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Ms. Farnsworth-Attached is the comment letter from Benewah County re: DDEIS and DLMP for the
IPNF. An original has been mailed to you. Michele-Benewah County Clerk
 
 

Ltr #0205

mailto:mmcdaniel@benewahcounty.org
mailto:ipnfplanrevision@fs.fed.us


Board of Prosecuting Attorney 

County commissioners 
245-2564 

245-2234 Assessor 

Clerk District Court 
245·2821 

Auditor and Recorder Sheriff 
245-3212 245-2555 

Treasurer and Coroner 

Tax Collector 245-2611 

245-2421 

County of ~enewah 
ST. MARIES, IDAHO 83861 

April 25, 2012 

USDA Forest Service 
Idaho Panhandle National Forest 
Mary Farnsworth, Idaho Panhandle Forest Supervisor 
3815 Schreiber Way 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83815 
Email: IPNFplanrevision@fs.fed.us 

RE: Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and 
Draft Land Management Plan (DLMP) - Idaho Panhandle National Forest 

Dear Ms. Farnsworth: 

This comment letter is submitted by the Board of Commissioners for Benewah County, 
Idaho following a review of the DEIS and Draft Land Management Plan for the Idaho Panhandle 
National Forest. Benewah County is a rural county with an economic base strongly dependent 
upon the harvest of timber and related industry activities, agricultural activities and other 
industries related to natural resource development. Chapter 3 of the DEIS addresses the social 
and economic environment of the counties where portions of the IPNF are located, and provides 
a detailed analysis of forest land management for each county, including Benewah. It is apparent 
from a review of these planning documents that forest health and proper management of the 
IPNF for a sustainable harvest ofhealthy trees is of paramount importance to Benewah County. 

Historically over the last three (3) decades or more, representatives from Benewah 
County, including but not limited to this Board, have invested hundreds of thousands of dollars 
and even more time on natural resource and forest planning issues. This County has participated 
in every phase of the forest planning process, through our concerned citizens, volunteer 
organizations, governmental agencies and professional staff. In the last decade, Benewah 
County had representatives at public meetings, working groups, planning rule hearings, 
individual meetings with various USFS staff, meetings with our state and congressional 
delegations and representation through the Idaho Association of Counties. We have reviewed 
and submitted written comments on proposed changes to the various planning rules, the 2006 
draft management plan for the IPNF, the Idaho Roadless Rule and the development of the most 
current transportation plan on this forest. We have coordinated with other counties in the area 
similarly affected by natural resource management decisions. In other words, Benewah County 
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has taken every opportunity afforded to us and to our citizens to improve timber harvesting 
activities on the public lands (state and federal) upon which our economy is based, as well as 
grazing, mining, recreational opportunities (both motorized and non-motorized) and access for 
hunting and fishing. 

Here in the St. Joe, USFS timber sale offerings in recent years have been only about ten 
percent (10%) ofwhat they were around 1970. No doubt this trend is also the case in the balance 
of the IPNF. As a result of this great reduction in timber supply, many forest product mills have 
been terminated, and this has rippled through the trucking and logging businesses as well as 
small businesses in the rural communities. Hundreds ofjobs have been lost, and unemployment 
in Benewah County now hovers around fourteen percent (14%). 

A further repercussion is that the few remaining mill operations are struggling to survive 
on the State and private lands that still provide timber. We are especially concerned about the 
heavy cutting that has taken place on the industrial forest lands. It appears unsustainable to us. 
Canopy removal is near total in many locations, and it will be decades before those lands will 
again have harvestable timber. 

Additionally, the widespread and extensive canopy removal in the watersheds 
surrounding our communities and settled areas has lead to accelerated runoff and increased 
flooding. It is our position that had the USFS maintained a viable timber harvesting program, the 
canopy removal would have been widely dispersed and moderated by more selective harvesting, 
and thus runoff would not have been accelerated. 

