Decision Notice

And 

Finding of No Significant Impact

Chewelah Grazing Complex Reauthorization
USDA FOREST SERVICE
COLVILLE NATIONAL FOREST
THREE RIVERS RANGER DISTRICT
STEVENS AND PEND OREILLE COUNTIES, WASHINGTON
This Decision Notice documents my decision regarding actions proposed in the Chewelah Grazing Complex Reauthorization Environmental Assessment (Chewelah EA), January 2009.  The Chewelah EA (Environmental Assessment) is available by request from the Three Rivers Ranger District, 255 West 11th Avenue, Kettle Falls, Washington, 99141.  It is also available on the Colville National Forest Web site http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/colville/projects/nepa/.  The EA, which is incorporated by reference, documents the site-specific analysis conducted by an interdisciplinary team to determine the potential environmental effects connected to the proposed action.
PROJECT LOCATION
The Chewelah Grazing Complex includes four grazing allotments:  Twelvemile, Cliff Ridge, North Fork Chewelah Creek, and South Fork Chewelah Creek.  The Chewelah Grazing Complex (CGC) planning area stretches approximately 15 miles east from Addy, Washington.  Its center is located about 8 miles north by northeast of the town of Chewelah, Washington, and it is wholly within the Three Rivers Ranger District, Colville National Forest, Stevens and Pend Oreille Counties, Washington.  The planning area contains about 49,842 acres within the US Forest Service Administrative Boundary.  Of that, about 6,800 acres are inholdings; lands within the planning area boundary in private ownership or administered by other (State or Federal) government agencies and not under Forest Service control.  However, this area is in “open range” so livestock use of unfenced inholdings may occur.  Management of livestock on inholdings is outside the scope of this Environmental Assessment.    
CORRECTIONS TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

· The Forest Service is investigating the need for obtaining water right permits from the Washington State Department of Ecology for the seven proposed surface water diversions (water troughs) in the project area.  These water troughs were proposed to address water quality issues identified by the WA State Department of Ecology.  Our course of action will be based on advice and interpretation of current policy and state law received from Forest Service legal counsel.

· Fence Construction along the mutual boundary between the Little Pend Oreille Wildlife Refuge and the Twelvemile and Chewelah Creek Allotments will reduce or eliminate cattle from drifting off of these allotments into the Little Pend Oreille wildlife refuge.  

· Westslope Cutthroat trout inhabit lower Bear Creek and the Little Pend Oreille River.
· This project area contains several historic homesteads in which fruit trees, primarily apple, grow.  It was noted that several of the orchards, which are in and around the meadows in the project area, have conifer trees that are encroaching on the fruit trees.  For the orchards occurring within the areas of the proposed meadow restoration, conifer trees will be removed to a radius of 40’ around each fruit tree.  Less than 1 acre total will be affected (all homesteads).  Trees and slash will be handled as previously described for meadow restoration.  See map in the project file for orchard locations.
These changes take into consideration comments received from the Little Pend Oreille Wildlife Refuge as well as the Washington State Department of Ecology.
These changes would apply to pages 42 and 82 in Chapter 3 of the EA.
DECISION AND RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION

It is my decision to adopt the proposed action alternative (to reauthorize grazing with the addition of several range improvements and resource protection projects) and the accompanying mitigation and monitoring measures referenced in Chapter 2 of the EA.  The proposed action was developed in response to review of fieldwork from the summer of 2007 that indicated that some locations were not meeting, nor trending toward meeting Forest Plan criteria, particularly the INFISH riparian management objectives and the Washington State Clean Water Act.  It was also developed based on management needs for better control and distribution of livestock.  This decision will allow grazing in the Twelvemile, Cliff Ridge, North Fork Chewelah Creek, and South Fork Chewelah Creek allotments with modifications to address resource concerns.
THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

The selected alternative is the Proposed Action in the EA.  This alternative will continue grazing of livestock in the Twelvemile, Cliff Ridge, North Fork Chewelah Creek, and South Fork Chewelah Creek allotments and address fish habitat and water quality concerns by meadow retention, water developments, armoring stream crossings, constructing exclosures and brush barriers, meadow restoration, and fence construction. 

	Table 1 Proposed reauthorization of grazing within the Chewelah Grazing Complex. 

	Allotment
	Acres
	Maximum level of use
	Season of Use



	Twelvemile
	6,891
	30 cow/calf pairs
	June 1 to October 15

	Cliff Ridge
	10,755
	66 cow/calf pairs
	June 1 to September 30

	North Fork Chewelah Creek
	20,633
	112 cow/calf pairs
	June 1 to October 15

	South Fork Chewelah Creek
	11,568
	43 cow/calf pairs
	June 1 to September 30

	Totals
	49,842
	251 cow/calf pairs
	


The allotments will be managed under new allotment management plans (AMPs) that include new management practices and standards based on the EA, current laws, regulations, and policies of the Forest Service.  Practices and standards include Best Management Practices (BMPs) from the Pacific Northwest Region (Region 6) and those developed specifically for the Chewelah Complex EA.

