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Abstract 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement documents the analysis of the Mill Creek–Council Mountain 

Landscape Restoration Project area on the Council Ranger District of the Payette National Forest. The 

purpose of the Proposed Action is as follows: 

 To restore forest stands toward the Historical Range of Variability as described in 

Appendix A of the Payette National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan  and 

improve habitat for wildlife species such as the white-headed woodpecker 

 To contribute to the economic vitality of the communities adjacent to the Payette National 

Forest 

 To reduce wildland fire hazard in forested stands for resource protection and reduce risk in 

the Wildland-Urban Interface  

 To improve recreational opportunities in the Project area 

The preferred alternative is Alternative 5. Alternative 5 responds to Forest Plan direction for the East Fork 

Weiser River, an Aquatic Conservation Strategy high priority watershed. This alternative focuses on 

improving watershed conditions for bull trout in the upper portion of the East Fork Weiser River 

subwatershed. It includes re-routing portions of two Forest Service System roads, Dewey Creek Road 

(Forest Service Road 50487) and Joker Creek Road (Forest Service Road 50486), with additional 

decommissioning (obliteration) of unauthorized roads and long-term closure of Forest Service System 

roads. The vegetation treatments are the same as in the Proposed Action. 

For further information, contact: Stephen Penny, Team Leader; Payette National Forest; 2092 Highway 

95, PO Box 567, Council, ID 83612 or telephone (208) 253-0164 
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—Purpose and Need Chapter 1

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) discloses the temporary, short- and long-

term, direct, indirect, irretrievable, irreversible, and cumulative environmental impacts of a 

Proposed Action and alternative actions for the Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape 

Restoration Project (Project) on the Council Ranger District of the Payette National Forest 

(Forest) in Adams County, Idaho. Proposed restoration activities include timber harvest, biomass 

harvest, road construction and reconstruction, temporary road construction, road 

decommissioning (obliteration), culvert removal, thinning of sub-merchantable trees, prescribed 

fire, and other actions as described in detail in Chapter 2. Proposed recreation improvements 

include non-motorized trail development, trailhead improvements, and installation of vault 

toilets. This document has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, 40 CFR 1500–1508); National Forest Management Act 

(NFMA) implementing regulations of 2005, including transition language (36 CFR 219.14); and 

2003 Payette National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, as amended (Forest Plan) 

(USDA Forest Service 2003b). Planning for the Project was initiated in summer 2009. 

1.1.1 Project Area 

The Project area encompasses approximately 51,975 acres within the Weiser River drainage. The 

Project area is located approximately 2 air miles east of Council, Idaho, in Adams County and 

can be reached by taking Highway 95 north from Council for 2.3 miles to Mill Creek County 

Road and proceeding east for 2 miles. The project area consists of National Forest System (NFS) 

lands located in T16N, R1E, Sections 1–29 and 32–35; T16N, R2E, Sections 6, 7, 18, and 19; 

T17N, R1E, Sections 1–36; T17N, R2E, Sections 5–8, 17–21, and 28–31; T18N, R1E, Sections 

8, 9, 17, 20–23, 25–28, and 31–36, Boise Meridian (Figure 1-1).  

1.2 PROPOSED ACTION 

A brief overview of the Proposed Action follows, with a more complete description in Chapter 2.  

Proposed Landscape Restoration Treatments on approximately 25,000 acres would do the 

following: 

 Apply restoration thinning treatments to forest stands followed by prescribed burning. 

 Apply regeneration treatments where vigorous, fire-resistant trees are absent by creating 

small (0.1 to 2.0 acre) openings. Forest structure for wildlife habitat would be retained in 

these openings. Sites would be prepared for planting or natural regeneration using 

prescribed burning or mechanical means (excavator scalping). 

 Move forest stands toward desired conditions as described in the Forest Plan by returning 

fire to the ecosystem; promoting the development of large-tree forest structures mixed 

with a mosaic of size classes; and improving stand health, growth, species composition, 

and resiliency to insects, disease, and fire. 

 Improve habitat for white-headed woodpeckers (Picoides albolarvatus) and retain habitat 

for pileated woodpeckers (Dryocopus pileatus). 
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 Implement actions, such as decommissioning roads (including obliterating by removing 

compaction and restoring original slope contour) in both uplands and riparian 

conservation areas (RCAs), and removing or upgrading culverts. 

 Treat the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI).  

 Thin plantations and remove biomass in the older stands. 

 Remove biomass in harvest treatments. 

 Improve recreational opportunities by improving trailheads and constructing a non-

motorized trail. 

 



Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project  Chapter 1 

1-3 

 

Figure 1-1. Project area map for the Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project 

on the Payette National Forest 
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1.2.1 Document Organization 

This FEIS is tiered to the Southwest Idaho Ecogroup Land and Resource Management Plans 

Final Environmental Impact Statement (Forest Plan FEIS) (USDA Forest Service 2003d). 

Documented analyses in the Forest Plan FEIS have been referenced and/or summarized rather 

than repeated in some instances. Detailed information that supports the analyses presented in this 

document, unless specifically noted otherwise, is contained in the project record located at the 

Council Ranger District office.  

 Chapter 1 introduces the Purpose and Need for which the Forest Service is proposing 

action, the public issues surrounding it, and other considerations. 

 Chapter 2 presents and compares the alternatives, including the No Action alternative, 

with information about environmental effects and project design features and mitigation 

measures. 

 Chapter 3 describes the environment affected by each alternative and the direct, indirect, 

and cumulative effects likely to occur with implementation of each alternative 

considered. 

 Chapter 4 lists individuals who are members of the Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) or have 

contributed background information and analyses, lists references cited, and includes the 

glossary. 

 Sections refer to subdivisions within Chapters. 

 The following appendices provide additional documentation about the environmental 

analysis:  

 Appendix 1—Unit Treatment Table 

 Appendix 2—Road Treatment Table 

 Appendix 3—Cumulative Effects 

 Appendix 4—Monitoring and Evaluation 

 Appendix 5—Modeling Assumptions 

 Appendix 6—Riparian Conservation Area Thinning Guides 

 Appendix 7—Payette National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan

 Appendix A 

 Appendix 8—Maps 

 Appendix 9—Changes from Draft to Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 Appendix 10—Response to Comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

1.3 HISTORICAL AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 

1.3.1 Forest Vegetation  

The overall condition of forest stands in the Project area has changed since European settlement. 

Historically, wildfire disturbance helped shape these forested landscapes. However, decades of 

fire exclusion, forest management, and grazing have substantially altered forest structure in the 

Project area, especially those areas that were historically within the nonlethal-to-mixed1 fire 

regimes (see Glossary for fire regime definitions).  
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In many areas, these low- to mid-elevation forests have fewer old legacy
 1

 ponderosa pine (Pinus 

ponderosa) and western larch (Larix occidentalis) trees compared to what existed historically 

(i.e., 100–300 years ago). These forests often have multiple canopy layers, dense forest structure, 

and continuous high fuel levels and are at increased risk for stand-replacing wildfires, insect 

outbreaks, or intensified disease outbreaks. Clearcuts that were harvested up through the 1970s 

are predominately even-aged ponderosa pine and lack coarse woody debris (CWD), snags, and 

forest structure diversity.  

Compared to historical conditions, vegetation in the Project area displays the following trends: 

 Reductions in the abundance and extent of the large-tree size class in the nonlethal and 

mixed1 fire regimes (see Appendix 7 and Glossary) 

 Reductions in the abundance of legacy ponderosa pine and western larch trees 

 Substantial increases in tree densities and ladder fuels within stands, resulting in reduced 

habitat quality and increased risk for habitat loss from future uncharacteristic wildfire or 

insect events in the nonlethal and mixed1 fire regimes  

 Reductions in habitat quality due to trends in species composition away from desired 

conditions. Fire intolerant tree species (e.g., grand fir [Abies grandis]) are more 

widespread compared to historical conditions within the nonlethal and mixed1 fire 

regimes. 

 Reductions in CWD, snags, and forest structure diversity 

The U.S. Forest Service completed a timber reconnaissance in 1914 on the north end of the 

Project area in the Beaver Creek watershed. This reconnaissance included descriptions of the 

forest, volume and tree per acre estimates, and species composition of the conditions found at 

that time. This is an excerpt of the description: 

The creek bottom is fairly open, consisting of successive narrow flats and 

meadows…Chaparral is dense in openings where recurring fires have thinned the pine 

stands…huckleberry brush grows thickly under the Larch-Douglas fir type stands on 

northerly exposures…The yellow pine is of medium quality, mainly mature, but still in 

thrifty condition. Below the forks on the East Side, old fires have left many openings 

which are brush covered and slowly restocking…Douglas fir and Larch are medium as to 

size and quality. 

1.3.2 Soil, Water, Riparian, and Aquatic Resources 

In roughly the first half of the 19
th

 century, the Project area was largely undeveloped. The 

absence of roads, especially in riparian areas, allowed for stream channels to function without the 

impediment of restricted floodplains, increased drainage density, and reduced stream shade that 

is often characteristic of heavily roaded watersheds. Little-to-no soil was committed to log 

                                                 

1
 Legacy trees are ponderosa pine and western larch that survived the previous stand initiating fire in lethal fire 

regimes, or survived numerous low to moderate intensity fires in other fire regimes. Old live and dead ponderosa 

pine and western larch trees are an important legacy of the historical condition in many areas. They are generally 

resistant to nonlethal/mixed1 fire; provide food and habitat for wildlife, and genetic material reflective of the local 

site conditions (Huckaby et al. 2003), particularly when present in plantations. 



Chapter 1 Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project 

1-6 

landings, skid trails, or other infrastructure associated with timber harvest. At this point in time, 

recreation, agriculture, ranching, mining, and the development of power line corridors were not 

significant sources of ground disturbance or water diversion.  

Early disturbance in the watershed came mostly from periodic wildfire or burning by Native 

American tribes and, after the late 1860s, from livestock grazing (Jones 1989). Toward the end 

of the 19
th

 century, irrigation water was being diverted (and likely affecting base flows) from 

Cottonwood Creek and the East Fork of the Weiser River, with the establishment of the 

Sorenson–Rinehart Ditch in 1902, which originated on the Forest (Cottonwood Creek), and the 

Yantis–Tomlinson and East Fork Ditches (East Fork Weiser River), which were established 

between 1900 and 1910.  

By the turn of the 20
th

 century, private property owners and the federal government began 

reconnaissance to establish access for timber removal. By the mid-1930s, railroad lines and/or 

forest roads were being built into the main drainages, with most of the main road systems being 

completed between the 1950s and 1970s. Many roads were built near streams or on steep grades, 

contributing sediment to streams and altering floodplains and riparian areas. Today, some of 

these old roads are vegetated with grass, shrubs, and trees, and others continue to erode as 

evidenced by the presence of gullies and slope failures. Many of these roads still impact 

(constrict) stream floodplains, influence riparian vegetation, and alter the movement of water 

through the drainage system. Unmaintained roads are vulnerable to future events, such as floods 

or intense and/or severe wildfire that could remove or reduce the stabilizing effect of existing 

vegetation, making the road prisms again susceptible to erosion or mass failure. Table 1-1 

displays current road and motorized trail miles in the Project area. 

Table 1-1. Current road and motorized trail miles in the Project area 

Road Type Number of Miles 

Forest Service System Open Year-round 97.8 

Forest Service System Open Seasonally 18.8 

Forest Service System Closed  123.3 

Forest Service System Two-wheel Motorized Trail 11.5 

Private (off Forest) 7.8 

Unauthorized 104.0 

TOTAL 363.2 

 

The presence or absence of vegetation within drainages can alter, through evapotranspiration, the 

amount of water that reaches streams as surface and subsurface flow. This, in turn, can affect 

processes such as regulation of stream peak and base flows, development and maintenance of 

fish habitat, and growth and development of riparian vegetation. Altered vegetation within RCAs 

can affect levels of large woody debris available to the channel, as well as stream shade and bank 

stability. Historical logging practices often harvested timber close to stream channels, and many 

stream reaches within the Project area, especially in the East Fork Weiser River and upper 

Mill Creek subwatersheds, are still affected by the lack of large tree structure. Regeneration 

harvest and subsequent slash disposal during the 1950s through the 1970s created tree 

plantations that lack snags and CWD. 
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The Project area has been affected by spring flooding as recently as June 2010. Heavy rains from 

two precipitation events occurring within three days of one another, coupled with rapid melting 

of a significant winter snowpack, flooded many of the main streams. Roads adjacent to and 

crossing the East Fork Weiser River, Mill Creek, and Cottonwood Creek were damaged by fill 

slope erosion, culvert and bridge failure, and ditchline erosion. The subwatershed most affected 

within the Project area was the East Fork Weiser River; the majority of the damage was 

associated with road failures and was concentrated mainly along the main East Fork Weiser 

River Road (Forest Service [FS] Road 50172). This damage resulted in increased sediment 

delivery to the East Fork Weiser River; decreased bank stability; and resulted in loss of riparian 

vegetation and, consequently, fish habitat where streambanks, or fillslopes functioning as 

streambanks, failed. 

1.3.3 Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, and Candidate Species—Columbia 
River bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus)  

Columbia River bull trout is the only known federally listed fish species in the Weiser River 

subbasin. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) listed bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) 

as threatened on June 10, 1998 (50 CFR 17; 63 FR 31647). The Project is within the Weiser 

River Core Area, which is within the Weiser River Recovery Subunit of the Southwest Idaho 

Recovery Unit for bull trout (USFWS 2002). Chapter 18 in the Bull Trout (Salvelinus 

confluentus) Draft Recovery Plan (USFWS 2002) identified local populations of bull trout in 

Upper Hornet Creek, East Fork Weiser River, Upper Little Weiser River, Anderson Creek, and 

Sheep Creek that serve as spawning and rearing habitat for adult, juvenile, and young-of-the-year 

bull trout (Appendix A of USFWS 2002).  

Burns et al. (2005) evaluated bull trout viability and trend on the Forest and concluded that bull 

trout viability is low in the Weiser River drainage with a long-term declining trend on the 

West Zone of the Forest. Although bull trout are distributed throughout the Forest, the East Fork 

Weiser River bull trout local population (including East Fork Weiser River and Dewey Creek) is 

the only local population within the Project area. The bull trout population in the East Fork 

Weiser River is isolated from other local populations in the Weiser River subbasin (Zurstadt and 

Burns 2007). Within the Project area, connectivity is limited between Dewey Creek and the East 

Fork Weiser River because of culvert barriers in both creeks. In 2010, one bull trout was 

observed in the East Fork Weiser River near the confluence of Dewey Creek during snorkel 

surveys. Bull trout have not been observed below Bench Creek. Brook trout have been observed 

throughout the East Fork Weiser River (Watry and Hogen 2002; unpublished 2010 data on file in 

the Forest’s Supervisors Office). Bull trout are naturally absent from Mill Creek, Beaver Creek, 

and the Cottonwood Creek drainages (Nelson and James 2010; Burns et al. 2005). 

On October 18, 2010, the USFWS designated critical habitat for bull trout (75 FR 63898, 50 

CFR 17.95). Dewey Creek and the East Fork Weiser River are the only streams designated as 

critical habitat for bull trout in the Project area. 

1.3.4 Forest Plan Desired Condition 

Desired future conditions (DFCs) help guide management consistent with the Forest Plan, key 

issues, and ecological conditions of the Project area (see Chapter III, pages 6–7 in USDA Forest 

Service 2003b). Forest Plan DFCs described for the each resource (see Chapter III, pages 6–77 in 

USDA Forest Service 2003b), in conjunction with the Forest Plan direction outlined below, 
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provide the parameters for identifying and defining project-specific DFCs. The Forest Plan 

describes DFCs in the following language (USDA Forest Service 2003b): 

Ecosystems on the Forest 

 Have ecological and watershed integrity, meaning they have a viable combination of all 

the diverse elements and processes needed to sustain the systems and to perform desired 

functions, 

 Are dynamic in nature and resilient and resistant to natural and man-caused disturbances, 

 Have a range of vegetative composition and structure that provide habitat for desired 

plant, wildlife, and aquatic species,  

 Are managed in an environment of public and interagency trust, and cultural and socio-

economic sustainability, and 

 Are managed to promote meaningful relationships with American Indian Tribes to 

understand and incorporate tribal cultural resources, needs, interests, and expectations.  

Ecosystems have the following physical, biological, social, and economic components and 

conditions: 

 Soils retain all or most of their natural productivity and are in a condition that promotes 

vegetative growth, hydrologic function, long-term nutrient cycling, and erosional 

stability. Streams and lakes provide clean water, appropriate temperatures, and a variety 

of connected habitats to support native and desired non-native aquatic species. Air quality 

is occasionally affected by smoke from wildland fire.  

 Forest, grassland, shrubland, and riparian plant communities are within a desired range of 

variability for composition, structure, patterns, and processes. Vegetation forms a diverse 

network of habitats and connective corridors for wildlife and provides desired levels of 

snags, CWD, and soil organic matter. Terrestrial and aquatic habitats support species 

diversity, with emphasis on maintaining or restoring threatened, endangered, and 

sensitive (TES) species; rare and unique plant communities; and species of cultural, 

commercial, and recreational significance. Riparian areas connect upland and aquatic 

habitats and promote stable and diverse stream channel conditions. Existing noxious 

weed populations are not expanding, and new invader species are not becoming 

established. 

 Disturbance processes—such as fire, insects, disease, floods, and landslides—contribute 

to functioning ecosystems. Fire plays its natural role where appropriate and desirable but 

is suppressed where necessary to protect life and resources. Fire is used to manage 

vegetation where appropriate to enhance ecosystem resiliency and lower hazardous fuel 

levels. 

 Recreational settings range from primitive to developed, offering a wide spectrum of 

opportunities and uses. Facilities—such as roads, trails, campgrounds, and administrative 

sites—are constructed, reconstructed, or eliminated as needed to provide a balance of 

safe, effective, and environmentally responsible management activities. Visitors enjoy a 

variety of special attractions, including National Recreation Areas, Wilderness Areas, 

Wild and Scenic Rivers, Scenic Byways, historic landmarks, and winter recreation areas. 

People have the opportunity to explore and learn about their cultural heritage. Significant 

cultural sites are preserved and accessible through working tribal and public partnerships. 
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1.4 FOREST PLAN MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

The Forest Plan embodies the provisions of the NFMA, its implementing regulations, and other 

guiding documents. The Forest Plan sets forth in detail the direction for managing the land and 

resources of the Forest. The Forest Plan divides the Forest into Management Areas (MAs) that 

describe current resource conditions, management emphasis, goals, objectives, standards, and 

guidelines for the major resource programs within the area. The MA description and direction 

section of the Forest Plan describes each of these areas in detail, highlights resource areas of 

importance or concern within each area, and prescribes more specific management direction to 

address specific concerns not covered in the more general Forest-wide direction.  

Management prescriptions are defined as, “Management practices and intensity selected and 

scheduled for application on a specific area to attain multiple use and other goals and objectives” 

(36 CFR 219.3). Management Prescription Categories (MPCs) are broad categories that indicate 

the general management emphasis prescribed for a given area. MPCs are based on Forest Service 

definitions developed at the national level that represent management emphasis themes ranging 

from Wilderness (1.0) to Concentrated Development (8.0). The national MPCs have been 

customized during Forest Plan revision to better fit the needs and issues of the Forest. 

The Project area is in the Weiser River MA 3. The MPCs listed in Table 1-2 apply to the project 

area. 

Table 1-2. Management Prescription Categories within the Project area 

Management Prescription Category 
Number of 

Acres 
Percent 
of Area 

2.2—Research Natural Areas 44 <1% 

4.1c—Maintain Unroaded Character with Allowance for Restoration Activities 7,885 15% 

5.1—Restoration and Maintenance Emphasis within Forested Landscapes 3,717 7% 

5.2—Commodity Production Emphasis within Forested Landscapes 36,986 71% 

6.1—Restoration and Maintenance Emphasis within Shrubland and 
Grassland Landscapes  

2,070 4% 

Private Land 1,273 2% 

TOTAL 51,975 100% 

 

The Council Mountain Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA) is within MPC 4.1c. Management 

actions in this MPC must be designed and implemented in a manner that would be consistent 

with the unroaded landscape.  

The Council Mountain Research Natural Area is located at the peak of Council Mountain within 

the IRA and is in MPC 2.2. Totaling 111 acres, it has a representation of sagebrush and subalpine 

meadow communities and small stringers of subalpine fir plant communities on basalt substrates. 

Forty-four acres are within the Project area. 

In this Project, management activities are designed to maintain and restore forest and shrubland 

ecosystem health to reduce long-term impacts from uncharacteristic disturbance events. Over 

99% of the proposed activities would occur in MPC 5.1 (Restoration and Maintenance Emphasis 

within Forested Landscapes); MPC 5.2 (Commodity Production Emphasis within Forested 

Landscapes); and MPC 6.1 (Restoration and Maintenance Emphasis within Shrubland and 
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Grassland Landscapes). The proposed Project activities would meet the management direction, 

objectives, and guidelines for each of the MPCs for vegetation, fuels, fisheries and wildlife with 

specific objectives derived from the Purpose and Need for this project. 

1.4.1 Forest Plan Goals and Objectives 

 Wildlife Resources 1.4.1.1

The management direction of Forest Plan goal WIGO01 is to, “Provide habitat capable of 

supporting viable populations of native and desired non-native wildlife species” (USDA Forest 

Service 2003b, page III-25). The management direction of Forest Plan goals WIGO04 through 

WIGO06 is as follows (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page III-25): 

 WIGO04—Provide habitat that will help keep Region 4 Sensitive wildlife species from 

becoming listed (see Appendix E of the Forest Plan [USDA Forest Service 2003b] for 

current lists of species) 

 WIGO05—Provide habitat capable of supporting the viability of wildlife Management 

Indicator Species (MIS) (see Appendix E of the Forest Plan [USDA Forest 

Service 2003b] for current list of species) 

 WIGO06—Provide well-distributed habitat and connective corridors important to 

sustaining MIS and other wildlife species 

An objective of the project is to move habitat toward the historical range of variability (HRV) 

and Forest Plan desired conditions and subsequently improve white-headed woodpecker (Region 

4 Sensitive species and MIS) habitat while retaining habitat for pileated woodpecker (MIS). 

Wildlife Objective WIOB07 provides direction to maintain or restore each potential vegetation 

group (PVG) in each watershed (5th field hydrologic unit) to provide at least 20% of the forest 

vegetation in the large tree size class (medium tree size class in PVG 10) (USDA Forest 

Service 2003b). A design feature of the project is to maintain or restore large tree size classes in 

treated stands. 

 Vegetation Resources 1.4.1.2

Vegetation Goals VEGO01 through VEGO07 provide direction to maintain or restore vegetative 

components, including size classes, canopy closures, structure, and snags (USDA Forest 

Service 2003b, page III-30). These desired conditions are expected to provide for ecological 

processes, reduce uncharacteristic disturbances, maintain or enhance habitat for various species, 

facilitate regeneration of desirable plants, and maintain or restore spatial patterns important to 

other goals of the Forest Plan. The proposed thinning and regeneration treatments would move 

forested areas towards the desired condition of increasing seral tree species (e.g., ponderosa pine 

and western larch), increasing large tree size class stands, and increasing open canopy 

conditions. Prescribed burning would create more snags, enhance CWD recruitment, and shift 

the forest floor and grass and shrubland plant communities towards the historical fire-maintained 

species composition (i.e., the HRV). 

 Timberland Resources 1.4.1.3

Timberland Resources Goal TRGO01 states that the Forest will, “Manage forested vegetation to 

achieve: a) conditions that are resilient and resistant to uncharacteristic fire, insect, and disease 

damage and b) conditions that contribute to desired vegetative conditions, including distribution 



Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project  Chapter 1 

1-11 

of tree sizes, species composition, and canopy cover” (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page III-41). 

The proposed treatments would increase the sunlight and water available to the trees. As a result, 

these trees would be more vigorous and resistant to insect and disease damage. Many of the trees 

affected by disease would be removed during harvest operations. 

Timberland Resources Goal TRGO02 states that the Forest will, “Manage suited timberlands to 

achieve: a) growth rates and yields that are compatible with other resources, d) successful 

reforestation through the application of appropriate and available silvicultural techniques, and e) 

vegetative conditions (structure, density, etc.) in plantations and surrounding stands that result in 

reduced hazard for loss from uncharacteristic disturbance events” (USDA Forest Service 2003b, 

page III-41). The proposed treatments would reduce tree densities and risk from uncharacteristic 

wildfire in mature stands and plantations. Growth rates and future yields would be enhanced by 

making more sunlight and water available to the residual trees. Patches of ponderosa pine and 

other seral tree species would become established through planting and natural regeneration 

where openings are created. 

 Recreation Resources 1.4.1.4

Recreation Goal REGO01 provides direction to, “Manage, operate, and maintain a year-round 

recreation program that offers a broad range of developed and dispersed recreation opportunities 

and experiences in a range of settings as reflected by the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum” 

(ROS) (see Appendix F of the Forest Plan [USDA Forest Service 2003b] for descriptions of ROS 

classes). Forest Plan Goal REGO02 provides direction to, “Plan and manage the recreation 

program and recreation resources to meet established standards (e.g., Meaningful Measures) to 

provide for health and cleanliness, safety and security, facility conditions, responsiveness to 

customers, environmental setting, and permit administration.” 

 Weiser River Management Area Objectives 1.4.1.5

The white-headed woodpecker is a Region 4 Sensitive species (USDA Forest Service 2011a) and 

a Forest MIS. The Weiser River MA (MA 3) includes Wildlife Resources Objectives 0337 and 

0338 to increase white-headed woodpecker and flammulated owl (Otus flammeolus) habitat by 

managing PVGs toward the desired ranges of size classes, canopy closures, species composition, 

snags, and CWD as described in Appendix A of the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b). 

Wildlife Resources Guideline 0341 states that an increase in the white-headed woodpecker or 

flammulated owl habitat may be achieved by reducing tree densities and ladder fuels under and 

around existing large ponderosa pine trees and snags to reduce the risk of stand-replacing fire 

and to restore more open canopy conditions (USDA Forest Service 2003b). This project would 

improve long-term habitat quality for the white-headed woodpecker and flammulated owl by 

thinning dense stands to create more open conditions and promote large tree forest structure 

development. 

The Forest Plan direction for this MA includes specific Soil, Water, Riparian, and Aquatic 

(SWRA) related objectives. Specifically, SWRA Objective 0318 calls for, “improve[ing] water 

quality…by reducing road-related accelerated sediment through a combination of road 

decommissioning, relocation, reconstruction and maintenance in …East Fork Weiser River…” 

SWRA Objective 0321 provides direction to avoid genetic hybridization of isolated populations 

of bull trout while improving connectivity in the East Fork Weiser River. SWRA 

Objectives 0322 and 0323 provide direction to reduce riparian road density to improve fish 

habitat and “initiate restoration of watershed conditions and fish habitat in the Upper East Fork 
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Weiser River…to help strengthen bull trout populations”, respectively (USDA Forest 

Service 2003b). 

Fire Management Objective 0376 directs the managers to, “use prescribed fire and mechanical 

treatments within and adjacent to wildland-urban interface areas…to manage fuels to reduce 

wildfire hazards” (USDA Forest Service 2003b). Treatments would reduce fuels along the WUI 

using prescribed burning and creating a shaded fuelbreak. 

 Wildlife Conservation Strategy 1.4.1.6

On January 13, 2011, the Forest released a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) that 

proposes to amend the 2003 Forest Plan to include a Wildlife Conservation Strategy (WCS) for 

the Forested Biological Community. The WCS will prioritize the types of activities the forest 

will pursue for the next 10 to 15 years to maintain or restore habitat for wildlife species in 

greatest need of conservation. The WCS will also identify where these actions are most needed. 

The Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape is classified as a high priority landscape in the 

draft WCS. 

The goal of the WCS is to maintain or restore forested habitats that provide for a diversity of 

terrestrial wildlife species, consistent with overall multiple-use objectives. The short-term 

emphasis is on restoring habitats associated with species of greatest concern, such as low- to 

mid-elevation ponderosa pine forests. The Payette National Forest WCS complements the Idaho 

Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (CWCS) (Idaho Department of Fish and Game 

[IDFG] 2005) by building on the broad-scale conservation needs identified in the CWCS for the 

area that includes the Forest. The Forest has chosen to design this project’s treatments and 

mitigations to be consistent with the scientific analyses on which the WCS is based. 

 Watershed and Aquatic Recovery Strategy and Aquatic 1.4.1.7
Conservation Strategy  

The Forest Plan developed a Watershed and Aquatic Recovery Strategy (WARS) to prioritize 

Forest-wide watershed and aquatic restoration planning (USDA Forest Service 2003b). Within 

the Project area, the East Fork Weiser River subwatershed is identified in the Forest Plan as a 

WARS priority for active restoration and also an Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) priority 

(see below). 

The ACS provides direction to maintain and restore characteristics of healthy, functioning 

watersheds, riparian areas, and associated fish habitats (USDA Forest Service 2003b, pages B-48 

through B-57). The ACS is a long-term strategy to restore and maintain the ecological health of 

watersheds and aquatic ecosystems contained within lands administered by the Forest.  

 Watershed Condition Framework 1.4.1.8

In 2010, the Forest Service introduced the Watershed Condition Framework (WCF), which 

provides a set of soil and hydrologic criteria, both physical and biological, against which to 

analyze subwatersheds to characterize them in terms of their health and resiliency (USDA Forest 

Service 2011d). A class one watershed is considered to be functioning properly with respect to 

the criteria, a class two watershed is considered to be functioning at risk, and a class three is 

assigned to watersheds that are considered to have impaired function. This analysis was done on 

all NFS lands in all Regions; the result was a list of “Regional Focus (sub) Watersheds” selected 

by each Region. These focus watersheds are intended to be priorities for developing and 

implementing specific action plans aimed at restoring soil and hydrologic health.  
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Subwatersheds in the Project area are categorized as class two (Cottonwood Creek) and class 

three (all others). All subwatersheds within the project area have been classified as priority 

subwatersheds under the WCF because of the condition classes of the subwatersheds themselves 

and, in the East Fork Weiser River, the presence of an isolated, local population of bull trout. 

1.5 PURPOSE AND NEED 

1.5.1 Purpose 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is as follows: 

 To restore forest stands toward the HRV as described in Appendix A of the Forest Plan 

(USDA Forest Service 2003b) and improve habitat for wildlife species such as the white-

headed woodpecker 

 To contribute to the economic vitality of the communities adjacent to the Forest 

 To reduce wildland fire hazard in forested stands for resource protection and reduce risk 

in the WUI. 

 To improve recreational opportunities in the Project area 

1.5.2 Need—Why Here? Why Now? 

The need for the Proposed Action is driven by the difference between Forest Plan desired 

conditions and current conditions. The current conditions are departed from the HRV. The 

objective is to move towards the desired conditions found in Appendices A, B, and E of the 

Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b). This type of restoration is recommended in the IDFG 

report, Preserving and Restoring the Old-Growth Ponderosa Pine Ecosystems in Idaho (Mehl 

and Haughler 2004 ) and the Idaho Statewide Forest Resource Strategy (Kimball and 

Stephenson 2010), which includes restoration goals recommended by a broad range of federal, 

State, and private partners. Within the Project area, there is a need to accomplish the following: 

 Manage fuels to protect forest resources, improve firefighter safety, reduce suppression 

costs and to protect adjacent communities 

 Maintain or improve habitat for the white-headed woodpecker to protect its viability 

 Provide a source of forest products for utilization to promote community stability 

 Improve the proper function of SWRA resources as described in Appendix B of the 

Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b), especially in the East Fork of the Weiser 

River, which is the ACS-priority subwatershed within the Project area 

1.6 OBJECTIVES AND MEASUREMENTS 

The Purpose and Need drives the Proposed Action and is based on Forest Plan goals and 

objectives (see section 1.4.1 above). The purpose of the Proposed Action is represented by four 

project-specific objectives (see section 1.5.1 above). Objectives, as the term is used for this 

project, are concise, time-specific statements of actions or results designed to help achieve 

resource-specific goals related to the Purpose and Need. In this document they are tracked by 

measurements, which are analyzed in Chapter 3. Measurements are resource-specific and are 

used to compare how each alternative meets the objectives of the project.  



Chapter 1 Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project 

1-14 

1.6.1 Objectives and Measurements Identified 

 Forest Vegetation Resources 1.6.1.1

Objective: 

Move vegetation toward the desired future conditions defined in the Forest Plan, with an 

emphasis on promoting the development of large tree forest structures, reintroducing fire into 

the ecosystem, and improving forest health 

Measurement: 

 Area (acres) treated affecting tree size class distributions, canopy closure, tree species 

composition, and spatial patterns  

 Fire and Fuels 1.6.1.2

Objective: 

To reduce wildland fire hazard in forested stands for resource protection and reduction of risk in 

the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) 

Measurements: 

 Fire Return Interval Departure (FRID) Value
2
 

 Area (acres) of reduced potential fire behavior 

 Wildlife Resource 1.6.1.3

Objective: 

Improve habitat for Family 1 wildlife species, as represented by the white-headed woodpecker, a 

Region 4 Sensitive Species (USDA Forest Service 2011a) and Forest Management Indicator 

Species (MIS), by restoring forest conditions that contribute to source habitat for this species 

(defined as forests in PVGs 2, 5, and Dry-6 in the Large Tree Size Class and Low—but not less 

than 25%—Canopy Closure Class). Forested stands providing this source habitat should be 

restored to conditions within the Historical Range of Variability (HRV). 

Measurements: 

 Quantity (acres) and quality (old forest and snags, patch and pattern) of Family 1 white-

headed woodpecker habitat restored to conditions within the HRV 

 Quality of white-headed woodpecker habitat restored to the HRV as represented by old 

forest conditions 

 Quality of white-headed woodpecker habitat restored to the HRV as represented by snag 

conditions 

                                                 
2
 Fire Return Interval Departure (FRID) is based on the historical fire return interval in years for the vegetation type 

of interest and the years that have elapsed since the last fire. From maps of where and when past fires have occurred, 

average fire return intervals for each vegetation type class can be determined. Average fire return intervals combined 

with years that have elapsed since the last fire can be used to derive an index to calculate the departure of an area 

from its average fire return interval (The University of Arizona 2005, Fire Return Interval Departure).  
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1.6.2 Economics 

Objective: 

To contribute to the economic vitality of the communities adjacent to the Payette National Forest 

Measurements: 

 Employment contribution (number of job years)  

 Income contribution  

 Tons of biomass removed 

1.7 DECISIONS TO BE MADE 

The Responsible Official for this proposal is the Forest Supervisor. After the close of the DEIS 

review and comment period, the Forest Supervisor considered comments submitted by the 

public, interested organizations, and government agencies (federal, State, and local) and has 

responded to these comments in this Final EIS (Appendix 10). The Forest Supervisor will decide 

whether and how to meet the Purpose and Need to restore forest vegetation and watershed 

indicators as described in Appendices A and B of the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b); 

reduce wildland fire hazard in forested stands for resource protection and reduction of risk in the 

WUI; improve habitat for white-headed woodpeckers, a Region 4 Sensitive Species (USDA 

Forest Service 2011a) and Forest MIS; and to contribute to the economic vitality of the 

communities adjacent to the Forest. In addition, based on the findings in the Final EIS, the Forest 

Supervisor will make the following decisions documented in the Record of the Decision if 

applicable:  

 The location, design, and scheduling of proposed activities, including road actions and 

vegetation treatments 

 Design criteria to protect or enhance resources 

 Specific project monitoring requirements needed to ensure Design criteria are 

implemented and effective 

1.8 COLLABORATIVE EFFORTS AND SCOPING AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

1.8.1 Collaboration 

The Proposed Action was developed in response to Agency direction and policy, input from 

interested members of the public, and from recommendations received in comments provided by 

the Payette Forest Coalition (PFC) to the Forest Supervisor on March 29, 2010. The PFC, formed 

in June 2009, is a collaborative group convened by the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation. Its 

members represent stakeholders from a broad range of outside interests, including the 

environmental community, timber industry, recreational groups, and State and County 

government. 

The PFC’s objective was to collaborate on the design of a project at a landscape scale that would 

restore forest vegetation conditions, improve habitat for white-headed woodpeckers, reduce 

wildland fire risk, and improve the economic conditions of the local economy. The 

recommendations also included watershed and recreation improvements. 
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1.8.2 Scoping and Public Involvement 

Opportunities for the public to participate in and help shape this project prior to issuing this FEIS 

have been considerable. 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines scoping as, “…an early and open process 

for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues 

related to a proposed action” (40 CFR 1501.7). 

Among other things, the scoping process is used to invite public participation, help identify 

public issues, and obtain public comment during the EIS process. Scoping should begin early and 

continue until a decision is made. The public was invited to participate in the Project in various 

ways, as described below. 

 Public Mailing and Documents Availability 1.8.2.1

The Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) developed the Proposed Action and on June 1, 2010, a scoping 

letter and map describing the Project was mailed out (Project Record) to approximately 197 

individuals, livestock permittees, and other agencies and groups. In addition, a Notice of Intent to 

prepare an EIS was published in the June 3, 2010, edition of the Federal Register (Volume 75, 

Number 106), and a Request for Comments was published in The Idaho Statesman, the 

newspaper of record, on June 4, 2010, and in the Adams County Record on June 3, 2010. Sixteen 

public comments were received during the scoping period. 

The Project also appeared in the USDA Forest Service’s Schedule of Proposed Actions (SOPA) 

from January 1, 2010, through January 1, 2012. The Forest website also includes a page for 

Project information.  

A DEIS was released for public comment on October 28, 2011. In addition to a Notice of 

Availability of the DEIS in the Federal Register on October 28, 2011, and a legal notice in 

The Idaho Statesman announcing release of the DEIS on October 28, 2011, a letter announcing 

the availability of the DEIS, the proposed action, and alternatives and providing an opportunity 

to comment, was mailed to 232 individuals, agencies, and/or groups on October 24 and 25, 2011. 