Therefore, following our review of the extensive materials associated with the most 
current version of the IPNF Draft Land Management Plan and DEIS, we are dismayed at the 
continuing de-emphasis of the timber harvest/timber production program. Although it is clear 
that a great deal of time and resources were devoted to study and analysis of the way in which 
the IPNF contributes to the social and economic well-being of local communities by promoting 
sustainable natural resources, this draft plan does not demonstrate a strong commitment to that 
end. The 1987 Forest Plan started out with 1,584,100 acres deemed suitable for timber 
production, with an annual allowable sale quantity (ASQ) of 280 million board feet. Owing to 
various environmental, wildlife management, regulatory and legal constraints identified in this 
draft plan, it appears that those numbers have steadily decreased to where the current draft plan 
proposes only 951,300 acres of forest land suitable for timber production and an ASQ of only 
125 million board feet. Moreover, the actual volume proposed to be sold is only 45 million 
board feet annually. 

Although the DEIS and draft plan purport to be based on science, there is little evidence 
of forest biology science, actual growth and yield data. The rationale for the proposed 
alternatives appears to be more political, social and/or responsive to preservationist and 
conservationist concerns than to scientific study. The alternatives presented in this draft plan 
appear to be driven by recreational and environmental outcomes, and timber harvest is little more 
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than a tool to contribute to those ends. The allowable sale quantity numbers appear to us to be. 
arbitrary rather than derived from actual forest inventory data. The 125 million board feet ASQ 
in relation to the 951,300 acre proposal works out to only 131 board feet per acre per year which 
is extremely low and not based upon the actual production capability of the forest. 

Because the IPNF lands are intenningled with or adjacent to State and private lands, 
IPNF lands can be readily compared to other forested lands owned by the State and private 
owners and are comparable in site quality. Therefore, it is reasonable to apply growth data from 
the State and private lands to the IPNF lands. That data, derived from sixty (60) years of 
continuous forest inventory, is approximately 300 board feet per acre per year. Applying that 
rate to the acreage on the IPNF leads to an actual annual growth increment of about 285 million 
board feet. With an actual harvest of 45 million or less, there can be little doubt that the stocking 
level is increasing rapidly. An increasing stocking level continues to contribute to and create an 
environment for severe insect and disease problems which will continue to lead to devastating 
wildfires for the IPNF and adjacent forest lands in the inland northwest. 

Yellowstone National Park is a classic example of what will happen if we don't take 
appropriate action. The IPNF draft plan already identifies fire as the primary management tool 
for all USFS lands identified as not suitable for timber production. Sooner or later, all of the 
timber will bum, whether or not it is located in areas identified as not suitable for timber harvest. 
The approaching fire danger in Benewah County and surrounding communities has been an 
overriding concern for this Board since the early 1980s, and more recently has been addressed 
through our Homeland Security/Emergency Management Office, our comment letter to the IPNF 
on September 5, 2006, a copy of which is included with this comment letter, and our continuing 
efforts to maintain our Wildland Fire Management Plan, which included the identification of the 
amount of federal land (including USFS and BLM lands) within the Wildland Urban Interface 
(WUI). In spite of our best efforts, none of the proposed alternatives have included a treatment 
program sufficient to address and protect the health and safety of our county residents before a 
catastrophic "1910" fire commences sometime in this century, and most likely in this decade. 
Not only will this be a sad waste of natural resource value, but it will likely result in the loss of 
State and private forest lands, businesses, rural residences, agricultural operations and most 
unfortunately, human lives. 