The selected action is designed to reduce impacts to water quality and fish habitat by restricting cattle access to these sensitive riparian areas.  Included in the proposed action are 7.5 miles of fence construction, 4.5 acres of meadow ripping and seeding, moving one cattle guard, relocating or installing 10 water troughs, construction of 25.6 acres of livestock exclosures and 2.3 acres of brush barrier placement.  Four hardened crossings would be constructed on creeks and 243 acres of small trees would be removed, or cut down to keep existing meadows open.

In addition, the following would be included in the proposed action:

· One pasture in the North Fork Chewelah Allotment that has been unused for several years would be put back into rotation,

· Two water diversions would be rehabilitated,

· One unauthorized road would be blocked at the Forest boundary, and

· One road presently closed with a berm would be changed to a gated closure. 

	Table 2 Summary of projects in the proposed action by allotment.

	Allotment
	Exclosure

(acres)
	Brush Barrier (acres)
	Ripping & Seeding
	Meadow Retention (acres)
	Fencing (miles)
	Troughs (each)
	Hardened Crossings (each)
	Cattle Guard (each)

	Twelvemile
	0
	0.3
	0
	87
	1.8
	1
	1
	0

	Cliff Ridge
	4.4
	0.4
	4
	43
	1.0
	4
	0
	1

	N Fork Chewelah
	3.9
	0
	0
	77
	2.9
	2
	2
	0

	S Fork Chewelah
	17.3
	1.6
	0.5
	35
	1.75
	3
	1
	0

	      Totals
	25.6
	2.3
	4.5
	243
	7.5
	10
	4
	1


RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION 
I have selected the alternative that I believe best meets the purpose and need of the project.  The purpose of this proposed action is to reauthorize livestock grazing in the Chewelah Complex allotments in a manner consistent with the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 1988),  Recent data indicate that some resources are not meeting State Water Quality Standards (Washington State Department of Ecology 2006) and Colville National Forest Plan direction (INFISH Amendment, Salwasser et al. 1995) and that though livestock grazing is appropriate and desired under the Forest Plan, the proposed action needs to address this concern.

The proposed action is necessary because qualified applicants would like to continue livestock grazing on the four allotments mentioned above.  Additionally, the proposed action would move the existing condition toward compliance with State Water Quality standards and the Riparian Management Objectives as stated in the Forest Plan.  

The proposed action addresses the grazing contribution to water quality issues in various ways.  The proposed actions listed above will allow for upland foraging opportunities for livestock away from sensitive streams and riparian areas and place physical barriers to livestock access to sensitive resources like springs, marshes, and sensitive plant populations.  The exclosures will reduce the time cattle spend in the water thus potentially reducing fecal coliform levels, protect streamside vegetation which provides shade, and reduce the amount of sediment introduced into the streams.  The hardened crossings will help stabilize the stream channel banks and reduce sediment delivery.  Implementation of the proposed action will reduce cattle effects to riparian tree recruitment and over time, increase the supply of instream wood, overhead shading, pool habitat, and decrease the level of embeddedness of the streambed.  Spawning and rearing substrate conditions for the existing trout populations are expected to improve.  The expected reduction in sediment levels and high summer water temperatures will incrementally improve the existing habitat conditions.

The No Action alternative was not selected because it does not meet the purpose and need of the project.  The environmental analysis did not identify environmental effects of such a magnitude that lead me to believe that grazing needs to be eliminated from any of the four allotments.  
MANAGEMENT DIRECTION
Forest Plan

The Colville National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) is the guiding management direction for the Chewelah Grazing Complex area.  The Chewelah Environmental Assessment incorporates the Forest Plan by reference and is tiered to the Forest Plan’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (USDA Forest Service 1988).  The Forest Plan contains Standards and Guidelines and Management Areas designations and prescriptions that apply to the entire Colville National Forest, including the Chewelah Grazing Complex area.

The Forest Plan includes amendments that are also management direction for this project.  They are: 

· Inland Native Fish Strategy (Salwasser et al. 1995):  The Inland Native Fish Strategy is hereafter referred to as “INFISH.”  It establishes guidelines that prohibit management activities from causing water quality degradation through maintenance of Riparian Management Objectives.  INFISH also provides direction that establishes riparian protection levels for timber sales and other management activities that may occur along streams, wetlands, ponds and lakes.  INFISH uses the term Riparian Habitat Conservation Area (RHCA) to categorize portions of watersheds where riparian dependent resources receive primary emphasis and management activities are subject to protections.  All actions proposed in the CGC reauthorization project are consistent with INFISH.

