
Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences Concluding Information 

Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forests 3.9.1 DEIS for the Revised Forest Plan 

3.9 Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
Short-term uses are those expected to occur for the planning period (15 plus years), including 
recreation use, timber harvest, and prescribed burning. Although the forest plan does not directly 
implement these uses, the potential for these uses are described in the forest plan goals and 
objectives, both at the forestwide and management area levels (see revised forest plan). 

Long-term productivity refers to the capability of the land to provide resource outputs for a period 
of time beyond the planning period. Minimum management requirements established by regulation 
(31 CFR 219.27) provide for the maintenance of long-term productivity of the land. Minimum 
management requirements are contained in forestwide and geographic area standards and 
guidelines and would be met under any alternative. They ensure that the long-term productivity of 
the land is not impaired by short-term uses. 

Monitoring and evaluation, as described in the revised forest plan, applies to all alternatives. The 
primary purpose of monitoring is to ensure that long-term productivity of the land is maintained or 
improved. If monitoring and evaluation show that forest plan standards and guidelines are 
inadequate to protect long-term productivity of the land, then the plan will be adjusted through 
amendment or revision to provide for more protection or fewer impacts. 

Although all alternatives are designed to maintain long-term productivity, there are differences 
among the alternatives in the long-term availability or condition of resources. There may also be 
differences among alternatives in long-term expenditures necessary to maintain or achieve desired 
conditions. The differences are discussed throughout the various sections in Chapter 3. 

3.10 Unavoidable Adverse Effects 
Forest plan revision and forest plans do not produce unavoidable adverse effects because they do 
not directly implement any management activities that would result in such effects. However, the 
forest plans do establish management emphasis and direction for implementation of activities that 
may occur on National Forest System lands in the planning period. If those activities occur, the 
application of forestwide and management area standards and guidelines, as described in the draft 
revised forest plan, would limit the extent and duration of any resulting environmental effects. 
Some unavoidable effects could still occur; however, these potential effects are described by 
resource area throughout Chapter 3 of this Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forests Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, primarily under “Environmental Consequences.” 

3.11 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of 
Resources 

Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources are defined in Forest Service Handbook 
1909.15 – Environmental Policy and Procedures. Irreversible commitments of resources are those 
that cannot be regained, such as the extinction of a species or the removal of mined ore. 
Irretrievable commitments are those that are lost for a period of time, such as the temporary loss of 
timber productivity in forested areas that are kept clear for use as a power line rights-of-way or a 
road. The decisions made in forest plan revisions do not represent actual irreversible and 
irretrievable commitments of resources. This is because forest planning identifies what kinds and 
levels of activities are appropriate in different parts of the forest; it does not make project decisions. 
Ground-disturbing activities cannot occur without further site-specific analyses, Section 7 
consultation required under the Endangered Species Act, and project decision documents. 
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3.12 Consistency with State and Local Plans 
A review of state and local plans was conducted by the interdisciplinary team comparing the stated 
goals and objectives of the state and local plans compared to the draft Revised Forest Plan 
direction. The Nez Perce-Clearwater endeavors to incorporate relevant state and local direction into 
the alternatives of the revised forest plan when it is within the scope of the forest plan, within the 
authority of the Forest Service, and in compliance with federal code, rules, regulations, and policy. 

Forest plans attempt to provide for ecological, economic, and social sustainability. State and local 
plans also attempt to provide for sustainability of resources and economies. The degree to which 
each alternative contributes to ecological, economic, and social sustainability varies. Therefore, 
each alternative and each individual component of each alternative may be more consistent or less 
consistent with the stated purpose and specific components of each state and local plan. An 
individual alternative may better respond to a state or local plan than another and consistency may 
be realized not in any one alternative but across various alternatives. Initial results indicate 
consistency with some combination of the building blocks in alternatives for each state and local 
plan. Additional detail below summarizes the main findings of each plan. 

Natural Resources Plans of Clearwater, Idaho, and Benewah Counties 
The Idaho County Natural Resources Plan (2016), the Clearwater County Natural Resource Plan 
(2017), and the Benewah County Natural Resources Plan (2009) were developed to assist private 
land owners and direct the county governments in the State of Idaho and, in particular, the federal 
government as they conduct both strategic planning and project level planning. The plans generally 
call for increased timber harvest, increased livestock grazing, increased mining activities, and 
increased motorized access and motorized recreation opportunities on federal lands. Additionally, 
plans generally look negatively at recommendations for designations made by the Forest Service, 
such as recommended wilderness and suitable wild and scenic rivers. Very specific plan components 
within each plan direct specific actions or decisions to be made by the Forest Service in a number of 
resource areas. An analysis of specific plan components of the county plans tied to the correlated 
plan components in the draft Revised Forest Plan has been conducted and is documented in the 
project record. Major findings are presented below. 

