CHECKLIST ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Project Name: GRLA Alternative Practice

Proposed

Implementation Date: October 2014

Proponent: US Forest Service—Custer Gallatin NF, Beartooth Ranger District
Red Lodge MT, C/O Amy Waring

Location: TISRISE Sec 1,2, 11,12

County: Carbon Co.

L. TYPE AND PURPOSE OF ACTION

Amy Waring, Team Lead t'ur the (‘RLA pchcl located on the Beartooth Ranger Distriet of the Custer Gallatin
‘Mational Forest has Zone (SMZ) Alternative Practices (AP) for multiple
units in the Red Lods: Creek Area shown on thc map as units 5F, 6F, 8F, 9F, 22F and 23T, Each unit will be
reviewed individually below but work in the units would include potential broadcast burning within the SMZ,
removal and thinning of non-merchantable conifer trees (no clearcutting in the SMZ has been proposed). Work
is proposed around multiple bodies of water including elass | streams and wetland areas.

From USFS Request 6/19/2014:

Alternative Practices Waiver: The Forest Service will seek an alternative practices waiver on up to
33 acres for hand thinning and broadcast hurmng within SMZs. Units 5f, ﬁf 9f, 211“ 22f, 8t, 231, 4f,
Bf, 281, 29f, 30f, 31f may include hand thinning or reaching in with T 1] (no
driving) with lopping and scattering of slash. Units 81, 23t, 4f, 8f, 281, 29¢, 30f, 3Ifmny also be
broadeast burned

Units 5, 6f, 9f, 211, 221 are grasslands and wet meadows that are being colonized by spruce and to a
lesser extent Iudgcpoic Thcsc umis conlam SMZs totaling about 17 acres across the five units.
Ti

is prof lo grasslands/wet dows (i.e. forest). The proposed
i ifically targets 1 of all conifers less than 87 dbh, and would thin conifers
g'malcr - than 8" dbh to w.o trees per acre, which would not meet SMZ requi for tree i

Selective tree cutting in riparian areas may occur by hand or by reaching into the riparian area with
mechanized equipment (no driving), and scattering the slash, An alternative practices waiver would be
required for this treatment.

Units 4£, 8f, 28f, 29f, 30f, 31f arc grasslands being colonized by Douglas-fir. They contain scattered
limber pine and pondemsa pine that are declining in health, Broadcast buming is proposed to maintain
lands with d limber and pond pine (i.e. forest). These units contain SMZb

Imalmg about 14.5 acres across all six units. Hand thinning or reaching in with mechanized

with lopping and scattering of slash is proposed within the SMZ. Thmmng would be accordmg 10 the
overall unit prescription to within five feet of the high water mark. Piling/burning would not be
allowed within 50 feet of the high water mark. Broadcast burning in the SMZ would be avoided (no
active lighting unless y for control to cleanup fuel pockets). Fire would be allowed
to ereep into the SMZ and self-exti h or be mopped up when ient. An alternative practices
waiver would be required for this Ir\l:almcnl




Unit 8t is a proposed 20 acre clearcut under Alternative 2 only. Unit 23t is a proposed 63 acre

bination unit that includes about 36 acres of clearcut and 27 acres of thinning. The purpose of the
clearcuts is to provide for age class diversity in lodgepole pine. The purpose of the thinning is to
reduce fire and beetle hazard. Both treatments would also provide for pure and mixed aspen of various
age classes. Unit 8t includes about a .35 acre SMZ, and unit 23t includes about a 1.4 acre SMZ.
Broadeast bumning is proposed in the clearcut areas to prepare the site for natural regeneration. SMZs
may | be th! nned hut would not be clearcut. Thinning would be by hand or by reaching in with

1 burning in the SMZ would be avoided (no active lighting unless

necessary for conl.ml measures |:o cleanup fuel pnckms} Fire would be allowed to creep into the SMZ
and self-extinguish or be mopped up when

All other SMZ requirements would be met. Broadeast bumning would occur within the SMZ and retention of
trees in the SMZ would not meet and removal of conifers would leave a stand with different size and species
characteristics than the pre-harvest stand.