· Regional Forester’s October 11, 2005 amendment to forest plans in Region 6, Preventing and Managing Invasive Plants, (USDA Forest Service 2005):  This management direction includes invasive plant prevention and treatment and restoration standards intended to help achieve stated and desired future conditions.
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND SCOPING
The proposed action to reauthorize livestock grazing on the Chewelah Grazing Complex allotments was first listed in the Colville National Forest’s Schedule of Proposed Action (SOPA) April 1, 2007.  The type of documentation needed was initially identified as “CE,” which means the environmental analysis would have been categorically excluded from documentation in an Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement.  Since that time, additional information became available and the Chewelah Grazing Complex analysis was determined by the District Ranger to require documentation with an Environmental Assessment (36 CFR 220).  The Forest Schedule of Proposed Actions reflected this change April 1, 2008.

Tribal Consultation

Letters inviting consultation were sent to the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, the Spokane Tribe of Indians, and the Kalispell Indian Tribe on August 2, 2007.  No reply was received.  A follow-up scoping letter dated March 19, 2008 was also sent to these three tribes.  No replies were received.
Public Participation

A scoping letter dated August 9, 2007 was sent to individuals and organizations that had previously expressed interest in the grazing program on the Colville National Forest.  These included the following potentially interested groups:  The Lands Council, Kettle Range Conservation Group, Northeast Washington Forestry Coalition, Conservation Northwest, Washington Cattlemen’s Association, and the Kettle River Advisory Board.  In response, supporting comments were received from two allotment permittees.
Upon review of fieldwork conducted summer of 2007 the District Ranger determined that the scope of the analysis needed to be expanded to an Environmental Assessment (EA).  The IDT reconvened, and the draft proposed action was modified.  During this period the permittees were visited by the District Ranger and the Forest Range Management Specialist to discuss the proposed changes and get their input.  On March 26, 2008 a revised legal notice opening a new scoping period was published in the Colville States-man-Examiner, the newspaper of record for the Three Rivers Ranger District.  This legal notice included the modifications to the original proposed action and the comment and appeal regulations appropriate for an Environmental Analysis.  Scoping ended on April 25, 2008.

A letter including a description of the updated proposed action and comment process dated March 19, 2008 was mailed to 203 potentially interested parties and owners of land adjacent to the allotments.  Included in this mailing were County Commissioners, Senators, permittees, tribes, and other agencies (a complete list is available in the project file).  Five comment letters, emails or conversations were received during the 30-day scoping period; all comments are listed in Chapter 4 with the comment analysis.

County Participation

Ferry and Stevens County Boards of Commissioners were sent letters dated August 09, 2007, advising them of the proposed action, and their opportunity to comment.  They were also sent a letter dated March 19, 2008 advising them of the changes to the proposed action and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) authority.  On July 16, 2008 the project leader attended the Stevens County Public Lands Advisory Committee meeting.  This is an advisory council to the County Commissioners.  At this meeting various planning projects on the Three Rivers Ranger District including Chewelah Grazing Complex reauthorization were discussed.  Though indication was given that the committee wanted to write a letter in support of the project, no written response was received.
The following agencies were sent the August 09, 2007 scoping letter: Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife, Stevens Conservation District, Washington State University Stevens County Cooperative Extension, Washington Department of Ecology, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  They were also sent the updated scoping letter March 19, 2008.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the biological assessment (letter received September 18, 2008 in project file).  Personal communication was made with the adjacent National Wildlife Refuge regarding construction of the common boundary fence in the proposed action.  This was received positively and there was a tentative offer of material assistance in this endeavor (Cline 2008).  A letter was received from the adjacent National Wildlife Refuge regarding a “wildlife friendly” design construction of the common boundary fence.  

EA COMMENT PERIOD
The 30 day comment period for the Chewelah Grazing Complex Reauthorization Project began January 21, 2009 with publication of a legal notice in the Colville Statesman Examiner, the newspaper of record for the Colville National Forest (36 CFR 218.9(2)).  Additionally letters were mailed to interested persons on January 12, 2009 informing them that the EA was available for review.  The comment period ended February 20, 2009.  Three comment letters were received and responses have been incorporated into the decision.  The following is a summary of the comments received:  
· A letter from the Washington State Department of Ecology stating that any surface water diversions will require application for a water right permit.  This comment was addressed previously in this document in the Corrections to the Environmental Assessment section.  In this section this Decision Notice states “The Forest Service is investigating the need for obtaining water right permits from the Washington State Department of Ecology for the seven proposed surface water diversions (water troughs) in the project area.  These water troughs were proposed to address water quality issues identified by the WA State Department of Ecology.  Our course of action will be based on advice and interpretation of current policy and state law received from Forest Service legal counsel.” 
· A comment letter was also received from the International Boundary Commission.  This comment states that no construction is allowed within 10 feet of the United States Canadian Boundary, especially fences and gates.  Since this project is not near the United States Canadian Boundary, this comment does not warrant further consideration.  
· A comment letter was also received from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Little Pend Oreille National Wildlife Refuge.  This project is adjacent to this refuge.  The comment letter states, among other things, support for the fence construction along the boundary with the refuge.  There were also some questions about the timeline for implementation of this project as well as who will be responsible for maintenance of the allotment fences.  Travis Fletcher, Forest Service Range Staff, provided a written response to the questions and concerns stated in the letter from the Little Pend Oreille Wildlife Refuge.      

