
塑　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　⑮

DECIS10N NoTICE

PARKS EDDY WATERSHED RESTORATION PROJECT

U。S。 FoREST SERVICE

SHASTA-McCLOUD MANAGEMENT UNIT

SHASTA-TR看NITY NATIONAL FoRES丁

SISKIYOU CouNTY, CALIFORNIA

DECISION

Based upon my review ofthe Parks Eddy Watershed Restoration Prqiect (Parks Eddy prQject)

Final Envirormental Assessment (Final EA) (USDA Forest Service, 20 1 4) dated September

2014, Public comments, and the prqleCt reCOrd’it is my decision to implement Altemative 2.

Altemative 2 authorizes the followmg aCtions:

1. Roads

・ Decommissionmg - C獲ose and decommission approximately 21.5 miles ofroads,

・ CIosing - CIose and store approximately 3.3 miles ofroads,

. Maintenance - Clean, rePalr and reestablish road drainage structures including

rolling dips, Culverts and ditches on approximately 43.8 miles ofroads,

・ Other road actions include stomproofing, minor realigmng tO aVOid sensitive

areas, and changmg the maintenance level of some roads,

●　Re-rOute One rOad outside ofan unstable, Wet hillside,

・ Create more tumouts (approximately 26 potentia1 1ocations) on Parks Creek Road

in existing wide areas for safe tra能c flow and viewing scenery (Final EA pages

18-20).

2. Trails

●　Add, COnVert Or maintain 6 miles ofnon-mOtOrized trails,

●　Add, COnVert Or maintain l.5 miles ofmotorized trails,

●　Construct 3 trailheads in existmg Wide areas or at road intersections,

・ Improve one existing trailhead (Final EA pages 21-22).

3. Dispersed recreation

●　Restrict vehicle access within some sensitive rlParian areas by insta11ing rock or

other natural barriers, and stabilizing streanbanks.

. Incorporate some user created routes accessmg dispersed recreation areas into the

Forest transportation system.

o BIock access and decommission routes where vehicular access poses a threat to

resources such as meadows, StreamS, Or Wetlands access to dispersed recreation
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areas where vehicles are being parked more than one car length from Forest

Service roads.

●　Develop cross-COuntry hiking and scenic overlook oppo血nities at some ofthe

Pullouts on Parks Creek Road and install inte甲etive Trinity Heritage Scenic

Byway signs (Final EA pages 22-23).

Altemative 2 is detailed in the Final EA in the `・Altematives, Including the Proposed Action”

SeCtion starting on Final EA page 1 8・ Altemative 2 was modified from the June 2014 EA by

refining the descrlPtions of some road and trail actions, refining the Resource Protection

Measures (RPMs) for cultural resources’and correcting some depictions of activities on the

Prq!eCt maPS.

DECISION RATiONA」E

My decision to implement Altemative 2 is based on thorough review ofall the altematives and

the enviromental consequences presented in the Final EA and prqieCt reCOrd.

The puapose and need ofthe prQJeCt is watershed restoration in the Parks and Eddy Creek

WaterSheds to promote long-tem eCOIoglCal integrlty While providing safe and e飾cient access

for administration of National Forest System (NFS) 1ands and recreation opportunities. Action is

needed because sediment inputs to aquatic systems in the prQ]eCt area are mostly related to lack

Of maintenance, CataStrOPhic road fa山re, ineffective road drainage (due to a lack of self

maintaining drainage structures such as rolling dips), and management relating to access (roads

and trails) and recreation" Hazardous road conditions proliferate in the area creating unsafe

I based my decision to implement Altemative 2 0n Care餌consideration of analyses in the Final

EA’Public comments’and responsiveness of the altematives to public comments while meetlng

the puapose and need. I considered public issues and concems from the scoplng Period and the

altematives developed from those issues (see Public InvoIvement section, below, and Final EA

Appendix D). I also considered public comments on the June 2014 EA (Publi。 Inv。Iv。m。nt

SeCtlOn, below, and Final EA Appendix H).

Four altematives were considered in detail. I selected Altemative 2 because it will best reduce

Sediment sources to help restore rlParian and aquatic habitats and improve and maintain water

quality. It will improve the motorized and non-mOtOrized Forest transportation system in support

Of watershed condition restoration, and for safe and efficient administrative and public access.

AIso, Altemative 2 will improve trail access and trailhead facilities including parking,

tumarounds, Visitor information and services. Scenic opportunity on Parks Creek Road will be

improved, and access to dispersed recreation oppo血nities will be protected. I have included all

Ofthe prQ]eCt RPMs that I believe are necessary to avoid or minimize impacts on the resources

POtentia11y affected (Final EA pages 26-35). The RPMs include monitoring specific to each
resource where needed, and limited operatlng Periods for no血em spotted owI protection,

extended to September 1 5 ifnesting owIs are detected; if surveys are not completed; Or if

activities that modify suitable habitat are proposed within O.25-mile ofa nest (RPM WF-8b, See

Errata section below). Altemative 2 wi11 improve public safety t血ough road maintenance and

reCOnStruCtion, improved signlng, and better accessibility of sites" It will improve conditions for
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trail users by improvmg trail design and location, Which reduces erosion along routes. Placing

SlgnS makes the routes more easily located. Altemative 2 will also improve sanitation at the

Parks Creek Trailhead by constructing a restroom [see Finding ofNo Significant Impact

(FONSI) Intensity section, #2 below].

The selected altemative supports the Shasta-Trinity National Forest Land and Resource

Management Plan (Forest Plan) (USDA Forest Service, 1 995) goals for the Parks-Eddy

Management′ Area, Which include attaining Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives in Riparian

Reserves, maintammg rlParian area values, maintaimng Or improvmg Water quality and

WaterShed condition, and other goals (Final EA pages 4-5)・ It is compatible with the Eddy and

Scott Mountain Late-Successional Reserves, Riparian Reserves, and matrix lands standards and

guidelines, and is consistent with the Shasta-Trinity National Forest, Forest-Wide Late
Successional Reserve Assessment (LSRA) (USDA Forest SerYice, 1 999) including

Miscellaneous Activities #1, 10, 1 1, and 12 (See FONSI Intenslty SeCtion #10, below).

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Final EA analyzed and reviewed three action altematives, a nO aCtion altemative, and t血ee

altematives that were eliminated from detailed study. A more detailed discussion can be found in

Chapter 2 ofthe Final EA (pages 18-36).

Altemative l , the no action altemative’WaS nOt Chosen because it would not meet the puxpose

and need of reducing sediment sources, reStOrmg aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems, improvmg

recreational facilities, Or enhancmg reCreational opportunities. Conditions would continue to

trend in the direction described in the Puapose and Need and Affected Envirorment sections of

the Final EA.

Altemative 3 would cIose or decommission all roads (approximately 40 miles) in Late-

Successional Reserves (LSR) that are not l) primary comector roads, 2) active cost share roads,

Or 3) roads that access private property. Outside of LSR, rOad actions with Altemative 3 would

be the same as with Altemative 2. It also would not construct or reconstruct motorized trails in

the LSR, neW trailheads for West Parks Lakes and Caldwell Lakes would not be constructed, and

no user created routes leading to dispersed recreation areas in LSR would be added to the Forest

transportation system (Final EA pages 23-24). Altemative 3 was not chosen becaus:, While it

would meet the purpose and need of reducing sediment sources and restorlng aquatlC and

terrestrial ecosystems to a greater extent within LSRs and improvmg the motorized and non-

motorized Forest transportation system in support of watershed restoration and safe public access

OutSide of LSRs (to the same extent as Altemative 2), it would not meet the puxpose.and need to

provide safe and e飾cient access for administration ofNFS lands or improve recreatlOnal

facilities and enhance recreational opportunities.