A r:thsl for an AP has been received by the Montana DNRC Southern Land Office. This is to analyze the
p | effects to d ine if no significant impacts would occur from the proposed AP,

Il. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

I. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, AGENCIES, GROUPS OR INDIVIDUALS CONTACTED:
Provide a brief chronology of the scoping and ongoing involvement for this project,

Public scoping by DNRC was not completed for this EA Checklist, On 6/1/2014 SLO Forester Brad Shoemaker
met with USFS project team lead Amy Waring and Andy Efta, hydrologist on site to visit and review each unit
individually. A follow up meeting on 6/17/2014 with SLO Forester Brad Shoemaker and Andy Efta was also
conducted on site to visit all remaining units that were not field verified on 6/1/2014.

Public Scoping was completed by the USFS on a project-wide scale. A summary of public involvement from the
Draft EIS, published April 2014 is below:

Public Involvement:

The B h District provided infi 1o the public and asked for comments in 2012 and 20!3 nnd
provided numerous opportunities for public input as the proposed action and al ives were devel d. In
2012, the District scoped a preliminary purpose/need and general proposed action (i.e. unit boundaries
identified, but treatments not assigned). As a result, the purpose and need was refined and clarified, and

were idered as the proposed action was developed.
In 2013, the District scoped a detailed purpose and need and proposed action, and ived about 36
As alternatives to the proposed action were developed, the District held additional field trips and reviewed draft

alternatives with the public to provide information, discuss issues of concern, provide an opportunity for the
public to interact with resource specialists, and provide an additional opportunity for people to provide
comments on the alternatives before they were finalized, Throughout this process, the district also met with local
government and interest groups to share information. These efforts are bulleted below. Greater Red Lodge
Vegetation and Habitat Management Project 1.10

2012
*  June 14, 2012 - Pre-Scoping Letter with preliminary purpose and need and general proposed action
mailed to over 300 individuals/groups/agencies
+  June 13, 2012 - Press release




R

2013

D R B R B

June 21, 2012 — Press release printed in Carbon County News (CCN)
June 28, 2012 - Public meeting in Red Lodge

June 28, 2012 — Public field trip in Red Lodge Creek

June 25, 2012 — Met with Billings Gazette

June 25, 2012 - Met with Carbon County News

November 29, 2012 — Met with Carbon County Resource Council

February 22, 2013 - Detailed Scoping Letter mailed to over 230 individuals/groups/agencies
February 28, 2013 - Press Release

March 7, 2013 — Met with Rotary Club

March 14, 2013 — Met with Carbon County Commissioners

March 14, 2013 — Public meeting in Red Lodge

March 18, 2013 — Met with Luther residents

March 19, 2013 — Met with Greater Yellowstone Coalition

March 26, 2013 — Met with Red Lodge City Council

March 29, 2013 — District Ranger Letter to the Editor in Carbon County News
February 27, 2013 = Met with private landowner (Black)

April 26, 2013 — District Ranger letter to editor in Carbon County News

June 6, 2013 ~ Public field trip - Nichals/Willow Creek

June 18, 2013: Press Release for field wip

June 25, 2013; Press Release for field trip

June 28, 2013 - Public field trip - Red Lodge Creek

There was a high degree of public interest in the Greater Red Lodgc Pru_]tcl. which gcnerawd qmne a bitof
about

media coverage, both positive and negative. Media

meetings and field trips, and included numerous letters to lhe editor and a public o‘pmmn poll. Media coverage
was published in the Carbon County News and Billings Gazette on the dates identified below. Articles are
available in the project record.

R I A I

March 1, 2012: Carbon County News

March 15, 2012: Carbon County News

July 3, 2012: Carbon County News

March 21, 2013: Carbon County News

March 29, 2013: Carbon County News

March 30, 2013: Billings Gazetie

April 4, 2013: Carbon County News

April 11, 2013: Carbon County News.

June 10, 2013: Billings Gazette

June 13, 2013; Carbon County News

June 18, 2013: Billings anene

June 23, 2013: B ional Trails Association (Barnard/Dykema) walking tour of DNRC
Palisades project and Greater Red Lodge Project (not a USFS event)
June 27, 2013: Carbon County News




2. OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES WITH JURISDICTION, LIST OF PERMITS NEEDED:

US Forest Service, Custer National Forest, Beartooth Ranger District,

3, ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED:
No Action Alternative

Meet all SMZ regulations.
Action Alternative

4f—This unit has been withdrawn by the USFS for an AP request.