It appears to this Board that none of the four (4) alternatives, including the "No Action" 
Alternative A, adequately address timber harvest and vegetation management. In fact, although 
Alternative A is described as being the 1987 Forest Plan, it has been modified by the application 
of program constraints so that suitable timberlands and ASQ are actually reduced to limits very 
similar to Alternatives B and D. The existing 1987 Forest Plan was " ... not analyzed in 
detail..." and was expressly rejected because it was detennined that " ...timber outputs projected 
in the 1987 Plan cannot be achieved." In fact, unless a better alternative is proposed, the current 
1987 Forest Plan is better left in place, without further revision, and efforts should be made to 
increase the timber production allowed for under the 1987 Forest Plan. 
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In addition to review of the timber programs set forth in each alternative, it is noted that . 
Alternative C would significantly increase the area recommended for wilderness to 331,100 
acres, which is more than double the acreage recommended in the other alternatives, with no 
justification for it. This Board is opposed to Alternative C and it should be eliminated as an 
alternative. 

It is also noted that under all alternatives, there are new designations for the management 
areas, including a "Primitive Area" designation and a "Wilderness Study" area for Grandmother 
Mountain. The new "Primitive Area" designation states that certain management areas with 
wilderness characteristics would allow for winter motorized recreational use (snowmobiling) 
and mountain biking. Because this is a new designation, it is unclear how other activities might 
be restricted, and if it is an appropriate way to manage these lands. The proposed "Wilderness 
Study" area for Grandmother Mountain is ofparticular concern to Benewah County. 

It is also noted that according to the "Wilderness/Roadless Related Alternatives" 
discussion on pages 29-30 (alternatives considered but eliminated), Idaho Roadless Rule (36 
CFR 294 Subpart C) applies to the inventoried roadless areas managed by the IPNF that are 
within the State of Idaho. Therefore, the management direction for roadless areas in Idaho 
provides for a higher level of management direction and limits the scope of changes made in the 
IPNF alternatives and revision effort, including management direction for road construction, 
reconstruction, timber cutting and discretionary mineral development. It is also stated that " ...all 
IPNF alternatives were developed to align to the management designations and/or direction in 
the Idaho Roadless Rule, except for Alternative C." There is no explanation or justification for 
how or why an alternative could be proposed that does not align with or conform to the Idaho 
Roadless Rule. As stated above, Alternative C should be eliminated. 

In summary, none of the proposed alternatives provide proper management for the IPNF. 
Alternative A demonstrates the negative effect of applying artificial constraints to the existing 
timber management plan contained in the 1987 Forest Plan for the IPNF. Alternative B, 
identified to be the preferred alternative by the agency, is similar to Alternative D, although it is 
noted that Alternative D purports to provide for more timber production, the achieving of desired 
future conditions through mechanical means, and more opportunities for motorized recreation 
use, which is very important to Benewah County residents. As previously stated, Alternative C 
is not an acceptable alternative to Benewah County and apparently would be in violation of the 
Idaho Roadless Rule. 

It has been stated in the "KIPZ Draft Forest Plan Rollout Letter" dated December 22, 
2011 that "[C]lose coordination continues with county commissioners, stakeholders, and 
Congressional delegations to ensure the forest plans effectively complement partnering strategies 
and contribute to improved ecological health across all boundaries..." 

It is our position that coordination with Benewah County, by and through this Board of 
County Commissioners, is required for more than ecological health. Coordination is also 
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required across the entire range of management activities conducted by the USFS. On or about. 
March 11, 2009, the Benewah County Commissioners passed Resolution No. 2009-06 invoking 
coordination in Benewah County. A copy of this Resolution and letter to the USFS dated 
October 20, 2009 are included with this comment letter. Benewah County has formally 
implemented a plan of coordination with all Federal and State Agencies who own or maintain 
jurisdiction over lands and/or resources located within Benewah County. We will continue to 
participate in the IPNF planning process at every opportunity until the forests located in and 
adjacent to Benewah County are managed for forest health, sustainable harvests and open access 
to all our of residents for multiple uses, as required by law. 