With Altemative 4, rOad and trail actions would be the same as with Altemative 2. However, nO

improvements would be implemented to the Parks Creek trailhead・ No trailheads for West Parks

Lakes, Caldwe11 Lakes or Eddy Creek Meadow would be constructed, and all user created

unauthorized vehicular routes to dispersed recreation areas greater than 30 feet from a NFS road

would be decommissioned (Final EA pages 24-25). Altemative 4 was not chosen because while

it would meet the purpose and need ofreducing sediment sources and restormg aquatic and
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terrestrial ecosystems, and providing safe and e節cient access for administration of NFS lands

and recreation?po血nities (Similar to Altemative 2), it would not meet the purpose and need to

improve recreat10nal facilities and e血ance recreational opportunities.

Three other altematives were considered but not in detail. Altemative 5, No Road or Trail

Construction in LSRs would not meet the prQ]eCt PuapOSe and need for recreation facilities and

OPPO血nity e血ancement or to provide an improved motorized and non-mOtOrized transportation

SyStem that would provide for safe and e触cient administrative and public access. Altemative 6,

No Parking or Tumaround Areas in LSRs, also would not meet the prqleCt PurPOSe and need for

the same reasons as Altemative 5. Altemative 7, CIose and/or Decommission All Roads and

Trails, and No New Activities in Late Successional Reserves, No血em Spotted OwI Core Areas,

and Home Ranges, WOuld also not meet the prQ]eCt PurPOSe and need for the same reasons as

Altemative 5. Plus, it would decommission numerous roads that are prlmary COmeCtOr rOads,

access prlVate land’Or are included in cost share agreements with property owners aqjacent to

NFS lands (Final EA pages 35-36).

The Parks Eddy Watershed Restoration Prqiect Final EA documents the enviromental analysis

and conclusions upon which this decision is based.

PuBLiC iNVO」VEMENT

This prq]eCt WaS Orlgmally listed as a proposal on the Shasta-Trinity National Forest Schedule of

Proposed Actions pr10r tO January 201 1 , and was updated periodically during the analysis.

Letters were sent to six potentially affected federally recognized Native American Tribes on

November 6, 201 3’Offering to initiate fomal consultation for the prqieCt. The District Ranger

and PrQject Manager also presented the prq]eCt tO the Pit RIver Tribe at th。 N。Vembe. 2013

quarterly meeting in Bumey, CA. Additional no咄cation letters were sent to the Siskiyou

County Sheriff and the Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors on November 19, 201 3, fo11owed

by a shoft presentation to the Board on January 21 , 2014. Flyers were posted along Eddy Creek,

West Park (41N73) and Parks Creek trailhead to alert locals and users ofthe proposal and to

encourage submittal ofcomments. A meetlng With residents on Eddy Creek Road was held on

June 6, 2013 to discuss road access needs by the Forest Service and recreating public as well as

to explain the NEPA process. On June =, 2013 a field trip was held with nine state and federal

agencies to review the entire area and solicit input and feedback on the prQ]eCt PrOPOSal. On July

30th’a field trip was held with Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors, and Mount Shasta Trail

Association representatives to review proposed road decommissionlng’aCCeSS needs along Eddy

Creek, and access to West Park Lakes.

A legal notice describing the Proposed Action and the oppo血nity for public comment was

Published in the Record Searchlight (Redding’Califomia) on December 30, 2013, Which began a

30-day scoplng Period that ended on January 29’2014. Scoping documents were posted on the

Forest, s website’and notices were mailed to individuals, nOn-federally recognized Native

American Tribes, adjacent landoⅧerS, Pemit holders, Organizations, and goverment agencies

that had expressed interest in this prq-eCt. A scoplng nOtice was also published in the Mount

Shasta Herald on January 16, 2014.
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The Forest received 14 discrete responses to the scopmg nOtice in the fom of letters, emails, and

telephone calls from a number of individuals and organizations. One ofthese responses was a

form letter sent by more than 700 individuals.

The letters’emails and telephone calls resulted in 77 comments regarding the prQ]eCt. The public

COmmentS and prQieCt interdisciplinary team responses to them can be found in Appendix D of

the Final EA. The comments were considered in the development of altematives to the proposed

action and in the environmental analysis presented in the June 2014 EA.

A legal notice for comment on the J皿e 2014 EA was published in the Redding Record

Searchlight on June 18’2014’With a 30-day comment period that ended on July 18, 2014. Letters

Were mailed and emails were sent to over 708 individuals, nOn-federally recognized Native

American Tribes, adjacent landowners, Pemit holders, Organizations, and goverrment agencies

that had expressed interest in the prQ]eCt Or PrOVided comments during the public scoplng Period.

The June 2014 EA and resource specialist reports were published on the Forest’s website. A

notice was also published in the Mount Shasta Herald on June 25, 2014. The public comments

from this comment period and pr(串ct interdisciplinary team responses to them can be found in

the Final EA in Appendix H.

The mayor themes ofthe scopmg COmmentS and comments on the June 2014 EA are summarized

below:

●　Roads in Late-Successional Reserves - Concems were expressed that reconstructmg

roads or constructing trailheads in LSR is not compatible with management of LSRs.

These concems were expressed in both scopmg COmmentS and comments on the June

2014 EA. Altemative 3’Which would decommission all roads in LSR except prlmary

COmeCtOr rOads, aCtive cost share roads, Or rOads that access prlVate PrOPerty, WaS

developed in response to this concem, although it would not meet the puapose and need

to improve recreational facilities and enhance recreational opportunities,

The Forest Plan (Page 4-39), StateS that “Road construction in Late-Successional

Reserves… generally is not recommended unless potential benefits exceed the costs of

habitat impalment… ’’No new road construction is proposed. The potential benefits to

Water quality in LSR outweigh the負road and trail reconstruction��&���6VB�v友��F�0

PrQject. The LSRA (USDA Forest Service, 1999) was prepared as directed in the Forest
Plan (Forest Plan page 4-37) to provide guidance for managing LSRs. The prQject

activities are consistent with the LSRA under Desired Condition-Roads, and

Miscellaneous Activities #1, 10, and l l (Final EA pages 7 and H-1 through H-4; LSRA

PageS 171, 203-208), Which are considered neutral to the objectives ofLSRs. The LSRA

general desired condition for road denslty in LSRs is less than 3.O miles per square mile.
Altemative 2 will result in open road denslty Of l.9 miles per square mile which is well

below the LSRA maximun open road denslty.

・ Northern Spotted OwIs (NSO) and Their Habitat - Concems were expressed that the

PrQject activities will negatively affect NSO and NSO habitat/designated Critical Habitat.

A BioIogical Assessment (BA) (Mapula, 2014) for the prQject was prepared to evaluate

the direct, indirect, and cumulative e餓;CtS Ofthe prQ]eCt On NSO and NSO habitat.