5f—Allow remaval of all conifers less than 8" DBH and thinning of conifers greater than 8" DBH to a

minimum of 2 TPA. Removal of trees would be by hand thi or hing in by f
equipment from outside the SMZ, No mechanized harvest operations would occur in the SMZ.
The USFS would be allowed to perform this p iption. It is Jed that conifer trees

remaining be within % tree height from the stream to ensure their ability to provide large, woody
debris for stream recruitment in the future. The area already contains a significant component of Alder,
Rocky Mountain Maple and Cottonwoods. These will need to be protected during the removal of the
conifers as much as possible. Lop and scattering of slash is allowed within the SMZ so long as the
slash does not exceed 15 tons per acre of coarse woody debris over 3 diameter. An altemative to drag
slash out of the SMZ and pile for future burning is acceptable if greater than 15 tons per acre of coarse
woody debris exists or if preferred by the USFS.

6f—Allow removal of all conifers less than 8" DBH and thinning of conifers greater than 8" DBH to a
minimum of 2 TPA. Removal of trees would be by hand thinning or reaching i -hanized
equipment from outside the SMZ. No mechanized harvest

1 In by
would occur in the SMZ.

This area is a narrow band in the SMZ that would require work. The USFS would be allowed to
perform this preseription. Most of the trees to be removed in this unit are of small diameter and
significant ground cover is present. The ground cover will need to be protected during the removal of
the conifers as much as possible. Lop and scattering of slash is allowed within the SMZ so long as the
slash does not exceed 15 tons per acre of coarse woody debris over 37 diameter. An alternative to drag
slash out of the SMZ and pile for future burning is acceptable if greater than 15 tons per acre of coarse
woody debris exists or if preferred by the USFS.

8f—Allow Broadeast burning with no lighting in the SMZ. Also allow hand thinning or reaching in by
mechanized equipment with lopping and scattering of slash. Thinning operations are requested to 5°
from the OHWM. Piling/burning would not be allowed within 50 feet of the high water mark.
Broadeast burning in the SMZ would be avoided (no active lighting unless necessary for control
measures to cleanup fuel pockets). Fire would be allowed to creep into the SMZ and self-extinguish or
be mopped up when convenient.

This area is a narrow piece in the northwest corner of the unit with significant wet areas when it was
visited in June. It is expected that the fire will bum very little in the SMZ. When this unit is burned a
staffed (2 personnel) engine, Type 6 or better will be placed along the road immediately adjacent to the
unit when active fire is burning towards the SMZ. The fire will have spreading into the SMZ stopped



as early as fire behavior allows within the SMZ and will be mopped up when convenient. When
following these requirements, the USFS would be allowed 1o conduet the preseription above,

8t—This unit has been withdrawn by the USFS for an AP request.
9f—Allow removal of all conifers less than 8" DBH and thinning of conifers greater than 8" DBH to a

minimum of 2 TPA, Removal of trees would be by hand thinning or reaching in by mechani
equipment from outside the SMZ. No hanized harvest operations would occur in the SMZ,

The USFS would be allowed 1o perform this preseription. A small arca near the northwest part of this
unit had slopes greater than 35% within the SMZ. This area is upland habitat and was not thought to be
in unit 9f during the field visit. To confirm, any areas in the unit with slopes over 35% are not 1o be
thinned to the prescribed 2TPA and must confimm to SMZ laws in regard to tree retention within the
SMZ. Areas with slopes less than 35% may be subject to the prescribed 2 conifer TPA greater than 8"
DBH and removal of all conifers less than 8" DBH.

21f—This unit has been withdrawn by the USFS for an AP request.
22f—Allow removal of all conifers less than 8" DBH and thinning of conifers greater than 8” DBH to

a minimum of 2 TPA, Removal of trees would be by hand thinning or reaching in by mechanized
equipment from outside the SMZ. No mechanized harvest operations would occur in the SMZ.

This stand has very little conifers already, it is mainly an aspen and cottonwood stand. Removal of all
conifers under 8" DBH and retaining 2 conifer TPA greater than 8" DBH would be allowed. The aspen
and cottonwood trees would need to be protected during the removal of the conifers as much as

possible. Lop and sc ing of slash is all i within the SMZ so long as the slash does not exceed 15
tons per acre of coarse woody debris over 3" diameter. An alternative to drag slash out of the SMZ and
pile for future burning is acceptable if greater than 15 tons per acre of coarse woody debris exists or if
preferred by the USFS.

