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Missouri Heli Bug Decision Notice

Coeur d’AleneRiver Ranger District
Missouri Heli Bug Project - Decision Notice

1. Purpose And Need For Action

Over the past several years, awidespread Douglas-fir beetle infestation has caused significant mortality to
Douglas-fir trees. This mortality is scattered acrossthe district. Two years ago, the Forest Service
addressed larger areas of mortality through the Douglas-fir Beetle Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
and Record of Decision (USDA Forest Service, 1999). Smaller areas of mortality were addressed through
the Small Sales EIS (USDA Forest Service, 2000). Beetle mortality in the Missouri Gulch areadid not
come to our attention until the summer of 2000 and was therefore not considered under either of the
previous analyses.

In addition to the timber mortality and change in stand conditions as aresult of Douglas-fir bark beetle in
the Missouri and Scott Gulch areas, there are also small areas of low residual stand stocking levelsthat are
the result of mortality to root disease and blister rust over extended periods of time. The opportunity exists
to treat these beetle-kill and root disease areas with site preparation and planting to restore pines and larch
back into the ecosystem.

The purpose of our proposal isto:

o allow recovery of the economic value of dead and diseased timber

e promote long-term vegetative restoration in areas of low residual stand stocking as a result of
timber mortality to root disease and bark beetles.

2. Proposed Action
The proposed action (represented by Alternative 2) isto:

1) Harvest dead and dying treesin areas attacked by bark beetles or opened by mortality to root
disease and blister rust using salvage and regeneration harvest methods;

2) restorelong-lived seral tree species such as white pine, western larch and ponderosa pine in stands
where bark beetles and root disease have killed a substantial portion of the basal area of the stand,
through timber harvest, site preparation, and associated planting;

Under the Proposed Action, timber harvest and fuels treatment would occur on atotal of approximately 55
acres. No road construction or reconstruction would occur under this proposal. For more specific
information regarding activities of the proposed action (acres by prescription, yarding methods, fuels
treatment, etc.) refer to the Environmental Assessment, Chapter 2 (Table 2-13, Figures 2-1 and 2-2, and the
Alternative Descriptions).

3. Correctionsto the Environmental Assessment

The following statement is made on page 3-38 of the Environmental Assessment (Water Resources section):
“Under Alternative 2, WATSED predicts that the green tree harvest to create conditions for regeneration
treatments would result in an additional 21 scattered equivalent clearcut acres over the No Action
Alternative. Under Alternative 3, this green tree harvest would result in an additional 12 equivalent clearcut
acres over the No Action Alternative.” These numbers are inaccurate. They were generated by mistakenly
attributing all of the canopy loss to green tree harvest. In reality, alarge component of the canopy loss
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(approximately 40 to 50%) was observed as the result of bark beetle mortality and mortality due to other
causal agents.

The correct numbers would be 6 equivalent clearcut acres (ECAS) under Alternative 2, with 3 equivalent
clearcut acres under Alternative 3. Asaresult of this change, the percentage increase in ECAs under
Alternative 2 (incorrectly stated later on page 3-38) would then be adjusted to 0.02 percent instead of 0.08
percent above the No-Action Alternative, and the percentage increase in ECAs for Alternative 3 would be
adjusted to 0.01 percent instead of 0.05 percent above the No-Action Alternative. These corrections must
also be applied to the comparison of effects to Watershed/Fisheriesin Chapter 2 (Section 2.7.4 Comparison
of Alternatives).

These corrections do not change the conclusion that the cumulative effects resulting from implementation of
either of the action aternatives would not be measurable at the tributary or watershed scale for increasesin
peak flows or sediment over what would occur under the No-Action Alternative, as described in Chapter 3
(Water Resources) and brought forward into Chapter 2 (Comparison of Alternatives). This errata
information was sent out at the beginning of the EA review period as an attachment to the EA cover letter.

4. Alternatives To The Proposed Action

As stated above, Alternative 2 represents the Proposed Action. Two alternatives to the proposed action
were analyzed in detail. Alternative 1 isthe No-Action Alternative required by NEPA and NFMA. Under
this alternative, none of the proposed activities would occur at thistime. There would be no change from
current management direction or from the level of management intensity in the area. Implementation of
foreseeable activities (identified on pages 2-5 through 2-7 of the EA) would still occur.

The vegetative objective of Alternative 3 would be to salvage dead and dying trees in areas with beetle
mortality, similar to Alternative 2, however units would not be expanded to treat root disease and blister rust
mortality areas. Nineteen acres of individual tree salvage would occur with twenty-one acres of group
shelterwood harvest, site preparation burning, and planting in areas of high beetle mortality. Yarding
methods and fuels treatments would remain the same as Alternative 2. No road construction or
reconstruction would occur under this alternative, same as Alternative 2.

5. CriteriaFor My Decision

This Decision Notice documents the decisions | have made for this project, based on:

o the extent to which each alternative addresses the purpose and need for action

o how well each alternative responds to environmental issues and concerns identified by the public,
other agencies, and Forest Service resource specialists

e consistency with the goals and findings of Forest policy and legal mandates

o effects of the selected alternative in comparison to other alternatives considered
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6. The Selected Alter native

6.1 Description of the Selected Alternative

| have selected Alter native 2 for implementation, as described on pages 2-10 and 2-11 of the Environmental
Assessment, with one modification. Under Alternative 2, harvest Units 2 and 3 were combined to create
one 18-acreirregular shelterwood unit, in which underburning and planting would follow harvest activities.
Conversely, Alternative 3 identified Units 2 and 3 as separate group shelterwood units for atotal of 8 acres.
Because of the healthier nature of the forest between units 2 and 3, | have decided to keep these units
separate. Under the Selected Alternative (Alternative 2 modified), these units will be separate group
shelterwood units, totaling 10 acres. Thisislessthan the 18 acre unit originally planned for the area. The
remaining 8 acres were found to contain a considerable amount of smaller healthy timber that may not
survive the scheduled underburning treatment. This prompted the removal of this area from the treatment
unit. Units6 and 8 will be combined as planned under Alternative 2. (please see Figure 1 for amap
depicting activity locations under the Selected Alternative).

This modification will result in environmental impacts that are equal to or less than those analyzed under
Alternative 2 (Project Files— Hydrology/Wildlife/TES Plants). Unit 2 will be expanded down to the road
because this adjacent area has similar stand conditions of beetle and root disease mortality and to create a
more logical treatment unit for site preparation and management activities. The yarding method will remain
helicopter. Leave tree protection will also be added to this unit to protect scattered healthy white pine
during burning operations. There will be 8 fewer acres of treatment and 110 mbf less harvest volume as a
result of this change. This reduction in treatment acres will mostly be within Scott Gulch, which was
previously entered under the Capitol Hill Planning Assessment. Comments were received expressing
concern over canopy loss and watershed effects during previous entries in side drainages to Beaver Creek
(DN, Attachment B, C-2). This change will also reduce the disturbance period for other users of this area.

From a vegetation standpoint, the objective of this alternative is to harvest dead and dying treesin areas
attacked by bark beetles. Some green trees between concentrations of beetle activity will be removed in
order to promote the environment needed to re-introduce long-lived seral speciesto the area. In stands
where bark beetles and root disease have killed a substantial portion of the basal area of the stand, the
objective isto restore long-lived seral tree species such as white pine, western larch and ponderosa pine.
Not all beetle-killed patches or root disease areas in the project areawould be treated. Some small patches
of beetle-killed trees would be retained for wildlife habitat or would be retain in Riparian Habitat
Conservation Areas (RHCA) for woody debris recruitment.

In stands where beetle and root disease mortality is generaly light, harvest treatment would salvage trees
killed by bark beetles (this includes trees that are attacked by beetles that have crown symptoms indicating
the trees will di€) and associated trees fading to root disease or other pathogens. Additional incidental green
trees may need to be removed to allow for safe felling practices or removal of trees significantly damaged
during the harvest operation. Three areas ranging from 2 to 6 acresin size would be scheduled for this
salvage type treatment for atotal of 19 treatment acres. Approximately 5 of these 19 acres actually have
high mortality to beetles but are only being planned for salvage treatment due to size and location of the
units. Fuelswould be treated by lop and scattering to get this material on the ground where it will
decompose quicker. These salvage units would not change stand structure or species composition on these
sites.

In stands where beetle, root disease, and blister-rust mortality is more severe (generally over 50% loss of
overstory basal area) regeneration harvest would be used. These regeneration treatments would be group or
irregular shelterwood harvests depending on the amount of healthy overstory remaining. These areas will
be underburned to consume logging slash, reduce competing vegetation, and prepare the sites for planting of
white pine, larch, and ponderosa pine. The emphasis would be on retention of groups of large healthy
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overstory trees to maintain visual quality objectives on the sites. Smaller green trees that are not expected to
survive underburning in these stands would be harvested unless retained for wildlife habitat. Healthy
western larch, ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir over 16 inches in diameter and healthy white pine and grand
fir over 18 inchesin diameter would be retained on site. Generally, 20-30% of the stand basal areawould
be retained in group shelterwood harvests with 30 to 40% retention for the irregular shelterwood. Both
these types of harvest treatments are designed to leave the best trees on the site without regard to spacing of
leave trees. Four areas ranging from 3 to 15 acresin size would be scheduled for regeneration treatment for

atotal of 30 treatment acres.

The following table displays the estimated amount of harvest by silvicultural prescription, fuels treatment,
and yarding methods that will occur under the Selected Alternative. Additional details of the Selected
Alternative are provided under “ Features of the Selected Alternative” and Table 2 (“ Specific Unit
Information”). No new road construction or road reconstruction will occur.

Table 1. Activitiesthat will occur under the Selected Alternative (M odified Alter native 2).

Feature Alternative 2
(modified)

Total Proposed Harvest (Acres): 47
Salvage 19
Group Shelterwood (with planting) 13
Irregular Shelterwood (with planting) 15

Total Proposed fuelstreatment (Acres) 47
Lop and scatter 19
Underburning 28

Y arding Systems (Acres) 47
Cable 16
Helicopter 28
Tractor 3

Expected Harvest Volume:
Timber volume (CCF) 1 670
Timber volume (MBF) 2 335

1 CCF = 1 cunit (one hundred cubic feet)
2 MBF = thousand board feet

Table 2. Specific Unit Information, Modified Alternative 2.

Unit | Acres Prescription Volume Yarding Fuels Planting
(mbf*)
la 2 Salvage 6 Cable Lop & Scatter None
1b 2 Salvage 6 Cable Lop & Scatter None
1c 4 Salvage 20 Cable Lop & Scatter None
2 7 Group Shelterwood 50 Helicopter | Leavetree protection/ | White Pine/ Western Larch/
Underburn Ponderosa Pine
3 3 Group Shelterwood 20 Helicopter Underburn White Pine/ Western Larch/
Ponderosa Pine
4 6 Salvage 30 Cable Lop & Scatter None
5 3 Group Shelterwood 24 Cable Slash/Underburn White Pine/ Western Larch
6/8 15 Irregular Group 150 Helicopter Leavetree White Pine/ Western Larch
Shelterwood protection/Underburn
7 3 Salvage 15 Tractor Lop & Scatter None
9 2 Salvage 14 Helicopter Lop & Scatter None

* mbf = thousand board feet

Page 4




Figure 1. Selected Alternative Map.
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Missouri Heli Bug Decision Notice

6.2 Features Designed to Protect Aquatic Resour ces

In development of the action alternatives, standards and guidelines of the Inland Native Fish Strategy were
used specifically to protect water and aguatic biota within the Resource Area. Riparian Habitat
Conservation Areas (RHCAS), known locations of sensitive plants and special wildlife habitat areas were
excluded from proposed timber harvest or fuel treatment activities. Standard widths for defining interim
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCA's) were utilized with no modifications. Riparian Management
Objectives and road management standards and guidelines were applied within the Resource Area boundary
on those roads used for harvesting or hauling of timber. Streamside buffers will be applied along all harvest
unitsin the Selected Alternative. The intent of the buffers are to meet the riparian management objectives
of maintaining slope stability in potentially sensitive areas, maintain stream temperatures and provide a
long-term supply of large woody debris.

There are three units (1a, 1b, and 1c) near Scott Gulch that will maintain a 300-foot buffer between the
drainage and the salvage units. Unit 3 has an intermittent stream on the west side of the unit; a 75-foot no-
harvest buffer will be maintained along this channel. There is no instream work proposed with this project,
therefore timing restrictions will not be necessary.

To minimize erosion and ensure compliance with State water quality standards, all road use and timber
harvest associated with the Missouri Heli Bug project will be completed using Best Management Practices.
The Forest Service Handbook 2509.22 (Soil and Water Conservation Handbook) outlines Best Management
Practices that meet the intent of the water quality protection elements of the Idaho Forest Practices Act. Soil
and water conservation practices, identified in the Soil and Water Conservation Handbook, are standard
provisions to timber sale contracts (USFS Timber Sale Contract - Division B, 2400-6). Activities will meet
or exceed rules and regulations of the Idaho Forest Practices Act, Best Management Practices, and the Idaho
Forestry Act and Fire Hazard Reduction Laws (1988).

6.3 Features Related to Vegetation M anagement

All harvest units are on sites determined to be suitable for timber production. Within 5 years of regeneration
treatment, site preparation for regeneration, fuel treatment and planting will occur. In approximately 10 to
30 years the stands proposed for regeneration (the irregular and group shelterwood harvest units) may be
entered for pre-commercia thinning, pruning, cleaning and possibly fertilization to meet target stand and
management area guidelines. Precommercial thinning and pruning has been shown to decrease mortality
due to white pine blister rust in resistant and non-resistant stock (Schwant, Marsden, McDonald, 1994) and
are important tools in managing for this species. Proximity access for stand-tending purposes will be easy
to maintain, as these areas are located along main arterial travel routes.

6.4 FeaturesDesigned to Protect TES Plant Habitat

All previously unsurveyed areas identified as highly suitable habitat were surveyed in August of 2001. No
proposed threatened or sensitive plants were found. No highly suitable dry guilds for sensitive plant species
exist within the project area. No harvest activity would occur which would adversely impact any known
threatened, proposed threatened or sensitive plant population. All populations potentially adversely affected
will be buffered from harvest activity by a minimum of 100 feet. No harvest activity will occur in riparian
habitat. Evaluation of habitat for water howellia (an aquatic species) and Ute ladies-tresses (a deciduous
riparian species), indicates that there is no suitable habitat in the project area.

6.5 FeaturesDesigned to Protect Air Quality

The Idaho Panhandle National Forest is a party to the North |daho Smoke Management Memorandum of
Agreement, which established procedures regulating the amount of smoke produced from prescribed fire.
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The North Idaho group currently uses the services and procedures of the Montana State Airshed Group. The
procedures used by the Montana Group are considered to be the “best available control technology” by the
Montana Air Quality Bureau for major open burning in Montana. A Missoul a-based monitoring unit is
responsible for coordinating prescribed burning in North Idaho during the months of April through
November. This unit monitors meteorological data, air quality data, and planned prescribed burning and
decides daily on whether or not restrictions on burning are necessary the following day.

In practice, alist of all prescribed burning planned for the burning season on the Coeur d'Alene River
Ranger District is forwarded to the monitoring unit through the Idaho Panhandle National Forest fire desk
before March 1. Daily, by 8:30 am., the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District informs the fire desk of all
burning planned for the next day and the fire desk forwards this information to the monitoring unit. By 3:00
p.m. the same day the monitoring unit informs the Forest if any restrictions are to be in effect the following
day, and the fire desk informs the District. These procedures limit smoke accumulations to legal, acceptable
limits.

Historically, prescribed burning on the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District occursin the spring and fall
seasons over atotal time span of 45 to 60 days during each season. All burning complies with federal, state
and local regulations. Management practices include, but are not limited to, burning under spring-like
conditions (high moisture content in fuels, soil and duff) to reduce emissions, provide for retention of large
woody debris, and to protect the soil. Prescribed burning during spring or fall will generate less smoke than
amuch hotter stand replacing summertime wildfire.

6.6 FeaturesDesigned to Protect Wildlife Habitat

Patches of beetle-killed timber have been excluded from harvest consideration within and adjacent to the
project area. Live leave treesin regeneration and rehabilitation areas would be reserved from harvest to
provide size class diversity and long-term snag recruitment. Snags would be retained in accordance with the
Northern Region Snag Management Protocol (USDA Forest Service, 2000). The Northern Region Snag
Protocol callsfor greater snag retention than identified under Forest Plan standards. In proposed harvest
units that currently contain quality snag densities, 2 to 4 of the largest dead trees per acre would be
maintained. Some smaller unmerchantable dead trees would also be retained to achieve the 6 to 12 snags
per acre identified for these habitat types under the Snag Protocol Guidelines. Thereis aso expected to be
some recruitment of snags during underburning.

Severa hirds of prey are identified for specia protection measures on the IPNF. No proposed harvest units
fall within modeled suitable goshawk or flammulated owl habitat. No nest sites have yet been found in or
adjacent to the proposed harvest units. If active goshawk nest sites were found, the nest site would be
protected with a 30-acre no-harvest buffer. If active flammulated owl nest sites are found, the Forest
Service may cancel timber harvest and yarding activities within 200 feet of the nest site. No treefelling,
yarding or other potentially disturbing activities would occur within approximately one-quarter mile of the
nest site from March 15 to August 15. These protective measures are based on Management
Recommendations for the Northern Goshawk in the Southwestern United States (1992) and would be
incorporated into timber sale packages using the appropriate timber sale contract clauses. Any treesthat are
bole-scorched during site preparation burning operations would be retained on site for black-backed
woodpecker habitat.

Inal harvest unitsit will be necessary to retain some down logs in order to protect long-term site
productivity, maintain soil organic matter, and provide wildlife habitat. On moist sites, 15 to 20 logs or
down trees would be retained on the site. On dry sites, 3to 6 logs or down trees would be retained. These
logswould be at least 12 inchesin diameter and 6 feet long. Graham et a recommend minimum levels of
woody debristo sustain soil productivity and faunal use of this forest floor substrate. The Northern Region
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Snag Management Protocol discussed earlier provides snag retention recommendations to assure that the
functions of these important components are effectively protected.

Approximately one mile of Road 933 would be opened for sale activities, with a gate in place that and
would be closed at the end of each day’s activities.

6.7 Features Designed to Protect Recreational Use

Contract provisions will be included to protect public safety as previously mentioned. In addition, log
hauling would be prohibited on forest roads on weekends and holidays. To avoid impacts to winter
recreational use, logging operations will be prohibited on the gated portion of Road 933 (accessing Units 4
through 9) during the period December 1 through March 31. Thisroute is a designated groomed trail within
the Browns Ridge snowmobile system.

6.8 Features Designed to Protect Heritage Resour ces

Surveysin this area were completed under the Capitol Hill Resource Area Assessment. All known heritage
resource sites will be protected under any aternative, as directed by the Cultural Resources Management
Practices (Forest Plan, Appendix FF). Any future discovery of heritage resource sites or caves would be
inventoried and protected if found to be of cultural significance. A decision would be made to avoid,
protect, or mitigate effects to these sites in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.

6.9 FeaturesDesigned to Protect Soil Productivity

No road construction or reconstruction will occur under the Selected Alternative. A small amount of
compaction will occur in association with 3 acres of tractor skidding in aridgetop unit. To minimize ground
disturbance, skid trails will be designed to be 140 feet apart except where converging. There are no units
located where existing soil conditions would not meet Forest Plant soil quality standards before or after
harvest. Minor soil disturbances will occur within cable units and where hand fire line is constructed around
units.

None of the harvest units are located on geologic formations known to be lacking in potassium feldspar. In
areas of underburning, limbs and tops will be required to be left in the woods prior to yarding. The slash
will remain on site over winter prior to burning to allow nutrients to leach from the material. Burning will
occur when soil moistures are higher than summer months, to protect soil horizons. Using
recommendations of the Intermountain Forest Tree Nutrition Cooperative will maximize partible potassium
on the sites.

6.10 Mitigation

The following mitigation measures are required in order to fulfill the determination of effectsin the
Biological Evaluation for sensitive plants:

o |f sensitive plants are discovered prior to or during project implementation, the occurrence would be
evaluated by the District Botanist and mitigation measures instituted as necessary to ensure that population
viability is protected. This could include dropping or otherwise modifying portions of the selected alternative.

e Noxious weed spread and new invading weed species are a threat to rare plants and their habitats. To help
limit the spread of weeds in the Project Area, contract provision C6.361 will be used where applicable. This
provision requires the cleaning of excavating or off-road equipment.
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o Certified noxious weed free grass seed mix will be sown wherever soil disturbance results from project
activities, in accordance with Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2081.2. Fertilizer should beincluded to help in
grass establishment. Any straw and/or hay used as mulch isrequired to be certified noxious weed free.

6.11 Schedule of Activities

Depending upon availability of funding and operating schedule, timber harvest will likely occur in 2002,
followed by prescribed burning in 2003 and tree planting in 2004. Please refer to the Environmental
Assessment, Chapter 3, Finances, for a discussion of the types of funding.

6.12 Monitoring
6.12.1 Forest Plan Monitoring

The Forest Plan documents a system to monitor and evaluate Forest activities. Monitoring and evaluation
each have distinctly different purposes and scope. In general, monitoring is designed to gather the data
necessary for project evaluation. During evaluation of project effectiveness, data provided through the
monitoring effort are analyzed and interpreted. This process will provide periodic data necessary to
determine if implementation is within the bounds of the project design (Forest Plan, page IV-7). For
activitiesrelated to the Missouri Heli Bug project, the Selected Alternative will comply with specific
monitoring requirements identified by the Forest Plan (Forest Plan, Chapter 1V). The length of time that
monitoring is needed will be determined by the results and evaluation of what is being monitored. When it
is certain that regulations and standards are being met, monitoring of a particular element will cease. If
monitoring evaluations show that regulations or standards are not being achieved at the desired level,
management intervention will occur.

6.12.2 Forest Corporate Monitoring

In December 1999, the Ecosystem Team for the Idaho Panhandle National Forests facilitated development
of a Corporate Monitoring System. The emphasisis on monitoring our progress in restoring the ecosystems
of the Idaho Panhandle and in being more consistent in the way we analyze effects to the ecosystems. The
monitoring istied closely to findings of the Interior Columbia Basin and Coeur d’ Alene Geographic
Assessments. The data tracked for long-term monitoring and the anticipated project-related changes to the
ecosystem conditionsis provided in Table A-1 of Attachment A.

6.12.3 Monitoring Specific to This Project
In addition to the above, the following monitoring activities would occur specific to this project:
Vegetation: All regeneration units will be monitored for regeneration success. All regeneration will be

completein 5 years. All intermediate treatments will be monitored to assess achievement of prescription
objectives.

7. Findings And Consistency With Laws, Regulations And Policy

Numerous laws, regulations and agency directives require that my decision be consistent with their
provisions. The following discussion isnot an all-inclusive listing, but is intended to provide information
on the areas raised as issues or comments by the public or other agencies.
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7.1 National Environmental Policy Act

As described in the EA (page 2-1), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires analysis of
projects to ensure the anticipated effects upon al resources within the project area are considered prior to
project implementation (40 CFR 1502.16). The analysis for the Missouri Heli Bug project followed the
guidelines of NEPA as provided by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). Alternatives were
devel oped based on existing conditions, Forest Plan goals and objectives, and public concerns and
recommendations. A total of three alternatives were considered in detail, including a no-action alternative
asrequired by NEPA and NFMA (EA, pages 2-10 through 2-19, “ Alternative Descriptions’); an additional
three alternatives were briefly considered but eliminated from further study (EA, page 2-9). The range of
aternativesis appropriate given the scope of the proposal and the purpose and need for action (EA, page 1-
1).