Consultation was initiated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Yreka field o能ce on

J紬uaⅣ 23, 2014.
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The analysis in the BA detemined that Altemative 2 may affect’but is not likely to

adversely affect, the NSO or designated Critical Habitat for the NSO. The U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service concurred with this detemination in its letter dated June 1 3, 2014

(Williams, 2014).

Four NSO activity centers and 4’123 acres of designated Critical Habitat can be found in

the Prqiect Area. There will be temporary noise disturbance resulting from road

decommissionmg, maintenance and reconstruction activities on roads and trails.

However, the pr9ject includes provisions for a range of limited operatin叩eriods (LOPs)

COntained in prqieCt RPMs that will be implemented if needed to minimlZe, direct effects

On Smgle or breeding NSOs, their young, and dispersmg individual owIs.

All treatments under Altemative 2 will occur within very minor amounts of suitわle and

dispersal habitat along existing NFS roads, uSer Created routes and trails, and would be

Prlmarily limited to the existing road or trail prlSm. The treatments have limited to no

POtential to affect the NSO’s ability to feed, breed, Shelter or disperse by modifying

habitat components. Effects to suitable and dispersal habitat will include both short- and

long-tem reductions of live shrubs, Small trees, larger hazard trees and snags within the

road prism and along trails. Effects will be restricted to narrow, linear extents along

existmg rOads, rOuteS and trails and NSO habitat function will be maintained. RPMs will

be implemented such as minimizing disturbance to existing vegetation within the road

Cleamg limits’minimlZlng Cutting trees = 1 6 inches diameter at breast height with

CaVities and decadence’and hardwoods’aSS皿ng that any snags and trees that may be or

are being used by NSO will be maintained until after the nestmg SeaSOn, and retaining

trees and snags that are felled on-Site as coarse woody debris. No suitable or dispersal

habitat will be degraded or downgraded.

Approximately 1 64.25 acres ofdesignated Critical Habitat will be affected by the road

and trail actions. Effects to stand components of Primary Constituent Elements (PCEs)

are expected to be minor and inslgnificaut in the short tem, With both short- and long-

tem benefits by reducing the risk of losing quality habitat from human disturbance (fire

StartS, etC.) and protection (improved fire suppression access). Effects would not be at a

SCale that would significantly reduce the value of critical habitat, Or the overall ability of

the PCEs to function for their intended purposes.

●　Road CIosures and Decommissionlng - Concems were expressed that cIosing and

decommissionmg rOads wi11 negatively affect public access, fuelwood cutting,

firefighting response times, the local economy, and low income users. Altemative 2 will

Pemanently decommission some routes. However, a larger percentage of roads will be
reconstructed or maintained for public access. Without the prq)eCt, the recreating public

Will lose access to much ofthe road systems in the area as these roads are already

impassable due to encroaching vegetation or erosion, and maintenance and reconstruction

Will improve the accessibility and safety ofthe roads. In addition, by adding c皿ently

unauthorized routes (that access dispersed recreation areas) to the Forest tran平ation

SyStem, Altemative 2 will improve legal access to those areas. Road decommlSSionlng

may reduce some areas available for fuelwood cutting, but with road maintenance and

reconstruction other areas will become more available.
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A prQject level Transportation Analysis Process (TAP) (USDA Forest Service, 2014) was

COnducted that considered the conditions, risks and benefits associated with roads in the

PrQject area (TAP Chapter 4, PageS 19-29). The TAP made recommendations on which
roads to maintam, CIose, reCOnStruCt and decommission. Fire access and firefighting

response times were considered in the TAP, SPeCifically within the Wildland Urban

Interface (WUI). The TAP recommendations were reviewed for coTSistency with the

Parks Eddy prQject puapose and need, and incorporated into the prqleCt.

The Parks Eddy prQject road actions affect all users in tems ofmotorized and non_

motorized access to roads, trails’dispersed recreation areas, and for other forest uses,

regardless of income level. The prQ〕eCt WaS developed consistent with Motorized Travel

Management (MTM), Which included a Civil Rights Impact Analysis considering the

POtential impacts of implementing MTM on various groups, including elderly, disabled,
Native Americans, and other groups. Altemative 2 will benefit the local economy during

implementation through increased expenditures at local businesses by the Forest for

COnStruCtion materials, fuel for equlPment, and other needed supplies and over the long

tem by sec皿ng Safe access for recreation events, huntmg and fuelwood collection.

ERRATA TO THE FINA」 EA

Errata corrections to the final EA are incoaporated by and included as an attachment to this

Decision (PageS 19-21).

FINDING OF No SIGNIFICANT I軸PACT

A FONSI and Final EA for the Parks Eddy Watershed Restoration PrQject were considered. I

detemined these actions wi11 not have a slgnificant effect on the quality ofthe hunan

envirorment, and an Envirormental Impact Statement (EIS) will not be prepared.

As the responsible o飾cial’I am responsible for evaluatmg the effects ofthe prqIeCt relative to

the definition of significance established by the Council of Envirormental Quality (CEQ)

Regulations (40 CFR §1508.13). I have reviewed and considered the Final EA and

documentation included in the prQ]eCt reCOrd, and I have detemined the proposed action and

action altematives will not have a slgnificant eifect on the quality of the human envirorment.

The Proposed Action (Altemative 2) is of limited scope and duration and would reduce active

SOurCeS Of sediment associated with poorly designed roads and trails. Through a combination of

road maintenance, decommissionmg, StOrage, reCOnStruCtion and realigrment of the roads and

trails, the overall e餓3Ct Will be to improve the envirorment, reduce maintenance costs and

improve safe public access to National Forest System lands. Improvements to recreation

facilities will resoIve health and safety lSSueS along with protecting the natural envirorment.

Altematives 3 and 4 would not pose slgnificant short- Or long-tem adverse e節ects as described

in Enviromental Impacts section (starting op page 37 ofthe Final EA). RPMs minimize or

avoid adverse impacts to the extent that any lmPaCtS are Within accepted levels, As a result, nO

envirormental impact statement will be prepared. My rationale for this宜nding lS aS fo11ows,

Organized by sub-SeCtion of the CEQ definition of significance cited above.
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Context

For the Proposed Action and altematives, the context ofthe envirormental e節ects is based on the

envirormental analysis in the Final EA.

The Parks Eddy Watershed Restoration PrQject area is approximately 23,300 acres in size.

However, less than l percent ofthe prQ】eCt area Will reflect the physical footprint where

PrOPOSed road’trail, and recreation facilities improvement actions will occ皿More importantly,

the actions will have a profound and localized eifect on reducing erosion and sediment delivery

by up to 52% (Final EApage lO5, Soils section). Roads and trails will be be筒er aligned and

maintained which will improve safety for all users and ensure recreationists can easily locate and

follow trails.

Intensity

Intenslty lS a meaSure Ofthe severlty, eXtent, Or quantlty Ofe節ects, and is based on infomation

from the effects analysis ofthis EA and the references in the prQ]eCt reCOrd. The e節ects ofthis

PrQ]eCt have been approprlately and thoroughly considered with an analysis that is responsive to

COnCemS and issues raised by the public. The agency has taken a hard look at the enviromental

eifects uslng relevant scientific infomation and knowledge of site-SPeCific conditions gained

from field visits. My finding ofno slgnificaut impact is based on the context ofthe prqleCt and

intensity of e飾ects using the ten factors identified in 40 CFR § 1508.27(b).

1. Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse. A sign脆cant e鯖ect may exist

even if the Federal agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial.

Consideration of the intenslty Of envirormental e節ects is not biased by beneficial e節ects of the

altematives. For some resources both beneficial and adverse effects were identified. No adverse

effects were detemined to be significant and none are expected to be long tem. No adverse

effects exceed the thresholds set by the Forest Plan or other laws and regulations. Long tem

beneficial effects of the Proposed Action include a safe and e能cient Forest transportation system

(both roads and trails), reStOration of unique meadows enviroments, improved visitor health and
Safety, and improved Riparian Reserve function (Final EA page 76). Beneficial effects w。r。 n。t

used to offSet or compensate for potential adverse e節ects. Adverse effects when considered

alone, that is separately from beneficial e節ects, are nOt Significant. The notable short-tem

adverse effects of implementmg the Proposed Action include:

GeoIogy - Some actions may have short tem e節ects, SuCh as l -3 years of increased surface

erosion with road decommissionlng. These short tem eifects will be minimized by implementing

RPMs’and are not considered significant, because t血esholds of concem and soil quality

Standards will not be exceeded. Long tem effects will be beneficial’SuCh as reducing landslide

POtential associated with road糾failures. Road maintenance activities will greatly reduce the

POtential for culvert blockages and associated road gullying and failure of road珊s. (Final EA

GeoIogy section page 60, Soils section pages lO5-106).

Road and trail actions may also expose rock deposits with naturally occumng aSbestos. These

Sites have the potential to produce asbestos bearmg dust during construction; however

COnStruCtion areas will be subject to RPMs for naturally occurrmg aSbestos such as seas。n。I

timing (spring) and road watering’which will minimize dust exposure to an insignificaut level,
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Decommissionmg and cIosing roads wi11 decrease long-tem eXPOSure tO these sites within the

PrQ]eCt area, a beneficial e節ect.

Water QuaIity- The prQject may result in localized brief periods of increased erosion, turbidity,

and sediment delivery associated with the reconstruction of roads and trails, and the

decommissionmg and maintenance of roads. Areas cIoser to streams and stream crossmgS are

more likely to see minor amounts of sediment. These short-tem e節ects (1 week or less) are not

COnSidered to be significant because they would be localized, minor and would be less than the

amounts of chronic sediment which are affecting water quality. Refer to water quality discussion

Starting on Final EA page 65 and effects starting on Final EA page 68.

Unique Botanical Community - Road and trail activities have the potential to directly a節ect

individual plants for two ofthe ten sensitive plants species found within the prQject area (Final

EA page 48). This e節ect is not considered significant because e餓知s should be limited to no

more that l -2 growmg SeaSOnS for those specific Iocations. Route improvements will have the

beneficial effdet of improvmg and stabilizing the habitat for future seasons.

Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat - The potential effects ofroad and trail actions

On Suitable and dispersal habitat for NSOs will include both short- and long-tem reductions of

live s血ubs, Small trees, larger hazard trees and snags within the road prism and along trails.

While these habitat elements may be used by nestmg, rOOStmg Or foragmg SpOtted owIs, the

treatments will not measurably alter the function ofthe habitat (Final EA pages 1 32-1 33).

CriticaI Habitat for Northem Spotted Owl - The prQ]eCt,s influence on prlmary COnStituent

elements ofnesting/roosting (PCE 2), foraging (PCE 3) and dispersal (PCE4) habitat were

evaluated. PrQject actions will occur in approximately 4 percent ofthe total combined PCE 2 and

PCE 3 habitats that are in the Action Area. Neither PCE 2 nor PCE 3 would be removed with the

Pr句ect. Individual components may be reduced or variously affected (SuCh as large trees, Small

trees’Prey base habitat, CanOPy COVer, COarSe WOOdy debris and snags along the roads, rOuteS and

trails), but these effects would not be at a scale that would reducF the value of designated Critical

Habitat or the overall ability ofthese PCEs to function for their mtended purposes. Pr(bect

actions are not expected to appreciably reduce the function of PCE 4 given the small degree of

Change (Final EApages 135-137).

2. The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety.

The action altematives would not pose a slgnificant risk to public health and safety. The action

altematives incorporate public health and safety in the followmg:

Public Safrty - The action altematives include road maintenance and recpnstructioT aCtivities

that will result in increased oppo血mities for safe public access. Road mamtenanCe, 1mPrOVed

Slgnmg and accessible sites will create a safer transportation system for the recreating public

(Final EApages l =-114).

Realigmng POOrly located trails and converting roads to trails wi11 improve non-mOtOrized

COnditions for recreational users. A properly designed trail system o節ers better user experiences

and is more sustainable for ft事ture uSe. Well-engmeered trails will enable recreational users to

more easily locate routes and increase their ease of use (Final EA pages 88-89).
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Visitor health and safety will be improved by constructing a restroom at Parks Creek Traimead.

The new facility will meet Forest Plan Standards and the ABAAccessibility Standards of 2006.

Sanitation and water quality concems at and below this Iocation will be reduced.

3. Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as the proximity to historical

Or Cultural resources) Parklands) Pr獲me farmlands? Wetlands? Wild and scenic rivers,

Or eCOIogically critical areas.

Proposed Actions do not significantly aifect the unlque Characteristics of the geographic area

because the prQ]eCt is designed to avoid, PrOteCt, Or e血ance and inteapret these features. Road

and trail actions will improve many of the followmg unlque Characteristics of this area.

Sensitive and endemic plants - Unique vegetative pa請ems are found within the prqleCt

boundary and are associated with the serpentine soils. Many sensitive and endemic plants are

associated with fens, meadows, SeePS and streambanks. The vegetative pattems are unlque

features within the context of the analysIS area and the action altematives are designed to protect,

improve and maintain these features. Additional resource protection measures are included for

implementation during prQject activities (RPMs Botany S-1 to S-4, Final EA pages 26-27).

Wetlands - There are numerous fens, meadows, and seeps within the prQ]eCt area. Existing

COnditions indicate that portions of wetlands are being a節ected by unauthorized motorized use as

Well as from urmaintained road fおures. Maintenance, reCOnStruCtion and some

decommissionlng Of trails and roads will restore and improve wetlands. All proposed actions are

COnSistent with Executive Order l 1990 which was established to avoid adverse impacts to

Wetlands. There will be a net gain in wetlands improved and restored by this pr句ect (Final EA

PageS 39 and 199).

4. The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are

likely to be highly controversial.

Eifects ofthe Proposed Action on the quality ofthe hunan enviromem are not likely to be

highly controversial among professional experts. Similar watershed restoration actions have been

undertaken in several areas throughout the Shasta-Trinity National Forest・ There is widespread

agreement at a Nationa1 1evel that reduction of chronic sources of sediment by improvmg rOad

and trail locations and design can improve the quality of the human enviroment including

improvements to public safety. The Parks Eddy prQ]eCt incorporates practices and technical

PrOCedures accepted by experts and common practices to protect the human enviroment as well
as natural resources (See RPMs, Final EA pages 26-35).

5. The degree to which the possible eflfects on the human environment are highly

uncertain or invoIve unlque Or unknown risks.