The entire DEIS was delivered to 25 agencies, organizations and individuals in the appropriate 

format requested. In addition, the entire DEIS was posted on the Forest’s website, with paper and 

electronic (CD) copies available upon request. A total of 44 comment letters on the DEIS were 

received. Appendix 10 of the FEIS includes these comment letters and the Forest Service 

responses to them. 

 Public Meetings 1.8.2.2

Two public meetings were held in Council, Idaho (May 20 and May 22, 2010) and one in 

McCall, Idaho (June 28, 2010). In attendance were members of the PFC, a local natural resource 

committee representative, a livestock permittee, a miner with a claim in the Project area, two 

timber industry representatives, a road contractor, local residents, an Adams County 

Commissioner, and a U.S. Senator’s representative. The Project concept was introduced and the 

Forest Service received feedback from those in attendance. 

Additionally, the Council Ranger conducted a public field tour of the project on July 22, 2010, 

with PFC members, two livestock permittees, Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation members, a 

timber industry representative, an Adams County Commissioner, and local residents. Four stops 

were visited: one to discuss road decommissioning (obliteration) opportunities, one stand 
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proposed for restoration thinning in an RCA, one stand proposed for restoration thinning with 

flagged trees to demonstrate a potential treatment, and one stand where small openings would be 

created with an adjacent older plantation.  

A public meeting was held on December 13, 2010, at the Council Ranger District to discuss draft 

alternatives and solicit public comments. About 20 people attended, including PFC members, 

local residents, livestock permittees, an Adams County Commissioner, a U.S. Senator’s 

representative, and timber industry representatives. 

Three public meetings were held at the Council Ranger District on November 15 and 16, 2011, 

to discuss the DEIS and solicit public comments. A presentation on the DEIS was made and 

District Staff were available to answer questions from those attending. A total of 18 people 

attended, including PFC members, local residents, livestock permittees, and Commissioners from 

Adams and Valley counties.  

 Local News Media 1.8.2.3

Several articles appeared in the local papers. On December 24, 2009, the Adams County Record 

ran an article discussing the PFC, its goals, and the landscape area it would study. On May 6, 

2010, an article was published in the Adams County Record describing the project and Proposed 

Action and alerting the public to the upcoming public meetings. On July 29, 2010, The Star 

News included an article about the public field trip. 

1.9 ISSUES AND INDICATORS 

Issues were used to develop alternatives and/or appropriate mitigation measures or project 

design features to address the effects of proposed activities. Each issue is tracked using 

indicators, which compare the effects of the proposed activities by alternative. 

Issues were grouped by resource and described using an issue statement, brief background 

information, and a list of indicators that measure the effects of the proposed activities. Chapter 2 

includes a summary that compares the effects of the alternatives on issues and their indicators. 

Chapter 3 describes the environmental consequences of the alternatives in terms of the issues. 

1.9.1 Issues Identified 

 Vegetation Issue #1 1.9.1.1

There was a concern that the stands included for treatment in the Proposed Action that occur on 

the moister end of occurrence of ponderosa pine and may not have been logged in the past, 

should not be a priority for restoration treatments. Below is an example of concerns, from a 

commenter received during scoping, expressed on these issues: 

“Because there is a lack of scientific studies to address restoration of mixed conifer 

stands, characterized by a mixed severity fire regime, and no scientific agreement on the 

need to restore this forest type or what the restoration prescription should look like, and 

because there is 50 years of scientific literature to demonstrate timber harvesting does not 

mimic natural disturbance regimes, especially for regeneration and clear cuts, we can’t 

support traditional regeneration harvest and planting as a means of restoring these types 

of stands.” 
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Issue Statement: 

Restoration treatments in large tree, high and moderate canopy closure stands in moist grand fir 

habitat types may adversely affect the ecological function of these stands 

Vegetation Indicator:  

 Area (acres) treated affecting large tree, high and moderate canopy closure stands in 

moist grand fir habitat types 

 Wildlife Resources Issue #2 1.9.1.2

In addition to the concern raised in Issue #1 concerning restoration treatment on the moister end 

of occurrence of ponderosa pine that could affect habitat for wildlife species, there was a concern 

that implementing the Proposed Action would result in a much more open forest with increased 

vulnerability to wildlife. It was expressed that there should be a strong road closure package in 

the proposal design. Below is an example of concerns expressed on this issue by a commenter 

during scoping: 

“To mitigate this potential for degradation of elk habitat effectiveness and security, we 

recommend the Forest complement the PFC recommendations by incorporating a strong 

road closure package in the proposal design.” 

Issue Statement: 

Restoration treatments, while a benefit to white-headed woodpeckers, may adversely affect 

source habitat for other wildlife species that are dependent on mixed conifer forests with multi-

layer structural characteristics, such as pileated woodpecker, flammulated owl, elk, and lynx 

Indicator:  

 Quantity (acres) and quality (old forest and snags, patch and pattern) of habitat for 

wildlife species that require moderate to dense, mixed-conifer forests (pileated 

woodpecker, flammulated owl, elk, and lynx) 

Issue Statement: 

Road densities affect wildlife (e.g., elk) security and can lead to the removal of important habitat 

components (e.g., snags) 

Indicator:  

 Change in security areas (Hillis et al. 1991) and miles of NFS roads and unauthorized 

roads decommissioned by either physical closure, or by obliteration, and estimated 

effectiveness of decommissioning and resulting effects to elk and snags and wildlife 

species of concern 

Issue Statement: 

Project activities (e.g., logging, prescribed burning) may affect other wildlife species of concern, 

such as Canada lynx and northern Idaho ground squirrel (NIDGS) 

Indicator:  

 Determination of effects to Canada lynx and NIDGS 
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 Soil, Water, Riparian and Aquatic Resources Issue #3 1.9.1.3

During internal scoping, the issue of effects to SWRA resources was raised. Existing road-

related effects to these resources and the presence of bull trout, a federally listed threatened 

species, resulted in the identification of this issue. 

Issue Statement: 

Effects of timber harvest, prescribed fire, road management, and other project-related activities 

on SWRA resources 

Indicators: 

 Watershed Resources 

 Percent over natural (% ON) sediment during project implementation and over the long 

term as modeled by BOISED  

 Total road density 

 Miles of new permanent road constructed, including roads added to Forest Service 

System 

 Miles of temporary road constructed, including unauthorized road used as temporary road 

 Miles of existing road decommissioned (obliterated) 

 Fisheries Resources 

 Miles of road decommissioned within RCAs 

 Number of road/stream crossings improved 

 Soils Resources 

 Levels of Detrimental Soil Disturbance (DD) 

 Levels of Total Soil Resource Commitment (TSRC) across the Project area 

 Levels of Coarse Woody Debris (CWD) 

1.10 OTHER CONCERNS EVALUATED  

The IDT evaluated other concerns that helped frame the scope of the analysis during the scoping 

process. These concerns were not considered issues because they were resolved through project 

design and, therefore, were not used to develop alternatives analyzed in detail. These concerns 

are not addressed within the effects analysis by resource in Chapter 3 of this document because 

there were no effects to resources. 

1.10.1 Cultural Resources 

Since 1975 there have been 33 federal actions providing heritage staff with the opportunity to 

conducted cultural resource site inventories on a variety of projects throughout the Project area. 

During those site surveys, 40 historic properties were identified and evaluated using criteria 

established by the National Register of Historic Places. Eighteen of those previously identified 

historic properties meet National Register of Historic Places eligibility criteria. During summer 

2010, heritage staff monitored the 18 eligible historic properties potentially affected by the 
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Project and updated the site forms for the Idaho State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 

submission.  

In compliance with the requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106 

process, the Forest Service consulted with the Idaho SHPO, Heritage File PY2010-2441 was 

signed on April 8, 2011, with the following attached stipulations: 

1. All 18 historic properties that are eligible to the National Register of Historic Places 

would be avoided from impacts during Project implementation. 

2. Log and biomass landings would be determined in the field. A secondary Idaho SHPO 

consultation would be required. 

3. Roads added to the FS System would have a cultural resource site survey to determine 

potential effects to historic properties. A secondary Idaho SHPO consultation would be 

required.  

4. Proposed recreation actions would be required to be reviewed by heritage staff and a 

secondary Idaho SHPO consultation would be required prior to implementation.  

The Forest has received concurrence with Idaho SHPO, indicating a “No Adverse Effect” 

determination, "Provided recommendations stipulated by heritage program manager are 

followed. If not, we will need to discuss the development of a programmatic agreement for this 

multi-year project." Since this initial consultation, there were two additional project 

consultations:  

1. Logging Road Obliterations, Heritage File PY2011-2508: These were consulted upon and 

Idaho SHPO concurred with a "No Significant Historic Properties Determination" on 

April 8, 2011.  

2. Six potential culvert replacements, Heritage File: PY2011-2507: These were consulted 

upon and Idaho SHPO concurred with a "No Significant Historic properties 

Determination" on April 8, 2011.  

Additional secondary consultations with the Idaho SHPO would occur as needed. As the Project 

is implemented, the 18 eligible historic properties will be monitored and project staff will be 

informed as to the locations of the historic properties so as to avoid potential impacts to them. 

1.10.2 Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Plants 

Currently, a number of sensitive and watch plants occur on the Forest. Botanical surveys 

conducted within the Project area found sensitive plant populations and habitat for swamp onion 

(Allium madidum), Tolmie’s onion (Allium tolmiei var. persimile), and north Idaho 

monkeyflower (Mimulus clivicola). Forest botanists routinely conduct botanical surveys for TES 

plant species at the project level.  

Routine project-level mitigation and Forest Plan direction are expected to prevent long-term 

direct, indirect, or cumulative effects from occurring to any TES or watch plants from Project 

activities. Direct effects may occur to north Idaho monkeyflower, an annual plant that occurs in 

forest gaps (Hanson 2011). However, this plant appears secure throughout its range and will not 

be further discussed as an issue in this analysis. 
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1.10.3 Landslide Prone Areas 

SWRA Standard SWST12 calls for, “Site-specific analysis or field verification of broad 

landslide-prone models…design management actions to avoid the potential for triggering 

landslides” (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page III-22). The model SINMAP (Stability Index 

Mapping) was used to assess the presence of potentially landslide-prone areas (mass stability 

hazards) within the Project area. The local calibration parameters for this landslide predictive 

model were developed based on a 1997 landslide inventory (Dixon 2000). The analysis identifies 

potentially hazardous areas for debris slides but does not address the potential for large structural 

failures. An estimated 1,353 (2.7%) and 955 (2.0%) acres of the Project area were identified 

through SINMAP modeling as having high and moderate potential for shallow debris slides 

(potential landslide prone). These areas will be addressed with Project-specific mitigations and 

design features (see “Project Design Features/Mitigation Measures”, section 2.7).  

1.10.4 Noxious Weeds 

Vegetation manipulation through timber harvest, prescribed fire, and road decommissioning and 

construction has the potential to contribute to new infestations of noxious weeds. Noxious weed 

treatment was expressed as a concern during scoping.  

Noxious weeds would continue to be controlled using integrated management approaches as 

analyzed and disclosed in the Payette National Forest Noxious Weed and Poisonous Plant 

Control Program Environmental Assessment and Decision Notice (USDA Forest Service 1987). 

These control measures are also incorporated into the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b, 

pages III-35 through III-37), which is part of the annual weed control efforts on the local Ranger 

Districts. Control methods include chemical, biological, cultural, or mechanical treatments, 

depending on the weed species present, cost of control, proximity to water, or other elements 

applicable to the site.  

The majority of the noxious weeds in the Project area are associated with roads. New noxious 

weed infestations may become established in the following areas or during the following 

activities: logging units, skid trails, landings, road decommissioning, new and temporary road 

construction, road improvements, and road reconstruction. Noxious weed monitoring and 

treatment in these key areas would be implemented, and the Project design features and 

mitigation measures as described in section 2.7 would be incorporated to ensure a proactive 

response to noxious weeds. 

1.10.5 Road Obliteration Impacts to Livestock Permitees  

Permittees have expressed concerns that road decommissioning (obliteration) proposed within 

the Project area would interfere with current livestock management practices on the Council 

Mountain C&H Allotment. Livestock permittees use some roads for a variety of livestock 

management practices, including transporting salt and supplements to salting grounds, moving 

and distributing livestock throughout the allotment, and accessing range improvement projects 

for maintenance. Several of these roads have partially revegetated and only provide a trail for 

moving livestock by foot or horseback. Many of the roads are either FS System roads closed to 

the public or, in some cases, unauthorized roads. Some roads are still navigated by ATV, and 

permittees are given access for administrative purposes only on a case-by-case basis. Some of 

the roads used by the permittees for these activities are proposed for decommissioning 

(obliteration) and could impact livestock operations. These concerns will be addressed through 
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permit administration and on-going coordination with permittees. See section 2.3.2.1 for a 

description of this coordination. 

1.10.6 Prescribed Fire Impacts to Livestock Permittees  

Permittees have expressed concerns that the proposed landscape burns would negatively affect 

their grazing practices and require fencing or resting pastures for up to two growing seasons. The 

proposed prescribed burning projects would be conducted over a multi-year period and be spread 

out over many units, varying in size and location. Prescribed burning typically occurs in the 

spring or late fall when temperatures, fuel moisture, and humidity are conducive to slow, cooler 

burns. They are not like wildfires, which usually burn under extreme summer conditions and can 

lead to highly altered landscapes that require as much as two growing seasons of rest from 

grazing. Depending on the time of year prescribed burning occurs, seasonal rest may be required, 

but under normal circumstances, prescribed fires would not require fencing and/or two growing 

seasons of rest from grazing.  

The proposed prescribed fires would stimulate growth of existing and new plants, which would 

eventually lead to increased livestock forage quality and quantity. 

Grazing management would continue as currently permitted under the Term Grazing Permits, 

Allotment Management Plan (AMP), and Annual Operating Instructions (AOIs). Through 

continued coordination between Forest Service employees and permittees, the following 

measures would be taken before prescribed burning: 

 The timing and location of prescribed burns would be coordinated between the 

permittees, Range Specialist, and Fuels Specialist with respect to annual grazing rotations 

on the allotment. 

 Range improvement projects would be inventoried and protected from prescribed fires 

(see “Project Design Features/Mitigation Measures”, section 2.7). 

1.10.7 Recreation and Visual Resources 

The effect of road decommissioning (obliteration) on recreational use was a concern. Roads 

proposed for decommissioning (obliteration) would be evaluated for dispersed recreation 

opportunities within 300 feet of an open road. A path free of slash would remain open to all for 

non-motorized travel where resource concerns would allow.  

Another concern was that the proposal may affect recreational use in the Project area. However, 

no developed campgrounds exist within the Project area. Limited, effects on dispersed camping 

would occur from the Project. Some temporary impacts on recreation, such as hiking and 

hunting, may occur during logging activities. The Forest Service two-wheel motorized trails in 

the Project area are located outside of harvest areas. Some temporary impacts to users of these 

trails may occur during prescribed burning activities; however, the trails lead to 

Council Mountain through the Council Mountain IRA, which for the most part, does not contain 

areas proposed for prescribed burning. ROS classifications would remain unchanged with the 

Proposed Action. See “Project Design Features/Mitigation Measures” (section 2.7), for 

recreation mitigation measures regarding public safety and log haul. 
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A third concern evaluated was that the proposal may affect visual quality in the Project area. The 

Project area has a mix of visual quality objectives (VQOs) of retention, partial retention, and 

modification. Management direction for the VQOs is as follows: 

 Modification management (79% of the project area)—Activities may visually dominate 

the original characteristic landscape. However, vegetation activities as proposed in this 

Project must borrow from naturally established form, line, color, or texture to blend 

activities with the surrounding natural landscape. 

 Partial Retention management (21% of the Project area)—Activities may be evident but 

must remain subordinate to the characteristic landscape. 

 Retention (less than 1% of the Project area)—Human activities are not evident to the 

casual Forest visitor and most timber changes should be textural, with some small, 

simulated natural openings where openings already occur or a limited number of small 

natural-appearing openings that are developed normally over two or more harvest entries 

(USDA Forest Service 2003b, Appendix GL-24-31). 

US Highway 95 is identified as a highly sensitive travelway in middleground visibility (the 

visual distance zone between the foreground and the background in a landscape, located from 

0.25–0.5 miles to 3.0–5.0 miles from the viewer; USDA Forest Service 2003b, Appendix GL-

24). Three FS System roads are identified as sensitive travelways (USDA Forest Service 2003b, 

pages III-126 and III-127). The roads and VQO are as follows: 

 Approximately a 1.0-mile segment of U.S. Highway 95—VQO Retention and Partial 

Retention 

 FS System Road 50183, Shingle Flat Road—VQO Partial Retention and Modification 

 FS System Road 50172, East Fork Weiser Road—VQO Partial Retention and 

Modification 

 FS System Road 50165, Old Cascade Road—VQO Partial Retention and Modification 

Proposed activities would meet Forest Plan direction for the other sensitive travelways across the 

Project area. Minimal short- and possible long-term visual changes resulting from the Proposed 

Action are expected. Tree densities would be reduced and a transition to more open stand 

condition would occur. The visual quality objectives of Retention and Partial Retention along the 

U.S. Highway 95 corridor and Partial Retention and Modification along the FS System road 

corridors would be met by implementing Project design features (see section 2.7). 

1.10.8 Inventoried Roadless Areas 

The Project is located in the Undeveloped Recreation theme in the Council Mountain IRA. The 

Council Mountain IRA is located in the southeast part of the Project area. 

The natural integrity and natural appearance for this area are medium to high (Forest Plan 

Appendix C, USDA Forest Service 2003b). The area is somewhat affected by grazing-related 

developments, such as fencing and ponds and troughs. Due to the visibility of the town of 

Council and easy access, this area provides only a moderate opportunity for solitude and 

primitive recreation.  

The only activities planned in the Council Mountain IRA would be prescribed burning and 

associated fireline to facilitate burning. No tree harvesting would occur in the Council Mountain 
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IRA. Some cutting of downed wood, small trees (less than 6 inches in diameter), and brush 

would occur on the fireline to help ensure prescribed burning is kept within prescription 

parameters. The Project is allowed under the 2008 Idaho Roadless Rule (36 CFR 294 Subpart C 

294.24(b)(1)(v)). The rule does not limit or prohibit restoration activities (73 FR 61463 [October 

16, 2008]), and the timber cutting is incidental to this action. Project activities within this area 

would maintain wilderness attributes and roadless characteristics because they limit ground-

disturbing activities (i.e., they do not use mechanical treatments). Project activities would 

maintain high quality or undisturbed soil and water; diversity of plant and animal communities; 

habitat for TES species; naturally appearing landscapes; and traditional cultural properties.  

1.10.9 Air Quality 

Prescribed burning for fuels reduction and ecosystem restoration includes careful planning 

(prescription development) to minimize impacts on air quality by restricting prescribed burning 

to conditions when smoke dispersal would be optimal. To ensure that air quality meets federal 

and State standards during prescribed burning, the Forest is part of a partnership known as the 

Montana/Idaho State Airshed Group. Before prescribed fires are ignited, fire managers are 

required to submit their plans to the Montana/Idaho State Airshed Group monitoring unit which 

reviews existing air quality levels and weather conditions to determine which prescribed fires 

can be ignited and which, if any, must be delayed to ensure that air quality meets federal and 

state standards. 

The Hells Canyon National Recreation Area (Class I Airshed) is approximately 20 miles 

northwest of the proposed burn sites and is the only Class I Airshed near the Project. No non-

attainment or sensitive areas (i.e., areas with large populations) are located near the Project area. 

Prescribed fire burn plans, completed for all prescribed burns, address the following management 

actions with respect to air quality: 

 Consider other sources of emissions 

 Identify sensitive areas 

 Include descriptions of planned measures to reduce smoke impacts as appropriate 

 Identify the potential risk for smoke intrusions into sensitive areas  

 Describe ambient air monitoring plans, when appropriate 

The action alternatives would comply with air quality regulations and no regulatory distinction 

exists between alternatives. The action alternatives would allow for greater control over air 

quality impacts compared to the No Action alternative due to control over burning operations 

versus uncontrolled wildfires. The action alternatives include proposals to remove biomass from 

the Project area for use in plants that burn the material at high temperatures in controlled 

conditions, reducing particulate emission compared to material burned in prescribed fires or 

wildfires.  

1.10.10 Climate Change 

Recent, rapid climate change has raised concern over the ability of some species to adapt to 

landscape changes associated with this phenomenon. Diaz and Eischeid (2007) found an average 

increase of approximately 1.0 degree °Fahrenheit (°F) over the last 20 years in the western 

United States with the highest increases at high elevations. Diaz and Eischeid (2007) contend 
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that changes in annual shrub phenology (earlier flowering), increases in significant forest pest 

infestations, earlier spring runoff, intensified wildfires, and the disappearance of alpine and 

tundra ecosystems illustrate rapid changes in the hydrological, phenological, and biological 

indicators of western ecosystems that are a result of climate warming. Research findings 

(Gedaloff et al. 2005, Westerling et al. 2006) document increases in large western wildfires 

beginning in the mid-1980s and correlated climate variables, including increased spring and 

summer temperatures and early spring snow melt.  

Climate data for the last 55 years (1951–2006) (The Nature Conservancy 2011) reveal that on 

average, temperatures in Idaho have increased 0.031 °F per year (Figure 1-2), and precipitation 

has increased 0.085% per year (Figure 1-3). Consistent with findings by Diaz and Eischeid 

(2007), the temperature increases have been more severe at higher elevations. 
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Figure 1-2. Average Temperature changes for Idaho from 1951–2006 (Source: The Nature 

Conservancy 2011) 
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Figure 1-3. Average precipitation changes for Idaho from 1951–2006 (Source: The Nature 

Conservancy 2011) 

 

Restoration ecologists acknowledge that future climatic regimes may be different than the 

climatic regimes that developed historical representations of landscapes. However, Fulé et al. 

(2009) argue that historical reference conditions remain useful in light of climate change 

evidence because historical forests were likely more resilient and resistant to drought, insect 

pathogens, and severe wildfire. Noss (2001) supports this approach and advocates that resilience 

and resistance are created by (1) maintaining a diversity of functional groups; (2) maintaining 

species richness and redundancy within functional groups; (3) identifying keystone species; and 
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(4) maintaining keystone species at optimal, not just minimally viable, populations. This 

approach provides the best opportunity for species to adapt to changes. Noss (2001) also states 

that climate change is not the greatest threat to today’s forests but is an additional stressor and 

suggests that restoring vegetative conditions will result in more adaptable forests.  

The Project is designed to enhance resiliency to climate-related stressors such as drought, 

wildfire, insects, and disease. Moving vegetation toward desired conditions as described in 

Forest Plan, Appendix A (USDA Forest Service 2003b) would decrease vulnerability of the 

vegetation and wildlife to climate change impacts and increase the adaptive capacity of the 

ecosystem elements. 

1.11 APPLICABLE LAWS AND EXECUTIVE ORDERS 

A partial list of federal laws and Executive Orders pertaining to project-specific planning and 

environmental analysis on federal lands follows.  

1.11.1 Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 

The purpose of the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) is to protect irreplaceable 

archaeological resources on federal and tribal lands. Cultural resource surveys have been 

completed for the Project area. The Project is designed to avoid impacts to all cultural resources 

and requires that newly discovered sites be protected. This management requirement is listed in 

section 2.7. Additional information can be found under “Other Concerns Evaluated, Cultural 

Resources.”  

1.11.2 Clean Air Act, as amended in 1990 

The purposes of the Clean Air Act are, “…to protect and enhance the quality of the nation’s air 

resources so as to promote the public health and welfare and the productive capacity of its 

population; to initiate and accelerate a national research and development program to achieve the 

prevention and control of air pollution; to provide technical and financial assistance to State and 

local governments in connection with the development and execution of their air pollution 

prevention and control programs; and to encourage and assist the development and operation of 

regional air pollution prevention and control programs.”  

1.11.3 Clean Water Act, as amended in 1977 and 1982 

The primary objective of the Clean Water Act (CWA) is to restore and maintain the integrity of 

the nation’s waters. This objective translates into two fundamental national goals: (1) eliminate 

the discharge of pollutants into the nation’s waters and (2) achieve water quality levels that are 

fishable and swimmable. This Act establishes a non-degradation policy for all proposed federal 

projects. 

The CWA is addressed through project design features and mitigation measures and monitoring 

(section 2.7 and Appendix 4). For more information, see section 3.5, “Watershed Resources.” 

1.11.4 Civil Rights, Consumers, Minorities, and Women 

All Forest Service actions have the potential to impact, positively or negatively, the civil rights 

of individuals or groups, including minorities and women. The need to analyze these potential 

impacts is required by the Forest Service Manual and Forest Service Handbook (see “Other 
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Disclosures”, section 3.10). This project would not affect civil rights, consumers, or minorities or 

women.  

1.11.5 Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended 

The purpose of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) is to, “…provide a means whereby the 

ecosystems upon which endangered species and threatened species depend may be conserved, to 

provide a program for the conservation of such endangered species and threatened species, and 

to take such steps as may be appropriate to achieve the purposes of the treaties and conventions 

set forth in subsection (a) of this section.” The ESA also states, “It is further declared to be the 

policy of Congress that all federal departments and agencies shall seek to conserve endangered 

species and threatened species and shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of 

this Act.” The ESA is addressed under section 1.10.2, “Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive 

Plants” and sections 3.4, “Wildlife Resources,” and 3.6, “Fisheries Resources.” 

1.11.6 Executive Order 11990—Protection of Wetlands 

Executive Order (EO) 11990 provides direction to federal agencies to protect the nation’s 

wetlands when undertaking all activities. The order is addressed through project design features 

and in section 3.10, “Other Disclosures.” 

1.11.7 Executive Order 11988—Floodplain Management 

EO 11988 requires that proposed activities must not increase flood hazards and must preserve the 

resource benefit of floodplains (the ability to dissipate flood flows and moderate flood peaks). 

This requirement is addressed through project design features and in section 3.10, “Other 

Disclosures.” 

1.11.8 Executive Order 12875—Enhancing the Intergovernmental Partnership 

EO 12875 clarifies government-to-government relations with American Indian governments. In 

accordance with this order, letters describing the Proposed Action and requesting comments and 

concerns were sent to the Tribal Chairmen of the Nez Perce and Shoshone-Bannock Tribes on 

June 15, 2009, and presented to the Shoshone-Paiute tribes on June 9, 2009. The Forest Service 

presented the Proposed Action to the Nez Perce tribal staff on May 11, 2010 and to the 

Shoshone-Bannock tribal leaders on June 22, 2011. 

The Forest Service presented the Project proposal to Shoshone-Paiute tribal leaders during 

Wings and Roots Program meetings (government-to-government consultation) on June 10, 2009; 

August 10, 2009 and December 9, 2010. The Project DEIS was also presented at the November 

10, 2011 Boise National Forest/Shoshone-Paiute consultation meeting with comment received at 

the January 12, 2012 meeting. The Shoshone-Paiute tribal leaders expressed support of the 

project with follow-up planned for subsequent meetings. 

The Project DEIS was sent to the Tribal Chairmen of the Nez Perce and Shoshone-Bannock 

Tribes on October 24, 2011. The DEIS was also presented to Nez Perce tribal staff on November 

9, 2011. 
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1.11.9 Executive Order 12898—Environmental Justice 

EO 12898 directs each federal agency to make achieving environmental justice part of its 

mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 

human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority and 

low-income populations. The President also signed a memorandum emphasizing the need to 

consider these types of effects during NEPA analysis. On March 24, 1995, the Department of 

Agriculture completed an implementation strategy for EO 12898. Where Forest Service 

proposals have the potential to adversely affect minority or low-income populations 

disproportionately, effects must be considered and disclosed (and mitigated to the degree 

possible) through NEPA analysis and documentation. This issue is addressed in section 3.10, 

“Other Disclosures,” of this FEIS. 

1.11.10 Executive Order 13007—Indian Sacred Sites 

EO 13007 requires that federal agencies accommodate American Indian and Hawaiian access to 

or ceremonial use of sacred sites. Federal agencies must avoid adversely affecting the physical 

integrity of these sacred sites. 

The Forest Archeologist and the Nez Perce, Shoshone-Bannock, and Shoshone-Paiute tribes will 

coordinate to identify any sacred sites that may be within the Project area. Any sacred sites 

identified during Project implementation would be protected.  

1.11.11 Executive Order 13112—Invasive Species 

EO 13112 requires federal agencies, whose actions may affect the status of invasive species, to 

identify such actions, prevent the introduction of invasive species, detect and respond rapidly to 

and control populations of such species, provide for restoration of native species and habitat 

conditions, and promote public education on invasive species. Additionally, federal agencies are 

directed to not carry out actions that it believes are likely to cause or promote the introduction or 

spread of invasive species.  

Activities proposed under the Project are not anticipated to substantially cause or promote the 

introduction or spread of invasive species. Information on noxious weeds can be found under 

section 1.10.4, “Other Concerns Evaluated, Noxious Weeds.” 

1.11.12 Executive Order 13186—Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to 
Protect Migratory Birds 

EO 13186 requires federal agencies to evaluate the effects of federal actions and agency plans on 

migratory birds with an emphasis on species of concern. No interagency determinations are to be 

made for migratory birds as with federally listed species. This information is reviewed with the 

USFWS; no mechanism is in place for the USFWS to consult on project effects. This issue is 

addressed in section Wildlife Specialist Report (Almack 2012). 

1.11.13 Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974 

The Federal Noxious Weed Act provides for the control and management of non-indigenous 

weeds that injure or have the potential to injure the interests of agriculture and commerce, 

wildlife resources, or the public health. Noxious weed treatment would be conducted according 

to federal and State law if implemented in conjunction with this Project.  
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1.11.14 Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003 

The Healthy Forests Restoration Act (HFRA) was signed into law (P.L. 108-148) on 

December 3, 2003. The HFRA provides direction in planning and implementing hazardous fuels 

reduction projects. Although the Project is not an authorized project under the HFRA, fuels 

reduction in the WUI is an objective of the Project and would tier to the intent of the HFRA. 

The Adams County WUI Fire Mitigation Plan (Adams County 2004) includes the objective of 

reducing hazardous fuels within and adjacent to the WUI area. Parts of the Project are located 

within a WUI area as defined by HFRA and located within 0.5-mile of the boundary of an at-risk 

community.  

1.11.15 Idaho Forest Practices Act 

The purpose of the Idaho Forest Practices Act (IFPA) is to ensure the continuous growth and 

harvest of forest trees and to maintain forest soil, air, water, vegetation, wildlife, and aquatic 

habitat. The IFPA requires consistency with forest practice rules for federal, State, and private 

lands in order to protect, maintain, and enhance the state’s natural resources. Best Management 

Practices and contract provisions would be used to meet specific IFPA regulations. Site-specific 

project design features and mitigation measures are listed in section 2.7. 

1.11.16 Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 

The proposed agency activities should not degrade habitat for migratory landbirds that are 

known to exist in the Project Area. Habitat for migratory species will be surveyed, prior to 

implementation, to ensure that appropriate measures have been taken to protect nest sites and 

other source habitat. For example, flammulated owls are neo-tropical migrants, wintering in 

Central America, but nesting in ponderosa pine forests of the northern Rocky Mountains. 

Flammulated owls have been documented in the Project Area as recently as 2011. The stands 

where these birds were located would be surveyed again, prior to implementation of any harvest 

activities, to determine stand occupancy by flammulated owls. The survey transects would be 

sampled annually for, at least, the duration of the Project. 

1.11.17 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended 

The purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) are, “To declare a national 

policy which will encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his 

environment, to promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and 

biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of man; to enrich the understanding of the 

ecological systems and natural resources important to the Nation; and to establish a Council on 

Environmental Quality” (42 U.S.C. Sec. 4321). The law further states “...it is the continuing 

policy of the federal government, in cooperation with State and local governments, and other 

concerned public and private organizations, to use all practicable means and measures, including 

financial and technical assistance, in a manner calculated to foster and promote the general 

welfare, to create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive 

harmony, and fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of present and future 

generations of Americans” (42 U.S.C. Sec. 4331(a)). NEPA establishes the format and content 

requirements of environmental analysis and documentation. 
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1.11.18 National Forest Management Act of 1976 

The NFMA guides development and revision of National Forest Land Management Plans and 

has several sections ranging from required reporting the Agriculture Secretary must submit 

annually to Congress to preparation requirements for timber sale contracts. There are several 

important sections within the NFMA, including Section 1 (purpose and principles), Section 19 

(fish and wildlife resource), Section 23 (water and soil resource), and Section 27 (management 

requirements). 

1.11.19 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as Amended  

The National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to consult with the SHPO and 

American Indian tribes when non-renewable cultural resources, such as archaeological sites and 

historic structures, may be affected by a federal action. Section 106 of this act requires federal 

agencies to review the effects proposed projects may have on cultural resources in the Project 

area.  

The Idaho SHPO has been consulted concerning proposed activities in the Project area. 

Section 1.10.1, “Cultural Resources” discusses Idaho SHPO consultation and section 1.11.8; 

“Executive Order 12875—Enhancing the Intergovernmental Partnership” discusses American 

Indian tribal consultation. The Forest has received concurrence with Idaho SHPO on 

April 8, 2011, indicating a “No Adverse Effect” determination with stipulations of follow-up 

consultation on cultural resources for this Project.  

Cultural resource surveys have been completed for the Project area. All cultural resources would 

be avoided during Project implementation. If any were identified, consultation would be 

reinitiated with the tribes, and any new sites identified would be protected. This management 

requirement is listed in section 2.7, “Project Design Features/Mitigation Measures”. Additional 

information can be found under section 1.10.1, “Cultural Resources.”  

1.11.20 Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009 

Congress, under Title IV of the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009, established the 

Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration (CFLR) Program. The purpose of the CFLR 

Program is to encourage the collaborative, science-based ecosystem restoration of priority forest 

landscapes. The CFLR Program provides a means to achieve an all lands approach to forest 

restoration” and to also: 

 Encourage ecological, economic, and social sustainability;  

 Leverage local resources with national and private resources;  

 Facilitate the reduction of wildfire management costs, including through reestablishing 

natural fire regimes and reducing the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire;  

 Demonstrate the degree to which various ecological restoration techniques achieve 

ecological and watershed health objectives; and,  

 Encourage utilization of forest restoration by-products to offset treatment costs, to benefit 

local rural economies, to and improve forest health. 

Title IV also establishes the CFLR Fund, providing authority for funding of CFLR Projects 

selected by the Secretary of the US Department of Agriculture (USDA). In 2010 and 2011 the 

Forest submitted a CFLR Project, and on February 2, 2012, the Secretary of the USDA 
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announced the selection of the Forest’s Weiser-Little Salmon Headwaters CFLR Project, 

encompassing 800,000 acres of NFS lands in the Council and New Meadows Ranger Districts in 

Adams County. The Mill Creek-Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project is part of the 

landscape within the Weiser-Little Salmon Headwaters CFLR Project. 

Uses and Limitations of the CFLR Fund include: 

 The CFLR Fund may only be used on NFS lands. 

 The CFLR Fund may not be used to cover planning costs.  

 The CFLR Fund may be used to pay for up to 50 percent of the cost of carrying out and 

monitoring ecological restoration treatments on NFS lands. 

 No more than $4,000,000 may be spent from the CFLR Fund in any one fiscal year on 

any one project.  

 The CFLR Fund for any one proposal may be expended for no more than 10 fiscal years. 

The Forest is coordinating with the Washington Office of the Forest Service to ensure the 

requirements of Title IV of the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009 would be met by 

this Project, including stipulations on permanent roads. 

1.12 INFORMATION SOURCES 

The analysis and decision processes for this Project are based on the consideration of the best 

available science. The manner in which best available science is addressed can be found within 

the disclosure rationale throughout the FEIS, biological assessments, biological opinions, and the 

Project Record. 
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—Alternatives Chapter 2

2.1 INTRODUCTION  

Chapter 2 describes the management alternatives considered for implementation of the Proposed 

Action. This chapter also discusses alternative development and summarizes a comparison of the 

alternatives, contrasting both their accomplishment of Purpose and Need and their response to 

the identified issues, which provides the information necessary for the Responsible Official to 

make an informed choice between alternatives.  

Maps for each alternative considered in detail can be found in Appendix 8 within the FEIS. 

These have not changed from those included in the DEIS. A final map will be made available 

displaying the selected alternative with the Record of Decision. 

Chapter 3 contains the detailed scientific basis for establishing baselines and measuring the 

potential environmental consequences of each of the alternatives. 

2.2 RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES 

Section 102(2)(3) of the NEPA states that all federal agencies shall, “study, develop, and 

describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which 

involves unresolved conflict concerning alternative uses of available resources.” An 

environmental impact statement (EIS) must also, “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all 

reasonable alternatives.” The courts have established that this direction does not mean that every 

conceivable alternative must be considered, but all selections and alternative discussions must 

permit a reasoned choice and foster informed decision-making and informed public participation.  

The range of alternatives may extend beyond the limits set by Forest Plan goals and objectives 

under NEPA; however, the NFMA requires that the selected alternative fully comply with the 

forest plan unless the plan is amended in accordance with 36 CFR 219.10(f).  

The range of alternatives presented in this chapter was determined by evaluating external and 

internal comments and the Purpose and Need for this project. This project is intended to maintain 

or create resource conditions that are within the HRV as specified in Appendix A of the Payette 

National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) (USDA Forest 

Service 2003b), Appendix A—conditions which might be expected to occur under natural 

disturbance and succession regimes. By moving toward this condition, we can be more assured 

that the forest and ecosystem remain in a healthy and sustainable condition over time. Reducing 

the vulnerability of the forest to possible severe and undesirable effects of fire, insects, disease, 

or other unforeseen events would create a forest that is more resilient in the face of inevitable 

change and future uncertainties and provide for flexibility and a variety of possible future 

resource and management needs.  

