersection of FSR 197 and FSR 286 is on-going.
This project has resulted in less bare soil and vehicle traffic within the areas immediately
adjacent to the creeks. The campsites being delineated and hardened, along with the toilet
facility are outside of the immediate riparian corridor of Upper Creek. These recreation and soil
and water resource projects would benefit wildlife and aquatic species within the analysis area by
maintaining wildlife access to water sources and the integrity of the riparian areas. The storm
recovery project of reconstructing the natural stream channel of Craig Creek and placing large
woody debris in Timbered Branch would improve aquatic habitat and stabilization.

There have been approximately 3,500 acres of wildfires within these analysis areas since 1981
and approximately 300 acres of prescribed fire. This fire history has resulted on an average of 16
acres per year being burned over. Where these fires occurred, the shrub layer has been reduced
and scattered tree mortality occurred. Wild fires and prescribe burns rarely enter riparian areas
or are low intensity burns with low severity effects within this moist environment.

The southern pine beetle (SPB) epidemic within the past 5 years has resulted in large clumps and
scattered yellow pine species mortality, especially where they occur along ridgetops on the south
end of the Forest Plan Upper Creek AA. Natural regeneration is occurring; however, a prescribe
burn is planned in the vicinity to reduce the dead and down debris which may be interfering with
regeneration to a fully stocked stand.

Method of Evaluation

Potentially affected federally listed threatened and endangered (T&E) species and Regional
Forester’s sensitive (S) (August 7, 2001) species and habitat were identified from the following
sources:

1) Information on TES species and their habitat on the Nantahala and Pisgah National Forests
were obtained from the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC), U.S.
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Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and North Carolina Natural Heritage Program
(NCNHP) records.

2) Surveys completed for this analysis, past surveys and analysis for projects within or near the
analysis areas.

3) Consulting with individuals both in the public and private sector who are knowledgeable of
the area and its biota.

This analysis has been prepared based on the best available information at the present time.

Project Surveys

The proposed units or activity area were surveyed by David M. Danley, Forest Botanist on June
21,22, 26, 30, 2004, and July 1, 13, 14, 20, 2004. All proposed units were visited at least once
during this time.

Lorie Stroup and Sheryl Bryan, USFS Fisheries Biologists, conducted aquatic habitat and aquatic
insect surveys of the proposed aquatic project and analysis areas on July 13, 17, 2004, August
16, 2004, October 26, 2004, and December 8, 2004.

Bird points were conducted on June 7 and 8, 2004, by Dennis Helton, Grandfather Ranger
District, and on June 8, 10, and 15, 2004, by Sandy Burnet, Grandfather Ranger District Wildlife
Biologist. Habitat presence for snail and salamanders was conducted in the activity areas. Mist
nets and anabat bat surveys were completed on July 20-22, 2004, by Sandy Burnet and Luke
Decker, Forest Technician on the Grandfather Ranger District. Surveys were conducted to
determine the habitat present, survey significant habitats, and species presence.

Historical Surveys

Botanical survey information was used from the Timbered Branch Timber Sale (1992) and
botanical surveys conducted by Allan Smith in compartments 87, 94, 95 and 96. Other sources
of information were: Steels Creek Watershed Analysis (Simon et. al., 2002) and Steels Creek
Timber Sale Botanical Report (Danley, 2003).

Existing data for aquatic exists in two forms: general inventory and monitoring of Forest aquatic
resources and data provided by cooperating resource agencies from aquatic resources on or
flowing through the National Forest lands. Both of these sources are accurate back to
approximately 1980 and are used regularly in project analyses. Data collected prior to 1980 is
used sparingly (mostly as a historical reference). Project-specific surveys are conducted to
obtain reliable data where none exists.

Timbered Branch, Carroll Creek, and Upper Creek were included in the 1992-1995 Brook Trout
Surveys conducted by the USFS and the NCWRC (AQUA, Table 4.3). Timbered Branch was
surveyed again in 2004 for the presence of brook trout during the cooperative effort with the
NCWRC and Western Carolina University to genetically type all brook trout in North Carolina.
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The NC Department of Environment and Natural Resource’s (NCDENR) Water Quality division
monitored fish on a site of Upper Creek in both 1997 and 1999. The NCDENR division of water
quality sampled Upper Creek in the summer of 1997 and spring, summer, and fall of 1999.

Surveys were completed by the resource biologists for the Craig Creek watershed activity area
for the 2004 project of closing illegal vehicle use around the current location of the water flow.
No T&E or S plant, salamander, or snail habitat were found and common butterfly species were
found to be utilizing the stream bank vegetation for nectar and water.

Surveys were completed by resource biologists in 2002 of the prescribe burn area in the Brown
Mountain ORYV area for a burn that was not carried out, encompassing the majority of the

proposed prescribe burn area.

Surveys were completed by Sandy Burnet and Dave Danley for the re-location of a trail within
the Brown Mountain ORV area in 2000.

Species Evaluation

Species evaluated further may be found in the following table. Species not evaluated further are
listed in Attachment A, along with the reason for elimination from further consideration.

Wildlife

A total of 16 wildlife T&E and S species are listed by the North Carolina Natural Heritage
Program database as occurring within Avery, Burke, and Caldwell Counties. In addition, the US
Fish and Wildlife Service and US Forest Service county species records were used. Fourteen
species were dropped from further evaluation and the reason for elimination is found listed in
Attachment A — the remaining 2 species are S. There are no known T&E species or their
habitats occur within these Forest Plan AAs. Snail and salamander surveys determined habitat
was very poor with the exception of the eastern edge of stand 94-02. Common salamander and
snail species were found during surveys; no S species were recorded. A new Caldwell County
occurrence was recorded during bat surveys for the S species Myotis leibii, within the Timbered
Branch riparian area.

Botanical

Of the 31 plant T&E and S species known to occur in Burke and Caldwell Counties NC, all but 8
species (see following table) were dropped from the list for further consideration and discussion
for one of the following reasons: 1) lack of suitable habitat for the species in the activity area, 2)
the species has a well-known distribution that does not include the activity area, or 3) based on
field surveys of potential habitat, no habitat was seen in the activity areas. Habitats, community
types and ranges of plant TES species are derived from information in Classification of the
Natural plant Communities of North Carolina, the Natural Heritage Program's List of Rare Plant
of North Carolina, or information obtained from other botanist. Based upon habitat information,
six plant T&E, S species could occur in the AA, one species is known to occur within the
botanical AA but not in the activity area, and one species is known to occur within the activity
area (Regional Sensitive species Tsuga caroliniana). A list of TES plants that occur in Burke
and Caldwell Counties and why they were eliminated from further evaluation is found in
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Attachment A. A list of TES plants that potentially could occur in the project or activity areas is
listed in the following two table and summarizes the list of TES plant species that are: likely to
occur, known to occur, or potentially could occur in the botanical AA. Tsuga caroliniana is
known to occur in compartment/stand; 89-1, 90-3, 92-5, 95-8, 95-40 and 96-14. Tsuga
caroliniana is likely to occur in other activity areas.

Aquatic

Of the 5 aquatic species listed as occurring or potentially occurring in Burke and Caldwell
Counties, 1 was dropped as a result of a likelihood of occurrence evaluation based on preferred
habitat elements and field survey results. The remaining 4 are S species. Attachment A
summarizes this process.

Threatened and Endangered Species (06/01) Evaluation

Table A-3. Potential Threatened or Endangered Species (2001)

Species Type Natural Community or Habitat Occurrence
Hexastylis Not known to occur in botanical
naniflora , Vascular Acidic Cove Forest biological analysis area or activity
birthwort area

No aquatic or wildlife T&E species or their habitat occurs within the activity areas.

No T&E plant species are known or expected to occur within the activity areas and with the
negative results from surveys of the activity areas, it is unlikely that non-detected plant T&E
species occur in the activity areas. Because there are no known populations of these plant

species in or near the proposed activity areas, there are no known effects (direct, indirect, or
cumulative) to these possible species.

Regional Forester's Sensitive Species (08/01) Evaluation

Table A-4. Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species Evaluated (2001)

Species Type Natural Community or Habitat Occurrence
Hexastylis .
rhombiformis, Vascular Plant Acidic Cove Forest. Not known.tq oceur in AA or
birthwort activity area.
Helianthus
glaucophyllus, Vascular Plant Anthropogenic, roadsides; Rich Not known.tq occur in AA or
smooth flowered Cove Forests activity area.
sunflower

Juglans cinerea,

Vascular Plant

Acidic Cove Forest.

Known to occur in AA, not known

galaciffolia var.

Vascular Plant

Butternut to occur in activity area.
Monotropsis Not kn ; 1 AA
ot known to occur in or
oderata, Vascular Plant Chestnut Oak Forest wn 1o oceu
. . activity area.
Indian pipe
Shortia Not known to occur in AA or

Acidic Cove Forest.

activity area.
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Species

Type

Natural Community or Habitat

Occurrence

brevistylis,
Shortia

Tsuga
caroliniana,
Carolina
hemlock

Vascular Plant

Chestnut Oak Forest, Pine Oak-
Heath Forest.