Benewah County 
Board of County Commissioners 

Enclosures: 
Comment Letter, 2006 
Comment Letter, 2008 
Idaho Association ofCounties Comment Letter, 2008 
Cover Letter to USFS, 2009 
Benewah County Resolution No. 2009-06 
cc:	 Senator Mike Crapo 

Senator James E. Risch 
Congressman Raul Labrador 
Congressman Mike Simpson 
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September 5, 2006 

Ranotta McNair
 
Forest Supervisor
 
Idaho Panhandle National Forests
 
3815 Schreiber Way
 
Coeur d'Alene, idaho 83815-8363
 

Re: Idaho Panhandle National Forest Plan Comments 

Dear Ms. McNair: 

The Benewah County Commissioners submit these comments in a timely manner 
to support the development and adoption of an Idaho Panhandle National Forest Plan 
which is reflective ofour county priorities. 

In 2004, Benewah County adopted a Wildland Fire Management Plan which 
included the identification of the amount of federal land within the Wildland Urban 
Interface. Disturbingly, Forest Service data shows that 12,436 acres of federal land 
within Benewah County WUI is in forest condition class 2 and 3 and highly susceptible 
to catastrophic wildfire due to overcrowded forest stands and insect and disease 
outbreaks. 

Outside the WUI there are 12,640 acres of national forest land in Benewah 
County which are inventoried as Condition Class 2 and 3 and also at high risk to 
catastrophic fire. 

Specifically for the WUllands, we respectfully request the Forest Service adopt a 
forest plan and implementation schedule to treat all Condition Class 2 and 3 forest lands 
within ten years. Establishing these treatment programs is essential to protecting the 
health and safety ofour county residents who reside, work and recreate within the WUI. 
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Outside the WUI, we request the Forest Service to adopt a forest plan and 
treatment schedule for all Condition 2 and 3 lands within 25 years. This management is 
similarly necessary to minimize adverse impacts from catastrophic wildfire and to ensure 
healthy forests within Benewah County. 

Benewah County strongly supports treatment programs for these lands. These 
programs should rely on the thinning and harvest of trees in a manner which provides 
both local employment opportunities and wood fiber for commercial business. 

Benewah County Commissioners 
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Roadless Area Conservation - Idaho 
USDA Forest Service 
P.O. Box 162909
 
Sacramento, CA 95816-2909
 
Facsimile Address: (916) 456-6724
 
Email Address: IDcomments@fsroadless.org
 

RE:	 Idaho Roadless Rule - Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
 
Comments on proposed roadless rule and draft EIS for Idaho
 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The Board of County Commissioners for Benewah County, Idaho submits this comment letter to 
the USFS in support of the Idaho Roadless Rule proposed by our former Governor, Jim Risch. 
Benewah County is a rural county located adjacent to the Panhandle-Kootenai National Forest. 
The economy in Benewah County, as well as most of North Idaho, is based upon timber related 
activities. We support the ability of the USFS to manage our Idaho forests "on the ground" and 
not from a courtroom or from federal agency offices in Washington D.C. 

Further, we have. been actively involved in the current roadless rulemaking process, including 
participation in public hearings held around the state to obtain valuable input into long term 
management for our Idaho forests. We support the efforts of our local officials to expand 
management options on our forests. We also support the staff time and funding support from the 
Idaho Association of Counties (lAC), the organization instrumental in developing the public 
process for the Idaho Roadless Rule at the county level, statewide. We concur with the comments 
submitted by lAC on behalf of all Idaho counties. 

Benewah County supports the proposed Idaho Roadless Rule, although we certainly recognize that 
not all components of the proposed rule go far enough towards reducing the devastating effects of 
"under managed" national forests in our state. We are concerned about the future risks associated 
with "under managed" forests that are diseased and dying, and the risks of catastrophic wildfires in 
areas that interface our rural communities and residences. 
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Benewah County concurs with the position taken by lAC that the final rule must provide for 
sufficient flexibility for the management of lands identified to be at risk. Such flexibility in 
management is critical to our counties and other units of local government in order to address the 
multiple forest health problems Idaho is now facing. We must have the flexibility to address 
catastrophic threats in other areas as they may arise. 