7.2 Natural Resources Agenda

On March 2, 1998, Forest Service Chief Mike Dombeck announced the Forest Service Natural Resource
Agenda. The Agenda provides the Chief's focus for the Forest Service, and identifies specific areas where
there will be added emphasis, including:

water shed health and restoration
forest road policy

sustainabl e forest management
recreation

As stated in the EA (page 2-1), the activities to be implemented under the Selected Alternative have been
designed to be consistent with the goals and tentative direction provided under the Natural Resources
Agendato date. The purpose and need for this project is to recover the economic value of dead and
damaged timber and to promote long-term vegetative objectives in areas of high timber mortality. The
salvage of thistimber may provide the funding to finance an additional watershed restoration opportunity
that has been identified during project development (EA, page 2-7). However, the use of expensive
helicopter yarding to avoid road construction may limit the ability to finance other projects. A watershed
restoration-only alternative was considered but dismissed from further consideration because it would not
meet the purpose and need for this project and because considerable watershed restoration activities have
aready occurred in this area (EA, page 2-9).

Forest road management istiered to the Forest Plan (EA, page A-7, A-8), and takes into consideration the
proposed Forest Service Road Management and Transportation Rule and Roadless Area Conservation
Policy, as discussed later in this Decision Notice.

Regeneration harvests are proposed for most stands in which alarge component of the overstory stand basal
area has been lost to bark beetles (EA, page 3-14). Following site preparation, regenerated stands will be
planted with white pine, larch, and ponderosa pine to promote stand structures and species composition that
reduce susceptibility to insect and disease damage. Thisis consistent with Forest Plan direction and the
Natural Resources Agendain terms of sustainable forest management.

The timber harvest and fuels treatment activities will likely cause some disturbance or interruptions to
recreation visitors, but the disturbances will be of atemporary nature (EA, page A-10). No developed
recreation siteswill be directly affected. Indirect effects might include the sounds of helicopters and
logging trucks passing arecreation site. Recreation experiences may have to be achieved in another area of
the forest setting until activities are complete. Activities will be accomplished using safety standards based
on the Forest Service' s Health and Safety Code Handbook (EA, page A-8, “Public Safety”). Logging
operations would be prohibited during the winter recreational period from December 1 to March 31 on the
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gated portion of Road 933 since it is part of a groomed snowmobile route within the Browns Ridge, Capitol
Hill National Recreation Snowmobile Trail.

7.3 Forest Service Road Management and Transportation System Rule

On January 28, 1998, in an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (63 FR 4350), the Forest Service
announced its intent to revise regulations concerning management of the national forest transportation
system. In January 2001, the Forest Service issued a Final Rule regarding specific revisions to the road
system rules at 36 CFR part 212 and to Forest Service administrative directives governing transportation
analysis and management.

The roads policy provides basic procedural protection for inventoried roadless areas and contiguous
unroaded areas from road building until the Roadless Area Conservation Rule (discussed below) becomes
effective, and the Forest completes a forest-scale roads analysis and incorporates it into the Forest Plan.

One of the tools developed to meet objectives of the revised policy is an integrated, science-based roads
analysis process that allows objective evaluation of the environmental, social and economic impacts of
proposed road construction, reconstruction, maintenance, and decommissioning (USDA Forest Service,
1999, Misc. Rep. FS-643). The six-step process does not make decisions nor allocate lands for specific
purposes. Rather, the analysisidentifies and addresses a set of possible issues and applicable analysis
guestions that, when answered, produce information for forest line officer consideration about possible road
construction, reconstruction, and decommissioning needs and opportunities.

Due to the small scope of this project, the small amount of existing roads, the recently upgraded condition of
these roads, and the absence of new road construction or reconstruction, there was no need to do athorough
roads analysis under the Roads Analysis Poalicy for this project area. Road upgrades, channel site upgrades,
and obliterations were completed throughout the Capitol Hill Resource Project Areaplan. The Coeur

d’ Alene River Ranger District Access Management Assessment (USDA Forest Service, 2000) was used to
determine system roads within the planning area. For additional information, please refer to the
Environmental Assessment (page A-7).

7.4 Roadless Area Conservation Rule

On October 13, 1999, President Clinton directed the Forest Service to develop aproposal for managing
some 50 million acres of roadless areas in the National Forests (EA, page 11-2). The Roadless Area
Conservation Rule was published in the Federal Register on January 5, 2001, and was to become effective
May 12, 2001. On May 10, 2001, the Idaho U.S. District Court preliminarily enjoined the Forest Service
from implementing the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

There are no landsin or immediately adjacent to the Missouri Heli Bug Project Areaidentified as
inventoried roadless. Therefore, there will be no change to road accessin relation to inventoried roadless
areas under any alternative.

7.5 Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem M anagement Pr oj ect

This analysis was guided by integrated ecological assessments and strategies that began in 1993 by direction
from President Clinton to “develop a scientifically sound and ecosystem-based strategy for management of
eastside forests.” This direction resulted in the combined Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service
project known as the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP). The ICBEMP
project is discussed briefly in the EA (page [1-3).
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The Missouri Project Areaisin ICBEMP Forest Cluster #4, which emphasizes reducing risk to ecological
integrity and species viability (USDA Forest Service, 1996, Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem
Management in the Interior Columbia Basin). The primary risks to ecological integrity within Forest
Cluster #4 are risks to hydrologic and aquatic systems from fire potential, risks to late and old forest
structures in managed areas, and risksin forest compositions that are susceptible to insect, disease, and fire
(Integrated Scientific Assessment, page 113). Proposed activities in the Missouri Project Areawould
address these three primary risks in amanner consistent with Chapter 8 of the Integrated Scientific
Assessment. The effectiveness of each alternative in addressing those risksis discussed for each appropriate
resource (in the Aquatic Resources, Forest Vegetation, and Fire/Fuels sections).

A Final EISfor the Interior Columbia Basin project was released in December 2000, with a*proposed”
decision. Once aRecord of Decision is signed, National Forests and BLM Districts will begin
implementing the new strategy. Although the scientific findings of the ICBEMP are not part of the Forest
Plan for the Idaho Panhandle National Forests, they are expected to provide guidance for the revision of the
Forest Plan. No decisions or guidelines for analysis were made exclusively on this information; however,
the science behind the ICBEMP is used in the analyses for the Missouri Heli Bug project. When available,
information and direction provided in the ICBEMP Record of Decision will be reviewed to determine
whether a correction, supplement, or revision to the Missouri Heli Bug EA is necessary, in compliance with
Forest Service Handbook 1909.15 (Chapter 18).

7.6 Northern Region Overview

The Northern Region Overview is briefly described in the EA (pages 2-3 and 2-4). Findings of the
assessment conclude that there are multiple areas of concern in the Northwest Zone of the Region, but that
"this subregion holds the greatest opportunity for vegetation treatments and restoration with timber sales.
From a socia and economic standpoint, using timber harvest for ecological restoration would be a benefit to
the many communities which still have a strong economic dependency, more so than in other zones in the
Region. Aquatic restoration should be focused on specific needs based on the zone aquatic restoration
strategy." The timber management (timber harvest) tool best fits with the forest types in northern Idaho and
is essential, for example, to achieve the openings needed to restore white pine and larch, and maintain
upland grass/shrub communities.

The timber harvest, vegetation restoration, and fuels treatment activities that will occur under the Selected
Alternative are consistent with the findings and recommendations of the Northern Region Assessment.

7.7 Forest Plan for the ldaho Panhandle National Forests

General management direction for the Idaho Panhandle National Forestsisfound in the Forest Plan, which
provides Forest-wide goals and objectives (Forest Plan, Chapter I1). The standards and guidelines for the
Forest Plan (Forest Plan, Chapter I1) apply throughout the Resource Area. In development of the
aternatives, standards and guidelines of the Inland Native Fish Strategy were used specifically to protect
water and aquatic biota within the Resource Area. The Inland Native Fish Strategy was prepared in July,
1995, to provide interim direction to protect habitat and populations of resident native fish outside of
anadromous fish habitat in eastern Oregon, eastern Washington, |daho, western Montana, and portions of
Nevada (USDA Forest Service, 1995). Under the authority of 36 CFR 219.10(f), the decision amended
Regional Guides for the Forest Service' s Intermountain, Northern, and Pacific Northwest Regions and
Forest Plans in the 22 affected Forests, including the Idaho Panhandle National Forest. For more specific
information, please refer to Section 2.6.2.A — Features Designed to Protect Aquatic Resources.

| have evaluated features of the Selected Alternative against Forest Plan goals and objectives, aswell asthe
resource standards for consistency with the Forest Plan. The Forest Plan is discussed briefly in Chapter 2 of
the EA (page 2-4), with disclosure of consistency with Forest Plan standards for each resource in Chapter 3
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of the EA. All management activitiesincluded in the Selected Alternative arein full compliance with and
generally exceed Forest Plan goals, objectives and standards, including the Inland Native Fish Strategy
amendment to the Forest Plan. For additional discussion of consistency with the Forest Plan, please
refer to the discussion under “National Forest Management Act,” in this Decision Notice.

7.8 Coeur d’Alene River Basin Geographic Assessment

The Geographic Assessment for the Coeur d'Alene River basin is discussed in the EA (page 2-4). The
assessment provides a description of the historic and current ecological, social, and economic conditions of
the subbasin. The recommendations and strategies presented in the Geographic A ssessment were based on
three major groups of findings. social and economic, landscape and terrestrial, and aguatic. The findings of
the assessment proved to be consistent with the findings of the Upper Columbia River Basin findings at the
next scale down. To identify the overall strategy for the Coeur d'Alene River Basin, the terrestrial,
watershed, wildlife and recreation (sense of place) maps were overlaid. The highest priority for active
restoration becomes 1) non-functioning watersheds with serious terrestrial problems; and 2) functioning-at-
risk watersheds with serious terrestrial problems (Geographic Assessment, pages 62-65).

The Selected Alternative, though small in scope, does reintroduce seral species such as western white pine,
ponderosa pine, and larch back into the ecosystem in areas of high timber mortality. The geographic
assessment refers to the substantial reduction that has occurred to component and the need to restore this
vegetative component back into the ecosystem.

7.9 Endangered Species Act (ESA)

Within Section 7, federal agencies are required to carry out programs to conserve Endangered and
Threatened species. Consultation is required to ensure that any action authorized, funded or carried out by a
Federal agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or result in the destruction
or adverse modification of critical habitat. The Coeur d'Alene River District Wildlife Biologist, Fisheries
Biologist, and Botanist evaluated the Selected Alternative (modified Alternative 2) in regard to Threatened
and Endangered wildlife, fish and plant species. Findings are disclosed in the EA (Chapter 3 and Appendix
A) and in the Biological Assessment and Evaluations (Project Files). The findings are summarized briefly
below.

o Wildlife: Therewill be no effect to wolves, bald eagles, lynx, or grizzly bears as a result of this
project. There are no known wolf packs on the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District. There have
been no observations of individual wolves reported in the vicinity of the project area. Thereisno
winter range proposed for harvest under this proposal. None of the proposed harvest units or
helicopter flight paths would affect potential bald eagle habitat. Beaver Creek could provide habitat
for bald eagle; however due to settlement along the creek, habitat is considered marginal. No
suitable nesting sites exist within or near the project area. The nearest helicopter landing would be
over ¥2mile from Beaver Creek. The area does not lie within any lynx analysis unit (LAU); preferred
habitat for this species does not occur within the project area. The project areaisnotinagrizay
bear recovery area and the grizzly bear is not likely to occur on the district.

e Fish: No Threatened or Endangered fish species are found within the cumul ative effects area for
this project. Neither white sturgeon or their habitat are found presently or historically within the
project area or any watershed potentially affected by this project. An evaluation of effectsto
fisheries was completed as described in the Environmental Assessment (Water Resources/Fisheries).
There will be no effect to fisheries within Beaver Creek or itstributaries. With implementation of the
Selected Alternative, the current conditions for species viability would be maintained. Fish passage
will remain unaffected by implementation of the Selected Alternative.
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o Plants: Field surveyswere completed in the project area in August 2001. There would be no effect
to the Threatened plant species water howellia (Howellia aquatilis), Ute ladies-tresses (Spiranthes
diluvialis) or Spalding’s catchfly (Slene spaldingii) as a result of activities under the Selected
Alter native because suitable habitat does not occur for these speciesin the project area. There will
be no direct, indirect or cumulative effects to these species as a result of the project activities. No
mitigation measures are required related to these Threatened plant species.

Based on these determinations, | find the Selected Alternative is consistent with the Endangered Species
Act.

7.10 Clean Air Act

The Forest-wide standard for air quality isto coordinate al Forest Service management activities to meet
the requirements of the State I mplementation Plans, Smoke Management Plan and Federal air quality
standards (Forest Plan, page 11-9). Thiswill be done under the Selected Alternative, and burning will be
conducted in a manner that will meet air quality requirements (EA, pages 2-16, A-7).

The monitoring of air pollutants during prescribed burning seasonsis used to eliminate burning during times
when such activities would result in violations of the State standards, including unacceptabl e impacts to
non-attainment areas. The North Idaho/Montana Airshed Group monitors smoke management for air
quality; the Forest Service voluntarily ceases burning operations to avoid violation of State standards. The
Idaho Panhandle National Forests coordinate and schedule burning activitiesto maintain air quality.

Burning plans addressing smoke management are prepared by qualified personnel. The Coeur d'Alene
River Ranger District implements burning projectsin Airshed #11. The monitoring of air pollutants during
prescribed burning periods has not recorded any violations of the State standards to date.

Because use of prescribed fire will be based on these smoke management guidelines, current air quality
standards will not be exceeded (EA, page A-7). Over the long-term, prescribed fire may reduce total
particulates by reducing the risk of large wildfires that cannot be managed for emissions. This project meets
the Clean Air Act and state monitoring regquirements through coordination with the State prior to burning,
and the use of burning techniques that minimize smoke emissions (Project Files, Air Quality).

7.11 Clean Water Act

The Clean Water Act (as amended, 33 U.S.C. 1323) directs the Forest Service to meet state, interstate and
local substantive as well as procedural requirements with respect to control and abatement of pollution in
the same manner and to the same extent as any nongovernmental entity. The Forest Service has the
statutory authority to regulate, permit and enforce land-use activities on the National Forest System lands
that affect water quality.

The Forest Service has agreements with the States to implement Best Management Practices (BMP) or
Soil and Water Conservation Practices for all management activities to meet the objectives for Forest
Practices. Monitoring would be designed to demonstrate the implementation of BMPs and provide
feedback concerning their effectiveness in protecting water quality. Watershed conditions that
contribute to water quality that isimpaired would be improved through restoration projects and through
scheduling of timber harvest and road building activities. Riparian areas would be managed to meet
objectives for riparian-dependent resources (fish and wildlife habitats, water quality, stream channel
integrity, vegetation, public water supplies).
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Under authority of the Clean Water Act, the EPA and the States must develop plans and objectives
(TMDLs) that will eventually restore listed stream segments. In lieu of those plans, Forest Service will
demonstrate or find that their actions will not result in anet substantial increase in the pollutant of concern
or prohibit or delay potential recovery (IDHW, 1997; USFS, 1995). The Selected Alternative is consistent
with the Clean Water Act and Water Quality Limited Listings (EA, page 3-39).

Based on the Water Resources and Fisheries effects analyses in Chapter |11 (pages 3-28 through 3-39, and 3-
40 through 3-54), and measures outlined in the EA to protect soil and water resources (page 2-15), | find the
Selected Alternative meets the requirements of the Clean Water Act.

7.12 Environmental Justice Act

Executive Order 12898, issued in 1994, ordered federal agencies to identify and address the issue of
environmental justice; i.e. adverse human health and environmental effects that disproportionately impact
minority and low-income populations. Based on the composition of the affected communities and the
cultural and economic factors, the Selected Alternative will have no adverse effects to human health and
safety or environmental effects to minority, low-income, or any other segments of the population. Please
refer to the Project Files, “Environmental Justice.” There were no public comments related to
environmental justice.

7.13 Recreational Fishing Act

Executive Order 12962 (June 7, 1995) identifies objectives to improve the quantity, function, sustainable
productivity, and distribution of federal actions on aquatic systems and recreational fisheries, and document
those effects.

The analysis and documentation provided in the Environmental Assessment meets the requirements of the
Recreational Fishing Act. Information on the effects to aquatic systemsis provided in the Water Resources
section (pages 3-28 through 3-39). Information on the effects to fish species are discussed in the effects
analysis and tablesin the Fisheries section (pages 3-40 through 3-54). The analysis discusses both habitat
and populations. As populations and habitat are affected, either negatively or positively, the recreational
fishing should respond similarly. Since thereis no measurable effect to the watershed under the Selected
Alternative, there is no measurabl e effect to the fisheries resource.

7.14 National Fire Plan

In 2000, over 92,000 wildland fires burned more than 7.5 million acres of grass, brush and forested lands
across the United States. In response, the Secretaries of the Departments of Agriculture and the Interior
developed an interagency approach to respond to severe wildland fires, reduce their impacts on rural
communities, and assure sufficient firefighting capacity in the future. The “National Fire Plan” identifies
five key program areas designed to respond to the severe wildfires of 2000, to reduce their impacts on rural
communities, and to enhance firefighting capabilitiesin the future. In Idaho, atotal of over $91.3 million
has been allocated to these programs. Specific proposals were submitted by field units (such as Ranger
Didtricts) for considerations. The Missouri Heli Bug project is not a National Fire Plan proposal, therefore
no discussion of the National Fire Plan was warranted in the Environmental Assessment.
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7.15 National Forest Management Act (NFMA)

The National Forest Management Act and accompanying regulations require that several other specific
findings be documented at the project level. The following addresses our findings related to:

¢ ] Forest Plan Consistency
o [ Resource Protection

o [ Vegetation Manipulation
o [1 Slvicultural Practices

¢ (] Even-aged Management

7.15.1 Forest Plan Consistency (36 CFR 219.1(b))

Management activities are to be consistent with the Forest Plan [16 USC 1604 (i)]. The Forest Plan guides
management activities [36 CFR 219.1(b)]. Consistency with the Forest Plan is discussed in more detail in
Chapter 3 of the EA, by resourceissue. The following provides a brief synopsis of consistency with the
Forest Plan standards related to forest vegetation, fire and fuels, finances, watershed resources and fisheries,
wildlife, scenery, and roadless areas.

1. Forest Vegetation: Forest Plan direction provides that timber management activities will be the primary
process used to minimize the hazards of insects and diseases and will be accomplished by maintaining stand
vigor and diversity of plant communities and tree species (Forest Plan 11-8).

In stands identified for treatment, harvest is primarily associated with the removal of dead and dying trees
(Environmental Assessment, page 3-14). Thisis consistent with Forest Plan direction that stands which are
"substantially damaged by fire, wind throw, insect or disease attack, or other catastrophe may be harvested
where the salvage is consistent with silvicultural and environmental standards' (Forest Plan 11-32).

Regeneration activities are identified for stands in which the mgjority of the trees have been killed
(Environmental Assessment, page 3-14). Following site preparation, regenerated stands would be planted
with seral species (white pine, larch, and ponderosa pine) to promote stand structures and species
composition that reduce susceptibility to insect and disease damage. Thisis consistent with Forest Plan
direction that "regeneration with species combinations that are least susceptible to root disease is the
primary protection objective for the root rot diseases” (Forest Plan 11-10) and that "reforestation will feature
seral tree species’ (Forest Plan 11-32). All standsidentified for regeneration harvests are on lands suitable
for timber production and can be adequately restocked within 5 years of the final harvest (Environmental
Assessment, p. 3-15; IPNF Monitoring, 1998, page 7). In accordance with Forest Plan direction, stands will
be regenerated with trees from seed that is well adapted to the specific site conditions and will be
regenerated with avariety of species.

There are no stands in which clearcutting was considered the optimal silvicultural treatment for the stand; no
clearcutting will occur under the Selected Alternative (Environmental Assessment, page 3-14).

The Forest Plan states “ openings created by even-aged silviculture will be shaped and blended to forms of
the natural terrain to the extent practicable; in most situations they will be limited to 40 acres. Creation of
larger openings must conform with current Regional guidelines’ (Forest Plan 11-32). The Northern Region
Guide and FSM 2400-R1 Supplement 2400-96-3 state that “where natural catastrophic events such asfire,
windstorms, or insect and disease attacks have occurred, 40 acres may be exceeded without 60 day public
review and Regional Forester approval, provided that the public is notified in advance and the
environmental analysis supports the decision” (FSM 2471.1). There are no stands proposed for treatment

Page 16



Missouri Heli Bug Decision Notice

that would, either alone or in conjunction with existing created openings, exceed the 40 acre opening
limitation (Environmental Assessment, page 3-14).

2. Fireand Fuels: The goad of the Forest Plan is to provide efficient fire protection and fire use to help
accomplish land management objectives (IPNF Forest Plan, Chapter 11, pages 11-10 and I1-38). Under the
Selected Alternative, fuels treatments will make progress toward reducing the potentia intensities of
wildfire, although at a small scale (Environmental Assessment, page 3-23).

3. Finances: Forest-wide goals, objectives, and standards for finances are not specifically addressed in
the Forest Plan. Thisissueis addressed indirectly in the discussion of community stability. Chapter 11 of
the Forest Plan states, "Management activities will continue to contribute to local employment, income,
and lifestyles. The Forest will be managed to contribute to the increasing demand for recreation and
resource protection while at the same time continuing to provide traditional employment opportunitiesin
the woods product industry," (Forest Plan, page I1-11, Objectives).

The Selected Alternative will meet this Forest Plan direction because it would result in forest products over
both the short and long terms (Environmental Assessment, page 3-28). Timber harvest will contribute (to a
small extent) to the continuing operation of local mills, directly and indirectly enhancing the local and state
economy through employment and tax revenues (Environmental Assessment, page 3-28).

4. Watershed Resources and Fisheries: The Selected Alternative is consistent with Forest Plan Standards
for water (Forest Plan, page 11-33) because of 1) the low level of harvest, 2) the distance between harvest
units and the stream channel, 3) the lack of any road construction or reconstruction, and 4) implementation
of Best Management Practices (BMP's). Models, field data, monitoring data, and professional judgment
were used in the analysis to approximate the effects of activities on the water resource (Environmental
Assessment, pages 3-28 and 3-29).

The Inland Native Fish Strategy has been implemented as amendments to the Forest Plan of the Idaho
Panhandle National Forests. The Selected Alternative is consistent with this direction (Environmental
Assessment, pages 3-39 and 3-54). The amendments require mitigation of environmental effects of
management decisions. Specified riparian management goals and objectives have been developed, and
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCA) are defined and delineated. Riparian management and
Riparian Management Objectives (RMO) are addressed using site-specific analysis and supportive data,
and watershed analyses. The strategy also specifies standards and guidelines, which must be applied for
certain activitiesin RHCAs. These are incorporated into the action alternatives as specified in Chapter
2 of the Environmental Assessment (page 2-15).

Standards and guidelines from Inland Native Fish Strategy were used specifically to protect water and
aguatic biotawithin the project area. Standard widths for defining interim Riparian Habitat Conservation
Areas were utilized without modifications. The road management standards and guidelines were applied
only to roads used or affected by the proposed project (timber sale, obliterated, closed or used for slash
disposal or reforestation). The Road Management Objectives were applied only within the project area
boundary, and only on those roads used for the harvesting or hauling of timber.

The IPNF Forest Plan contains standards for fry emergence that are no longer valid since the Inland Native
Fish Strategy was developed. This section explains why.