Implementlng the proposed action would not pose unlque Or unknoⅧ risks or result in highly

uncertain e節ects on the human enviroment. The proposed road and trail actions and

improvements to recreational facilities proposed by the Forest Service for achieving the desired

COnditions for the area are not unusual or unlque. The existmg COnditions have been well

docunented’and the likely e節ects of implementation on the enviroment are well understood

and described in the Enviromental Impacts section ofthe Final EA (Starting on Final EA page

37). No unique risks were identified and no unknoⅦ Or undocumented risks are likely.
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6・ The degree to which the action may estabIish precedent for future actions with

Slgni範cant effdets or represents a decision in pnnCiple about a請ure consideration.

Implementation of the actions would not establish a precedent for餌ure actions. The prqleCt

does not imply approval of other future prQ]eCtS. Future proposals will be evaluated for effects to

the envirorment prlOr tO aPPrOVal and implementation.

7. Whether the action is reIated to other actions with individualIy insign脆cant but

Cumulatively s獲gnificant impacts. Signi範cance exists if it is reasonable to anticipate a

CumuIativeIy s獲gn脆cant impact on the environment. Significance cannot be avoided

by termlng an aCtion temporary or by breaking it down into sma獲ler component

pa巾s.

According to the Council on Enviromental Quality (NEPA) regulations “cumulative impact,, is

the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when

added to other past, PreSent’and reasonably foreseeable餌ure actions regardless of what agency

(Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such actions (40 CFR § 1 508.7).

The relevant boundaries (time and distance) and prqjects assessed for cumulative effects vary by

resource based upon the area over which that resource may be affected by this prQ]eCt. Each

resource cumulative e節ect area can be di節erent and possibly larger or smaller. Relevant

Cumulative effects are discussed for each resource in the individual resource reports and the

Envirormental Impacts section ofthe Final EA (Starting on Final EA page 37). The cumulative

effects analysis for each enviromental component or resource area is guided by and consistent

With the Council on Envirormental Quality letter “Guidance on the Consideration of Past

Actions in Cumulative E節ects Analysis���ｧV覲�#Bﾂ�#��X�R���ﾆ�7Fﾖr����V蹤��ﾆﾇ��&VﾆWf�蹇

related past, PreSent and future management activities in the assessment area is provided in

Appendix E ofthe Final EA. No cumulatively slgnificant effects were identified for any

resource. Notable cunulative effects include:

Threatened and Hndangered WiIdlife Species - The prqieCt Will have beneficial e節ects in and

Of itself No ongomg Or future foreseeable actions slgnifroantly modify or improve habitat for the

NSO. When taken into consideration with the past, OngOmg, and future foreseeable actions, the

activities proposed under the Parks Eddy prQ】eCt are localized and would result in relatively low

impact with short-tem effects. The prQ]eCt Will not contribute to cumulative effects on the NSO

Or its habitat (Final EApages 137-139).

Cumulative Watershed E鯖ects - The proposed action would either meet or not prevent the

attairment of each Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) objective at the prQject and watershed

SCale. (ACS Objectives, EA pages 79-83) The cumulative watershed effects analysis showed the

action altematives will have positive e節ects on water quality and aquatic/riparian habitats

Iocated downstream and outside ofthe prQJeCt area at the local HUC 8 and larger HUC 5 scales.

In addition to quantitative Equivalent Roaded Area (ERA) assessmFnt’. SeVeral factors s平POrt

the concluslOnS drawn including the action altematives are restoratlVe m nature and are m

aligrment with goals, Objectives and standards for water resource manageme血as found in the

Forest Plan (See Cumulative E飾ects, Final EA pages 76-79).

8. The degree to which the action may adversely a∬ect districts? Sites) highways)

StruCtureS, Or Objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of

ーDecision Notice -

Page = of21



塑　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　音⑬

Historic PIaces or may cause Ioss or destruction of sign脆cant scientific? Cu獲tural, Or

historical resources.

None ofthe action altematives analyzed in detail would cause the loss or destruction of

Slgnificant scientific, Cultural, Or historical resources. Clearance for Section l O6 of the National

Historic Preservation Act has been accomplished under the Regional Programmatic Agreement

(USDA Forest Service’20 1 3) and documented in an ArchaeoIogical Reconnaissance Rep叩

(ARR #R201405 140001 5). The assessment area has been surveyed for cultural and historlCal
resources and sites have been identified in and adjacent to treatmem areas. Road and trail actions

have been designed to avoid or protect areas containing resources or sites (Refer to the

Enviromental Impacts section, Cultural Resources, Final EA pages 54-56).

RPMs (Final EA pages 28-29) would be implemented to protect cultural resources. Pr句ect

activities would not be pemitted within site bo皿daries except as allowed by the Forest Heritage

Progran Manager in consultation with the State Historic Preservation O鉦cer if necessary.

Archaeological sites’Or buried cultural materials not evident on the surface may be discovered

during prq'eCt OPerations. If this occurs, all work must cease immediately and the appropriate

unit archaeoIoglSt COnSulted before prq-eCt activities resume. No significant e節ects to heritage or

Cultural resources are expected from prQ]eCt implementation.

9. The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened

SPeCies or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered

Species Act of 1973.

Eifects to Threatened and Endangered Wildlife Species are discussed sta血g on Final EA page

129. A BioIogical Assessment (Mapula, 2014) (BA) for the prqject was pr:Pared to evaluate any

threatened or endangered wildlife species that may be affected by this prQ]eCt. Consultation was

initiated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Yreka field o餓ce on Jan皿y 23, 2014. The

final BA was submitted to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on May 14, 2014.

The BA addressed only the species and designated critical habitat known to occur and/or have

Suitable habitat in the area: the no血em spotted owl and its designated critical habitat. The final

BA is included in the Final EA as Appendix A. The prQ]eCt area does not contain suitable habitat

that would support nesting or individual Westem yellow-billed cuckoos (Final EA Appendix A,

Addendum‥ Consideration ofNew Infomation, September 20 1 4, Page 4).

The analysIS in the BA of direct, indirect and cumulative eifects ofthe Parks Eddy prqieCt On the

NSO, and its designated Critical Habitat, yielded a detemination that Altemative 2 (the

Proposed Action) may affect, but is not likely to adversely a蹄ct, the NSO or designated Critical

Habitat for the NSO.

A BioIogical Evaluation ofWildlife and Aquatic Species (Mapula, 2014) for the prQject included
Pacific fisher. The preferred altemative may affect individual Pacific fishers, but would not cause

a trend towards federa1 1isting or loss ofviability ofthe species. Ifthe Pacific fisher is listed as a

t血eatened species, the Forest will initiate consultation with FWS at that time.

A BioIogical Assessment and Evaluation (Jordan, 20 1 4) for the prQject wa叩repared to evaluate

any threatened or endangered fish species that may be aifected by this pr叩ct. National Marine

Fisheries Service provided technical assistance (Jordan 2014, Page 13). There will be no direct or

indirect e蹄cts to any Federally listed fish species (Southem Oregon Northem Califomia Coast
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COho salmon, green SturgeOn, Central VAlley steelhead, and winter-m Chinook sa血on), and

therefore no cunulative e節ects (Final EA page 1 89).

No Federally listed endangered, threatened, Or PrOPOSed plant species are known to occur in the

PrQject area (Final EA page 48).皿e prqjeet will have no effect on Federa11y listed plant species.

10. Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal〕 State, Or loca=aw or

requlrementS imposed for the protection of the environment.

皿e Proposed Action is consistent w皿all Federal, State and local laws or req皿ementS imposed

for protection ofthe enviroment as discussed here and earlier in皿s document. The appropnate

agencies have been consulted and documented for this prQ]eCt. The proposed action and

altematives are consistent with the Forest Plan, and altematives were specifically developed to

COmPly with the followmg laws, regulations and executive orders:

National Forest Management Act (NFMA) - Forest Plans are developed in complian∞ With

血e various statutory and regulatory direction including NFMA.皿e NFMA requlreS that prQ] eCtS

are consistent with Forest Plans (36 CFR §219.10).

The Parks Eddy Watershed Restoration Prqject Final EA and血e prQ]eCt record document the

interdisciplinary review process. Consistency with the Forest Plan is noted in each specialist

report for individual resources, and achieved in the followmg WayS:

●　Desired conditious and obiectives - Desired conditions are described in the Final EA

Purpese and Need for Action section, Starting on page 8.

●　Forest Plan standards and帥idelines- Forest Plan standards and guidelines are adhered to

血ough prQject design and RPMs.皿e prQject would not re亨ard or prevent attaiment of

any ACS objectives (Final EA pages 79-83). The prQject is m compliance with the list of

Survey and Manage species in the 2001 Surey and Manage Record ofDecision (嶋ble

l -1 , Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines, PageS 41 -5 1) (see Survey and Manage Species

disc†SSion, Final EA page 1 99).皿e Forest Plan management indicator monitoring

requlrement has been met and implementation ofthe Proposed Action is not likely to

result in any平eaning餌change to population trends and habitat availability for the

assemblages mvoIved (Management Indicator Assemblages discussion, Starting on Final

EA page 190).

●　W加ershed - HydroIogic function, Water q脚lity and fish habitat will not be adversely

a節ected. The prQJeCt Will not result in measurable damage to soils, SIopes or other

WaterShed conditions, detrimental changes in water temperatures, Or blockages of water

COurSeS. See Resource Protection Measures Common to all Action Altematives, (starting

On Final EA page 26, and the Hydrology section starting Final EA page 63). Protection is

PrOVided for streams, Streambanks, Wetlands and other bodies of water from detrimental

Changes in water temperatures, blockages of water courses and deposltS Of sediment,

Where prqieCt COnStruCtion activities could seriously and adversely affect water

COnditions or fish hal)itat. See血e Soils section startmg on Final EA page 99. Riparian

Reserves are protected by RPMs. HydroIogic function and water quality will not be

adversely alfected (see Final EA starting on page 29).

・ Late Successional Reserves - The LSRAwas prepared as directed in the Forest Plan

(Forest Plan page 4-37) to provide guidance for managing LSRs. The pr(房ct activities
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are consistent w皿the LSRAunder Miscellaneous Activities #1, 10, 11, and 12 (Final EA

PageS 7 and H-1 through H-4; LSRA pages 203-208), Which are considered beneficial or
neutral to the objectives of LSRs.

Trave看Management Rule - In accordance with 36 CFR §212, Subpart B, §212.55 Criteria for

designation of roads, trails, and areas, general and specific criteria for designation and revisions

Of designations of NFS roads and trails were considered. Details regarding the Tlavel

Management Rule are presented in the December 5, 2014 Memorandum to the Prqiect Record

(Subject: Tlavel Management Rule Compliance). The proposed action is compliant with the
Tlavel Management Rule.

Clean Water Act - Pursuant to Section 208 ofthe Clean Water Act, all agencies responsible for
Carrying out any portion of a State Water Quality Management Plan must be designated as a

Water Quality Management Agency. The State Water Resources ControI Board designated the

Forest Service as a Water Quality Management Agency. The Forest Service empIoys Best

Management Practices as the prlmary tOOl for managing for water quality on NFS lands.

Applicable Best Management Practices were considered and used to develop resource protection

measures to ensure that potential impacts to water quality would be prevented or effectively

mitigated. Refer to RPMs starting on Final EA page 26.

Federal Clean Air Act, As Amended, State Clean Air Act and other Air Qualrty ReguIations
- Naturally occ皿mg aSbestos is present in the assessment area. RPMs were developed to

PreVent and/or reduce dust production during lmplementation and provide for safe working

COnditions [see RPMs NOAl-4 on Final EApage 31, and the GeoIogy Report (de la Fuente,

2014)].

Nationa萱Historic Preservation Act Section lO6 (including the Region 5 Heritage

Pro?rammatic Agreement) - Refer to Cultural Resources starting on Final EA page 54. The

requlrementS Of Section l O6 ofNHPA have been met. The Parks Eddy prQ]eCt WOuld have no

adverse effect on unevaluated or National Register eligible historic properties, is in餌I

COmPliance with Section lO6 ofthe NHRA’and meets the requlrementS Ofthe Regional

Programmatic Agreement. Tribal consultation was皿dertaken for the prQject (See Final EA page

16).

Migratory Bird Treaty Act - The prQject is compliant with the Migratory Bird Tieaty Act. Refer

to Executive Order 1 3 1 86 - Migratory Birds, Sta血g on Final EA page 193. Implementation of

the treatments proposed in the Parks Eddy prQ]eCt WOuld maintain existmg functional habitat

OVer the short and long tem’COntributing to Iong tem sustainability and resilience of the habitat

that may be used by mlgratOry birds. A limited operating period is provided for NSOs.

Executive Order 13112 amended by I]xecutive Order 13286 Invasive Species - The prqieCt is

COmPliant with Executive Order 131 12. Refer to Executive Order 13112 amended by 13286 -

Invasive Plant Species and the invasive weeds discussion, Sta血g on Final EA page 5 1. There

ac no high priorlty invasive weed species in the Parks Eddy assessment area at the present time.

Ⅵth resource protection measures in place including post prqleCt mOnitoring and, if needed,

treatment of high priorlty Weed species, the risk of a new introduction of a high priority invasive

Weed species would be characterized as Iow - eXisting high priority weed infestations and/or

SuSCePtible habitat not likely to be affected. RPMs are developed to prevent the introduction of

new invasive species (See RPMs Botany Il -I9, Final EA pages 27-28).
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Executive Order 12898 Environmental Justice - The Native American population meets the

Envirormental Justice criterion as a minority population meaning餌Iy greater than the general

POPulation ofthe states (Final EA pages 194-195). Therefore, the decision maker should pay
Careful attention to the potential impacts of management actions on Native Americans. No

disproportionate adverse e節ects on low income or minorlty POPulations are expected as a result

Of implementation of any ofthe Parks Eddy prQ]eCt aCtion altematives. The Parks Eddy pr(UeCt is

expected to create jobs and income in the local economy.

After considering the envirormental eifects described in the EA (Enviro叩1ental Impacts section)

and summarized above, I detemined that these actions wi11 not have a slgnificant e範加on the

quality of the hunan envirorment, COnSidering the context and intensity of impacts (40 Code of

Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1 508.27; therefore, an Enviropmental Impact Statement will not be

PrePared. I incorporate, by reference’the Final EA and prqieCt reCOrd in making this

determi nati on.