Benewah County supports the concept of allowable "forest health initiatives" which would 
expressly provide for a process for salvage harvest, forest thinning, or other forest health activities 
to be expedited under the allowable management themes. A process should be developed to allow 
for these initiatives to be commenced at the local level by the various boards of county 
commissioners or the Governor's Roadless Rule Implementation Commission. 

Finally, although Benewah County generally supports the proposed Idaho Roadless Rule and 
recognizes that it is preferable to the ongoing application of the 2001 roadless rule (by court order), 
we are also concerned that the Idaho Roadless Rule does not go far enough. There are many areas 
of national forest in our area that should be included in the backcountry/restoration category for 
management purposes. 

Please ensure that the Idaho Roadless Rule and final EIS are developed and adopted in a timely 
manner so that Idaho can move forward in the management of our Idaho forests. Please ensure 
that the process includes ongoing consultation with the citizens of the State of Idaho and their 
elected officials, including but not limited to our Boards of County Commissioners, our lead 
County Commissioners designated throughout the state, the Idaho Association of Counties, and 
our local, state, and federal elected officials. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. 

Benewah County, Idaho 
Board of County Commissioners 

By: _ 
Jack A. Buell, Chair 

JAB:nw 
cc: Idaho Association of Counties 
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[DATE] 

Roadless Area Conservation-Idaho 
Box 162909 
Sacramento, Ca. 95816-2909 

RE: Idaho Roadless Rule - Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 73 Fed. Reg. 1135-1158 (January 7, 2008); 
Comments on Proposed Rule and Draft EIS 

On behalfof the Idaho Association of Counties ("lAC"), I write to support timely issuance of a Final Rule to 
implement the State ofIdaho petition regarding management of Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) on National 
Forests in Idaho. The development of the Idaho petition was thorough and inclusive, and involved county 
commissioners throughout the process. From the beginning of the state roadless petition process, Idaho has 
been a model to other states in involving local government and engaging local communities throughout Idaho. 

Lead county commissioners in each National Forest in Idaho spearheaded the effort to involve local 
communities in the petition development process. The lead county commissioners contacted other county 
commissioners in the forest region to schedule community meetings and gather public comments. Through this 
process, interested individuals had an opportunity to voice their opinions regarding management of individual 
IRAs. Utilizing the public comments and their knowledge of the local community, county commissioners 
worked together in developing recommendations that were incorporated into the Idaho petition. 

On behalf of Idaho's counties, I ask that county commissioners continue to be involved as active participants in 
the rulemaking process as well as in the implementation of the final rule. I ask that the rulemaking process 
c0ntinue to reflect the petition development process: a collaborative, local community-focused effort that 
addresses issues faced by Counties that encompass and border lRAs, and which rely on resources and uses 
provided by these areas. 

Our more specific comments on the proposed rule and accompanying draft environmental impact statement 
(EIS) follow: 

1.	 General support for the proposed rule and timely completion of imal rule. As indicated above, 
the Counties and local citizens have participated with the Idaho Governor, Tribes, and conservation, 
recreation, and industry groups in an open process to complete a workable, broadly supported petition 
plan for managing Idaho national forest roadless areas into the future. The proposed rule reflects the 
State of Idaho petition and this consensus. Please complete a final EIS and rule that will implement 
the petition without further delay. 
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2.	 County participation in implementing the rule and roadless area management. The Idaho 
Petition and proposed rule provide for continued collaborative participation in implementing the rule 
by Counties and other stakeholders through, among other things, the Governor's Roadless Rule 
Implementation Commission. Please ensure that the final rule expressly includes the Commission and 
other provisions to assure County and local citizen meaningful roles in working with the Forest 
Service to implement the rule's provisions for management of roadless areas in Idaho. 