The objectives for fisheries in the Forest Plan state that the forest “will be managed to maintain and improve
fish habitat capacitiesin order to achieve cooperative goals with the State Fish and Game Department and to
comply with state water quality standards. Sediment arising from land management activities will be
managed so that in forest fisheries streams the objective isto maintain 80 percent fry emergence success as
measured from pristine condition” (11-7). The first two standards for fish use similar language (11-29). The
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Fishery/Watershed Analysis to determine effects of land management activities on fry emergenceis
described in Appendix | (1-1, 2).

Appendix | requiresthat if, during the environmental assessment process, cumulative effects of the proposed
and past activities on stream sedimentation are projected to result in greater than 20% reduction in fry
emergence, then additional detailed analysis will be undertaken. The analysisis then used to determine the
significance of the project on water resources. |If the project isjudged to have a“significantly negative
effect” on water resources, it will be reviewed by the State for conformance with water quality standards
prior to the final decision.

At the time the Forest Plan was written, models determining fry emergence (e.g., Stowell et al. 1983) were
popular. These empirical models were later found to have limited application and were unreliable outside of
where they were developed (J. Kershner, personal communication). In addition, the use of fry emergence
survival (regardless of the threshold) as a surrogate for viability came into question, primarily for two
reasons:

o Firgt, fry emergenceis highly variable. This can be due to changing natural conditions (e.g.,
floods, temperature regimes, geology) or human-induced causes (e.g., increased sediment input,
chemical spills). Both agents are at work in most cases so it is difficult to determine what
proportion of egg-to-fry mortality is due to each cause. Asa result the underlying relationship
between sediment in redds and survival is difficult to predict (Chapman 1988).

e Second, and more important, egg-to-fry mortality is usually density-independent (i.e., a percentage
of fry will survive regardless of the number of eggs). This meansthat in most cases there are
enough fry to inhabit all available habitat within a stream. Therefore fry-to-smolt (sub-adult)
survival, where density dependent mortality plays a significant role, is a more effective and
appropriate predictor of population viability than egg-to-fry survival (for a review of these concepts
see Hilborn and Walters 1992). Currently the indicator used as a surrogate of fry-to-smolt survival
is stream habitat characteristics.

The 1989 Forest Plan Evaluation and Monitoring Report documents the change away from use of the fry
emergence standard (Item G-1, pages C-1 and C-2). The findings were that it was not a good monitoring
tool to report stream health. G-1 was combined with item G-3, which includes a comprehensive array of
fisheries and hydrology parameters.

The Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFS; USDA 1995) amended the Forest Plans “...except where existing
Plan direction would provide more protection” for inland native fish habitat (page 4). All INFS standards
and guidelines are intended to either make progress toward Riparian Management Objectives (which
describe “good” fish habitat within the context of what is capable of the watershed) or to ensure that
activitieswill not retard the natural rate of recovery of RMOsin awatershed (USDA 1995, A6-A16). In
addition, the strategy states that actions that reduce habitat quality, whether existing conditions are better or
worse than objective values, are not consistent with INFS direction (USDA 1995, A-3).

INFS supersedes the original IPNF Forest Plan direction because it offers far more protection to inland
native fish habitat for the following reasons:

o INFSdirectsthe establishment of Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) and only allows
activities within RHCAs that maintain or improve, and do not retard, the attainment of the RMOs.
The original Forest Plan direction actually permitted degradation of water resources at the
discretion of the line officer, and allowed “ significant” degradation after review by the Sate.
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e Activitiesthat reduce habitat quality to any extent are contrary to INFSdirection, regardless of
whether RMOs have been attained. The original Forest Plan direction allowed for apparent
degradation of fish habitat by permitting up to a 20 percent reduction of potential fry emergence.

In The Lands Council v. Vaught the U. S. District Court for the Eastern District of Washington, in its
reading of the plain language of the INFS documents and giving deference to the Forest Service' s expertise
in interpreting its Forest Plans, concluded that INFS does supersede the Forest Plan in all areas where
RHCA guidelines and standards apply (i.e., where delivery of sediment to streamsis the identified threat
that proposed project activities pose to fish habitat). The Forest Plan standards remain in effect in al other
areas.

In conclusion, this project complies with original Forest Plan direction because, although fry emergence was
not computed, a detailed analysis of the effects to fish habitat and water resources was developed as
required in Appendix I; and the project has been determined to be fully consistent with the INFS Forest Plan
amendment and state water quality standards for supporting beneficial uses (see Watershed discussion).

Fish Standard 3 directs that streams listed under this standard of the Forest Plan will be managed as low
access fishing opportunities to maintain a diversity of fishing experiences for the public and to protect
sensitive fish populations. Special road management provisions will be used to accomplish this objective.
This standard does not apply under this project, since none of these low access streams are within the project
area. See Forest Plan page I1-30.

The Forest Plan also directs us to provide fish passage to suitable habitat areas by designing road crossings
of streamsto allow fish passage or by removing instream migration barriers (Forest Plan, page I1-31, Fish
Standard 4). The Selected Alternative would not build any new roads or create any hew migration barriers.
No migration barriers are known to exist on the proposed haul routes within National Forest jurisdiction;
therefore there are no known opportunities to improve fish passage with this project (Environmental
Assessment, page 3-53).

Fish Standard 5 (Forest Plan, page 11-31) instructs us to utilize data from stream, river, and lake inventories
to prepare fishery prescriptions that coordinate fishery resource needs with other resource activities, and to
pursue fish habitat improvement projects to improve habitat carrying capacities on selected streams. Data
and inventories have been and will continue to be collected on selected streams with other projects. Fish
habitat improvement projects have been implemented and will continue to be a focus item across the Coeur
d’Alene River Basin. The Missouri Heli Bug project is not one of those proposals.

Fish Standard 6 (Forest Plan, page 11-31) directs us to coordinate management activities with water resource
concerns as described in Management Area 16 (riparian corridors), Appendix I, and Appendix O of the
Forest Plan. Design of the Selected Alternative was fully coordinated with the specifications found in the
Forest Plan (Appendices | and O), and standards and goals stated for Management Area 16. Class| and |1
streams will receive protection beyond the requirements of the Forest Practices Act. The Selected
Alternative was not designed to move all streams toward meeting Riparian Management Objectives. The
project was designed to avoid entry into riparian areas (Environmental Assessment, page 3-54).

5. Wildlife: Forest Plan standards relating to wildlife were incorporated into all alternatives
(Environmental Assessment, page 3-68). These standards addressed elk and elk goals, Threatened and
Endangered species, Sensitive species and old growth management. Elk habitat potential was calcul ated
with amodel that incorporates “ Guidelines for Eval uating and Managing Summer Elk Habitat in Northern
Idaho” as specified on page I1-27 (Item 1c) of the Forest Plan. The Selected Alternative is consistent with
Forest Plan management direction, goals, objectives, standards and guidelines for the management and
protection of wildlife and species (Environmental Assessment, page 3-68).
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6. Scenery: The Selected Alternative will meet the assigned Visual Quality Objectives (Environmental
Assessment, pages A-10, A-11).

7. Roadless Area: The Forest Plan directs that roadless areas be managed based on the direction and goals
established for the respective management area within which they are located (Forest Plan, Chapter 11, page
I1-4). There are no roadless areasin or immediately adjacent to this project area (Environmental
Assessment, page 2-2).

7.15.2 Resource Protection (36 CFR 219.27(a))

The following statements address resource protection requirements of the National Forest Management Act:

1. Activitieswill conserve soil and water resour ces and will not allow significant or permanent
impair ment of the productivity of theland. At the tributary scale, no direct or indirect effects to
beneficial uses are anticipated (Environmental Assessment, page 2-21). There would be no expected
increase in sediment associated with activities. The only potential sediment generation would be
associated with road maintenance, which is a practice that would normally occur even under the No-
Action Alternative. The implementation of Best Management Practices and adherence to the Inland
Native Fish Strategy standards and guidelines will provide protection for riparian habitat and control the
majority of the sediment associated with these activities.

The cumulative effects from management activities will not be measurable at this scale for increasesin
peak flows or sediment over what would occur under the No-Action Alternative. Increasein flow will
be primarily due to the mortality of trees from the Douglas-fir beetle. Minor additional harvest to create
conditionsto allow site preparation and reforestation of low stocking sites will not result in a
measurable increase in magnitude or quantity of flows at the tributary or watershed scale. No
measurable effects will occur in stream channel conditions.

Alternative devel opment was based in part on the “ Soils Guidelines for NEPA Analysis’ (Niehoff,
1998) and recommendations of the Intermountain Forest Tree Nutrition Cooperative (IFTNC). To
minimize erosion and ensure compliance with State water quality standards, timber harvest associated
with the Selected Alternative will be completed using Best Management Practices (Environmental
Assessment, pages 2-15 and A-7). Please refer also to the Environmental Assessment, Chapter 3,
Watershed Resources, and the Project Files, Sails.

2. Activitieswill not affect most potentially seriousor long-lasting hazar ds (flood, wind, erosion,
etc.). To minimize erosion and ensure compliance with State water quality standards, all road
construction and timber harvest associated with this project will be completed using Best Management
Practices (Environmental Assessment, page 2-15). As stated above, cumulative effects from
management activities will not be measurable at this scale for increases in peak flow over what would
occur under the No-Action Alternative. Under the Selected Alternative (and reasonably foreseeable
activities), treatments will reduce fuel accumulations, re-introduce seral species where present levels of
stand mortality make this desirable, improve the health and vigor of some stands containing higher
stocking of larch and ponderosa pine, and make progress toward reducing potential intensity and
severity of wildfire in some stands (Environmental Assessment, pages 2-19 through 2-22)

3. Thetimber resource will be managed consistent with the Forest Plan objectives of minimizing
hazar ds due to insects and disease by maintaining stand vigor and diversity of plant communities
and tree species. Timber harvest and associated reforestation will occur in stands where the majority of
trees have been killed. Following site preparation, stands will be planted with seral species to promote
stand structure and species composition that reduce susceptibility to insect and disease damage
(Environmental Assessment, page 3-14).
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4. Water bodiesand their values are appropriately protected. In development of the alternatives,
standards and guidelines of the Inland Native Fish Strategy were used specifically to protect water and
aquatic biotawithin the Resource Area (DN, page 5; Environmental Assessment, page 2-15).
Streamside buffers will be applied along harvest units, in order to meet the riparian management
objectives of maintaining slope stability in potentially sensitive areas, maintaining stream temperature,
and providing along-term supply of large woody debris. As stated under Item 1, above, no direct or
indirect effectsto beneficial uses of water resources are anticipated at the tributary scale (Environmental
Assessment, page 2-21). Sediment associated with activities will be minimal, is not expected to have an
effect on channel conditions, and will not be measurable at the tributary scale. The cumulative effects
from management activities most likely will not be discernible at this scale for increases in peak flows
or sediment over what would occur under the No-Action Alternative. Increasein flow will be primarily
due to the mortality of trees from the Douglas-fir beetle. Additional mortality due to harvest of green
trees will not result in a measurable increase in magnitude or quantity of flows (Environmental
Assessment, pages 2-21 and 3-37 through 3-39).

5. Theactivitieswill provide for and maintain a diversity of plant and animal communities. The
Selected Alternative will increase vegetative diversity by reforesting with seral specieson
approximately 28 acres (Decision Natice, page 3). There will be no effect to threatened plant species, or
to recently listed threatened plant species (Environmental Assessment, page A-6; and Project Files,
Biological Assessment). There are no Endangered plants identified for the IPNF. While some Sensitive
plant individuals may be impacted by the implementation of activities, cumulatively these activities will
have insignificant impacts to Sensitive plant populations or suitable habitat (Project Files, Biological
Assessment). Areas of high potential Sensitive plant habitat have been surveyed. No threathened,
endangered, or sensitive plants were found (Project Files, Biological Assessment and Evaluation).

The Selected Alternative will maintain a diversity of animal communities. There will be no effect to
gray wolves, bald eagles, lynx, or grizzly bears (Environmental Assessment, pages A-2 and A-3, Project
Files, Biological Assessment). The project activities may impact individual black-backed woodpeckers
and fishers or their habitat, but will not likely trend toward federal listing or reduced viability for the
populations or species. For more information regarding effects to Threatened, Endangered, Proposed
and Sensitive species please refer to the Environmental Assessment, pages 2-19 through 2-22, 3-40
through 3-68, and A-2 through A-6; and the Project Files, Biological Assessment and Biological
Evaluations.

The Selected Alternative is consistent with the January 10, 2001 Executive Order describing the
Responsibilities of Federal Agenciesto Protect Migratory Birds. The analysis of effects to wildlife
evaluated effects of proposed activities on neotropical landbirds (migratory birds), as disclosed in the
Environmental Assessment (page 3-68, A-5). Asmore information and direction related to this
Executive Order becomes available, the analysis and documentation related to the Missouri Heli Bug
Environmental Assessment project will be reviewed to determine whether a correction, supplement, or
revision to the document is necessary, in compliance with Forest Service Handbook 1909.15

(Chapter 18).

6. Activitieswill either not affect or will maintain sufficient habitat for viable populations of existing
native vertebrate species and management indicator species consistent with the multiple-use
objectives established in the Forest Plan. As stated earlier, there will be no effect to gray wolves,
bald eagles, lynx, or grizzly bears. The project activities may impact individual black-backed
woodpeckers and fishers or their habitat, but will not likely trend toward federal listing or reduced
viahility for the populations or species. Over the long term, the regeneration of treatment areas to pines
and larch habitats will provide more habitat that is preferred for feeding and nesting than is currently
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10.

12.

available in the project area (Environmental Assessment, page 3-62). There will be no effect to other
Sensitive species.

The Forest Plan goal for elk habitat potential in this Elk Habitat Unit is 55 percent; the current level is
49 percent. Therewill be some loss of some hiding and thermal cover beyond what bark beetles and
root disease have already done. Thermal cover would be reduced, to a minor extent, beyond what
occurred as aresult of bark beetlesin the regeneration units. Thiswould occur with the removal of
smaller diameter green trees that are not expected to survive an underburn. There would also be some
loss of hiding cover associated with the loss of advanced regeneration in the root disease portions of the
regeneration units. The site preparation burning of the regeneration units should provide preferred
foraging habitat.

Approximately one mile of existing gated road would be opened for activity. Thiscould resultin a
dlight loss of security within the project area. However, mitigation measures will include the closure of
the gate at the end of each day. Based on the anticipated effects and features designed to protect
wildlife habitat, the elk habitat potential will remain at 49 percent during and after sale activities are
complete.

Management prescriptions have been assessed prior to project implementation for potential
physical, biological, aesthetic, cultural, engineering, and economic impacts of the Selected
Alternative and ar e consistent with multiple uses planned for the area. These potential impacts
have been assessed and are disclosed in the Environmental Assessment (Chapter 3) with supporting
information in the Project Files.

Implementation of the Selected Alternative will not affect critical habitat for Threatened and
Endangered species. The Coeur d'Alene River District Wildlife Biologist, Fisheries Biologist, and
Botanist evaluated the Selected Alternative (modified Alternative 2) in regard to Threatened and
Endangered wildlife, fish and plant species. Findings are disclosed in the Environmental Assessment
(Chapter 3) and summarized in the Biological Assessment and Evaluations (Project Files). The findings
are summarized briefly under “ Endangered Species Act” on page 13 of this decision document.

Thereare no right-of-way grants being issued as part of the activities.
& 11. Thereisnoroad construction associated with the Selected Alter native.

Applicable Federal, State, and local air quality standardswill be met. The monitoring of air
pollutants during prescribed burning seasonsis used to eliminate burning during times when such
activities would result in violations of the State Standards, including unacceptable impacts to non-
attainment areas. The North Idaho/Montana Airshed Group monitors smoke management for air
quality; the Forest Service voluntarily ceases burning operations to avoid violation of State standards.
The Idaho Panhandle National Forests coordinate and schedule burning activities to maintain air quality.
Burning plans addressing smoke management are prepared by qualified personnel. The Coeur d'Alene
River Ranger District implements burning projectsin Airshed #11. The monitoring of air pollutants
during prescribed burning periods has not recorded any violations of the State standards to date.
Because use of prescribed fire will be based on these smoke management guidelines, current air quality
standards will not be exceeded (Environmental Assessment, page A-7). Over the long-term, prescribed
fire may reduce total particulates by reducing the risk of large wildfires that cannot be managed for
emissions. This project meets the Clean Air Act and state monitoring requirements through
coordination with the State prior to burning, and the use of burning techniques that minimize smoke
emissions (Project Files, Air Quality).
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7.15.3 Vegetation Manipulation (36 CFR 219.27(b))

The following statements address vegetation manipulation requirements of the National Forest Management

Act:

1.

Be best suited to the goals stated in the Forest Plan. After review of the expected environmental
consequences of the various alternatives (Environmental Assessment, Chapter 3), | believe the
Selected Alternative is well suited to initiate Forest Plan direction and meet the multiple-use goals
established for the area. Please refer to the “Forest Plan Consistency” discussion in this decision
document (Section 6.15.1).

Assurethat technology and knowledge exists to adequately restock landswithin five years
after final harvest. Technology and knowledge does exist to comply with this requirement
(Environmental Assessment, page 3-15, and IPNF Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report,
1998, page 7). Please refer to the “Forest Plan Consistency” discussion in this decision document
(Section 6.15.1).

Not be chosen primarily because they will give the greatest dollar return or greatest output of
timber (although these factor s shall be considered). Economic factors were considered in my
decision; however, the Selected Alternative was chosen primarily based on the benefits to the
environment and responsiveness to Forest Plan goals. Finances are discussed in the Environmental
Assessment, pages 3-23 through 3-28.

Be chosen after considering potential effects on residual trees and adjacent stands. The
analysis considered the effects on residual trees and adjacent stands (Chapter 3 of the
Environmental Assessment, Forest V egetation discussions, pages 3-9 through 3-15). These effects
were considered in my decision. | find the treatments that will occur under the Selected Alternative
are designed to protect reserve trees and adjacent stands, including riparian areas, to the extent
possible.

Be selected to avoid permanent impair ment of site productivity and to ensure conservation of
soil and water resources. The use of Best Management Practices (BMPs), avoidance of problem
soil areas, regulation of yarding and site preparation operations, and the application of specific
features of the Selected Alternative will assure that site productivity is maintained and soil and
water resources are protected (DN, Section 6.2 — Features Designed to Protect Aquatic Resources,
and the Project Files, “ Soils.”

Be selected to provide the desired effects on water quality and quantity, wildlife and fish
habitat, regeneration of desired tree species, forage production, recreation uses, aesthetic
values, and other resourceyields. After review of the Environmental Assessment, | find that the
Selected Alternative will provide the desired effects on vegetation resources within the project
areas, and will have acceptable effects on water, wildlife, and soil resources within the project areas.
Please refer to the discussions of effects to resourcesin Chapter 3 of the Environmental Assessment,
and the “Forest Plan Consistency” discussionsin this decision document (Section 7.15.1).

Be practical in terms of transportation and harvesting requirements and total costs of
preparation, logging and administration. Data presented in the Environmental Assessment and
Project Files relative to transportation, economics and harvesting requirements indicate to me that
the Selected Alternativeis feasible and practical. Please refer to the Financial discussionsin the
Environmental Assessment (pages 2-21, and 3-23 through 3-28) and the Project Files.
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7.15.4 Silvicultural Practices (36 CFR 219.27(c))

No timber harvest, other than salvage sales or salesto protect other multiple-use values, shall occur
on lands not suitable for timber production [16 U.S.C. 1604 (K)].

Guidelines for determining suitability are found in the Forest Plan. Missouri Heli Bug harvest units are
within productive habitat types as described in the Forest Plan. Tree harvest will occur within Management
Area 1 as described in the Forest Plan (Forest Plan, Chapter [11). Management Area 1 consists of lands
designated for timber production.

7.14.5 Even-aged Management (36 CFR 219.27(d))

When timber isto be harvested using an even-aged management system, a deter mination that the
system isappropriate to meet the objectives and requirements of the Forest Plan must be made.
Where clear cutting isto be used, it must be deter mined to be the optimum harvest method [16 U.S.C.

1604 (9)(3)(F)()].

The Selected Alternative will employ the use of even-aged management systems (regeneration harvests) on
28 of the total 47 acres to be harvested (the remaining 19 acres will be salvage harvest). Regeneration
harvests are proposed for most stands in which alarge component of the overstory stand basal area has been
lost to bark beetles (Environmental Assessment, page 3-14). No clearcutting is planned.

The location, shape of openings, and retention of all healthy large overstory component on the site using
group and irregular shelterwood harvest systems will achieve the desired combination of multiple-use
objectives. The four regeneration units range from 3to 15 acresin size. The harvest systems will retain 20-
30% of the overstory component on site. Shelterwood harvest prescriptions followed by planting will allow
for the establishment of pines and larch on the site. | have reviewed the silvicultural information in the
Environmental Assessment and Project Files and the site-specific management objectives within the Forest
Plan and have determined that even-aged management practices are the appropriate method to achieve the
multiple resource objectives on the sites selected for harvest.

8. Finding Of No Significant | mpact

The direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the project activities have been reviewed as documented in this
Decision Notice, the Environmental Assessment, and the Project File. The setting of this proposal isin a
localized area, with implications only for the landscape, drainages and standsin the analysis area.
Consideration of the proposed action is based on itsimpact on the ecosystem, local communities, county,
and at the affected resource level. It does not have any large or lasting affect on society as awhole, the
nation, or the state.

Based on thisreview, it has been determined that there are no significant beneficial or adverse impacts on
the physical, biological, or social portions of the human environment. The Selected Alternative is consistent
with the management direction, standards, and guidelines outlined in the Forest Plan for the Idaho
Panhandle National Forests.

Significant impacts (both beneficial and adverse): Effects associated with the Selected Alternative are
discussed in Chapters 11 and 111 of the Environmental Assessment. The impacts are within the range of
those identified in the Forest Plan. The actions would not have significant effects on other resources
identified and described in the Environmental Assessment and Project Files.
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Activitieswill result in temporary and low-impact effects. Harvesting and log hauling activity will increase
traffic on Forest Service Roads and on county roads that are the primary access roads into the area.
Precautionary signing will provide safety in areas of activity.

No significant increase in water yields or sedimentation in the analysis area streams is expected, and State
water quality guidelines will be met. Implementation of Inland Native Fish Strategy standards and
guidelines will protect stream courses from sedimentation (EA, Chapters 2 and 3).

It ismy determination that the Selected Alternative will have no significant effects on public health and
safety or on resource attributes of the project area.

Unique characteristics of the geographic area, such as proximity to historic or cultural resources, park
lands, prime farms, wet lands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas. The analysis area does
not contain nor isit in the immediate proximity to such areas. The Selected Alternative will have no
significant effect on unique resource characteristics.

The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly
controversial: The effects of these activities on the quality of the human environment are not highly
controversial. Past monitoring has determined that actual effects of similar projects are consistent with
estimated effects of the proposed activities. There is wide professional and scientific agreement on the
scope and effects of these actions on the various resources.

The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or involve
unique or unknown risk: The planned actions are similar to actions implemented in other areas on National
Forest System, state, county, and private lands. Effectswill be similar to those of past actions. The analysis
considered the effects of past actions as a frame of reference in conjunction with scientifically-accepted
analytical techniques, available information, and best professional judgment to estimate effects of the
proposal.

It is my conclusion that there are no unique or unusual characteristics of the area which have not been
previously encountered that would constitute an unknown risk upon the human environment.

The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects or
presents a decision in principle about future consideration: The Selected Alternative is not setting a
precedent for future actions with significant effects. Management practices are consistent with the Forest
Plan and with the capabilities of the land. This action does not represent a decision in principle about a
future consideration.