Known to occur in activity area.
(stands 89-1, 90-3, 92-5, 95-8, 95[]
40, and 96-14)

Ophiogomphus
edmundo,
Edmund’s

snaketail

Dragonfly

Lotic

May occur in AA.

Ophiogomphus
howei,
Pygmy snaketail

Dragonfly

Lotic

May occur in AA.

Alasmidonta
varicose,
Brook floater

Mussel

Lotic- Clean and gravel substrates

Known to occur in Upper Creek

Macromia
margarita,
Mountain River
Cruiser

Dragonfly

Lotic- depositional

May occur in the AA.

Mpyotis leibii,
Eastern small-
footed bat

Mammal

Winter — caves and mines
Summer — hollow trees

Known to occur within the AA

Speyeria Diana,
Diana Fritillary

Butterfly

Forages on nectar species within
forest openings, most often near
streams. Larval species forage on
violet species within or near
riparian areas with rhododendron

Known to occur within the activity
area

Effects to Sensitive Species

Wildlife

Eastern Small-footed Bat
The following table summarizes possible effects to the Eastern small-footed bat due to the

project proposal:

Table A-5. Summary of Effects to the Eastern Small-footed Bat

Eastern Small-footed bat

Proposed Action

Direct Effects

Less than 1% of local population

Indirect Effects

Less than 2% of habitat

Cumulative Effects

1-2% of local populations

If harvesting is carried out during October through March time frame, the Eastern Small-footed
bat would be hibernating within caves, most prevalent within the northern portion of the Upper
Creek drainage, more than a mile from the proposed activities. During late spring through early
fall, this species may be found utilizing hollow trees and rock crevices. Rock crevices are most
numerous within the northern portions of Upper Creek. The rock outcrop within stand 95-36

69




Environmental Assessment Upper Creek Project

does not meet the needs of the bat. If the bat utilizes a hollow tree for roosting, the Nantahala &
Pisgah National Forest standards require that 2 snags or den trees per acre is retained during
stand regeneration (Amendment 5, page I11-23). Dead trees should be >15 diameter where they
occur and all den trees greater than 22” diameter are to be left (Amendment 5, page 111-23).
These forest standards would be implemented in any harvest activity. The project design
specifies the species priority for residual tree marking to include white oak and hickory, where
they occur. These species exhibit bark characteristics utilized by bats and other species for
temporary cover. With the specifications and standards outlined and the greatest amount of
preferred rock habitat being located outside the activity area, the potential of negative direct
effects to individuals would be greatly reduced, less than 1% of individuals within the Forest
Plan AA population. With the standards and residual tree priority listed above, few, if any,
summer roosting trees would be lost due to harvest of 1.7% of potential habitat across the Forest
Plan AA with Alternative B. Negative indirect effects would occur to less than 2% of the current
habitat available on the Forest Plan AA including past wild fires occurring outside the
hibernating period. Therefore, direct or indirect effects to the local eastern small-footed bat
population would be minimal.

Past and foreseeable future projects of restoring the riparian area along lower portions of Upper
Creek and Timbered Branch where dispersed camping has resulted in bare soil would benefit the
bats utilization of this riparian community. The majority of the areas fire history was during the
hibernating period of this species and low intensity fires would not result in loss of suitable snags
and dens. There are no direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to this species resulting from the
past SPB epidemic and resulting mortality. The Craig Creek watershed project would restore the
riparian area to its original condition and benefit all bat species utilization of the area over the
long term.

Direct adverse effects to individuals would be less than 1% of the local population, while indirect
adverse effects would occur on less than 2% of the habitat within the AA as a result of this
activity. In summary, the cumulative effect within the Forest Plan AAs for this bat species
would be a potential loss of less than 1% of the population, adverse indirect effects of less than
2% of the habitat, and future foreseeable activities would result in benefits to the species through
restored habitat. Therefore, the overall cumulative effect would be minimal adverse direct and
indirect effects to the local population and long term positive effects to habitat within these AAs.
Implementation of this proposed action would not affect the population viability across the
Nantahala and Pisgah National Forest and is not likely to cause a trend toward federal listing.

Diana Fritillary
The following table summarizes possible effects to the Diana fritillary butterfly due to the
proposal:

Table A-6. Summary of Effects to the Diana Fritillary

Diana Fritillary Proposed Action

Direct Effects Potential loss of 1% of local
population

Indirect Effects Increase by 385 acres of habitat

Cumulative Effects Minimal — not likely to cause a trend
to federal listing or a loss of viability
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There are several records of occurrence for the Diana Fritillary, Speyeria diana, in the activity
area. This species is commonly seen utilizing the nectar species found along roadsides, streams,
and linear grass/forb areas. Harvesting would improve habitat for these nectar species and the
butterfly would flourish within 0-10 age class areas post-harvest where sunlight encourages
flowering plant growth. Eggs and larvae are found on violets within riparian corridors where the
forest floor within a forested setting where rhododendron are usually numerous. There are
approximately 9,365 acres of suitable fritillary habitat across these Forest Plan AAs. If
approximately 110 acres or 1% of suitable habitat are harvested, there would be an increase in
nectar species habitat and availability over the next 10 years. If harvesting is carried out during
the egg or larval season, individual eggs or larvae may be eliminated by equipment trampling of
the violets present. With the proposed grass/forb habitat increase of 10.5 acres, nectar species
habitat would increase from the present availability. Therefore, the proposed action, Alternative
B, may impact 1% of the individuals within this local population. This alternative would have a
positive indirect effect by improving nectar species habitat on 385 acres over the next 10 years.

Past and foreseeable future projects of restoring the riparian area and condition along lower
portions of Upper Creek and Timbered Branch, where dispersed camping has resulted in bare
soil, would benefit violet species growth and the fritillary’s utilization of this riparian
community. Historic fire, although generally outside the growing season, may have destroyed
eggs laid on dead or dying violets. The fires generally occurred outside of riparian areas and at a
rate of 16 acres per year. The SPB epidemic pine mortality, would improve the potential of
flowering plant species over the affected area until regeneration reaches the closed canopy
condition. The Craig Creek watershed project would have no effect on the Fritillary, nor would
the stream structure work planned within Timbered Branch. Therefore, cumulative effects to the
species local population would be minimal and is not likely to cause a trend toward federal
listing or a loss of viability locally across the Nantahala and Pisgah National Forests populations.

Botanical

The known local populations of Tsuga caroliniana in the Botanical analysis area occur mostly
along ridges and upper slopes primarily associated with Pine-Oak Heath Community. To a much
more limited extent, Tsuga caroliniana can be found in Chestnut Oak Forests. Tsuga
caroliniana 1s not an uncommon component species of xeric plant communities of the Catawba
River escarpment (Newell, Danley) and the botanical AA. Hence, the population of Tsuga
caroliniana 1s very large and scattered. There are more than 100 populations known across the
forest and this species is not tracked by the NC Natural Heritage Program.

Tsuga caroliniana is known to occur in proposed activity areas in stands 89-1, 90-3, 92-5, 95-8,
95-40, and 96-14. Furthermore, any stand with Pine-oak Heath or Chestnut Oak Forest has a
strong likelihood of Tsuga caroliniana to be present. Therefore, any alternative that contains one
or more of these stands might have adverse direct impacts to individuals Tsuga caroliniana by
logging (crushing i.e. mechanical damage).

There is no qualified data available concerning the indirect effects of logging on Tsuga
caroliniana. However, judging by the recovery of Tsuga caroliniana by similar actions
(logging) Tsuga caroliniana seems to repopulate disturbed sites (positive effect). This informal
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observation is reinforced by noticing that Tsuga caroliniana often occurs along old skid roads
and disturbed ridge tops. Since Tsuga caroliniana would have a viable population within the
analysis area (in areas outside the activity area) and the habitat would at a lower successional
state and would be restored to its current ecological state, it is logical to assume that recovery of
Tsuga caroliniana would take place over time.

It is known that the Timbered Branch timber sale (1992) likely adversely impacted individuals of
Tsuga caroliniana. However, the habitat supporting Tsuga caroliniana in those activity areas
has had sufficient time to recover. Recent (less than 20 acres of Tsuga caroliniana habitat) and
historic fires (unquantified) have likely impacted individuals of Tsuga caroliniana. Little is
known about the effects of fire on communities with populations of Tsuga caroliniana. Tsuga
caroliniana often occurs with fire tolerant species suggesting an importance of fire its ecology
(Scafale) but populations studied at Bluff Mountain (North Carolina) suggest Tsuga caroliniana
out-competes other vegetation such as oaks and invades areas that fire has been excluded from
(Humphrey). On a Forest-wide scale, this proposal would have very little effect on Tsuga
caroliniana. There are so many individuals known distributed over such a wide area across the
Forest that this proposal would have little effect on the total numbers of Tsuga caroliniana
individuals throughout the Forest. There is no known future action that would negatively affect
Tsuga caroliniana within the botanical analysis area.

Therefore, the cumulative effect on Tsuga caroliniana within the botanical AA is that of the
Timbered Branch Timber Sale (mostly recovered), past fires (mostly recovered), and the
proposed action, may impact individuals of Tsuga caroliniana but would have no qualitative
effect upon the Forest or botanical AA viability of Tsuga caroliniana.