The Idaho County and Clearwater County Natural Resources Plan generally match Alternative X. 
Alternative X was specifically developed to respond to county and state plans. Increases in timber 
harvest, mineral extraction, and motorized access are maximized in Alternative X. Additionally, 
Alternative X does not recommend any areas for recommended wilderness nor does it find any 
rivers suitable as wild and scenic rivers. Livestock grazing is held constant across all alternatives 
based on current allotments and grazing demand. Specific desired conditions to increase motorized 
recreation, in addition to finding additional areas as suitable for motorized use, are not present in 
the draft environmental impact statement. Additionally, old-growth in the draft revised forest plan 
may still be protected in Management Area 3 to a greater extent than the county natural resource 
plans call for. Fire management direction in the revised forest plan may also be less specific than the 
county plans call for, specifically the revised forest plan acknowledges the benefits of wildfire, under 
certain conditions, in all management areas of the Nez Perce-Clearwater. County plans specify 
aggressive suppression of all wildfires within the lands suitable for timber production, whereas the 
draft revised forest plan allows for greater flexibility of fire management in all management areas, 
including in Management Area 3 under certain conditions. 
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The Benewah County Natural Resource Plan calls for unrestricted suction dredge mineral extraction, 
increases in livestock grazing, and aggressive fire suppression for most wildfires. These items are 
not specifically addressed in the revised draft forest plan. A detailed set of forest management 
policies and objectives are not specifically met but, in general, Alternative X provides for greater 
levels of timber harvest and maximizes the economic contribution from Nez Perce-Clearwater 
management similar to the policy of Benewah County but not in exact conformance. Increased 
motorized access and no designation or recommendation of wilderness in Benewah County is 
substantively similar to the Idaho and Clearwater County Natural Resource Plans. 

All counties specifically desire no net decrease of lands that contribute to the taxable base of the 
counties. With limited private lands, particularly in Idaho and Clearwater Counties, any decrease in 
the taxable base, as happens when private lands transfer to public lands, significantly affects the 
economics of the counties. The draft revised forest plan does not specifically allow or disallow such 
transfers of land ownership to federal agencies. 

State Wildlife Action Plan 
The Idaho State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) is a 10-year comprehensive document that establishes 
conservation targets, identifies threats to those targets, and recommends actions to address the 
threats. The Idaho State Wildlife Action Plan is arranged by ecoregion, with the Bitterroot 
Mountains, Idaho Batholith, and Palouse Prairie ecoregions being relevant to our planning effort. 
There is a high degree of consistency across all alternatives with the State Wildlife Action Plan. 
Primary actions within the State Wildlife Action Plan that cross jurisdictions are related to habitat 
for wildlife species. Specific items focus on forested and non-forested vegetation being within the 
natural range of variability, reduction of invasive species, improving water quality and aquatic 
habitats, and limiting disturbance to species during vulnerable periods. The draft revised forest plan 
shares these same overarching principles, and plan components respond to each of the overarching 
themes of the wildlife action plan. While some alternatives may respond to specific actions better 
than others, no inconsistencies between the plans have been identified at this time. 