Whether the action isrelated to other actions with individual insignificant but cumulative significant
impacts. The combined effects of past, other present, and reasonably foreseeable actions are discussed in
the Environmental Assessment. Thereis no indication of significant adverse cumulative effectsto the
environment (EA, Chapters 2 and 3).

The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highway structures, or objectslisted in
or eligiblefor listing in the National Register of Historic Places, or may cause loss or destruction of
significant scientific, cultural, or historic resources. There are no featuresin the areathat arelisted or are
being considered for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. All cultural resources would be
protected (Decision Notice, Section 6.8; and Environmental Assessment, page 2-18). The potentia for
impacts to undiscovered sites is addressed by compliance with Forest Plan standards and guidelines, and
through the use of standard timber sale contract clauses.
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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: 1t was determined that
the proposed action would not affect any Threatened, Endangered or candidate wildlife, fish, or plant
species which may occur in the area as described in Section 7.9 of this Decision Notice. A Biological
Assessment has been completed and is part of the Project Files.

Whether the proposed action threatens a violation of federal, state, or local law or requirements imposed
for the protection of the environment: The proposal meets federal, state and local laws for air and water
quality, streamside management, riparian areas, cultural resources, and Threatened and Endangered species,
and meets National Environmental Policy Act disclosure requirements as described in this Decision Notice
and the Environmental Assessment.

9. Comparison To Other Alternatives Considered

As stated earlier, my decision is based on:

e the extent to which each alternative addresses the purpose and need for action

o how well each alternative responds to environmental issues and concerns identified by the public,
other agencies, and Forest Service resource specialists

e consistency with the goals and findings of Forest policy and legal mandates

o effects of the selected alternative in comparison to other alternatives considered

The following addresses each of these criteria and provides my rationale for selecting a modified Alternative
2 rather than one of the other aternatives.

Alternative 1 (No-Action)

| did not select Alternative 1 for implementation because it would not address the purpose and need for
action. There would be no recovery of the economic value of damaged timber and no improvement in the
vegetative resources. There would also be no reduction in the long-term fire hazard as a result of the timber
harvest and a combination of fuels treatment methods. These items are discussed in the Environmental
Assessment (pages 2-10, 3-10, 3-12, 3-18, 3-19, 3-21, and 3-28). Alternative 1 would address concerns
identified by those members of the public who do not want timber harvest to occur, but would not respond
to the vegetation and fuels-related concerns.

Alternative 3

| did not select Alternative 3 for implementation because it only addressed timber mortality and low stand
stocking levels associated with beetle mortality. It did not take alarger look at mortality from root
diseases and other causal agents that are reducing stocking levelsin areas adjacent to the beetle mortality.
The Selected Alternative provides for alarger assessment of the area and creates logical treatment units
that can be implemented while maintaining visual quality objectivesfor the area. Though not as
economical as alternative 3, the Selected Alternative would provide for the greatest investment returnin
re-establishing pine and larch species back into the ecosystem and meeting direction in the Forest Plan
and Upper Columbia River Basin Assessment.
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10. Public I nvolvement

Scoping is an early process for identifying the issues related to the proposed action, and the extent of those
issues. The public was notified of this project in several ways:

e "Quarterly Schedule of Proposed Actions' for the IPNFs (January 2001 issue)
o legal adin the newspaper of record (Spokesman-Review) dated February 16, 2001
e scoping letter for those that requested additional information dated February 16, 2001

During scoping, letters were received from Bryan Bird, (Forest Conservation Council), Jeff Juel (Ecology
Center), and Mike Mihelich (Kootenai Environmental Alliance). Copies of their letters and Forest Service
response to comments were provided in the Environmental Assessment (Appendix A). Additional
documentation is provided in the Project Files.

The Environmental Assessment was distributed to the public for review and comments in April 2002.
Comments based on review of the Environmental Assessment were received from Mike Petersen (on behal f
of The Lands Council, Ecology Center, National Forest Protection Alliance, and Forest Conservation
Council); Mike Mihelich (Kootenai Environmental Alliance); Sherman Bamford (on behalf of The Ecology
Center, The Lands Council, and Alliance for the Wild Rockies), Idaho Fish & Game, and individuals John
H. Miller, John P. Miller, Robert A Hall, and Bruce Tompkins. Copies of the letters and our response to
comments are provided in Attachment B of this Decision Notice.

11. Documents And Project Files

This Decision Notice summarizes some of the analyses that have led to this point in the process. More
reports and analyses documentation have been referenced or developed during the course of this project and
are part of the Project Files. All project files for the Missouri Heli Bug project are available for review by
the public. Please contact the NEPA Coordinator at the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District (Fernan
Office), (208) 664-2318, to review thefiles.

12. Appeal Rights And Implementation

This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 215. A written Notice of Appeal must be submitted
within 45 days after the date of notice of this decision is published in the Spokesman-Review newspaper.
The Notice of Appeal must be sent to the Appeal Deciding Officer (Regional Forester): USDA Forest
Service, Region 1, Attn: Appeals Deciding Officer (RFO), P.O. Box 7669, Missoula, MT 59807.

It isthe appellant’ s responsibility to provide sufficient written evidence and rationale to show why my
decision should be remanded or reversed. An appeal submitted to the Appea Deciding Officer becomes a
part of the appeal record. An appeal must meet the content requirements of 36 CFR 215.14.
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As aminimum, the Notice of Appeal must include:

v astatement that your document is an appeal filed according to 36 CFR part 215
v your name, address and, if possible, telephone number

v’ the decision being appealed by title and subject, date of decision, and name and title of the
Responsible Official

v' the specific changes you want to see in the decision or the portion of the decision to which you
object
v/ astatement of how my decision fails to consider comments previously provided either before or

during the comment period specified in 36 CFR 215.6 and, if applicable, how you believe the
decision violates law, regulation, or policy

Y our appeal will be dismissed if the preceding information is not included in the Notice of Appeal. If no
appedl is received, implementation of this decision may occur five business days from the close of the 45-
day appeal filing period. If an appeal is received, implementation may not occur for 15 days following the
date of appeal disposition.

| am the Responsible Official for thisdecision. For more information regarding the project, contact Project
Team Leader Bob Rehnborg at the Fernan Office of the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District, (208) 664-
2318.

Linda McFaddan (for) 6/13/02
JOSEPH P. STRINGER Date
District Ranger

Coeur d Alene River Ranger District

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, color,
national origin, gender, religion, age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, and marital or family status. (Not all
prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program
information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD).

To fileacomplaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 14th and
Independence Avenue SW, Washington DC 20250-9410, or call (202) 720-5964 (voice or TDD). USDA isan equal opportunity
provider and employer.
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ATTACHMENT A
CORPORATE MONITORING INFORMATION

L ong-term Monitoring of Ecosystem Core Data

The Idaho Panhandle National Forests are currently implementing a process to monitor changes to a number
of ecosystem conditions resulting from project activities and natural disturbances. The overall focus of this
monitoring is to evaluate changes in ecosystem condition (structure, composition, and function). The
following ecosystem conditions (Core Data Monitoring Elements) have currently been selected for long-term
monitoring: hydrologic integrity, wildlife security and public access, water yield, changesin forest structure
outside the Historic Range of Variability (HRV), changes in species composition outside HRV, habitat loss
and species decline, and changes in landscape pattern. The analysis for each project considers project-related
changes to these conditions and anticipated changes are described in project environmental analysis
documentation. Table A-1 displays the anticipated project related changes to these conditions.

Table A-1. Anticipated project related changesto ecosystem conditions.

and public access

Ecosystem Coredatatobe )
condition M onitored Project-related changes
Hydrologic Road density Under the Selected Alternative, thereis no changein road densities. Thereis
integrity no proposed road construction, either temporary or system. Thereisno road
removal identified as afeature of the selected aternative.
Wildlife security | Open road density Approximately one mile of Road 933, which is currently gated, will be opened

for sale activities. The gate would be closed at the end of each day’s activities
and on weekends.

Water yield

Hydrologic openings
(equivalent clearcut
acres)

Mortality cause by bark beetles, root disease, and blister-rust have created the
openings. Canopy reduction associated with the harvest of smaller or
unhealthy green treesis aminor component. The selected alternative will
result in an increase in 6 scattered equivalent clearcut acres over the no action
alternative.

Changesin forest

Forest structure by

Loss of forest structure under this proposal is very similar to that caused by the

species decline

moist/cold site
habitat restoration

structure outside | size and age class bark beetle outbreak and losses to root disease over time. The Selected

HRV groups Alternative will move 7 acres that were in small/medium sawtimber back to the
seeding/sapling phase. This change is above what would occur under the no-
action aternative however much of this changeis occurring naturally due to
losses to root disease and blister-rust mortality. Since bark beetles and root
disease are a naturally occurring phenomenon, this proposal stays within the
range of historic variability.

Changesin Forest composition Implementation of the selected alternative will actually hasten the return to the

species by forest cover type | historic range of variability beyond what would occur under the No-Action

composition group Alternative by returning pines and larch into the ecosystem in areas of high

outside HRV mortality as opposed to letting the areas regenerate back to fir. Therewill bea
28 acre increase in white pine, mixed with larch and ponderosa pine, which
will trend toward more historic conditions.

Habitat lossand | TES dry and This project does not enter dry or moist/cold habitat types.

Changesin Landscape pattern Changes in the landscape pattern created by the proposal follows the landscape

landscape pattern| indicators (mean pattern of mortality that naturally occurred as aresult of abark beetle outbreak
patch size and and root disease. Regeneration harvest units will leave patches of healthy large
variability, edge trees retaining 20-30% of the overstory canopy on the site. This should result
density, etc.) in anatural appearance on the hillside.
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ATTACHMENT B
PUBLIC COMMENTS

I ntroduction

The 30-day public review of the Missouri Heli Bug Environmental Assessment began in April 2002.
Comments were received from Mike Petersen (on behalf of The Lands Council, Ecology Center, National
Forest Protection Alliance, and the Forest Conservation Council), John H. Miller (individual), John P. Miller
(individual), Robert A. Hall (individual), Mike Mihelich (Kootenai Environmental Alliance), and Sherman
Bamford (The Ecology Center), Idaho Fish and Game, and Bruce Tompkins (individual). A synopsis of
concerns expressed by these groups and individuals and our responses are provided below. Copies of the
|etters are provided at the end of this Attachment.

Commentsreceived from Mike Peter sen (on behalf of The Lands Council,
Ecology Center, National Forest Protection Alliance, and the For est
Conservation Council)

Comments from The Lands Council refer to two different projects. It isbelieved that the first two comments
refer to the Ponderosa Pine Restoration Project and are not included here.

A-1. Mr. Petersen statesthat they would like to see arestoration alternative for the Missouri Heli Bug
project. He statesthat insectsare anatural part of theforest, and asks, what istherole of insect
predators and how will their numbers changeif the project goes forward?

A watershed restoration only alternative was considered but eliminated (EA, page 2-9). A vegetative
restoration alternative without commercial timber harvest was discussed in response to scoping
comments provided by Bryan Bird, Forest Conservation Council (EA, Appendix A, page A-23, #4).

Due to the amount of time that passes from when trees are attacked, when crown symptoms begin to
show and the length of time needed to fully analyze proposed timber management projects, we are
rarely able to harvest beetle-attacked trees while the bark beetles are still present. Since we are not
affecting the beetle population with timber harvest, we are not directly affecting the beetle predators
either.

Scientific research, Furniss, M.M.; McGregor, M.D.; Foiles, M.W.; Partridge, A.D. 1979.
Chronology and Characteristics of a Douglas-fir Beetle Outbreak in Northern Idaho. USDA Forest
Service Gen. Tech. Rpt. INT-59. Intermountain Forest and Range Experiment Station. 19 p., on page
18 states * As the susceptible trees are killed by beetles or removed by logging, or, asthe
environmental conditions improve (favoring growth and water relations), resistance to population
expansion mounts. Size of infested groups decline and a higher proportion of attacked trees survive.
Numbers of natural enemies appear to be independent of prey density; influence of enemies increases
after the bark beetle population subsides. Populations are maintained at an endemic level primarily by
tree resistance and natural enemies.” As stated, natural predator populations appear to be independent
of prey density and play a bigger role during endemic beetle population levels.

If Mr. Petersen’s concern is the effect that the reduction in dead trees would have on woodpecker
populations, and hence Douglas-fir beetle populations, scientific research Forest Insect and Disease
Leaflet #5 — Douglas Fir Beetle, Pub. R1-96-87, Richard F. Schmitz and Kenneth E. Gibson, revised
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6/96, 8 pages, states (page 5), “Natural enemiesinclude many parasitic or predacious insects,
nematodes, and mites. Woodpeckers are not important predators of the beetle.”

A-2. Mr. Petersen expresses concer n with the adver se economic effects of the national forest logging
program, and the Forest Service' sfailureto quantify such effectsat the project level or for the
program asawhole. Thelogging program increases costs of water purification and filtration,
decreases the value of private timberlands, unfairly competes againg alter native fiber and
building material businesses, increases wildfirerisk, increasesrepair and maintenance cost for
highways and public roads, and decreases the number of jobsin recreation, tourism, fisheries,
and alternative forest products.

Mr. Petersen makes these claims without providing any supporting documentation, except in terms of
wildfire risk which will be discussed in alater response (A-18). To state that the logging program
increases cost of water purification and filtration is not supported, and if documentation is present that
logging somewhere has caused this, it may not apply to thisarea. The watershed analysisfor this
project concluded (EA, page 2-21) that “ The cumulative effects from implementation of either of the
action alternatives would not be measurable at the tributary or watershed scale for increasesin peak
flows or sediment over what would occur under the No-Action Alternative.”

Concerns that the logging program decreases the value of private timberlands, unfairly competes against
aternative fiber and building material business appears to be resolved by Mr. Petersen on page 4 of his
comment letter where he states, “ Given the insignificant contribution of wood fiber to America's
consumption requirements from national forest lands (about 2% in 2000).... " The United Statesisa
net importer of wood. Timber harvest on National Forest landsis avaluable tool for implementing
timber stand management activities to meet desired future conditions of the forest, while at the same
time producing renewabl e forest products.

Public forest roads often receive needed maintenance and repair from the timber sale itself, either
through recurrent, deferred, and surface replacement deposits or through road maintenance performed
by the purchaser of the timber sale. (Counties receive payments from the federal government under
H.R. 2389, the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act of 2000. The Act
requires that fully half of the special project funds be expended on road maintenance and watershed
restoration.) Licensed equipment used by the purchaser of these timber salesis part of the tax-base used
to pay for county road needs within the area.

National Forest management is based on the multiple-use principal. No evidenceis provided by Mr.
Petersen that these activities are mutually exclusive, that an increase in jobs in one activity means that
there will belessjobsin another. There may be periods when timber harvest may preclude the use of a
specific area during activities, but it does not preclude that areafrom ever being used again for other
activities.

A-3. Mr. Petersen expressed concern over Features Designed to Protect Wildlife Habitat stating that
the project area should be fully surveyed for all protected wildlife habitat. He statesthat the
Forest Service should know prior to the start of the project if thereis sensitive wildlife habitat in
theareainstead of relying on plansfor protection measuresif they areencountered. Whereis
the guarantee that these areas will be protected or even surveyed for after the project has
started?

None of the areas proposed for treatment are within suitable goshawk or flammulated owl habitat based
on modeling and the wildlife analysis. Based on this assessment, no formal wildlife surveysfor these
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species are planned. It is possible that one of these species could occur even though existing habitat
conditions do not suggest their presence. If evidence of these speciesis discovered during sale layout,
preparation, or harvest activities then the guidelines disclosed under Features Designed to Protect
Wildlife Habitat (EA, page 2-17) will be implemented. These features are carried forward into the
timber sale contract so modifications can be made without contractual conflict.

A-4. Theremoval of native vegetation will impact native species becauseit will change fireregimes.
Firesnot only would have provided a food source, sinceit is believed black-backs prefer burned
snags, but would also have provided conditions for the establishment of seral species cover types
that are preferred by the woodpecker. How many snags per acreswill beretained for
woodpecker habitat and food security? Doesthis meet the woodpecker’s requirements?

This project would follow snag retention guidelines recommended under the Northern Region Snag
Management Protocol (2000). These guidelines are designed to meet general snag retention needs for
woodpeckers. Treatment areas would retain 2-4 of the largest snags on the sites to maintain part of the
snag habitat component created by the bark beetles. Smaller snags would also be retained to maintain
the 6-12 snags per acre recommended for the habitat types that are being treated. The project will also
require that trees bole-scorched during prescribed fire operations will be retained for black-backed
woodpecker habitat (EA, page 3-62). Stand replacing wildfires would provide a preferred food source
for black-backed woodpeckers over the short term. However, stands would not necessarily become
established to seral species under current forest conditions due to the lack of aseral seed source. This
project proposes to reforest areas of high beetle mortality with planting of seral pines and larch.

A-5. Sincethe goshawk ison thelist of Candidate species, which, in the opinion of the U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service may become threatened or endangered, the EA isin violation of FSM
2670.32(5). Thisprovision requiresthat management standar ds be established for Federal
candidate species when a project may have a significant effect on population numbers or
distributions. The | PNF hasasyet failed to establish these standards for the northern goshawk;
thereforethe project cannot legally proceed.

Thisproject issmall in scope. Thereisno modeled suitable or capable goshawk habitat being affected
by the proposed treatment units (EA, page 3-65,66). Since the project does not conclude that there will
be a significant effect on populations numbers or distributions, establishment of management standards
under FSM 2670.32(5) is not required.

A-6. Water howellia and Ute ladies -tresses are listed asthreatened for the IPNF. “Thereareno
documented occurrences of these species, although suitable habitat isthought to occur “ (EA)
which will hopefully be confirmed when a sensitive species survey is complete and incor por ated
tothe EIS. When and if confirmed, then a BE isrequired asdefined in FSM 2670.5(3).

The recent Douglas-fir beetle outbreak has not affected suitable habitat for water howellia or Ute's
ladies-tresses. There is no proposed treatment within or adjacent to potentially suitable habitat for
water howellia. 1t was determined that implementation of any alternative would have no effect on
water howellia or Ute ladies-tresses or their habitat (EA, page B-2). Sensitive plant surveyswere
completed for the Missouri Heli Bug project in August of 2001 in areas of high potential habitat. No
Threatened, Endangered or Sensitive plants were found (EA, page B-2). Biological Assessments for
T&E species and Biological Evaluations for sensitive species have been completed and are located in
the Project Files.

A-7. Westdope cutthroat trout islisted by the Regional Forester of the U.S. Forest Service Region One
asa sensitive species. The State of 1daho consider s westslope cutthroat trout to be a “ species of
special concern”. Unacceptable high increasesin water and sediment yieldsresulting from the

Page B-3



Missouri Heli Bug Decision Notice — Attachment B

implementation of the proposed action can only further negatively impact thiswatershed and its
fishery.

Contrary to Mr. Petersen’ s statement, the cumulative effects from implementation of either of the action
aternatives would not be measurable at the tributary or watershed scale for increases in peak flows or
sediment over what would occur under the No-Action Alternative (EA, page 2-21). There would be no
change in fish population condition at the scale of a stream segment as a result of either action
alternative. Because the actions have minimal effects at the scale of a stream reach, this project would
have no incremental effect at the scale of the watershed (EA, page 2-21). The Biological Evaluation for
sensitive fish species concluded no effect to westslope cutthroat trout (Project Files).

A-8. Thewatershed in the project areaisalready harmed by historical Forest Management projects
such astimber harvests (within the past five years) and associated road building have
contributed to cumulative effects that ar e affecting recovery of fish habitat conditionsin these
streams. Theremoval of the forest canopy no matter what the material iswill not benefit the
watershed and help in restoration and recovery efforts.

The purpose and need of the Missouri Heli Bug project is not watershed restoration. The project is
designed to do vegetative treatments while minimizing any potential effects to the watershed.
Recently completed and foreseeable watershed restoration activities are listed in the Water Resources
section (EA, page 3-29). There are only limited opportunities for additional watershed restoration
work within the Missouri Heli Bug project area (EA, 2-7). Cumulative benefits due to watershed
improvements and the reduction of sediment risk from ongoing and reasonably foreseeable activities
not associated with this project may be noticeable at the tributary scale and enhance stream conditions
and water quality in some localized reaches (EA, page 2-21). Although there would be no cumulative
effects from this project at the watershed scale, the overall effects of this project in combination with
the past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions would be to maintain the rate at which the
Management Indicator Species recover within the analysis area (EA, page 2-22).

A-9. Thestream systemsin the project area are already weakened by past Forest Management
activities, and the project area has a pre-existing sensitivity to rain on snow events, an increase
stream gradation, which can increase stream flow and add sediment to the stream systems.
Thereisno way these effects will be remedied by mor e for est management practices, salvage,
regeneration, and shelterwood prescriptions. How will the removal of thesetreeshelp to
stabilize stream systems and reduce the risk of “increase in the magnitude and quantity of flow
that would occur under all alternatives at individual sites’?

Again, the purpose and need of the Missouri Heli Bug project is not watershed restoration. The project
is designed to do vegetative treatments while minimizing any potential effectsto the watershed. The
watershed analysis concluded that the cumulative effects from implementation of either of the action
aternatives would not be measurable at the tributary or watershed scale for increases in peak flows or
sediment over what would occur under the No-Action Alternative (EA, page 2-21).

Mr. Petersen’s quote from the EA refersto all alternatives, including the no action alternative. The
sentence is taken out of context from a paragraph in the EA on page 3-38.

A-10. Cumulatively we believe that your actions haveimpacted the flow to the Spokane/Rathdrum
Aquifer. How will the project improve or degraderechargeto the aquifer?

The watershed analysis concluded that the cumulative effects from implementation of either of the
action aternatives would not be measurable at the tributary or watershed scale for increasesin peak
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flows or sediment over what would occur under the No-Action Alternative (EA, page 2-21). Therefore
this project would not produce any measurable affect to the aquifer.

A-11. How can the Forest Service guarantee that diseases and bug infestation problem will not
heighten? The current problem was caused by years of fire suppression, motivated by resource
protection.

The current problem was caused by a number of factors, starting with the damage caused by theice
storm of 1996. Since the ecosystem isin a constant state of change, there can be no guarantee that
diseases and insect infestations will not increase. However, the bark beetle infestation is on the
decline. Much of the timber being harvested is already dead and the beetles have flown. Timely
extraction of any harvested green timber (within one year) will prevent the beetles from infesting the
material and producing a population that will further attack green trees. Reforestation of root-
diseased areas with trees less susceptible to the disease is the best way to ensure a healthy ecosystem
in the future.

A-12. TheMissouri Heli Bug EA will jeopardize the viability of speciesthat thrivein naturally
disturbed forests, intervenein natural disturbance processesthat are vital to ecosystem
sustainability, and degrade water quality and water shed condition. Thisanalysison which the
Forest hasrelied isinadequate, flawed and biased in a number of ways, rendering any potential
decision arbitrary and capricious.

Our effects analysis does not agree with the conclusions provided by Mr. Petersen, as documented in
the Environmental Assessment, the Finding of No Significant Impact and throughout this Decision
Notice. Since he does not provide any examples or other foundation for his predictions of what will
occur, or for his assertion that our analysisis inadequate, flawed, and biased, it isimpossible for us to
respond to these particular statements.

A-13. The Forest Serviceisrequired by law to manage national forest system lands and programsto
maximize social and economic benefitsfor the American people. Aswith other projects planned
on the National Forests of Idaho and throughout Region 1, the Forest Service hasfailed to
complete an economic analysis of the Missouri Heli Bug EA that provides the public with a full
and fair accounting of net economic benefits. Instead, the economic analysisislimited to net cost
incurred by the Forest Service and project administratorsfor county receiptsaswell assale
preparation and administration costs. The proposed action is a deficient/below-cost salewith a
negative PNV of -$41,785 compared to the no action alter native -$20,000 and alter native -
$15,498. You are correct in stating that the proposed alternativeis not preferred for the
economic gain.