ISSUES
Issues raised during the scoping by the public and other agencies were screened to identify those that relate to potential environmental impacts within the control of the Forest Service and scope of the Chewelah Grazing Complex Reauthorization project.  Two environmental issues were identified: (1) concern that grazing affects water quality, and (2) concern that grazing impacts fish habitat.  See Chapter 4 Issue Analysis for a complete list of comments and commenters.  The Selected Action described in Chapter 2 of the EA address these issues.
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The following section briefly describes the alternatives that were analyzed in the Chewelah EA.
No Action Alternative

The No Action alternative in this Environmental Assessment would not reauthorize grazing use in the Chewelah Grazing Complex allotments.  Additionally, no range improvements or resource protection projects would be conducted.  Current Forest-wide programs such as noxious weed management and road maintenance would continue.

Proposed (Selected) Action Alternative
The proposed action continues livestock grazing on the four allotments, but includes several range improvement and resource protection projects.  Current management was not trending towards meeting INFISH riparian management objectives and the Washington Clean Water Act.  The selected action is designed to reduce impacts to water quality and fish habitat by restricting cattle access to sensitive riparian areas.  Activities proposed in the selected action include fence construction, meadow restoration, construction of exclosures and brush barriers, armoring stream crossings, water developments, and meadow retention.  For a more detailed description of the proposed action, see pages 2 and 3 of this Decision Notice and Chapter 2 of the Environmental Assessment.
Alternatives Not Considered in Detail
The option to reauthorize livestock grazing in the allotments as they are currently being grazed was considered.  However, this was not considered in detail because field reviews indicated that grazing under current management is not consistent with the Forest Plan.  Conditions were not meeting, nor trending toward meeting INFISH riparian management objectives and the Washington State Clean Water Act.  

CONSISTENCY WITH THE FOREST PLAN, LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES
It is Forest Service policy to continue contributions to the economic and social well being of people by providing opportunities for economic diversity and by promoting stability for communities that depend on range resources for their livelihood (FSM 2202.1).  It is also Forest Service policy to make forage available to livestock operators from lands suitable for grazing consistent with land management plans (FSM 2203.1).  Where consistent with other multiple use goals and objectives there is Congressional intent to allow grazing on suitable lands (Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960, Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, National Forest Management Act of 1976).  Similarly, Federal regulations state that forage producing lands will be managed for livestock grazing where consistent with lands management plans (36 CFR 222.(c)).

I have found that this project is consistent with the Colville National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan and its amendments.
Forest Plan Management Areas within the Chewelah Grazing Complex and their acreages within the allotments are displayed in Table 3 and defined below.
	Table 3 Forest Plan Management Areas within the Chewelah Grazing Complex allotments.

	Management Area
	Acres
	Percent of  Planning Area

	1
	2,783
	6

	3a
	1,997
	4

	5
	5,138
	10

	6
	4,377
	9

	7
	17,205
	35

	8
	11,540
	23

	Non-NFS
	6,802
	14

	Total
	49,842
	100


· Management Area 1 (2,783 acres) Emphasis is old growth dependent species habitat.  The goal is to provide essential habitat for wildlife species that require old growth forest components and contribute to the maintenance of diversity of wildlife habitats and plant communities.
· Management Area 3a (1,997 acres) Emphasis is recreation.  The goal is to provide roaded and unroaded recreation opportunities in a natural appearing setting.
· Management Area 5 (5,138 acres) Emphasis is scenic/timber.  The goal is to provide a natural appearing foreground, middle, and background along major scenic travel routes while providing wood products.
· Management Area 6 (4,377 acres) Emphasis is scenic/winter range.  The goal is to provide a natural appearing foreground, middle, and background along major scenic travel routes while providing for big game winter range management. 
· Management Area 7 (17,205 acres) Emphasis is timber/forage.  The goal is to manage to achieve optimum production of timber products while protecting basic resources.
· Management Area 8 (11,540 acres) Emphasis is big game winter range.  The goal is to meet the habitat needs of deer and elk to sustain carrying capacity at 120 percent of the 1980 level, while managing timber and other resources consistent with fish and wildlife management objectives.
The Chewelah Grazing Complex allotments contain lands identified as suitable for domestic livestock grazing in the Forest Plan.  Reauthorizing domestic livestock grazing is consistent with the goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines of the Forest Plan (Forest Plan Record of Decision page 28, and Forest Plan pages 4-44 to 4-47).