3.	 "Management Theme" allocations and flexibility for forest health management. 

The Idaho petition and proposed rule allocate only a minor portion (600,000 acres) of the 9.3 million 
acres of IRAs in Idaho to the General Forest, Rangeland, and Grassland ("GFRG") management theme 
category available for multiple use management. Over 5 million acres are allocated to the 
"Backcountry/Restoration" category, where management projects involving temporary roads and tree 
cutting are allowed for forest health and other stewardship purposes under certain circumstances. The 
draft EIS identifies nearly a million acres of forest in the "Backcountry/Restoration category that are 
currently at high-risk of loss from insect-disease attacks. At risk areas are not limited to the 
designated Wildland Urban Interface ("WUI") or municipal watershed areas. 

It is important that the final rule authorize sufficient flexibility in the "Backcountry/Restoration" 
category lands to allow for management needed to address fire and insect, disease, drought, and other 
forest health and ecosystem problems before they become an emergency crisis for Counties and 
communities that depend on these areas economically as well as for direct watershed and quality of 
life benefits. Flexibility to address landscape-scale and other threats beyond designated WUI and 
municipal watershed boundaries at an early enough stage to be effective is critical. Such measures can 
be evaluated and implemented at the project level to perpetuate and enhance roadless and ecosystem 
values long-term. 

4.	 Forest health initiatives upon request of Governor's Implementation Commission or County 
Commissioners. For at least the "Backcountry/Restoration" as well as GFRG categories of roadless 
areas, expressly provide for a process for salvage harvest, forest thinning or other forest health 
treatment activities to be given priority and expedited consideration, upon written notice of request and 
need by the Governor's Roadless Rule Implementation Commission or the relevant County Board of 
Commissioners. 

5.	 Mineral exploration and development: 

The proposed rule does not appear to affect hard-rock locatable (Mining Law of 1872) mineral rights 
and activities, but does contain restrictions on phosphate and other leasable and saleable minerals in 
roadless areas. The Forest Service should consult with knowledgeable State agency and 
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mining/energy industry representatives and assure that the final rule does not unreasonably restrict or 
confuse leasable and saleable as well as locatable mineral exploration and development. 

Leasable/saleable as well as locatable minerals must be developed where they are found. Exploration 
involving temporary roads and other surface disturbance are often necessary to even know whether a 
mineral resource is present and economic to develop. Minerals are an important current and 
prospective component of the economies of many Counties in Idaho, the Gem State. 

Mineral exploration and development can be completed and sites reclaimed on national forest lands to 
standards that do not substantially impair roadless area values. Particularly in 
BackcountrylRestoration as well as GFRG category areas, the full range of mineral resources should 
be generally available for regulated exploration and development, with agency discretion to deny or 
restrict proposed exploration and development activities exercised at the project level rather than in a 
general rule. 

6.	 Geothermal energy. Geothermal exploration and development is a particular example of a renewable 
energy resource activity that is restricted as a leasable mineral-type resource in the proposed rule. This 
resource is potentially widespread within many Idaho Counties, and often requires expensive deep 
drilling exploration supported by temporary roads to explore and delineate prior to making a decision 
regarding development. The Forest Service should consult with knowledgeable State agency and 
geothermal industry representatives to assure that geothermal exploration and development 
opportunities are not excessively restricted in the final rule. 

7.	 Motorized and other recreation activities. The proposed rule does not appear to contain any direct 
restrictions on off-highway vehicle ("OHV") or other motorized or non-motorized recreation travel 
and other dispersed recreation activities. Proposed 36 C.F.R. 294.26(a). The final rule likewise 
should leave travel management and other regulation of recreation activities in roadless as well as 
roaded national forest areas to existing and future forest travel and general management plans. 

8.	 Grazing. The proposed rule does not appear to contain any direct restrictions on grazing allotments or 
other activities. Proposed 36 C.F.R. 294.26(b). The final rule should likewise avoid restricting such 
activities beyond general limits on road construction and reconstruction in IRAs. 