Analysis of the economic effects of the national forest logging program is outside the scope of this
project. The primary economic focus at the project level isto identify economic implications that are
unique for decisions made at thislevel. The financial analysis provided in Chapter 3 of the EA (pages
3-23 to 3-28) compares the economic considerations of each alternative. The comparison of
aternatives (EA, 2-21) discloses the merits and trade-offs of the alternatives, which meets both the
letter and the spirit of NEPA requirements in terms of disclosure of the economic effects for the
alternatives. County receipts were not projected in the Missouri Heli Bug project since it appears that
all the counties in Idaho have opted to have direct payment based on the past high 3 years of timber
harvest instead of 25% of the annual timber harvested. The net value of the Selected Alternativeis
minus (-)$14,828, Alternative 3 would be minus (-)$7,737, and the No-Action Alternative would have
anet value of minus (-)$20,000. The figures cited by Mr. Petersen appear to be from the Burnt Cabin
Heli Bug project , hot the Missouri Heli Bug assessment. The Missouri Heli Bug project proposes
vegetative restoration for the area using existing transportation features that are in place. Itisalong-
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term investment in the vegetative resource using timber revenues to help pay for the costs. The project
does not attempt to maximize short-term economic return.

A-14. The EA and project record should analyze the economic value on existing uses, including
recreation, flood control, pest control, carbon sequestering, and many other “ecosystem
services’. In addition, the economic analysisfailsto consider a wide range of cost that will be
incurred by the public through loss of these “ ecosystem services’ and other externalized costs
such asincreased flooding, increased risk of death, injury, and property damage from logging
operations, and increased firerisk.

As stated under Methodology in the Finances section (EA, page 3-24) non-commodity values were not
included in this analysis because these resources are evaluated under the specific resource section.
Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations for NEPA (40 CFR 1502.23) indicates that “ For the purposes of
complying with the Act, the weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the various aternatives need not
be displayed in a monetary cost-benefit analysis and should not be when there are qualitative
considerations.” Environmental effects on resources are documented in individual resource sections.
Also, Mr. Petersen’s conclusion that there would be aloss of ecosystem services, such as recreation,
flood control, pest control and carbon sequestering as aresult of this project being implemented are not
supported by scientific data or citations.

A-15. A non-commercial restoration alter native should have been further analyzed. The contention is
that all restoration objectives can be met without conducting a commer cial timber sale, a
commercial timber sale can only exacer bate current problems, the Forest Service cannot exclude
a non-commercial alternative merely because the existing funding structure would make it
difficult. Mr. Petersen goes on to say that given theinsignificant contribution of wood fiber to
America’s consumption requirements from national forest lands, the vast economic contribution
of non-timber related jobs and income, and the growing body of scientific knowledge recognizing
the ecological and economic advantages of non-commer cial restoration, the agency has no excuse
for not analyzing a non-commercial, restoration only alternative in more detail. Until such
action istaken, thisNEPA analysisis considered incomplete.

This project analyzed three alternatives, including two action alternatives and a No-Action Alternative
(EA, Chapter 2). Three other alternatives were considered but dismissed from further consideration,
utilizing aroad construction option, utilizing only salvage treatments, and a watershed restoration only
option. The restoration only aternative was not developed further because it would not alow recovery
of the economic value of dead and diseased timber identified as a purpose and need for this project. In
response to scoping comments provided by Bryan Bird, Forest Conservation Council, it was discussed
that timber stand restoration could possibly be done without the use of commercial logging, but such a
project would not be economical, efficient, or effective considering the diverse needs and desires of the
public and the current national forest timber resource management direction (EA, A-23). This
comment has come up on a previous project (Burnt Cabin Heli Bug DN, Page B-11). Inresponseto
that comment we ran some analysis and found the costs to be quite high. Salvaging some of the timber
to help pay for the restoration effort appeared to be a sound approach.

Whether timber produced from national forest landsis an insignificant contribution to America’ s wood
fiber consumption isa political issue and not aresource issue. The growing body of scientific
knowledge recognizing the ecological and economic advantages of non-commercial restoration is not
supported by Mr. Petersen. Concerns have been expressed by Dr. Russ Graham, Research Scientist,
(Notes taken during Sands Creek appeal resolution meeting) of the need to reduce biomass prior to
burning operations so that fire intensities do not adversely affect soil horizons.
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A-16. The Missouri Heli Bug EA includes commercial harvest, ground-disturbing activities associated
with timber harvest and other vegetative manipulation. These activitiesarelikely to jeopardize
the viability of speciesthat find optimal habitat in forests with well-developed structures, and
forests naturally disturbed by fire, disease and insect pathogens. These include sensitive species
and management indicator species. For many of these speciesthe Forest Service has no up-to-
date population data describing population numbers, locations, and trends, nor monitoring data
on which the agency can rely to determine that the actions proposed in the context of the
Missouri Heli Bug EA will maintain numbers and distribution of these species sufficient for
insuring long term viability. Becausethe FShasno such data for most species adver sely affected
by the proposed management activities, and because what data thereis suggests that such species
aredeclining and otherwise at risk, the FSruns afoul of viability and diversity requirements set
forth in forest planning regulations 36 CFR 219.19 and 219.26.

The analysis done in the Environmental Assessment does not show adverse effectsto TES speciesasa
result of this project. Our specialists concluded no effect to gray wolf, bald eagle, lynx (EA, page A-
2), westslope cutthroat trout (EA, page 3-52), and along list of other sensitive wildlife species (EA,
page A-3,A-4). Analysis concluded that the action alternatives may impact individuals but would not
likely adversely affect populations for black-backed woodpecker (EA, page 3-63) and fishers (EA,
page 3-65). No effect is expected to the northern goshawk (EA, page 3-66). Analysis concluded that
there would be no effect to threatened or endangered plants species (EA, page B-8). Individual
sensitive plants or habitats may be impacted but would not cause aloss of viability to the population or
species was the conclusion for sensitive plantsin moist or dry forest types (EA, page B-8/9). These
conclusions are supported by the findings in the Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluations for
this project (Project Files). Mr. Petersen’s opinion that project activities are likely to jeopardize the
viability of speciesis unfounded.

A-17. What isthe existing condition of the soils. Havetheir been site specific surveys? Please detail
thelevel of soil compaction in each unit for the project by on-site visits and analysis.

Protection of the soils resource is addressed in the section, “Issues Not Discussed in Detail in This
Environmental Assessment” in this Appendix, and in much greater detail in the Project Files (Soils).
No harvest activities will occur within soil types known to be potassium-limited. Slash treatments will
require that limbs and tops be lopped and scattered prior to yarding to minimize loss of nutrients. All
proposed harvest units areinitial entries and meet Forest Plan Soil Quality Standards before and after
treatment. The combined average unit soil disturbance for the proposed harvest activitiesis 1.14%
under Alternative 2 and would be 1.5% under Alternative 3. The highest level in an individual unitis
10% associated with the tractor skidding of Unit 7 under both alternatives. Since the proposed units
areinitial entries there was no need for on site visits for existing soil compaction analysis.

A-18. One of the objectivesin the Missouri Heli Bug Project isthe hope (“may”) reduce the spread,
fireintensity, and fire severity of wildland fire by a combination of salvage and regener ation
treatments. However, numerous studies, including gover nment documents, have proven that
logging prescriptions are not effective mechanismes, in fact it increasestherisk of wildland
ignitions, spread, intensity and severity and will not allow firefightersto contain and control a
small fire beforeit becomesalarge oneas claimed in the EA. Mr. Petersen then follows with
numer ous quotes from r efer ences to show how logging actually increasesfirerisks.

Under the Cumulative Effects Common to Both Action Alternatives (EA, page 111-22), the EA also
recognizes that catastrophic fires must have an ignition source. Treatment of these areas would reduce
fireintensity over the long term by reducing fuel loads. This may alow firefighters to contain and
control asmall fire before it becomes alarge one. Reducing fire intensity in even small areas may
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improve the chances of firefighters to contain and control asmall fire start in conditions that would
otherwise lead to a catastrophic fire occurrence. Reducing the overall snag component may also allow
for adirect attack by firefighters that could serve to keep afire start small during conditions that might
otherwise lead to a catastrophic fire occurrence (EA, page 3-21). The EA acknowledges that most
large stand-replacing fires on the IPNF are wind driven or the result of regional climatic patterns and
that once a catastrophic wildfire occurs, higher fuel loadings from beetle-killed trees (no action
alternative) or scattered regeneration units with underburning (action alternatives) would have minimal
affect on such an event once it occurs (EA, page 3-21).

The EA acknowledges that “in the short term there would be an increase in surface fuel loadingsin
order to decrease long term fuel loadings. An increased fire hazard and risk of ignition from timber
harvest may result. Treatment of created fuels can reduce theserisk.” (EA, page 3-19). The EA
acknowledges that any type of human activity increases the possibility of ignition and wildfire and
refers to requirements placed on the timber sale purchaser to mitigate for those risks (EA, page 3-20).

Similar information and references were provided during the appeal of the Small Sales Record of
Decision (2001). The Small Sales project was similar to this project as they both proposed treatment in
beetle-affected timber stands. Our fuels specialists concluded that some of the points were valid, that
logging, especialy green timber, without fuels treatments does increase fire intensity and rate of
spread. However, many of the quotes of references were taken out of context or were referring to other
ecosystem types not consistent with the stands being proposed for treatment. The fire hazard from pre-
commercia thinning of ponderosa pine stands is not disputed but does not relate to this project.

It should & so be noted that reducing the fire hazard through timber harvest and a combination of fuels
treatment methods is only one part of the proposed action related to the purpose and need. It is not the
only objective trying to be accomplished. Therefore it weighs on the decision but was not the only
thing to consider in making the decision.

A-19. What kind of treatmentswill be used to decrease firerisk on created fuel loading buildups?

The EA clearly states what type of fuels treatments are proposed (Chapters 2 and 3). The Fire/Fuels
section of Chapter 3 defines these treatments and their effectiveness. Factors such as the amount of
harvest, location of treatment areas, economics, existing soil conditions, potential for fire outside of the
proposed units and the overall fuel mosaic of the landscape were all factorsin determining what type
of treatments were proposed.

A-20. The EA admitsthat thisalternative would “ greatly increase the risk of wildland fire’

The reference that this alternative would “ greatly increase the risk of wildland fire” was not found.
Under the No-Action Alternative, the prolonged buildup of fuel may lead to fire more catastrophic and
destructive to the site than typically occurred in the native forest (EA, page 2-19). Timber harvest will
increase the risk of surface fire over the short-term but will decrease the surface fire risk over the long
term (EA, pages 2-19 and 2-20).

A-21. Logging treesisfocusing on thewrong forest fuel. Logging removestheleast flammable of the
forest fuels. Fuel treatment should be focusing on the most flammable of the forest fuels, such as
brush, weeds, and the lower branches of the ladder fuel trees. Again several referencesare cited.

This project is not being proposed to solely deal with fuels reduction issues. It has other objectives as
well. Logging of large green trees could be considered as focusing on the wrong forest fuel. However,
salvaging dead and dying trees, that are losing their moisture content and that will be adding to the
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A-22.

A-23.

A-24.

fuelsloading in the near future, while treating fine fuels associated with this salvage does focus on the
most flammable of the forest fuels.

Fire clearstheforest floor and adds nutrientsto the soil which is necessary for young, succulent
foliage, rejuvenated huckleberry bushes, whitebark pine tree seed, and much more. Burned
forests create ideal-growing conditions for morel mushrooms, and provide gener ousrevenueto
mushroom pickersthe spring following a fire. Thisactivity hasnot been mention in the EA.
Why not?

This project proposes to introduce fire onto 36 treatment acres under Alternative 2 and 21 treatment
acres under Alternative 3. Though improved opportunities to gather mushrooms may result, it isnot a
key issue that would influence the decision to proceed with treatment options within this area.

Isthereold growth in the project area, and how will the project meet Forest Plan standar ds?

Seventy-five acres (8% of the project area) are stands managed as allocated old growth habitat. No
harvest would occur within this old growth area. These 75 acres are located within Old Growth
Management Unit (OGMU) 22. Allocated old growth comprises 3.8 percent of the timber standsin
OGMU 22. The Coeur d' Alene River Ranger District currently manages 60,122 acres as allocated old
growth (Forest Plan Monitoring Report 2000, p. 60). This exceeds the |PNFs recommendations for the
Coeur d'Alene District alocation of old growth. The Forest as awhole is managing 274,899 acres as
alocated old growth. This exceeds the Forest Plan direction of maintaining 10% of the forest as old
growth. The District is currently in the process of considering additional stands for allocation to old
growth management. None of the units proposed for harvest treatment under this proposal are within
alocated old growth or within stands being considered for additional old growth alocation (EA, page
3-14).

The Forest Service Environmental Policy and Procedures Handbook setsthe standard for
analysis of cumulative effects. This project should describeits hydrologic relationship to all
other projectslocated in the Coeur d’Alene Basin. Cumulativeimpacts are analyzed in context
only of timber harvest, little attention is provided to other factorssuch asincreased ORV use,
increased risk of fire, grazing, and the Doug-Fir Beetle and Iron Honey projects.

A thorough cumulative effects analysis was conducted for this project, as documented in Chapter 3 of
the EA. Thisproject did not warrant an in depth discussion of increased ORV use because only about
5% of the proposed treatment would involve tractor skidding that could increase the potential for off-
road vehicle use. The project files (Soils-1, page 8) does address why increasesin ORV useis not
expected. Risks of fire are discussed in relation to historic condition, proposed treatments, logging
activities, and cumulatively in the EA (Fire/Fuels, pages 3-15 through 3-23).

Grazing is identified as a reasonably foreseeable activity (page 2-7), addressed in the discussion of
cumulative effects to water resources (page 3-37), effects of ongoing and reasonably activities on
fisheries (page 3-49), and as an issue not addressed in detail in the Environmental Assessment (page
A-7).

The Douglas-fir Beetle Project is discussed in the Purpose and Need (page 1-1), in the Forest

V egetation discussions (page 3-6), the fire/Fuels section (pages 3-17/18, 21-22) including a discussion
of effects of ongoing and foreseeable activities related to the Beaver Heli Bug timber sale, which was
one of the timber sales generated by the Douglas-fir Beetle decision. Referencesto Douglas-fir Beetle
project activities are also included in the Water Resources section (page 3-29, 3-38), under ongoing
and reasonably foreseeable activities within the Fisheries section (page 3-49), and the Wildlife section

(page 3-61).
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The Iron Honey project areais located over 25 air miles away from the Missouri Heli Bug project in
the Little North Fork River drainage. Thisareais outside of logical cumulative effects boundaries for
vegetation, wildlife and watershed resource analysis under the Missouri Heli Bug project.

A-25. The cumulative effects of noxious weeds need a full analysis. Direct control of noxious weeds
and management practices designed to prevent their spread or introduction to additional areas
has proven to befutile. Weed invasion isnot limited along road edges. The potential for
noxious weeds to transcend the roadside isincreased by motorized use, especially with the new
Huckleberry/Spades ATV trail being built thissummer. The best way to cope with noxious
weed infestation isthe preventative method — ending commercial timber sales, ending public
lands grazing, not building any new roads and monitoring ATV useinto sensitiveareas. The
EA statesthat motorized disturbanceislikely to increase astheresult of areasonably
foreseeable Huckleberry/Spades ATV Trail project.

Noxious weed treatment is identified in the Environmental Assessment as an ongoing activity (Table
2-1, page 2-5). Surveying, monitoring and treatment of noxious weeds are identified as opportunities
that could occur if funding becomes available (page 2-7). Treatment of noxious weedsisidentified as
an issue not addressed in detail in the Environmental Assessment (page A-6), since such treatment is
covered by the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District Noxious Weeds Environmental Impact Statement
and Record of Decision. Only 5% of this project would involve tractor yarding. It is standard
practice that all timber sale contracts require the cleaning and inspection of all off-road yarding
equipment prior to moving into the Sale Areato reduce the spread of noxious weeds.

The Huckleberry/Spade Mountain ATV trail construction was identified as a reasonably foreseeable
recreation project for the Burnt Cabin Heli Bug Environmental Assessment and is not within the
cumulative effects analysis area for the Missouri Heli Bug Assessment.

A-26. With all the past and future actions proposed for the general area, the Forest Service should
have done a better job of cumulative effects on habitat for snag-dependent birds and mammals.
Firewood collecting has also had effects and would again cumulatively with all the actions
planned.”

Effects to habitat for snag-depended birds and mammals are addressed in the Environmental
Assessment (Comparison of Alternatives, pages 2-22; Wildlife, Affected Environment, pages 3-59
and 3-60; Black-backed Woodpecker, pages 3-61 through 3-63; Pileated Woodpecker, page A-4; and
Snags and Down Woody Habitat, page A-5/6).

The effect of firewood collecting on snag habitat has been taken into consideration in the analysis of
effects on snags and down woody habitat (pages 3-59 and 3-60), and effects to black-backed
woodpeckers (page 3-63).

There are severa features and mitigation measures designed to protect wildlife (and particularly snag)
habitat under Features Designed to Protect Wildlife Habitat (page 2-17).
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Commentsreceived from John H. Miller, John P. Miller, Robert A. Hall, and
Bruce Tompkins (private individuals)

B-1.

B-2.

John H. Miller stated, “I have hunted Missouri Gulch/White Creek since 1961 and am well
acquainted with thearea. Inthe 1980's, this entire ar ea was extensively roaded and logged.
Theresult was miles of new roads and numerous clearcuts. In my opinion, this area does not
need anymorelogging at thistime. Therefore, | favor the #1 alter native, no action with
alter native 3 asmy second choice.” John P. Miller, Robert Hall, and Bruce Tompkins also
expressed concernsover the extensive roading and logging in the past, the effect that activity
has had on ek populations, and their support for alternative #1, no action.

Most of the past entry mentioned was associated with Alder, White, and Scott Creeks, much of which
isto the south of the Missouri Heli Bug project area. Considerable activity occurred in that area for
long-term timber management needs. Missouri and Rock Gulches were not entered during that
management activity. No roading or clearcutting is being proposed under the Missouri Heli Bug
project. Thelimited access into Missouri and Rock Gulches would be maintained with this proposal.

Group and irregular shelterwood harvests would maintain 20-30% of the overstory canopy on site.
This should provide a much different landscape character than clearcutting, while still providing the
opportunity to establish pines and larch for future forest structure and habitat. This entry would allow
the salvage of timber mortality associated with the Douglas-fir beetle and other causal agents and trend
the areatoward more historical timber stand components. Adding road access to the proposed
treatment areas would provide a much more economical return, but this option was not selected so the
limited access into the Missouri Gulch areawould be maintained.

We anticipate that the disturbance period should be fairly short during harvest operations. Helicopter
yarding operations tend to remove volume quickly to be efficient using this high-priced system. The
EA acknowledges that there would be a short term loss of security and disturbance during activities,
but concluded there would be no change to the existing elk habitat potential for the elk habitat unit
during and after sale activities (EA, page 2-22). Alternative 2 isfavored at this time because it would
treat low-stocking areas as aresult of other causal agents such as root disease and blister-rust and not
just focus on beetle mortality areas. Thiswould alow for a more efficient operation if the entry is
going to be made.

John H. Miller also stated, “ The 933 road (between the gates) that runsthrough Missouri/Rock
Gulch should be eliminated. Thisroad isnot needed to servicethe BPA power lineasthereare
no tower s accessed from thisroad. Theonly towersarenear thegates. Thisareaissome of the
best elk/deer range, yet these animals ar e constantly being disrupted by human activity. During
the hunting season these gates are consistently breached. Theroad in questionisonly 3to 4
mileslong, so therewould still be plenty of accessto the general area.” Bruce Tompkins also
brought forward specific comments favoring the removal of the #933 road between the gates.
Mr. Hall commented on the need to eliminateroadsin the area.

Road 933 is the only road in the Missouri and Rock Gulch drainages. This gated road has become part
of awinter recreational trail and is groomed for snowmobile use every winter (EA, page A-10). The
gates are opened during the winter months for this use, then closed during the summer season. Shortly
after the BPA power line was established, we closed Road 933 on the Beaver Creek side with an earth
barrier. BPA immediately requested that the barrier be removed so they could have efficient accessto
both tower sites without having to drive along way around using Roads 1586 or 620. We have
attempted to maintain the restricted access using gates since that time. With the location of this portion
of Road 933 high in the drainages, it also makesit alow priority for removal in terms of watershed
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restoration needs. We gave extra consideration to eliminating this section of roadway, however dueits
national recreational winter trail status, the need for full road width for grooming, and BPA’s concern
over efficient accessto the towers, we do not anticipate changing the current restricted access. Other
optionsto install alarger gate or install a double gate system, which has reduced breaches in other
areas, will be considered.

Commentsreceived from Mike Mihelich (Kootenai Environmental Alliance)

C-1. Cumulative Effects. On page 3-29 of the EA the Beaver Creek watershed isdescribed asa41.1
square mile water shed, or approximately 26,304 acres. The water shed isclassified as Not
Properly Functioning (NPF) and the EPA liststhe water shed as a 303(d) watershed. The Capitol
Hill Planning Area is mentioned in several areasof the EA, including pages2-7 and 2-9. The
Capitol Hill Planning area was described as 18,500 acresin size. The 1986 Decision Noticelisted
2,200 acres of regeneration logging, 17 miles of new road construction, 45 MM BF of timber to be
harvested of which 1,100 acres were to belogged in the Missouri-Carpenter area, and 1,100 acres
in the Capitol Hill area. No information issupplied in the Missouri Heli Bug EA that would
confirm the water shedsin the Missouri-Carpenter area are hydrologically recovered after the
regeneration logging of 1,100 acresin these water sheds. The cumulative effects analysisin the
Missouri Heli Bug EA did not mention or discussthe 1,100 acres of regeneration logging that
occurred lessthan 15 yearsago in the Missouri-Car penter area.

The cumulative effects analysisin the Missouri Heli Bug EA did not provideinformation
regarding the likely cumulative impacts that would occur in the cumulative effects analysis area
from the direct and indirect effects of the following past and proposed logging activities; the
1,100 acres of regeneration logging in the Missouri-Car penter area, the proposed Missouri Bug
logging, and the logging associated with the Douglas-fir Beetle EIS, the Small SalesEIS, and the
planned ElSfor the Beaver Creek area. The cumulative effects analysisfor the Missouri-
Carpenter areaisasignificant issue, as defined by NEPA at 40 CFR 1508.27b(7).

Of the 18,500 acres in the Capitol Hill EA planning area, approximately 13,200 fall within the Beaver
Creek watershed (based on GIS approximation). Of the 2,200 acres of regeneration treatments selected
for implementation under the DN for that EA, 1,849 acres were implemented (Project Files— Water
Resources). Approximately 294 of these 1,849 acres were located in Cinnabar and Cedar Creeks
outside of the Beaver Creek hydrologic unit. The remaining 1,555 acres of regeneration treatments are
within the Beaver Creek hydrologic unit and were analyzed as part of the existing condition in the
WATSED analysisfor this project. Of the 17 miles of road planned for construction under the Capitol
Hill DN, approximately 13 miles were constructed. The many of these constructed roads were high on
the slopes above where drainage structures were needed. These roads were also addressed as part of
the existing condition for this project.