Forest Plan goals and objectives, existing and desired conditions, and standards and guidelines; 

federal laws, regulations, and policies; and economic viability also influenced alternative 

development. Within these parameters, the alternatives developed by the IDT display a 

reasonable range of outputs, treatments, costs, management requirements, design criteria, and 

effects to resources. In addition to the alternatives considered in detail, the IDT examined other 
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alternatives during the analysis process. Although these alternatives contributed to a reasonable 

range of alternatives, they were eliminated from further consideration. 

Using the information gathered from public and internal scoping and field-related resource 

information, the IDT formulated different alternative themes centered on various vegetation 

treatments. Based on these themes, the IDT then assigned potential prescriptions to different land 

units to create the various alternatives. Each action alternative represents a site-specific proposal 

developed by IDT evaluation of current and desired conditions. Unit identification and design 

utilized field reconnaissance, topographic maps, aerial photos, and resource data are available in 

geographic information system (GIS) format. 

Alternative 2 was developed based on input provided by the PFC recommendations in March 

2010. Alternative 3 is similar to Alternative 2, except it includes permanent road construction. 

Alternative 3 also includes helicopter harvest in stands with no road access. Alternative 4 was 

designed to conserve more pileated woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus) habitat and increase 

wildlife security. Alternative 5 was developed based on concerns that road-related impacts could 

affect bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) viability in the Upper East Fork Weiser River in critical 

bull trout habitat. Alternative 5 would include FS System road re-routes and more road 

decommissioning than the other alternatives. The action alternatives (Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5) 

were designed to accomplish the Project's Purpose and Need, meet Forest Plan standards, and 

trend toward achieving specific MA goals, objectives, and DFCs. 

2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

The No Action alternative (Alternative 1), Proposed Action (Alternative 2), and three other 

action alternatives are considered in detail. No activities other than what is already occurring 

would occur under Alternative 1. The other alternatives present different ways of satisfying the 

Purpose and Need by responding with different emphases to the issues discussed in Chapter 1.  

Areas, distances, mapped unit boundaries, and other measures used to define the alternatives are 

based on the best available information. Not all of the information was precisely measured in the 

field. There may be some differences between estimates and field measurements when the 

project is laid out on the ground. Because of the variability of existing conditions in proposed 

activity units, treatments are not expected to occur on every acre within every unit. For example, 

if the canopy closure and species composition of trees in part of a unit currently meets the 

desired condition, the only treatment in that part of the unit would be prescribed burning. The 

estimated net proposed harvest acreage within each alternative is provided in the tables that 

accompany each of the alternatives. Changes that occur between planning and implementation 

would be within the resource parameters analyzed in this document. If changes are outside of the 

analysis parameters, the IDT will re-analyze that portion of the project or it will be removed 

from the project. 

2.3.1 Alternative 1—No Action 

This is the required No Action alternative that provides a baseline against which impacts of the 

various action alternatives can be measured and compared and represents the existing condition 

in the Project area. Under Alternative 1, none of the specific management activities proposed in 

this FEIS would be implemented to accomplish project goals and objectives. Ongoing activities 
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such as recreation, public fuelwood gathering, fire suppression, normal road maintenance, and 

existing road closures would continue at current levels. 

2.3.2 Action Alternatives 

 Activities Included in all of the Action Alternatives 2.3.2.1

Background—Potential Vegetation Groups 

Forested vegetation is described by habitat types, which use potential climax vegetation as an 

indicator of environmental condition. Forested habitat types are further grouped into PVGs that 

share similar environmental characteristics, site productivity, and disturbance regimes. These 

groupings simplify the description of vegetative condition for use at the broad scale. PVGs 

provide a way to describe the mix of vegetative communities that may occur within landscapes.  

PVGs 2, 5, and 6 are the primary PVGs that would be affected by this proposal. About 77% of 

the forested area is within these PVGs, and over 90% of the proposed activities would occur in 

these PVGs. The remainder of the proposed activities would occur in PVGs 1, 3, and 4. Most of 

the discussion in this FEIS will focus on PVGs 2, 5, and 6. The following paragraphs include 

short descriptions of these PVGs. Detailed descriptions of all PVGs are included in Appendix 7.  

Potential Vegetation Group 2—Warm, Dry Douglas-fir/Moist Ponderosa Pine 

This group represents warm, mild environments at low-to-middle elevations. Ponderosa pine 

(Pinus ponderosa) mixed with Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) is the dominant cover type in 

this group. Historically, frequent nonlethal fire (Table 2-1) maintained stands of large, park-like 

ponderosa pine. This group comprises 19% of the forested area. 

Potential Vegetation Group 5—Dry Grand Fir 

This group is found at elevations ranging from 4,300 to 6,400 feet. Ponderosa pine and Douglas-

fir are common cover types that appear to have been maintained by fire regimes that were 

historically nonlethal to mixed1 (Table 2-1). In many areas, this group may have resembled 

PVG 2 with open park-like stands of large ponderosa pine. Mixed species stands were likely 

restricted to small micro sites that burned less frequently. About 14% of the forested area is in 

PVG 5. 

Potential Vegetation Group 6—Cool, Moist Grand Fir 

This group is found at elevations ranging from 3,400 to 6,500 feet and represents moister 

environments in the grand fir (Abies grandis) zone. Ponderosa pine is common at the drier 

extremes of the group and lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta) occurs in colder areas. Western larch 

(Larix occidentalis) may also be present as an early-seral species. Historical fire regimes were 

mixed, ranging from mixed1 to mixed2 (Table 2-1). Where ponderosa pine was maintained as a 

common seral species, it appears that fires were more often mixed1. In other areas where western 

larch, Douglas-fir, or lodgepole pine were maintained as seral species, mixed2 fire may have 

been more common. This difference within PVG 6 reflects a split described by Crane and 

Fischer (1986) of the grand fir habitat types into warm, dry and cool, moist subgroups. PVG 6 

comprises about 44% of the forested area, approximately 22% of the forested area is in the 
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warm, dry subgroup of PVG 6 and 22% of the forested area is in the cool, moist subgroup of 

PVG 6. 

Table 2-1. Fire regime description 

Fire 
Regime 

Fire Interval 
Fire 

Intensity 
Vegetation Patterns (Agee 1998) 

Nonlethal  5–25 years  
Low—10% 
mortality or 

less  

Relatively homogenous with small patches generally 
<1.0 acre of different seral stages, densities, and 

compositions created from mortality 

Mixed1  5–70 years  

Low to 
moderate—

10–50% 
mortality  

Relatively homogenous with patches created from mortality 
ranging in size from <1.0 to 600 acres of different seral 

stages, densities, and compositions 

Mixed2  70–300 years  
Moderate to 
high—50–

90% mortality  

Relatively diverse with patches created by mixes of mortality 
and unburned or underburned areas ranging in size from <1 

to 25,000 acres of different seral stages, densities, and 
compositions 

Lethal  100–400 years  
High—over 

90% mortality  

Relatively homogenous with patches sometimes 
>25,000 acres of similar seral stages, densities, and 

compositions. Small inclusions of different seral stages, 
densities, and compositions often result from unburned or 

underburned areas. 

 

Design of Treatment Areas 

Field crews visited all of the mature stands in the low and mid-elevation PVGs (PVGs 1–6) to 

determine stand conditions based on densities, species composition, tree vigor, and insect 

infestation and disease levels. As part of this process, stands that had been identified as 

ponderosa pine restoration priorities by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game Wildlife 

Conservation and Restoration Project (Mehl and Haufler 2004) were reviewed and verified. This 

information was then used to place mature stands into one of three categories: Restoration, 

Reserve, and Open Seral Burn Only. The Restoration category included stands that were 

composed primarily of vigorous seral species at densities higher than desired conditions. The 

Reserve category included stands that were composed primarily of climax species, low vigor 

seral species, and stands with severe insect infestations or disease infections. The Open Seral 

Burn Only stands were similar to Restoration stands but had been thinned or underburned in the 

past and densities were within the range of desired conditions.  

Condition categories were then mapped as Blue for Restoration, Red for Reserve, and Yellow for 

Open Seral Burn Only. Maps were produced that displayed these color designations along with 

gray for higher elevation PVGs, white for non-forested areas, and green for plantations (see 

Appendix 8). The IDT reviewed these maps and identified large (1,000+ acre areas) Blue 

(i.e., Restoration) blocks and large Red (i.e., Reserve) blocks. Large Restoration blocks became 

treatment priority areas because the Restoration stands could be thinned to improve growing 

conditions for the vigorous serals and underburned to reduce fuel loads to achieve desired 

conditions and meet the Purpose and Need of the Project. Reserve stands intermingled with 

Restoration stands in these large Restoration blocks were proposed for regeneration treatments 

that would convert these stands to vigorous seral conditions. Open Seral Burn Only stands within 
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these large Restoration areas were included so that fire could be used to maintain an open, low 

density tree distribution. The large interconnected Reserve blocks were reserved from treatment 

to provide areas that would not be disturbed and where stand densities would remain high. The 

objective of this design is to create large areas with lower canopy closure more suited for species 

such as white-headed woodpeckers, and to maintain large areas with denser canopies more suited 

to species such as pileated woodpeckers. These denser areas would also provide important elk 

habitat components. 

Large tree size class stands would be managed to retain large tree size class attributes. Stands 

that do not meet large tree size class requirements as described in Appendix A of the Forest Plan 

(USDA Forest Service 2003b), would be managed to develop into large tree stands. 

Best available science that has emerged since the 2003 Forest Plan revision has described the 

importance of legacy trees and old forest habitat (USDA Forest Service 2011b). Legacy trees are 

ponderosa pine and western larch that survived the previous stand initiating fire in lethal fire 

regimes or survived numerous low-to-moderate intensity fires in other fire regimes. Old live and 

dead ponderosa pine and western larch trees are an important legacy of the historical condition in 

many areas. They are generally resistant to nonlethal/mixed1 fire; provide food and habitat for 

wildlife; and contain genetic material reflective of the local site conditions (Huckaby et al. 2003), 

particularly when present in plantations. These legacy trees would be identified and protected 

during Project implementation. 

Old-forest habitat conditions are defined in the WCS DEIS (USDA Forest Service 2011b) as 

distinguished by old trees and related structural attributes, which include tree size, signs of 

decadence, large snags and logs, canopy gaps, and understory patchiness (Van Pelt 2007, 2008; 

USDA Forest Service 2011b). Old-forest habitat develops when structural elements (e.g., large 

snags, logs, understory structure) are found near old, large trees, typically those defined as legacy 

trees. Due to differences in forest/habitat types, site quality, climate, and disturbance patterns, 

old forests may vary extensively in tree size, age classes, and presence and abundance of 

structural elements (Helms 1998). The 2003 Forest Plan discusses old-forest habitat but does not 

include a definition. Based on the WCS definition, no old-forest habitat conditions have been 

identified within the Project area. Conditions that would create old forest habitat would be 

promoted with the restoration treatments.  

Alternative 2, the Proposed Action, was developed using these concepts, and then considering 

existing and planned road access. Most of the Restoration stands in large Restoration blocks that 

would have road access were proposed for harvest treatments. Reserve stands with road access 

that were intermingled with Restoration stands in these blocks were proposed for harvest as well. 

Most Restoration stands and a few Reserve stands that would not have road access for harvest 

treatments were placed in Restoration Burn Only and Reserve Burn Only categories. The 

Restoration stands with no road access were considered a priority for treatment so that fire could 

be used to reduce fuels and reduce densities and maintain these stands in a vigorous seral 

condition. Reserve stands with no road access were included for treatments if they were 

intermingled with other stands proposed for treatment. 

Alternative 3 was designed to offer a helicopter harvesting option if this more expensive system 

was considered practical. For this system to be practical, the value of timber would need to 

increase or an outside funding source would need to become available. In Alternative 3, most of 
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the Restoration Burn Only stands and Reserve Burn Only stands in Alternative 2 would be 

harvested using helicopters.  

Alternative 4 was designed to retain more habitat for pileated woodpeckers and other species in 

Habitat Family 2 as defined in the WCS (American three-toed woodpecker [Picoides dorsalis], 

boreal owl [Aegolius funereus], great gray owl [Strix nebulosa], flammulated owl [Otus 

flammeolus], northern goshawk [Accipiter gentilis] and fisher [Martes pennanti]) (unpublished 

data available in the WCS project record) and to provide additional elk (Cervus elaphus) security 

and thermal cover habitat. In Alternative 4, large tree, high and moderate canopy closure stands 

in PVG 6 were generally excluded from treatment. Where these stands were more isolated and 

would not contribute to blocks of dense, moist habitat, they were not excluded from treatment. 

Alternative 5 focused on improving watershed conditions for bull trout in the upper portion of 

the East Fork Weiser River subwatershed by reducing road-related impacts to water quality. The 

vegetation treatments in this alternative are the same as those in Alternative 2. 

Vegetation Treatments 

All of the proposed treatments are designed to move forest stands toward the Forest Plan desired 

conditions for species composition, spatial patterns, tree size class distribution, canopy closure, 

and snag numbers. The specific project objectives for meeting the Purpose and Need are 

promoting the development of large tree forest structures, reintroducing fire into the ecosystem, 

and improving forest health. Treatments would also emphasize retaining legacy trees and 

promoting old-forest habitat.  

Restoration Stand Treatments Harvest and Burn 

Restoration stands are stands where most of the trees are vigorous, mature ponderosa pine and 

Douglas-fir growing at densities higher than desired conditions. While some Restoration stands 

have homogenous, dense, vigorous serals across the stand, others are a mosaic of different 

conditions that may include openings where saplings, brush, or grass occur, areas where the 

crowns of vigorous seral trees are currently separated, and areas where grand fir or low vigor or 

diseased trees occur. The primary objective in treating Restoration stands is to separate the tree 

crowns and remove understory trees to restore stands to desired conditions, improve habitat for 

wildlife species that require low-to-moderate canopy cover, decrease stand densities to provide 

more resources for tree vigor and growth, and decrease the chance of uncharacteristic wildfire.  

Where trees occur in natural clumps, harvest prescriptions would favor that spatial pattern. Small 

openings (0.1 to 2.0 acres) where natural regeneration could establish would be created where 

grand fir or low vigor or diseased trees occur. Stands would be thinned through commercial 

logging. Harvested trees would be removed with the limbs and tops attached. The limbs and tops 

would be utilized as biomass where practical. Sapling size trees in the understory would be cut to 

reduce fuel ladders. Vigorous, sapling-size ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, and western larch 

growing in openings would be retained. Following harvest, these stands would be underburned to 

reduce fuels and patches of low vigor sapling-size trees, seed beds would be exposed for natural 

regeneration in openings; and aspen, shrubs, and forest floor vegetation would be rejuvenated. 

Future underburns would be implemented every 10 to 20 years to maintain these stands in a 

desired condition. 
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After treatment, these stands would be a mosaic of thinned areas, clumps of trees, and small 

openings. The average canopy closure in these stands after harvest and underburn operations are 

completed would be between 25% and 30%. Areas in stands where more existing and created 

openings occur would have less canopy closure, perhaps as low as 10%. These openings would 

eventually develop more canopy closure where seedlings could establish and grow. 

Reserve Stand Treatments Harvest and Burn 

Reserve stands are composed primarily of climax tree species (generally grand fir) and/or trees 

with low vigor or insect or disease infections. These stands generally have scattered areas that 

are composed of vigorous, healthy seral species (ponderosa pine, western larch, and Douglas-fir). 

This mix of conditions varies between stands. Some Reserve stands may include very few 

vigorous seral trees while others may be composed of patches of vigorous serals that cover 45% 

of the stand area. These stands are referred to as Reserve stands because most of them would be 

reserved from treatment. As part of the project design process, areas that were composed 

primarily of this type of stand were reserved as habitat for species such as pileated woodpeckers 

and elk. Only about 5% of the Reserve stand acres in the Project area are proposed for treatment 

under the Proposed Action (Alternative 2). These stands are interspersed with Restoration stands 

that are also proposed for treatment. Prescriptions for Reserve stands would be developed on an 

individual stand basis. Stand conditions would determine the size and shape of the openings 

created. The objective for creating these openings is to re-establish vigorous seral tree species on 

these sites. In general, vigorous serals and older ponderosa pine and western larch would be 

retained. Where dense patches of vigorous serals occur, they would be thinned to provide more 

growing space for retained trees. Older ponderosa pine and western larch would be “day-lighted” 

(thinned around to reduce fuels and competition for resources). A mosaic of openings would be 

created where the low vigor and diseased trees and most climax tree species are removed. 

Untreated areas would be left where needed to ensure created openings do not exceed 2.0 acres. 

Leaving areas untreated would add to the diversity of these stands and enhance wildlife habitat. 

Within the created openings, if scattered vigorous seral trees are not present, small clumps of low 

vigor and/or climax tree species with specific structural components would be retained for 

wildlife habitat. Scattered clumps of trees with severe dwarf mistletoe infections would also be 

retained for wildlife habitat. In most cases, a mosaic of openings would be interspersed with 

thinned areas, patchy areas, and/or untreated areas. Openings would vary in size from 0.1 to 

2.0 acres, depending on individual stand conditions. Stand conditions would drive the size, 

shape, and location of openings. There would not be an objective to create a certain number or a 

certain size of openings in a stand. 

Reforestation with seral tree species would be implemented in Reserve stands where at least 

10 acres of openings of about 2 acres in size have been created. This is the minimum number of 

acres and the minimum size opening that is practical to manage. Site preparation to facilitate 

planting or natural seeding would be implemented as needed. Some areas would be suitable for 

planting or natural seeding with no additional site preparation following logging. Areas with 

thick sod, dense brush, or heavy slash may require excavator spot-scalping or prescribed fire to 

ensure planting or natural seeding success. Trees would not be planted where openings are 

created around quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides) patches. In these areas, heavy equipment or 

prescribed fire may be used to stimulate aspen regeneration. Other created openings could be 

maintained as openings where such management would enhance habitat for specific wildlife 
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species. Removing limbs and tops of cut trees and biomass utilization would be determined on a 

stand-by-stand basis. This material may be needed for a site preparation burn. 

Required cable corridors in skyline harvest units would reduce flexibility for leaving patches and 

clumps of trees. The mosaic pattern in these units would be designed to accommodate this 

harvest system.  

After completing harvest and site preparation treatments, the average canopy closure in these 

stands would be below 25%. Canopy closure in the created openings would be around 10%. 

Canopy closure in the thinned areas would average 25%; canopy closure could be over 40% in 

untreated areas. 

Open Seral Burn Only Treatments 

These stands are similar to the Restoration stands described above. The difference is that these 

stands have been thinned or underburned in the past and the overstory trees are at the appropriate 

density; therefore, the overstory trees do not need to be thinned. Open Seral Burn Only stands 

would be underburned to reduce fuels; thin patches of sapling size trees; expose seed beds for 

natural regeneration in openings; and rejuvenate aspen, brush, and forest floor vegetation. Future 

underburns may be implemented every 10 to 20 years to maintain these stands in an open, low-

canopy cover condition. Minimal handcrew work would be required to reduce fuels prior to 

implementing these underburns. 

After treatment these stands would appear more open because most of the understory trees and 

brush would be consumed by fire. Up to 10% of the overstory trees could be killed as well. The 

current canopy closure in 93% of these stands is between 40% and 69%. The canopy closure 

would be reduced to 25% to 35% in these stands. About 4% of these stands currently have high 

canopy closure (over 70%). Canopy closure in these stands would be reduced to between 40% 

and 69%. The remaining stands currently have less than 40% canopy closure. Canopy closure in 

these stands would average 25%.  

Restoration Burn Only Stand Treatments 

These stands are identical to the Restoration stands described above. The difference is that these 

stands would not have road access for commercial logging operations. The objective in 

underburning these stands is to reduce the ladder fuels and ground fuels to make these stands less 

susceptible to stand replacing wildfire. Underburning would also thin patches of sapling size 

trees, expose seed beds for natural regeneration in openings, and rejuvenate aspen, brush, and 

forest floor vegetation. Underburns may be implemented every 10 to 20 years in the future to 

maintain these stands in an open, lower density condition. Most stands with Restoration Stand 

conditions that would not have road access were included in this treatment category.  

These stands would require varying degrees of treatment prior to underburning. Some of the 

more open stands may require only minimal handcrew work to reduce fuel ladders. Some may 

need handcrew work to cut and pile sapling size trees. Denser stands may require a combination 

of handcrew work and machines (excavators or masticators) to reduce fuels sufficiently to allow 

prescribed fire to be implemented. No burning preparation work other than fireline construction 

would occur in the Council Mountain IRA. 
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After treatment, these stands would appear more open because most of the understory trees and 

brush would be consumed by fire. Up to 10% of the overstory trees could be killed as well. The 

current canopy closure in 93% of these stands is between 40% and 69%. The canopy closure 

would be reduced to between 25% and 35% in these stands. About 36% of these stands currently 

have high canopy closure (over 70%). Canopy closure in these stands would be reduced to 

between 40% and 69%. The remaining stands currently have less than 40% canopy closure. 

Canopy closure in these stands would average 25%. 

Reserve Burn Only Stand Treatments 

These stand treatments are identical to the Reserve stand treatments described above, except 

these stands do not have road access for commercial logging operations. Reserve type stands 

were included in this treatment based on their location with respect to other treatment units. 

Stands that are intermingled with Restoration stand treatments or other underburn treatments 

were generally included. As with the other burn only treatments described above, these stands 

outside of the Council Mountain IRA would require varying degrees of treatment prior to being 

underburned. Underburning these stands would reduce ladder and ground fuels to make these 

stands less susceptible to stand-replacing wildfire. Underburning would also thin patches of 

sapling size trees; expose seed beds for natural regeneration in openings; and rejuvenate aspen, 

brush, and forest floor vegetation. These stands would be assessed following burning to 

determine if fire-caused mortality was great enough to require tree planting to restock these sites. 

Because Reserve Burn Only stands are in less vigorous condition and composed of more thin-

barked, less fire-resistant tree species, mortality would likely be higher than in the Restoration 

Burn Only stand treatments.  

After treatment, these stands would appear more open because most of the understory trees and 

brush would be consumed by fire. Up to 30% of the overstory trees could be killed as well. The 

canopy closure in 77% of these stands is between 40% and 69%. The canopy closure would be 

reduced to between 25% and 35% in these stands. About 22% of these stands have high canopy 

closure (over 70%). Canopy closure in these stands would be reduced to between 40% and 69%. 

The remaining stands (approximately 1%) have less than 40% canopy closure. Canopy closure in 

these stands would be reduced to 25%. 

Traditional Precommercial Thinning Treatments 

These treatments are planned in plantations that are 20–30 years old. The objective of traditional 

precommercial thinning treatments is to reduce densities to favor more vigorous trees. The cut 

trees would be lopped and scattered with the expectation that fuel loads would be high for only a 

few years until the lopped material deteriorated. Irregular spacing and the creation of clumps 

would be favored to enhance wildlife habitat where practical. Overstory trees infected with dwarf 

mistletoe would be girdled to prevent spreading the infection. 

After treatment, these stands would appear more open. Canopy closure is currently moderate and 

would be reduced to low (25% to 35%) after treatment. 

Older plantation Precommercial Thinning Treatments with Potential Biomass Removal  

These treatments are planned in plantations that are 30–50 years old. These stands are composed 

of trees that have an average diameter at breast height (DBH) of 8–10 inches. Where these stands 
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occur on gentle slopes suitable for feller bunchers and grapple skidders, the cut trees would be 

removed from the stands and utilized for biomass where practical. Ground skidding would occur 

on about 1,837 acres. Where these stands occur on steeper slopes or in RCAs, the cut trees would 

be lopped and scattered with the expectation that fuel loads would be high for only a few years 

until the lopped material deteriorated. Underburning would be implemented to reduce densities 

where assessments determine that fuel loads would be too high if the cut trees where lopped and 

scattered in stands on steeper slopes and on the outer edges of RCAs (where approved by the 

hydrologist or fisheries biologist and outside of critical bull trout habitat). The objective of this 

treatment is to reduce densities and favor more vigorous trees. Irregular spacing and the creation 

of clumps would be favored to enhance wildlife habitat where practical. Overstory trees infected 

with dwarf mistletoe would be girdled to prevent spreading the infection.  

After treatment, these stands would appear more open. Canopy closure in these stands is 

currently moderate and would be reduced to low canopy closure (between 25% and 35%) after 

treatment. 

Prescribed Burning in Grass, Brush, Aspen Stands, and Scattered Timber 

These prescribed fire treatments would be implemented in conjunction with underburn 

operations described above. Forested and non-forested areas occur in mosaics across the 

landscape. Prescribed fire would be used to reduce fuel loads and rejuvenate the vegetation in 

these areas. The aspen stands in the Project area are in particular need of rejuvenation and 

regeneration. Coniferous trees have encroached on aspen stands due to the lack of frequent low-

intensity fire. In the past, frequent fire killed encroaching conifers and induced aspen root 

sprouting. After treatment, these areas would appear more open. 

Wildland-Urban Interface Treatment—Shaded Fuelbreak 

A shaded fuelbreak would be created in the WUI (a 0.5-mile strip where the Project area is 

adjacent to private land) on approximately 140 acres to facilitate prescribed burning of the 

adjacent stands and reduce wildfire risk to private lands located in or adjacent to the WUI. This 

treatment would involve piling and burning ladder fuels (excavator or hand piles) or using a 

masticator to reduce fuel loading. The width of the fuelbreak would range from no fuelbreak 

needed to up to 500 feet wide, depending on fuel type, site slope, and the risk level associated 

with protecting improvements. This would occur in the Restoration, Reserve and Open Seral 

stands that would not be treated with harvest or burning. 

Riparian Conservation Area Delineation 

The Forest Plan (Appendix B) outlines criteria to aid IDTs in delineating RCAs for perennial and 

intermittent streams, ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands (USDA Forest Service 2003b). The 

RCAs within the project area have been identified by the IDT using the Option 2 delineation 

method for forested streams. Forest Plan Option 2 provides a more site-based delineation of an 

RCA boundary using site potential tree heights. Table 2-2 describes the RCA distances in the 

project area for forested streams. The appropriateness of these delineations will be field verified 

prior to any sale of timber. See Project Record for samples of RCAs already visited. 
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Table 2-2. Riparian Conservation Area (RCA) delineation distance by water source 

Water Source  RCA Distance 

Perennial stream  240-foot slope distance 

Intermittent stream providing seasonal rearing and spawning habitat 240-foot slope distance 

Intermittent stream 120-foot slope distance 

Ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands 120-foot slope distance 

Note: RCA distance is measured from the ordinary high water mark (either side of the stream).  

Riparian Conservation Area Treatments 

RCA treatments would be considered where the outer portion of the RCA is characterized by 

upland vegetation identical or very similar to the adjacent stand outside the RCA. Treatment 

objectives would be based on DFC as defined in Appendix A of the Forest Plan (USDA Forest 

Service 2003b) for that PVG. Input on treatment design would be given by the district 

hydrologist or fish biologist in order to ensure that all riparian functions were maintained or 

improved, as required by Forest Plan standard SWST01 (USDA Forest Service 2003b).  

See Appendix 6, “Riparian Conservation Area Thinning Guidelines,” for more detailed 

information on proposed harvest guidelines for work in RCAs. The RCA width selection will be 

verified on-site prior to harvest and potentially affected intermittent streams will be surveyed for 

fish presence. 

Harvest Systems  

Harvest systems would include tractor, off-road jammer, cable, skyline, and helicopter. 

Helicopter harvesting would be included in Alternative 3 only. Ground-based systems would be 

used on slopes up to 45% and would include wheeled or tracked equipment. An off-road jammer 

or tractor winch system would be used on slopes over 35% in ground-based harvest units. Cable 

systems would be used for short, steep slopes below roads. Skyline systems would be used for 

longer slopes below roads. See Appendix 1 for a list of treatments and harvest systems by 

harvest unit. 

Transportation Management 

Road Mileages 

All road miles are approximate and based on field and GIS data. 

Unauthorized Roads  

Unauthorized roads in the Project area were evaluated based on field and/or GIS data for the 

need to add to the FS System, convert to a trail, provide dispersed recreational opportunities, no 

treatment (deferred for future NEPA analysis), or decommission (obliterate). Unauthorized roads 

were also evaluated for use as temporary roads that would be decommissioned (obliterated) 

following use. There are unauthorized roads not addressed with this project and subsequent 

projects may address these in the future.  
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Addition of Unauthorized Roads to the Forest Service System for Administrative Use 

The Transportation Analysis Process (TAP) prepared for the Project area included a 

recommendation to add 14.7 miles of unauthorized roads to the FS System (the action 

alternatives do not include all those recommended in the TAP). These roads generally have a 

road prism or portion of road prism in place and are overgrown from years of natural 

establishment and would require road construction to bring them to Forest Service specifications. 

Construction could include re-establishing the road prism, blading the surface, installing or re-

installing culverts for drainage, improving ditches, and incorporating other road maintenance 

activities. Once utilized for treatment, the roads would be put into a Maintenance Level 1 closure 

(see definition in Glossary). 

Road-to-Trail Conversion 

One unauthorized road in the Shingle Flat area is being proposed as a Forest Service System 

trail. This would be a 0.4-mile-long, non-motorized trail. This trail would connect to the newly 

proposed trail (see the Recreation section for the new trail proposal). This road-to-trail 

conversion is the same in all of the action alternatives. 

Temporary Roads 

There are two categories of planned temporary roads: newly constructed and currently 

unauthorized roads that would be utilized and obliterated following treatments. In addition to the 

planned temporary roads, short sections of temporary road identified during implementation 

would be constructed to access landings. All temporary roads would be obliterated following 

use. 

Road Decommissioning (Obliteration) for Soil and Watershed Mitigation and 

Improvement 

Unauthorized roads that are either known to resource specialists as high-priority candidates for 

obliteration due to their location (e.g., located within an RCA or known to be impeding 

watershed function) or were field surveyed due to their proximity to streams or stream crossings 

and found to be inhibiting proper stream or watershed function will be decommissioned 

(obliterated). Decommissioning (obliteration) would restore natural hydrologic function and 

improve soil productivity in these areas. Adaptations to this treatment would be made on a 

site-specific basis, for example to accommodate permitted access or if a portion of a road did not, 

based on the professional evaluation of the watershed staff, require treatment. 

Road Decommissioning (Obliteration) with Grazing Permittee Coordination 

Upon completion, unauthorized roads identified for decommissioning that were also recognized 

during scoping as needed for administration of grazing permits (i.e., as stock driveways or access 

to range improvements like bull trout exclosure fences) would be treated so as to allow passage 

of cattle and provide for other necessary grazing permit activities and would not be designed for 

motorized access. The maximum restoration of soil-hydrologic function would be achieved while 

providing access to grazing permittees as well as a barrier to other unauthorized use. This would 

result in decompaction of most of the road surface and a remnant path wide enough for livestock 

passage and grazing permit activities. These roads are exceptions to the description of road 

treatments above; they would be closed to public use and be incorporated into the grazing AOIs 
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as authorized infrastructure for use by the permittee only. These actions are common to all 

alternatives for roads symbolized as “Decommission with Permittee Coordination” on the action 

alternative maps. Implementation would be coordinated with the input of the district hydrologist 

and/or fish biologist, district range specialist and affected permittee. 

Road Decommissioning (Obliteration) for Wildlife Security Improvement 

Unauthorized roads known to resource specialists as high-priority candidates to increase the 

value of the wildlife security in blocks of habitat would be decommissioned (obliterated). 

Improvement of Closures for Wildlife Security 

Six closed or seasonally closed FS System roads totaling 7.2 miles have known existing 

ineffective closures. In Alternatives 2–4, the closures on these roads would be improved to 

ensure effective closure through the use of gates or other barriers. In Alternative 5, one of the 

roads would be decommissioned and five roads, totaling 5.0 miles, would have the closures 

improved. Closed FS System roads used for treatment would also receive effective closures. 

Long-term Closure of Roads for Soil and Watershed Mitigation and Improvement 

FS System roads that were either known to resource specialists as high-priority candidates for 

long-term closure due to their location (e.g., located within an RCA or known to be contributing 

to sediment delivery in streams) or were field surveyed due to their proximity to streams or 

stream crossings and found to be inhibiting proper stream or watershed function would be put 

into long-term closure. To improve the condition of these roads, work may include 

decompacting, establishing vegetation, installing cross-ditches, and removing culverts at stream 

crossings. 

Culvert Upgrades  

Culverts that restrict proper hydrologic function and passage of fish and other aquatic organisms 

would be replaced in order of priority in Alternatives 2–4: 

 FS System Road 50906 at Upper East Fork Weiser River—one culvert 

 FS System Road 50486 at lower Joker Creek—one culvert 

 FS System Road 50199 at upper Cottonwood Creek—one culvert 

 FS System Road 50486 at upper Joker Creek—one culvert 

 FS System Road 50199 at lower Cottonwood Creek—one culvert 

Alternative 5 would be identical to the culvert upgrades list above except it would remove the 

Joker Creek culvert listed in the second bullet above through road decommissioning, and replace 

a culvert in Dewey Creek on the Old Cascade Road (FS System Road 50165). Alternative 5 

would also remove an additional culvert on a tributary of Joker Creek that is not a fish passage 

barrier as a part of a road re-route discussed in the Alternative 5 section.  
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Road Maintenance 

Road maintenance may include the following activities: surface blading, culvert and ditch 

cleaning, removal of encroaching brush, installation of drivable dips, culvert installation and 

replacement, and surfacing. This maintenance would occur on FS System roads used by the 

Project which are open for public and/or administrative use, including seasonally open roads. 

In Alternatives 2–4, road resurfacing of approximately 5.9 miles would be completed using 

crushed rock or pit run sources to improve the road surface and reduce watershed and fisheries 

impacts from sedimentation. These following areas would be resurfaced: 

 Old Cascade Road (FS System Road 50165) in the Upper East Fork Weiser and Dewey 

Creek drainages—approximately 3.3 miles 

 Pothole Basin Road (FS System Road 50177) (Fourth Gulch)—approximately 1.5 miles 

 Grossen Canyon Road (FS System Road 50524)—approximately 1.1 miles 

In addition to the areas identified above, spot gravelling of roads would occur at crossings, dips, 

and soft spots. 

Alternative 5 includes an additional 6.0 miles of surfacing to accommodate re-routes.  

Road Surface Material Sources 

Six sources of material are identified and would be used for road improvement (Table 2-3). Road 

surface material sources will be the same in each of the action alternatives. 

Table 2-3. Material to be used for road improvement, including the source, location, access road, 

and type 

Source of Material Location 
Forest Service 
Access Road 

Material Type 

Shingle Flat Pit 
NW ¼ of the SW ¼ of 

Section 29, T17 N, R1E 
FS System Road 

50183 

Crushed aggregate and 
rip rap 

Bench Creek Pit 
NE ¼ of the NE ¼ of 

Section 10, T17 N, R1E 
FS System Road 

50181 

Potential crushed 
aggregate 

Joker Bench Pit 
SE ¼ of the SW ¼ of 

Section 12, T17 N, R1E 
FS System Road 

50182 
Pit run 

Beaver Joker Pit 
NE ¼ of the SW ¼ of 
Section 1, T17 N, R1E 

FS System Road 
50149 

Pit run and crushed 
aggregate 

Five Corners Pit 
SW ¼ of the NE ¼ of 

Section 29, T17N, R2E 
FS System Road 

51817 

Pit run and crushed 
aggregate 

Cottonwood Mill Pit 
NW ¼ of the SE ¼ of 
Section 4, T16N., R1E 

FS System Road 
51856 

Crushed aggregate 

 

Road Reconstruction 

Road reconstruction in the Project area would include opening closed roads for Project use. 

Work would consist of clearing road beds of vegetation, removing earthen barriers or other 

obstructions, blading and reshaping road surfaces, installing drivable dips and culverts where 

needed, and spot surfacing where needed. The work would make the roads usable for log trucks 

and logging equipment for timber harvest and biomass utilization. The reconstructed roads in the 
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Project area would be closed after use and would be managed as FS System roads, except in 

Alternative 5 where 4.8 miles of road reconstruction would remain open for use as part of 

rerouting open roads. No road reconstruction would occur in Alternative 1. Alternative 2 would 

reconstruct 63.2 miles of road; Alternative 3 would reconstruct 63.6 miles of road; Alternative 4 

would reconstruct 61.1 miles of road; and Alternative 5 would reconstruct 65.0 miles of road. 

Temporary Crossings 

A portable bridge across First Gulch would be temporarily installed on an existing roadbed (road 

501720310) approximately 700 feet north of the junction with FS System Road 50172. The 

bridge would allow access to units located north of First Gulch adjacent to private lands in 

Section 32, T18N, R1E and Section 5, T17N, R1E. The portable bridge would be removed, the 

crossing restored, and the proposed temporary road would be decommissioned (obliterated) upon 

completion of mechanized activities. This temporary bridge would be installed with all of the 

action alternatives. 

Temporary culverts would be installed where access crosses intermittent or perennial streams in 

planned temporary roads or closed system roads where culverts have been removed. Where fish 

passage is needed, fish passage would be provided by partially burying culverts. 

Recreation 

Dispersed Recreation 

Many short (less than 300 feet) sections of unauthorized road in the Project area may currently 

be used by the public for dispersed camping as allowed by the Forest Travel Management Plan 

(USDA 2009a) where adjacent to open or seasonally open roads. These sites may be improved 

by surfacing or other hardening and resource impacts may be reduced through barriers where 

stream impacts are found. Roads identified for decommissioning (obliteration) would be 

evaluated for site-specific dispersed recreation opportunities at the intersection with FS System 

open or open seasonally roads, if no resource concerns are identified.  