9.	 Process for corrections, updates, other modifications. 

The proposed rule provides for "administrative corrections" to the roadless area maps at any time, 
effective upon public notice. Proposed 36 C.F.R. 294.27(e)(l). The final rule should expressly 
include under this provision: 1) corrections to areas erroneously identified and inventoried as 
"roadless" when they in fact contain substantial roads existing at the time the final rule is issued; 2) 
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updates to reflect project level authorization of activities that are not prohibited by the final rule in an 
area, and which have themselves been the subject of applicable NEPA and forest planning 
environmental review, public notice and comment-for example, a land exchange. 

The proposed rule provides for other modifications that would not result in a "significant change" to 
be effective no sooner than 30 days after public notice is provided. Proposed 36 C.F.R. 294.27(e)(2). 
"Significant change" could be clarified by replacing it with or defining it as: "substantially diminishing 
the roadless characteristics of an Idaho Roadless Area." 

The final rule should otherwise maintain the flexibility in the proposed rule for modifications through 
notice and comment rulemaking based on changed circumstances and public need. 

10.	 Roadless Area Conservation National Advisory Committee ("RACNAC") and lead County 
Commissioner assistance for the final rule. The Forest Service should consult with the RACNAC 
and also the three lead Idaho County Commissioners designated as liaison for this rulemaking, to 
consider their recommendations for clarifying definitions of "significant risk" and "stewardship" 
projects for purposes of activities to be permissible in Backcountry/Restoration category areas, and 
other refinements for the final rule. These refinements should remain true to the Idaho Petition and 
concerns expressed in these and prior County Commissioner comments and recommendations. 

11.	 Specific area comments. 

We expect individual Boards of County Commissioners to provide comments to you directly about the 
treatment of particular IRAs in their areas in the proposed rule and draft EIS. The Idaho Petition and 
the proposed rule recognize that each IRA and its relationship to dependent communities is relatively 
unique, and a "one-size fits all" approach to management of these areas does not work. The 
Commissioners are the most informed and knowledgeable elected officials about the IRAs in or next 
to their Counties and the needs of local communities and citizens. Please give their comments the 
great weight they deserve and be responsive to their recommendations and concerns in finalizing the 
rule and EIS. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel G. Chadwick 
Executive Director 
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October 20, 2009 

U. S. Forest Service
 
Idaho Panhandle National Forest
 
Ranotta McNair, Supervisor
 
3815 Schreiber Way
 
Coeur d'Alene, 1083815
 

Re: Benewah County Coordination Plan 

Dear Ms. McNair, 

The Board of Commissioners of Benewah County, Idaho has invoked the County's 
coordination authority acknowledged by Federal and State laws, by Resolution 2009-06, 
available upon request. With this letter, the County has taken the official step forward in 
the coordination process to be implemented between federal and state authorities and 
Benewah County. 

Coordination between state and federal agencies and Benewah County is required by 
the following Acts. This list is not wholly inclusive and other laws and acts may also 
describe the duty to coordinate required of state and federal agencies with Benewah 
County. 

(1) The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) - 43 USC 1701-1785 (We 
recognize that the Act governs grazing range lands. but it also includes a Congressional 
definition of "coordination" which is applicable to any Congressional use of the word 
unless it is defined differently.); 

(2) The.National Forest Management Act (NFMA) - 16 USC 1600-1614, 

(3) The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) - 42 USC 4321-4347. 

(4) The Endangered Species Act - 16 USC 1531-1544, 
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(5) The Clean Air Act - 42 USC 7401-7431 

(6) The Clean Water Act - 33 USC 1251 et seq 

(7) The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act - 16 USC 1271-1287, 

(8) The Historic Preservation Act - 16 USC 470, 

(9) The Soil and Water Resources Conservation Act - 16 USC 2001 et seq, 

(10) The Regulatory Flexibility Act - 5 USC 601; 

(11) The Data Quality Act. 