The Missouri-Carpenter area, as defined in the Capitol Hill Planning EA, includes White, Scott,
Missouri, Rock, Carpenter, Hurricane, Cedar, and Cinnabar Creeks. Activitiesin White and Scott
Creeks are part of the existing condition and are included in the WATSED analysis for the Beaver
Creek. Cedar and Cinnabar Creeks are outside of the Beaver Creek watershed and are not part of the
analysis. Of the 1,100 acres of regeneration treatments scheduled for the Missouri-Carpenter area
under the Capitol Hill DN, 875 acres were implemented. Only 581 acres are within the Beaver Creek
watershed hydrologic unit and analyzed as part of the existing condition (Project Files, Water/Fish).

The Beaver Creek watershed islisted as 303(d) by the EPA. The pollutant of concernissediment. A
portion of the funds generated by the vegetative treatments associated with the Capitol Hill EA were
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used to implement point source sediment reduction activities as discussed in the Water Resources
section of Chapter 3 (EA, page 3-29).

Logging associated with the Douglas-fir Beetle EIS (Beaver Heli Bug), the Small Sales EIS, and the
ElS planned for Beaver Creek, are identified as ongoing or reasonably foreseeable activities in Chapter
2 (pages 2-5, 2-6) and their cumulative effects are discussed in the Water Resources section of Chapter
3 (pages 3-38, 3-39). Planned future activities such as the Beaver Creek EIS would have to consider
all past activities in the watershed, such as the Missouri Heli Bug project, as part of the existing
condition during analysis.

C-2. Equivalent Clearcut Area (ECA): Theequivalent clearcut area (ECA) for the entire Beaver
Creek watershed isgiven as9%. The Capitol Hill Planning Unit EA included a water shed
management alter native evaluation summary. The ECA for the Carpenter drainage waslisted
as 24% for the no action alternative and 24% or 28% for the action alternatives. The projected
ECA’sfor the White Creek drainage wer e between 18% and 21% asaresult of logging
associated with the action alter natives under that evaluation. The Missouri Heli Bug analysis
areaislocated within these two drainages. The DN should supply accurate data for the actual
ECA that existsin the Missouri-Car penter area.

The watershed analysis for the Missouri Heli Bug project areawas analyzed on at |east two scales: the
local site or tributaries where activities occur and the cumulative effect watershed (EA, Methodol ogy
section, page 3-33). Thedirect and indirect effectsto local sites and reaches are discussed on page 3-
37. Thedirect, indirect, and cumulative effects at the watershed scale are discussed on page 3-38.

The Missouri-Carpenter area, as defined in the Capitol Hill EA, includes White Creek, Scott Gulch,
Missouri Gulch, Rock Gulch, Carpenter Gulch, Hurricane Gulch, Cedar Creek, and Cinnabar Creek.
Hurricane, Cedar, and Cinnabar Creeks flow into the North Fork of the Coeur d’ Alene River below
Beaver Creek and are therefore not part of the cumulative effects analysis. Carpenter Gulchis
identified as a face drainage of the North Fork of the Coeur d’ Alene River inthe GIS layer. Carpenter
Gulch actually flowsto the east for over a quarter mile near the North Fork of the Coeur d’ Alene and
emptiesinto Beaver Creek several hundred feet above the mouth. The GIS layer did not pick up this
irregularity and therefore was excluded from the cumulative effects analysis for Beaver Creek.
Activitiesin Carpenter Gulch contribute more to the effects to the North Fork than to Beaver Creek
because of its entry point. Inclusion of the small Carpenter Gulch drainage into the Beaver Creek
analysis would not substantially change the watershed analysis for the Missouri Heli Bug project since
no activities are planned in that drainage.

Activities proposed under the Missouri Heli Bug EA are located in Missouri and Scott Gulches. White
Creek is not located within the Missouri Heli Bug project area, therefore no treatments are proposed
within White Creek with this project. White Creek isamagjor tributary within the Beaver Creek
watershed. Therefore past activities and current ECA levelsin White Creek, including activities
associated with the Capitol Hill Planning EA, were included in the cumulative effects watershed
analysis and the calculation of the 9% ECA level in Beaver Creek.

C-3. WATSED Model: The analysison page 3-33 of the EA indicated WAT SED does not predict
increasesin sediment yield associated with in-channel and stream-bank erosion from logging
induced increasesin peak flows. However, the sediment levelsthat are the baseline for
WATSED come from natural in-channel and stream er osion that was a measured parameter
used in preparation of themodel. There are no citations from the Region One “ PC/96-
WATSED-Water & Sediment Yields’ manual displayed on page 3-33 that confirm the accuracy
of the cited sentences. Thisconcern isalso expressed with WATSED not evaluating rain-on-
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snow events and the statement, “However, rain-on-snow events are part of the precipitation
patternsused in the base calculationsfor peak flowsin WATSED.”

These statements were based on personal communication with the Forest Hydrologist, Rick Patten,
who developed the WATSED model. These statements are made to clarify that the base information
used to build the model includes in-channel erosion and rain on snow events. Thereisno utility for
this disclosure to be made in the WATSED users manual or contained in references cited in the
manual, because these are user guides. Rick Patten, as the developer of the model, has stated that the
data he used to develop the model included measured sediment, some of which is from in-channel
erosion, and precipitation patterns and amounts that included rain on snow events that occurred during
the collection period for this data. The model equates increasesin water yieldsto increasesin
sediment, because that’ s what the data showed. In the same light, the model predicts increasesin water
yield due to reduction of tree canopy, because the data showed influences of tree canopy on water
yield, from snowmelt (such as rain on snow events), interception, infiltration and transpiration. An
example would be: If the modeler input a canopy reduction from 100 to 30 percent, the model would
calculate this influence over the full range of precipitation that occurred during the data collection,
including this 70% reduction, on how measured water yields changed with the measured precipitation
patterns. The model does not know the difference between rain on snow, and other precipitation
events. It knows that water yields increase with reduction of canopy, for any number of reasons.

C-4. Watershed/fisheries. Thereisnoindication in the EA if thereislong-term flow data for the
Creeksin the Missouri-Carpenter area, or long-term flow data for Beaver Creek. Increased
peak flowsin the Creeks and tributaries within the Missouri-Car penter cumulative effects
analysis area, with associated coar se and fine bedload movement, likely contribute to channel
instability problems and the associated degraded fisheries conditionsin the Missouri-Car penter
analysisarea. Alternativestwo and three do not contain mitigation measuresthat would result
in ameasurable reduction in peak flows or a measurable reduction in coar se and fine bedload
movement.

The EA analysisis based on best available information. There is no long-term flow data for Beaver
Creek or associated tributaries. The Missouri Heli Bug proposal is a small-scale vegetative treatment
project. Opportunities for watershed improvement are limited within the project area (EA, page 2-7).
The Missouri Heli Bug EA analysis concludes that “the cumul ative effects from implementation of
either of the action alternatives would not be measurable at the tributary or watershed scale for
increases in peak flows or sediment over what would occur under the No-Action Alternative’ (EA,
page 2-21), therefore no mitigation measures are required for this project. Other recently completed
and ongoing watershed restoration projects within the cumulative effects analysis area are disclosed
(EA, pages 3-29, 3-43, 3-49).

C-5. Thereisno data presented in the EA that indicates ther e has been a measurable improvement to
the degraded fisheriesin the Missouri-Capenter area asaresult of thetimber salesthat resulted
from the Capitol Hill Planning Unit EA. The Capitol Hill DN contained the following lanaguage.
“Road construction and harvest will not exceed acceptable limitsin sediment production thus
maintaining the fishery resour ce above the management threshold.” The Missouri Bug Heli DN
should indicate whether water shed and fisheries data has been acquired that indicated the
fishery resourcein the Missouri-Car penter analysis area has been maintained above the
management.

No specific measurement data is available. The Missouri Heli Bug EA refers to recently completed
and ongoing watershed restoration projects within the Beaver Creek watershed (EA, pages 3-29, 3-43,
and 3-49) which lead to the following conclusion: “Although there would be no cumulative effects
from this project at the watershed scale, the overall effects of this project in combination with the past,
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present and reasonably foreseeable actions would be to maintain the rate at which the Management
Indicator Species recover within the analysis area” (EA, page 3-49)

C-6. Old growth: The EA on page 3-9 indicated that approximately 23% of the project area, or 215
acresarein the age group 100-150 years. It isalso stated on page 3-9 that there are 75 acres of
allocated old growth within the project area. If there are any stands within the project areathat
have trees older than 150 years, the DN should include the stand humber (s) with the year of
origin for the stand(s).

The EA containsinformation regarding forest structure (pages 3-7 through 3-9) and old growth (page
3-14). Additional information is available in the Project Files (Vegetation) including a stand data table
that shows year of stand origin and the silviculturist’ s determination that none of the older standsin the
project areawould qualify for old growth allocation minimum criteria. Anindividual would need to
research our TSMRS stand records to determine if there are any stands within the project area that
have individual trees older than 150 years. That information was not important to bring forward once
that determination was made that no stands would meet the minimum criteriafor inclusion into old
growth.

C-7. Vegetation: The EA indicated green treeswould be logged with Alternatives2 and 3. If there
are stands proposed for logging that have green trees 75 yearsor older, these stands should be
listed in the DN.

Trees of 75 years of age would fall within the immature structural class. Seventy-five years of ageis
not near the category break between mature and immature sawtimber. All stands proposed for logging
will have green trees 75 years of age and older that will be harvested. What percentage of the green
trees are over 75 yearsisnot known. The EA states, “smaller green treesthat are not expected to
survive underburning in these stands would be harvested unless retained for wildlife habitat.
Generally, healthy western larch, ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir over 16 inchesin diameter and
healthy white pine and grand fir over 18 inches in diameter would be retained on site.” Tree size and
age do not always correspond. Often the smaller trees are the same age as the overstory component of
the stand and would likely be the same age as the stand origin date would indicate. Larger unhealthy
green trees, such as those fading to root disease and blister rust would also be considered for harvest
(EA, page 2-10). These trees are expected to be 75 years of age or older. Individual tree health, not
age, was considered important to this decision.

C-8. Monitoring: The DN should supply information that would list the timber sale(s) associated with
the Capitol Hill Planning Unit EA that were monitored for impactsto fisheries and water sheds
after each timber sale closed, and after the reforestation activities were completed. Thetimber
sale(s) that include written evaluations of monitoring data should belisted in the DN.

There is no watershed and fisheries post monitoring information specific to the timber sales
implemented under the Capitol Hill Planning Unit EA. Watershed and fisheries monitoring is
generally conducted at the forest level and published in annual Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation
Reports. Surveys at thislevel are conducted to provide baseline information for monitoring trends.
This monitoring is also used to compare predicted versus measured results to validate models such as
WATSED. Past monitoring resultsindicated that WATSED measured responses are within a
reasonable range for estimating peak flows and sediment production (Forest Plan Monitoring and
Evaluation Report 1999, pages 31-33).
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C-9. Road obliteration: On page 3-48 of the EA it isindicated that 8.0 miles of roadswill beremoved
under ongoing and for eseeable actions not associated with the Missouri Bug project. The
amount of Level | and Level |1 road obliteration work slated for the 8.0 milesisnot listed. Given
the significant differences between the two, the DN should indicate the road(s) where the
decompaction of theinside half of the roadway to a minimum of 30 inches deep would occur. If
thisinformation is unknown or unavailable, the DN should describe the unavailable infor mation.

Based on watershed restoration implementation records, approximately 50% of the road miles were
Level | obliteration where culverts were removed stream channel crossings were restored and the roads
were waterbarred. The other half wasa Level |l obliteration where the roadways are returned to
original ground contour.

Commentsreceived from Sherman Bamford (on behalf of The Ecology Center,
The Lands Council, and the Alliance for the Wild Rockies)

D-1. Weincorporate our previous commentsand appeals of the DFB Project and “ SS’ project, in
your possession, as commentson the Missouri Bug EA. We incor porate the comments on this
EA by Mike Mihelich and/or KEA, in your possession, into thisletter. We also incor porate the
Ecology Center’s January 25, 2000 letter to the Forest Supervisor, which the Coeur d’Alene
River Ranger District received a copy, ascomments on this proposal. Please place a copy of
those documentsin the Project File asresponsive to your request for commentson the Missouri
Bug EA.

Similar comments were received and responded to during scoping of this project. See EA pages A-15
and A-19. Mr. Mihelich’'s comments have already been incorporated into this EA.

D-2. Old growth levelsin thisproject area are already very low (EA, 3-58). The FS should document
that no old growth or areasallocated to old growth attainment will be cut in this project, that
plan requirementsfor old growth allocation and protection will be met, that no FS activities will
impair the qualitiesthat make old growth unique as a forest succession stage and wildlife/native
plant habitat and that appropriate identification, protection and monitoring of old growth is
conducted by qualified personnel. The FS should demonstrate that the project will not adver sely
affect the viability of old growth dependent species.

The EA contains documentation related to old growth and the meeting of Forest retention standards on
page 3-14. Additional information is available in the Project Files (V egetation) including the
silviculturist’ s determination that none of the older stands in the project area would qualify for old
growth allocation minimum criteria. The wildlife sections of the EA demonstate that the project will
not adversely affect the viability of old growth dependent species (EA, pages 3-54 through 3-56, and
A-2 through A-6). Thisis supported by the BA/BE located in the Project Files.

D-3. Mr. Bamford goes on to discuss theimportance of old forest structure and cites numerousitems
from Chief Bombeck’s January 8, 2001 speech and the Integrated Scientific Assessment for the
Interior Columbia Basin.

The Ecology Center provided this same information during initial scoping of the Missouri Heli Bug
project (EA, page A-16 through A-18). Our response to that information is provided on pages A-19
and A-20, specifically items 4 and 5.
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D-4. Sincetheproject intendsto bring the forest closer to historic conditions (EA 3-15t0 17), the
NEPA document must adequately describe how the historic range of variability was deter mined.
Proposed treatments to move ecosystemstoward historic ranges of variability (HRV's) defined
chiefly by vegetative composition often pose far greater threatsto biodiversity than do fires and
other natural eventsthat might (or might not) be associated with the “undesired changesin
forest structure (Frissell and Bayles, 1996; Henjum et al., 1994; Rhodes et al. , 1994) Hessberg
and Lemkuhl (1999) suggest that prescribed burning alone can be utilized in many cases where
manager s typically assume mechanical fuel reductions must be used. The concept of historic
range of variability suffersfrom afailureto provide defensible criteria for determining what
ecosystem factors' ranges should be measured (Fissell and Bayles, 1996). Without infor mation
pertaining to how historic conditions wer e estimated, it isimpossible for decision-makersto
maked informed decisions as required by NEPA. A failureto disclose methodologies used for
estimating the historic range of viability would under mine the scientific integrity of theentire
EA. Moreover, sincethe road network, past logging, loss of old growth, degradation of streams,
and other factorsare potentially affecting the natural range of variability, the FS needsto
addressthese factorsaswell.

The purpose of this project is not driven solely by a desire to move the forest toward more historic
conditions, however, it makes use of the opportunities generated by the salvage of this timber to trend
in that direction. This project istoo small in scope to make a significant shift toward more historic
conditions. The EA acknowledges this (EA, page 3-23). Discussionsin the forest vegetation and
fire/fuels of past conditions are necessary to understand the current environmental conditions and what
the desired future condition should be. Historic conditions are based on information from the Coeur

d’ Alene River Geographic Assessment, USFS, February, 1998. The Geographic Assessment gathered
information from old photos, past fire history information, old stand inventories, historical writings
from Leiberg and others, and successional model runs to determine what the natural forest ecosystem
condition was and what it could be. The EA discusses how man’sintervention, beit past harvest
activities or suppression of wildfire, has changed the natural forest ecosystem. It also discusses how
no action would not return the forest to its natural ecosystem state (EA, pages 3-1 through 3-23).

D-5. The scoping letter for thisproject stated, “ The proposed activities are outside of the analysis area
considered under the Douglas-fir Beetle (DFB) or Small SalesEIS (SS) projects.” Thisisclearly
adisingenuous statement. Although the Missouri Bug project does not fall within the arbitrary
“Analysis Area” boundariesdrawn for the DFB Project, the Missouri Bug project logging would
occur immediately across Beaver Creek...As some of our comments on both the DFB and SS
project werein regardsto cumulative effects on aquatic resour ces downstream of immediate
logging activities, and given therelative locations of all these proj ects, the cumulative effects of
all must be analyzed together. There arehundreds of acres of past, ongoing, and for eseeable
logging operations....in the vicinity of the project area. The FS does not analyze the impacts of
thoselisted. Other activitiesnot listed are not considered. The proposal is more expansion of
the CDA River Ranger District’sportion of the DFB Project. It seemsthe IPNF istryingto
avoid NEPA’srequirement to fully analyze impacts of the combined actions.

The Ecology Center provided these same comments during initial scoping of the Missouri Heli Bug
project (EA, page A-15). Our response to those commentsis provide on page A-19, item 1. Past
activities are brought forward as part of the existing condition. Ongoing and reasonably foreseeable
activities, including the DFB Project and SS Project, are discussed within each resource sectionin
Chapter 3.
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D-6. Thisproposal also continuesthe |PNF’s“management by crisis’ which, likethe DFB and SS

projects, isan overblown reaction to an infestation of a native insect species— one that has been
periodically infesting the forest without ill-effects for centuries. The present condition of the
Forest follows from decades of over cutting and excessive road building to the point that the only
“justification” for morelogging isto perpetratea “forest health” concern so an increasingly
skeptical public can betemporarily confused into submission.

The Ecology Center provided these same comments during initial scoping of the Missouri Heli Bug
project (EA, page A-15). Our response to those comments is provide on page A-19, item 3.

D-7. Our observations of many cutting units of the DFB salereveled that the extensive cutting of

healthy treeswastheresult, far morethan stated in the DFB FEIS. We suspect that the
proposed project would also result in mor e high grading of large live and dead trees. Liveor
dead, standing of fallen, these provide important habitat components of many sensitive,
endangered, threatened, and management indicator species, and contribute to development of
diverse mature and old growth forests and contribute to habitat connectivity of species
depending on old growth. Again, we urgethe FSto fully consider cumulative effects.

The alternative descriptions (EA, pages 2-10 through 2-12) provide information on what would be
harvested and what would be retained within the harvest units. Regeneration units have the following
description: “The emphasis would be on retention of groups of large healthy overstory treesto
maintain visual quality objectives on the sites. Smaller green trees that are not expected to survive
underburning in these stands would be harvested unless retained for wildlife habitat. Generaly,
healthy western larch, ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir over 16 inches in diameter and healthy white
pine and grand fir over 18 inches in diameter would be retained on site.” Under features designed to
protect wildlife habitat (EA, page 2-17), retention of snag areas outside of proposed harvest units,
retention of 2-4 of the largest dead trees per acre within treatment areas, and retention of a down wood
component are discussed. These features are included to provide important habitat components for
wildlife.

D-8. The purpose and need for thisproject (EA 1-1) was so narrowly constructed asto preclude a full

D-9.

range of alternatives (EA 2-9). SeeBrian Byrd’s scoping letter on thisissue.

Brian Byrd' s scoping letter islocated in the EA on pages A-21 and A-22. Our responsesto his
comments are on page A-23. Thisproject is small in scope and was proposed in response to mortality
associated with the Douglas-fir beetle. Three alternatives are considered in detail and three alternatives
were considered but dismissed from further analysis (EA, page 2-9). Therange of aternativesis
adequate considering the size and scope of the project. Landscape level projects, such as the Beaver
Creek EIS if undertaken, will likely have a broader purpose and need and will include a wider range of
aternatives.

How will this project maximize net public benefit? In other words, you should give consider ation
to, and adequately document, who benefits by these projects and who “pays’ for them. Wealso
ar e concer ned that the cost of road building in this case would make the sale economically
unfeasible. All costs and benefits should beitemized in the analysis, so the public can see these
figures. Net public benefit isdetermined by numerousinputs and outputs, some of which are
quantifiable and otherswhich are mor e qualitative. Economic analysis can provide a useful
basisfor evaluation only if the economic evaluation is comprehensive and documents all costs
and benefitsrelated to the proposed action. Mr. Bamford goeson to list out direct and induced
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costs, in-place benefits, recreational opportunities, outfitter losses, all costsrelated to the project,
and the market and non-market benefits of intact forests.

The Forest Serviceis still under direction to manage for multiple uses, including timber commodity
production for local and national markets. There isno road construction being considered with this
project. Road construction would likely make this project more economical, however it is not being
considered for some of the other resource reasons that Mr. Bamford suggests that we consider. As
stated under Methodology in the Finances section (EA, page 3-24) Non-commodity values were not
included in this analysis because these resources are evaluated under the specific resource section.
Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations for NEPA (40 CFR 1502.23) indicates that “ For the purposes of
complying with the Act, the weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the various aternatives need not
be displayed in amonetary cost-benefit analysis and should not be when there are qualitative
considerations.” Environmental effects on resources are documented in individual resource sections.

D-10. The EA doesnot discuss the effectsto the following resour cesin detail, many which could be

D-11.

D-12.

affected by the project (by itself or cumulatively). Mr. Bamford goeson to list most theitems
listed in Appendix A of the EA under Issues Not Discussed in Detail in ThisEA. Such non-
analysis makesthe EA deficient. The argumentsof the FS are not validated and these arguments
do not void FSresponsibility to consider issues.

During the course of this analysis, the public and project resource speciaistsidentified other issues that
could be relevant to the proposed project. Each issue was considered by the appropriate team member
to determine if/how it isrelated to the proposal and the level of potential impact. Asaresult, a
decision was made either to address the issue in detail in this EA, or not to address the issue in detail.
There were three situations in which an issue was not addressed in detail: 1) the issue is beyond the
scope of this project; 2) there will be little or no effect to the issue of concern; or 3) the issue has been
effectively addressed through specific alternative features and/or mitigation measures (EA, page A-1).

For each of the issues, a brief overview of the issue and the reason for not providing further
documentation in the EA is provided (A-2 through A-11). The determination of effects from this
project on many of these issuesis also supported by findingsin the Biological Assessment and
Biological Evaluations for TES species (Project Files).

Thewatershed in the project areaisin bad shape. Why ismorelogging proposed in this already
damaged watershed? How will bull trout, west-slope cutthroat trout and other TES aquatic
species be impacted?

Timber stand management is being proposed in response to Douglas-fir beetle mortality and other
causal agents (EA, page 1-1). The analysis of this project proposal concluded “there would be no
change in fish population condition at the scale of a stream segment as aresult of either action
alternative. Because the actions have minimal effects at the scale of a stream reach, this project would
have no incremental effect at the scale of the watershed” (EA, page 2-21). This conclusionis
supported in the Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation for fish species (Project Files).

Elk EHU islow in thisarea (EA-Wildlife). Weare concerned that the project could impact this
and other habitat components and needs of elk further.

Under the action alternatives, there would be some loss in hiding and thermal cover beyond what the
Douglas-fir beetle has done, however cover isnot limiting in thisarea. There would be no new road
construction or reconstruction with either alternative. The EA acknowledges that there would be a
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D-13.

D-14.

D-15.

D-16.

short term loss of security and disturbance during activities, but concluded there would be no change to
the existing elk habitat potential for the elk habitat unit during and after sale activities (EA, page 2-22).

How isthere no suitable fisher habitat in the project area, but thereis“ capable’ habitat (EA 3-
63)? What isthe difference? Wasall potential suitable fisher habitat considered? And how will
capable, potential, or suitable fisher habitat be affected?

The difference between capable and suitable habitat is defined in the EA on page 3-56 with additional
information regarding capable habitat contained under Effects Common to All Action Alternatives for
fisher on page 3-64. The difference between suitable and capable habitat is generally associated with
the current status of the vegetative cover. Terrain and habitat conditions may favor use by fishers but
if stand conditions are not appropriate, be it stand age or density, the area would be considered capable
of becoming good habitat but not currently suitable. There are no areas within the project areathat are
currently considered suitable fisher habitat, but there are areas that will become suitable when
vegetative conditions become appropriate. The wildlife section (EA, pages 3-63, 3-64) discusses the
effect of each aternative on fisher habitat.