One road identified for dispersed recreation that is longer than 300 feet (0.15 miles) would be 

added to the FS System and designated open for dispersed recreation. One FS System road, FS 

System Road 51856, which is currently closed, would be opened to dispersed recreation. This 

road is 0.16 miles long.  

Dispersed recreation opportunities would be similar in all of the action alternatives. 

Recreation Improvements at Deseret Cabin Trailhead and Proposed Mill Creek 

Snowmobile Parking Area to Shingle Flat Trail 

All action alternatives include recreation improvements at the Deseret Cabin trailhead to improve 

recreational opportunities and reduce impacts at this site. Improvements include installing a 

kiosk and improving parking. A trail bridge would be installed on the trail at a stream crossing 

that is currently a ford on the Deseret Cabin trail (#201). 

In addition, a non-motorized trail approximately 3.7 miles in length is proposed from the 

Mill Creek snowmobile parking area to Shingle Flat (Figure 2-1). The proposed route follows 

established trail tread from its origin at the snowmobile parking lot to its junction with FS 

System Road 50996. To aid in crossing the East Fork of Mill Creek near the beginning of the 
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route, a foot bridge spanning the creek would be installed. The proposed trail then travels 

primarily through open stands of ponderosa pine and grass and would be a combination of new 

construction and existing user-created trail after the junction with FS System Road 50996. Once 

gaining the ridge above the headwaters of the East Fork of Mill Creek, the proposed trail 

descends through forest and brush to meet an existing unauthorized road connecting with FS 

System Road 51845 to Shingle Flat. A 1.0 mile loop is also part of the trail at the south end of 

the trail. The 1.0 mile section is included in the total mileage (3.7 miles) (see Figure 2-1). 

Council Mountain Inventoried Roadless Area  

Approximately 150 acres of prescribed burning and associated fireline to facilitate burning are 

the only activities planned in the Council Mountain IRA. No tree harvesting would occur in the 

IRA. Some down wood, small trees (less than 6 inches in diameter), and brush would be cut on 

the fireline to ensure prescribed burning is kept within prescription parameters. Activities in the 

Council Mountain IRA would be the same with all of the action alternatives. 

Council Mountain Research Natural Areas 

There is no treatment proposed in the Council Mountain Research Natural Area. 
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Figure 2-1. Approximate location of the proposed non-motorized trail from the Mill Creek 

snowmobile parking area to Shingle Flat 
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 Alternative 2—Proposed Action 2.3.2.2

Vegetation Treatments 

Approximately 5,081 acres of commercial harvest followed by prescribed burning; 3,204 acres 

of underburn-only treatments in mature stands; 4,064 acres of precommercial thinning or 

underburning in plantations; and 11,768 acres of burning in scattered timber, shrubland, and 

grass would occur under Alternative 2. Table 2-4 lists specific vegetation treatments that would 

occur and harvest systems utilized under Alternative 2.  

Table 2-4. Acreage of treatment and harvest systems in Alternative 2 

Treatment Acres 

Restoration Stand Treatments Harvest and Burn  4,526 

Reserve Stand Treatments Harvest and Burn  555 

 TOTAL HARVEST AND BURN 5,081 

Open Seral Burn Only Treatments  895 

Restoration Stand Burn Only Treatments  1,930 

Reserve Stand Burn Only Treatments  379 

 TOTAL BURN ONLY IN FOREST STANDS 3,204 

Prescribed Burning in Grass, Brush, Aspen Stands, and Scattered Timber  11,768 

 TOTAL PRESCRIBED BURN 20,053 

Traditional Precommercial Thinning Treatments  1,457 

Older Plantation Precommercial Thinning Treatments with Potential Biomass Removal 2,607 

 TOTAL PRECOMMERCIAL THINNING TREATMENTS 4,064 

  

Shaded Fuelbreak (WUI Area Treated) 140 

  

Harvest Systems Mature Forest Stands  

Tractor and off-road jammer 4,291 

Cable 62 

Skyline 728 

Helicopter  0 

Harvest Systems Older Plantation Treatments  

Tractor 1,837 

 

Transportation 

Forest Service System Roads  

Public access to FS System roads would not be changed, except for the FS System road change 

from closed to open as described in the “Recreation” section (page 2-15). 

Unauthorized Roads Added to Forest Service System for Administrative Use 

Approximately 8.2 miles of unauthorized roads would be utilized in this proposal and be added 

to the FS System. 
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Temporary Roads 

Approximately 6.1 miles of temporary roads would be built to access harvest units. These roads 

would be obliterated following harvest. There would also be 9.8 miles of unauthorized roads 

utilized and decommissioned (obliterated) after harvest operations. 

Road Decommissioning (Obliteration) for Soil and Watershed Mitigation and 

Improvement 

A total of 19.3 miles of unauthorized road would be decommissioned (obliterated). Of the 

19.3 miles of road decommissioned, 4.3 miles are currently used by livestock permittees for 

cattle trailing and fence maintenance and the Forest Service would coordinate with grazing 

permittees to provide for that use. 

Long-term Closure of Roads for Soil and Watershed Mitigation and Improvement 

A total of 10.7 miles of FS System roads would be put into long-term closure. 

Recreation Improvements 

Under Alternative 2, a kiosk and parking improvement is proposed at the Deseret Cabin trailhead 

to improve recreational opportunities and reduce impacts at this site. Also proposed is a non-

motorized trail from the Mill Creek snowmobile parking lot to Shingle Flat (Figure 2-1). 
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 Alternative 3 2.3.2.3

Alternative 3 was primarily developed to include and evaluate the effects of new road 

construction and helicopter harvest in a portion of the stands not accessible to ground-based or 

skyline harvest methods. 

Under Alternative 3, there would be approximately 6,694 acres of commercial harvest followed 

by prescribed burning; 1,591 acres of underburn-only treatments in mature stands; 4,064 acres of 

precommercial thinning or underburning in plantations; and 11,768 acres of burning in scattered 

timber, brush, and grass. The difference between Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 is that most of 

the mature stands that would be underburned only in Alternative 2 would be harvested with 

helicopters in Alternative 3. Table 2-5 lists specific vegetation treatments that would occur and 

harvest systems utilized under Alternative 3.  

Table 2-5. Acreage of treatment and harvest systems in Alternative 3 

Treatment Acres 

Restoration Stand Treatments Harvest and Burn  5,931  

Reserve Stand Treatments Harvest and Burn  763  

 TOTAL HARVEST AND BURN 6,694 

Open Seral Burn Only Treatments  895 

Restoration Stand Burn Only Treatments  525 

Reserve Stand Burn Only Treatments  171 

 TOTAL BURN ONLY IN FOREST STANDS 1,591 

Prescribed Burning in Grass, Brush, Aspen Stands, and Scattered Timber  11,768 

 TOTAL PRESCRIBED BURN 20,053 

Traditional Precommercial Thinning Treatments  1,457 

Older Plantation Precommercial Thinning Treatments with Potential Biomass Removal 2,607 

 TOTAL PRECOMMERCIAL THINNING TREATMENTS 4,064 

  

Shaded Fuelbreak (WUI Area Treated) 140 

  

Harvest Systems Mature Forest Stands  

Tractor and off-road jammer 4,291 

Cable 62 

Skyline 728 

Helicopter  1,613 

Harvest Systems Older Plantation Treatments  

Tractor 1,837 

 

Transportation 

Forest Service System Roads  

Public access to FS System roads would not be changed, except for the FS System road change 

from closed to open as described in the “Recreation” section (page 2-15) and FS System Road 

51606 in Bench Creek that would be a long-term closure. There would be 5.1 miles of new road 

construction. 
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New Road Construction 

Approximately 5.1 miles of new road construction would be completed to access stands for 

treatment. New road locations were designed to minimize impacts to soil and water resources. 

These roads would be closed following use. 

Unauthorized Roads Added to Forest Service System for Administrative Use 

Approximately 8.2 miles of unauthorized roads would be utilized in this project and added to the 

FS System. 

Temporary Roads 

Approximately 1.0 mile of temporary road would be built to access harvest units. These roads 

would be obliterated following harvest. There would also be 9.8 miles of unauthorized roads 

utilized and decommissioned (obliterated) after harvest operations. 

Road Decommissioning (Obliteration) for Soil and Watershed Mitigation and 

Improvement 

A total of 29.5 miles of unauthorized road would be decommissioned (obliterated). Alternative 3 

includes more decommissioning than Alternative 2 (proposed alternative) to offset effects of new 

construction proposed in this alternative. Of the 29.5 miles of road decommissioned, 5.7 miles 

are currently used by livestock permittees for cattle trailing and fence maintenance and the Forest 

Service would coordinate with grazing permittees to provide for that use. 

Long-term Closure of Roads for Soil and Watershed Mitigation and Improvement 

A total of 10.6 miles of FS System road would be put into long-term closure. 

Recreation Improvements 

As in Alternative 2, a kiosk and parking improvement is proposed at the Deseret Cabin trailhead 

to improve recreational opportunities and reduce impacts at this site. Also as in Alternative 2, 

this alternative would include the non-motorized trail from the Mill Creek snowmobile parking 

lot to Shingle Flat. 

Two vault toilets would be installed. One at Shingle Flat near the junctions of the Shingle Flat 

Road (FS System Road 50183) and West Shingle Road (FS System Road 51845) approximately 

2.0 miles northeast of the Mill Creek snowmobile parking lot and the other at Five Corners at the 

south end of the Blue Bunch Ridge Road (FS System Road 50173) on the East Side of the upper 

East Fork Weiser River. 
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 Alternative 4 2.3.2.4

This alternative was developed to respond to the following forest vegetation and wildlife issues:  

 Restoration treatments in large tree, high and moderate canopy closure stands in moist 

grand fir habitat types may adversely affect the ecological function of these stands 

 Restoration treatments, while a benefit to white-headed woodpeckers, may adversely 

affect source habitat for other wildlife species that are dependent on mixed conifer forests 

with multi-layer structural characteristics, such as pileated woodpecker, flammulated owl, 

elk, and lynx 

 Road densities affect wildlife (i.e., elk) security and can lead to the removal of important 

habitat components (i.e., snags) 

Under Alternative 4, there would be approximately 3,953 acres of commercial harvest followed 

by prescribed burning; 2,957 acres of underburn-only treatments in mature stands; 4,064 acres of 

precommercial thinning or underburning in plantations; and 11,768 acres of burning in scattered 

timber, brush, and grass. The difference between Alternative 2 and Alternative 4 is that in 

Alternative 4, large tree, high and moderate canopy closure stands in PVG 6 are generally 

excluded from treatment. Where these stands were more isolated and would not contribute to 

blocks of dense, moist habitat, they were not excluded from treatment. This design feature was 

included in Alternative 4 to increase habitat for pileated woodpeckers and similar species and to 

provide additional elk security. Table 2-6 lists specific vegetation treatments that would occur 

and harvest systems utilized under Alternative 4.  
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Table 2-6. Acreage of treatment and harvest systems in Alternative 4 

Treatment Acres 

Restoration Stand Treatments Harvest and Burn  3,644 

Reserve Stand Treatments Harvest and Burn  309 

 TOTAL HARVEST AND BURN 3,953 

Open Seral Burn Only Treatments  895 

Restoration Stand Burn Only Treatments  1,771 

Reserve Stand Burn Only Treatments  291 

 TOTAL BURN ONLY IN FOREST STANDS 2,957 

Prescribed Burning in Grass, Brush, Aspen Stands, and Scattered Timber  11,768 

 TOTAL PRESCRIBED BURN 18,678 

Traditional Precommercial Thinning Treatments  1,457 

Older Plantation Precommercial Thinning Treatments with Potential Biomass Removal 2,607 

 TOTAL PRECOMMERCIAL THINNING TREATMENTS 4,064 

  

Shaded Fuelbreak (WUI Area Treated) 140 

  
Harvest Systems Mature Forest Stands  

Tractor and off-road jammer 3,295 

Cable 62 

Skyline 596 

Helicopter  0 

Harvest Systems Older Plantation Treatments  

Tractor 1,837 

 

Transportation 

Forest Service System Roads  

Public access to FS System roads would be changed, as some roads currently open year-round 

would be open seasonally and one FS System road would be changed from closed to open as 

described in Recreation (page 2-15). 

Seasonal Road Closures for Wildlife Security 

About 10.0 miles of roads currently open year-round and identified as important for wildlife 

security would be closed seasonally. Approximately 5.6 miles of road would be decommissioned 

(obliterated) to increase wildlife security. 

New Road Construction 

Approximately 1.3 miles of new road construction would be completed to access stands for 

treatment. New road locations were designed to minimize impacts to soil and water resources. 

These roads would be closed following use. 

Unauthorized Roads Added to Forest Service System for Administrative Use 

Approximately 7.5 miles of unauthorized roads would be utilized in this project and added to the 

FS System. 
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Temporary Roads 

Approximately 1.0 mile of temporary road would be built to access harvest units. These roads 

would be obliterated following harvest. There would also be 9.5 miles of unauthorized roads 

utilized and decommissioned (obliterated) after harvest operations.  

Road Decommissioning (Obliteration) for Soil and Watershed Mitigation and 

Improvement 

A total of 19.3 miles of unauthorized road would be decommissioned (obliterated). Of the 

19.3 miles of road decommissioned, 4.3 miles are currently used by livestock permittees for 

cattle trailing and fence maintenance and the Forest Service would coordinate with grazing 

permittees to provide for that use. 

Road Decommissioning (Obliteration) for Wildlife Security Improvement 

A total of 5.6 miles of unauthorized road would be decommissioned (obliterated) to improve 

wildlife security.  

Long-term Closure of Roads for Soil and Watershed Mitigation and Improvement 

A total of 10.7 miles of FS System road would be in long-term closure. 

Recreation Improvements 

As in Alternative 2, a kiosk and parking improvement is proposed at the Deseret Cabin trailhead 

to improve recreational opportunities and reduce impacts at this site. Also as in Alternative 2, 

this alternative would include the non-motorized trail from the Mill Creek snowmobile parking 

lot to Shingle Flat. 

Two vault toilets would be installed. One at Shingle Flat near the junctions of the Shingle Flat 

Road (FS System Road 50183) and West Shingle Road (FS System Road 51845) approximately 

2.0 miles northeast of the Mill Creek snowmobile parking lot and the other at Five Corners at the 

south end of the Blue Bunch Ridge Road (FS System Road 50173) on the East Side of the upper 

East Fork Weiser River. 

  



Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project Chapter 2 

 

2-25 

 Alternative 5 2.3.2.5

This alternative was developed to respond to the following forest plan direction for the East Fork 

Weiser River, an ACS high priority watershed: 

 Emphasize forest plan direction to restore watershed indicators in ACS high priority 

watersheds (upper East Fork Weiser River subwatershed) 

 Restore and reconnect critical bull trout habitat where habitat is currently occupied 

 Address past legacy effects of road construction on soil and water resources 

This alternative focuses on improving watershed conditions for bull trout in the upper portion of 

the East Fork Weiser River subwatershed. It includes re-routing portions of two FS System 

roads, Dewey Creek Road (FS System Road 50487) and Joker Creek Road (FS System 

Road 50486), with additional decommissioning (obliteration) of unauthorized roads and long-

term closure of FS System roads. The vegetation treatments are the same as in the Proposed 

Action. Table 2-7 lists specific vegetation treatments that would occur and harvest systems 

utilized under Alternative 5.  

Table 2-7. Acreage of treatment and harvest systems in Alternative 5 

Treatment Acres 

Restoration Stand Treatments Harvest and Burn  4,526 

Reserve Stand Treatments Harvest and Burn  555 

 TOTAL HARVEST AND BURN 5,081 

Open Seral Burn Only Treatments  895 

Restoration Stand Burn Only Treatments  1,930 

Reserve Stand Burn Only Treatments  379 

 TOTAL BURN ONLY IN FOREST STANDS 3,204 

Prescribed Burning in Grass, Brush, Aspen Stands, and Scattered Timber  11,768 

 TOTAL PRESCRIBED BURN 20,053 

Traditional Precommercial Thinning Treatments  1,457 

Older Plantation Precommercial Thinning Treatments with Potential Biomass Removal 2,607 

 TOTAL PRECOMMERCIAL THINNING TREATMENTS 4,064 

  

Shaded Fuelbreak (WUI Area Treated) 140 

  

Harvest Systems Mature Forest Stands  

Tractor and off-road jammer 4,291 

Cable 62 

Skyline 728 

Helicopter  0 

Harvest Systems Older Plantation Treatments  

Tractor 1,837 

 



Chapter 2 Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project 

 

2-26 

Transportation 

Forest Service System Roads  

Road Re-routes 

Existing FS System roads and 1.2 miles of road construction would be utilized for re-routes, 

which would be open year-round once completed. A total of 3.6 miles of Dewey Creek Road (FS 

System Road 50487), Cocker Road (FS System Road 50902), and Joker Creek Road (FS System 

Road 50486) would be decommissioned (obliterated) in a portion of their current locations. 

Approximately 1.3 miles of FS System seasonally open roads would be converted to open year-

round, and 3.5 miles of closed FS System road would be converted to open year-round. One mile 

of the Joker Creek Road currently open year-round would be open seasonally as it accesses the 

seasonally open Porcupine Road (FS System Road 50623). The re-routing and decommissioning 

would remove stream crossings and road segments adjacent to streams. These road re-routes and 

associated decommissioning is defined as “Road Realignment” and is considered road 

reconstruction as defined in the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b) definition. 

New Road Construction 

In addition to the re-routes, approximately 5.2 miles of new road construction would be 

completed to access stands for treatment. New road locations were designed to minimize impacts 

to soil and water resources. These roads would be closed following use. Total new construction 

in Alternative 5 is 6.4 miles. 

Unauthorized Roads Added to Forest Service System for Administrative Use 

Approximately 8.2 miles of unauthorized roads would be utilized in this project and added to the 

FS System road system. 

Temporary Roads 

Approximately 1.0 miles of temporary roads would be built to access harvest units. These roads 

would be obliterated following harvest. There would also be 9.8 miles of unauthorized roads 

utilized and decommissioned (obliterated) after harvest operations. 

Road Decommissioning (Obliteration) for Soil and Watershed Mitigation and 

Improvement 

A total of 40.7 miles of unauthorized road would be decommissioned (obliterated). Of the 

40.7 miles of road decommissioned, 5.7 miles are known to be currently used by livestock 

permittees for cattle trailing, and a path would be provided for that use. A total of 14.6 miles of 

FS System road would also be decommissioned, including the 3.2 miles of Dewey Creek and 

Joker Creek roads described above. 

Road Decommissioning (Obliteration) for Wildlife Security Improvement 

A total of 5.6 miles of unauthorized road would be decommissioned (obliterated) which are 

included in the total listed above.  
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Long-term Closure of Roads for Soil and Watershed Mitigation and Improvement 

A total of 22.9 miles of FS System road would be put into long-term closure. 

Recreation Improvements 

As in Alternative 2, a kiosk and parking improvement is proposed at the Deseret Cabin trailhead 

to improve recreational opportunities and reduce impacts at this site. Also as in Alternative 2, 

this alternative would include a non-motorized trail from the Mill Creek snowmobile parking lot 

to Shingle Flat. 

Two vault toilets would be installed. One at Shingle Flat near the junctions of the Shingle Flat 

Road (FS System Road 50183) and West Shingle Road (FS System Road 51845) approximately 

2.0 miles northeast of the Mill Creek snowmobile parking lot and the other at Five Corners at the 

south end of the Blue Bunch Ridge Road (FS System Road 50173) on the East Side of the upper 

East Fork Weiser River. 

2.4 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

Table 2-8 compares activities by alternative. Table 2-9 compares objectives by alternative.  

Table 2-10 compares issues by alternative. 
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Table 2-8. Comparison of alternatives by activity 

Restoration and Reserve Stand 
Treatment (Acres) 

Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 

Restoration Stand treatment harvest and burn 0 4,526 5,931 3,644 4,526 

Reserve Stand treatment harvest and burn 0 555 763 309 555 

Total harvest and burn 0 5,081 6,694 3,953 5,081 

Prescribed Fire (Acres)      

Total Burn Only in Forest Stands 0 3,204 1,591 2,957 3,204 

Non-forested, aspen, scattered timber and grass 
and shrubland burn 0 11,768 11,768 11,768 11,768 

Total prescribed fire and subsequent 
maintenance burning (includes Restoration and 
Reserve Treatments)  0 20,053 20,053 18,678 20,053 

Plantation Treatment (Acres)       

Traditional precommercial thinning treatments 0 1,457 1,457 1,457 1,457 

Older plantation precommercial thinning 
treatments with potential biomass removal 0 2,607 2,607 2,607 2,607 

Total Precommercial Thinning Treatment 0 4,064 4,064 4,064 4,064 

WUI (Acres)      

Shaded Fuelbreak (WUI Area Treated) 0 140 140 140 140 

RCA (Acres)      

RCA harvest/thinning (includes Restoration 
Stand thinning and precommercial thinning and 
is a subset of acres listed in those categories) 0 603 753 537 603 

Harvest System (Acres)      

Ground based 0 4,291 4,291 3,295 4,291 

Cable and Skyline 0 790 790 658 790 

Helicopter 0 0 1,613 0 0 

Total Harvest Method Mature Stands 0 5,081 6,694 3,953 5,081 

Harvest Systems Older Plantation 
Treatments      

Tractor  1,837 1,837 1,837 1,837 

Harvest Volume      

Estimated Volume Harvested (MMBF) 0 27 37 21 27 
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Table 2-8 Comparison of alternatives by activity (continued) 

Transportation (Miles) 
Alternative 

 1 2 3 4 5 

New Construction–Existing unauthorized road 
added to Forest Service System and put into 
Level I maintenance (i.e., drainage 
improvements and closed to use) 0 8.2 8.2 7.5 8.2 

New FS System road construction (includes 1.2 
miles of road realignment in alt.5 defined as 
reconstruction by Forest Plan definition) 0 0 5.1 1.3 6.4

3
 

New temporary road (obliterated following use) 0 6.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Temporary Road–Unauthorized roads used for 
harvest and decommissioned (obliterated) after 
use  0 9.8 9.8 9.5 9.8 

Existing unauthorized road decommissioning 
(obliteration) 0 19.3 29.5 24.9 40.7 

FS System road decommissioning (obliteration) 0 0 0 0 14.6 

    Total Road decommissioning (obliteration) 0 29.1 39.3 34.4 65.1 

 
FS System road long-term closure 0 10.7 10.6 10.7 22.9 

FS System road currently open year-round 
converted to open seasonally 0 0 0 10.3 1.0 

FS System road currently open seasonally 
converted to open year-round 0 0 0 0 1.3 

FS System road currently closed converted to 
open year-round 0 0 0 0 3.5 

 
Watershed & Fisheries Mitigation and Restoration within the East Fork Weiser River 

(an ACS priority watershed) 

Net miles of road eliminated within RCAs 
through decommissioning 0 5.1 6.7 5.4 12.8 

Road–Stream Crossings Improved 0 32 33 32 66 

 

  

                                                 
3
 Includes 1.2 mi of road realignment in Alternative 5 (see section 2.3.2.5, Road Re-routes) 
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Table 2-9. Comparison of alternatives by objective 

Forest Vegetation Resource Objective: Move vegetation toward the desired future conditions defined in 
the Forest Plan, with an emphasis on promoting the development of large tree forest structures, 

reintroducing fire into the ecosystem, and improving forest health 

Measurement Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 

Area (acres) treated affecting 
tree size class distributions, 
canopy closure, tree species 
composition, and spatial 
patterns

4
 

0 8,285 8,285 6,910 8,285 

Fire and Fuels Resource Objective: To reduce wildland fire hazard in forested stands for resource 
protection and reduction of risk in the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) 

Measurement Alt 1 Alts 2-5 

Fire Return Interval Departure 
(FRID) Value 

PVG 2—3.6 

PVG 5—2.0 

PVG 6—0.5 

Grass/shrublands—2.3 

PVG 2—0.1 
PVG 5—0.1 
PVG 6—0.25 

Grass/shrublands—0.1 

Measurement Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 

Area (acres) of reduced 
potential fire behavior 

0 20,053 20,053 18,680 20,053 

Wildlife Resource Objective: Improve habitat for white-headed woodpeckers, by restoring forested 
stands toward the desired future conditions defined in the Forest Plan and historical range of variability 

(HRV) 

Measurement: Quantity (acres) and quality (old forest and snags, patch and pattern) of Family 1 white-
headed woodpecker habitat restored to conditions within the HRV 

Measurements Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 

Quantity (acres) of white-
headed woodpecker habitat 
restored to conditions within 
the HRV. 

0  

(1,033 
current total) 

4,519 

(5,552 total) 

5,033 

(6,066 total) 

3,167 

(4,200 total) 

4,519 

(5,552 total) 

Quality of white-headed 
woodpecker habitat restored 
to HRV as represented by old 
forest conditions 

Decrease 
over time 

Increase over 
time 

Increase over 
time 

Increase over 
time 

Increase over 
time 

Quality of white-headed 
woodpecker habitat restored 
to HRV as represented by 
snag conditions 

Maintain  Maintain  Maintain Maintain Maintain  

                                                 
4
 See section 3.2 Vegetation Resource for a discussion of effects. This acreage does not include precommercial 

thinning treatments 
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Table 2 9. Comparison of alternatives by objective 

 

Economic Resource Objectives: To contribute to the economic vitality of the communities adjacent to 
the Payette National Forest 

Measurements Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 

Employment contribution 
(number of job years) 

0 326 414 259 320 

Income contribution 0 $10,839,530 $13,686,420 $8,668,400 $11,117,720 

Tons of biomass removed 0 39,400 47,900 32,700 39,400 
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Table 2-10. Comparison of alternatives by issue 

Forest Vegetation Issue: Restoration treatments in large tree—high and moderate canopy closure stands in moist 
grand fir habitat types may adversely affect the ecological function of these stands. 

Indicator: Area (acres) treated affecting large tree – high and moderate canopy closure stands in moist grand fir 
habitat types. 

Indicator Alternative 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Area (acres) treated affecting large 
tree – high and moderate canopy 
closure stands in moist grand fir 
habitat types. 

0 1,786 1,786 513 1,786 

 

Wildlife Resources Issue: Restoration treatments, while a benefit to white-headed woodpeckers, may adversely 
affect source habitat for other wildlife species that are dependent on mixed conifer forests with multi-layer 

structural characteristics, such as pileated woodpecker, flammulated owl, elk, and lynx. 

Indicator: Quantity (acres) and quality (old forest and snags, patch and pattern) of habitat for wildlife species that 
require moderate to dense, mixed-conifer forests (pileated woodpecker, flammulated owl, elk, and lynx.) 

Indicator  Alternative 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Pileated Woodpecker habitat quantity  16,137 11,746 11,309 13,098 11,746 

Flammulated Owl habitat quantity 12,993 8,014 7,560 8,666 8,014 

Change in Elk security habitat quantity 
based on vegetation No Change Decrease Decrease Decrease Decrease 

Change in Lynx habitat quantity Maintain Maintain Maintain Maintain Maintain 
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Table 2 10. Comparison of alternatives by issue (continued) 

Wildlife Resources Issue Road densities affect wildlife (i.e., elk) security and can lead to the removal of important 
habitat components (i.e., snags). 

Indicator: Change in security areas (Hillis et al. 1991) and miles of NFS roads and unauthorized roads 
decommissioned by either physical closure, or by obliteration, and estimated effectiveness of decommissioning 

and resulting effects to elk and snags and wildlife species of concern. 

Indicator Alternative 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Change in Elk Security Areas  0 
Reduce SA#3 - 

8 ac. 
Reduce SA#3 - 8 

ac. 
Reduce SA#3 – 8 

ac. 

Reduce SA#3 - 8 
ac. 

Increase SA#2-
92ac. 

Change in Roads Mile on FS 
Transportation System

5
 

0 
+8.2, but closed 

to travel 
+13.3, but closed 

to travel 
+8.8, but closed 

to travel 

+14.6, most 
closed to travel, 
remaining open 

allows for closure 
of road in RCA 

Change in Road Miles 
Decommissioned(Obliteration) For 
Wildlife Security 

0 0 0 -5.6 miles  -5.6 

Change in Road Miles 
Decommissioned (Obliterated) for 
Primary Purpose Other Than Wildlife 
Security, but Providing Wildlife Benefit 

0 -29.1  -39.3 -28.8 -59.5 

Net Miles of Road Currently Open 
Year-Round Converted to Open 
Seasonally 

0 0 0 10.3 0.3 

 

  

                                                 
5
 Change in road miles on FS transportation system includes new construction which is new FS System road construction and existing unauthorized roads added 

to the Forest Service System. 
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Table 2 10. Comparison of alternatives by issue (continued) 

Wildlife Issue: Project activities (e.g., logging, prescribed burning) may affect other wildlife species of concern, 
such as Canada lynx and northern Idaho ground squirrel (NIDGS). 

Indicator Alternative 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Determination of Effects to Canada 
Lynx 

No Effect 
Not Likely to 

Adversely Affect 

Not Likely to 
Adversely 

Affect 

Not Likely to 
Adversely 

Affect 

Not Likely to 
Adversely 

Affect 

Determination of Effects to Northern 
Idaho Ground Squirrel 

No Effect 
Not Likely to 

Adversely Affect 

Not Likely to 
Adversely 

Affect 

Not Likely to 
Adversely 

Affect 

Not Likely to 
Adversely 

Affect 
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Table 2 10. Comparison of alternatives by issue (continued) 

Soil, Water and Fisheries Issue: Effects of thinning, prescribed fire, road management, and other project-related activities on soil, 
water, riparian and aquatic (SWRA) resources. 

Indicator Alternative 

 1 2 3 4 5 
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Sediment percent over natural 
during project implementation and 
long term as modeled by BOISED. 
(SEE SECTION 3.5, WATERSHED 
RESOURCES FOR SUBWATERSHED 
DETAIL) 

0 0 0 – – + – – + – – + – – + 

Indicator 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 

Total road density (mi/mi
2
) (Project 

area only)  
2.7–6.4 2.7–6.4 2.6–6.4 2.7–6.3 2.6–6.4 

Total road density (mi/mi2) for East 
Fork ACS priority subwatershed 

5.7 5.4 5.3 5.3 4.3 

Miles of new permanent road 
constructed including roads added 
to the Forest System 

0 8.2 13.3 8.8 14.6 

Miles of temporary road constructed 
including unauthorized road used 
as temporary road 

0 15.9 10.8 10.5 10.8 
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Table 2 10. Comparison of alternatives by issue (continued) 

Soil, Water and Fisheries Issue: Effects of thinning, prescribed fire, road management, and other project-related activities on 
soil, water, riparian and aquatic (SWRA) resources. 

Indicator 
Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 

Miles of existing road 
decommissioned (obliterated). 

0 29.1 39.3 34.4 65.1 

Miles of road decommissioned 
within riparian conservation areas 
(RCAs)

6
 

0 
Net 11.0 

11.5 
Net 14.3 

15.0 
Net 11.5 

12.0 

Net 20.6 
21.4 

Number of road/stream crossings 
improved 

0 63 73 69 106 

Levels of Detrimental Soil 
Disturbance (DD). 

The Forest Plan 
would be attained 

over time 

Compliant with the Forest Plan Standard (with project design features, mitigation 
measures and BMPs) 

Levels of Total Soil Resource 
Commitment (TSRC) across the 
Project area 

Remain at 2.9% 2.7% 2.7% 2.7% 2.6% 

Levels of coarse woody debris 
(CWD) 

Initially unchanged 
and trend toward 
desired condition 

Trend toward Forest Plan desired condition of 4–10 tons per acre more quickly than 
Alternative 1, and similar to Alternatives 3, 4 and 5. 

Note: Temporary = <3 years; Short = 3–15 years); Long = >15 years. Magnitude of Effects: 0 = No effect; + = Positive effect; – = Negative effect 

 

                                                 
6
 Net refers to the miles of new road construction subtracted from the miles of road decommissioned. Existing unauthorized roads that would be added to the 

Forest Service System are included in the new road construction miles. 
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2.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED 

STUDY 

We considered four other alternatives to the Proposed Action but eliminated them from detailed 

analysis. These alternatives were suggested in internal and external scoping.  

Treat More Reserve Stands with Harvesting and Burning 

This alternative was not considered in detail because the focus of this Project is on Restoration 

stands, which drove the treatment block design. The Reserve stands were also important for 

pileated woodpecker habitat and wildlife security. It is expected that if one of the action 

alternatives are implemented, the desired conditions would be achieved over time on the treated 

area and the Reserve stands could be treated in the future.  

Treat Reserve and Restoration Stands with Prescribed Burning Only 

This alternative was not considered in detail because treating using harvest where accessible 

allows for more control of species composition, spacing, and canopy closure. It is anticipated 

that as stands treated with harvest and maintenance burning move toward the HRV, the amount 

of harvest needed to maintain desired conditions will decrease. 

Increase ATV Route Opportunities in the Project Area 

It was suggested to adopt the ATV routes that Adams County had submitted during The Travel 

Management Project undertaken in 2005. These routes were analyzed and all of them are 

currently open to ATV travel except for one road that had been decommissioned in the Beaver 

Creek drainage, so this alternative was not considered in detail. 

Additional Vault Toilets at the East Fork Weiser Bridge and Deseret Cabin Trailhead 

The East Fork Weiser Bridge vault toilet was not considered in detail because Alternatives 3, 4, 

and 5 include a vault toilet proposal within 5 miles of this site and could not be justified with 

existing recreation maintenance workloads and funding levels. The Deseret Cabin Trailhead site 

did not meet the minimum recreation use to justify a vault toilet.  

2.6 IDENTIFICATION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The preferred alternative is Alternative 5. The Responsible Official’s selected alternative for 

implementation could be this alternative, one of the other alternatives considered in detail, or a 

combination of the other alternatives considered in detail. The final decision will be documented 

in a record of decision (ROD) accompanying the FEIS. 

2.7 PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES/MITIGATION MEASURES 

Project design features are designed to avoid, reduce, or eliminate undesirable effects, and 

mitigation measures are designed to rectify or compensate for undesirable effects from proposed 

activities. Unless noted otherwise in the decision document, the project design features / 
mitigation measures are mandatory if the Responsible Official selects an action alternative for 

implementation.  

The project design features / mitigation measures listed in Table 2-11 are practices the IDT 

developed during this project analysis to address site-specific environmental concerns and to 

meet Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines. Each feature or measure includes a description, the 
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objective, applicable Forest Plan Standard/Guideline, the enforcement mechanism, the person(s) 

responsible for enforcement, and an effectiveness rating with the basis for that rating.  

The NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1508.20 Mitigation) state the following: 

“Mitigation” includes 

 Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 

 Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 

implementation. 

 Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment. 

 Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 

operations during the life of the action. 

 Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 

environments. 

Project design features were created to use design criteria to prevent the need of a mitigation 

measure. 

Project design / mitigation effectiveness is rated as follows for this project:  

 High—Highly effective (estimated at greater than 90%) at meeting the objective, and one 

or more of the following types of documentation is available: 

 Research or literature 

 Administrative studies 

 Experience: professional judgment of an expert 

 Fact: evident by logic or reason 

 Moderate—Moderately effective (estimated at 60% to 90%), and its effectiveness is 

supported either by evidence or logic. Implementation of this project design or mitigation 

needs to be monitored, and it may be modified if needed to achieve its objective. 

 Low—Somewhat effective (estimated at less than 60%), but its effectiveness is not 

supported by substantial evidence; or, professional judgment indicates limited success in 

implementation or meeting objectives. Implementation of this project design or 

mitigation needs to be monitored, and it may be modified if necessary to achieve its 

objective.  
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Table 2-11. Project design features and mitigation measures 

# Project Design Feature Objective Effectiveness 
and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

 Wildlife 

1 Prior to any ground-disturbing activity, including, but not limited to, 
the construction of log landings, vehicle turnouts or parking areas, 
skid trails, or road construction and maintenance, road 
decommissioning and obliteration, and prescribed burning, the 
Wildlife Biologist or designated Wildlife Staff, must conduct onsite 
surveys at least 3 times during a 7-day period in potential NIDGS 
habitat to determine the presence of NIDGS. Surveys would be 
conducted to identify the presence of NIDGS in, or within harvest 
units and prescribed fire areas.  The wildlife biologist would 
determine potential habitat areas to be surveyed based on GIS 
maps, aerial photos, and professional expertise. If occupied NIDGS 
sites are discovered, additional measures described below will be 
implemented to minimize potential effects: 

 •Mechanical thinning operations, skidding, decking, slash piling, 
and prescribed burning is prohibited in occupied NIDGS sites 
without approval by the Wildlife Biologist. If necessary, project 
activities may be shifted to a time period outside the NIDGS above-
ground activity period (April 1 to August 15). If project activities are 
shifted to the fall season, Wildlife staff would identify NIDGS dens 
with pin flags and coordinate all activities in these known sites. Fall 
activities would be allowed only if soil moisture levels are dry 
enough to prevent soil damage from machinery, as determined by 
the Sale Administrator, Wildlife Biologist and TMA. If wet soil 
conditions prevent project activities in fall, the activities may be 
shifted to winter. This would require at least 18 inches of firm snow 
and/or 4 inches of frozen soil prior to activity approval by the Sale 
Administrator, Wildlife Biologist and TMA. If project activities at any 
NIDGS site cannot be appropriately mitigated, that project unit and 
the associated project activities may be dropped from the timber 
sale. 

 In harvest units where NIDGS are found, ground-disturbing 
activities should occur in the time period from September 1 through 
March 15. 

Provide 
protection to 
federally 
listed NIDGS, 
feeding sites, 
seasonal 
burrows, late 
summer 
estivation 
dens, and 
winter 
hibernacula. 

HIGH: 
Research, 
literature, 
Forest Plan, 
agency 
direction, 
logic. 

TEST01, 
TEST02, 
TEST03, 
TEST06, 
TEST12, 
TEST13, 
TEGU01, 
TEGU02, 
TEGU06, 
WIGU01. 