The actions are consistent with the Forest Plan because Design Elements (EA pages 29-31) and Best Management Practices (EA Appendix A), have been fully applied in the selected action.  The project is feasible and reasonable, and it results in applying management practices that meet the Forest Plan overall direction of protecting the environment while producing goods and services. 
Other Laws, Regulations, and Policies
This project is consistent with all laws, regulations, and policies listed below.
National Forest Management Act

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA, US Congress 1976) includes provisions applicable to all projects and requires the following: (a) resource plans and permits, contracts and other instruments shall be consistent with the land management plan, (b) insure consideration of the economic and environmental aspects of management, to provide for outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife, and fish, and (c) provide for diversity of plant and animal communities.  All of these considerations and requirements are addressed in the Environmental Analysis and the various resource reports in the project file.  Therefore, project actions are consistent with these provisions of NFMA.

Clean Water Act
The Colville National Forest complies with State requirements in accordance with the Clean Water Act for protection of waters of the State of Washington (Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-201 and 202) through planning, application, and monitoring of Best Management Practices (BMPs) in conformance with the Clean Water Act, regulations, and federal guidance issued thereto.  Because the proposed action is designed to improve water quality through various resource protection projects that will restrict cattle access to sensitive riparian areas, this project is consistent with the Clean Water Act.  See EA, pages 8 and 64-65.
Lynx Conservation Assessment Strategy

The Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (LCAS) provide conservation recommendations for activities in suitable lynx habitat (Ruediger et al. 2000).  These include limiting disturbance within Lynx Analysis Units (LAU) to ensure that no less than 30% of the lynx habitat within the LAU is currently in an unsuitable condition (to provide some component of lynx habitat); otherwise no further activities should occur in the LAU.  The LCAS also states that management actions should not change more than 15% of the lynx habitat within the LAU to an unsuitable condition within a 10-year period.  In addition it calls for the management of aspen stands to ensure sprouting and sprout survival sufficient to perpetuate the long-term viability of the clones.

The planning area contains 7990 acres considered within a Lynx Analysis Unit.  Because the proposed action would prevent negative effects and may have a small beneficial effect to lynx habitat such as prey habitats which include riparian areas and aspen stands, this project is consistent with the recommendations of the Lynx Conservation Assessment Strategy (LCAS).  See the EA pages 8-9 and 103-105.  
Finding of No Significant Impact
I have determined, through the Chewelah Grazing Complex Environmental Assessment (EA), that this is not a major federal action, individually or cumulatively, that would significantly affect the quality of the human environment; therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement is not necessary.  This determination is based on analysis of the context and intensity of the environmental effects anticipated from the selected alternative (the Proposed Action Alternative in the EA), including the following factors:

1.  Analysis of the beneficial and adverse effects of the proposed action

(See Chapter 3 of the EA for a full discussion of effects.)

	Table 1.  Rationale for Finding of No Significant Impacts 

	Beneficial Effects
	Adverse Effects

	Heritage 

10 historic orchards will be maintained.
	Twenty-six sites were identified as having the potential to be affected by the specific projects within the proposed action. Because all of these sites would be protected, there would no effect from this project.

Compliance with design elements as outlined in Chapter 2 of this EA must be adhered to.  With these design elements, projects may proceed as a “No Effect” undertaking (Kramer 2008)

	Fire and fuels 


	In general, smoke emissions from prescribed fire used are occasional short-term events that disappear in the large-scale motions of daily wind and rain.  State and national air quality regulations work to limit the rate of emissions so the production of particulates does not exceed the natural cleansing processes of the atmosphere.  Cumulative effects of the smoke in the atmosphere are negligible since natural atmospheric processes work to rid the air of particulates over time.  There will be a small amount of short term smoke in the vicinity of the project area from burning.  Adverse effects to air quality and visibility are not expected to be significant for this project.

	Fisheries 

Temperature:  The expected vegetation recovery may reduce high summer water temperatures and improve the existing habitat conditions across all allotments.
Large woody debris:  Improvements in the condition of the riparian vegetation should in the long term increase the amount of large instream woody debris (LWD). 

Pools frequency:  The proposed action is expected to decrease the level of sediment accumulation within pools and possibly increase pool numbers. 
Width-to-depth ratio:  As bank integrity increases and sediment loading decreases, bankfull width to depth ratio should improve (decrease) slowly.
Embeddedness:  The proposed action is expected to decrease the level of embeddedness of the streambed.    
Riparian vegetation:  Riparian species such as alder, dogwood, willow and cottonwood are expected to slowly reestablish.
Fish population:  Fish populations in the analysis area are dominated by introduced species (brown trout, coastal rainbow trout, and eastern brook trout), but native redband trout are still maintaining a small population in the South Fork Chewelah and Wilson Creeks.  The proposed action is expected to have a “beneficial impact” to redband trout and a beneficial impact to redband trout habitat throughout the watersheds. 