23t—Allow SMZ 10 be thinned by hand or by reaching in with mechanized equip Fire would be
allowed to creep into the SMZ and self-extinguish or be mopped up when ient. Broad
burning in the SMZ would be avoided (no active lighting unless y for control to

cleanup fuel pockets).

This unit has extensive wetlands adjacent to the SMZ that are then extended for the SMZ and also

isolated wetlands. It is led but not required that this unit be harvested under winter
conditions to minimize rutting and ensure the integrity of the SMZ, The proposed preseription would
be app! d for both thinning and broadeast burning with no active lighting unless necessary for

control measures to cleanup fuel pockets.

28f—This unit has been withdrawn by the USFS for an AP request.
29f—This unit has been withdrawn by the USFS for an AP request.
30f—This unit has been withdrawn by the USFS for an AP request.

31f—This unit has been withdrawn by the USFS for an AP request.



TIL IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

*  RESOURCES potentially impacted are listed on the form, followed by common issues that would be
cansidered.

*  Explain POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS following each resource heading.

s Enter "NONE" If no impacts ave idemified or the resource is mof present.

4. GEOLOGY AND SOIL QUALITY, STABILITY AND MOISTURE:
Consider the presence of fragile, compactable or unstable soils. Identify umuswal geologic feanures, Specify
any special reclamation considerations. Tdentify any cummlative impacts fo soils.

No significant impacts are expected. All units where thinning of conifers is prescribed have significant
vegetative cover other than the conifers that would be removed and the integrity of the soil quality, stability and
moisture will be maintained,

5. WATER QUALITY, QUANTITY AND DISTRIBUTION:
Identify imp surface or g h resources. Consider the potential for violation of ambient water
quality standards, drinking water maxi inant levels, or degradation of water quality. Idenvify
cumulative effects fo water resources.

The six functions of the SMZ as identified in the SMZ law (77-5-301[1] MCA) will be maintained.

1. Acts as a sediment filter to maintain water quality
a.  The ability for the SMZ to act as a sediment filter will remain intact as significant vegetative
cover will remain on the site in the form of aspens, cottonwoods, rocky mountain maple, alder
and other various ground covers. The small areas where fire may creep into the SMZ will be
quickly extinguished by USFS 1 or Iy due to the moist conditions of the fuels in
the vicinity of the stream.

(=

Provides shade to regulate stream temperature
a.  The remaining trees, 2TPA of conifers over 8" DBH and cottonwoods will continue to provide
shade and regulate stream temperature.

3. Supy diverse and productive aquatic and ial riparian habitats
a. Aquatic and terrestrial riparian habitats will be fully protected as the proposed AP will include
mostly thinning done by hand. The small areas where fire may creep into the SMZ will be
quickly extinguished by USFS 1 or lly due to the moist conditions of the fuels in
the vicinity of the stream.

4, Protect the stream channel and banks.




Vehicles and Ioggmg mm:llmer_v wnuld not be driven n 50 feet of wetlands, with the exception of
g of existing roads and designated. SMZ regulations

would be d to apply to isolated wetlands, (USFS, April 2014) Stream
chnnne!s and banks will retain the majority of their vegetative cover which will ensure the stability of
the stream channel and banks.

5. Provides large, woody debris that is eventually recruited into a stream to maintain riffles, pools, and
other elements of channel structure

Fisheries or hydrology staff will assist with leave tree marking along the riparian corridor
beyond the 15-foot buffer. Leave trees would be those that, if they fell perpendicular 10 the
channel, the diameter of the fallen tree at the high water mark of the channel would be greater
than & inches in diameter. The purpose is 1o protect those trees that when recruited to the
channel, are most likely to provide well-anchored and stable LWD while allowing harvest of
smaller diameter trees that contribute to high fuel loads. (USFS, April 2014)

6. Promotes floodplain stability
a. No significant i impacts to water quality, quantity or distribution are cxpoct:d All Dp:ratlans are
happening high in the watershed where there is little floodplain. The 2 will
ensure the stability of the floodplain where work is taking place.

6. AIR QUALITY:
What pollutants or particulate would be produced? Identify air quality regulations ov zones fe.g, Class [ air
shed) the project would influence, Identify cumlative effects to air quality.