Timber Sale 
Contract, Wildlife 
Biologist, Timber 
Management 
Assistant, Sale 
Administrator, 
Burn Plan, Fire 
Management 
Officer. 
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# Project Design Feature Objective Effectiveness 
and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Wildlife (continued) 

2 If occupied sites are found adjacent to haul routes on NFS lands, a 
speed limit of 15 mph would be recommended where determined 
necessary by the Wildlife Biologist. Monitoring would also be 
required. If speed limits, or other protections, are needed on County 
or State roads, the Forest Service would work with the appropriate 
agencies to resolve the issue. 

Provide 
protection to 
federally 
listed NIDGS 
from vehicle-
caused 
mortality. 

MODERATE: 
Research, 
literature, 
Forest Plan, 
agency 
direction, 
logic. 

TEST01, 
TEST02, 
TEST03, 
TEST06, 
TEST12, 
TEGU01, 
TEGU02, 
TEGU06, 
WIGU01, 
WIGU04. 

Timber Sale 
Contract, Wildlife 
Biologist, Timber 
Management 
Assistant, Sale 
Administrator, 
Burn Plan, Fire 
Management 
Officer. 

3 In harvest units with known NIDGS sites, slash piles created from 
harvest activities must be removed from landings not later than 
March 15 of the year immediately following the harvest year in each 
of these units. 

Provide 
protection to 
federally 
listed NIDGS 
from direct 
mortality from 
slash piles, 
machinery, 
vehicles, or 
slash burns. 

MODERATE: 
Research, 
literature, 
Forest Plan, 
agency 
direction, 
logic. 

TEST01, 
TEST02, 
TEST03, 
TEST06, 
TEST12, 
TEGU01, 
TEGU02, 
TEGU06, 
WIGU01, 
WIGU04. 

Timber Sale 
Contract, Wildlife 
Biologist, Timber 
Management 
Assistant, Sale 
Administrator, 
Burn Plan, Fire 
Management 
Officer. 

4 Known northern goshawk nests would be protected within a 30-acre 
forested nest stand as determined by the Wildlife Biologist in 
coordination with the Sale Administrator and the Timber 
Management Assistant (TMA). All activities within these nest stands 
would be restricted to those approved by the Wildlife Biologist and 
coordinated with the Sale Administrator and the TMA. 
During operations, if a new northern goshawk nest is located, onsite 
activities would be halted until a survey by Wildlife Staff can 
determine if the nest is active. A 30-acre forested nest stand would 
be identified, as above. If the nest is active, harvest activities in that 
30 acres would be halted until the end of the nesting season (March 
1 to Sept. 30). Harvest activities may resume earlier than Sept. 30 if 
the Wildlife Biologist determines that the birds are no longer present. 
All identified northern goshawk nest stands would have a post-
fledging area (PFA) of at least 600 acres and a foraging area of at 
least 6,000 acres identified by the Wildlife Biologist. 

Provide 
protection to 
northern 
goshawk, 
nests, PFAs, 
and foraging 
areas. 

HIGH: 
Research, 
literature, 
Forest Plan, 
agency 
direction, 
logic. 

WIST02, 
WIST03, 
WIST04, 
WIST05, 
WIGU01, 
WIGU05, 
WIGU06, 
WIGU07, Forest 
Service General 
Technical 
Report Nos. 
RM-217 and  
PNW-GTR-733, 
as required by 
the Forest Plan. 

Timber Sale 
Contract, Wildlife 
Biologist, Timber 
Management 
Assistant, Sale 
Administrator, 
Burn Plan, Fire 
Management 
Officer. 
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# Project Design Feature Objective Effectiveness 
and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Wildlife (continued) 

4 
 
c 
o 
n 
t’ 
d 

Within each PFA, 5 other nest stands would be identified by the 
Wildlife Biologist. These nest stands would have the same 
restrictions on human activities as noted above. The PFAs and 
foraging areas may have other activity restrictions applied from 
March 1 to Sept. 30, depending on site-specific information. Refer to 
the Project Record for nest site locations and associated units. 

    

5 In areas closed to public motorized access, prohibit contractors and 
their employees from access with motorized vehicles for purposes 
other than implementing the timber sale contract. 

Minimize 
negative 
effects on 
wildlife; 
ensure 
contractors 
and 
employees 
do not have 
unfair 
advantage 
during 
hunting 
seasons. 

HIGH: 
Research, 
literature, 
Forest Plan, 
agency 
direction, 
logic. 

TEST01, 
WIST02, 
WIST03, 
WIGU01, 
WIGU02, 
WIGU05, 
WIGU06, 
WIGU08, 
WIGU13. 

Timber Sale 
Contract, Wildlife 
Biologist, Sale 
Administrator, 
Burn Plan, Fire 
Management 
Officer. 

6 Prior to any ground-disturbing activity, including, but not limited to, 
the construction of log landings, vehicle turnouts or parking areas, 
skid trails, road construction or maintenance, and prescribed fire, the 
Wildlife Biologist, or designated Wildlife Staff, must conduct onsite 
surveys to identify threatened, endangered, proposed, or candidate 
species; Management Indicator Species; or Sensitive species 
presence. In particular, spring surveys will be used to identify wildlife 
reproduction sites, such as elk calving, deer fawning, mammal 
denning, and bird nesting. Project activities may be altered to protect 
the wildlife species, as practicable, using measures approved by the 
Wildlife Biologist, following coordination with the Timber Management 
Assistant, Fire Management Officer, and Sale Administrator. Mitigate 
management actions within known nesting or denning sites of MIS or 
Sensitive Species if those actions would disrupt the reproductive 
success of those sites during the nesting or denning period. 
 

Minimize 
negative 
effects on 
wildlife, 
especially 
during 
reproductive 
periods. 

MODERATE: 
Agency and 
Forest Plan 
direction, 
logic. 

TEST06, 
TEST12, 
TEST13, 
WIST03. 

Timber Sale 
Contract, Wildlife 
Biologist, Sale 
Administrator, 
Burn Plan, Fire 
Management 
Officer. 
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# Project Design Feature Objective Effectiveness 
and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Wildlife (continued) 

7 Provide a radius of 2 elk sight distances (total of 400 ft) of vegetation 
(where available and practicable) to protect mineral licks and elk 
wallows. No harvest or prescribed burning would be allowed in these 
sites, without approval by the Wildlife Biologist. Exact boundaries of 
each protected site would be identified by the Wildlife Biologist, 
following coordination with the Timber Management Assistant, Fire 
Management Officer, and Sale Administrator. 

Minimize 
negative 
effects on 
wildlife, 
address big 
game 
vulnerability 
to hunting 
mortality, and 
to provide 
adequate 
habitat 
security.  

HIGH: 
Research, 
literature, 
Forest Plan, 
agency 
direction, 
logic. 

WIGU13 Timber Sale 
Contract, Wildlife 
Biologist, Sale 
Administrator, 
Burn Plan, Fire 
Management 
Officer. 

8 During timber harvest, retain existing snags with the following 
stipulations: Timber contract provision would specify to leave 
standing dead trees. Snags would not be cut without permission of 
the Sale Administrator unless there is a safety or emergency 
situation.  

Ensure 
habitat for 
snag-
dependent 
species.  

MODERATE: 
Research, 
Literature, 
Administrative 
studies, Logic.  

WIGU01  Timber sale 
layout, contract, 
Administrator, 
Wildlife Biologist  

Botanical Resources 

9 Prior to any ground-disturbing activity, including, but not limited to, 
the construction of log landings, biomass storage, vehicle turnouts or 
parking areas, skid trails, road construction or maintenance, and 
prescribed fire, the Forest Botanist, or designated staff, must conduct 
onsite surveys to identify Sensitive plant populations. Project 
activities may be altered to protect the rare species, using measures 
approved by the Forest Botanist and coordinated with the Timber 
Management Assistant, Fire Management Officer, and Sale 
Administrator. 

Maintain or 
restore 
occupied rare 
plant habitat. 

MODERATE: 
Agency and 
Forest Plan 
direction, 
logic. 

TEST06, 
TEST12, 
TEST13, 
WIST03, 
BTST01, 
BTGU01 

Timber Sale 
Contract, Wildlife 
Biologist, Sale 
Administrator, 
Burn Plan, Fire 
Management 
Officer, Forest 
Botanist 

10 All existing rare plant populations within the activity area would be 
flagged for protection by a Botanical Specialist prior to project 
implementation. 
 

Avoid risk to 
rare plant 
sites 

HIGH: logic BTGU01 Forest Botanist 
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# Project Design Feature Objective Effectiveness 
and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Fisheries & Water Resources 

11 In the Upper East Fork Weiser River above Bench Creek (including 
Dewey Creek), no equipment operations (unless on existing road 
prism or existing skid trails) or harvest within 120' of intermittent 
stream channels, and 240' of perennial stream channels. Buffers 
would also be applied to any previously unmapped RCA discovered 
during implementation. 

Maintain 
riparian 
function in 
bull trout 
habitat 

High: 
experience, 
logic, Belt et 
al. 1992, 
McDade et al. 
1990, Gregory 
et al. 1991 

SWST01, 
SWST04 

Sale administrator, 
Timber sale 
contract provision, 
fisheries biologist 
or hydrologist 

12 Outside of the Upper East Fork Weiser River above Bench Creek 
(including Dewey Creek), no equipment operations (unless on 
existing road prism or skid trail) within 120' of intermittent stream 
channels, and 240' of perennial stream channels. No mechanized 
equipment, new skid trails, temporary roads or landings within RCAs 
unless evaluated and approved by a fisheries biologist or hydrologist. 
Hydrologist or fisheries biologist would provide required mitigations to 
maintain watershed condition indicators.  
Only restoration type treatments allowed in RCAs. Limited equipment 
use and harvest would be allowed in the outer 120’ of perennial 
RCAs and the outer 90’ of intermittent RCAs in Restoration stands 
identified and approved for RCA for thinning as described in The 
RCA Thinning Guidelines (Appendix 6, FEIS). Project design 
features listed above would still apply to minimize ground disturbance 
off of existing roads and skid trails.  
Buffers would also be applied to any previously unmapped RCA 
discovered during implementation. The Project has selected Option 
2, as directed in the Forest Plan, Appendix B, in the step down 
process for an RCA associated with a fish-bearing forested stream. 
This being a delineation of two site potential tree heights (appropriate 
to the treated stands) for perennial streams with this project. Prior to 
any implementation of RCA treatments, the Forest will revisit 
selected stands to verify that the correct delineations have been 
assigned and will conduct additional studies to verify that the smaller 
(one site potential tree height) delineation for intermittent streams is 
associated only with streams that do not provide seasonal spawning 
and rearing habitat. 
 

Maintain 
riparian 
function 

High: 
experience, 
logic, Belt et 
al. 1992, 
McDade et al. 
1990, Gregory 
et al. 1991 

SWST01, 
SWST04 

Sale administrator, 
Timber sale 
contract provision, 
fisheries biologist 
or hydrologist 
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# Project Design Feature Objective Effectiveness 
and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Fisheries & Water Resources (continued) 

13 No storage of fuel or refueling within RCAs unless approved by a 
fisheries biologist and/or hydrologist. Unattended equipment should 
not be parked in RCAs. 
 
 

Minimize 
potential for 
fuel spill in 
stream 

High: logic SWST01, 
SWST04, 
SWST11 

Sale administrator, 
Harvest Inspector, 
Timber sale 
contract provision, 
fisheries biologist 
or hydrologist 

14 No active ignition of prescribed fire in RCAs unless approved by 
fisheries biologist and/or hydrologist. 

Minimize loss 
of shade to 
perennial 
stream 
channels  

High: 
experience 

SWST01, 
SWST04, 
SWST07, 
FMGU06 

Fuels specialist, 
burn boss, 
fisheries biologist, 
or hydrologist 

15 When constructing or reconstructing roads within RCAs or installing 
culverts on intermittent or ephemeral channels use sediment fences, 
wood straw, jute matting or other erosion control measures as 
deemed necessary by a fisheries biologist or hydrologist. For culvert 
installations also see Project Design Features 21 through 26. Add 
gravel or surface 200’ on new or reconstruction on either side of 
stream where necessary. 

Minimize 
sediment 
delivery to 
channel. 

High: 
experience, 
logic, 
Burroughs and 
King 1989, 
Foltz 2007 

SWST01, 
SWST04 

Timber sale 
contract, Sale 
Administrator, 
Harvest Inspector 
fisheries biologist, 
hydrologist 

16 Permanent and temporary roads identified for obliteration would be 
decompacted a depth of 16” or the extent possible, recontoured, 
seeded with native seeds (where need is identified), and provided 
with a minimum of 50% to maximum of 80% ground cover 
(vegetation transplants at a rate of 15 per 100 linear feet, natural 
mulch, CWD, and ag or wood straw, in that order of preference) to an 
extent deemed necessary by a fisheries biologist and/or hydrologist. 
In addition to the above treatment, stream crossings would receive 
planted vegetation plugs and additional ground cover to an extent 
deemed necessary by a fisheries biologist and/or hydrologist, to 
reduce erosion, facilitate recovery of soil biological function and 
stabilize streambanks. 
 

Minimize 
sediment 
delivery to 
channel and 
rehabilitate 
riparian area. 
Reduce 
levels of total 
soil resource 
commitment. 

High: 
experience, 
logic, 
Burroughs and 
King 1989, 
Foltz 2007; 
experience, 
local 
monitoring,  

SWST01, 
SWST04, 
SWST03(b) 
SWST08 

For temporary 
roads–Sale 
administrator 
and/or 
Harvest Inspector  
 
For All Roads— 
Timber sale 
contract 
provisions.  
Hydrologist, 
Fisheries 
Biologist, Wildlife 
Biologist  
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# Project Design Feature Objective Effectiveness 
and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Fisheries & Water Resources (continued) 

17 Roads identified for obliteration for SWRA or wildlife habitat 
improvement that require retention of some degree of access for 
permitted use would be decompacted a depth of 16” or the extent 
possible, partially recontoured, seeded with native seeds (where 
need is identified), and provided with a minimum of 50% to maximum 
of 80% ground cover (vegetation transplants at a rate of 15 per 100 
linear feet, natural mulch, CWD, and ag or wood straw, in that order 
of preference) outside the retained travelway (which will be 
determined in coordination with the hydrologist, fisheries biologist, 
range specialist, and permittee) to an extent deemed necessary by a 
fisheries biologist and/or hydrologist. In addition to the above 
treatment, stream crossings would receive planted vegetation plugs 
and additional ground cover to an extent deemed necessary by a 
fisheries biologist and/or hydrologist, to reduce erosion, facilitate 
recovery of soil biological function and stabilize streambanks. 
 
Retained travelway would be effectively closed at entrance to prevent 
unauthorized use.  

Minimize 
sediment 
delivery to 
channel and 
rehabilitate 
riparian area. 
Reduce 
levels of total 
soil resource 
commitment. 

High: 
experience, 
logic, 
Burroughs and 
King 1989, 
Foltz 2007; 
experience, 
local 
monitoring,  

SWST01, 
SWST04, 
SWST03(b) 
SWST08 

Hydrologist, 
Fisheries 
Biologist, Range 
Specialist 
Wildlife Biologist 

18 If snow conditions allow, use a snow bridge as an alternative to road 
construction and culvert placement. Where a temporary culvert is 
needed in temporary road construction be installed in a temporary 
road, it would be removed in the same field season, unless approved 
by the fisheries biologist. 

Minimize 
sediment 
delivery to 
channel and 
rehabilitate 
riparian area. 
Reduce 
levels of total 
soil resource 
commitment. 

High: 
experience, 
logic, 
Burroughs and 
King 1989, 
Foltz 2007; 
experience, 
local 
monitoring,  

SWST01, 
SWST04, 
SWST03(b) 
SWST08 

Sale administrator, 
Harvest Inspector 
Timber sale 
contract 
provisions.  

19 Closed system roads that are opened for harvest and scheduled for 
long-term closure would be prepared for closure by physically closing 
to prohibit motorized use, scarifying the driving surface, seeding or 
hydro-mulching surface, cut slopes and fill slopes where necessary, 
installing water bars as needed and pulling culverts where 
necessary.  
 

Reduce long 
term 
sediment 
production. 

HIGH: logic, 
experience, 
local 
monitoring, 
Foltz and 
Maillard 2003 

SWST01, 
SWST04, 
SWST08 

Fisheries 
Biologist, Soil 
Scientist, 
Hydrologist 
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# Project Design Feature Objective Effectiveness 
and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Fisheries & Water Resources (continued) 

19 
 
c 
o 
n 
t’ 
d 

Closed system roads not identified for long-term closure that may be 
needed for administrative use in the more immediate future would be 
prepared by installing water bars as needed, and by-passing culverts 
where needed, and physically closing to prohibit motorized use (level 
1 closure). 

    

20 Add gravel or surface 100 feet either side of intermittent and 
perennial channels on all new construction except where it is 
determined that existing shallow, rocky soils will provide sufficient 
protection from erosion. Spot rocking and armored dips will also be 
incorporated into road designs by project engineers. 
 
This treatment would not be applied to roads that would be 
reconstructed for project activities then put into long-term closure 
except where conditions require spot rocking to prevent resource 
damage during project activities.  

Reduce long 
term 
sediment 
production. 

High: 
experience, 
logic, Belt et 
al. 1992 

SWST01, 
SWST04, 
SWST08 

Engineer, 
Hydrologist, 
Fisheries Biologist 

21 Culvert installation would follow the mitigation measures outlined in 
the Programmatic Culvert Replacement BA (Scaife and Hoefer 2011) 
with approval of the Fish Biologist and/or hydrologist and are 
incorporated below in the following five design features (#22-26).  
Install culvert or other crossing structures at low flows. For 
permanent culverts, incorporate elements of the natural channel, 
such as substrate size and gradient, when reconstructing channel 
where fish habitat or potential fish habitat exists.  
 
The following permits will be acquired prior to project implementation: 
Variance letter to exceed turbidity levels from Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality, Stream Channel Alternation Permit from 
Idaho Dept. of Water Resources. In addition, a 404 Dredge and Fill 
Permit will be obtained from the USACE.  

Minimize 
effects to fish 
and fish 
habitat. 

High: logic, 
experience 

NA Fisheries biologist 
or qualified 
designee. 
Hydrologist, 
Wildlife Biologist 

22 Culvert installation or removal live streams would occur after spring 
peak flows and prior to August 15th to avoid the spawning period in 
bull trout habitat. The stream channels will be dewatered prior to in-
stream work with heavy machinery. Streams would be diverted for a 
period consistent with the programmatic stream crossing consultation  

To minimize 
effects to fish 
and fish 
habitat.  

High: logic, 
experience 

NA Fisheries biologist 
or qualified 
designee, 
Contract 
administrator 
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# Project Design Feature Objective Effectiveness 
and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Fisheries & Water Resources (continued) 

22 
 
c 
o 
n 
t’ 
d 

currently in progress. It would likely be diverted using a temporary 
corrugated plastic pipe and a temporary cofferdam. If water drafting 
is necessary, screen opening size would be the standard 3/32" or 
smaller (as required by the Forest Plan). The culvert design team will 
specify stockpiling and staging areas, access to the site will be via an 
established roadway. Some trees may have to be felled within the 
RCA to complete construction however, the number of trees cut will 
be minimized to the extent possible. 

    

23 Prior to culvert installation activities, a pre-work survey will be 
conducted by the District fisheries biologist and/or a qualified 
designee. Passive movement of fish will be achieved by slow 
dewatering of the site. If this method is insufficient, then block nets 
will be installed, and fish observed within the project area will be 
cleared from the area using dipping, seining and/or electrofishing 
methods. Fish would be transported to an unaffected portion of the 
creek above the in-stream work and released. Block nets would be 
removed after fish removal. A fish biologist will oversee all fish 
handling operations.  

To minimize 
effects to fish 
and fish 
habitat.  

High: logic, 
experience 

NA Fisheries biologist 
would oversee all 
fish handling 
operations, 
contract 
administrator 

24 During culvert installation activities, a spill containment kit would be 
available on site and able to accommodate potential spills from the 
equipment used during implementation. No fuels would be stored in 
RCAs (Riparian Conservation Areas), unless there is no other 
alternative. Refueling or servicing of vehicles or equipment would not 
take place in RCAs. All equipment will be in good repair and free of 
leakage of lubricant, fuels, coolants and hydraulic fluid. In-stream 
work with heavy machinery would be minimized to the extent 
possible. Detectable sheens will be reported to the EPA, any spills 
over 25 gallons will be reported to IDEQ. 

To minimize 
effects to 
water quality. 

High: logic, 
experience 

SWST01, 
SWST04, 
SWST11 

Contract 
administrator 

25 During culvert installation, sedimats would be placed within the 
channel to collect released fine sediments and minimize affect to 
downstream segments. These would be removed from the channel at 
the conclusion of activities. Sediment control measures may also 
include silt fences, erosion control matting, mulch, straw wattles 
and/or slash. The culvert/bridge installation and associated activities 
would be conducted in a manner that would minimize the potential for  

To minimize 
effects to 
water quality. 

High: logic, 
experience 

FRST05 Contract 
administrator 
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and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Fisheries & Water Resources (continued) 

25 
 
c 
o 
n 
t’ 
d 

inputting additional fine sediments or affecting riparian habitat. 
Stream simulation material will be washed, i.e. sprayed water using 
pump and hose setup, to set fine material prior to reintroduction of 
flow. Flow will slowly be reintroduced into the streambed to minimize 
loss of downstream surface water and to minimize turbidity. Sedimats 
will be placed downstream to capture sediment and will be removed 
when construction is complete. It is not anticipated that explosives 
would need to be used because the culvert/bridges are designed with 
a shallow foundation system. 

    

26 Culvert replacement/removal site rehabilitation may include seeding 
and mulching disturbed areas. Straw wattles may also be used to 
stabilize the road fill. All project related materials and waste will be 
removed from the site when construction is complete.  

To reduce 
erosion.  

High: logic, 
experience 

NA Contract 
administrator 

27 During installation of the vault toilets, if located in RCAs, follow 
programmatic consultation. 

To reduce 
erosion.  

High: logic, 
experience 

NA Contract 
administrator 

28 Prohibit yarding of logs across streams unless fully suspended above 
the stream channel. Minimize skyline corridors and require full 
suspension within RCAs (including landslides and landslide prone 
areas). Sale Administrator would coordinate with fisheries biologist 
and/or hydrologist prior to identifying skyline corridors where felling of 
trees would be necessary within RCAs. These trees would be left in 
place outside of harvest units.  

Maintain 
channel 
integrity. 
 

High: logic, 
experience 

SWST10 Design and 
layout, 
contract, 
Administrator 
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and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Soils Resources (continued) 

29 Utilize all applicable Best Management Practices (BMPs) and Soil 
Water Conservation Practices (SWCPs) for harvest and road 
activities.  

Reduce/limit 
levels of soil 
disturbance, 
erosion and 
potential 
sediment-
ation, Meet 
requirements 
of State of 
Idaho Non-
point source 
Pollution 
Management 
Plan, 
Maintain 
water quality 
and 
associated 
beneficial 
uses. 

High: FSH 
2509.22, Local 
Monitoring 

SWST01, 
SWST02, 
SWST03, 
SWST04, 
SWGU08 

Timber sale 
design and layout, 
sale administrator 

30 Ground-Based Harvesting: 
Off-Road Jammer Required. Logs on slopes 35% and greater, or 
where feller bunchers are restricted will be winched to designated 
skid trails with an off-road jammer. The off-road jammer must be 
equipped with a skidding line capable of yarding 300 feet, a log-
handling boom, and a tracked undercarriage. Tractors will be used 
for forwarding logs to landings on designated skid trails. Tractors 
may also be used for skidding in portions of units that are less than 
35% slope, when approved by Forest Service (see skidding tractor 
requirements below). 
Skidding Tractor Required. Tractor skidding is allowed on slopes 
up to 45 %. Heavy equipment including feller bunchers, skidding 
tractors, loaders, and processors must be kept on designated 
skidtrails at all times except in the following situations:  

 When the ground is snow covered or frozen sufficiently so 
that soils will not be adversely impacted by heavy equipment 

Eliminate 
potential for 
detrimental 
soil 
disturbance 
from heavy 
machinery. 

High: logic, 
experience, 
local 
monitoring, 
Froehlich et al. 
1983, Garland 
1983. 

SWST02 Timber Sale 
Administrator, 
Timber Sale 
contract 
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and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Soils Resources (continued) 

30 
 
c 
o 
n 
t’ 
d 

 use. The Forest Service will determine when these 
conditions exist. 

 In addition, feller bunchers will be allowed off of designated 
skidtrails when soil moisture levels are below 20% and the 
slope is 35% or less. This applies to the feller buncher only. 
Skidding tractors and other heavy equipment working with 
the feller buncher must stay on the designated skidtrails.  

 In areas with 35% or less slope where trees are being felled 
with a feller buncher and hand felling is required for oversize 
trees, skidding tractors will be allowed off of designated trails 
to skid these oversize trees (when soil moisture levels are 
below 20%). Where soil impacts from this skidding warrants, 
trail rehabilitation will be required.  

 All skid trails must be designated and pre-approved by the 
Forest Service before timber felling operations begin. Skid 
trails must be spaced so that the average distance between 
skid trails is at least 100 feet. Consideration should be given 
to terrain and landing locations when planning skid trail 
locations. Skidding on designated trails on slopes up to 45% 
is allowed when trail construction is not required. 

The Forest Service will determine when soils are too wet to operate 
on designated skidtrails.  

Constructed skid trails will not exceed a 30% road grade except for 
short pitches, should be kept to a minimum, and spaced an average 
distance of 200 feet apart or greater, with consideration to terrain and 
landing location. Constructed skid trails are trails built across the 
slope where soil is moved to create a surface to operate equipment 
on. Constructed skid trails will be recontoured or partially recontoured 
as determined by the Forest Service. 
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and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Soils Resources (continued) 

31 On slopes over 45% utilize cable, skyline, or helicopter harvest 
systems and limit equipment operations to roads (temporary or 
permanent) and landings. 

Reduce soil 
impacts and 
levels of DD 
by utilizing 
lower impact 
harvest 
system. 

High: 
Seyedbagheri 
1996, 
Megahan 
1977, Fact, 
Experience 

SWST02 Timber sale 
design and layout, 
Sale administrator 
 

32 Reclaim disturbed skyline/cable corridors by pulling soil berms back 
to original configuration and scattering slash (as available) on all 
areas of soil disturbance to provide for minimum of 50% to a 
maximum of 80% effective cover where available. Ensure that 
surface runoff is not directly channeled into skyline corridors from 
landing areas.  
 

Reduce 
potential for 
erosion/ 
rutting/DD in 
corridors and 
facilitate 
revegetation. 

High: logic, 
experience, 
local 
monitoring 

SWST01, 
SWST04, 
SWGU05 

Timber Sale 
Administrator, 
Timber Sale 
contract 

33 Improve road drainage (installing water bars/dips, cleaning relief 
culverts etc.) as needed on all roads used for harvest activities pre-
haul, during and post-haul. Minimize disturbance to existing 
vegetated ditch lines if already properly draining to avoid undue soil 
disturbance that could increase ditch erosion and sedimentation into 
streams. 

Reduce road 
related 
sediment 
inputs, 
Improve road 
surface 
conditions. 

High: logic, 
experience, 
Burroughs and 
King 1989 

SWST01, 
SWST04, 
SWGU08 

Project Engineer, 
timber sale road 
package/ contract 
provision 

34 All new permanent road construction and reconstruction where cuts 
and fills are disturbed will require placing slash windrows and/or 
erosion control measures (e.g., hydroseeding and mulching) where 
erosion is identified as a concern, such as within contributing areas 
at all perennial and intermittent crossings and exposed steep 
cutslopes. 

Reduce road-
related 
sediment 
inputs, 
stabilize 
slopes 

High: logic, 
experience, 
Burroughs and 
King 1989. 

SWST01, 
SWST04,  

Engineering, 
contract 
administrator 

35 Winterize temporary roads that would be retained until reforestation 
and biomass activities are completed. Install drainage features to 
control runoff and reduce erosion. 
 
 

Reduce road 
related soil 
erosion and 
sediment 
inputs during 
the winter. 

High: logic, 
experience, 
Burroughs and 
King 1989. 

SWST01, 
SWST04, 
SWGU08 

Project Engineer, 
timber sale road 
package/ contract 
provision 
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Forest Plan 
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Soils Resources (continued) 

36 Retain total amounts of CWD as evenly distributed as possible in the 
tonnages and diameters described below and in 6 foot or greater 
lengths (if tonnages and/or sizes are unavailable, then assure that 
trends toward desired conditions are achieved). Total tonnage is 
measured following the completion of all activities and must retain 
the percentages of the large sized CWD (greater than 15 inch 
diameter) identified in the Forest Plan (Forest Plan, Appendix A, 
page A-9, Table A-9). 
For PVG’s 2 and 5: Retain CWD in amounts desired in Forest Plan, 
Appendix A—4 to 14 tons per acre with at least 75% of the tonnage 
provided from CWD that is greater than 15 inches in diameter.  
For PVG 6: Retain CWD in amounts desired in Forest Plan, 
Appendix A—4 to 14 tons per acre with at least 65% of the tonnage 
provided from CWD that is greater than 15 inches in diameter.  
In biomass units, retain at least the Forest Plan minimum desired 
tonnage for the PVG; in lieu of the 15 inch size class, define large 
size class as the average larger diameter for the plantation and retain 
65-75% of the tonnage in this size class, depending on PVG (see 
above).  
A contract provision requiring CWD to be returned from the log 
landing to the harvest unit would be utilized in tractor units where 
CWD deficiencies are identified prior to contract preparation. 

Maintain 
CWD for 
long-term site 
productivity 
and for 
wildlife 
species. 

High: Graham 
et al. 1991, 
1994. 

SWST04 Timber Sale 
Contract, 
Administrator. 

37 Ensure, as much as is practicable, through burn prescriptions, that 
CWD (in desired amounts and sizes) is retained at the desired 
condition or is maintained at existing levels if presently below the 
desired condition (see descriptions by PVG above). Twenty percent 
soil moisture is required for prescribed fire operations unless 
approved by the soil scientist or hydrologist. 

Maintain 
CWD for 
long-term site 
productivity 
and for 
wildlife 
species. 

High: Graham 
et al. 1991, 
1994. 

SWST04 Prescriptions for 
Prescribed Burn, 
Fuels Specialist, 
Soil Scientist 

38 Maintain long term rooting strength on (all high and moderate 
modeled, if possible field verified) landslide prone areas in 
commercial thinning areas by favoring deep rooted species such as 
ponderosa pine and Douglas fir. Avoid tree mortality from prescribed 
fire on landslide prone areas with conifers trees. Avoid high 
intensity/severity prescribed fire on landslide prone areas. 
 

Reduce 
potential for 
landslides by 
retaining 
rooting 
strength 

Moderate: 
Shaub 2001 
Burroughs and 
Thomas 1977 

SWST12, 
SWGU04 

Timber sale layout 
and marking,  
Prescriptions for 
Prescribed Burn, 
Fuels Specialist 
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Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Soils Resources (continued) 

39 Avoid road and skid trail construction on landslide prone areas, and 
avoid concentrating water onto landslide prone areas from road 
drainage. 

Reduce 
potential for 
landslides 
from roads 

High: 
Megahan 
1977 

SWST12 Road layout and 
road design 
package 

40 Reclaim all detrimentally disturbed and totally committed skid trails, 
temporary roads and landing areas immediately following harvest 
activities. Take advantage of all opportunities within activity areas to 
reclaim soil disturbances (compaction, displacement, etc.) from past 
management activities, such as reusing well-located skid existing 
skid trails and landings—a net reduction in detrimental soil 
disturbance is required in harvest units 2101 and 2203 and any unit 
not surveyed prior to harvest activities. Reclamation would include 
decompacting to a depth of 16” (or depth of compaction), re-
contouring to the natural slope profile (if needed and as possible), 
scattering of organic matter (as available) to provide a minimum of 
50% to maximum of 80% effective ground cover and seeding with 
native seed (where need is identified) and mulching to facilitate 
vegetation recovery where slash is not available.  
Locate skid trails along edges of activity areas (as feasible) where 
excavator line would be built to allow subsequent use of skid trail as 
a fire line where fireline is planned. 
Landings will be reclaimed after completion of harvest activities. 
Residual woody debris, including slash and chip, will be removed 
prior to decompaction to the extent possible and soil areas of 
compaction will be decompacted to a depth of 16" or depth of 
compaction. The decompacted soil should be sufficiently free of 
incorporated woody debris (wood chips from biomass activities, 
slash, branches) to prevent nitrogen depletion that would inhibit 
reestablishment of native vegetation (the maximum percentage of 
allowable woody debris incorporated into the decompacted soil will 
be specified in the timber sale contract). A minimum of 50% to 
maximum of 80% effective cover (including woody debris but 
excluding wood chip) will be placed over the decompacted surface to 
prevent erosion. Landing may be seeded with native seed if need is 
identified. 

Restore 
newly 
created or 
existing 
areas of 
TSRC and 
detrimental 
disturbance 
(DD).  

High: logic, 
experience, 
local 
monitoring 

SWST01, 
SWST03, 
SWGU05 

Timber Sale 
Administrator, 
Timber Sale 
contract 
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Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Soils Resources (continued) 

41 Reclaim all fireline following all burn activities. Reclamation activities 
would include, but are not limited to, placing waterbars as necessary, 
pulling material removed (including mineral soil as available) for 
fireline construction back onto fireline, and pulling slash as available 
onto the surface. The goal is to achieve minimum of 50% to 
maximum of 80% ground cover of the disturbed soil. 

Restore and 
stabilize 
detrimentally 
disturbed 
soils and 
reduce the 
risk of 
accelerated 
soil erosion 
and resulting 
sediment-
ation. 

High: 
Experience 

SWST02 Fuels Specialist, 
Soil Scientist, 
Hydrologist. 

Rangeland 

42 Protect range improvements such as fence, and water troughs from 
prescribed fire. 

Protect 
improve-
ments 

High: logic N/A Fuels Specialist, 
Burn plan. 

43 Per “The Payette National Forest Noxious Weed and Poisonous 
Plant Control Program EA and DN”, treat populations of noxious 
weeds found in the planning area. Control measures may include 
spraying, biological controls, or other methods as needed. 

Control 
noxious 
weeds. 

High: fact, 
experience 

NPST10, 
NPGU01, 
NPGU05 

 Range Specialist 

44 In order to prevent the potential spread of noxious weeds into the 
project or treatment areas, Forest Service contractors associated 
with project activities would clean all off-road equipment prior to entry 
onto the treatment area. When working in treatment areas identified 
as containing weed infestations, contractors would be required to 
clean equipment before leaving and moving to a new treatment area. 
This cleaning would remove plants, dirt, and material that may carry 
noxious weed seeds. 
 

Limit the risk 
of new 
infestations 
of noxious 
weeds into 
the area 

High: fact, 
experience 

NPST03, 
NPST04, 
NPGU03 

Timber sale 
contract, 
Administrator 
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# Project Design Feature Objective Effectiveness 
and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Rangeland (continued) 

45 Any materials such as mulches, straw, etc., used for rehabilitation, 
reclamation, etc., would be free of noxious weed seeds and comply 
with the 1995 weed free forage special order against the use of non-
certified hay, straw, or mulch. Materials not covered in the special 
order, which have the potential to contain noxious weed seed, would 
be inspected and determined to be weed seed free before purchase 
and use. Certification that these materials are free of noxious weed 
seed would be done by qualified individuals, such as the Idaho Seed 
Lab, County Weed Supervisor, or Forest Service noxious weed 
management specialist. 

Limit the risk 
of new 
infestations 
of noxious 
weeds into 
the area. 

High: fact, 
experience 

NPST01, 
NPST02, 
NPST03, 
NPST06 

Soil Scientist, 
Range Specialist.  

46 Source sites for gravel and borrow materials would be inspected 
before materials are used or transported. If noxious weeds are 
present, they would be treated to prevent seed production before use 
or transport. The source would not be used if noxious weed species 
were present that are not currently found at the site unless effective 
treatment or other mitigation measures identified by the District 
Ranger are implemented. Written documentation of the inspection by 
county weed agents, Forest Service noxious weed management 
specialists, or other individuals who the Forest Service stipulates are 
qualified would be required before materials are used. 

Limit the 
spread of 
noxious 
weeds in the 
Project area. 

High: fact, 
experience 

NPST07, 
NPST08, 
NPGU02 

Range Specialist, 
Botanist, 
Engineer, 
Administrator.  
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# Project Design Feature Objective Effectiveness 
and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, Candidate Species and Region 4 Sensitive Species 

47 Ground-disturbing activities would be stopped in any areas where 
previously unknown listed or sensitive fish, wildlife, or botanical 
species are discovered until a Fisheries Biologist, Wildlife Biologist, 
or Botanist, respectively, reviews the affected area and prescribes 
appropriate mitigation to ensure protection of the species. 
 

Provide 
protection to 
threatened, 
endangered, 
and sensitive 
species 

MODERATE: 
logic  

TEST01, 
TEST02, 
TEST03, 
TEST06, 
TEST12, 
TEST13, 
TEGU01, 
TEGU02, 
TEGU06, 
WIST02, 
WIST03, 
WIST06, 
WIGU01, 
WIGU05, 
WIGU06, 
WIGU07. 

Fish Biologist, 
Wildlife Biologist, 
Botanist, Sale 
Administrator, 
Burn Plan, Fire 
Management 
Officer. 

Forest Vegetation and Timber 

48 Following harvest and prescribed burning operations the larger 
aspen stands would be evaluated for the need to protect aspen 
regeneration from damage by cattle, deer, and elk. Possible 
protection measures would include temporary electric fencing, and 
rough windrow fencing using felled aspen trees.  