	Because the proposed action is designed to improve fish habitat through various resource protection projects that restrict cattle access to sensitive riparian areas, no negative significant effects are expected to occur as a result of implementing the proposed action.



	Noxious weeds 

	In areas where construction type equipment would be used for project construction there is a risk of noxious weed seeds and reproductive parts being introduced.  This would be effectively mitigated by the washing of equipment and using fill and aggregate only from sites identified to be free of noxious weeds and weed seeds.
The proposed construction of fences and water developments would result in small isolated areas of soil disturbance where noxious weeds could establish.  Because of the small size of the disturbed areas, they should be revegetated with desirable species in one, but possibly two growing seasons.  These areas are routinely monitored both for maintenance needs and noxious weed infestations by permittees and Forest Service personnel.
The proposed meadow rehabilitation work that would occur in Leslie Meadow may have potential to become established with noxious weeds since there would be disturbed soils and a seed source for yellow hawkweed and diffuse knapweed currently in the area.  The risk for noxious weed invasion following proposed activities would occur during the first two growing seasons while there would be bare soil and establishing desirable vegetation.  Once seeded vegetation has become established, the site would be at a reduce risk of noxious weed infestation compared to the present condition.  Therefore, there would likely be less noxious weeds present following ripping, seeding and desirable vegetation establishment than there is currently.
Employing prescribed fire to remove created fuels after completion of meadow retention work could promote new noxious weed infestations.  The relatively small size of the piles and fuel to be burnt would not create extensive soil disturbance especially since treatments would occur in the fall or spring when there is additional soil moisture and reduced soil temperatures.  Seeding desirable vegetation in areas following fuels treatment would help reduce the risk of noxious weed establishment.
Overall, the effects on noxious weed establishment and management are not significant in the context of the existing conditions found in the project area.

	Range and grazing 
Livestock would likely spend less time grazing or loitering in riparian areas as a result of the proposed meadow retention work.
Additional fencing and a cattle guard would create physical boundaries that would keep livestock from drifting off of the allotment or into pastures prematurely.

Meadow restoration activities (ripping the soil and seeding the site with desirable perennial herbaceous vegetation) would eventually provide upland foraging opportunities for livestock and wildlife which would encourage livestock to spend less time in riparian areas.


	With the construction of water developments and fencing, maintenance responsibilities would increase for the grazing permittee. Maintenance for projects that are in good or satisfactory condition generally requires little to be done each year.  Each improvement would have to be visited annually to ensure it is functioning properly and maintenance would occur as needed prior to and throughout the grazing season.  Effects of increased maintenance responsibilities are not expected to be significant.  

	Sensitive plant species 
Controlling noxious weeds benefits sensitive plant habitats.  

Maintenance, monitoring and improving control of cattle access to riparian areas in the allotments can reduce potential impacts to sensitive plants caused by continued grazing.
	The presence of livestock has the potential to add to the spread of noxious weeds, which displace native vegetation, including sensitive plant populations and habitat.  The proposed action alternative provides for the control of noxious weeds, which would benefit sensitive plant habitat.  Trampling and destruction of individual sensitive plants by cattle may occur.  Maintenance, monitoring and improving control of cattle access to riparian areas in the allotments can reduce potential impacts to sensitive plants caused by continued grazing.  With the addition of the design elements, no negative effects are anticipated from the proposed action alternative.

	Soils 
Meadow Restoration – This is expected to reduce compaction and increase the productivity of Leslie Meadow. 

	Water developments – Livestock will impact the area immediately around the water, and create some new trails to the water, but the area impacted is generally less than one-eighth acre.  At the pasture scale new water developments are an imperceptible impact.

Hardened crossings – Typically they are place at existing crossing points.  The area impacted is about 100 square feet; less than one-eighth acre.  At a pasture scale hardened crossings are an imperceptible impact to soil quality.

Activities that occur within the road prism, such as the installation of cattle guards and gates, have no impact on soil productivity.

Meadow Retention – Using the design criteria of low ground pressure equipment and dry soil conditions, all of the observed soils are suitable for meadow retention using equipment or prescribed fire to remove excess material.  
Overall, the effects on soil compaction and erosion are not expected to be significant in the context of the existing conditions found in the project area.

 

	Hydrology

Improvements and recovery of watershed conditions would come from the proposed water developments, hardened crossings, fencing, and meadow retention in the proposed action.

Proposed exclosures will potentially reduce fecal coliform levels, protect stream side vegetation which provides shade, and reduce the amount of sediment introduced into streams.