Goshawk numbers (and goshawk habitat) are apparently low in the project area. What
additional measures are needed to protect the goshawk.

The project area does not contain any suitable goshawk habitat, and approximately 98 acres of
model ed capable goshawk habitat (EA, 3-65). Under the action aternatives, no modeled goshawk
suitable or capable habitat would be within treatment areas (EA, 3-65).

The timber sale contract for either action aternative would include the following wording as a
mitigation measure: |f agoshawk nest is found, included timber may be deleted in an area of
approximately 30 acres around the site, as determined by the Forest Service. If the nest is being
actively used by a goshawk, the following measures may be taken: No felling, skidding, road
construction or other potentially disturbing activities within approximately 1/4 mile of the nest site, as
determined by the Forest Service, may occur between March 15 and August 15 (EA, 3-65). This
measure in included to protect goshawks in case they are found to be using an area that was not
modeled as possible habitat. These measures would be utilized if discovered prior to implementation
or during the implementation phase.

Have the populations, population trends and habitats of all TES and M1 S species been
considered?

The proposal’ s effects on TES and MIS species and habitats, appropriate for this area, have been
discussed either in Chapter 3 of the Fisheries or Wildlife sections or in Appendix A of the
Environmental Assessment. The analysis for many of these speciesis also supported in the Biological
Assessment and Biological Evaluations located in the Project Files.

The FS should conduct Soils Analysis according to the R-1 Soils Standardsin this project area.
All proposed activities are within the levels recommended in the Forest Plan Guidelines and in the

Region 1 Soil Quality Standards (Project Files— Soils, page 7). Additional information regarding soils
isavailable in the EA page A-7 and the Project Files.
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D-17. Thearea within and around the Missouri Bug project proposal has been extensively logged and
roaded, contributing to cumulative impactsin Beaver Creek and the North Fork Coeur d’Alene
River. Werequest that you prioritize restoration rather than invest mor e taxpayer money in
another ill-conceived logging proj ect.

The Missouri Heli Bug project considered the effects of past, ongoing, and foreseeable activitiesin the
analysis for each resource. Past activities are brought forward as part of the existing condition for each
resource and are included in modeling through the TSMRS and GI S data bases. Ongoing and
foreseeable activities are displayed in tables in Chapter 2 and the effects are discussed within the
resource sectionsin Chapter 3. Recently completed and ongoing restoration activities are also
discussed in the Opportunity section of Chapter 2 and within the Water Resources and Fisheries
sections of Chapter 3.
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509.838.5155 Email tic@landscouncil.org Website www.landscouncil.org

921 W. Sprague Ave. Suite 205
Spokane, WA 99201

Coeur d’Alene River Ranger District
2502 East Sherman Avenue
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814-5899

Friday, May 03, 2002 _ %,

. . : . s LY
RE: Comments on the Ponderosa Pine Restoration Project and the Missouri Heli Bug Project * )
% 4

Dear Ms. Jerome and Mr. Rehnborg, ’ “ﬁﬁﬁé&%

The Lands Council, Ecology Center, National Forest Protection Alliance and Forest Conservation
Council would like to express our thoughts on the Ponderosa Pine Project as well as the Missouri
Heli-Bug Project. Thank you for accepting our comments.

We are concerned with the selective use of ICBEMP Science and the perception that this science
tells us what the project area was like. We suggest you read the USGS John Lieberg reports from
the 1890’s — Ponderosa Pine were a very minor component of the ecosystem anywhere on your
District. - ‘ I B PSSR

The'ar'ea needs restoration, we would like to see a non-commercial alternative that focused on the

damage caused by roads, culverts and logging of old trees.

We also would like to see a restoration Altemative for the Missouri Heli-Bug. Insects are a
natural part of the forest, what is the role of insect predators, how will their numbers change if the
project goes forward.

‘We are concerned with the adverse economic effects of the national forest logging program, and

the Forest Service’s failure to quantify such effects at the project level or for the program as a

- whole. The logging program increases costs of water purification and filtration, decreases the

value of private timberlands, unfairly competes against alternative fiber and building material
businesses, increases wildfire risk, increases repair and maintenance costs for highways and
public roads, and decreases the number of jobs in recreation, tourism, fisheries, and alternative
forest products.

Over all there are shortcomings in the science within these document in such areas as Features
Designed to Protect Wildlife Habitat, Conditions in the Coeur d’Alene Watershed, stream flow
the Ponderosa and Missouri Heli Bug EA include:

n 4“:‘.
Earth Share..

"OF WASHINGTON




1. Features Designed to Protect Wildlife Habitat: ‘ , (‘x

The project area should be fully surveyed for all protected wildlife habitat. In the EA the
Forest Service suggests proposed plans for the possible encounter of wildlife habitat in the project
‘areas. We should know prior to the start of the project if there is sensitive wildlife habitat in the
area. Where is the guarantee that these areas will be protected our even surveyed for after the
project has started?

The wildlife analysis for the Ponderosa and Missouri Heli Bug proposal considered effects to
species with habitat within the analysis area. This included black-backed woodpecker, fisher,
Northern goshawk, and elk. These impacts must be considered

Black-backed Woodpecker

The removal of native vegetation, whether the “salvage” in the Heli project, or the thinning of fir
in the Ponderosa Pine project will impact native species because it will change fire regimes. Fires
not only would have provided a food source, since it is believed black-backs prefer burned snags,
but would also would have provided conditions for the establishment of serial species cover types
that are preferred by the woodpecker. How many snags per acres will be retained for woodpecker
habitat and food security? Does this meet the woodpecker’s requirements?

Northern Goshawk

Since the goshawk is on the list of Candidate species, which, in the opinion of the U.S. FlSh &
Wildlife Service may become threatened or endangered, the EA is in violation of FSM
2670.32(5). This provision requires that management standards be established for Federal
candidate species when a project may have a significant effect on population numbers or PR
distributions. The IPNF has as yet failed to establish these standards for the northern goshawk; )
therefore the project cannot legally proceed.

- Water howellia (Howellia aquatilis) and Ute ladies'-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis).

These two species are listed as threatened for the IPNF. “There are no documented occurrences of
these species, although suitable habitat is thought to occur” (EA) which will hopefully be
confirmed when a sensitive species survey is complete and incorporated to the EIS. When and if
confirmed, then a BE is required as defined in FSM 2670.5(3), “A documented Forest Service
review of Forest Service programs or activities in sufficient detail to determine how an action or
proposed action may affect any threatened, endangered, proposed, or sensitive species.”

Westslope cutthroat trout

Westslope cutthroat trout is listed by the Regional Forester of the U.S. Forest Service (FS)
Region One as a sensitive species. The State of Idaho considers westslope cutthroat trout to be a
"species of special concern." Unacceptably high increases in water and sediment yields resulting
from the implementation of the proposed action can only further negatively impact this watershed
and its fishery.

2. Conditions in the Coeur D’ Alene Watershed:

The Watershed in the Project area is already harmed by historical Forest Management project
-such as timber harvests (within the past five years) and associated road building have contributed
to cumulative effects that are affecting recovery of fish habitat conditions in these streams. The

)
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removal of the forest canopy no matter what the material is will not benefit the watershed and -
help to in restoration and recovery efforts. Any further timber extraction will only make a bad
problem worse. :

Watershed restoratron is proposed all the time w1th no economrc retum Part of thepurpose and
need for this project is vegetatlve restoration. It is an investment. The , .

Opportunity exists to use the value of the dead and dying timber on site to finance a portlon of the
vegetative restoration need. Removal of the dead and dying componentwill also reduce long term
fuel loadings and

Increase firefighter safety should a fire occur in this area. Depending on tlmmg of this and other
timber sale

projects, the opportunity will likely exist to combine this project with another timber sale with
less planned

Vegetative restoration.

3.Stream Flow Regime:

The streams systems in the project area are already weakened by past Forest Management
activities, and the project area has a preexisting sensitivity to rain on snow everits, an increase
stream gradation ‘which can increase stream flow this will add sediment to the stream systems.
There is no way these effects will be remedied by more forest management practices, salvage,
regeneration, and shelterwood prescriptions. How will the removal of these tees help to stabilize
stream systems and reduce the risk of “increases in the magmtude and quantlty of flow that would
occur under all alternatlves at md1v1dual 51tes‘7 N :

Cumulatlvely we beheve that your actions have 1mpacted the ﬂow to the Spokane/Rathdrum
Aquifer — how will these two project improve or degrade recharge to the aquifer?

How can the Forest Service guarantee that drseases and bug infestation problem will not
heighten? The current problem was caused by years of fire suppresson, motivated by resource
protection.

The Ponderosa and Missouri Heli Bug EA will jeopardize the viability of species that thrive in
naturally disturbed forests, intervene in natural disturbance processes that are vital to ecosystem
sustainability, and degrade water quality and watershed condition. The analysis on which the
Forest has relied is inadequate, flawed and biased in a number of ways, rendering any potential
decision arbitrary and capricious.

4. Socioeconomic Benefits

USFS timber sales are the end result of inter-related planning decisions and analyses made at the

national, forest, and project level. 36 C.F.R. § 219.4. At the national level, the Forest Service

prepares the Renewable Resources Program (RPA), which determines output levels for all

national forest resources based upon a comprehensive environmental and economic assessment of
present and anticipated demands for and supply of renewable resources from forests in all

’ ”ov'vnershlp At the forest level the Forest Serv1ce has prepared the Nantahala Natlcnal Forest
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Land and Resource Management Plan (“LRMP”), which is an “extension” of the RPA Program
and which identifies lands that are suitable for timber sales, the amount of timber to be offered
each year, and under what conditions timber sales will be offered. At the project level, the Forest
Service makes decisions about the specific configuration of individual timber sales, including
Ponderosa and Missouri Heli Bug EA. At each level, the Forest Service must engage in
environmental and economic analyses of its decisions as required by the National Environmental
Policy Act. '

The Forest Service is required by law to manage national forest system lands and programs to
maximize social and economic benefits for the American people. As with other projectsplanned
on the National Forests of Idaho and throughout Region 1, the Forest Service has failed to
complete an economic analysis of the Ponderosa and Missouri Heli Bug EA that provides the
public with a full and fair accounting of net economic benefits. hstead, the economic analysis is
limited to net costs incurred by the Forest Service and project administrators for county receipts
as well as sale preparation and administration costs. The proposed action is a deficient/below
cost sale with a negative has a PNV of -$41,785 compared to the no action alternative-$20,000
and alternative -$15,498. You are correct in stating that the proposed alternative is not preferred
for the economic gain.

The EA and project record should analyze the economic value onexisting uses, including
recreation, flood control, pest control, carbon sequestering, and many other “ecosystem services.”
In addition, the economic analysis fails to consider a wide range of costs that will be incurred by
the public through loss of these “ecosystem services” and other externalized costs such as
increased flooding, increased risk of death, injury, and property damage from logging operations,
and increased fire risk."

A non-commercial restoration alternative for the Ponderosa and Missuri Heli Bug projects
should be analyzed. We contend that:

(1) all restoration objectives can be met without conducting a commercial timber sale;

(2) a commercial timber sale can only exacerbate current problems, no commercial
timber sale will eliminate these problems, and;

(3) the Forest Service cannot exclude a non-commercial alternative merely because
existing funding structure would make it difficult.

Given the insignificant contribution of wood fiber to America's consumption requirements from
national forest lands (about 2% in 2000), the vast economic contribution of nontimber related
jobs and income, and the growing body of scientific knowledge recognizing the ecological and
economic advantages of non-commercial restoration, the agency has no excuse for notanalyzing
a non-commercial, restoration only alternative in more detail. We request that such an alternative
be developed and analyzed in the final EA and that all costs and benefits, both monetary and non
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inonetary, of such an alternative be disclosed. Until, such action is taken, this NEPA analysis is
considered incomplete.

5. Species Viability

The Ponderosa and Missouri Heli Bug EA includes commercial harvest, ground-disturbing
activities associated with timber harvest and other vegetative manipulation. Tlese activities are
likely to jeopardize the viability of species that find optimal habitat in forests with weldeveloped
structures, and forests naturally disturbed by fire, disease and insect pathogens. These include
sensitive species and management indicator species.

For many of these species the Forest Service has no up-to-date population data describing
population numbers, locations, and trends, nor monitoring data on which the agency can rely to
determine that the actions proposed in the context ofPonderosa and Missouri Heli Bug EA will
maintain numbers and distribution of these species sufficient for insuring long term viability.
Because the Forest Service has no such data for most species adversely affected by the proposed
management activities, and because what data there is suggests that such species are declining
and otherwise at risk, the Forest Service runs afoul of viability and diversity requirements set
forth in forest planning regulations 36 C.F.R. § 219.19 and § 219.26. “While precisedata is not
available on the amount of sensitive plant habitat and populations that have been impacted or lost
due to past disturbances, it can be surmised that changes have occurred”.

For certain species, moderate to low risk activities such as selectiveharvest, low intensity fire,
and road reconstruction are not likely to adversely affect population viability, even though
individual plants may be affected. Observations and monitoring information indicate that some
activities may have little effect or even a positive effect on species tolerant of low to moderate
levels of disturbance, such as deerfern, Idaho strawberry and Constance's bittercress.

6. Soils

What is the existing condition of the soils. Have their been site specific surveys. Please detail tle
level of soil compaction in each unit for both project— by on-site visits and analysis.

7. Fire

One of the objectives in the Ponderosa and Missouri Heli Bug Project is the hope (“may”) reduce
the spread, fire intensity, and fire severity of wildland fre by a combination of salvage and
regeneration treatments. However, numerous studies, including government documents, have
proven that logging prescriptions are not effective mechanisms, in fact it increases the risk of
wildland ignitions, spread, intensity and severity and will not allow firefighters to contain and
control a small fire before it becomes a large one-as claimed in the EA. '

*"Timber harvest, through its effects on forest structure, local microclimate, and fuels
accumulation, has increased fire severity more than any other recent human activity."
-Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project, 1996. Final Report to Congress

*"Logged areas generally showed a strong association with increased rate of spread and

flame length, thereby suggesting that tree harvesting could affect the potential fire
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behavior within landscapes. In general, rate of spread and flame length were positively
correlated with the proportion of area logged in the sample watersheds."

-Historical and Current Forest Landscapes in Eastern Oregon and Washington. Part II:
Linking Vegetation Characteristics to Potential Fire Behavior and Related Smoke
Production (PNW-GTR-355)

"As a by-product of clear-cutting, thinning, and other tree-removal activities, activity
fuels create both short- and long-term fire hazards to ecosystems. The potential rate of
spread and intensity of fires associated with recently cut logging residues is high,
especially the first year or two as the material decays. High firebehavior hazards
associated with the residues can extend, however, for many years depending on the tree.
Even though these hazards diminish, their influence on fire behavior can linger for up to
30 years in the dry forest ecosystems of eastern Washington and Oregon."

-Historical and Current Forest Landscapes in Eastern Oregon and Washington. Part II:
Linking Vegetation Characteristics to Potential Fire Behavior and Related Smoke
Production (PNW-GTR-355)

"It appears significant that many large fires in the western United States have burned
almost exclusively in slash. Some of these fires have stopped when they reached uncut
timber; none has come to attention that started in green timber and stopped when it
reached a slash area."

-G.R. Fahnestock, 1968. "Fire hazard from pre- commercially thinning ponderosa pine."
U.S. Forest Service

"Fire severity has generally increased and fire frequency has generally decreased over the
last 200 years. The primary causative factors behind fire regime changes are effective fire
prevention and suppression strategies, selection and regeneration cutting, domestic
livestock grazing, and the introduction of exotic plants."

-Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem Management in the Interior Columbia
Basin (PNW-GTR-382)

"The high rate of human-caused fires has generally been associated with high recreational
use in areas of higher road densities."

-An Assessment of Ecosystem Components in the Interior Columbia Basin and Portions
of the Klamath and Great Basins-Volume II (PNW-GTR-405)

Timber harvest converts unavailable aerial fuels into available surface fuels. Thus the risk of
crown fire may be reduced while the risk of surface fire can be increased by adding fuel to the
ground. In the short term there would be an increase in surface fuel loadings in order to decrease
long-term fuel loadings. An increased fire hazard and risk of ignition from timber harvest may
result. Treatment of

created fuels can reduce these risks. The potential for a fire outside of proposed harvest areas, the
overall fuel

mosaic on the landscape, and future vegetation and fuel succession must be considered when
planning fuels

treatments.

What kind of treatments will be used to decrease fire risk on created fuel loading buildups?
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The EA admits that his alternative would “greatly increase the rsk of wildland fires”

Logging trees is focusing on the wrong forest fuel. Logging removes the least flammable of the
forest fuels. Fuel treatment should be focusing on the most flammable of the forest fuels, such as
- brush, weeds, and the lower branches of the ladder fuel trees.

4 “The majority of the material that we need to take out is not commercial timber. It is up to
three and four inches in diameter. We can’t sell it. Fire suppression and drought are to
blame. ” - Denny Truesdale, USDA Forest Service Fire Specialist (C-SPAN 8-10-00)

¢ "Logged areas generally showed a strong association with increased rate of spread and
flame length, thereby suggesting that tree harvesting could affect the potential fire
behavior within landscapes...In general, rate of spread and flame length were positively
correlated with the proportion of area logged in the sample watersheds." (USFS)

¢  62% of the fires in 2000 were in roaded areas on National Forests or outside the National
Forests (as of 8/30/00).

¢ “Timber harvest, through its effects on forest structure, local microclimate, and fuels
accumulation, has increased fire severity more than any other recent human activity.”-
Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project, 1996. Final Report to Congress.

Fire clears the forest floor and adds nutrients to the soil to pave the way for young, succulent
foliage, rejuvenated huckleberry bushes, whitebark pine tree seed, and much more. Burned forests
might be most popular with morel mushroom hunters the spring following a fire. This activity s
not been mentioned in the EA. Why not?

8. Old Growth:

Is there old growth in the project area, and how will these two projects meet Forest Plan
standards?

9. Cumulative Effects

The Forest Service Environmental Policy and Procedures Handbook setsthe standard for analysis
of cumulative effects:

"Individual actions when considered alone may not have a significant impact on the quality
of the human environment. Groups of actions, when added together, may have collective
or cumulative impacts, which are significant. Cumulative effects, which occur, must be

- considered and analyzed without regard to land ownership boundaries. Consideration must
be given to the incremental effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable related
future actions of the Forest Service, as well as those of other agencies and individuals."

Both projects should describe their hydrologic relationship to all other projects located in the
Coeur D’ Alene Basin. Cumulative impacts are analyzed in context only of timber harvet, very
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little attention is provided to other factors such as increased ORV use, increased risk of fire,
grazing, and the Doug-Fir Beetle and Iron Honey Projects.

The cumulative effects of noxious weeds need a full analysis. Direct control of noxious weels
and management practices designed to prevent their spread or introduction to additional areas has
proven to be futile. Weed invasion is not limited along road edges. The potential for noxious
weeds to transcend the roadside is increased by motorized use, especially with the new The
Huckleberry/Spades ATV trail being built this summer.

The best way to coop with noxious weed infestation is the preventative method ending
commercial timber sales, ending public lands grazing, not building any new roads andmonitoring
ATV use into sensitive areas. The EA states that motorized disturbance is “likely” (this is an
understatement) to increase as the result of a reasonably foreseeable Huckleberry/Spades ATV
Trail project.

With all the past and future actions proposed for the general area, the Forest Service should have
done a better job of cumulative effects on habitat for snag dependent birds and mammals.
Firewood collecting has also had effects and would again cumulatively with all the actions
planned.

Please address these issues in your environmental analysis. Thank you for your time and
consideration.

Sincerely,

Mike Petersen
For the commentors
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5/17/02
Re: Missouri Bug Sale

I have hunted Missouri Gulch/Whites Creek since 1961 and am well acquainted with the area. In
the 1980’s, this entire area was extensively roaded and logged. The result was miles of new
roads and numerous clear-cuts. In my opinion, this area does not need anymore logging at this
time.

Therefore, I favor the #1 alternative, no action. The #3 alternative is my second choice.

In addition, the 933 road (between the gates) that runs through Missouri/Rock Gulch should be
eliminated. This road is not needed to service the BPA power line as there are no towers
accessed from this road. The only towers are near the gates. This area is some of the best
elk/deer range, yet these animals are constantly being disrupted by human activity. During the
hunting season these gates are consistently breached. The road in question is only 3 to 4 miles
long, so there would still be plenty of access to the general area.

Sincerely,

John H Miller
6317 S. Crestline

Spokane WA 99223
509-448-2727
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USDA Forest Service May 20, 2002
Coeur d’ Alene River Ranger District

2502 East Sherman Ave.

Coeur d’ Alene, ID 83814-5899

Attention: Joseph P. Stringer, District Ranger
Cc: Bob Rehnborg/ Dan Frigard — Project Team Leaders
Dear Mr. Stringer,

I'am writing in response to the Missouri Heli Bug Environmental Assessment. As an avid hunter, hiker and
fisherman for the past 23 years in the area under consideration, my thoughts expressed below are from
personal experience.

Several roads service this area. The roads (numbers 933 and 1586) were constructed years back to provide
access to the main power lines coming across from Montana and also provided “clear-cut” logging
opportunities.

From the top where the roads converge/diverge above Scott Gulch, a short, dead-end spur road goes up to
provide access to one of the power poles. I feel this road is necessary for 'maintenance of the pole and lines,
but it should be gated.

Where it meets the 1586 road, 933 turns and goes above the Missouri Gulch area and crosses the main
ridge into the Rock Gulch drainage area. It goes approximately 3.5 miles and connects to another road
providing access to another power pole. That power pole is more easily accessed from that backside,
making the 3.5-mile stretch above Missouri and Rock Gulches redundant and unnecessary.

Years back when this road was constructed, it went through some of the most pristine, quality elk habitat in
the Panhandle National Forest. The effect, as expected, was a decrease in elk populations in the area and a
broader dispersal of those elk remaining. The elk populations have not recovered any appreciable amount.
Closure of this road has been ineffective since the gates at either end do not prevent those lacking certain
ethics from cutting the locks and traversing the area at their leisure.

This ties in closely with the proposed Missouri Heli Bug logging. The logging would further disrupt the
environment and habitat to which the elk are already sensitive. Although no further road construction is
being proposed, this combined impact of current road access and logging should be further explored.

Of the three alternatives listed in the assessment, Alternative 1, No Action seems to be the most
acceptable. The economic advantage of logging this area does not seem to outweigh the environmental
impact. If the road described above could be thoroughly and completely closed (barricaded, “ripped”, etc.)
for at least a year or two, this would give a better indication of the effect of diminished access on the elk
populations.

Respectfully,

Bruce Tompkins
805 East Hastings

Coeur d’ Alene, ID 83814
208-667-3235 (h)

email: bruce_tompkins@hollister-stier.com
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P.O. Box 1598 Coeur d’Alene, ID 83816-1598

Joseph P. Stringer, District Ranger ‘ - May 22,2002

Coeur d’Alene River Ranger District
Fernan Office

2502 East Sherman Avenue

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814

Dear Mr. Stringer:

* The following comments concern the Missouri Heli Bug EA.

A. Cumulative effects:

On page 3-29 of the EA the Beaver Creek watershed is described as a 41.1 square mile
watershed, or approximately 26,304 acres. The watershed is classified as Not Properly
Functioning (NPF) and the EPA lists the watershed as a 303(d) watershed.