Protect 
aspen 
regeneration 
from large 
animal 
damage. 

HIGH: 
experience, 
logic 

VEGO04 
VEGO05 
VEGO06 

Silviculturist and 
Wildlife Biologist 
would evaluate 
and implement 
with available 
resources. 

49 Use the Ips beetle contract provision for stands where substantial 
amounts of ponderosa pine would be harvested, if the proposed unit 
is near a plantation with a component of ponderosa pine. 

Minimize Ips 
beetle 
population 
buildup. 

HIGH: 
experience, 
logic 

TRGO01 Timber Sale 
Contract, Sale 
Administrator 

50 Include a timber sale contract provision that requires firewood to be 
made accessible to the public by requiring firewood to be decked 
separate from slash piles and in locations where removal would be 
practical. 
 
 

Provide 
firewood 
gathering 
opportunities 
for the public  

HIGH: logic TRGO04 Timber Sale 
Contract, Sale 
Administrator 
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# Project Design Feature Objective Effectiveness 
and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Air Quality 

51 Identify sensitive areas for smoke impacts and coordinate all burning 
with Montana/Idaho State Airshed Group. 

Avoid smoke 
immersion 
into non-
attainment or 
sensitive 
areas. 

HIGH: logic, 
experience 

ASGU01, 
ASGU02 

Burn plan, FMO 

Cultural Resources 

52 All existing cultural properties within the activity area would be 
flagged for protection by a Cultural Resource Specialist prior to 
project implementation. 

Avoid risk to 
cultural sites 

HIGH: logic N/A Forest 
Archaeologist 

Recreation and Visual Quality 

53 The 1.1 mile long segment of National Forest land along the NW 
boundary of the project area adjacent to Highway 95 has a VQO of 
Partial Retention. Travel routes within the project area including 
Shingle Creek Road #183, East Fork Weiser River Road #172, and 
Old Cascade Road #165 also have a VQO of Partial Retention. 
Requirements for meeting the Partial Retention VQO along these 
roads include: Restricting openings to no more than 2 or 3 acres in 
size and retaining large trees and stand densities adequate to 
maintain an open park-like appearance. And, removal of no more 
than 35 percent of the overstory trees in these areas. These 
requirements apply within the area visible from Highway 95 and a 
¼ mile corridor along the Shingle Creek, East Fork Weiser River, and 
Old Cascade roads. Skyline corridors would be planned so that they 
are not visible from Highway 95. Stumps that are visible in the 
foreground within these Partial Retention areas would be cut to less 
than 6 inches in height. Logging slash would be scattered on all 
skyline corridors and along travel routes within Partial Retention VQO 
areas to help reduce the long-term visual impacts.  

Meet visual 
quality 
objective 

MODERATE : 
logic 

SCGU05 Layout Forester 
(Marking Guide) 

54 Ridgeline silhouettes should not have unnatural-appearing breaks 
along them. 

Meet visual 
quality 
objective 

MODERATE : 
logic 

SCGU06 Layout Forester 
(Marking Guide) 
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# Project Design Feature Objective Effectiveness 
and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Recreation and Visual Quality (continued) 

55 Install adequate drainage structures in new trail construction and 
ensure sediment transport is minimized where trails are located 
within RCAs, as per FS Trail Construction Specifications. Stream 
crossings will comply with Forest Plan Standard SWST 08. 

Provide water 
quality 
protection in 
trail 
construction 

HIGH: logic, 
experience 

REST02 Recreation Staff, 
Engineer 

56 Where necessary, restrict log hauling during periods of high 
recreation use, such as the opening day of big game hunting season. 

Provide for 
public safety 

MODERATE : 
logic 

N/A Administrator, 
Contract 

57 On the following FS System roads there will be no hauling between 
December 15 and April 1 within the project area: 50173, 50169 east 
of the junction with 50486, 50165 between the junctions of 50173 
and 50249, and 50172 between the junctions with roads 50486 and 
50165.  
On other haul roads located on groomed snowmobile routes the 
contractor would be required to leave a 6” snow floor during snow 
plowing operations and leave the berms far enough apart for 
passage with a snow groomer. No hauling would be allowed on 
weekends or holidays between December 15 and April 1. And no 
hauling would be allowed between Christmas and New Year’s Day. 
Other design features include: 

 The public would be informed of changes made to the 
groomed trail system as early as is practical each season. 
The Winter Travel Map would include these changes.  

 Adams County may plow the Cottonwood Road and a 
parking area to allow alternate access for snowmobilers 
wanting to access Council Mountain if the Mill Creek parking 
lot is unavailable. The Forest Service would work with 
Adams County to identify a site on the Forest suitable for 
parking, if adequate parking space cannot be found on 
private land.  

 Winter log hauling would not be allowed on both the Mill 
Creek and Cottonwood Creek Roads at the same time. 

 Winter hauling would be limited to no more than 2 winters on 
the Mill Creek Road.  
 

Reduce 
conflict with 
snowmobilers 
and the snow 
grooming 
program 

HIGH: 
Logic 

REOB08 
REOB20 
REOB23 
REGU23 
REGU26 

Administrator, 
Contract 
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# Project Design Feature Objective Effectiveness 
and Basis 

Applicable 
Forest Plan 

Standard/Guide 

Enforcement 

Recreation and Visual Quality (continued) 

  The Forest will close and sign the plowed route from Mill 
Creek parking lot to Shingle Flat on both ends. This route 
would be closed to snowmobilers during the week. All log 
hauling activity would be stopped on this route after 10 pm 
Friday night and reopen Monday mornings. If logging 
contractor vehicles are used to fuel or maintain equipment 
over the weekend, warning signs would be placed 
prominently so that snowmobilers would be aware that they 
may encounter vehicles on the road even on weekends. 

 The Forest will post reduced speed limits in the shared use 
areas.  

 The Forest will post signs and maps in parking and chain-up 
areas alerting snowmobiles coming into the logging area to 
the activities and potential hazards in the area. 

Contractors operating on groomed snowmobile routes should contact 
Adams County for required permits. 

    

Special Uses 

58 The constructed canal from the diversion near Bench Creek to 
Shingle Flat would be kept free of debris, generated from the Project 
activities, during the irrigation season of March 15 through November 
15. Any debris placed in the canal after the irrigation season would 
be removed prior to the next season. The diversion, fish screen, 
canal bank, road, and cutouts would be maintained in functioning 
form and protected as improvements. 

Provide for 
protection of 
permitted 
special uses 

HIGH: logic, 
experience 

LSG004 
LSG005 
Permit Admin. 
 

Administrator, 
Contract 
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—Affected Environment and Environmental Chapter 3
Consequences 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the existing physical, biological, and human aspects of the environment 

that may be affected by the alternatives presented in Chapter 2. It also describes effects each 

alternative may have on the environment. Affected environment and environmental effects have 

been combined into one chapter for consistency and clarity. 

Chapter 3 is organized by resource following the organization of objectives and issues in 

Chapter 1. Each resource section includes the following information, as applicable:  

 Objectives and Measurements, Issues and Indicators 

 Scope of the Analysis 

 Forest Plan Direction 

 Affected Environment–Desired and Current Condition 

 Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives 

 Forest Plan Consistency 

Each resource section is based on an analysis contained in a specialist‘s report. These reports and 

analyses are located in the Mill Creek Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project Record. 

3.1.1 Objectives and Measurements, Issues and Indicators 

Objectives as the term is used for this project, are concise, time-specific statements of actions or 

results designed to help achieve resource specific goals related to the Purpose and Need. In this 

document they are tracked by measurements, which are analyzed in this chapter. Measurements 

are resource-specific and are used to compare how each alternative meets the objectives of the 

project.  

Issues were used to develop alternatives and/or appropriate mitigation measures or project design 

features to address the effects of proposed activities. Each issue is tracked using indicators, 

which compare the effects of the proposed activities by alternative. This chapter describes the 

environmental consequences of the alternatives in terms of the issues. 

3.1.2 Scope of Analysis  

The scope of analysis for a resource begins with the delineation of an analysis area, or an area 

likely to reflect effects from the activity. The areas affected by a Proposed Action vary in size by 

resource and potential effects. This section describes the geographical boundaries of analysis for 

each resource. Scope of analysis may be the project area, watershed, economic zone of influence, 

or other areas, depending on the affected resource. 

3.1.3 Forest Plan Direction 

Discussions under each resource include a description of the Forest Plan direction specific to the 

resource.  
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3.1.4 Affected Environment 

This section describes the environment, the desired condition for given resources in under the 

Forest Plan and current condition of the resource that may be affected by the proposed 

management activities. 

3.1.5 Environmental Consequences 

The environmental consequences sections discuss in detail the environmental effects that would 

occur for each alternative. It forms the scientific and analytical basis for the alternative 

comparisons presented at the end of Chapter 2 and in the summary (40 CFR 1502.16). The 

effects of Alternative 1 (the No Action alternative) form a baseline against which the other 

alternatives are evaluated. Each narrative begins with a brief explanation of how issues and 

effects were analyzed and the models used. The measurements described in Chapter 2 are used to 

evaluate how each alternative meets the Forest Plan goals and objectives, using the 

measurements listed in Chapter 2. 

Alternatives 2 and 5 have the same vegetation and fuels treatments. Alternatives 2 and 5 

compared to Alternative 3 have slightly different vegetation and fuel management treatments; 

therefore, the environmental effects between these two treatments vary slightly. Alternative 4 has 

about a 25% reduction in vegetation treatment compared to Alternatives 2, 3, and 5. The level of 

detail for each resource analysis depends on the character of that resource, amount of 

information available, importance of effects, and scale of analysis most informative or relevant 

for that affected resource.  

Environmental effects can be direct, indirect, or cumulative. They can be of long or short term. 

Effects can be quantitative or qualitative, adverse or beneficial, actual or potential. Considering 

timing location of effects is important. Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the 

same time and place. Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time or further 

removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable (40 CFR 1508.8). In most cases, direct 

and indirect effects are discussed together. Cumulative effects are those that result from the 

incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

actions (40 CFR 1508.7). Therefore, the discussion of effects first considers the direct and 

indirect effects of each alternative. Appendix 3 describes other actions (past, other present, 

reasonably foreseeable) that have the potential to contribute to cumulative effects for the 

resources in the area. Each resource area considers the relevant past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable actions as they affect their resource.  

3.1.6 Forest Plan Consistency 

This section discusses whether the alternative is consistent with the Forest Plan. 
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3.2 VEGETATION RESOURCES 

3.2.1 Objectives and Measurements, and Issues and Indicators 

Objective: 

Move vegetation toward the desired future conditions defined in the Forest Plan, with an 

emphasis on promoting the development of large tree forest structures, reintroducing fire into 

the ecosystem, and improving forest health 

Measurement: 

 Area (acres) treated affecting tree size class distributions, canopy closure, tree species 

composition, and spatial patterns 

Issue: 

Restoration treatments in large tree, high and moderate canopy closure stands in moist grand fir 

habitat types may adversely affect the ecological function of these stands 

Indicator:  

 Area (acres) treated affecting large tree, high and moderate canopy closure stands in 

moist grand fir habitat types (PVG 6) 

3.2.2 Introduction 

The overall condition of forest stands in the Project area has changed since European settlement. 

Historically, wildfire disturbance helped shape these forested landscapes. However, decades of 

fire exclusion, forest management, and grazing have substantially altered forest structure in the 

Project area, especially those areas that were historically within the nonlethal-to-mixed1 fire 

regimes (wildfire in these regimes would generally return between 5 and 70 years and kill 

between 10% and 50% of the trees). 

In many areas, these low-to-mid-elevation forests have fewer old legacy ponderosa pine (Pinus 

ponderosa) and western larch (Larix occidentalis) trees compared to what existed historically 

(i.e., 100–300 years ago). These forests often have multiple canopy layers, dense forest structure, 

and continuous high fuel levels and are at increased risk for stand-replacing wildfires, insect 

outbreaks, or intensified disease outbreaks. Dwarf mistletoe (Arceuthobium spp.) is present in the 

Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), western larch, and ponderosa pine stands. Douglas-fir 

beetles (Dendroctonus pseudotsuqae), western pine beetles (Dendroctonus previcomis), Ips pine 

engraver beetles (Ips spp.), and fir engraver beetles (Scolytus venaralis) are also present in the 

Project area. Clearcuts that were harvested and planted up through the 1970s are predominately 

even-aged ponderosa pine and lacking CWD, snags, and forest structure diversity. 

Compared to historical conditions, vegetation in the Project area displays the following trends: 

 Reductions in the abundance and extent of the large-tree size class, in the nonlethal and 

mixed1 fire regimes 

 Reductions in the abundance of legacy ponderosa pine and western larch trees 
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 Substantial increases in tree densities and ladder fuels within stands, resulting in reduced 

habitat quality and increased risk for habitat loss from future uncharacteristic wildfire or 

insect events in the nonlethal and mixed1 fire regimes 

 Reductions in habitat quality due to trends in species composition away from desired 

conditions. Fire intolerant tree species (e.g., grand fir [Abies grandis]) are more 

widespread compared to historical conditions within the nonlethal and mixed1 fire 

regimes 

 Reductions in snags and forest structure diversity 

3.2.3 Scope of the Analysis 

Forested vegetation can be analyzed at different scales depending on the objective of the 

analysis. In this analysis, tree size class distributions, canopy closure, tree species composition, 

spatial patterns, and large tree–high and moderate canopy closure stands in PVG 6 are presented 

at the Project area level. The Project area is considered the appropriate level for analysis of the 

various vegetation characteristics because it is large enough (51,975 acres) to represent 

differences in vegetation characteristics affected by both environmental factors and past 

management activities. For the vegetation resource, the 51,857 acre analysis area is based on the 

watershed boundaries used for the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b), and is contained 

within the Project area. 

3.2.4 Forest Plan Direction 

The Forest Plan goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines applicable to the vegetation 

management proposed in this project are provided in Chapter 1. 

3.2.5 Affected Environment 

There are 36,919 acres of forested vegetation in the analysis area. Forested vegetation is 

described by habitat types, which use potential climax vegetation as an indicator of 

environmental condition. Forested habitat types are further grouped into PVGs that share similar 

environmental characteristics, site productivity, and disturbance regimes. These groupings 

simplify the description of vegetative condition for use at the broad scale. PVGs provide a way 

to describe the mix of vegetative communities that may occur within landscapes.  

PVGs 2, 5, and 6 are the primary PVGs that would be affected by this proposal. About 77% of 

the forested area is within these PVGs, and over 90% of the proposed activities would occur in 

these PVGs. The remainder of the proposed activities would occur in PVGs 1, 3, and 4. Most of 

the discussion in this FEIS will focus on PVGs 2, 5, and 6. The following paragraphs include 

short descriptions of these PVGs. Detailed descriptions of all PVGs are included in Appendix 7.  

Non-forested vegetation is discussed in the “Fire and Fuels” (section 3.3) and “Wildlife 

Resources” (section 3.4) sections. 

 Potential Vegetation Group 2—Warm, Dry Douglas-fir/Moist 3.2.5.1
Ponderosa Pine 

This group represents warm, mild environments at low-to-middle elevations. Ponderosa pine 

mixed with Douglas-fir is the dominant cover type in this group. Historically, frequent nonlethal 
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fire (Table 3-1) maintained stands of large, park-like ponderosa pine. This group comprises 19% 

of the forested area. 

 Potential Vegetation Group 5—Dry Grand Fir 3.2.5.2

This group is found at elevations ranging from 4,300 to 6,400 feet. Ponderosa pine and Douglas-

fir are common cover types that appear to have been maintained by fire regimes that were 

historically nonlethal to mixed1 (Table 3-1). In many areas, this group may have resembled 

PVG 2 with open park-like stands of large ponderosa pine. Mixed species stands were likely 

restricted to small micro sites that burned less frequently. About 14% of the forested area is in 

PVG 5. 

 Potential Vegetation Group 6—Cool, Moist Grand Fir 3.2.5.3

This group is found at elevations ranging from 3,400 to 6,500 feet and represents moister 

environments in the grand fir zone. Ponderosa pine is common at the drier extremes of the group 

and lodgepole pine occurs in colder areas. Western larch may also be present as an early-seral 

species. Historical fire regimes were mixed, ranging from mixed1 to mixed2 (Table 3-1). Where 

ponderosa pine was maintained as a common seral species, it appears that fires were more often 

mixed1. In other areas where western larch, Douglas-fir, or lodgepole pines were maintained as 

seral species, mixed2 fire may have been more common. This difference within PVG 6 reflects a 

split described by Crane and Fischer (1986) of the grand fir habitat types into warm, dry and 

cool, moist subgroups. About 22% of the forested area is in the warm, dry subgroup of PVG 6, 

and 22% of the forested area is in the cool, moist subgroup of PVG 6. 

In the analysis area, the majority of treatments would occur in those habitat types where a 

predominately mixed1 fire regime occurred and ponderosa pine is a more common seral species. 

Less than 6% of the harvest treatments occur in the mixed2 fire regime portion of PVG 6, and 

these are generally where they are interspersed with habitat types of other fire regimes. 

Table 3-1. Fire regime descriptions 

Fire 
Regime  

Fire 
Interval  

Fire Intensity  Vegetation Patterns (Agee 1998)  

Nonlethal  5–25 
years  

Low—10% 
mortality or less  

Relatively homogenous with small patches generally 
<1.0 acre of different seral stages, densities, and 

compositions created from mortality  

Mixed1  5–70  
years  

Low to 
moderate—10–
50% mortality  

Relatively homogenous with patches created from 
mortality ranging in size from <1.0 to 600 acres of 
different seral stages, densities, and compositions  

Mixed2  70–300  
years  

Moderate to 
high—50–90% 

mortality  

Relatively diverse with patches created by mixes of 
mortality and unburned or underburned areas ranging in 

size from <1 to 25,000 acres of different seral stages, 
densities, and compositions  

Lethal  100–400  
years  

High—over 90% 
mortality  

Relatively homogenous with patches sometimes 
>25,000 acres of similar seral stages, densities, and 

compositions. Small inclusions of different seral stages, 
densities, and compositions often result from unburned 

or underburned areas.  
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 Desired Condition and Current Condition 3.2.5.4

Appendix A of the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b) contains the desired condition 

tables, mapping criteria, and classification descriptions for vegetation outside of designated 

wilderness areas. Desired forest conditions do not represent a static state, but rather are dynamic 

because the ecosystems have evolved naturally to respond to natural succession and 

disturbances. The desired conditions are not something that every acre of forest at every point in 

time will posses, variability will always be present. Achieving desired conditions that are well 

distributed across the planning unit is a long-term goal for forest and range management 

(USDA Forest Service 2003a, page A-1). HRV concepts were used to develop these desired 

conditions (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page III-579). 

The following sections discuss desired conditions and current conditions for tree size class 

distributions, canopy closure, tree species composition, and spatial patterns. Large tree–high and 

moderate canopy closure stands in PVG 6 are not discussed in Appendix A. These stands are 

discussed in the comparison of the alternatives. 

Tree Size Class 

Tree size class is determined by the size of the overstory trees. The average diameter of the trees 

in the overstory or uppermost tree layer determines the stand’s tree size class. By definition, a 

canopy layer has a distinct break in height and must have a nonoverlapping canopy closure of at 

least 10%. If none of the definitions in Table 3-2 apply, the tree size class is considered 

grass/forb/shrub/seedling (GFSS). 

Table 3-2. Tree size class definitions 

Diameter at Breast Height 
(DBH) (inches) 

Tree Size Class 

≥20.0 Large 

≥12.0 Medium 

≥5.0 Small 

≥0.1 Sapling 

 

Table 3-3 displays Forest-wide desired percentages of tree size classes by PVG. The range for 

each size class reflects the dynamic development of trees, considering growth rates, type, and 

extent of disturbances and varying growth conditions.  
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Table 3-3. Desired range of tree size classes as a percent of total Potential Vegetation Group (PVG) 

acres 

Fire Regime Nonlethal 
Nonlethal–

Mixed1 
 Mixed1–Mixed2 

Tree Size 
PVG 2 

(%) 
PVG 5 

(%) 
PVG 6 

(%) 

Grass/forb/shrub/seedling 5–7 3–7 7–9 

Saplings 3–7 3–7 7–9 

Small 5–21 4–22 11–27 

Medium 7–35 7–30 18–36 

Large 59–80 66–84 28–56 

 

Table 3-4 below displays the current condition of tree size classes as a percent of total PVG acres 

in the analysis area.  

Table 3-4. Current condition of tree size classes as a percent of total Potential Vegetation Group 

(PVG) acres 

Fire Regime Nonlethal Nonlethal–Mixed1 Mixed1–Mixed2 

Tree Size PVG 2 PVG 5 PVG 6 

(%) (%) (%) 

Grass/forb/shrub/seedling 0 (B) 0 (B) 0 (B) 

Saplings 2 (B) 0 (B) 2 (B) 

Small 3 (B) 13 (I) 18 (I) 

Medium 42 (A) 33 (A) 23 (I) 

Large 53 (B) 54 (B) 57 (A) 

Note: I= in range, A = above range, and B = below range 

Potential Vegetation Group 2 

PVG 2 has 6% fewer acres in the large tree size class than desired, and 7% more acres than the 

desired conditions indicate for the medium tree size class.  

Potential Vegetation Group 5 

In PVG 5, there are 12% fewer acres are in the large tree size class than desired, and the medium 

tree size class has 3% more acres than the desired conditions indicate.  

Potential Vegetation Group 6 

In PVG 6, the large tree size class is slightly above the desired condition, and the medium size 

class is within the desired range.  
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Large Tree Size Class Stands 

There are 20,180 acres of large tree size class stands in the analysis area, which is 55% of the 

36,919 forested acres. PVGs 1 through 6 contain 16,748 acres of large tree stands, or 83% of all 

large tree stands.  

Canopy Closure 

Canopy closure represents the total non-overlapping crown closure of all trees in a stand, 

excluding the seedling tree size class. Trees in the seedling tree size class are used to estimate 

canopy closure class only when they represent the only structural layer present. 

Canopy closure classes are based on the following: 

 Low = 10%–39% canopy closure 

 Moderate = 40%–69% canopy closure  

 High = 70% or more canopy closure 

Table 3-5 displays the desired and current condition for canopy closure in large tree size class 

stands in the analysis area. 

Table 3-5. Canopy closure desired condition and current condition for large tree size class stands 

Fire Regime PVG 
Canopy 
Closure 
Class 

Canopy Closure (%) 

Desired Condition Current Condition 

Nonlethal  PVG 2 

Low 74–94 11 (B) 

Moderate 6–26 53 (A) 

High 0 36 (A) 

Nonlethal–Mixed1 PVG 5 

Low 25–45 15 (B) 

Moderate 55–75 48 (B) 

High 0 37 (A) 

 Mixed1–Mixed2 PVG 6 

Low 0–20 2 (I) 

Moderate 80–100 38 (B) 

High 0 60 (A) 

Note: I= in range, A = above range, and B = below range 

Potential Vegetation Group 2 

In PVG 2, the percentage of large tree size class stands with high canopy closure is above the 

desired condition, which is no high canopy closure stands. Currently, 36% of the large tree size 

class stands in PVG 2 have high canopy closure. The percentage of stands with moderate canopy 

closure in PVG 2 is currently 53%, which is above the desired range of 6% to 26%. The 

percentage of large tree stands with low canopy closure in PVG 2 is currently 11%, which is 

below the desired range of 74% to 94%.  

Potential Vegetation Group 5 

In PVG 5, the percentage of large tree size class stands with high canopy closure is above the 

desired condition, which is no high canopy closure stands. Currently, 37% of the large tree size 

class stands in PVG 5 have high canopy closure. The percentage of large tree stands with 
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moderate canopy closure in PVG 5 is currently 48%, which is just below the desired range of 

55% to 75%. The percentage of stands with low canopy closure is currently 15%, which is below 

the desired range of 25% to 45%.  

Potential Vegetation Group 6 

In PVG 6, the percentage of large tree stands with high canopy closure is well above the desired 

condition, which is no high canopy closure stands. Currently, 60% of the large tree size class 

stands in this PVG have high canopy closure. The percentage of large tree size class stands with 

moderate canopy closure in PVG 6 is currently 38%, which is below the desired range of 80% to 

100%. The percentage of large tree size class stands with low canopy closure in PVG 6 is 

currently at the low end of the desired range at 2%.  

Large tree–high and moderate canopy closure stands in PVG 6 

There are 9,059 acres of large tree–high and moderate canopy closure stands in PVG 6, which is 

98% of the large tree stands in PVG 6. These stands make up 25% of the 36,919 forested acres in 

the analysis area. 

Species Composition 

Table 3-6 displays the Forest-wide desired condition ranges for species composition, and the 

current conditions in the analysis area. The analysis area is not expected to mirror the Forest-

wide desired conditions; however, the trends that can be identified in Table 3-6 do illustrate the 

changes occurring in PVGs 2, 5, and 6. 

Table 3-6. Desired and current condition for species composition by Potential Vegetation Group 

(PVG) 

 PVG 2 PVG 5 PVG 6 

Desired 
Condition 

Aspen: Trace 
Lodgepole pine: Trace 

Ponderosa pine: 81–87% 
Douglas-fir: 10–16% 

Aspen: Trace 
Lodgepole pine: Trace 

Ponderosa pine: 80–88% 
Larch: 0–1% 

Douglas-fir: 7–17% 
Spruce: Trace  

Grand fir: 0–1% 

Aspen: Trace 
Lodgepole pine: 1–5% 

Ponderosa pine: 23–41% 
Larch: 15–29% 

Douglas-fir: 15–25% 
Spruce: 0–2% 

Grand fir: 9–23% 
Subalpine fir: 0–3% 

Current 
Condition 

Aspen: Trace 
Lodgepole pine: Trace 
Ponderosa pine: 71% 

Douglas-fir: 29% 

Aspen: Trace 
Lodgepole pine: Trace 
Ponderosa pine: 38% 

Larch: Trace 
Douglas-fir: 30% 

Spruce: Trace  
Grand fir: 32% 

Aspen: Trace 
Lodgepole pine: 1% 

Ponderosa pine: 28% 
Larch: 6% 

Douglas-fir: 31% 
Spruce: 5% 

Grand fir: 29% 
Subalpine fir: Trace% 

 

This information indicates that in PVG 2, ponderosa pine is less abundant than it was 

historically, and Douglas-fir is more abundant than it was historically. Ponderosa pine requires 

more sunlight to regenerate than Douglas-fir. It also requires disturbance, such as fire, to expose 

seedbeds for seedling establishment. Lack of frequent low-intensity fire in the area has likely 
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allowed the more shade-tolerant Douglas–fir to increase. Many stands in this PVG are now so 

dense that there is insufficient sunlight for ponderosa pine regeneration.  

A similar trend is apparent in PVG 5. The proportion of ponderosa pine is low, and Douglas-fir 

and grand fir are more abundant than they were historically. Lack of frequent low-intensity fire 

has likely allowed the more shade-tolerant Douglas-fir and grand fir to establish on sites where 

ponderosa pine would have historically been found. 

Western larch trees appear to be less abundant than they were historically in PVG 6. Western 

larch, like ponderosa pine, is a shade-intolerant species that is dependent on frequent fire to 

expose seed beds and open the canopy to provide conditions conducive to seedling 

establishment. Douglas-fir and grand fir are more abundant than in the past and have likely 

occupied sites where western larch was historically found.  

Spatial Pattern 

Recent advances in theory and empirical studies of vegetation and landscape ecology indicate 

that, to achieve long-term biological diversity across landscapes, management needs to consider 

the major disturbance processes, including variability and scale that determine ecosystem 

components and their spatial pattern. Because fire was historically a major disturbance process in 

the West, historical fire regimes are used to help describe vegetative conditions (see Table 3-1 

for fire regime descriptions). 

Depending on the mix of fire regimes, a watershed may be dominated by a few or many patches. 

For example, a watershed dominated by nonlethal fire regimes may be primarily large tree size 

class with fine-grained patches of smaller tree size classes. A watershed dominated by mixed fire 

regimes may have numerous small-to-large patches of different tree size classes, while a 

watershed dominated by lethal fire regimes may have primarily smaller tree size classes with 

fine-grained patches of larger-sized trees. 

The analysis area encompasses 51,857 acres. Forested acres make up 71% of the analysis area. 

The remaining 29% is classified as grass, shrubs, rock, and scattered forest. Approximately 60% 

of the forested area is in nonlethal and mixed1 fire regimes. This area includes PVGs 1, 2, and 5; 

most of PVG 6; and about half of the area in PVGs 3 and 4. About 35% of the forested area is in 

the mixed2 fire regime. This area includes smaller portions of PVG 6, about half of the area in 

PVGs 3 and 4, and PVGs 7 and 11. Stands in all of these PVGs are found mixed in mosaics 

across the landscape. Many stands in the analysis area are a mix of PVG 5 and PVG 6. Slight 

differences in aspect, elevation, and soils cause transitions between PVG 5 and PVG 6. 

Approximately 5% of the forested area is in the higher elevation lethal fire regime comprised of 

PVGs 8, 9, and 10. 

The current spatial patterns in the analysis area can be described by stand structure percentages 

throughout the landscape. Plantations in the analysis area account for 14% of the forested acres. 

Most of these plantation acres are in PVG 5 (13%) and PVG 6 (63%). These plantations are 

similar in size, seral stage, density, and species composition to patches that were created in the 

past when higher intensity fire burned in a mosaic pattern in mixed1 and mixed2 fire regimes. 

Mature dense stands make up 68% of the forested acres. These stands are similar in condition to 

stands that were missed by the fire when frequent fires burned through these areas. Mature open 

stands make up 18% of the forested acres. These stands are similar to historical stands that had 

experienced more frequent low-intensity fire.  
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Using fire regimes to estimate the percentage of the forested area that was historically in more 

open, mature condition indicates that more dense mature stands occur in the analysis area than 

would have occurred in the past. About 60% of the forested area is in the nonlethal and mixed1 

fire regimes, and only 18% of the area is in open mature stands
7
. 

Most of the higher elevation stands in the lethal fire regimes are composed of dense, mature 

forest, which is similar to historical conditions where fire was infrequent and stand-replacement 

fire occurred every 100 to 400 years. 

Old-Forest Habitat 

Old-forest habitat conditions are defined in the DEIS for the WCS (USDA Forest 

Service 2011b). Based on the WCS definition, no old-forest habitat conditions have been 

identified within the analysis area.  

Legacy Trees 

Legacy trees are ponderosa pine and western larch that survived the previous stand initiating fire 

in lethal fire regimes or survived numerous low-to-moderate intensity fires in other fire regimes. 

Legacy trees tend to emerge above younger trees, but this feature can be variable depending on 

the time that has elapsed since the last fire or other disturbance event. Legacy trees can be found 

in most of the medium and large tree size class stands in the analysis area. 

3.2.6 Environmental Consequences 

 Direct and Indirect Effects 3.2.6.1

Direct and indirect effects are evaluated at the analysis area level for tree size class, canopy 

closure, species composition, spatial pattern, and large tree–high and moderate canopy closure 

stands in PVG 6. Table 3-7 through Table 3-11 are used in the comparison of action alternatives. 

 

                                                 
7
 Mature dense stands as used here are large and medium size class stands with high or moderate canopy closures. 

Mature open stands are large and medium size class stands with low canopy closures. 
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Table 3-7. Effects of restoration harvest treatments and precommercial thinning treatments on tree size class after 20 years of growth—

percent of Potential Vegetation Group (PVG) basis 

Tree Size 
Class 

Percentage of PVG 2 in Tree Size 
Class (%) 

Large desired range 59%–80% 

Medium desired range 7%–35% 

Regeneration range 13%–35% 

Percent of PVG 5 in Tree Size 
Class (%) 

Large desired range 66%–84% 

Medium desired range 7%–30% 

Regeneration range 10%–36% 

Percent of PVG 6 in Tree Size 
Class (%) 

Large desired range 28%–56% 

Medium desired range 18%–36% 

Regeneration range 25%–45% 

 Alternative Alternative Alternative 

 1 2 and 5 3 4 1 2 and 5 3 4 1 2 and 5 3 4 

Large 
53 
(B) 

68 
(I) 

71 
(I) 

67 
(I) 

54 
(B) 

67 
(I) 

67 
(I) 

67 
(I) 

57 
(A) 

64 
(A) 

64 
(A) 

64 
(A) 

Medium 
42 
(A) 

30 
(I) 

27 
(I) 

30 
(I) 

33 
(A) 

27 
(I) 

26 
(I) 

27 
(I) 

23 
(I) 

24 
(I) 

24 
(I) 

24 
(I) 

Regeneration 
5 

(B) 
2 

(B) 
2 

(B) 
3 

(B) 
13 
(I) 

6 
(B) 

7 
(B) 

6 
(B) 

20 
(B) 

12 
(B) 

12 
(B) 

12 
(B) 

Note: I= in range, A = above range, and B = below range. Regeneration includes the seedling, sapling, and small tree size classes. 
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Table 3-8. Large tree size class stand treatments by alternative in acres 

Alternative 
Restoration 

Harvest 
Acres 

Reserve 
Stand 

Harvest 
Acres 

Open Seral 
Burn Only 

Stand 
Harvest 
Acres 

Restoration 
Burn Only 

Stand Harvest 
Acres 

Reserve 
Burn Only 

Stand 
Harvest 
Acres 

Total 
Acres 

2 and 5 2,924 453 549 1,535 296 5,756 

3 4,200 612 549 259 136 5,756 

4 2,054 207 549 1,376 208 4,393 

 

Table 3-9 displays the desired range of canopy closure, current condition, and condition that 

would result from implementing the action alternatives. The effects displayed would be from 

harvest treatments and underburning in the Burn Only treatments in the large tree size class. 

These calculations are based on the assumption that harvest treatments in these stands would 

convert high and moderate canopy closure stands to low canopy closure stands. And, the Burn 

Only treatments would convert high canopy closure stands to moderate canopy closure stands 

and moderate canopy closure stands to low canopy closure stands.  

Table 3-9. Canopy closure large tree size class stands: desired condition, current condition, and 

effects of action alternatives immediately after treatments 

Fire Regime PVG 

Canopy Closure 

Class 
Desired 

(%) 

Current 

(%) 

Alts. 2 
and 5  
(%) 

Alt.3 
(%) 

Alt. 4 
(%) 

Nonlethal 2 

Low 74–90 11 (B) 53 (B) 64 (B) 53 (B) 

Moderate 6–26 53 (A) 34 (A) 24 (I) 34 (A) 

High 0 36 (A) 12 (A) 12 (A) 13 (A) 

Nonlethal–
Mixed1 

5 

Low 25–45 15 (B) 49 (A) 51 (A) 47 (A) 

Moderate 55–75 48 (B) 26 (B) 24 (B) 28 (B) 

High 0 37 (A) 24 (A) 24 (A) 24 (A) 

Mixed1–
Mixed2 

6 

Low 0–20 2 (I) 20 (I) 21 (A) 7 (I) 

Moderate 80–100 38 (B) 29 (B) 28 (B) 34 (B) 

High 0 60 (A) 51 (A) 51 (A) 58 (A) 

Note: I= in range, A = above range, and B = below range 

 

Table 3-10 displays the desired range of canopy closure, current condition, and condition that 

would result 20 years after implementing the action alternatives. The effects would be from an 

increase in the amount of large tree size class stands in the analysis area as displayed in Table 

3-7, the establishment and growth of understory trees in Restoration and Burn Only units over a 

20-year period, and crown expansion in the residual trees in these Restoration and Burn Only 

units.  
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Table 3-10. Canopy closure large tree size class stands: desired condition, current condition and 

effects of action alternatives 20 years after treatment 

Fire Regime PVG 

Canopy Closure Class 

Class 
Desired 

(%) 
Current 

(%) 

Alts 2 
and 5  
(%) 

Alt. 3  
(%) 

Alt. 4  
(%) 

Nonlethal 2 

Low 74–90 11 (B) 9 (B) 8 (B) 9 (B) 

Moderate 6–26 53 (A) 82 (A) 82 (A) 81 (A) 

High 0 36 (A) 10 (A) 9 (A) 10 (A) 

Nonlethal–
Mixed1 

5 

Low 25–45 15 (B) 12 (B) 12 (B) 12 (B) 

Moderate 55–75 48 (B) 68 (I) 68 (I) 68 (I) 

High 0 37 (A) 20 (A) 20 (A) 20 (A) 

Mixed1–Mixed2 6 

Low 0–20 2 (I) 2 (I) 2 (A) 2 (I) 

Moderate 80–100 38 (B) 52 (B) 52 (B) 46 (B) 

High 0 60 (A) 46 (A) 46 (A) 52 (A) 

Note: I= in range, A = above range, and B = below range 

 

Table 3-11. Treatment of large tree–high and moderate canopy closure stands in Potential 

Vegetation Group (PVG) 6 by alternative in acres 

Alternative 

Harvest in 
Large Tree 
High/Mod 
Canopy 
Cover in 
PVG 6 
(Acres)  

Total 
Harvest 
(Acres) 

Percent of 
Harvest 

Burn Only in 
Large Tree 
High/Mod 
Canopy 
Cover in 
PVG 6  

Total Burn 
Only 

(Acres) 

Percent 
of Burn 

Only 

2 and 5 1,485 5,081 29 301 3,204 9 

3 1,658 6,694 25 128 1,591 8 

4 448 3,953 11 65 2,957 2 

 

Alternative 1—No Action 

Under Alternative 1, no treatments would be implemented to move vegetation toward the desired 

future condition. Stand densities and fuels would continue to build, creating conditions 

conducive to uncharacteristic wildfire. Stands would not be accelerated toward the desired large 

tree structure and seral species composition. Forest health and tree vigor would decline, and the 

risk of insect and disease infestation would increase.  