OBJECTION PROCESS

This prQject was subject to the objection process, PurSuant tO 36 CFR §21 8.8. Only individuals

Or grOuPS that submitted timely and specific written comments (as defined at 36 CFR §21 8.2)

about this prQject or activity during any de?ignated public comment period (in accordance with

36 CFR §21 8.5(a)) have standing to object. The Legal Notice ofthe objection period for the

Parks Eddy Watershed Restoration Prqiect Envirormental Assessment was published in the

Record Searchlight (Redding, Califomia) on September 12, 2014. The Regional Forster received

Objections from Conservation Congress (創ed on October 24, 2014), Steve Layman (filed

October 21, 2014), and DoIph Marshall (filed October 20, 2014). The objectors were eligible to

創e an objection and the objections were timely.

Objection Resolution

A teleconference resolution meetmg WaS held on December l , 2014with the reviewlng O能cer

Deputy Regional Forester BamiうGyant and the Shasta-Trinity National Forest, With Denise

Boggs (on behalf of Conservation Congress) and DoIph Marshall participating.

Conservation Congress’s requested resolution remedies were discussed, including: 1 ) choose

Altemative 3 rather than Altemative 2 as the preferred altemative; 2) eliminate all road

reconst則Ction in nf融lem SPOtted owI cores and home ranges; 3) eliminate the proposed

trailhead constructlOn in LSRs; 4) limit any road work in LSRs to decommissionmg, and to

maintenance that does not widen any road prism or require the removal of vegetation; and 5)

before any activities are implemented, COmPlete northem spotted owI surveys usmg the 2012

PrOtOCOl. The Deputy Regional Forester considered the O切ector’s requests for relief; but

detemined that my rationale for this prqleCt is clear and the reasons for the prQ〕eCt are loglCal

and responsive to direction contained in the Forest Plan. The Deputy Regional Forester

instructed me to clarify that the road realigrment proposed as reconstruction meets the intent of

the LSRA Miscellaneous Activity #1 0, Clarify that the proposed restroom at Parks Creek

Trailhead is on previously disturbed land, and clarify that the LOP regarding noise generation for

the protection ofNSO extends to September 1 5 when no surveys are completed, COnSistent with

that in the BA and USFWS LOC. These clarifications are made in the attached Errata. The LOP

一Decision Notice -

Page 15of21



USDA

雪童百百百

Clarification is also noted in this Decision Notice in paragraph 5 on page 2.

DoIph Marshall, s requested resolution remedy, tO PrOhibit motor vehicles from usmg

unauthorized route U41N26H (do not add U41N26H to the Forest transportation system), WaS

discussed・ The Deputy Regional Forester considered the Objector’s request for relief; and

detemined that the rationale for the prQ]eCt is clear and the reasons for the prQ]eCt are logical and

responsive to direction contained in the Forest Plan. The Deputy Regional Forester instructed me

to ensure that the effects analysis in the EA includes the effects of adding new routes to the

Forest transportation system on aqjacent private property owners. This analysIS is shown in the

Objector Steve Layman was not able to participate in the teleconference resolution meeting of

December l , 2014. His requested remedy is to abandon the proposed road decommissionlng and

CIosures. The Deputy Regional Forester considered the Objector, s request for relief and

detemined that my rationale for this prQ,eCt is clear and the reasons for the prqleCt are logical

and responsive to direction contained in the Forest Land Plan.

I was instructed by the Deputy Regional Forester to proceed with issuance ofa Decision Notice

and Finding ofNo Significant Impact for this prqleCt.

There wi11 be no further review ofthis response by any other Forest Service or U.S. Department

OfAgriculture official as per 36 CFR §218.1 1 (b)(2).

看MPしE軸ENTATION

When an o助ection is創ed, the responsible o能cial may not sign a Decision Notice until the

reviewlng O能cer has responded in writing to all pending o切ections and a11 concems 。nd

instructions identified by the reviewing o能cer in the objection response have been addressed (36

CFR §21 8. 12). Written responses were provided to the objectors in the letters cited abov。.

Instructions were address as described above. As such’this prQ]eCt Can be implemented

immediately upon my slgnature.
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CoNTACT

For additional infomation conceming this decision, COntaCt: Stacy Smith, Shasta-McCIoud

Management Uhit, Shasta-Trinity National Forest, 2-4 West Alma Street, Mt. Shasta, CA 96067.

Phone: 530-926-9643, Email: SIsmithOlのfe,fed.us Fax: 530-926-45 12.

Electronic copleS Ofthe Decision Notice, Final EA’and resource reports are available at:

http://www.鳥.fed.us/nepa/proiect content.DhD?DrOiect=42264. 1

David R. Myers

Forest Supervisor, Shasta-Trinity National Forest

TheU.S.DepartmentofAgricu 邑&R�4D���&��&宥6F�68�V蒙匁�F柳譁��ｸﾇG7��V��V�ﾗ6�襷�7F庸友妨6�F��

basisof「ace,COio「.naくionaio「 没問ﾆ�vRﾆF�6�&薄宥槌�襾v��VV���ﾆ�6�$乏ﾅ6Uとﾖ��V友��7F�GW2詛�ﾖ末���7F�GW2ﾂ�

Pa「entalstatus,「eiigiOn,SeXua 微&坊蹤�F柳笆vV觚F�6匁f��F柳簀��友�6��&Vﾆ坊g2w&U��V�6�墜��V&V6�W6V�ﾆ薮'��B�

OfanindividuaI’sincomeisde「 蒜VFh�V��逞�V&末6�76�7F��6W�&�&�ﾒ邃踟F�ﾗ�&�^6VF&�6W6���ﾇ友��ﾆﾂ�

P「OgramS.)Pe「SOnSWithdisabi 沫F妨7v�&W�V��VV�友Vﾖ�F庸VﾖV��6f�&6�ﾗV譁6�F柳踐g��V�&�ﾖ匁f��F柳��

(Brai=e,largep「int,audiotape.etc.)shouIdcontactUSDA’sIARGETCente「at(2O2)720-260O(VOi∞and 

TDD).To凧eacompIaintofdiscrimination,W「itetoUSDA,Di「ecto「,O情CeOfCiviiRights,1400independen∞ 

Avenue,S.W",Washington,D.C.20250-9410,O「CaII(800)795-3272(VOice)o「(202)720-6382(TDD).USDAis 

anequaloppo巾unityp「OVide「andempIoye「. 

1 It can also be located at血e URL for the Shasta-Trinity National Forest website location for NEPA prQjects

(h請D//www.fe.usda. sov/DrOiects/stn飢andmanagement/DrO eCtS ) (Select Parks-Eddy Watershed Restoration fl.om the list.)
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ERRATA

Parks Eddy Watershed Restoration Project Environmental Assessment

December 8, 2014

These errata correct the September 2014 Parks Eddy Watershed Restoration Project Environmental

Assessment. The Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant lmpact incorporate the fo=ow-ng minor

COrreCtions to the September 2014 EA:

Parks Creek TraiIhead Restroom - AItemative 2, P∂rks Creek Tra冊ead improvement (EA pages 21-22)

●　CIarification thatthe restroom w川be inst訓ed in an area that has been previousiy disturbed.