The Capitol Hill Planning Area is mentioned in several areas of the EA, including pages
2-7 and 2-9. The Planning Area was described in the Capitol Hill Planning Unit EA, page
1, as being approximately 18,500 acres in size. The 1986 IPNF Decision Notice and
FONSI for the Capitol Hill Planning Unit listed 2,200 acres of regeneration logging that
was to take place in the Planning Area, with 17 miles of new road construction.
Approximately 45 MMBF was to be logged from the 2,200 acres, of which 1,100 acres
were to be logged in the Missouri-Carpenter area, and 1,100 acres logged in the Capitol
Hill area. The eight timber sales associated with the Capitol Hill EA were; Alder Kid,
Capitol Hill, Cinnebar Cedar, Cinnebar Clearance, Dudley, Scott Gulch, Lower White,

and Upper Whrte

The 2,200 acres of regeneration logging apparently resulted in a majority of the units
being clearcut. It is likely there are no clearcut units older than 15 years in the 18,500-
acre Capitol Hill Planning Area. The reforestation of the clearcut units in the Missouri-
Carpenter area would have resulted in stands of young trees that were planted after 1990.
No information is supplied in the Missouri Heli Bug EA that would confirm the
watersheds in the Missouri-Carpenter area are hydrologically recovered aﬂer the
regeneration logging of 1,100 acres in these watersheds

The cumulative effects analysis in the Missouri Hell Bug EA did not mention or discuss

the 1,100 acres of regeneration logging that occurred less than 15 years ago in the
Mlssoun-Carpenter area. _




NEPA at 40 CFR 1508.7 states regarding cumulative impact “ 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 future actions regardless of what
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative
impact can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place
over a period of time.” -

NEPA at 40 CFR 1508.8 includes (a) direct effects and (b) indirect effects. 1508.8(b)
“Indirect effects, which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed
in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable”.

The cumulative effects analysis in the Missouri Heli Bug EA did not prov1de information
regarding the likely cumulative impacts that would occur in the cumulative effects
analysis area from the direct effects and indirect effects of the following past and
proposed logging activities; the 1,100 acres of regeneration logging in the Missouri-

“ Carpenter area, the proposed Missouri Bug logging, and the logging associated with the
Douglas-fir Beetle EIS and Small Sales EIS. The planned EIS for the Beaver Creek area
indicates there would likely be significant logging proposed in cumulative effects
analysis area as part of proposed vegetation activities in the Beaver Creek area.

The cumulative effects analysis for the Missouri-Carpenter area is a significant issue, as
defined by NEPA at 40 CFR 1508.27b(7). “Significance exists if it is reasonable to
anticipate a cumulatively significant impact on the environment. Significance cannot be
avoided by terming an action temporary or by breaking it down into small component
parts.”

B. Equlvalent Clearcut ‘Area (ECA):

The equivalent clearcut area (ECA) for the entire Beaver Creek watershed is given as 9%,
pages 3-30 and 3-31 of the Missouri Heli Bug EA. The ‘Capitol Hill Planning Unit EA
included a Watershed management alternative evaluation summary, dated 1/13/86. The
ECA for the Carpenter drainage was listed as 24% for the no action alternative. The
evaluation summary indicated that logging in the drainage from the action alternatives
would result in an ECA of either 24% or 28%. -

The evaluatlon summary indicated the White drainage would have an ECA: between 18% .
and 21% as a result of the logging associated with the action alternatives. The Missouri
Heli Bug analysis area is located within these two drainages. Logging associated with the
Small Sales EIS will take place in the Alder and White Creek drainages EA at page 2-5.

The DN should supply accurate data for the actual ECA that exists in the Missouri-
Carpenter area.

C. WATSED Model: :
The analysis on page 3-33 of the EA indicated WATSED does not predlct increases in
sediment y1eld associated with in-channel and stream-bank erosion from logging induced
increases in peak flows.  Also on page 3-33 there is the following sentence regarding the

model and 1n-channel and stream-bank erosion. "However, the sediment levels that are
the baseline for WATSED come from natural in-channel and stream erosion that was a
measured parameter used in preparation of the model.”




There are no citations from the Region One “PC/96-WATSED-Water & Sediment
Yields” manual displayed on page 3-33 that confirm the accuracy of the cited sentence.
Pages 7 through 11 of the WATSED manual contain a discussion titled “Processes
modeled in WATSED?”. The discussions involve Water Yields, Disturbed Areas,
Vegetative/Hydrologic Recovery, Water Yield Increase, and Erosion. There does not
appear to be information on pages 7 through 11 that specifically mentions sediment,
natural in-channel sediment levels, stream erosion, as they relate to a measured parameter
used in preparation of WATSED. '

NEPA at 40 CFR 1500.1(b) states “NEPA procedures must insure that environmental
information is available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made and
before actions are taken. The information must be of high quality. Accurate scientific
analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential to implementing
NEPA.”

The DN must supply the page number(s) from PC/96-WATSED that confirm th
accuracy of the statement cited from page 3-33 of the EA. If the information does not
exist in PC/96-WATSED, but is contained in the Forest Service Northern Region
document cited on page PC-3 of PC/96-WATSED, “Forest Hydrology, Hydrologic
Effects of Vegetation Manipulation, Part I, Haupt, N.F., et. al, 1976, the page(s) from
this document must be cited in the DN.

The EA on page 3-34 includes a rain-on-snow analysis with the following sentence
concerning WATSED. “However, rain-on-snow events are part of the precipitation
patterns used in the base calculations for peak flows in WATSED.”

The DN must supply the page number(s) from PC/96- WATSED that describe various
components that are used as part of base calculations for peak flows and rain-on-snow
events that were used to arrive at the conclusions that are described in the cited sentence
from page 3-34.

D. Watershed/fisheries:

The EA on page 3-40, describing existing conditions, included the following sentence
concerning Beaver Creek. “Beaver Creek is very unstable and highly erosive system, and
contributes visible quantities of sediment to the North Fork of the Coeur d’Alene during
high flows.” On page 3-41 of the EA the poor fish habitat in Alder and White Creeks is
described, and information indicates that similar degraded conditions exist in other
tributaries in the drainage. The NPF status of the watershed and the degraded fisheries
conditions in the watershed apparently includes the Missouri-Carpenter analysis area.
There is no indication in the EA there is long-term flow data for the Creeks in the
Missouri-Carpenter area, or long-term flow data for Beaver Creek. Increased peak flows
in the Creeks and tributaries within the Missouri-Carpenter cumulative effects analysis
area, with associated coarse and fine bedload movement, likely contribute to channel
instability problems and the associated degraded fisheries conditions in the Missouri-
Carpenter analysis area. Alternatives two and three do not contain mitigation measures - -

that would result in a measurable reduction in peak flows or a measurable reduction in
coarse and fine bedload movement.




Moy

There is no data presented in the EA that indicates there has been a measurable
improvement to the degraded fisheries in the Missouri-Carpenter area as a result of the
timber sales that resulted from the Capitol Hill Planning Unit EA. Page two of the June 7,
1986 IPNF DN and FONSI of the Capitol Hill Planning Unit under c. Fisheries,
contained the following language. “Road construction and harvest will not exceed
acceptable limits in sediment product thus maintaining the fishery resource above the
management threshold”.

The Missouri Bug Heli DN should indicate whether watershed and fisheries data has
been acquired that indicated the fishery resource in the Missouri-Carpenter analysis area
has been maintained above the management threshold.

E. Old growth:

The EA on page 3-9 indicated that approximately 23% of the project area, or 215 acres,
are in the age group 100-150 acres. It is also stated on page 3-9 that there are 75 acres of
allocated old growth within the project area. If there are any stands within the project area
that have trees older than 150 years, the DN should include the stands number(s) with the
year of origin for the stand(s).

F. Vegetation:

The EA indicated green trees would be logged with Alternatives 2 and 3. If there are
stands proposed for logging that have green trees 75 years or older, these stands should
be listed in the DN. ‘ '

G. Monitoring:

The DN should supply information that would list the timber sale(s) associated with the
Capitol Hill Planning Unit EA that were Monitored for impacts to fisheries and
watersheds after each timber sale closed, and after the reforestation activities were
completed. The timber sale(s) that include written Evaluations of Monitoring data should
be listed in the DN.

H. Road obliteration:

On page 3-48 of the EA it is indicated that 8.0 miles of roads will be removed under
ongoing and foreseeable actions not associated with the Missouri Bug project. The
amount of Level I and Level II road obliteration work slated for the 8.0 miles is not listed
on page 3-48. Given the significant differences between Level I and Level II road work,
the DN should indicate the road(s) where the decompaction of the inside half of the
roadway to a minimum of 30 inches deep would occur. If this information is unknown or
unavailable, the DN should describe the unavailable information.

We wish to receive a copy of the DN when it is released.

Sincerely,

e Ao

Mike Miheli(_:h Forest Watch Coordinator

- -
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2750 Kathleen Avenue StevenM. Huffaker/Director
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83815
May 22, 2002

Mr. Joseph Stringer, District Ranger

Cd’ A National Forest-Fernan Ranger Station
US Forest Service

2502 E Sherman Avenue

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814

Dear Mr. Stringer:
- RE: MISSOURI HELI BUG ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

IDFG has reviewed the Missouri Heli Bug Environmental Assessment (EA). The Heli Bug timber
harvest treats a total of up to 55 acres, divided among 9 units. Of the 55 acres, 19 acres would be
helicopter logged. No new roads or road reconstruction is proposed. The harvest prescription is primarily
directed at removal of beetle killed or damaged timber; some. healthy green timber would also be
harvested in proximity to beetle-damaged timber.

We do not expect significant impacts to wildlife from the proposed harvest. The dead and dying trees that
will be harvested in Heli Bug units would have benefits to wildlife as snags. However, the prescription
calls for retention of 2-4 of the largest snags per acre, and a total density of 6-12 snags/acre retained per
acre on the treatment sites. The proposal also includes provisions to leave large (>12”) dead downed
material for habitat and microsite maintenance.

Similarly, we do not anticipate that the proposed action will have significant impacts on fisheries or water
quality. Most of the salvage units are well removed from streams. Three proposed units will maintain a
300-foot buffer between the drainage and salvage units in Scott Gulch and a 75 foot buffer will be
maintained along an intermittent stream channel in Unit 3. No new roads or road reconstruction are
planned and no instream work is proposed within this project that would impact stream hydrology or
water quality.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Greg 'IJZrtlotte
Regional Supervisor

GIT:RH:DL:kh

C: T_racéy Trcﬂt, NRPB Boise
B. Helmich, IDFG, Cd’A
D. Leptich, IDFG, Cd’A

File: USFS missouri heli bug ea

Keeping Idaho's Wildlife Heritage

Equal Opportunity Employer + 208-769-1414 s Fax: 208-769-1418 « Idaho Relay (TDD} Service: 1-800-377-3529 » http://wwuw.state.id.us/ fishgame
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The Ecology Center, Inc.

801 Sherwood Street, Suite B
Missoula, MT 59802
(406) 728-5733
(406) 728-9432 fax
ecocenter@wildrockies.org

May 23, 2002

Joseph Stringer, District Ranger
Coeur d’Alene River Ranger District
2502 East Sherman Avenue

Coeur d’Alene, Idaho 83814

Ranger Stringer:

The following are comments on the Missouri Heli-Bug EA on behalf of the Ecology Center, the Lands Council, and
Alliance for the Wild Rockies. o

We incorporate our previous comments and appeals of the DFB Project and "SS" project, in your possession, as
comments on the Missouri Bug EA. We incorporate the comments on this EA by Mike Mihelich and/or KEA, in
your possession, into this letter. We also incorporate the Ecology Center’s January 25, 2000 letter to the Forest
Supervisor, which the Coeur d’Alene River District Ranger received a copy, as comments on this proposal. Please
place a copy of those documents in the Project File as responsive to your request for comments on the Missouri Bug
EA. ' ’

Old growth levels in this project area are already very low (EA 3-58). The FS should document that no old growth
or areas allocated to old growth attainment will be cut in this project, that plan requirements for old growth
“allocation and protection will be met in this project and inthe IPNF, that no FS activities will impair the qualities
that make old growth unique as a forest succession stage and wildlife/native plant habitat and that appropriate
identification, protection and monitoring of old growth is conducted by qualified personnel. The FS should
demonstrate that the project will not adversely affect the viability of old growth dependent species.

The extreme importance of old growth forests can be understood by its conceptualization as representative of the
biological diversity in largely unmanaged, native forests. In his January 8, 2001 speech, Chief Dombeck provided
guidance for the retention of remnant old growth: '

In the not-so-distant past, old trees were viewed as “gvermature” or “decadent” and targeted for

cutting because of their high economic values. Today, national forests contain our last

remaining sizable blocks of old-growth forest—a remnant of America’s original landscape. In

the future, we will celebrate the fact that national forests serve as a reservoir for our last

remaining old growth forests and their associated ecological and social values.

In the future, the Forest Service will manags old-growth forests specifically to maintain and
enhance old-growth values and characteristics. We will develop manual direction that directs
individual forests to: '

Inventory and map remaining old-growth forests;

Protect, sustain and enhance existing old-growth forests as an element of ecosystem diversity;

Plan for old-growth within a landscape context, extending beyond forest boundaries;

Determine the extent, pattern and character of old-growth in the past—prior to European contact and,

potentially, at the time the area entered the National Forest System; and :
e Project forward in time the amount, location and patterns of old-growth envisioned under alternative
‘management options. '




The Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem Management in the Interior Columbia Basin and Portions of the
Klamath and Great Basins (hereafter, Scientific Assessment) recognizes the importance of maintaining large, old
trees and the loss of big trees in Columbia Basin from logging. From the Scientific Assessment:

There has been a 27 percent decline in multi-layer and 60-percent decline in.single-layer old-
forest structures, predominantly-in forest types used commercially: (P. 181.)

Throughout most forested Ecological Reporting Areas (ERUs), native herblands, shrublands, |
and old multi-layered sand single-layered forests have declined substantially in area and
connectivity since the Basin was first settled by European-Americans. (P. 60.)

" Forest composition and structures have largely become more homogeneous. At the same time
that late-seral structures have been declining, early-seral structures have also been declining.
These structures have been replaced to a substantial degree with mid-seral structures, resulting
in homogeneous forest structures. Although early-seral forests of shade-intolerant species have
been fragmented, late-seral shade-tolerant forests have grown more contiguous. Consequently,
many forest landscapes are now more homogeneous. (P. ?)

‘Where harvest has removed thé long-interval, late-seral; multiple-layér forests; ecosystem
management would actively promote restoration for rapid growth of similar structures. Wildlife
species associated with these late-seral forests are cavity excavators and those with large home
ranges. (P. 169.) : '

Removal of these trees (residual large live trees) resulted in conversion of the seed source from
shade-intolerant species to shade-tolerant fire-, insect-, and disease-susceptible species, as well
as losing the diverse structure. Harvest of the large live or dead residual trees from these types
results in the loss of important habitats as well as components in long-term nutrient cycles.
Management practices can promote the maintenance of these large residual trees where they
exist and where they have been harvested or otherwise lost, management can focus on rapid
growth of selected young trees with similar characteristics. (P. ?) '

We found that salvage activities could contribute to the achievemernt of I'ong-term ecological
integrity by emphasizing prevention of insect and disease outbreaks rather than focusing on th
removal of large recently dead trees. (P. 16.) _ :

(S)alvage emphasizes the extraction of specified volumes of dead and green trees at risk of
dying. As such, harvest will emphasize larger trees, both green and recent dead, of desirable
species ... Our findings suggest that this type of harvesting is not compatible with contemporary
ecosystem-based management. (P. 178.) :

Emerging Science Issues: We had not anticipated the data indicating the extensive loss of large
trees in the landscapes over much of the Basin. The harvest legacy has been more extensive than
we thought. (P. 180.)

Management outside the reserve boundaries includes an émphasis on éonserVing remaining old
forest stands and roadless areas larger than 1000 acres (405 ha). (P. 140,)

The Scientific Assessment makes it clear that the proposed removal of large trees is out of step with the latest
scientific thinking regarding the maintenance of old growth and addressing the rarity of large, old trees on the
) landscape. The landscape in and around the proposal area has been extensively logged and roaded, leading to the
T simplification of what was a very diverse forest ecosystem. NEPA at 40 CFR§ 1502:24 states. “Agencies shall
insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental




impact statements.” And at 40 CFR § 1500. 1(b) (E)nvironmental information ... must be of high quality. Accurate
scientific analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential to implementing NEPA.” -

Since the project intends to bring the forest closer to historic conditions (EA 3-15 to 17), the NEPA document must
adequately describe how the historic range of variability was determined. Proposed treatments to move ecosystems
toward historic ranges of variability (HRVs) defined chiefly by vegetative composition often pose far greater threats
to biodiversity than do fires and other natural events that might (or might not) be associated with the “undesired”
changes in forest structure (Frissell and-Bayles, 1996; Henjum et al. 1994; Rhodes et al. 1994). Hessberg and
Lemkuhl (1999) suggest that prescribed burning alone can be utilized in many cases where managers typically
assume mechanical fuel reductions must be.used, The concept of historic:range of variability (HRV) suffers from a
failure to provide defensible criteria for determining what ecosystem factors’ ranges should be measured (Frissell
and Bayles, 1996). : o

Without information pertaining to how historic conditions were estimated, it is impossible for decision-makers to
make informed decisions as required by NEPA. A failure to disclose methodologies used for estimating the historic
range of viability would undermine the scientific integrity of the entire environmental analysis.

" Moreover, since the road network, past logging, loss of old growth, degradation of streams, and other factors are

potentially affecting the natural range of variability, the FS needs to address these factors as well.

The scoping letter for this project statent:“Fhe‘proposed aetivities are outside of the apalysis area considered.under
the Douglas-fir Beetle or Small Sales EIS projects.” This is clearly a disingenuous statement. Although the Missouri
Bug project does not fall within the arbitrary “Analysis Area” boundaries drawn for the Douglas-fir Beetle (DFB)
Project, the Missouri Bug project logging would occur immediately across Beaver Creek from areas that were
designated for extensive logging in the “Hart Analysis Area” (DFB ROD, CDA Map 3 Area, ‘Selected Altérnative).
As some of our comments on both the DFB and Small Sales (SS) project were in regards to cumulative effects on
aquatic resources downstream of immediate logging activities, and given the relative locations of all these projects,
the cumulative effects of all must be analyzed together. There are hundreds of acres of past, ongoing and -
foreseeable logging operations (and other kinds of resource extraction and ground disturbing activities) in the
vicinity of the project area (EA 2-5 to 7). The FS does not analyze the impacts of those listed; other activities not
listed are not considered.- -~ &7 SToF il LS e TR

The proposal is more expansion of the Coeur d’Alene River Raﬁgef Diétrict’é j)ortion of the Doug]as-ﬁr Beetle
(DBF) project. It seems the IPNFis trying to avoid NEPA’S requirement to fully analyze impacts of the combined
actions. ’ RS S o e S

This proposal also continues the IPNF’s “management by crisis” which, like the DFB and SS projects, is an
overblown reaction to an infestation of a native insect species—-one that has been periodically infesting the forest
without ill-effects for centuries. The present condition of the Forest follows from decades of overcutting and
excessive road building to the point that the only “justification” for more logging is to perpetrate a “forest health”
concern so an increasingly skeptical public can be temporarily confused into submission.

Our observations of many cutting units of the DFB sale revealed that the extensive cutting of healthy trees was the
result, far more than stated in the DFB FEIS. We suspect that the proposed project would also result in more
highgrading of large live and dead trees. Live or dead, standing or fallen, these provide important habitat
components of many sensitive, endangered, threatened, and management indicator species, and contribute to
development of diverse mature and old growth forests and contribute to habitat connectivity of species depending on
old growth. Again, we urge the FS to fully consider cumulative effects.

The purpose and need for this project (EA 1-1) was so narrowly constructed as to preclude a full range of -

alternatives (EA 2-9). See Brian Byrd's scoping letter on this issue.

How will this project maximize net p“u‘bli‘C‘tYeheﬁt?.—hrotherwords,—you—shmﬂdgi-veeenfsideration to,-and

adequately document, who benefits by these projects and who “pays” for them. We also are concerned that the cost




of road building in this case would make the sale economically unfeasible. All costs and benefits should be itemized
_in the analysis, so the pubic can see these figures. :

Net public benefit is determined by numerous inputs and outputs, some of which are quantifiable and others which are more
qualitative. Economic analysis can provide a useful basis for evaluation only if the economic evaluation is comprehensive
and documents all costs and benefits related to the proposed-action. We would like the analysis to:

(1) Insure that the economic analyses are meaningful, by including in the analyses both direct and mduced costs;

(2) Adequately assess all current, in-place benefits;

(3) Include impacts to hunter opportunity and other forms of recreation (how will the proposed pro;ect 1mpact the quality of
backcountry hiking, for example?);

(4) Quantify all induced losses to outfitters and guides who may currently derlve economic benefits from the areas; -

(5) Consider all costs related to the projects, including the costs of preparing the analyses, all specialist support and

* consultation, costs associated with travel management and administration, road construction and engineering expenses, weed
control, reforestation and planting, stand exams, timber stand improvement, and all other costs.

The FS should have anélyzed the market and non-market benefits of intact forests, including:

the role of such forests in regulating the flow of water in the affected watersheds,

the role of such forests in mitigating flash floods and other catastrophic precipitation events;

the role of such forests in purifying water for downstream users;

the role of such forests in maintaining long term forest productivity.

the role of such forests in providing a source of native organisms vital to regeneration and forest
development in surrounding areas.
- therole of such forests in mitigating pests.

The EA does not discuss the effects to following resources in detail, many which could be affected by the project
(by itself or cumulatively): wolves, lynx, flammulated owl, boreal toad, Coeur d'Alene salamander, northern leopard
frog, marten, pileated woodpecker, land birds (including NTMBs), snags and woody debris, TES plants, noxious
weeds, soils, cultural resources, roads analysis process, and road network (EA Appx A). Such non-analysis makes
the EA deficient. The arguments of the FS (for example, use of proxy species, lack of habitat) are not validated and
these arguments do not void FS responsibility to consider-issues.

The watershed in the project area is in bad shape (See EA 3-29, 3-30, 3-40 and 3-48). Why is more logging
proposed in this already damaged watershed? How w1ll bull trout, west-slope cutthroat trout and other TES aquatic

specnes be impacted?

Elk EHU is low in this area (EA-Wildlife). We are concerned that the project could impact this and other habitat :
components and needs of elk further.

How is there no suitable fisher habltat in the project area, but there is "capable" habitat (EA 3-63)? What is the
difference? Was all potential suitable fisher habitat considered? And how will capable, potential or suitable fisher
habitat be affected? -

Goshawk numbers (and goshawk habitat) are apparently low in the project area. What additional measures are
needed to protect the goshawk. ‘

Have the populations, population trends and habitats of all TES and MIS species been considered?
The FS should conduct Soils Analysis according to the R-1 Soils Standards in this project area.

The area within and around the Missouri Bug project proposal has been extensively logged and roaded, contributing

to cumulative impacts in Beaver Creek and the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River. We request that you prioritize
restoration rather than invest more taxpayer money in another ill-conceived logging project.

S



Thank you for considering these comments. Please keep each group on the list to receive all future communications

regarding this proposal. U R.oBep P

Sincerely yours,

. Sherman Bamford - .
..-'The Ecology:Center. .

and on behalf of:
Mike Petersen _ Ryan Shaffer B
The Lands Council : Alliance for the Wild Rockies
517 S. Division - P.O.Box 8731 ’
Spokane, WA 99202 - Missoula, Montana 59807
(509) 775-2590 (406) 542-0050
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