Tree Size Class  

Tree size class would not be directly affected under Alternative 1. However, possible indirect 

effects include damage from uncharacteristic wildfire and insect and disease. If these stands are 

not treated, fuel loads and fuel ladders would continue to build up and the risk of damage by 

uncharacteristic wildfire would increase over time. Tree size class percentages would change 
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over time as growth and mortality occurs with some tree size classes developing into the next 

larger size classes. Conversely, natural events, such as wildfire, windthrow, or elevated insect 

and disease levels, may cause stands to move into a smaller size class as larger trees are killed. 

The existing large tree size stands would not be maintained for as long as they would under the 

action alternatives. Movement toward desired levels of large tree size classes would be slower 

than with the action alternatives given the retention of denser, more competitive stand 

conditions. Stands left untreated would lose vigor and become more susceptible to insect and 

disease infestations due to crowded conditions. 

Old-forest habitat conditions would develop at a very slow pace because of dense stand 

conditions that are not conducive to vigorous tree growth. Ponderosa pine and western larch 

legacy trees would decline as dense stand conditions cause these trees to succumb to stress-

related mortality. 

Canopy Closure 

Over time, increased tree densities from natural regeneration and growth of crown diameters in 

the more vigorous trees would cause stands with low and moderate canopy closure to eventually 

become stands with moderate and high canopy closure. Stands with high canopy closures would 

continue to have high canopy closures over the short term, but these high canopy closures would 

eventually decline in response to insect- or disease-related mortality or wildfire.  

Species Composition 

Without treatment, current species composition would continue to move away from desired 

conditions. Species composition would continue to trend toward shade-tolerant climax species, 

primarily grand fir and Douglas-fir. As stand densities increase and less light reaches the forest 

floor, the climax species would continue to increase in abundance and dominate the stands. Seral 

species, such as ponderosa pine and western larch, would eventually give way to the climax 

species, leaving behind occasional large remnants. Over the short term, little-to-no change would 

occur in tree species composition, but over the long term, seral tree species would decline. 

Spatial Pattern 

Without treatment, current spatial patterns would not change in the short term. Over the long 

term, spatial patterns would likely develop in patterns associated with mixed2 and lethal fire 

regimes because stands would continue to become denser and fuel loads would continue to 

increase. At some future time, weather conditions would be such that lightning- or human-caused 

fires in the area would burn at moderate-to-high intensities over large portions of the analysis 

area. Such a fire would have a considerable effect on spatial patterns. 

Large Tree–High and Moderate Canopy Closure Stands in Potential Vegetation Group 6 

Large tree–high and moderate canopy closure stand density in PVG 6 would increase over time. 

However, these stands would eventually decline from density-related mortality. 

Alternatives 2 and 5 

Table 3-12 displays the number of acres for each specific treatment under Alternatives 2 and 5.  
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Table 3-12. Treatments to be applied under Alternatives 2 and 5, and number of acres to be treated 

Treatment Acres 

Restoration Stand harvest treatments: 4,526 

Reserve Stand harvest treatments  555 

Total harvest 5,081 

Open Seral Burn Only treatments  895 

Restoration Stand Burn Only treatments 1,930 

Reserve Stand Burn Only treatments  379 

Total Burn only 3,204 

Traditional precommercial thinning treatments  1,457 

Older plantation precommercial thinning treatments with potential biomass removal 2,607 

Total precommercial thinning 4,064 

Prescribed burning in grass, shrubs, aspen, and scattered forest  11,768 

 

Tree Size Class  

In PVGs 2 and 5, the percentage of large and medium tree size class stands would be within the 

desired range 20 years after treatment. The percentage of seedling, sapling, and small tree size 

classes would be below the desired range (Table 3-7). 

In PVG 6, the percentage of large tree size class stands would be above the desired range 

20 years after treatment; the medium tree size class would be within the desired range; and the 

seedling, sapling, and small tree size classes would be below the desired range (Table 3-7). 

Canopy Closure 

The following discussion is based on the information presented in Table 3-9 and Table 3-10. 

Potential Vegetation Group 2  

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with low canopy closure would be 53% 

immediately after treatment and 9% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 74% to 90%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with moderate canopy closure would be 34% 

immediately after treatment and 82% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 6% to 26%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with high canopy closure would be 12% 

immediately after treatment and 10% 20 years after treatment. The desired condition is to have 

no high canopy closure stands. 

Potential Vegetation Group 5  

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with low canopy closure would be 49% 

immediately after treatment and 12% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 25 to 45%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with moderate canopy closure would be 26% 

immediately after treatment and 68% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 55% to 75%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with high canopy closure would be 24% 

immediately after treatment and 20% 20 years after treatment. The desired condition is to have 

no high canopy closure stands. 
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Potential Vegetation Group 6  

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with low canopy closure would be 20% 

immediately after treatment, and 2% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 0% to 20%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with moderate canopy closure would be 29% 

immediately after treatment, and 52% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 80% to 

100%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with high canopy closure would be 51% 

immediately after treatment, and 46% 20 years after treatment. The desired condition is to have 

no high canopy closure stands. 

Species Composition 

Harvesting 5,081 acres under these alternatives would have the greatest effect on moving species 

composition towards shade-intolerant, seral species. The 3,204 acres of Burn Only treatments 

and the 4,064 acres of precommercial thinning would help maintain seral species in those treated 

stands (Table 3-6). 

Spatial Pattern 

Spatial patterns would improve the most from the 5,081 acres of harvest treatments. The 

3,204 acres of Burn Only treatment and 4,064 acres of precommercial thinning treatment would 

help maintain the desired spatial patterns (Table 3-1). 

Large Tree–High and Moderate Canopy Closure Stands in Potential Vegetation Group 6 

The 1,485 acres harvested in these stands would have the greatest effect on canopy closure. All 

of the harvested stands would move from moderate or high canopy closure to low canopy 

closure. The 301 acres of Burn Only treatments in these stands would move canopy closure from 

high to moderate or from moderate to low. See Table 3-11. 

Alternative 3 

Table 3-13 displays the number of acres for each specific treatment under Alternative 3.  

Table 3-13. Treatments to be applied under Alternative 3 and number of acres to be treated 

Treatment Acres 

Restoration Stand harvest treatments 5,931  

Reserve Stand harvest treatments  763  

Total harvest 6,694  

Open Seral Burn Only treatments  895  

Restoration Stand Burn Only treatments  525  

Reserve Stand Burn Only treatments  171  

Total Burn Only 1,591  

Traditional precommercial thinning treatments 1,457 

Older plantation precommercial thinning treatments with potential biomass removal 2,607 

Total precommercial thinning 4,064 

Prescribed burning in grass, shrubs, aspen, and scattered forest 11,768  
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Tree Size Class  

Under Alternative 3, the percentage of large and medium tree size class stands would be within 

the desired range 20 years after treatment in PVGs 2 and 5; the percentage of seedling, sapling, 

and small tree size classes would be below the desired range (Table 3-7). 

Under Alternative 3, the percentage of large tree size class stands would be above the desired 

range 20 years after treatment; the medium tree size class would be within the desired range; and 

the seedling, sapling, and small tree size classes would be below the desired range in PVG 6 

(Table 3-7). 

Canopy Closure 

The following discussion is based on the information presented in Table 3-9 and Table 3-10. 

Potential Vegetation Group 2  

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with low canopy closure would be 64% 

immediately after treatment and 8% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 74% to 90%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with moderate canopy closure would be 24% 

immediately after treatment and 82% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 6% to 26%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with high canopy closure would be 12% 

immediately after treatment and 9% 20 years after treatment. The desired condition is to have no 

high canopy closure stands. 

Potential Vegetation Group 5  

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with low canopy closure would be 51% 

immediately after treatment and 12% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 25% to 45%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with moderate canopy closure would be 24% 

immediately after treatment and 68% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 55% to 75%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with high canopy closure would be 24% 

immediately after treatment and 20% 20 years after treatment. The desired condition is to have 

no high canopy closure stands. 

Potential Vegetation Group 6  

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with low canopy closure would be 21% 

immediately after treatment and 2% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 0% to 20%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with moderate canopy closure would be 28% 

immediately after treatment and 52% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 80% to 

100%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with high canopy closure would be 51% 

immediately after treatment and 46% 20 years after treatment. The desired condition is to have 

no high canopy closure stands. 
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Species Composition 

The 6,694 acres harvested under Alternative 3 would have the greatest effect on moving species 

composition toward shade-intolerant, seral species. The 1,591 acres of Burn Only treatments and 

the 4,064 acres of precommercial thinning would help maintain seral species in those treated 

stands. See Table 3-6. 

Spatial Pattern 

Spatial patterns would be improved the most by harvesting 6,694 acres under Alternative 3. The 

1,591 acres of Burn Only and 4,064 acres precommercial thinning treatments would help 

maintain the desired spatial patterns. See Table 3-1. 

Large Tree–High and Moderate Canopy Closure Stands in Potential Vegetation Group 6 

The 1,658 acres harvested in these stands would have the greatest effect on canopy closure. All 

of the harvested stands would move from moderate or high canopy closure to low canopy 

closure. The 128 acres of Burn Only treatments in these stands would move canopy closure from 

high to moderate or from moderate to low. See Table 3-11. 

Alternative 4 

Table 3-14 displays the number of acres for each specific treatment under Alternative 4.  

Table 3-14. Treatments to be applied under Alternative 4 and number of acres to be treated 

Treatment Acres 

Restoration Stand harvest treatments  3,664  

Reserve Stand harvest treatments  309 

Total harvest 3,953 

Open Seral Burn Only treatments 895 

Restoration Stand Burn Only treatments 1,771 

Reserve Stand Burn Only treatments 291 

Total Burn Only 2,957 

Traditional precommercial thinning treatments  1,457 

Older plantation precommercial thinning treatments with potential biomass removal 2,607 

Total precommercial thinning 4,064 

Prescribed burning in grass, shrubs, aspen, and scattered forest  11,768 

 

Tree Size Class  

In PVGs 2 and 5, the percentage of large and medium tree size class stands would be within the 

desired range 20 years after treatment. The percentage of seedling, sapling, and small tree size 

classes would be below the desired range (Table 3-7). 

In PVG 6 the percentage of large tree size class stands would be above the desired range 20 years 

after treatment; the medium tree size class would be within the desired range; and the seedling, 

sapling, and small tree size classes would be below the desired range (Table 3-7). 
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Canopy Closure 

The following discussion is based on the information presented in Table 3-9 and Table 3-10. 

Potential Vegetation Group 2  

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with low canopy closure would be 53% 

immediately after treatment and 9% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 74% to 90%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with moderate canopy closure would be 34% 

immediately after treatment and 81% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 6% to 26%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with high canopy closure would be 13% 

immediately after treatment and 10% 20 years after treatment. The desired condition is to have 

no high canopy closure stands. 

Potential Vegetation Group 5  

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with low canopy closure would be 47% 

immediately after treatment and 12% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 25% to 45%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with moderate canopy closure would be 28% 

immediately after treatment and 68% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 55% to 75%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with high canopy closure would be 24% 

immediately after treatment and 20% 20 years after treatment. The desired condition is to have 

no high canopy closure stands. 

Potential Vegetation Group 6  

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with low canopy closure would be 7% 

immediately after treatment and 2% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 0% to 20%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with moderate canopy closure would be 34% 

immediately after treatment and 46% 20 years after treatment. The desired range is 80% to 

100%. 

The percentage of large tree size class stand acres with high canopy closure would be 58% 

immediately after treatment and 52% 20 years after treatment. The desired condition is to have 

no high canopy closure stands. 

Species Composition 

Harvesting 3,953 acres under Alternative 4 would have the greatest effect on moving species 

composition towards shade-intolerant, seral species. The 2,957 acres of Burn Only treatments 

and the 4,064 acres of precommercial thinning would help to maintain seral species in those 

treated stands (Table 3-6). 

Spatial Pattern 

Spatial patterns would be improved the most by harvesting 3,953 acres under Alternative 4. The 

2,957 acres of Burn Only and 4,064 acres precommercial thinning treatments would help 

maintain the desired spatial patterns (Table 3-1). 
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Large Tree–High and Moderate Canopy Closure Stands in Potential Vegetation Group 6 

Harvesting 448 acres in these stands under Alternative 4 would have the greatest effect on 

canopy closure. All of the harvested stands would move from moderate or high canopy closure to 

low canopy closure. The 65 acres of Burn Only treatments in these stands would move canopy 

closure from high to moderate or from moderate to low (Table 3-11). 

Effects Common to All Action Alternatives 

Tree Size Class 

The proposed Restoration harvest and precommercial thinning treatments would increase growth 

rates in stands by reducing tree density and making more resources available to the residual trees. 

Increased growth rates in the medium size class stands would allow these stands to develop into 

large size class stands sooner than similar untreated stands. Increased growth rates in the small 

size class stands would allow these stands to develop into medium size class stands sooner than 

similar untreated stands. In the large size class stands, the Restoration treatments would increase 

growth, which would add to the number of large trees in these stands and increase vigor in the 

residual trees so that they are more resistant to damage from insects, disease, and fire. After 

about 15 to 20 years, trees in all of the treated stands would likely have grown enough to move 

these stands into the next larger size class.  

In PVGs 2 and 5, all of the action alternatives would move the medium and large tree size 

classes into the desired range by increasing the amount of large tree stands and reducing the 

amount of medium tree stands. However, seedling, sapling, and small tree size classes would be 

below the desired range. In PVG 6, large tree size class stands would remain above the desired 

range and medium size class stands would remain within the desired range with all of the action 

alternatives. Seedling, sapling, and small tree size classes would remain below the desired range 

for all of the action alternatives (Table 3-7). 

Large Tree Size Class Stands 

Large tree size class stands would be harvested or treated with prescribed fire in all of the action 

alternatives. All of these proposed treatments would maintain these stands as large tree stands by 

retaining large trees in sufficient numbers to meet large tree size class stand requirements. The 

Restoration harvest treatments and the Burn Only treatments would increase growth in these 

stands and make these stands less susceptible to uncharacteristic wildfire (Table 3-8). 

Canopy Closure 

The canopy closure discussions deal only with large tree size class stands. After treatment, the 

residual trees in treated stands would respond to the increased growing space and resources. And, 

the increased sunlight and exposed seedbeds would result in the establishment and growth of 

understory trees. Future maintenance underburn and thinning treatments are anticipated every 20 

years to maintain the desired conditions. During the 20-year intervals between treatments, these 

stands would likely develop an understory of smaller trees and denser overstory canopies that 

would convert them from low canopy closure back to moderate canopy closure. A regular cycle 

of future treatments would cause these stands to fluctuate between moderate and low canopy 

closures. Table 3-9 and Table 3-10 display how canopy closures would change immediately after 

treatment and then 20 years after treatment. 
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Potential Vegetation Group 6 

The percentage of stands with high canopy closure would be reduced slightly with all of the 

action alternatives but would remain well above the desired condition at 51% to 58% 

immediately after treatment. Canopy closures 20 years after treatment would reduce to 46% to 

52% (Table 3-10). This decrease would be due to more acres of large tree size class stands. 

These newly developed large tree size class stands would have moderate canopy closures 20 

years after treatment. The lower percentages do not indicate a decrease in canopy closure in 

stands during this 20-year period. 

The percentage of moderate canopy closure stands is currently below the desired range and 

would be reduced further below the desired range immediately after treatment. These stands 

would return to the desired range during periods between maintenance underburn and thinning 

treatments. However, if the anticipated maintenance treatments are continued into the future, the 

desired percentage of moderate canopy closure stands would not be attained. 

The percentage of stands with low canopy closure is currently near the lower end of the desired 

range. Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would move the percentage of stands with low canopy closure to 

near the high end of the desired range immediately after treatment, and Alternative 4 would 

move these stands to near the middle of the desired range. After 20 years, the percentage of low 

canopy closure stands would return to the low end of the desired range. 

Potential Vegetation Group 5 

In PVG 5, the treatments would lower the percentage of stands with high canopy closure to 24% 

in all of the action alternatives, which is still above the desired condition of having no high 

canopy closure stands. As with PVG 6, the percentage decreases 20 years after treatment because 

of an increase in large tree size class stands not a decrease in canopy closures during that 20-year 

period. 

The percentage of stands with moderate canopy closure would be pushed further below the 

desired range immediately after treatment. After 20 years, the percentage of moderate canopy 

closure stands would be within the desired range (Table 3-10).  

The percentage of stands with low canopy closure is currently below desired conditions and 

would be slightly higher than the desired conditions immediately after treatment. After 20 years, 

the percentage of stands in low canopy closure would drop to below the desired range again 

(Table 3-10). Historically, stands in PVG 5 experienced frequent low-to-moderate intensity fire, 

which maintained more open canopy closures. Stands in PVG 6 are often intermingled with 

stands in PVG 5. Periodic future treatments would cause these stands to fluctuate between low 

and moderate canopy closures. 

Potential Vegetation Group 2 

In PVG 2, the proposed treatments would lower the percentage of stands with high canopy 

closure to 12% to 13% immediately after treatment, which is close to the desired condition of 

having no high canopy closure stands. After 20 years, the percentage of stands with high canopy 

closure would be slightly lower from the increase in large tree size class stands not a decrease in 

canopy closure (Table 3-10).  
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The percentage of stands with moderate canopy closure is currently above the desired range, and 

would be reduced to within or just above the desired range with all of the action alternatives. 

After 20 years, the percentage of stands with moderate canopy closure would be well above the 

desired range (Table 3-10). 

The percentage of stands with low canopy closure is currently well below the desired range, and 

would increase to just below the desired range with all of the action alternatives. After 20 years, 

the percentage of stands with low canopy closure would be well below the desired range again 

(Table 3-10). 

As with PVGs 5 and 6, if future underburn and thinning treatments are regularly implemented, 

canopy closures would fluctuate between the low and moderate classes. 

Species Composition 

All of the action alternatives would reverse the trend towards shade-tolerant, climax species 

dominance. The Restoration stand harvest treatments would favor ponderosa pine and western 

larch by retaining the vigorous trees of these species and removing some Douglas-fir and most 

grand fir trees. Small openings would be created where sunlight would be sufficient for seral 

species to regenerate. Harvesting would be followed by prescribed burning, which would reduce 

fuel loads and create seed beds. The Reserve Stand (or Regeneration) treatments would create 

larger openings where fire or machinery would be used to create seed beds. Natural seeding and 

tree planting would be used to establish ponderosa pine and western larch on these sites. In some 

areas, Douglas-fir and other species would also be planted. In the Restoration Stand Burn Only, 

Reserve Stand Burn Only, and Open Seral Stand Burn Only treatments, prescribed fire would be 

used to reduce fuels and thin sapling size trees. These treatments would favor ponderosa pine and 

western larch because these species have thicker bark and are more resistant to fire than 

Douglas-fir and grand fir. The smaller, less fire resistant trees would be killed, which would 

provide more resources for the remaining trees. The prescribed fire would also create small 

openings where more sunlight would be available and create seed beds where ponderosa pine 

and western larch could establish (Table 3-6). 

Spatial Pattern 

All of the action alternatives would move forested spatial patterns toward more historical 

conditions. The Restoration harvest treatments would create more open mature stands. The 

Restoration Stand Burn Only and Reserve Stand Burn Only treatments would reduce fuels and 

help prevent uncharacteristic wildfires. The Open Seral Stand Burn Only treatments would 

reduce fuels and maintain the open structure. The Reserve Stand harvest treatments would create 

more patches similar to those created where fire was more intense in the mixed1 and mixed2 fire 

regimes (Table 3-1). 

Large Tree–High and Moderate Canopy Closure Stands in Potential Vegetation Group 6 

Alternative 4 was designed to provide more habitat for pileated woodpeckers and other species in 

Habitat Family 2 and to provide additional elk security and thermal cover habitat. In Alternative 

4, large tree–high and moderate canopy closure stands in PVG 6 were generally excluded from 

treatment. Where these stands were more isolated and would not contribute to blocks of dense, 

moist habitat, they were not excluded from treatment (Table 3-11). 
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Old-Forest Habitat 

No old-forest habitat conditions have been identified within the analysis area. One criterion to 

meet the definition of old-forest is that a stand must have 30% canopy cover from trees that are 

20 inches or greater DBH. The restoration treatments proposed in the action alternatives would 

move medium and large tree size stands towards old-forest habitat conditions by increasing 

growth rates and maintaining vigor and resiliency in these stands. Depending on current stand 

conditions, 20 to 60 years could be required, and possibly more than one restoration treatment, to 

bring stand development to an old-forest habitat condition. 

Legacy Trees 

Legacy ponderosa pine and western larch trees would be retained with all of the action 

alternatives. These trees would benefit from the harvest and prescribed fire treatments. These 

treatments would reduce stand densities and fuel loads, which would provide more resources for 

these trees and allow them to survive longer and reduce the risk of fire-caused mortality. 

Comparison of the Action Alternatives 

All of the action alternatives improve tree size class distributions, canopy closures, species 

composition, and spatial patterns compared to the no-action alternative. The difference between 

the alternatives is in the number of acres treated. Alternative 3 harvests the most acres by 

utilizing a helicopter logging system to access stands that could only be treated with prescribed 

fire in Alternatives 2 and 5. Alternative 3 is the most effective alternative from a vegetation 

perspective because the additional harvest treatments do more to move stand conditions towards 

project objectives than Burn Only treatments. However, helicopter logging is much more 

expensive than prescribed burning. This cost difference is shown in the “Economics/Socio-

Economics” section. Alternatives 2 and 5 would implement exactly the same vegetation 

treatments. The difference between Alternatives 2 and 5 is in the amount of road construction 

and decommissioning that would be implemented. These differences are evaluated in other 

resource sections. Alternative 4 would implement exactly the same harvest and Burn Only 

treatments in the same stands as Alternatives 2 and 5, except for the stands that are excluded 

from treatment to provide habitat for certain wildlife species. The treatments that would be 

implemented with Alternative 4 would meet the vegetation resource objective for the project. 

The difference would be that fewer stands are treated. 

The major difference between the alternatives is in the stands excluded from treatment with 

Alternative 4. Alternative 4 includes fewer Restoration and Reserve Stand harvest treatments and 

fewer Restoration and Reserve Stand Burn Only treatments. All other vegetation treatments are 

the same as with Alternatives 2 and 5. The effects of not treating these stands include lost 

opportunities to improve tree size class distributions, canopy closures, species composition, and 

spatial patterns. The stands that are excluded from treatment would remain dense or continue to 

become denser, which would cause the species composition to move towards more shade-

tolerant, climax species. Trees in these stands would be less vigorous and grow more slowly than 

trees in treated stands, and they would be more susceptible to insect and disease damage. Ground 

fuels and fuel ladders would increase in these stands, increasing the risk of damage from 

uncharacteristic wildfire. 
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 Cumulative Effects 3.2.6.2

Cumulative effects combine the effects of the alternatives with watershed conditions created by 

past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions. For the forested vegetation analysis, the 

analysis area was considered for cumulative effects. The analysis area encompasses 51,857 acres 

within the Forest boundary, and includes 37,823 acres of forested land (including private 

ownership). About 84% of the forested acres are in PVGs 1 through 6. The remaining 16% of the 

forested area is in PVGs 7 through 11, which are higher elevation subalpine fir habitat types. 

Most of the past, present, and future forest management in the analysis area are in the more 

productive areas encompassed by PVGs 1 through 6.  

The analysis area includes 1,265 acres of private land of which about 904 acres are forested. 

About 83% of those forested acres have been managed using various silvicultural methods. 

Approximately 68% of the forested acres were managed with intermediate silvicultural 

treatments (partial cuts), and the remainder was managed through regeneration treatments 

(clearcuts, seedtree cuts, and shelterwood cuts). 

Of the 50,592 acres of NFS lands in the analysis area, about 36,919 acres are forested. 

Approximately 51% of these forested acres have been managed using various silvicultural 

methods: 29% were managed with intermediate silvicultural treatments (partial cuts), and the 

remainder was regeneration treatments (clearcuts, seedtree cuts, and shelterwood cuts). 

The reasonably foreseeable actions on private land in the analysis area include additional harvest 

treatments in the easily accessible areas, precommercial thinning in the regeneration treatment 

areas, and fuel reduction treatments around structures. All of the forest vegetation activities 

planned on NFS lands in the analysis area are described in the action alternatives. Precommercial 

thinning and periodic underburning to maintain low levels of ground fuels and fuel ladders 

would continue well into the future. The mature stands that are harvested with the alternatives 

would be thinned again in 20 to 30 years. And, firewood harvest would be an ongoing activity in 

the area 

Most of the past harvest operations on NFS and private lands moved the forest vegetation toward 

the desired condition of more open stands dominated by seral, fire-resistant tree species. 

However, large diameter seral species were removed. The precommercial thinning planned on 

NFS lands would keep these stands moving in the desired direction.  

The overall cumulative effects of forest vegetation management in the analysis area, including 

treatments proposed in the action alternatives would continue to move forest vegetation toward 

the desired condition. Forest stands that are managed to create and maintain this desired 

condition would be more vigorous and more resilient to disturbance. These managed stands 

would be more resistant to uncharacteristic wildfire, insect infestation, and infections by disease 

and would resemble and function similarly to the HRV.  

The cumulative effects of Alternative 1, the No Action alternative, would slow the progress of 

restoring these forest stands to the desired historical conditions. In most cases, the lack of 

vegetation treatments may result in these stands moving away from the desired conditions. The 

forest stands would continue to lack the desired characteristics that would make them more 

resistant to insect infestation, disease outbreaks, and damage from uncharacteristic wildfire.  
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 Short- and Long-Term Effects of Implementing the Action 3.2.6.3
Alternatives 

The primary short-term effect of the action alternatives would be to move the analysis area to a 

more historical condition. Stand densities would be significantly lower and species composition 

would be more historical with the promotion of early seral species. The primary long-term effect 

of the action alternatives would be an increase in stand vigor from decreased competition for 

resources and the removal of low-vigor trees. These stands would be in a condition that would 

allow prescribed fire to be used to maintain low fuel loads and maintain seral tree species. 

Several other short- and long-term effects would result from implementing the action 

alternatives: 

 Tree size class distributions would not change in the short term. The long-term effect 

would be increased diameter growth rates that would move stands more quickly into 

larger tree size classes. 

 Canopy closure would immediately be lower after implementing the treatments. In the 

long term, canopy closures would move back toward the moderate and high classes.  

 Species composition would change in the short term from removing climax tree species 

and regenerating seral tree species. In the long term, species composition would shift 

back toward the shade-tolerant climax tree species. 

 Spatial patterns would move toward historical conditions immediately following the 

treatments. In the long term, they would shift back toward their current condition. 

 Canopy closure stands would immediately be lower in treated large tree–high and 

moderate canopy closure stands in PVG 6. In the long term, these stands would move 

back towards moderate and high canopy closures. 

3.2.7 Forest Plan Consistency 

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 are consistent with the Forest Plan direction for vegetation 

management since the proposed activities work to maintain or restore vegetation to the desired 

conditions. 

Alternative 1 is not consistent with the Forest Plan direction for vegetation because no treatment 

activities are proposed and stands would continue to move away from the desired conditions. 

No extraordinary circumstances are associated with the vegetation management aspects of this 

proposal. The project is consistent with the Forest Plan goals, objectives, standards and 

guidelines that are pertinent to vegetation management.  

3.2.8 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments 

No irreversible or irretrievable commitments are associated with the vegetation management 

proposed in this project. 

3.2.9 Project Record 

This FEIS herby incorporates by reference the Vegetation Specialist Report in the Project Record 

(40 CFR 1502.21). The Vegetation Specialist Report is located in the Project Record and 

contains the detailed data, analysis, and technical documentation that the Vegetation Specialist 

relied upon to reach the conclusions in this FEIS.
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3.3 FIRE AND FUELS 

3.3.1 Objectives and Measurements 

Objective: 

To reduce wildland fire hazard in forested stands for resource protection and reduction of risk in 

the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) 

Measurements: 

 Fire Return Interval Departure (FRID) Value 

 Area (acres) of reduced potential fire behavior 

3.3.2 Introduction 

Pre-settlement fire has strongly influenced the structure, composition, and ecosystem dynamics 

of most of the West Zone of the Forest. In many areas of the Forest, frequent surface fires are 

thought to have minimized understory fuel accumulation that could form fuel ladders to carry 

fire into the main canopy. Forest structure and species composition in many western 

United States coniferous forests have been altered through fire exclusion, past and ongoing 

harvesting practices, and livestock grazing. The effects of these activities have been most 

pronounced in seasonally dry, low and mid-elevation, coniferous forests that once experienced 

frequent, low to moderate intensity fire regimes. Increased stand density, decreased overall tree 

size, and increased surface fuel loads are well documented for many forests of this type 

(Stephens et al. 2009). Increased fuel loads and altered forest structure have moved forests 

outside the range of desired conditions and made them vulnerable to fire intensities outside of 

historical fire regimes for these ecosystems. Changing climates in the next several decades may 

further complicate fire management by increasing temperatures and fire season length (Stephens 

et al. 2009). 

3.3.3 Scope of the Analysis 

For the fire and fuels resource the Analysis Area is the same as the Project area, approximately 

51,975 acres, located within the Weiser River watershed and Weiser River management (MA 3). 

The Analysis area is generally forested with ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, and grand fir. 

Understory plants include pine grass (Calamagrostis rubescens), wheat grass (Agropyron), 

fescue (Festuca), ceanothus (Ceanothus), snowberry (Gaultheria), scouler’s willow (Salix 

scouleriana), huckleberry (Gaylussacia), ninebark (Physocarpus), elk sedge (Carex geyeri), 

heartleaf arnica (Arnica cordifolia), trail plant (Adenocaulon), and mountain maple 

(Acer glabrum). At higher elevations, Engelmann spruce and subalpine fir exist, but much of the 

treatments will not directly affect these environments. 

The analysis describes the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the alternatives on fire and 

fuels management within the Project area. The fire and fuels Analysis area is defined as the 

Project area. WUI treatments will be analyzed within 0.5 miles of private land boundaries West 

of the Project area, as well as the private in-holdings in the Project area. 

The power line that runs through the north end of the Project area is not considered a WUI area 

for this analysis as the power line corridor is maintained by the power company. Many of the 
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proposed treatments would help protect the power line from direct flame impingement. In the 

event of a wildfire, some actions, (e.g., shutting down power when heavy smoke or flame 

impingement is expected to occur to avoid arcing, scraping an area around wooden poles to bare 

mineral soil, wrapping wooden poles with fire resistant material) would be conducted if time and 

resources were available. These measures may be effective at sustaining power supplies; 

therefore, further analysis is not needed for the power line corridor as a WUI. 

3.3.4 Forest Plan Direction 

The Payette National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) (USDA Forest 

Service 2003b) goals and objectives applicable to the Fire management proposed in this project 

are included in Chapter 1. 

3.3.5 Analysis Methods 

To evaluate the alternatives using the measurable objectives, four different categories of stands 

were modeled. The following is a brief description of what these stands are representative of in 

current condition. 

 Open Seral Burn Only Stands—Open seral burn only represent a typical stand 

proposed for prescribed fire treatment only. The larger tree component exists with 

healthy seral trees. Vegetation management has occurred in recent years, and the stand 

requires only the use of fire for maintenance. 

 Restoration Stands—Restoration stands are dry forest types with low-to-mixed severity 

fire regimes, with significant component of larger diameter seral species of ponderosa 

pine, Douglas-fir, and western larch. 

 Reserve Stands—Some reserve stands have lost most of the seral species and larger 

diameter trees from past timber harvest or disease and some may have larger legacy of 

ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir and western larch. While other reserve stands may be 

composed of large-diameter overstory trees of grand fir and mixed conifer with a dense 

understory and generally fall into PVG 6 (see Appendix 7, Potential Vegetation Groups). 

This is typical of natural forest succession.  

 Plantation stands—Plantation replanted in a grid pattern with ponderosa pine seedlings 

after timber harvest, fall within 4 categories (CAT): 

 CAT 1—Older than 30 years (biomass) 

 CAT 2—10 to 30 years old (pre-commercial thin) 

 CAT 3—Less than 10 yrs old and thinned within the last 10 years 

 CAT 4—Plantations not thinned, having typically 150 trees per acre and are of a 

smaller diameter 

The Open Seral Burn Only, Restoration, and Reserve stand types were identified and visited for 

data collection and were modeled to represent existing and post-treatment conditions for all four 

alternatives. 

Stand examination data and ocular estimates were used for vegetative and fuel model inputs. 

Pretreatment stand data were based on field reconnaissance that included inventory plots and 

ocular estimates of conditions. Post-treatment stand data were based on pretreatment conditions, 

the Proposed Action, and conversations with the Project silviculturalist. All data and model runs 
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used for modeling can be found in the Fuels Specialist Report, (Ramirez 2012) in the Project 

Record.  

 Fire Return Interval Departure 3.3.5.1

FRID is based on the historical fire return interval (the historical interval between fires, in years) 

for the vegetation type of interest and the years that have elapsed since the last fire. From maps 

of where and when past fires have occurred, average fire return intervals for each vegetation type 

class can be determined. Average fire return intervals combined with years that have elapsed 

since the last fire can be used to derive an index to calculate the departure of an area from its 

average fire return interval (The University of Arizona 2005, Fire Return Interval Departure). 

The following equation is to calculate FRID:  

FRID index = (years since last fire—natural fire return interval) / (natural fire return interval) 

FRID is used to measure movement toward the historical fire return interval. The desired 

condition is to have an FRID index value near zero. A FRID index of zero would mean that the 

fire return interval is the same as the historical mean. A FRID index greater than zero means that 

the area is burning less frequently than historically. For example, an FRID index of 1 means that 

an area has missed 1 fire return interval, a FRID index of 2 means that 2 fire return intervals have 

been missed, and so on. In contrast, a negative FRID index means that the area is burning more 

frequently than historically. For example, a FRID index of –1 means that the area is burning 

twice as often as the historical fire return interval. 

Moving the Project area toward the historical (pre-European settlement) fire return interval is 

desirable because wildland fire is the ecological process by which many of the desired vegetative 

attributes in the Forest Plan were historically maintained. The historical fire return interval for 

this project is defined as the pre-European settlement (approximately 1600–1900) condition. This 

time period was selected because fire suppression and European management practices were not 

influencing the vegetation, and research is available to indicate the fire return interval during this 

period. Also, fire regimes during this period in the types of vegetation present today were 

functioning, and research is available that documents the HRV during this time period (Morgan 

and Parsons 2001).  

 Fire Behavior Model 3.3.5.2

Fire behavior predictions estimate the characteristics of a wildland fire under user defined 

conditions. For this analysis, the fire behavior predictions were made using Fuels Management 

Analyst Plus (FMA) (Carlton 2005). FMA uses weather conditions, stand data, and fuel model 

user-defined inputs.  

The output of the models used in this analysis includes torching index, crowning index, fire type, 

and flame length. These outputs are used because they aid in determining the potential for 

stand-replacing wildfire, which may or may not be desired depending on the fire regime. Flame 

length is used only in the WUI analysis because outside the WUI, flame length is not a good 

indicator of whether an area is within its historical fire regime. The FMA model outputs (see 

Appendix 5, Modeling Assumptions) are defined as follows: 

 Torching Index (TI) is the 20-foot windspeed at which crown fire is expected to initiate. 

The higher the TI, the more resistant to torching and passive crown fire a stand is. The 

primary driver of TI is the canopy base height. 
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 Crowning Index (CI) is the 20-foot windspeed at which active crown fire is possible. 

The higher the CI, the more resistant to active crown fire a stand is. The primary driver of 

CI is canopy bulk density. 

 Fire Type–Three types of fire were predicted in the model: 

 Surface Fire is a fire that burns only in the surface fuelbed. This type of fire is 

predicted when the 20-foot windspeed is input at a value less than the TI or CI. 

 Passive Crown Fire (also called torching) is small scale and consumes the 

canopies of only single or small groups of trees. This type of fire is predicted 

when the 20-foot windspeed is input at a value greater than the TI but less than 

the CI. 

 Active Crown Fire occurs when the surface fire ignites trees crowns and fire 

spread is able to propagate through the canopy. This type of fire is predicted when 

the 20-foot windspeed is input at a value greater than the TI and CI.  

 Flame length–Flame length is measured from ground level from the mid-point of the 

base of the flame to the tip of the flame, whether the flame is vertical or slanted. In this 

project, flame length will only be predicted in the WUI.  

 Definitions 3.3.5.3

For this project, the following definitions apply (see Glossary): 

 Uncharacteristic wildland fire is defined as a wildland fire that causes fire behavior 

and/or effects that are not within the historical fire regime for a given area. Some 

examples of this would be stand-replacing fire in a non-lethal fire regime or excessive 

mortality of overstory trees in a dry, grand fir PVG where historically, few of the mature 

trees would be killed by wildland fire.  

 Undesirable wildland fire is defined as unwanted wildland fire. This type of fire differs 

from an uncharacteristic fire in that it may or may not be within its natural fire regime, 

but due to social or political reasons, it is not desired in a given area at a given time under 

certain circumstances. Some examples of this type of fire would be a wildland fire that 

burns a home or outbuilding or a stand-replacing fire originating on federal property that 

burns timber on a private parcel. 

 WUI for at risk communities that have not yet designated their WUI as part of a 

community wildfire protection plan, the HFRA has a default definition of WUI (section 

101 (16)B(ii)). It is an area extending ½ mile from the boundary of an at-risk community.  