Aqguatic

Sensitive species Ophiogomphus edmundo, Ophiogomphus howei, Alasmidonta varicosa and
Macromia margarita may occur within the activity area. The implementation of this project may
impact or stress individuals of the aquatic sensitive insects Ophiogomphus edmundo,
Ophiogomphus howei, and Macromia margarita if they exist within Carroll Creek, where the
bridge crossing is located or in the man-made channel of Craig Creek. None of the aquatic
macroinvertebrate S species listed above were found during field surveys in activity area
streams. The habitat for these benthic macroinvertebrate species is common across their range.
Individual Ophiogomphus edmundo, Ophiogomphus howei, and Macromia margarita may be
directly impacted by the activities associated with the stream crossing at Carroll Creek and in
Craig Creek; however, there would be no risk to aquatic population viability of these S species
because the potential habitat affected is very limited. There would be no adverse cumulative
effects to these S species as a result of this project. Cumulatively, habitat within Carroll Creek
and Craig Creek may improve with project implementation. The stream crossing at Carroll
Creek is an existing illegal ford for off-road vehicles (though access has been blocked by USFS
on several occasions). By placing a bridge in this area, vehicles would not likely enter the
stream, thus minimizing the risk of direct impacts to members of the S insect species as well as
other aquatic organisms. The Craig Creek channel was man-made. By re-creating a more
natural channel, habitat may improve with site rehabilitation for aquatic organisms.

There is no mussel habitat within Carroll Creek or Craig Creek therefore; Alasmidonta varicosa
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would not be directly or indirectly affected by the implementation of this project. Alasmidonta
varicosa are located in Upper Creek, below the activity area; however it is not expected that any
adverse indirect impacts to Upper Creek would occur as a result of the implementation of either
action alternative. There would be no cumulative impacts to Alasmidonta varicosa as a result of
the Upper Creek Timber Sale.

Project Design Features

The following project design features are part of the proposal and would reduce potential for
adverse effects to TES species:

o To reduce the possible effect of invasive exotic plant species to this proposal, all known
populations of Miscanthus sinensis, Paulownia tomentosa, and Ailanthus altissima would
be controlled prior to disturbance activities. Miscanthus sinensis was found along Forest
Service Roads. All populations total less than five acres. Control of Miscanthus sinensis,
Paulownia tomentosa and Ailanthus altissima is best done by the use of herbicide
(Glyphosphate).

o Itis recommended that native plants be utilized in wildlife improvement and roadside
erosion control.

o Hemlock four inches to eight inches in diameter not affected by the hemlock wooly adelgid
within stands 93-02, 94-02, and 94-01, would be retained during harvest and stand
improvement activities to maintain winter roost habitat for many bird species, including
ruffed grouse.

o During timber stand improvement, soft mast species of holly and dogwood (4”+ in dbh, up
to 10 trees per acre), and black gum (12”+ in dbh, up to 5 trees per acre) would be retained
to ensure continued production of food utilized by numerous bird species and mammals.

o Species priority for residual tree designation would be; white oak, red oak, and hickory,
where present within harvest stands.

o Move upper unit boundary of stands 95-08 and 95-40 one tree-height below ridge.
Maintain 25-30 basal area/ac to screen and blend-in harvest activities as seen from Trail
273.

o Harvest openings along open system roads in stands 90-03, 92-05A, and 92-05B should not
exceed 500 linear feet.

Summary and Determination of Effects

There would be no adverse direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to any T&E plant, aquatic, or
wildlife species populations or their habitat by any alternative considered. Consultation with
USDI Fish and Wildlife Service is not required.

The Eastern small-footed bat, Myotis lebii, is a Regional Forester’s S species. With project
design features outlined and the greatest amount of preferred rock habitat being located outside
the activity area, the potential of adverse direct impacts to individuals would be greatly reduced
or less than 1% of the population. There would be an adverse impact effect to less than 2% of
the habitat within these AAs. In summary, the impacts would be minimal with adverse impacts
of less than 1% of the local population being effected with the implementation of Alternatives B
or C, the minimal negative impact to the local habitat, and positive long term impact to its
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riparian habitat with planned future projects. The cumulative impact within the Forest Plan AAs
on this species would be minimal and not affect population viability across the Nantahala and
Pisgah National Forest—no alternative is likely to cause a trend toward federal listing.

The Regional Forester’s S species, Diana Fritillary, Speyeria diana, is known to occur within the
activity area. Alternatives B or C may impact individuals on 1% of suitable habitat and improve
nectar species habitat on 385 acres over the short-term. Both the beneficial indirect habitat
impacts (<1%) and the negative direct impacts (<1%) would be minimal across the Forest Plan
AAs. Past projects, present projects, and historic fire history would result in minimal cumulative
impacts to the species local population and is not likely to cause a trend to federal listing or a
loss of viability locally or across the Nantahala and Pisgah National Forests populations.

This proposal would have adverse direct impacts to individual Regional Forester’s S species
Tsuga caroliniana. The cumulative impact on Tsuga caroliniana within the botanical AA; the
Timbered Branch Timber Sale (mostly recovered), past fires (mostly recovered), and the
proposed action; may impact individuals of Tsuga caroliniana but would have no qualitative
impact, upon the Forest or botanical AA, on the viability of Tsuga caroliniana.

Individual aquatic Regional Forester’s S species Ophiogomphus edmundo, Ophiogomphus
howei, and Macromia margarita may be directly impacted by the activities associated with the
stream crossing at Carroll Creek and in Craig Creek; however, there would be no risk to aquatic
population viability of these S species because the potential habitat affected is very limited.
There would be no adverse cumulative impacts to these S species as a result of this project
because habitat within Carroll Creek and Craig Creek may improve with project implementation.
There would be no adverse cumulative impacts to Alasmidonta varicose as a result of this project
because this species occurs downstream of the activity areas where no impacts are expected to
occur from the Upper Creek Timber Sale. No risk to population viability of the aquatic S species
(Ophiogomphus edmundo, Ophiogomphus howei, Alasmidonta varicose, Macromia margarita)
would occur as a result of this project.

No other sensitive wildlife, botanical, or aquatic species has been determined to occur within the
Forest Plan AAs and therefore would not be impacted by any alternative selected.

List of Preparers

Prepared By: [/ Sandy Burnet

Sandy Burnet — sburnet@fs.fed.us

Wildlife Biologist — Grandfather Ranger District
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Attachment A

Wildlife

Wildlife TES species found within Avery, Burke, and Caldwell County dropped from further
consideration.

Species Habitat Type & Status Reason for Elimination
Corynorhinus town. Caves within forested Mammal, E No known caves/mines
Virginianus, VA big- habitat within activity area.
eared bat
Corynorhinus Cave dwelling bat, Mammal, S No occurrence record within
rafinesquii, Abandoned building analysis area .

Rafinesque’s big-earred | preferred during the

bat summer

Glaucomys sabrinus Mature spruce/fir & N. Mammal, E No spruce/fir or N.
coloratus, Carolina hardwoods, generally Hardwoods within activity
northern flying squirrel | above 4000’ elevation area.

Clemmys muhlenbergii, | Marshy meadows, large | Reptile, T No habitat within activity
Bog turtle seeps, and bogs areas

Thryomanes bewickii Brush and fence rows in | Bird, S No occurrence record within
altus, Appalachian open country Forest Plan AA.

Bewick’s wren

Micotus chrotorrhinus Rocky/boulder field Mammal, S No occurrence records or
carolinensis, Southern within forest habitat within county

rock vole

Sorex palustris 12-15’ streams and Mammal, S No occurrence record in

puntculatus, Southern
water shrew

banks with
rhododendron in N.
hardwood or spruce/fir
forests

county and no habitat within
activity area.

Pallifera hemphilli,
Black mantleslug

Acidic & rich coves,
spruce/fir forests

Invertebrate, S

None recorded from surveys
of activity area

Ventridens coelaxis,
Bidentate dome

High elevation wooded
hill sides

Invertebrate, S

None recorded from surveys
of activity area

Falco peregrinus, High rock cliffs, usually | Bird, S No occurrence record within

Peregrine falcon near rivers or lakes analysis areas, no habitat
within activity area.

