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Background

Purpose and Need

The purpose and need for this project was derived from evaluating current planning direction
identified in the Forest Plan, identifying desired future conditions, and comparing them to the
existing conditions in the project area. This project has the following purpose and need for treatment of the unit:

1. Maintain and increase the abundance of late and old structure (LOS).

2. Reduce fuels and the potential for high-intensity wildfires.

3. Maintain conditions that would currently support low-intensity fires.

4. Reduce the susceptibility of the landscape to large-scale infestation by insects and disease.

5. Enhance hardwood communities, such as aspen and cottonwood.

6. Increase riparian vegetation and large tree structure in RHCAs.

7. Increase early-seral species composition.

Reference (Record of Decision and FEIS Spears Vegetation Management Project)
Management Objectives for Unit:

1. Maintain and increase numbers of large trees.  The criterion for LOS is 15 trees/acre, 21” dbh and larger on dry grand fir sites. Typical LOS Stocking would be 18 trees plus. Restore/maintain early seral species composition.
2. Reduce risk of high intensity fire/stand replacing wildfire by reducing ladder and ground fuels and crown density.

3. Restore historic appearance of stand structure and species composition

4. Perform additional fuel reduction to provide protection from fire adjacent to private land.
Reference (Record of Decision and FEIS Spears Vegetation Management Project and Prescription Record)
Treatment Summary for Unit:

Individual tree selection, uneven-aged management (HSL).  Do not cut trees larger than 21” dbh. Species preference is W. larch, P. pine, D. fir and then Grand fir.  Thin from below using spacing guide for dry G. fir sites except in overstory component. In overstory pine component, mark at half the rate.  Remove all G. fir, lodgepole, and D. fir <21” dbh that has become established in the pine dominated area in the south half.  Leave the largest, most vigorous trees.  Leave the old smaller members of overstory pine groups for LOS character.

In the northern portion grand fir and D fir will be left to maintain stocking in places where P pine and larch are not as abundant.  Target mistletoe-infected trees for removal and if the overstory (21” + dbh) has infection try to leave a different species in the understory or if a host species must be left, thin widely (45’-50’) around infected trees to attempt to limit spread.
Logging System (T): Tractor system, which includes the use of ground-based equipment such as tractor, rubber-tired skidders, and feller/bunchers to move the logs to a landing where they can be loaded onto a truck.  Tractor systems are usually prescribed in areas with slopes that are less than 35%.  On steeper slopes skyline or helicopter systems are prescribed.

Commercial Harvest (HTH):  This prescription would be used in overstocked stands with a surplus of merchantable sized trees between 8 – 20.9 inches dbh.  Most stands contain an existing component of large tress (> 21” dbh).  Current stand conditions often include multiple canopies and dense stocking and may include all seral stages.  The stands would be thinned from below to recommenced stocking levels in Alternatives 2 and 4.  In Alternative 5, certain stands located within wildlife emphasis areas would have a higher residual stocking level.  All alternatives would retain portions of the stand in an untreated condition (~ 10% untreated in stringers or ½ - 1 acre patches).  All alternatives would retain old/mature Pond. Pine cohorts regardless of size.  Merchantable trees would be sold and removed from the stand.  Recommended stocking levels vary depending on the site quality, tree size and species.

Noncommercial or fuel reduction activities: 

Precommercial thinning (PCT):  Cut small non-merchantable tress generally <9”dbh.  Diseased or damaged trees and juniper trees up to 12”dbh could...(missing content in EIS).  If the objective is to have single-stories and many large diameter trees exist, then few small understory trees would be retained (40 or less/acre).  Where few overstory trees exist the PCT may retain 135 or more small tree/acre.  Species retained are usually PP and W. Larch. Infected species are normally removed.  PCT can occur in combination with Commercial harvest.  Trees cut during this activity are usually left on site.  Slash will be reduced by fuels treatment.

Hand Piling (HP):  Hand piling of material 0-5” dbh and stacked in line with the slope. Hand piles would be <6’ in diameter and no taller than 4’.  In general, hand piling will be used along private land boundaries and in areas that have too much slash to be underburned safely and are too steep for grapple piling.  Hand piles would generally be burned within 2-3 years of piling.

Underburning (UB): Prescribed underburning used to produce a desired flame length and rate of spread usually using strip head fire and the backing fire.  Fire intensity and rate of spread is controlled by adjusting the distance between strips, and the number of strips ignited at one time. Usually prescribed fire units that face south and west and lower elevations are burned in spring; North and east and higher elevations are generally burned in the fall.
Timber Stand Improvement Needs:  South – TSI completed. North:  Precommercial thin 16x16 foot spacing, thin to dripline plus 10’ of overstory pine and larch.  This will mean that in some areas with big trees very little understory will remain.  Remove damaged and dwarf mistletoe infected trees.  Remove almost all G fir and D fir in the pine dominated patches.  Handpile PCT slash within 200’ of private property.  Lop remainder of unit to 12” fuel depth.
Fuel treatment objectives and recommendation:  Retain large trees and remaining understory after TSI.  Remove fuel within 200’ of private property by handpiling.  Lop/underburn remainder of unit.
Snag Requirements:  1.0-3.4 TPA >21”dbh, 3.3-7.3 TPA <21”dbh.