State Forest Action Plan 
The Idaho State Forest Action Plan serves to conserve, protect, and enhance forestlands within the 
State of Idaho. The Idaho State Forest Action Plan is broken into two documents – 1) an assessment 
of the condition of Idaho’s forests and 2) the resource strategy. The existing condition in the 
environmental impact statement uses similar data sources to the State Forest Action Plan and is 
generally coordinated. Desired conditions in the draft revised forest plan are well aligned with the 
resource strategy of the State Forest Action Plan. Managing forest vegetation to reduce insect and 
disease, prevent catastrophic wildfire, and return species compositions and densities of forest 
vegetation are all primary drivers of both the revised draft forest plan and the State Forest Action 
Plan. Additionally, the State Forest Action Plan identifies at least one priority landscape area that 
overlaps with the Nez Perce-Clearwater – the Craig-Camas Priority Landscape Area. In this priority 
landscape area, threats identified are risks from insects and disease to forest health and the 
potential for catastrophic wildfire. Potential benefits to the area are the proximity to milling 
infrastructure and the high to very-high potential for diverse and abundant wildlife. These findings 
were also incorporated in the draft revised forest plan. Overall, there is a high degree of consistency 
between the two plans, paving the way for shared stewardship of the cross-jurisdictional resources 
and an opportunity to work across administrative boundaries using an all-lands approach. 
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County Fire Plans and Community Wildfire Protection Plans 
The Nez Perce-Clearwater encompass 7 counties in Idaho – 5 with Forest Service lands totaling 100 
acres or more. All 7 counties have a wildfire protection plan, a fire plan, or a community protection 
plan. These plans designate wildland urban interface within the counties and describe prioritized 
treatment areas to protect communities from wildfire. Plans also may specifically support specific or 
general projects planned by the Forest Service that mitigate hazardous fuels. While each plan 
differs, generally they call for reduced hazardous fuels, prompt response to wildfire within the 
wildland urban interface, and pre-planning of response agencies, communities, and local 
governments. The draft revised forest plan supports these priorities and defers to the county’s for 
designation of the wildland urban interface. 

3.13 Other Required Disclosures 
NEPA at 40 CFR 1502.25(a) directs “to the fullest extent possible, agencies shall prepare draft 
environmental impact statements concurrently with and integrated with …other environmental 
review laws and executive orders.” 

3.13.1 Environmental Justice Act 

As required by Executive Order 12898, all federal actions must consider potentially disproportionate 
effects on minority or low-income communities. The Nez Perce-Clearwater Forest Plan is strategic 
and programmatic in nature, providing guidance and direction to future site-specific projects and 
activities. The Plan does not create, authorize, or execute any ground-disturbing activity, although it 
does provide for the consideration of certain types of activities. Site-specific activities will consider 
potential disproportionate effects on minority or low-income communities during project planning. 

The Economic and Social Environment section of Chapter 3 did not identify any disproportionate 
impacts from forest management. In addition, collaboration on the plan did not identify any 
concerns regarding disproportionate impacts to low-income or minority populations. The Nez 
Perce-Clearwater also coordinated and consulted the Nez Perce Tribe. No disproportionate impacts 
were identified by the Tribe. 

3.13.2 American Indian Religious Freedom Act 

Agencies must make a good faith effort to understand how Indian religious practices may come into 
conflict with other forest uses and consider any adverse impacts on these practices in their 
decision-making practices. The Nez Perce-Clearwater consults primarily with the Nez Perce Tribe. 
The Nez Perce-Clearwater is wholly within the Nez Perce Tribe’s homeland. Other tribes have been 
known to cross the Nez Perce-Clearwater. Other tribes have been notified of the draft revised forest 
plan and draft environmental impact statement. 

No effects on American Indian social, economic, or subsistence rights are anticipated as a result of 
this forest plan revision effort. No matter which alternative is chosen for implementation, the 
National Forest will be required to consult with tribes when management activities may impact 
treaty rights or cultural sites and cultural use. Desired conditions for American Indian Rights and 
Interests, for revised plan alternatives, would be that culturally significant species and the habitat 
necessary to support healthy, sustainable, and harvestable plant and animal populations support 
rights reserved by tribes in treaties; National Forest resources are available for collection by tribal 
members with treaty rights; and tribal members have access to sacred sites and landscapes within 
the Nez Perce-Clearwater for the exercise of reserved treaty rights and cultural uses. 

  



Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences Concluding Information 

Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forests 3.9.5 DEIS for the Revised Forest Plan 

3.13.3 Energy Requirements and Conservation Potential 

Energy is consumed in the administration of natural resources from the National Forests. The main 
activities that consume energy are timber harvest; recreation use; road construction and 
reconstruction; minerals and energy exploration and development; transporting and managing 
livestock; and administrative activities of the Forest Service and other regulatory agencies. Energy 
consumption is expected to vary only slightly by alternative. 

3.13.4 Prime Farmland, Rangeland, and Forestland 

No prime farmland, rangeland, or forestland has been identified in the planning area. Forest plan 
revision or the forest plan would not directly affect such lands, although implementation of the plan 
could have indirect effects. Regardless of the alternative selected for implementation, National 
Forest System lands would be managed with sensitivity to the values of any adjacent private or 
public lands. 