Haliaeetus Mature trees near lakes | Bird, T No habitat within activity

leucocephalus, Bald area

eagle

Plethodon welleri,
Weller's salamander

High elevation acidic
forest

Amphibian, S

No occurrence record within
analysis area, none recorded
from surveys of activity area

Microhexura montivaga,
Spruce-fir moss spider

Moss within spruce-fir
forest

Invertebrate, E

No occurrence record or
habitat within analysis areas

Speyeria idalia, Regal
Fritilllary

Open, brushy fields

Invertebrate, S

No occurrence record or
habitat within analysis areas
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Botanical
Botanical TES Species of Burke & Caldwell County:

1 = Found in activity area,

2 = Found within botanical analysis area but not activity area,

3 = Possibly found within botanical analysis area (based on broad habitat concepts),

4 = No known occurrences or habitat known within botanical analysis area, (not further
analyzed)

Species Form Status Habitat Occurrence
Abies fraseri Vascular |Sensitive Spruce-Fir Forest 4
Aconitum reclinatum Vascular |Sensitive Rich Cove Forest 4
Bazzania nudicaulis Liverwort |Sensitive Spruce-Fir Forest, High 4
Calystegia catesbiana ssp. Vascular |Sensitive Rich Cove Forest, High 4
Cardamine clematitis Vascular |Sensitive Spruce-Fir Forest, High 4
Cephaloziella obtusilobula Liverwort |Sensitive High Elevation Rocky Summit, 4
Chelone cuthertii Vascular |Sensitive Southern Appalachian Bog 4
Drepanolejeunea applachiana |Liverwort |Sensitive Acidic Cove Forest, Spray CIliff 4
Fothergilla major Vascular |Sensitive Pine-Oak Heath, Chestnut Oak 4
Geum geniculatum Vascular |Sensitive Rich Cove Forest, Grassy Bald, 4
Geum radiatum Vascular |Threatened Heath Bald, High Elevation 4
Helianthus glaucophyllus Vascular |Sensitive Rich Cove Forest, 3
Hexastylis naniflora Vascular |Threatened Acidic Cove Forest 3
Hexastylis rhombiformis Vascular |Sensitive Rich Cove Forest, Acidic Cove 3
Houstonia montana Vascular |Endangered Grassey Bald, High Elevation 4
Isoetes medeoloides Vascular |Threatened Unknown 4
Juglans cinera Vascular |Sensitive Rich Cove Forest 2
Liatris helleri Vascular |Threatened High Elevation Rocky Summit 4
Liatris turgida Vascular |Sensitive Pine-Oak Heath, Montane 4
Monotropsis odorata Vascular |Sensitive Chestnut Oak Forest 3
Parthenium auriculatum Vascular |Sensitive glades and openings over mafic 4
Plagiochila caduciloba Liverwort |Sensitive Acidic Cove Forest, Spray Cliff 4
Plagiochila echinata Liverwort |Sensitive Acidic Cove Forest, Montane 3
Plagiochila sullivantii var. Liverwort |Sensitive Spray CIiff 4
Plagiochila sullivantii var. Liverwort |Sensitive Spruce-Fir Forest 4
Porella wataugensis Liverwort |Sensitive Unknown 4
Rhododendron vaseyi Vascular |Sensitive Spruce-Fir Forest, Heath Bald, 4
Robinia hispida var fertilis Vascular |Sensitive Northern Hardwood Forest, 4
Shortia galaciffolia Vascular |Sensitive Northern Hardwood Forest, 3
Trillium rugellii Vascular |Sensitive Rich Cove Forest, Alluvial 4
Tsuga caroliniana Vascular |Sensitive Pine-Oak Heath, Chestnut Oak 1
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Aguatic

Aquatic TES Species of Burke & Caldwell County (2002):

Rare Aquatic Species List - Burke and Caldwell Counties c|;3 urke Caldwell
ounty County
Common Name Scientific Name Type Likelyhood of
Occurrence
Threatened, Endangered, or Proposed Species
Not Likely to
spotfin chub Cyprinella monacha fish X Occur (1,5)
Regional Forester's Sensitive Species list)
Ophiogomphus
Edmund's snaketail edmundo dragonfly X X May Occur (4)
pygmy snaketail Ophiogomphus howei | dragonfly X X May Occur (4)
brook floater Alasmidonta varicosa | mussel X X Does Occur (1)
mountain river cruiser Macromia margarita | dragonfly X May Occur (4)

Evaluation Criteria:

1 = Recent survey data within or downstream the aquatic
analysis area (<5 yrs old)
2 = Historical survey data within or downstream the aquatic
analysis area (>5 yrs old)
3 = Vicinity records (within or downstream the analysis area,
not necessarily within activity area)

4 = Suitable habitat present, but no vicinity records

5 = No suitable habitat present or vicinity records within
analysis area, but species may be present in county

6 = Extirpated species listed for river system
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Attachment B: Definitions

Definitions for the Various Types of Likelihood of Occurrence

O

Known to occur — those species of which there is documentation that the species exists within a
specified area, or it was found in the area during surveys.

Likely to occur — those species of which there is no documentation of the species occurring in a
specified area but are expected to occur based on documentation of very similar habitat to
known populations.

May/could occur — the species probably occurs in a specified area in the broadest sense. Only
very general habitat preferences and species distribution are used to determine if a species
may occur. This does not imply their existence in an area, but that their general habitat
description is found in the area, so therefore the species may occur.

Not likely to occur — suitable habitat for a species may exist in a specified area, but there is other
information known about the area and/or the species to determine that it is not likely to
occur. These species are not included in the analysis.

Does not occur — exhaustive surveys (existing and USFS) have not found the species in the
project and/or analysis areas. These species are not included in the analysis.
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APPENDIX B — AGE-CLASS DISTRIBUTION

Forest vegetation within the Upper Creek project area consists mostly of upland hardwood
species such as oaks, hickories, red maple, black gum, and black locust. White pine, pitch pine,
shortleaf pine, table mountain pine, and Virginia pine occur in varying degrees throughout the
area. Drainages are occupied mainly by yellow-poplar, white pine, and hemlock. Understory
vegetation includes rhododendron, mountain laurel, and various other shrubs and herbs. By far,
most overstory oaks are chestnut oak or scarlet oak.

Within the Upper Creek AA, approximately 75 percent of forested acres are 71 years old or
older. Only I percent is in the 0-10 year age-class, and 10 percent is in the 11-20 year age-class.
Within the Lower Wilson Creek AA, approximately 79 percent of forested acres are 71 years old
or older. Only 2 percent is in the 0-10 year age-class, and 8 percent is in the 11-20 year age-
class. Within the 8,237 acre project area, approximately 74 percent of forested acres are 71 years
old or older. Only 1.5 percent is in the 0-10 year age-class, and 12 percent is in the 11-20 year
age-class.

In many of the older stands, especially on upland sites, there are abundant dead standing and
dead fallen trees, mostly yellow pines and scarlet oaks. The area has suffered through several
outbreaks of southern pine beetle (most recently in 2000-2002) and drought (most recently 1998
2002), and many oaks exhibit symptoms of oak decline.

This age-class distribution is very unbalanced for MA 3B where sustainable timber harvest and
provision of young forest is emphasized (Forest Plan, page I1I-71). Mortality losses would
continue to increase as stands get older.

This analysis determines the minimum and maximum harvest levels for the activity area
according to the Forest Plan. Both action alternatives would help to balance the age-class
distribution to a greater degree. Alternatives B and C would result in bringing the 0-10 year age-
class in the project area up to almost 6.5 percent in 2006. The resulting sum of 0-10 and 11-20
year age-classes would be approximately 18 percent. All stands proposed for harvest are from
74 to 99 years old.

Forest Plan Direction for Distribution of Early Successional Habitat

The Forest Plan contains specific desired conditions for the amount of 0-10 year age-class in
management areas with timber production (Forest Plan, pages III 29-31). Regulation is at three
scales: the watershed or topographic level; the management area within the watershed or
topographic area; and the compartments within the area. The following tables summarize the
existing 0-10 year age-class and regeneration goals for these areas and for the Upper Creek
project compartments within each analysis area. Uncut inclusions and non-forested areas are not
considered as 0-10 year old regeneration.

Upper Creek Compartments 87, 89, 90, 92, 93, 94, 95, 107

For every AA with at least 250 acres in MAs 1B, 2A, 3B, 4A and/or 4D, the number of acres in
each management area is multiplied by the maximum percent allowed and then summed to
determine the amount of 0-10 year age-class allowed in the analysis area, or 1,212 acres in Upper
Creek and 871 acres in Lower Wilson Creek.
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For every management area with at least 250 acres in the AA, the amount of 0-10 year age-class
allowed in the management area is calculated by multiplying the number of acres in each
management area in the analysis area by the maximum percent allowed. Each result is the
amount of 0-10 year age-class allowed in that management area. In Upper Creek there is a
maximum of 831 acres allowed in MAs 1B and 3B, 328 acres in MA 2A, and 53 acres in MAs
4A and 4D. In Lower Wilson Creek there is a maximum of 543 acres allowed in MAs 1B and
3B, 87 acres in MA 2A, and 241 acres in MAs 4A and 4D.

Table B-1: Forest Plan Allowed 0-10 Year Age-Class for Upper Creek AA

0-10 YEAR AGE-CLASS HARVEST GOALS
Min. Max. Existing 0- .
Mgmt. Area Forested Acres Desired Allowed 10 Y?. Min. Max.
1B, 3B 5,541 277 831 130 147 699
2A 3,282 164 328 15 149 313
4A & 4D 528 n/a 53 2 n/a 51
Other 4,024 - - - - -
Total 13,375 441 1,212 147 296 1,063

Summary: In Upper Creek, harvest 147 to 699 acres in MA 1B and 3B and harvest 149 to 313 acres in MA 24 and

harvest 0 to 51 acres in MAs 44 and 4D.

Table B-2: Forest Plan Allowed 0-10 Year Age-Class for Lower Wilson Creek AA 512-W

0-10 YEAR AGE-CLASS HARVEST GOALS
Min. Max. Existing 0- .