	The continued disturbance of grazing has the potential to stall recovery at any of the intermediate steps between the existing condition and the desired future condition. 
Overall the proposed action is designed to improve hydrological functions (through various resource protection projects) in the project area and not expected to cause any significant adverse effects to water quality or channel morphology. 

	Visuals and recreation 

	The proposed activities, while not directly altering the type of recreational use within the allotments, may cause a short term disruption while users adjust to the changed conditions.  Users of dispersed recreation sites may be disturbed or displaced by activities, however, meadow retention may create new opportunities for dispersed campsites at certain times of the year.
The proposed action would not create a loss of dispersed recreational opportunities nor alter the present routes as designated by the Motor Vehicle Use Map (USDA Forest Service 2008).  The proposed action preserves the existing character of the recreating experience and there would be no long term or significant adverse effects to recreational opportunities in the project area.



	Wildlife, MIS, and neotropical migratory birds 

Management activities proposed as part of the proposed action such as meadow retention, seeding, and fencing of riparian areas would likely allow an increase in palatable species such as aspen and willow, thus improving forage for native ungulates.
Blue Grouse:  The proposed action would improve the existing conditions for blue grouse, by slightly improving conditions in some of the open, heavily used riparian areas of meadows in valley bottoms. 

Canada lynx:  The proposed action may have a very small beneficial effect by increasing canopy cover and forage conditions.
Primary cavity nesters:  In the riparian areas of the valley meadows, restricting cattle access in places with fencing or slash piles will likely cause a slow upward trend in vegetative conditions such as the re-establishment of hardwoods.  
Neotropical migratory birds:  Because riparian conditions are expected to show a slow, upward trend, riparian vegetation would over extended time provide better nesting habitat.  Also, existing vegetation conditions would improve which would slightly improve the insect prey base for many birds, including swifts, flycatchers and especially swallows that rely on insects as an important food source. 
Gray Wolf:  This project should improve the wild ungulate winter range areas in portions of the Chewelah allotment complex by reducing cover while improving and increasing forage.  Benefits to wild ungulates are expected to benefit wolves. 

	Beaver:  Cattle can negatively affect beavers by competing for woody vegetation and by physical damage to the dams.  The proposed action meets the Forest Plan standard of maintaining existing beaver habitat.  The slow, upward trend in riparian conditions and particularly slow increases in aspen, cottonwood, and willow would create a very slow, upward trend in habitat conditions for beaver.
Overall, the proposed action does not have any significant adverse effects to wildlife.


	Economic and social
Continuing livestock grazing on the allotments within the Chewelah Grazing Complex permittees would continue to produce beef in Stevens County and generate revenue which leads to a diversified economy of the area.
	The proposed action requires an increased level of livestock management.  Due to the increased management requirements, operational costs may increase and result in a slightly negative economic impact to permittees, though long-term viability of livestock grazing would improve.  

Operational costs to Forest Service would be similar to current management except for increased maintenance responsibilities for two additional proposed exclosures.
The estimated cost to fully implement the proposed action would be $87,608.  Due to contributed labor from grazing permittees and Civilian Conservation Corps Students actual costs to the Forest Service of implementing the proposed action may be substantially less.
When considering the resource benefit of implementing the proposed action as well as the socio-economic benefit of continued grazing on public lands, the cost of implementing the proposed action is not a significant effect.


2.  To what degree does the proposed action affect public health and safety?

There are no hazards identified as unusual or unique to the Chewelah Grazing Reauthorization proposed action or no grazing alternative.  The health and safety hazards to Forest Service employees and private contractors are addressed by the USDA Forest Service Health and Safety Code (Forest Service Handbook 6709.11), and by Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA) requirements.
This project is in compliance with the United States Clean Air Act of 1963, the Washington State Clean Air Act and the Washington State Department of Natural Resources 1996 Smoke Management Plan.  The proposed action is unlikely to pose adverse cumulative effects from smoke.

3.  What are the effects on unique characteristics of the geographic area?

The Chewelah Grazing Complex planning area contains no unique characteristics or features relative to the geographic area (EA pages 123-124).  There are no park lands, prime farmlands, wild and scenic rivers, ecologically critical areas, congressionally designated areas (such as wilderness, wilderness study areas, or National Recreation Areas), Research Natural Areas, or municipal watersheds.  The area does contain steep slopes and highly erosive soils, threatened or endangered species or their habitat, floodplains and wetlands, and cultural sites; however, the effects to these resources have been examined in the Environmental Assessment, and there is nothing noted about these features that would suggest that they are unique, or that associated effects would be significant.
 4.  To what degree might the possible effects on the human environment be highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks?

There were no highly uncertain, unique, or unknown risks identified for the Chewelah Grazing Complex project (EA page 124).
5.  To what degree might the action establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects?