Coordination is also required in order for federal agencies to comply with the following 
Executive Orders issued by the President of the United States to whom all federal 
agencies must answer: 

E.0.12866, 
E.0.12630. 

The County has adopted by Resolution No. 2009-15: The Benewah County Natural 
Resource Plan. You may request a copy by phoning (208) 245-2234. Policies, rules 
and planning actions your agency may be considering must be coordinated with the 
County and be consistent with the County Plan. 

We look forward to a productive and long-term coordination relationship between you, 
your staff and the Board of Commissioners. 

Thank you. 

Respectfully yours, 

J k A. Buell, Chairman 
oard of the Benewah County Commissioners 

JAB:jmr 
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Resolution of the Board of County Commissioners of the County of Benewah Asserting Legal
 
Standing and Formally Implementing Coordination with all Federal and State Agencies
 

Maintaining Jurisdiction Over Lands and/or Resources Located Within Benewah County, Idaho.
 

WHEREAS the Board recognizes its mandate provided in Idaho statutes to (l) protect and 

enhance the public health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of the County, (2) protect the tax 

base and encourage the economic stability of the County, and (3) encourage the agriculture and 

forestry industries and other businesses for future growth; and 

WHEREAS the State of Idaho has enacted laws which empower the Board of County 

Commissioners to develop land use, resource management, and environmental planning 

processes necessary to serve the pubic health, safety, convenience, and welfare; and 

WHEREAS laws and regulations of the United States ("Federal Laws") and of the State ofIdaho 

("State Laws") mandate that planning and actions of the Federal and State agencies must be 

coordinated with the plans of local government, these specific laws being in part the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), the 

National Forest Management Act O\JFMA) and all relevant Idaho Statutes; and 

WHEREAS the Board recognizes the need for a more reliable source of funds from use of 

resources on Federallands; and 

WHEREAS fourteen percent of the County is State land and the Board recognizes its legitimate 

interest in the management of that State land; and 

WHEREAS NEPA states that Federal agencies must coordinate their management plans and 

actions with local government plans to make them consistent and requires assessment of the 

direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of Federal agency planning decisions on the environment 

including the ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic and other impacts that may occur 

as a result of private and/or governmental actions; and 

WHEREAS the Board invokes coordination of Federal land management with the County to 

promote sustainable revenue from the Federal Lands; and 

WHEREAS the Board recognizes the applicability of the aforementioned Federal Laws and State 

Laws to its duties and requires full participation of the Board in the planning and regulatory 
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processes of all Federal and State agencies which have any jurisdiction within the County; and 

WHEREAS the Board recognizes that meaningful local government involvement requires more 

than the timely exchange of information and places an additional responsibility on Federal and 

State agencies to incorporate the goals, objectives and policies of local government into Federal 

and State plans and decisions affecting any area under the local government's jurisdiction; and 

WHEREAS the Board desires to continue developing a policy document referencing the 

applicable portions of the proposed Benewah County Natural Resource Plan to facilitate Federal 

and State coordination with the County. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board requires that all Federal and State 

planning and actions affecting the County be coordinated with the County adopted plans, 

resolutions, and ordinances, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that all Federal and State agencies administering land or 

conducting activities in the County be notified of adoption of this resolution implementing 

coordination. 

~ 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Benewah County Board of County Commissioners this //~ 

day of dl/JI-l#; 200q 

Y::L 
Dated this!1 th day of Io/~,u~, 20c,? 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

Benewah County, Idaho 

ATTEST: 

~-- •... 

----~
 
~----1f---f~~-=-.L--!....--....:=:fL...<:L*-i!:..--

( ~iChele Reynolds
'-----

Benewah County Clerk!Auditor/Recorder N.L. "Bud" Mc Call 

By 
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