Mgmt. Area Forested Acres Desired Allowed 10 Y?. Min. Max.
1B, 3B 3,618 181 543 188 0 355
2A 870 44 87 0 44 87

4A & 4D 2,413 n/a 241 0 n/a 241

Other 3,291 - - - - -

Total 10,192 225 871 188 44 683

Summary: In Lower Wilson Creek, harvest 0 to 355 acres in MA 1B and 3B and harvest 44 to 87 acres in MA 24
and harvest 0 to 241 acres in MAs 44 and 4D.

For every compartment with at least 250 acres in MAs 1B, 2A, 3B, 4A, and/or 4D, the amount of
0-10 year age-class allowed in each compartment is calculated by determining which of the
MA'’s has the most acres in the compartment (1B, 3B, 2A, 4A, or 4D). If MAs 1B and 3B have
the most, then the maximum allowed in the 0-10 year age-class is 15 percent of all acres in the
compartment. If MAs 2A, 4A, or 4D have the most acres, then the maximum amount allowed in
the 0—10 year age-class is 10 percent of all acres in the compartment. The following tables
display the age-class by compartment and Forest Plan standards (harvest goals):

Table B-3: Lower Wilson Creek AA, Compartment 87, 0-10 Year Age-Class

0-10 YEAR AGE-CLASS HARVEST GOALS
Min. Max. Existing 0- .
Mgmt. Area Forested Acres Desired Allowed 10 Yg Min. Max.
1B, 3B 246 32 95 30 2 65
2A 40
4A & 4D 0
Other 350
Total 636 32 95 30 2 65

Summary: In Compartment 87, harvest 2 to 65 acres in MAs 14, 24, 3B, 44 and 4D
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Table B-4: Lower Wilson Creek AA, Compartment 89, 0-10 Year Age-Class
0-10 YEAR AGE-CLASS HARVEST GOALS
Min. Max. Existing 0- .
Mgmt. Area | Forested Acres Desired Allowed 10Vr. Min. Max.
1B, 3B 587 63 188 0 63 188
2A 552
4A & 4D 0
Other 115
Total 1,254 63 188 0 63 188
Summary: In Compartment 89, harvest 29 to 188 acres in MAs 14, 24, 3B, 44 and 4D
Table B-5: Upper Creek AA, Compartment 90, 0-10 Year Age-Class
0-10 YEAR AGE-CLASS HARVEST GOALS
Min. Max. Existing 0- .
Mgmt. Area | Forested Acres Desired Allowed 10 Yr. Min. Max.
1B, 3B 393
2A 1057 79 158 22 57 136
4A & 4D 0
Other 126
Total 1,576 79 158 22 57 136
Summary: In Compartment 90, harvest 57 to 136 acres in MAs 14, 24, 3B, 44 and 4D
Table B-6: Upper Creek AA, Compartment 92, 0-10 Year Age-Class
0-10 YEAR AGE-CLASS HARVEST GOALS
Min. Max. Existing 0- .
Mgmt. Area | Forested Acres Desired Allowed 10 Yr. Min. Max.
1B, 3B 884 63 188 0 63 188
2A 128
4A & 4D 0
Other 238
Total 1,250 63 188 0 63 188
Summary: In Compartment 92, harvest 63 to 188 acres in MAs 14, 24, 3B, 44 and 4D
Table B-7: Upper Creek AA, Compartment 93, 0-10 Year Age-Class
0-10 YEAR AGE-CLASS HARVEST GOALS
Min. Max. Existing 0- .
Mgmt. Area | Forested Acres Desired Allowed 10Vr Min. Max.
1B, 3B 128
2A 513 33 66 0 33 66
4A & 4D 0
Other 17
Total 658 33 66 0 33 66
Summary: In Compartment 93, harvest 33 to 66 acres in MAs 14, 24, 3B, 44 and 4D
Table B-8: Upper Creek AA, Compartment 94, 0-10 Year Age-Class
0-10 YEAR AGE-CLASS HARVEST GOALS
Min. Max. Existing 0- .
Mgmt. Area | Forested Acres Desired Allowed 0V, Min. Max.
1B, 3B 354
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0-10 YEAR AGE-CLASS HARVEST GOALS
Min. Max. Existing 0- .
Mgmt. Area | Forested Acres Desired Allowed 10Yr. Min. Max.
2A 857 65 129 0 65 129
4A & 4D 0
Other 80
Total 1,291 65 129 0 65 129
Summary: In Compartment 94, harvest 65 to 129 acres in MAs 14, 24, 3B, 44 and 4D
Table B-9: Upper Creek AA, Compartment 95, 0-10 Year Age-Class
0-10 YEAR AGE-CLASS HARVEST GOALS
Min. Max. Existing 0- .
Mgmt. Area | Forested Acres Desired Allowed 10Vr. Min. Max.
1B, 3B 643 54 161 75 0 86
2A 233
4A & 4D 0
Other 198
Total 1,074 54 161 75 0 86
Summary: In Compartment 95, harvest 0 to 86 acres in MAs 14, 24, 3B, 44 and 4D
Table B-10: Upper Creek AA, Compartment 107, 0-10 Year Age-Class
0-10 YEAR AGE-CLASS HARVEST GOALS
Min. Max. Existing 0- .
Mgmt. Area | Forested Acres Desired Allowed 10Vr Min. Max.
1B, 3B 384 25 75 0 25 75
2A 0
4A & 4D 0
Other 114
Total 498 25 75 0 25 75
Summary: In Compartment 107, harvest 25 to 75 acres in MAs 14, 24, 3B, 44 and 4D
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APPENDIX C — OLD GROWTH ANALYSIS

Forest Plan Direction for Old Growth

The Forest Plan contains specific directions for designating large, medium, and small old
growth restoration patches (Forest Plan, pages III 26-28). The administrative watersheds
affected by this project are 57 (Upper Creek), 58 (Parks Creek) and 59 (Wilson Creek). The
requirements for this project are as follows: (1) utilize large patch 29; (2) select small
patches, if needed, for Compartments 87, 89, 90, 92, 93, 94, 95, and 107; and (3) field check
stands in the initial inventory of old growth that would be directly affected by this project.

The purpose of the large patches is to serve as permanent reservoirs of biological diversity
and to provide preferred habitats for forest interior birds across the landscape.

Large Patch 29: 7,223 contiguous acres with 2,186 acres in the Upper Creek watershed and
5,037 acres in the Wilson Creek watershed. Distribution of old growth types are shown
below:

Table C-1: Distribution of Old Growth Types

0OG Code OG Type Acres % of Patch
2 Hemlock-northern hardwoods 528 7
5 Mixed mesophytic forest 2,962 41
21 Dry-mesic oak forest 1,648 23
22 Dry & xeric oak forest 726 10
24 Xeric pine & pine-oak forest 186 3
25 Dry & dry-mesic oak-pine forest 935 13
35 Mixed mesophytic forest 238 3
Total 7,223 100%

The purpose of the medium patches is to serve as permanent reservoirs of biological
diversity. Medium Patch (compartment 92 stand 22): 193 contiguous acres within the 3,394
acres in the Parks Creek watershed. Alternative C would designate the following areas (an
estimated 475 acres) as medium patch (near Horsepen Creek) in compartments 86, 87, and
88:

Table C-2: Medium Old Growth Patch in the Lower Wilson Creek Watershed

Comp. Stand Est. C_ISC Age Initial Community

No. Acres in 2005 Inv.? Type

86 34 36 75 No Oak/Hickory Forest

87 1 76 92 No Oak/Hickory Forest
2 25 79 No Cove Forest
3 23 79 No Oak/Hickory Forest
4 23 94 No Oak/Hickory Forest
5 11 154 No Oak/Hickory Forest
6 20 154 No Oak/Hickory Forest
7 21 79 No Oak/Hickory Forest
10 11 99 No Oak/Hickory Forest
16 20 18 No Oak/Hickory Forest
17 35 74 No Cove Forest
19 10 92 No Oak/Hickory Forest
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Comp. Stand Est. C.ISC Age Initial Community
No. Acres in 2005 Inv.? Type
20 25 79 No Oak/Hickory Forest
21 34 84 No Oak/Hickory Forest
23 5 79 No Cove Forest
24 21 92 No Oak/Hickory Forest
25 8 79 No Oak/Hickory Forest
26 17 74 No White Pine Forest
27 8 74 No Oak/Hickory Forest
28 13 74 No White Pine Forest
88 1 29 96 No White Pine Forest

The purpose of the small patches is to increase biological diversity and to provide structural
components of old growth at the stand and landscape levels. The following areas would be
designated as small patches for long term retention to meet the Forest Plan standard:

Table C-3: Small Old Growth Patches in the Upper Creek and Lower Wilson Creek Watersheds

Comp.! Min. Stand Est. C.ISC Age Initial Community
Acres No. Acres in 2005 Inv.? Type
29 63 23 (partial) 10 89 No Pine/Oak Forest
10 (partial) 53 99 No Oak Forest
6 36 67 No Oak Forest
90 79 7 (partial) 36 32 No Yellow Pine Forest
13 (partial) 8 75 No Yellow Pine Forest
93 50 4 (partial) 33 88 No Oak/Hickory Forest
9 17 90 No Pine/Oak Forest
17 30 16 No Pine/Oak Forest
95 54 18 35 87 No Oak Forest
33 (partial) 8 69 No Oak/Hickory Forest
7 54 81 No Oak Forest
107 >0 15 (partial) 2 87 No Oak Forest

1 Compartments 87, 92, and 94 already contain small or medium patch old growth and do not need additional small
patches to meet Forest Plan standards.