3.13.5 Threatened and Endangered Species 

Potential effects to species listed under the Endangered Species Act can be found in Chapter 3. The 
Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation will be finalized for the final forest plan and final 
environmental impact statement. Management direction to protect at-risk species or to provide for 
their habitats can be found in the revised forest plan within forestwide and management area 
desired conditions, standards, and guidelines. 

3.13.6 Wetlands and Floodplains 

Forest plan revision and forest plans do not directly implement any management activities that 
would result in loss of wetland or floodplains. Revised forestwide management direction provides a 
broad spectrum of standards and guidelines designed to protect soil, water, riparian, and aquatic 
resources. The goals and intent of Executive Orders 11988 (Floodplain Management) and 11990 
(Protection of Wetlands) would be met through compliance with this direction. Documentation for 
this conclusion can be found Chapter 3 and in the revised forest plan desired condition, standards, 
and guidelines. 

3.13.7 Conflicts with Other Agency or Government Goals or Objectives 

Contact, review, and public involvement with other federal and state agencies indicate no major 
conflicts between the revised forest plan and the goals and objectives of other governmental 
entities. This review is documented in the project record and the cumulative effects analysis of 
many sections of this document. 

3.14 Preparers and Contributors 
The Nez Perce-Clearwater consulted the following individuals and cooperating agencies during the 
preparation of the draft environmental impact statement. 
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3.14.1 Interdisciplinary Team Members 
Current Team Members 

Name Position 

George Bain Recreation Planner 

Christine Bradbury Nez Perce Tribe Liaison 

Patrick Bridegam Lands Specialist 

Buddie Carroll Forester/Silviculturist 

Curtis Caton Geologist 

Susan Graves Engineer 

Mike Hays Botanist 

Kevin Labrum Wildlife Biologist 

Jordan Larson Regional Economist 

Megan Lucas Ecologist 

Steve Lucas Archeologist 

Howard Lyman Rangeland Management Specialist 

Adam McClory Land Specialist 

Sam Martin Spatial Analyst 

Heidi McRoberts Fish Biologist 

Leah Millikan Writer/Editor 

Sean Mueller Air Quality Specialist 

Justin Pappani Fire Ecologist 

Zach Peterson Forest Planner 

Kevin Pfister Fire Management Officer 

Rebecca Rasch Social Scientist 

Brett Rogers Safety Officer 

Barry Ruklic Fire Planner 

Colin Sorenson Economist 

Katherine Thompson Fish Biologist 

Jill Webster Air Quality Specialist 
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Previous Team Members (2015-2019) 

Name Responsibility 
Rebecca Anderson Geologist 

Catherine Blackwell Engineer 

Marcus Chin Forester/Silviculturist 

Autumn Ela Recreation Planner 

Bradley Gillespie Fire Ecologist 

Douglas Graves Fire Ecologist 

Carol Hennessey Recreation Planner 

Clint Hughes Geologist 

Diana Jones Landscape Architect 

Tim Metzger Fire Ecologist 

Chris Noyes Wild and Scenic Rivers  

Robert Schantz Silviculturist 

Norma Staaf Recreation Planner 

3.14.2 Cooperating Agencies 
• State of Idaho 

o Idaho Governor’s Office of Energy and Mineral Resources (lead agency) 

o Idaho Department of Fish and Game 

o Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation 

o Idaho State Department of Agriculture 

o Idaho Department of Lands 

o Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 

o Idaho State Historic Preservation Office 

o Idaho Department of Water Resources 

o Idaho Geological Society 

o Idaho Governor’s Office of Species Conservation 

• Idaho County 

• Clearwater County 

• Nez Perce Tribe 
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3.14.3 Tribes 
• Nez Perce Tribe 

3.14.4 Others 
• National Marine Fisheries Service 

• Fish and Wildlife Service 

3.15 Distribution of the Environmental Impact Statement 
This environmental impact statement has been distributed electronically to individuals who 
submitted substantive comments on the draft environmental impact statement. In addition, 
electronic copies are made available to county governments; local governments; the State of Idaho; 
other federal agencies, including the Bureau of Land Management, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, Army Corps of Engineers, and Environmental Protection Agency; 
US Forest Service employees; collaborative groups; state representatives; US Congressional 
delegation members; the Nez Perce Tribe; and local media outlets, including print, radio, television, 
and web based media. 
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