None of the selected actions set precedents (EA page 124).  The Three Rivers Ranger District has been reauthorizing grazing use for years, similar in scale and scope to this project.  

6.  Is the action related to other actions with individually insignificant, but cumulatively significant, effects?

Each effects analysis contained in the EA discusses cumulative effects; none were found to be significant (for Range see EA pages 45-47; Noxious Weeds pages 52-53; Sensitive Plants page 56; Soils page 61; Hydrology pages 78-79; Riparian Areas and Fisheries pages 89-90; Wild Ungulates pages 95-96; Blue Grouse pages 96-97; Franklin’s Grouse page 97; Barred Owl and Pine Marten page 98; Beaver pages 98-99; Large Raptors/Great Blue Heron and Waterfowl page 99; Neotropical migratory Birds pages 100-101; Gray Wolf pages 102-103; Grizzly Bear page 103; North American Lynx pages 104-105; fisher pages 105-106; Pacific Western Big-eared Bat pages 106-107; Bald Eagle page 107; Great Gray Owl page 108; Common Loon and Greater Sandhill Cranes page 109; Recreation page 111; Heritage page 114; Special Uses page 116; Public Health and Safety page 118; and Economics pages 121-122).  Chapter 3 of the EA includes summaries of the specialists’ reports on the environmental effects on each resource.
7.  To what degree may the action adversely affect scientific, cultural, or historic resources?

There are no scientific resources in the Chewelah Grazing Complex planning area. The effects on cultural or historical resources are discussed in the EA on pages 112-114 of the EA.  The project has been certified as complying with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (in project file).  Twenty-six sites were identified as having the potential to be affected by the specific projects within the proposed action.  Because all these sites would be protected, there would be no effect from this project.
8.  To what degree may the action adversely affect endangered or threatened species or habitats?

Effects on endangered or threatened species are discussed in the Biological Assessment in the project analysis file; results are summarized in Chapter 3 of the EA. Endangered or threatened species that may inhabit the area but will not be significantly affected by this project are:
· Gray wolf (endangered)

· Grizzly bear (threatened)

· North American lynx (threatened)

The U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the findings in the Biological Assessment in a letter dated September 18, 2008.
9.  Does the action result in a violation of environmental laws and requirements?

The Chewelah Grazing Reauthorization Project has been examined in relation to a number of environmental laws and requirements, and has been found to be in compliance in all cases.  Discussion of compliance with environmental laws or requirements was discussed on the following EA pages:
· The Clean Water Act (EA pages 8 and 64-65 and Chewelah Grazing Reauthorization Project Hydrology Report in project file),

· the National Historic Preservation Act (Colville National Forest Section 106 Compliance form in project file),

·  the Endangered Species Act (EA on pages 93-109 for terrestrial wildlife; pages 54-56 for plants; pages 80-82 for fish, and USDI FWS concurrence letter in Analysis File),
· the National Environmental Policy Act (EA in its entirety),

· the National Forest Management Act (Chewelah Grazing Reauthorization Project Soils report in project file),

· the United States Clean Air Act (EA pages 116-118) 

There are no known significant irreversible resource commitments or irretrievable loses of timber production, wildlife habitats, or water quality. 
Detrimental soil conditions constitute an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources.  The proposed action includes water trough placement and pile burning of fuels, both of which have the potential to cause detrimental soils conditions, but not the size (less than 1/8 acre) to qualify as such.  Therefore this irretrievable commitment of resources would be within the Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines, and therefore would be inconsequential (see EA page 124).

Prime farmlands, prime rangelands, wetlands and floodplains within the project area will not be significantly affected (see EA page 123).

Consumers, civil rights, minority groups, and women will not be significantly affected (see EA pages 122-123).
Project Appeal

This project is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 215.  Any written notice of appeal of the decision must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 215.4, “Content of Appeal,” including the reason for appeal and how the decision fails to consider comments previously provided.  Those who are legal instrument holders such as permittees can also appeal under 36 CFR 251.  Legal instrument holders must stipulate which appeal regulation they are appealing under.  They cannot appeal under both.  The notice of appeal must be filed with the Regional Forester, Attention:  1570 Appeals, P.O. Box 3623, Portland, Oregon, 97208-3623 within 45 days of the date that legal notice of this decision appears in the Colville Statesman Examiner newspaper.
Project Implementation

This project will not be implemented for at least 50 days from the date that the legal notice of this decision appears in the newspaper of record, the Colville Statesman Examiner.

For more information, contact Jean Lavell, Three Rivers Ranger District, 255 West 11th, Kettle Falls, WA 99141; (509) 738-7700. 

/s/ Fred L. Way
FRED L. WAY





District Ranger

6/1/09
Date
USDA Nondiscrimination Statement 

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 file a complaint 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 is an equal opportunity provider and employer.
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