Initial Inventory of Old Growth

None of the treatments are proposed in areas included in the initial inventory of old growth,
so there would be no impacts to those acres.

Forest Plan Direction for Forest Interior Birds

The Forest Plan contains specific directions for providing preferred habitat conditions for
forest interior breeding birds in selected areas (see Forest Plan, page 111-32 and Appendix F).
Forest Interior Breeding Bird Habitat #37 is adjacent to the Upper Creek project area in
compartments 82-86 and 101. Approximately 2,500+ acres of continuous forest canopy is
provided there, and would not be affected by this proposal.
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APPENDIX D — APPROPRIATENESS OF HARVEST METHODS

Regeneration methods were discussed at length in Appendix E of the FEIS for the Forest
Plan, and on pages E-1 and E-2 Forest Plan, Amendment 5. Choices include shelterwood
cutting and clearcutting (even-aged management system), two-age (two-aged system), and
group selection (uneven-aged system). At this time, single-tree selection (uneven-aged
management) is not being considered as appropriate in meeting long-term regeneration needs
to sustain productive stands of desirable tree species except in northern hardwood (beech-
birch-sugar maple) or hemlock stands (all shade tolerant species). This is because
regeneration objectives would not be met and single-tree selection does not work with shade
intolerant species as occur in the Upper Creek and Lower Wilson Creek AAs. Thinning and
sanitation cutting may also occur, but they are intermediate treatments not meant to establish
regeneration.

With any method, there must be enough quantity and quality of timber to be removed to
make a sale operable, i.e. economically feasible to log at a given stumpage price (stumpage is
the price paid for standing timber). The minimum quantity would generally be three
thousand board feet of sawtimber per acre, although markets may develop for lower value
products. Sawtimber would be defined as trees that are large enough, free enough of defects,
and of commercially valuable species which could be sawed into grade 3 or better lumber.
Some species like scarlet oak seldom contain any grade 3 logs because of defect. Other
species like sourwood seldom reach large enough diameter to become sawtimber. Changes
in markets may change operability standards in a local area as well as affecting stumpage
price.

Operability and stumpage price are also affected by transportation cost, logging cost, and size
of the area being logged. Costs of getting logs from the sale area to the mill are higher for
timber in remote areas, where haul roads must be built, or for timber logged with specialized
logging equipment, e.g. with cable systems or with a helicopter. As costs increase,
prospective timber purchasers lower their bid prices on stumpage to compensate. If the price
they can pay becomes less than the minimum acceptable stumpage price, the timber becomes
inoperable (no one would buy it).

Each logging crew, depending on the size of their operation and the value of the timber to be
logged, would have a minimum amount of timber that would be economical for them to
move in and cut. For instance, in a given stand, it might be economical for a given logging
crew to harvest a clearcut as small as 10 acres to obtain 50 MBF. If group selection is
chosen, where only about 25 percent of the area is regenerated per entry, 40 acres would be
needed to provide the crew with the same amount of sawtimber. Therefore, operability
becomes an important factor in determining which regeneration methods are appropriate.

Much concern has been expressed over clearcutting as a management tool. In compliance
with recent direction, other regeneration methods would be used when management
objectives can be met and when the other methods are economically feasible. In a memo to
Regional Foresters dated June 4, 1992, the Chief of the Forest Service stated that
Clearcutting would be limited to areas where it is essential to meet forest plan objectives and
involve one or more of the following circumstances:
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To establish, enhance, or maintain habitat for threatened, endangered, or sensitive species.

2. To enhance wildlife habitat or water yield values, or to provide for recreation, scenic vistas,
utility lines, road corridors, facility sites, reservoirs, or similar development.

3. To rehabilitate lands adversely impacted by events such as fires, windstorms, or insect or
disease infestations.

4. To preclude or minimize the occurrence of potentially adverse impacts or insect or disease
infestations, windthrow, logging damage, or other factors affecting forest health.

5. To provide for the establishment and growth of desired trees or other vegetative species that
are shade intolerant.

6. To rehabilitate poorly stocked stands due to past management practices or natural events.

7. To meet research needs.

These circumstances would be referred to on a site-specific basis when showing that
clearcutting is optimum for a given stand.

Regeneration using the group selection method is appropriate where slopes are gentle
enough to allow ground skidding of timber (logging costs are relatively low) and where there
is enough volume and value in the stands to make selection cutting operable. Group
selection is not appropriate in very small stands, on slopes greater than 40 percent where
cable logging is required, where timber volume or value is low, or in stands where insect or
disease hazards are high and widespread. It is also not appropriate where partial cutting and
leaving a white pine seed source would result in conversion of mixed pine/hardwood stands
to almost pure pine stands, if the accompanying long-term loss of mast production would be
detrimental to local wildlife populations.

The shelterwood method of regeneration has been traditionally used where a residual seed
source was needed for stand establishment or where new seedlings developed best with
partial shade or protection from exposure. In the Appalachian Mountain region, seed from
reserve trees (or "leave trees") are usually not needed to establish a new stand, but visual
concerns often make shelterwood desirable. Leave trees must be those that would not likely
be windthrown after having the adjacent trees cut. The residual overstory of a new
shelterwood cut would look more park-like with the biggest and best trees evenly distributed
across the landscape, rather than having a denuded appearance like a fresh clearcut might
have. Regeneration would become established under the residual overstory. Then, at some
later time depending on objectives, all or part of the overstory may be removed so it would
not hinder further growth and development of the new stand. Some damage to the
regeneration would occur during the overstory removal. Shelterwood is not appropriate on
slopes greater than 40 percent where cable logging is required unless timber volume and
values are very high. Shelterwood is not appropriate in stands where leaving an overstory
would make the stands inoperable, or in stands where insect or disease hazards are high and
widespread. It is also not appropriate where partial cutting and leaving a white pine seed
source would result in conversion of mixed pine/hardwood stands to almost pure pine stands,
if the accompanying long-term loss of mast production would be detrimental to local wildlife
populations.

The two-age regeneration method is similar to shelterwood except that overstory removal is
deferred indefinitely or until another two-age cut can be done. This perpetuates at least two
distinct ages of timber growing on the same site. Since leave trees do not have to support
another operable sale, they do not have to be merchantable and not as many have to be left.
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The type of leave trees retained would depend on site-specific objectives. Basal area of leave
trees should not exceed 20-30 sq ft/acre fifteen years after harvest so they would not hinder
further growth and development of the new stand. More than one harvest entry may be used
to reduce basal area to this level. For example, a shelterwood removal could reduce basal
area from 50 sq ft/ac to 15 sq ft/ac, thus perpetuating a two-aged stand. The two-age method
is appropriate in operable stands on slopes less than 40 percent whenever there are enough
leave trees that would live to be a part of the stand for 50-100 years into the future. Two-age
could be appropriate to meet objectives other than timber production, e.g. if continuous acorn
production is needed within a stand, or if den trees are scarce, or if aesthetics is a
consideration. Two-age would be appropriate on slopes greater than 40 percent if timber
value is high enough to offset increased costs of selective logging with cable systems, and if
visual concerns or wildlife habitat objectives cannot be met by clearcutting. Two-age is not
appropriate in stands where leaving an overstory would make the stands inoperable, or in
stands where insect or disease hazards are high and widespread.

The following table describes factors to be considered in determining appropriateness of
regeneration methods for each stand:

Table D-1: Factors Considered in Determining Appropriate Regeneration Methods

Compt. - Est. Vol.Jac 1/ Timber 2/ Leave 3/ Future 4 5/ Special
Stand Acres (MBF) Quality Trees Removal Access Concerns
87-22 29 8.0 Med-High Spotty No Good WL
89-01 30 9.0 High Spotty No Good WL
90-03 39 9.0 High Spotty No Good WL, Vis
90-05 17 9.0 High Spotty No Good WL