Down wood:  Maintain 81-257 linear feet (min 6’ long and 12” diameter at small end)

Reference (Record of Decision and FEIS Spears Vegetation Management Project and Prescription Record)
Selected Implementation Guidelines, Management Measures, and BMPs to Evaluate:

Special Habitats:  There is a meadow habitat on the south and east sides beyond the unit boundary; should not be affected

Special Management Emphasis:  Cultural site in meadow habitat to south, outside of unit; should not be affected.  Portion of unit is close to private land.

Other Management Requirements:  Seasonal Restriction:  Goshawk nesting March 1 – August 31

The Forest Service developed the following design elements (see below) to be used as part of all of the action alternatives.  These design elements were developed to reduce the environmental effects of the proposed activities or to comply with standards and guidelines in the Forest Plan.  Many of the design elements for RHCA’s and Water Quality/Fisheries are intended to meet the requirements for protection of water quality in the State of Oregon through planning, application, and monitoring of Best Management Practices (BMP’s).  Photocopies of the design elements, as stated in the EIS, will be available on the day of the field visit.  
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Reference: (Record of Decision and FEIS Spears Vegetation Management Project and Prescription Record)
Unit Evaluation

Were the treatments implemented as described in the decision document or Record of Decision? Were the treatments implemented in accordance with the Selected Implementation Guidelines, Management Measures and BMPs identified above?  If not, please explain why. 
This is a Wildland Urban Interface site adjacent to private lands.  This site has in some ways had a complete package of treatments implemented.  There was pre-commercial thinning completed on a portion of the Unit near the private land boundary under the Bandit project.  Then there was a commercial treatment under the Spears project.  Then there was an unplanned fire at the site in August 2008 that accomplished a lot of underburning.  This was a hotter fire than would have occurred if this area was prescribed burned.  The Forest Service intends to do a bit more PCT and underburning on this unit as part of the Spears project.  

Treatment has not exactly proceeded as described in the NEPA documents because of the unanticipated fire.  Because human fuel treatments had not been completed in the site before the fire burned and because of the severe conditions on the day of the fire there was more mortality and some large tree mortality than would have occurred with the planned treatments.  (Some of the larger trees were killed by the combination of the fire and insects).  The Sierra Club liked this mix of human management and natural disturbance despite the higher mortality.  
Adjacent to the private land boundary piling was done by hand.  The Sierra Club is more open to creating a more open stand right on the edge of the private land areas.  At this site the Forest Service anticipates that the private landowners are going to get some ARRA funds to implement fuels reduction on their holdings adjacent to the Spears project.  
The group looked at soil disturbance again at this Unit.  The disturbance was very modest.  Some participants commented that they were surprised the disturbance was so minimal on this site when they had seen more disturbance on a very similar site in the Spears project.  The group speculated about what the difference might have been: initial soil condition, moisture levels, the operator, the amount of material removed (less stems removed = less skidding) … The sale administrator might have some insights on this.  

There was a seasonal closure for Goshawks (PFA) on this Unit and that measure was adhered to as described.  Someone asked about waivers for these kinds of seasonal closures.  A purchaser might request a waiver but it would only be granted if there was no nesting in the nest or if the site where the treatment is to be implemented is really isolated from the nesting site (visually, noise, etc).  Waivers are considered on a site by site basis.   
No snags were removed in this unit or in the Spears project overall.  Between the beetle kill area that had been proposed for the Cougar Salvage project and the Hash Rock fire in the area surrounding the Spears project there are now significant numbers of snags retained in this watershed.  

For each Management Objective for this Unit please evaluate whether the objective has been achieved.  If the objective has not been achieved, please comment on barriers, constraints, limitations, etc and what might be needed for future projects to achieve the objective. 
Participants felt that progress had been made towards management objectives – LOS had been maintained and enhanced, hazardous fuels had been reduced, and the site was moved towards Historic Range of Variability in terms of appearance, stand structure, and species composition.  If the unanticipated fire had not occurred they might have been able to maintain more LOS trees green than dead, but this was not really within the planners control.   
Project Evaluation

Were the results of this project what was anticipated and intended?  Have treatments addressed the Purposes and Needs for this Unit?  If not, why not?  
These treatments have helped to address the Purpose and Need set out for the Spears project.  
Please share any observations or comments about the project planning, implementation, or results that are important to understanding management of this unit or important for improving future management in similar projects.    
The group discussed the history of planning and implementing treatments in this area (and the conflict and appeals over a period of several years) some more.  Some of the area around this unit had been proposed for Cougar Salvage after beetle kill and that project had been appealed.  The Sierra Club was happy that some of the larger trees proposed for removal in the Bandit planning were taken out during the Spears planning. 

One of the participants in the field review commented that as the Forest Service plans projects they might think about higher basal area retention for stands with larger trees.  The Cochrane study has indicated that with larger trees a site can carry more basal area.  Another participant commented that this unit might still be overstocked a bit even with the basal area that was retained. 
One participant commented that looking at the landscape scale, there are a lot of clearcuts in the area and that might be a reason to retain more in non-clearcut areas as we plan to treat them.  

The group discussed SPOTS again.  It was considered in the EIS for this project.  Someone said that we need to be careful when using SPOTS because it does not work as well in real mosaic landscapes.  
Asante said that it was good that the Lookout Mountain RD staff had learned about how to retain small old growth (under 16” trees with old tree characteristics) over the course of this project.  

Rob Rawlings explained how he was writing prescriptions differently since this project – saving the best tree regardless of spacing.  He also mentioned the possibility of doing some sample marking for discussion purposes with collaborators on the Canyon project.   