No significant impacts are expected.

7. VEGETATION COVER, QUANTITY AND QUALITY:
What changes would the action cause fo vegetative communities? Consider rave plants or cover fypes that
would be affected. Identify cumulative effects 1o vegeration.

The prupuscd AP would reduce conifer encroachment into cottonwood and aspen stands and areas that are

ised of riparian ion. The specues cumpusllmn of the area will have less of a conifer
component after project pletion but the ing will be adequate to ensure the SMZ vegetation
cover, quantity and quality. One example of this would be unit 22F. A 100° tape was pulled that showed 13
deciduous trees that would remain post conifer thinning in the SMZ over 8"DBH. This level of remaining cover
will ensure adequate vegetation cover, quantity and quality after removal of conifers as prescribed

8. TERRESTRIAL, AVIAN AND AQUATIC LIFE AND HABITATS:
Consider substantial habitat values and wse of the area by wildlife, birds or fish. Tdentify cumulative effects
1o fish and wildlife.

The small, limited area will not impact any fish as actions will ensure stream temperature, shade and future
retention of large, woody debris and return the area to a more riparian set of species.

9. UNIQUE, ENDANGERED, FRAGILE OR LIMITED ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES:
Consider any federally listed threatened or endangered species or habitas identified in the project avea,
Dy ine effects to wetlands. Consider itive Species or Species of special concern. Idemtify
cunlative effects to these species and their habitar,




Considerations for unique, d, fragile and limited environmental resources were best described in the
USFS NEPA 4. draft, published April 2014 beginning on page 3-376.

10. HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL SHFS
Identify and determine effects to histovical, arch | ar pal lagical

No identified sites in arcas covered by this AP,

11. AESTHETICS:
Determine if the project is located on a prominent topagraphic feature, or may be visible from populated o
seenic areas, What fevel of noise, light or visual change wonld be produced? Idemtify cumulative effects to
aesthetics.

The thinning ofcm:roachmem species with natural riparian i ining is not d to result in any
detri 1o aesth The additional few acres of buming that may occur in SMZs is also not expected to
result in any detriment to aesthetics.

12. DEMANDS ON ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES OF LAND, WATER, AIR OR ENERGY:
Determine the amount af limited resources the profect would Nqnm'e Mvmi_.lj ather activitles nearby that
the project would affect. Identify lative effects to envir

No impacts are expected.

13. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS PERTINENT TO THE AREA:
List other stucies, plans or projects on this fract. Determine cumulative impacts likely to occur as a resulf
af current private, state or federal actions in the analysis area, and from fiture proposed stave actions in the
analysis avea that ave wnder MEPA review (scoped) or perminting review by any siafe agency.

The USFS “Greater Red Lodge Anen ion and Habitat M Plan” Draft EIS published April 2014
is the only known other envi inent to the area of the AP request.

The Montana Department of Natural Resources Palisades EA for a 789 acre timber sale immediately to the east
of the AP arca was published in 2013 but does not cover any of the acreages where APs have been requested.

IV, IMPACTS ON THE HUMAN POPULATION

*  RESOURCES potentially impacted are listed on the form, followed by common issues that would be
considered.

*  Explain POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS following each resource heading.

*  Emter "NONE" If no impacts are identified or the vesource is not presen.

14. HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY:
Identify any health and safety risks posed by the project.

None

15, INDUSTRIAL, COMMERCIAL AND AGRICULTURE ACTIVITIES AND PRODUCTION:
Tdentify how the project would add 1o or alter these activities.



None

16. QUANTITY AND DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYMENT:
Estimate the number of jobs the project would create, move or eliminave. Idemtify cumulative effects to the
enployment marker.

None

17, LOCAL AND STATE TAX BASE AND TAX REVENUES:
Estimate tax revenne the project would create or eliminate, Tdentify cumulative effecis to taves and revenue,

None

18. DEMAND FOR GOVERNMENT SERVICES:
Estimate increases in traffic and changes to traffic patterns. What changes would be needed 1o fire
protection, police, schools, ete.? Idemtify cumulative effects of this and other projects on government
services

Mone

19. LOCALLY ADOFTED ENVIRONMENTAL PLANS AND GOALS:
List Stewe, County, City, USFS, BLM, Tribal, and other zoning or management plans, and identify how they
would affect this project.
The AP is in the area being managed under the Custer National Forest “Greater Red Lodge Area Vegetation and
Habitat Management Flan™ whose Draft EIS was published in April 2014. The results of this AP request will
effect how the USFS is able to follow this plan and associated environmental analysis.