92-05A 21 8.0 Med-High Spotty No Good WL

92-05B 40 8.0 Med-High Spotty No Good WL, Vis
92-05C 27 8.0 Med-High Spotty No Good WL, Vis
93-02 12 8.0 Med-High Spotty No Good WL
94-01 16 7.0 Med Spotty No Good WL
94-02 15 8.0 Med-High Spotty No Good WL
95-01 4 7.0 Med Spotty No Good WL
95-08 15 8.0 Med-High Spotty No Good WL, Vis
95-27 9 8.0 Med-High Spotty No Good WL
95-36 36 8.0 Med-High Spotty No Good WL
95-37 4 8.0 Med-High Spotty No Good WL
95-40 18 7.0 Med Spotty No Good WL, Vis
107-02 40 5.0 Low No No Good WL, I/'D
107-11 13 8.0 Med-High Spotty No Good WL
1/ Timber Quality: Very High = Northern Red Oak, White Oak, Black Cherry;
High = Large White Pine, Yellow-poplar;
Medium = Small Diameter Sawtimber, Mixed Oak;
Low = Small Roundwood, Scarlet Oak, Yellow Pine.
2/ Leave Trees: Yes = Well distributed, long-lived, meet objectives;
Spotty = Available in clumps; not well distributed;
No = Scarce, scattered, or high mortality risk.
3/ Future Removal: Yes = Potential for operable removal of overstory;
No = Removal would not be operable within 10 years;
Cable = Slopes >40 percent require cable logging systems.
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4/ Access: Good = Less than 0.5 mile from existing haul road;
Fair =0.5-1.0 mile from existing haul road,
Poor = Greater than 1.0 mile from existing haul road.
5/ Special Concerns: Conversion = Risk that oak component be lost to pine; (Conv)
Wildlife = Moditfy to provide needs for wildlife; (WL)
Visual = Modify to mitigate aesthetic concerns; (Vis)
Insect/Disease

= High risk of loss due to SPB and/or loss due to oak decline. (I/D)

The following table summarizes appropriate regeneration methods for each stand and what is

proposed in each alternative:

Table D-2: Appropriate Regeneration Method by Stand by Alternative

At |atc|aes|atc|ats|atc|ans|atc
ngﬁé’ Acres Forest Type Age Mfggg?ﬂgf (3?!)3%2031 ng;ltle :E,(;NE?(? d TWOZ'(';“_%?) BA C:;zs;gtrj\tgv /
ac) Trees?

87-22 29 Up. Hwd-WP 84 Skidder Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

89-01 30 Up. Hwd-WP 89 Skidder Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

90-03 39 Up. Hwd-WP 92 Skidder Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

90-05 17 Up. Hwd-WP 86 Skidder Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

92-05a 21 Up. Hwd-WP 87 Skidder Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
92-05b 40 Up. Hwd-WP 87 Skidder Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
92-05¢ 27 Up. Hwd-WP 87 Skidder Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
93-02 12 Up. Hwd-WP 89 Skidder Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

94-01 16 Up. Hwd-WP 99 Skidder Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

94-02 15 Up. Hwd-WP 99 Skidder Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

95-01 4 Up. Hwd-WP 89 Cable Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

95-08 15 Up. Hwd-WP 74 Cable Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

95-27 9 Up. Hwd-WP 87 Skidder Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

95-36 36 Up. Hwd 94 Cable Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

95-37 4 Up. Hwd 94 Cable Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

95-40 18 Up. Hwd-WP 79 Cable Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

107-02 40 Up. Hwd-Pine 92 Skidder Yes Yes
107-11 13 Up. Hwd-WP 95 Skidder Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

1 — Basal Area (BA)

2 — While clearcut with reserve trees may be an appropriate regeneration for each stand, only Stand 107-02 under

Alternative C is proposed for this type of regeneration

Stands 95-01, 95-08, 95-36, 95-37, and 95-40

Since slopes are steeper than 40 percent in these stands, cable logging systems are needed to
limit soil exposure. Topography precludes the use of selection cutting. Timber volume is
too low in these stands to allow leaving enough merchantable trees as “overwood” to make a
future cable removal cut operable, so shelterwood is not appropriate. There is adequate
timber value in the stands to cover the increased cost of leaving and logging around a few
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leave trees per acre; therefore, two-age harvest would be appropriate. Clearcutting would be
appropriate for providing regeneration, but since the same objectives can be met with two-
age, clearcutting is not the optimum method. The added expense of two-age system is
warranted by wildlife habitat needs in these stands.

Stand 107-02

This stand contains a component of Virginia pine and/or yellow pine, which is nearing or has
reached pathological maturity. Southern pine beetles have infested this and surrounding
stands, and have killed many trees (Chief’s clearcutting circumstance #4). There are not
enough available leave trees for a two-age or a shelterwood cut. Low timber quality and
value would cause selection to be inoperable. Establishment of pine regeneration would
require control of shade and competition, as Virginia pine and yellow pines are shade
intolerant (Chief's circumstance #5). If shortleaf pine is the desired species, prescribed
burning prior to planting would be needed (weather conditions permitting). Planting on a 1217
foot by 12-foot spacing would be wide enough to allow concurrent development of oaks and
other desirable hardwoods. Therefore, clearcut is the optimum and appropriate method of
harvest for this stand. Hardwood inclusions, such as moist coves, would not be planted, but
would be managed for hardwood regeneration. After 3 to 4 growing seasons, streamline
release using herbicides would be used if needed to maintain adequate stocking of oak, pine
and other desirable tree species.

All Remaining Stands

Remaining stands are located on relatively gentle slopes and all have good accessibility.
However, available leave trees are not well distributed and/or stand sizes are relatively small.
The small size and medium timber volume would make a future removal cut inoperable;
therefore, shelterwood is not appropriate. The two-age method would be appropriate if small
diameter trees are included as leave trees, and if good distribution of leave trees is not critical. In
addition, many of these stands contain a significant component of mature scarlet oaks and
leaving these trees in a shelterwood or thinning would result in heavy mortality losses due to
wind throw, insect infestations, or disease. The added expense of the two-age system is
warranted by wildlife habitat needs or aesthetic concerns in these stands.

There are pockets of other tree species, which have the capacity to increase in size and value.
Where white pines are left in any partial cut, thick establishment of white pine natural
regeneration would occur in openings. Most of the stands contain an overstory white pine
component and this would result in a reduction of the hardwood component, which would affect
mast production in the long run. Therefore, a two-age cut leaving mostly hardwoods would meet
wildlife objectives better than thinning or shelterwood. Clearcutting would be appropriate for
providing regeneration, but since the same objectives can be met with two-age, clearcutting is
not the optimum method.

Timber Cutting Methods Considered

The following is a list of timber cutting methods which were considered in this analysis. A
brief description is provided to help the reader understand these terms as they are used in this
document:
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Cutting for Even-aged or Two-aged Regeneration

Clearcutting
Removal, in a single cutting, of older trees to establish a new stand of trees in a fully exposed

microclimate. All merchantable trees on an area are harvested, and remaining trees are cut or
killed in site preparation. This method would be used only when no other method is feasible.

Shelterwood Cutting

Similar to clearcutting, except some overstory trees are temporarily left well distributed
across an area to accomplish some objective. Usually 20-40 sq ft/acre of basal area is left.
Depending on diameter, this could be between 10 and 50 trees per acre (fewer large trees are
required to reach a given basal area). Normally, only healthy, windfirm trees are left as
overwood. After a time, usually within 10 years, the overwood is removed by logging or by
other means so that it does not impede development of the younger trees that were
established after the shelterwood cut.

Two-Age Cutting
Similar to shelterwood cutting except fewer overstory trees are left in place, and they are not

subsequently removed, so that two distinct ages of trees are maintained on the same site.
Trees left as overwood should be long-lived since they may be expected to live 120 years or
more (Beck 1986).

Cutting to Establish Regeneration and Maintain at Least 3 Ages in an Area

Group Selection Cutting

Cutting small areas between 0.2 and 1.0 acre each, distributed over a large area, with the
intent over time to establish three or more distinct age-classes. Width of an individual
opening would be 1.5 - 2 times the height of trees adjacent to the opening. Small trees
having good growth potential may be left standing within openings, and priority for openings
would be where mature timber occurs. The number of openings would depend on the size of
the area where selection would be used, the frequency of timber sale entry, and the desired
age of the oldest trees. Intermediate harvests to improve the condition of the residual stand
or to establish advance regeneration may be done between openings when needed.

Cutting to Anticipate Mortality and Improve the Growth and Vigor of the Remaining Trees without Regard for the
Establishment of Regeneration

Free Thinning
Cutting trees that are diseased or damaged, suppressed by other trees, or that are crowding

other trees. The best trees in terms of species, size or quality are left to grow. Some
minimum basal area is usually set using this type of timber stand improvement.

Sanitation Thinning
Cutting trees that have been attacked or appear in imminent danger of attack from injurious

agents (such as disease or insects) other than competition between trees. The best trees in
terms of species or vigor are left to grow. No minimum basal area is set using this type of
timber stand improvement.

Selection Thinning
Cutting the larger trees in an area to improve the growth of the remaining trees, but leaving

enough desirable, healthy trees to recapture the potential of the site and develop into larger
merchantable trees themselves in a reasonable time. This may be done with yellow-poplar
on a good site, but only once during a rotation (Beck 1988).
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Other Terms Used

Advance Reproduction

Young trees, usually seedlings and saplings, growing in the understory of existing stands.

Rotation
The time between regeneration and final harvest.

Stand

A community of trees sufficiently uniform in composition, age, site productivity, spatial
arrangement, or condition to be distinguishable from adjacent communities, thereby forming a
silvicultural or management entity.
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APPENDIX E — FINANCIAL EFFICIENCY
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APPENDIX E - FINANCIAL EFFICIENCY
Purpose

The purpose of a financial efficiency analysis is to present the estimated costs and revenues of
the alternatives considered in the EA for the proposed timber sale and associated activities.
Forest Service policy requires a financial efficiency analysis be prepared for timber sale
proposals expected to exceed $100,000 in value (Forest Service Manual 2432.12).