Additional Compiiance Topics,しate Successional Reserves (Misce=aneous Activity #10, EA page 192〉

●　AdditionaI discussion and cIarification regarding the short segments to be reaIigned on Eddy

Creek Road to avoid sensitive areas: The boundary ofthe Eddy Late SuccessionaI Reserve is Eddy

Creek. Exceptfora portion ofthe road in the east haifofSection 18, Eddy Creek Road is outside

Ofthe LSR (on the opposite side of EddyCreek). The segments ofroad to be reaIigned are

OutSide the LSR and are not subject to compIiance with the LSRA. Therefore Misce=aneous

Activity #10 does not appIy to them.

Road Maintenanceしeveis - Alternative 2, Road Storage (EA page 19) and Eddy Creek Road

Reconstruction (EA page 20)

●　CIarification that roads ciosures (totaI 3.3 miles) w冊esuIt in a change in maintenance levei 〈ML)

from ML2to MLl (page 19). EddyCreek Road (totai 6.89 miIes〉w川bechangedfrom ML3to

M」2.

Northern Spotted OwI (NSO)しimited Operating Periods - Resource Protection Measures (EA page 34)

●　Resource Protection Measure WF-8b: Extending the Limited Operating Period to September 15

W川also appiy In areaSWhere surveys are not completed in any given year, aS Stated in the

Bioiogicai Assessment and FWS Letter of Concurrence.

NSO CumuIative Effects CIarificat盲on of Effect of Past Projects on Current Conditions

●　Past projects and natural events have iikeiy resuited in a ioss ofNSO habitat overtime. This is

Summarized in the BioIogicaI Assessment to discIose past actions and natural events that Iikely

COntributed to the existing condition within and surrounding the Action Area. This information

enabIed the FWS to make an independent assessment of project effects as required under the

Endangered Species Act (ESA〉. The project w川not contribute to cumuiative e什ects under the

ESA or the Nationai EnvironmentaI PoIicy Act.

.　The existing vegetation conditions within the watershed refiect past management activities and

natural events including past harvest on approximateIy 8,239 acres of NFS lands that occurred

Prior to the listing ofthe NSO. These past actions are not considered reIevant to the direct and
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indirect effects ofthe project because no measurabie direct or indirect e什ects w川occur to

NSOs or their habitat as a result ofthe project, and therefore no cumuIative e什ects.

Approximateiy lO2 acres of road wi= be decommissioned with a net beneficia=mpact overtime.

FueIwood Cu咄ng Background lnformation - Appendix H, Pubiic Comments/Responses 〈EA page H-40〉

. SL#8‥ Additional background information on the Forest fueIwood cutting program added to the

reSPOnSe tO COmment SL #8: The Shasta-Trinity National Forest se=s personaI use fueiwood

Permits 〈2400-1 permits〉 whic冊mit fuelwood cutting to 12 cords per individual for personai

use. These permits are non-refundable and non-tranSferabIe and shouId not be used to

COmmerCiai re-Sale" No commerciaI fueIwood cutting permits for the Unit area have been

issued′ therefore no commerciaI fueIwood cutting is currentIy permitted in the project area.

Based on data from 2012 and 2013′ the Unit soId approximately 7,000 to 7,4OO cords of

fueIwood for personai use. There are approximateIy 2′325 mi-es of road avai-abIe for personai

use fueIwood cutting on the Unit′ Which is equIVaIent to approximate-y 56,315 acres avaiiabIe

for woodcutting or game retrievai.

Alternative 2 proposes to cIose or decommission 24.78 miIes of road′ Ofwhich approximate-y 12

miies are currentIy undrivabIe and not availabIe for woodcutting・ Consequently, A-temative 2

WOuId further iimit fueIwood cutting or game retrievaI opportunities on 12 miIes of road (<1% of

a旧uelwood cutting/game retrieval opportunities currentIy avaiIabIe across the Unit). CIosure or

decommission-ng Ofthese 12 miies of road would potentia-1y eIiminate access to 35-38 cords of

WOOd′ ifyou assume a= acres produce wood in equaI quantity・ This represents <1% ofthe totaI

COrds soid on the Unit annuaIiy. These effects to fue-wood cutting and game retrievai

OPPOrtunities are expected to be negligibIe and, aS indicated in the Recreation anaIysis (EA page

88), may be offset by road maintenance and reconstruction activities which would enhance

access for fueiwood cutting and game retrieva=n other locations.

●　A November 19, 2014 memorandum to the Project Record (Subject: AdditionaI Discussion of

Project珊ects on Fuelwood Cutting Opportunities) details the status ofthe Forest fueiw。Od

Cutting program and highiights the fuelwood cutting access in reIation to the Shasta-McCIoud

Management Unit.

The Degree to Which the AIternatives Meet the Purpose & Need for Action as it Pe鴫ins to Economics

(EApage99〉

●　Last sentence ofsection edited to read ′′But all aiternatives contain decommission'ng and wouid

resuIt in a sma=er road system needing long term maintenance.′′

The Effects of Adding U41N26H to the Forest Transportation System to Adjaceれt Private Property (EA

PageS 22 and 9O)

The Shasta National Forest retains large areas ofcheckerboard ownership as a remnant ofthe raiIroad

Iand grants ofthe 1860′s. As a resuIt′ the Forest manages many boundaries against private iand where

activities on NFS Iands are in close proximity to -ands zoned for other uses (e.g. residentiaI, industrial,
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COmmerCial, etC.〉・ ln each case, the Forest works with adjacent owners to provide visibIe boundaries

〈signs, barriers) that notify the public ofthe change in ownership and prevent trespass onto private land.

●　User-Created route U41N26H providesvehicuiar access to a dispersed camping area On NFS

Iands adjacentto Eddy Creekthat has been in use for manyyears. The site is popuiarwith locaIs

and frequentIy in use duringthe seasons ofthe yearwhen it is accessible.川egal behaviors

including dumpIng and trespassing onto adjacent private residentiai property have been known

to occurat this site′ aSWe= asthe amoyances ofshootingguns′ Ioud noise iate into the night,

and an increase oftra怖c on Eddy Creek Road.

●　U41N26H is approximateIy 500feet Iong and on reIativeIyfiatterrain. Adding the route to the

Forest transportation system wouid put it on the MVUM and provide legal motorized access for

dispersed camp-ng. This couid lead to increased use ofthe site′ and increased tra怖c on Eddy

Creek Road pastthe residentiaI owners. AdditionaI use ofthe camping Site could aIso iead to

additiona=ncidents of ioud noise, firearm use and川egai behavior.

・　Because ofthe iocation ofthe dispersed camping area (not nearotherdeveioped recreation or

CamPing areas, nOtVisibIe from major roads or highways〉 and the use primariIy by locaIs,

increased use is expected to be minimai・ Therefore, annOying and/or i=egal activities are not

expected to increase.

●　Because annoyIng and i=egai activities have occurred in the past, it is possibIe those behaviors

Wi= persist into the future. The area w川be monitored for activity Ievel and用egaI activities. 1f

there is a continuous increase in i=egal activities′ additionai actions may be taken to remedythe

Situation.

Transportation Management Rule Analysis (EA pages lO9-115〉

・ The Transportation section ofthe EA contains anaIysis ofhow impIementingthe project

altematives wi= affect the transportation system.

・ A December5, 2014 memorandum to the Project Record (Subject: Transportation Management

Rule Compliance〉 contains an analysis ofeffects as specified by the RuIe. The preferred

aIternative is compiiant with the Transportation Management RuIe.
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