20, ACCESS TO AND QUALITY OF RECREATIONAL AND WILDERNESS ACTIVITIES:
Tdentify any wilderness ov recreational areas nearby or access routes through this tract. Determine the
effects of the profect on recreational potential within the tract. Tdentify lative effects to r
atd wilderness activities.

The USFS manages a high-use recreational area near the AP requests but the approval of either altermative
would have no significant impact on recreation activities in the area.

21. DENSITY AND DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION AND HOUSING:
Extimate population changes and addivional housing the project would require, Identify cumulative effects
to population and housing,

Mone

22. SOCIAL STRUCTURES AND MORES:
Tdentify potential disruption of native or fradi [ lifestyles or

None



23. CULTURAL UNIQUENESS AND DIVERSITY:
How wauld the action affect any unique quality of the area’

None.

24. OTHER APPROPRIATE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CIRCUMSTANCES:
Estimate the return to the trust. Include appropriate econonic analysis. Identify potential future uses for
the analysis area other than existing Identify I i and social effects likely to
eecur as a result of the proposed action.

None
EA Checklist Name: Bradley M. Shoemaker Date: /52014
Prepared By: | Title;  SLO Area Forester

V. FINDING

25. ALTERNATIVE SELECTED:

Action Alternative

26. SIGNIFICANCE OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS

NONE

27. NEED FOR FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS:

[Jes

I:l More Detailed EA El Mo Further Analysis

EA Checklist

Approved By:

Name:
Title:

Matt Wolcott
Southern Land Office, Area Manager

Signature: M—M___,_

Date: Avg /3 20/%




Greater Red Lodge Area

and Habitat
Beartooth Ranger District

Project

Custer-Gallatin National Forests

Carbon County, MT

Request for Alternative Practices Waiver

In July 2013, the Forest Service and MTDNRC visited sites proposed for an Alternative Practices waiver as
outlined in the DEIS for the Greater Red Lodge Project (p. 2.7-2.8). Based on these field reviews and
modifications made to several of the proposed treatment units, the FS has narrowed the scope of the
Alternative Practices Waiver request to the following units:

Alternative Practices Waiver Request for Greater Red Lodge Project

age class diversity in
lodgepole pine. The
purpose of the thinning is
to reduce fire and beetle
hazard. Both treatments
would also provide for
pure and mixed aspen of
various age classes,

Alternatives practices
waiver sought for about
10 acres.

Unit Purpose of Proposed T
sf, 6f, intain g is and is prop: to maintain g is/wet dows (e
of, 22f | wet meadows (i.e. non-forest). The proposed prescription specifically targets
nonforest) removal of all conifers less than 87 dbh, and would thin conifers
greater than 8" dbh to two trees per acre, which would not meet
Collectively, these units SMZ requirements for tree retention. Selective tree cutting in
total 41 acres. riparian areas may occur by hand or by reaching into the riparian
area with mechanized equipment (no driving), and scattering the
Alternatives practices slash,
waiver sought for about
17 acres. An alternative practices waiver is needed to deviate from the
SMZ tree retention requirements to maintain wet meadows in
the riparian areas.
23T 63 acre unit Unit 23t is a proposed 63 acre combination unit that includes
about 36 acres of clearcut and 27 acres of thinning. Broadcast
The purpose of the burning is proposed in the clearcut areas to prepare the site for
clearcuts is to provide for | natural regeneration. SMZs may be thinned, but would not be

clearcut, Thinning would be by hand or by reaching in with
mechanized equipment.

Broadcast burning in the SMZ would be avoided (no active
lighting unless necessary for control measures to cleanup fuel
pockets). Fire would be allowed to creep into the SMZ and self-

ish or be iped up when ¢ ! An i
practices waiver is needed for the broadcast burning.

Mote Unit 23t includes a large wetland complex in the southern
portion of the unit. A design criterion would prohibit vehicles
and logging machinery from driving within 50 feet of wetlands,
with the ion of mai f /
decommissioning of existing roads and designated temporary

ings. SMZ req (i g tree would
apply to wetlands in the unit.
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