Assumptions
For the purpose of this analysis, the following assumptions would apply:

1. Discount Rate is 4%.

Inflation rate is 0% throughout the analysis period (60 years plus).

3. Estimated timber revenues were calculated using the base prices from the Pisgah and
Nantahala National Forests 1% Quarter Adjustment Sheet for Fiscal Year 2005 issued out of
the Forest Supervisor’s Office in Asheville, North Carolina.

4. Sale preparation costs and timber harvest administration costs were obtained from budget
figures for the 2005 National Forests in North Carolina. Sale/contract preparation costs are
approximately $9.60/CCF and timber harvest administration costs are approximately $4,000
per year of Sale (generally sale runs 3 years).

5. Reforestation and silvicultural treatment costs were taken from averages of actual contract
costs on the Grandfather Ranger District plus an additional 25% to cover district preparation
and administration costs.

6. Road construction is now estimated at $90,000/mile and road reconstruction was estimated at
$30,000/mile.

7. A 60-year long-term projection was used to simulate the time for high quality hardwood
sawtimber and as per Forest Service Handbook 2409.18, Section 13.05, Long-Term
Efficiency Analysis.

Financial Analysis Worksheets

Table E-1: Sale Revenue Estimates for all Alternatives

Alternative Timber Volume (CCF) Revenues
A 0 $0
B 3,112 $164,275
C 3,185 $164,675

Table E-2: Sale Cost Estimates — Alternative B

Activity Units Number Cost/Unit Total Costs
Silvicultural Exams Acres 600 $10.00 $6,000
Sale/Contract Preparation CCF 3,112 $9.60 $29,875
Sale Administration Year 3 $4,000 $12,000
Road Engineering and Construction Miles 0 $90,000 $0
Temp. Road Engineering and Reconstruction Miles 0.25 $60,000 $15,000
Cable Yarding MBF 615 $35 $21,525

104



Environmental Assessment Upper Creek Project

Activity Units Number Cost/Unit Total Costs
Site Preparation — Herbicide Acres 385 $75 $28,875
TOTAL $113,275

Table E-3: Benefit Cost Ratio — Alternative B

Year Discount Factor Revenue Cost PNV BCR
0 0 $164,275 $113,275 $51,000 1.45
60 0.04 $6,571 $4,531 $2,040 1.45

Table E-4: Sale Cost Estimates — Alternative C

Activity Units Number Cost/Unit Total Costs
Silvicultural Exams Acres 600 $10.00 $6,000
Sale/Contract Preparation CCF 3,185 $9.60 $30,575
Sale Administration Year 3 $4,000 $12,000
Road Engineering and Construction Miles 0 $90,000 $0
Temp. Road Engineering and Reconstruction Miles 0.25 $60,000 $15,000
Cable Yarding MBF 615 $35 $21,525
Site Preparation — Herbicide Acres 385 $75 $28,875
Prescribed Burning Acres 25 $175 $4,375
Seedling Planting Stock Thousand 16 $50 $800
Hand Plant Conifers Acres 40 $75 $3,000
TOTAL $122,150

Table E-5: Benefit Cost Ratio — Alternative C

Year Discount Factor Revenue Cost PNV BCR
0 0 $164,675 $122,150 $42,525 1.35
60 0.04 $6,587 $4,886 $1,701 1.35

Salability of Upper Creek Timber Sale

Salability is determined by accessibly of timber and current markets for timber. Upper Creek
project area is mainly accessible from Forest Service Roads 982, 4101, and 299. Some
temporary road construction is necessary to access some units; however road construction costs
are estimated to be $15,000, well below the value of the timber to be removed, which is
estimated to be as high as $164,675. The overall timber quality is medium-high within the
proposed sale units. Market for this quality timber is good within western North Carolina.
Recent timber sales sold on the Pisgah National Forest show revenues have been higher than
estimated, there are no problems anticipated in selling the Upper Creek project timber sale units
when offered.
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APPENDIX F - PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES FOR PRESCRIBED
FIRE & HERBICIDE USE
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APPENDIX F — PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES FOR PRESCRIBED FIRE

AND HERBICIDE USE

Prescribed Fire Project Design Features

I.

Slash burns are done so they do not consume all litter and duff and alter structure and
color of mineral soil on more than 20 percent of the area. Steps taken to control soil
heating include use of backing fires on steep slopes, scattering slash piles, and burning
heavy fuel pockets separately.

On severely eroded forest soils, any area with an average litter-duff depth of less than 1/2
inch is not burned.

Where needed to prevent erosion, water diversions are installed on firelines during their
construction, and the firelines are revegetated promptly after the burn.

Firelines which expose mineral soil are not located in filter strips along lakes, perennial
or intermittent springs and streams, wetlands, or water-source seeps, unless tying into
lakes, streams, or wetlands as firebreaks at designated points with minimal soil
disturbance. Low-intensity fires with less than 2 foot flame lengths may be allowed to
back into the strip along water bodies, as long as they do not kill trees and shrubs that
shade the stream. The strip's width is at least 30 feet plus 1.5 times the percent slope
(Forest Plan, page II1-183).

When wetlands need to be protected from fire, firelines are used around them only when
the water table is so low that the prescribed fire might otherwise damage wetland
vegetation or organic matter. Where practical, previous firelines are reused, and firelines
must cause minimal soil disturbance.

Smoke management guidelines are used to reduce smoke emissions. When feasible,
backing and flanking fires are used instead of heading fires, and burning is done when
duff and large fuels are moist and small fuels are dry. Slash piles are not burned unless
relatively free of soil. All burns are completed during the active burning period and
mopped up as soon as practical after completion (Forest Plan, page 111-29).

Smoke management guidelines are also used to enhance smoke dispersion. Burning is
done when the atmosphere is thermally neutral to slightly unstable, not during pollution
alerts, stagnant or humid weather, or inversions (Forest Plan, page I11-29).

Prescribed fires are conducted under the direct supervision of a burning boss with fire
behavior expertise consistent with the project's complexity. All workers must meet
health, age, physical, and training requirements in FSM 5140, and use protective clothing
and equipment.

Herbicide Application Project Design Features

1.

Herbicides are applied according to labeling information and the site-specific analysis
done for projects. This labeling and analysis are used to choose the herbicide, rate, and
application method for the site. They are also used to select measures to protect human
and wildlife health, non-target vegetation, water, soil, and threatened, endangered,
proposed, and sensitive species. Site conditions may require stricter constraints than
those on the label, but labeling standards are never relaxed.

Only herbicide formulations (active and inert ingredients) and additives registered by
EPA and approved by the Forest Service for use on National Forest System lands are
applied.
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10.

11

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Public safety during such uses as viewing, hiking, berry picking, and fuelwood gathering
is a priority concern. Method and timing of application are chosen to achieve project
objectives while minimizing effects on non-target vegetation and other environmental
elements. Selective treatment is preferred over broadcast treatment.

Areas are not prescribed burned for at least 30 days after herbicide treatment.

A certified pesticide applicator supervises each Forest Service application crew and trains
crew members in personal safety, proper handling and application of herbicides, and
proper disposal of empty containers.

Each Contracting Officer's Representative (COR), who must ensure compliance on
contracted herbicide projects, is a certified pesticide applicator. Contract inspectors are
trained in herbicide use, handling, and application.

Contractors ensure that their workers use proper protective clothing and safety equipment
required by labeling for the herbicide and application method.

Notice signs (FSH 7109.11) are clearly posted, with special care taken in areas of
anticipated visitor use.

Triclopyr is not ground-applied within 60 feet of known occupied gray, Virginia big-
eared, or Indiana bat habitat. Buffers are clearly marked before treatment so applicators
can easily see and avoid them.

No herbicide is ground-applied within 60 feet of any known threatened, endangered,
proposed, or sensitive plant. Buffers are clearly marked before treatment so applicators
can easily see and avoid them

. Application equipment, empty herbicide containers, clothes worn during treatment, and

skin are not cleaned in open water or wells. Mixing and cleaning water must come from
a public water supply and be transported in separate labeled containers.

No herbicide is ground-applied within 30 horizontal feet of lakes, wetlands, or perennial
or intermittent springs and streams. No herbicide is applied within 100 horizontal feet of
any public or domestic water source. Selective treatments (which require added site-
specific analysis and use of aquatic-labeled herbicides) may occur within these buffers
only to prevent significant environmental damage such as noxious weed infestations.
Buffers are clearly marked before treatment so applicators can easily see and avoid them.
During transport, herbicides, additives, and application equipment are secured to prevent
tipping or excess jarring and are carried in a part of the vehicle totally isolated from
people, food, clothing, and livestock feed.

Only the amount of herbicide needed for the day's use is brought to the site. At day's end,
all leftover herbicide is returned to storage.

Herbicide mixing, loading, or cleaning areas in the field are not located within 200 feet of
private land, open water or wells, or other sensitive areas

During use equipment to store, transport, mix, or apply herbicides is inspected daily for
leaks.
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UPPER CREEK PROJECT MAPS

(Please contact Greg Van Orsow or David Casey on the Grandfather Ranger District at 828-652-
2144 for copies of project maps)
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