 Fuelbreak( 0–500 feet) is defined as areas manipulated for the common purpose of 

altering surface fuels, decreasing ladder fuels, and reducing tree densities (opening the 

tree canopy) to reduce the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire and the potential for crown fire 

(adapted from Agee et al. 2000). In this project it will also be used to facilitate prescribed 

fire operations. Topography and vegetation will determine the width of the fuelbreak.  
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3.3.6 Affected Environment 

 Desired Condition and Current Condition  3.3.6.1

Historical Conditions 

Fire History 

Within the Project area, prescribed fire was mostly administered to reduce high fuels loads 

created by timber harvest and applied for reforestation site preparation. Very little-to-no 

landscape prescribed fire has been introduced into the Project area. The Forest has kept a 

database of fire starts and locations since 1956. To date, the majority of fires have been caused 

by lighting, with a small percentage caused by man. No significant fires were recorded in the 

Project area until 2003 (Table 3-15, Figure 3-1). The Granite creek fire burned 40 acres near the 

west boundary of the project in 1997, and in 2006 the Messenger fire burned 300 acres south of 

the Project area (Figure 3-1). The 2003 and 2007 fires burned with uncharacteristic severity and 

intensity. The Hall Ridge Fire of 2003 burned with moderate-to-high severity, causing stand-

replacing fire. Before the Hall Ridge Fire, the condition class was shifting from moderately to 

highly departed, largely from fire exclusion over the landscape. The Grays Creek Fire of 2007, 

south of the Project area, had similar results. Suppression costs for the 2003 and 2007 fires 

ranged from 2 to 13 million dollars not including rehabilitation costs (Table 3-15). 

Table 3-15. Significant fires in the Project area from 1957 to 2010 

Year Fire Name  Acres Suppression Costa 

2003 Hall Ridge Fire 1,900 2 million 

2007 Grays Creek Fire 25,000 13 million 
a
 Does not include rehabilitation costs 
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Figure 3-1. Fire history from 1957 to 2010 in the Project area 
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Current Conditions 

The current condition in the Project area can be broken into two sections: 1) FRID and 

2) Predicted Fire Behavior. This section provides a baseline condition to compare the action 

alternatives and to understand the rational for selecting this Project area. 

Fire Return Interval Departure  

Historically, fire return intervals in the Project area varied depending on the PVG. PVGs are 

descriptions of potential climax vegetation that indicate environmental conditions on sites that 

share similar environmental characteristics, site productivity, and disturbance regimes (see 

Appendix 7, “Forest Plan, Appendix A”). The primary PVGs in the Project area are PVG 2 

(Warm, Dry Douglas-fir / Moist Ponderosa Pine); PVG 5 (Dry Grand Fir); PVG 6 (Cool, Moist 

Grand Fir); grasslands and scrublands A more detailed description of vegetation in the Project 

area can be found in the Vegetation Specialist Report (Canfield 2012). Table 3-16 defines the 

historical fire regime, current fire regime, historical mean fire return interval, current fire return 

interval, and FRID index value for each PVG in the Project area. 

For this analysis, Historical Mean Fire Return Interval is defined as the average number of years 

between fires for a given stand. The Historical Mean Fire Return Interval is estimated for pre-

European settlement conditions using Mehl et al. 1998; Barrett 1984, 1987, 1988, 1994, 2000; 

Steele et al. 1986. Current Fire Return Interval is estimated from fire history records and 

prescribed fire history in the Project area. 

Table 3-16. Historical and current fire regimes and fire return intervals by the primary Potential 

Vegetation Group (PVG) in the Project area 

1
 Source: USDA FS 2000  

2
 Estimated from mortality estimates of modeling and field exams of the Project area. 

PVG Acres  
Historical 

Fire 
Regime1 

Current 
Fire 

Regime2  

Historical 
Mean Fire 

Return 
Interval from 
1600 to 1900 

(years) 

Current 
Fire 

Return 
Interval 

from 1900 
to 2008 
(years) 

Fire 
Return 
Interval 

Departure 
Index 
Value 

PVG 2—
Warm, Dry 
Douglas-fir / 
Moist 
Ponderosa 
Pine 

7,697 Non-lethal 
Mixed1, 
mixed2, 
lethal 

13 >60 3.6 

PVG 5—Dry 
Grand Fir 

5,470 
Non-lethal to 

mixed1  

Mixed1, 
mixed2, and 

lethal 
20 >60 2.0 

PVG 6—
Cool, Moist 
Grand Fir 

Dry—
8,031 
Wet—
9,093 

Mixed1 and 
mixed2 

Mixed2 and 
lethal 

40 >60 0.5 

Grasslands 
and 
Shrublands 

13,426 Lethal Lethal 18 >60 2.3 
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The current fire return interval in the Project area is a result of past management activity such as 

fire suppression, grazing, timber management, and road construction. The results of this past 

management actions are that the current forest structure has become more susceptible to 

intense/lethal fire than would historically be expected. The current fire return intervals are also 

greater than the historical fire return intervals in the Project area. As seen in Table 3-16, PVGs 

with more frequent historical fire return intervals have the highest FRID index departure values.  

Predicted Fire Behavior for this analysis, modeling of treatments inside the WUI areas was 

completed using 97th percentile weather conditions, which are defined as weather conditions for 

only which 3% of the days during fire season are hot, dry, and windy and could be considered 

extreme conditions. These conditions were used in WUI areas because the proposed treatments 

must be effective under the full range of weather conditions that could occur on the site. Outside 

the WUI areas, 90th percentile weather conditions were used, which are defined as weather 

conditions for which 10% of the days during fire season are hot, dry, and windy and could be 

considered extreme conditions. These conditions were used to model areas outside the WUI 

because they are more likely to be representative of conditions during an unplanned wildland 

fire. The outputs of the fire behavior modeling for the existing condition are shown in Table 

3-17. 

Wildland-Urban Interface Area Treatments 

In forested WUI areas proposed for treatment, the predicted fire behavior in a representative 

stand would have flame lengths of over 4.0 feet and would torch individual and small groups of 

trees if a fire is under the 97
th

 percentile weather conditions. Neither of these fire behavior 

characteristics are desirable when attempting to protect improvements and could potentially 

cause containment and control problems (Table 3-17) 

Non-Wildland-Urban Interface Area Treatments 

Non-WUI torching of individual and small group of trees would be expected under the 

90
th

 percentile weather conditions, primarily from the ladder fuels that exist in each of the 

different types of Non-WUI modeled. Ladder fuels allow a surface fire to climb into the tree 

crowns, causing passive crown fire behavior. On average, the CI over the Project area is 18 

(Table 3-17); therefore, it is reasonable to assume that active crown fire could function in mature 

forest under the extreme conditions that were modeled for this analysis. Passing fronts and 

fire-generated winds exceeding 35 miles per hour (mph), although not common, do occur in the 

Project area.  
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Table 3-17. Output of the fire behavior model for existing conditions in the Project area 

 Stand Type 
Torching 
Index (TI) 

Crowning 
Index (CI) 

Fire Type 
Flame 
Length 
(feet)8 

WUI 
97th 
percentile 
weather 
conditions 

Open Seral 
Burn Only  

6 19 
Passive crown 

fire 
11 

Restoration 11 29 
Passive crown 

fire 
10 

Reserve 2 6 
Passive crown 

fire 
6 

NON-
WUI 
90th 
percentile 
weather 
conditions 

Open Seral 
Burn Only 

9 19 
Passive crown 

fire 
N/A 

Restoration 10 30 
Passive crown 

fire 
N/A 

Reserve 10 5 
Passive crown 

fire 
N/A 

3.3.7 Environmental Consequences 

This section describes the effects of the alternatives in relation to the fire management objectives 

identified for this Project. For example, the objective of “moving conditions toward the desired 

future conditions defined in the Forest Plan” will be broken down into three sections describing 

the effects by alternative. 

 Direct and Indirect Effects 3.3.7.1

Fire Return Index Departure 

Reducing the potential for uncharacteristic and undesired wildland fire is desirable because the 

Project area is a fire environment, which means that there has historically been and will continue 

to be hot, dry portions of the year where both human- and natural-caused ignitions occur. A 

number of large wildfires have also occurred in similar areas on the Council Ranger District in 

the past 60 years. This fire history combined with fire history research (Mehl et al. 1998; Barrett 

1984, 1987, 1988, 1994, 2000, Steele et al. 1986; Sloan 1998) indicate that the Project area is 

indeed a fire adapted environment that has been affected by past management actions. Managing 

the live and dead fuels prior to an unplanned ignition will aid in managing subsequent unplanned 

wildland fires and reduce the risk of undesirable or uncharacteristic wildland fire.  

Table 3-18 provides a comparison of FRID by Alternative and PVG. The desired condition is to 

have a FRID index value near 0. 

                                                 
8
 Flame length was only evaluated in WUI, to provide a baseline for wildland operations safety in the WUI. Flame 

lengths of over four feet eliminates the use of ground forces to conduct fire suppression operations safely. 
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Table 3-18. Comparison of fire return index departure by alternative and Potential Vegetation 

Group (PVG) 

Alternatives PVG 

Historical 
Mean Fire 

Return 
Interval 

Post 
Treatment Fire 
Return Interval  

Fire Return 
Interval 

Departure 
Index value 

Alternative 1 
(No Action) 

2 13 >60 3.6 

5 20 >60 2.0 

6 40 >60 0.5 

Grass/shrub lands 18 >60 2.3 

Alternatives 2, 3, 
4 and 5  
(Action 
Alternatives) 

2 13 >15 0.1 

5 20 >22 0.1 

6 40 >50 0.25 

Grass/shrub lands 18 >20 0.1 

 

Alternative 1—No Action Alternative 

The No Action alternative would continue to move forest conditions further away from desired 

conditions by continuing to exclude fire from the landscape. FRID index values in PVGs with 

historically high frequency fire regimes (PVG 2, PVG 5, and grass/shrub lands) would have the 

most dramatic departures (Table 3-18). Missing numerous fire cycles could potentially increase 

the risk of losing key ecosystem components or dramatically changing fire and vegetation 

attributes when fire is eventually returned to the ecosystem (Hann 2008). These changes would 

affect our ability to harvest timber, graze cattle, and recreate. Furthermore, watersheds would not 

be improved and could create an unsafe environment for public use. 

In contrast to PVGs with historically high frequency fire regimes, PVGs with relatively longer 

historical fire return intervals—such as PVG 6—have lower FRID index values. Historical 

stumps and relic trees found in PVG 6 are often large-diameter, widely spaced, old (200+ years 

old) ponderosa pine with mid-aged (20–80 years old) grand fir in the understory. These widely 

spaced, old (200+ years old), large-diameter ponderosa pine indicate that frequent, low-intensity 

fires burned through some of the stands. The FRID index for PVG 6 is probably on the low end 

for the PVG 6 areas that are proposed for treatment within the Project area. 

Fire research in the area indicates that fire return interval ranges in PVG 6 were historically as 

low as 11 years (Barrett 1994). This evidence further supports this hypothesis. Table 3-16 

illustrates the estimated difference of PVG 6 (dry) and PVG 6 (wet). 

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 

These alternatives would move conditions closer to the desired future condition identified in the 

Forest Plan (Table 3-18). In Alternatives 2 through 5, fire would be used on a landscape level to 

treat open grasslands, shrublands, timber stands identified for mechanical treatment, and stands 

not proposed for mechanical treatment. When prescribed fire is applied to the landscape, it would 

follow areas where mechanical treatments have been completed or areas that will allow 

prescribed fire alone. When fire is applied to the landscape, efforts in the WUI will be made to 

minimize risk to private lands. Such efforts include constructing a fuelbreak 0–500 feet wide, 

depending on the topographic factors and fuel conditions. The fuelbreak will consist of removing 
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submerchantable timber and brush with as chainsaw or excavator. Fuel loading estimates of these 

actions will determine if piling or lop and scatter is appropriate. If piling occurs, piles would be 

eliminated through burning or biomass prior to implementing prescribed fire within the WUI 

fuelbreak. If the timbered stand is proposed for mechanical treatment within the WUI, then the 

fuelbreak would not be necessary.  

Prescribed fire would be used to reintroduce fire and used as maintenance tool as the HRV 

dictates over the landscape. In stands that are proposed for prescribed fire treatment only, 

pretreatment of the understory fuels would be thinned if time and funding are available. 

Predicted Fire Behavior 

Table 3-19 compares the effects of each alternative on predicted fire behavior for the areas inside 

and outside of the WUI.  

Table 3-19. Comparison of existing and predicted fire behavior for each alternative inside and 

outside of the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI)  

 

Predicted Fire Behavior 

WUI Stands Non-WUI Stand 

T.I. C.I. Fire Type 
Flame 
Length T.I. C.I. Fire Type 

Alternative 1. No Action 

Open Seral Burn 
Only 6 19 

Passive 
crown fire 11 9 19 

Passive 
crown fire 

Restoration 
stands 11 29 

Passive 
crown fire 10 10 30 Surface fire 

Reserve Stands 
2 6 

Passive 
crown fire 6 10 5 

Passive 
crown fire 

Alternatives 2–5 Action Alternatives 

Open Seral Burn 
Only 33 42 Surface fire 6 36 50 Surface fire 

Restoration 
stands 40 48 Surface fire 6 45 52 Surface fire 

Reserve Stands 
50 47 Surface fire 5.0 62 51 Surface fire 

 

Predicted Fire Behavior Inside of Wildland-Urban Interface Areas 

The following post-treatment fire behavior predictions are desired to reduce the risk for potential 

uncharacteristic and undesirable wildland fire. Post treatment predicted fire behavior (under 97
th

 

percentile weather conditions) should be as follows in WUI areas: 

 Flame lengths less than 4.0 feet (desired) 

 increased TI 

 increased CI 

 surface fire 
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Flame lengths less than 4.0 feet are relevant because they are considered to be the upper limit at 

which a fire can be attacked directly by personnel using hand tools and correlates to 

approximately 100 BTUs per second per foot of fire front (NWCG 1992). An increased TI, 

increased CI, and surface fire are desirable because increasing the TI and CI lowers the potential 

for isolated tree torching and crown fire activity. Torching and crown fire activity within 

0.5 miles of can cause spotting and erratic fire behavior that can make protecting the WUI 

difficult. 

Alternative 1—No Action  

Protecting structures and other improvements from wildland fire if Alternative 1 were selected 

would be more difficult than if one of the action alternatives were selected because canopy fuel 

and ladder fuel densities would be greater. Greater densities would create the potential for 

torching and crowning that was initiated by lower wind speeds and would create undesirable fire 

behavior in the WUI.  

Flame lengths are also estimated to be higher under Alternative 1 than if one of the action 

alternatives were selected. Higher flame lengths could make fighting fire without mechanized 

equipment (e.g., bulldozers, fire engines, helicopters with buckets, air tankers) difficult. 

Remembering that extreme modeling parameters were used is important. 

The number of acres treated also differs between alternatives (Table 3-20). Alternative 1 would 

not treat any of WUI acres. Therefore, the potential for torching, crowning, and flame lengths in 

excess of 4.0 feet would be present on a much larger percentage of the WUI area. Not treating 

WUI acres also causes potential problems in effectively managing fire within the WUI because 

of the potential for erratic fire behavior in a number of areas within the WUI. 

Table 3-20. Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) acres treated by alternative 

Proposed acres in 
WUI 

Alternatives 

1 2, 4, 5 3 

Prescription Burn in 
forest 0 672 253 

Prescription Burn in 
Grasslands 0 2158 2158 

Thin Followed by 
Prescription Burn 0 451 871 

Total acres proposed 
for treatment 0 3281 3282 

 

Alternative 2, 3, 4, and 5 

Alternatives 2–5 would protect the WUI the most. These treatments are designed to protect 

human communities from wildfires and minimize the spread of fires that might originate in urban 

areas. Protection would be from acres treated mechanically, the application of prescribed fire, 

and the expected effectiveness of the proposed treatments. The treated areas would have much 

lower torching and crowning potential due to decreased ladder fuels and canopy fuels being 

present after treatment. Thinning would reduce the potential for fire to actively move from one 

tree to another, and prescribed burning would raise canopy base heights and kill regeneration so 
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that the potential for fire getting into the tree canopies would be reduced. This is because there 

would be vertical separation between the surface fuels and the crown fuels. 

A potential trade off of these alternatives is that there could be increased rates of spread due to 

more open canopies, because more wind could affect the surface. Winds help fan a fire and 

therefore, there would likely be higher rates of spread than if the stand conditions were left 

untreated. This is a desirable tradeoff because the fire behavior would be such that firefighters 

could more effectively manage a wildland fire with direct attack. Having these less intense 

conditions would also allow firefighters an opportunity to conduct burnouts and other operations 

more easily and safely if necessary than if crowning, and subsequent spotting and high fire 

intensities were present.  

Predicted Fire Behavior Outside of Wildland-Urban Interface Areas 

To reduce the risk for potential uncharacteristic and undesirable wildland fire, post-treatment 

predicted fire behavior (under 90
th

 percentile weather conditions) should be as follows in non–

WUI areas: 

 increased TI 

 increased CI 

 surface fire 

An increased TI, increased CI, and surface fire are desirable because the historical fire regimes in 

the Project area are primarily nonlethal and mixed1. A fire regime is defined as the fire 

characteristics in a given ecosystem, including factors such as frequency, intensity, severity, and 

patch size. The terms used for the different fire regimes are: nonlethal, mixed1, mixed2, and 

lethal. Nonlethal fires are generally of lowest intensity and severity with the smallest patches of 

mortality while lethal fires are generally of highest intensity and severity with the largest patches 

of mortality. The others fall in between (Havlina et al. 2010).  

These nonlethal and mixed I fire regimes historically experienced relatively frequent, low 

intensity fires with small patches of stand replacement fire. Therefore, creating conditions with 

lower potential for torching and crown fire behavior will minimize the potential for 

uncharacteristic wildland fire in the Project area.  

Alternative 1—No Action 

Under Alternative 1, fuel conditions would remain at or build to the point that isolated torching 

and crown fire activity would be more likely. Growth of late seral species (e.g., Douglas-fir and 

grand fir) would be expected to continue, especially in PVGs 5 and 6. This growth would 

increase the potential of patches of forested stands to experience stand-replacement fires. If this 

alternative were selected, the TI and CI would be reduced primarily because the existing 

condition would already support passive crown fire in areas. Continued in-growth, combined 

with the existing conditions, is expected to increase the potential for crown fire activity in 

PVGs 2, 5, and 6 in the Project area. 

These predictions have been confirmed by other fires in the area with similar vegetation types. 

One recent example of this potential fire behavior is the Grays Creek Fire in 2007, in which 

some of the stands did experience stand-replacing fire in similar vegetation types, structural 

stages, and topography. The Hall Ridge fire exhibited similar results on a smaller scale. 
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Alternative 2, 3, 4, and 5 

Alternatives 2–5 would allow for more fire resilient stands than currently exist. Treated mature 

stands would exhibit increased torching and crowning indices. Mechanically thinning the dense 

stands would reduce available canopy fuel, which would make active crown fire more difficult. 

This result can be seen by the increase in CI (Table 3-19). For example, in the prescribed fire 

only stands in the non-WUI area a 45-mph wind would be needed to initiate a crown fire (also 

known as torching), versus a 20-mph wind in non–treated areas. 

Mechanical thinning would also reduce ladder fuels available by removing many of the smaller 

trees. Removing ladder fuels would make prescribed burning easier to implement because the 

risk of getting fire into the crowns is reduced. Prescribed burning would raise the canopies of 

residual trees, making the potential for torching and crown fire initiation less likely. The end 

result is that the predicted TI would increase.  

 Cumulative Effects  3.3.7.2

Effects on Fire Return Interval Departure 

Past actions that have affected the FRID in and adjacent to the Project area include timber 

management, reforestation, fire suppression, and continued livestock grazing. When considered 

in conjunction with existing conditions and other reasonably foreseeable future actions, the 

cumulative effects of proposed activities in Alternatives 2–4 would not have a measurable effect 

on FRID outside of the Project area. 

Effects on Predicted Fire Behavior  

Past actions that have had an effect on the predicted fire behavior include timber management, 

reforestation, grazing, and fire suppression. Current and reasonably foreseeable projects in and 

around the Project area include grazing and the Weiser River fuels project. When considered in 

conjunction with existing conditions and other reasonably foreseeable future actions, the 

cumulative effects of the proposed actions in Alternatives 2–4 would not have a measurable 

effect on predicted fire behavior outside of the Project area. The proposed treatments in 

Alternatives 2–4 would contribute cumulatively to the decreased likelihood of crown fires across 

the areas treated.  

 Past Current and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Projects 3.3.7.3

A detailed list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects can be found in the 

cumulative effects list in the Appendix 3. Past actions in and adjacent to the project area that 

have affected conditions include timber management, reforestation, wildfire suppression, 

grazing, and prescribed burning. Management actions that are planned within or adjacent to the 

Project area are the Weiser River Fuels Reduction Project, a power line CE, and continued 

livestock grazing. 

3.3.8 Forest Plan Consistency 

The action alternatives are consistent with Forest Plan direction for Fire Management standards 

and guidelines with emphasis on fuel management. Alternatives 2–5 would move the stands 

toward desired conditions. 
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3.3.9 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments 

No irreversible or irretrievable commitments are expected if any of the action alternatives are 

selected from a fire management perspective.  

3.3.10 Project Record 

This FEIS hereby incorporates by reference the Fire and Fuels Specialist Report (Ramirez 2012) 

available in the Project Record (40 CFR 1502.21). These reports and the Project Record contain 

the detailed data, methodologies, analyses, conclusions, references, and technical documentation 

that the Fire and Fuels Specialist relied on to reach the conclusion in this FEIS.  
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3.4 WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

3.4.1 Objectives and Measurements, and Issues and Indicators 

Objective: 

Improve habitat for Family 1 wildlife species, as represented by the white-headed woodpecker, a 

Region 4 Sensitive Species (USDA Forest Service 2011a) and Forest Management Indicator 

Species (MIS), by restoring forest conditions that contribute to source habitat for this species 

(defined as forests in PVGs 2, 5, and Dry-6 in the Large Tree Size Class and Low—but not less 

than 25%—Canopy Closure Class). Forested stands providing this source habitat should be 

restored to conditions within the Historical Range of Variability (HRV). 

Measurements:  

 Quantity (acres) and quality (old forest and snags, patch and pattern) of Family 1 white-

headed woodpecker habitat restored to conditions within the HRV. 

Issue Statement: 

Restoration treatments, while a benefit to white-headed woodpeckers, may adversely affect 

source habitat for other wildlife species that are dependent on mixed conifer forests with multi-

layer structural characteristics, such as pileated woodpecker, flammulated owl, elk, and lynx.  

Indicator:  

 Quantity (acres) and quality (old forest and snags, patch and pattern) of habitat for 

wildlife species that require moderate to dense, mixed-conifer forests (pileated 

woodpecker, flammulated owl, elk, and lynx.) 

Issue Statement: 

Road densities affect wildlife (i.e., elk) security and can lead to the removal of important habitat 

components (e.g., snags). 

Indicator:  

 Change in security areas (Hillis et al. 1991) and miles of NFS roads and unauthorized 

roads decommissioned by either physical closure, or by obliteration, and estimated 

effectiveness of decommissioning and resulting effects to elk and snags and wildlife 

species of concern. 

Issue Statement: 

Project activities (e.g., logging, prescribed burning) may affect other wildlife species of concern, 

such as Canada lynx and northern Idaho ground squirrel (NIDGS). 

Indicator:  

 Determination of effects to Canada lynx and NIDGS 

3.4.2 Introduction 

This chapter describes existing conditions of the wildlife resource in the Project area and 

adjacent areas of concern (see Scope of the Analysis), and of the effects of four action 
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alternatives on wildlife species and habitats with respect to the above indicators and 

measurements. 

Appendix A of the Forest Plan identifies desired conditions for tree size class; canopy closure 

class; species composition; snags; and CWD, using the HRV as the reference condition. Effects 

to these desired conditions are analyzed in the “Vegetation Resources” section. These same 

components are used to model changes in source habitat for wildlife species at a landscape scale. 

Project and site-specific data on patterns of habitat distribution and specific habitat features help 

inform the wildlife analysis. 

The Project area occurs in a landscape of forested habitats, ranging from low to high elevations. 

Proposed restoration treatments occur mostly in PVGs 2, 5, and 6 in the nonlethal and mixed1 

fire regimes. These forested stands are interspersed with non-forested habitats, dominated by 

GFSS (Figure 3-2). 

The wildlife species habitat models are based on vegetation data provided by the project 

silviculturist. Field review of a representative sample of forested stands from 2009 through 2011, 

coupled with documented wildlife species observations, verified existing habitat modeling. The 

baseline data for this analysis were drawn from the following wildlife species records: 

 IDFG Heritage Database (formerly known as the Conservation Data Center [CDC]) 

 Forest Service corporate database (Natural Resources Inventory System [NRIS] 

WILDLIFE) 

 Council Ranger District wildlife observation records 

In addition, project survey data drawn from the Lower East Fork Weiser River Project (a 

precursor to the Project); the Grays Creek Fire Salvage Project (located adjacent to, and south of, 

the Project area); and the Project provided the baseline data for this analysis. General wildlife 

surveys have been conducted in different portions of the Project area for many years, depending 

on the species. The Project area contains 6 of 78 transects, distributed across the Forest, to 

monitor trends in MIS (white-headed woodpecker and pileated woodpecker). These transects 

have been monitored annually since 2004. Additional survey information is located in the 

Wildlife Specialist Report (Almack 2012). 

Proposed activities within the Project area have the potential to affect habitat or habitat elements 

of species in Family 1 (Low Elevation, Old Forest), Family 2 (Broad Elevation, Old Forest), 

Family 3 (Forest Mosaic), Family 5 (Forest and Range Mosaic), and Family 12 (Grassland/Open 

Canopy Sage). We identified 6 wildlife species from these 5 habitat families as focal species to 

evaluate for this project (Table 3-21). Eighteen other species of concern (i.e., sensitive species) 

not chosen as focal species were analyzed to the extent necessary to meet disclosure 

requirements, based on their status. These effects are disclosed in the Wildlife Specialist Report 

(Almack 2012). Other species and habitat families are not discussed in this analysis because the 

alternatives would not manipulate habitat and/or cause disturbance to species associated with 

these families. In response to public comments on the DEIS, a discussion of effects to additional 

sensitive species was included in the FEIS. 
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Figure 3-2. Distribution of Potential Vegetation Groups (PVGs) within, and adjacent to, the Project 

area 
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The effects analysis for the Project includes wildlife species listed as Threatened or Candidate, 

by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. Region 4 Sensitive Species and Forest 

Species of Special Interest (SOSI) were also included in the analyses (Table 3-21). The complete 

analysis can be found in the Biological Evaluation and Biological Assessment for the effects of 

the Project located in the Wildlife Specialist Report (Almack 2012). Effects determinations for 

ESA-listed and sensitive species are summarized in a table at the end of the effects analysis. 

Effects of the project on migratory birds are analyzed (Wildlife Specialist Report [Almack 2012]) 

and summarized in this document. 

 Desired Condition, Forest Plan Direction, and Relation to the 3.4.2.1
Wildlife Conservation Strategy 

The desired condition for wildlife resources identified in the Forest Plan (USDA Forest 

Service 2003b) is that, “the amount, distribution, and characteristics of vegetation are present at 

levels necessary to maintain viable populations of native and desired non-native species.” This 

desired condition ties to the Desired Vegetation Conditions identified in Appendix A of the 

Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b), with a goal of supporting diverse wildlife habitats. A 

summary of these desired forest components is presented in Chapters 1 and 3. 

Forest-wide goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines for wildlife resources are found on pages 

III-8 through III-15 and III-25 through III-28 of the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b). 

Forest Plan direction specifically applicable to the Project for wildlife resources is listed below 

(USDA Forest Service 2003b): 

 TEST12—Vegetative management activities within lynx foraging habitat in Lynx 

Analysis Units (LAUs) shall not degrade, nor retard attainment of desired habitat for 

the lynx and its prey 

 WIST02—Design and implement projects within occupied habitats of Sensitive 

wildlife species to help prevent them from becoming [federally] listed. 

 WIST03—Mitigate management actions within known nesting or denning sites of 

MIS or Sensitive Species if those actions would disrupt the reproductive success of 

those sites during the nesting or denning period. 

 WIST05—In goshawk territories with known active nest stands, identify alternate 

and replacement nest stands during project-level planning when it is determined that 

the proposed activity is likely to degrade nest stand habitat. 

 WIGU01—Vegetation management should consider the following habitat conditions 

or features: 

 The amount, quality, and distribution of habitats, 

 Fragmentation within habitats, 

 Juxtaposition and connectivity to other habitats, 

 The influence of road-related degradation, and  

 Ecosystem processes that develop and modify habitat. 

 WIGU05—Habitat should be determined for MIS or Sensitive wildlife species within 

or near the Project area. Surveys to determine presence should be conducted for those 

species with suitable habitat. 



Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project Chapter 3 

3-47 

 WIGU08 and WIGU13 address Rocky Mountain elk vulnerability to road-related 

mortality, and habitat security needs. 

The Project area is in MA 3. Pertinent wildlife management direction for this MA includes the 

following objective and guideline (USDA Forest Service 2003b): 

 Objective 0331—Improve enforcement of yearlong and seasonal road closures 

through signing and on the ground patrols to allow for improved big game security. 

 Guideline 0341—An increase in the white-headed woodpecker or flammulated owl 

habitat may be achieved by the following methods: a.) Reducing tree densities and 

ladder fuels under and around existing large ponderosa trees and snags to reduce the 

risk of stand replacing fire and to restore more open canopy conditions. 

Compliance with Forest Plan direction for wildlife management is also documented in the 

Project Record. 

 Wildlife Conservation Strategy 3.4.2.2

In 2006, the Forest began development of a more comprehensive WCS, to address the direction 

of WIOB03 that states, “Prioritize wildlife habitats to be restored at a mid- or Forest-scale…. 

Initiate restoration activities on priority wildlife habitats to move current conditions towards 

desired conditions.” The WCS analysis draws on principles and scientific analysis methods 

generated as part of the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP) 

(Raphael et al. 2000; Wisdom et al. 2000). The WCS compares source habitat conditions that 

existed prior to Euro-American settlement (HRV) (Morgan et al. 1994), and the level of change 

in those habitats as noted in existing landscape conditions (Wisdom et al. 2000). This analysis 

was recently completed for the Forested Biological Community and revisions to the Forest Plan 

have been proposed in the Forest Plan Amendments Proposed to Facilitate Implementation of 

the 2011 Plan-Scale Wildlife Conservation Strategy Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(WCS DEIS) (USDA Forest Service 2011b). Until the proposed Forest Plan direction for the 

WCS is revised in a ROD, the wildlife analysis for this project was completed using the best 

available science used in the WCS. The WCS includes several key terms, including source 

habitat, habitat family, and focal species. Definitions for terms used in this analysis can be 

found in the “Glossary” section. 

A key finding of the WCS was that wildlife species associated with low- to mid-elevation 

ponderosa pine forests had experienced the greatest loss of habitat compared to historical 

conditions, and that these habitats should have the highest priority for restoration activities. 

These species and habitats are grouped into Habitat Family 1. A key focal species for Family 1 is 

the white-headed woodpecker, which is also a Region 4 Sensitive Species (USDA Forest 

Service 2011a) and Forest MIS. 

Proposed modifications to existing Forest Plan direction can be found in Appendix 2 of the WCS 

DEIS. The following key changes to current management direction have been proposed in the 

WCS DEIS: 

 Retain existing old-forest habitat and large tree forested stands 

 Restore habitat such that it promotes recruitment of old-forest habitat 

 Retain legacy ponderosa pine and western larch trees 

 Use a common set of conservation principles in project design (see below) 
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 Prioritize restoring habitats of greatest conservation concern (e.g., low- to mid-

elevation pine forests) and their associated species. 

Proposed revisions to Appendix E of the current Forest Plan provide additional direction on how 

to meet these changes, once approved. Although a ROD for the WCS is not expected until 2012, 

this project analysis relied upon the best science available, including the WCS analysis, the 

concept of source habitat groupings into suites and habitat families, and the application of 

wildlife conservation principles (see below). 

Wildlife Conservation Principles  

The six general conservation principles are as follows:  

 Species well distributed across their range are less susceptible to extinction than 

species confined to small portions of their range. 

 Habitat in contiguous blocks is better than fragmented habitat. 

 Large blocks of habitat containing large populations of species are superior to small 

blocks of habitat containing small populations. 

 Blocks of habitat close together are better than blocks far apart. 

 Interconnected blocks of fragmented habitat are better than isolated blocks, and 

dispersing individuals travel more readily through habitat resembling that preferred 

by the species in question. 

 Blocks of habitat that are in areas where the direct or indirect effects of human 

disturbance are low are more likely to provide all elements of species’ source 

environments than areas where it is not. 
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Table 3-21. Wildlife species considered in the analysis for the Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Suite Family Number 
and Name 

Species 
Considered in this 

Analysis 

Species 
Statusa 

Focal 
Species 

Effects Disclosed 
in EIS &/or 

Specialist Report  

Rationale for Disclosure in 
EIS 

Forest Only 1—Low Elevation 
Old Forest 

White-headed 
Woodpecker 

S/MIS X EIS/WSR 
MIS and focal species for Habitat 
Family 1 

2—Broad 
Elevation Old 
Forest 

American Three-toed 
Woodpecker 

S  EIS/WSR 

Sensitive Species—Source habitat 
widely distributed, dependent 
mostly on disturbance. 

Boreal Owl S  EIS/WSR 

Sensitive Species—Effects to 
source habitat less than MIS 
Pileated Woodpecker. 

Fisher S  EIS/WSR 

Sensitive Species—Effects to 
source habitat less than MIS 
Pileated Woodpecker. 

Flammulated Owl S   EIS/WSR 

Sensitive Species—Effects to 
source habitat greater than MIS 
Pileated Woodpecker. 

Great Gray Owl S   EIS/WSR 

Sensitive Species—Effects to 
source habitat less than MIS 
Pileated Woodpecker. 

Northern Goshawk S   EIS/WSR 

Sensitive Species—Effects to 
source habitat less than MIS 
Pileated Woodpecker. PDFs 
ensure protections  

Pileated Woodpecker MIS X  EIS/WSR 
MIS and focal species for Habitat 
Family 2 

3—Forest Mosaic 

Canada Lynx T X  EIS/WSR 

Endangered Species Act listed 
Threatened. No lynx seen in or 
near the Project area. Disturbance 
extremely unlikely. 

Mountain Quail S  WSR 
Potential habitat (i.e., riparian 
areas) would not be treated 

Wolverine C/S X  EIS/WSR 
Endangered Species Act listed 
Candidate. Potential habitat (i.e., 
high elevation cirques and forests 
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would not be treated 

Combination 
of Forest & 
Rangeland 

5—Forest & 
Range Mosaic Gray Wolf S  WSR 

Source habitat present; relies on 
appropriate prey species 
management (See elk discussion.) 

Peregrine Falcon S  WSR 

No source habitat; no known or 
historical nesting sites in Project 
area.  

Rocky Mountain 
Bighorn Sheep 

S  WSR 
Limited source habitat on Council 
Mountain lacks escape terrain. 

Rocky Mountain Elk SOSI X  EIS/WSR 
Payette National Forest Species of 
Special Interest. 

7—Forests, 
Woodlands, & 
Sagebrush 

Spotted Bat S  WSR 
No suitable roost sites within 6 mi. 
 

Townsend’s Big-
eared Bat 

S  WSR 
No source habitat. 
 

Rangeland 
Only 
 

11—Sagebrush 
Greater Sage Grouse SOLI  WSR 

No source habitat in Project area  
 

12—Grassland/ 
Open-Canopy 
Sage 
 

Columbian Sharp-
tailed Grouse 

S  WSR 

Source habitat in Project area 
unlikely. 
 

Northern Idaho 
Ground Squirrel 

T X EIS/WSR 

Source habitat in Project area; no 
known observations in Project 
area. 

Riverine & 
Non-riverine 
Riparian & 
Wetland 

13—Riverine 
Riparian & 
Wetland 
 

Bald Eagle S  WSR Riverine habitat present, observed. 

Columbia Spotted 
Frog 

S  WSR 

Riparian & wetland buffers provide 
protection of source habitat where 
known to occur. 

Harlequin Duck S  WSR 
Source habitat on East Fork 
Weiser River, but no observations. 

Yellow-billed Cuckoo C/S  WSR No source habitat. 
a
Species Status (USDI USFWS 2010): T = ESA Threatened; C = ESA Candidate; S = Region 4 Sensitive; MIS = Payette National Forest Management Indicator 

Species; SOSI = Payette National Forest Species of Special Interest; SOLI = Payette National Forest West Zone Species of Local Interest.  
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3.4.3 Scope of the Analysis 

 Analysis Area 3.4.3.1

The analysis area in most cases is the Project area. Due to the size of the Project area, the same 

area was considered for the cumulative effects area, with the notable addition of the Council 

Mountain IRA. The IRA totals 16,568 acres, of which 7,916 acres occur in the Project area. The 

remainder of the IRA occurs to the southeast of the Project area. The IRA discussion was added 

in response to concerns raised by a member of the PFC. 

 Affected Environment 3.4.3.2

Due to the reliance of many terrestrial wildlife species on old-forest habitat and snags, this 

section begins with a discussion of these important habitat components followed by descriptions 

of current conditions of the modeled habitat for Family 1, as represented by the white-headed 

woodpecker; the modeled habitat for Family 2, as represented by the pileated woodpecker and 

flammulated owl; and modeled habitat for lynx and northern Idaho ground squirrel. The elk 

habitat quality and security are discussed in relation to the existing densities of authorized and 

unauthorized roads and the quantity and quality of treated and untreated habitats. 

Old Forest 

Old-forest habitat is an important source habitat condition that provides denning, nesting, 

foraging, and cover habitat for many wildlife species. Within stands, old-forest habitat is defined 

as species composition of the large tree class, number of snags per acre by size class, and tons 

per acre of CWD by size class, all in both single-story and multi-story conditions associated with 

fire regimes that were historically prevalent in central Idaho. The WCS DEIS provides a more 

detailed discussion of old-forest characteristics and management concerns. The WCS DEIS also 

provides background information for distinguishing between old forest and old growth (USDA 

Forest Service 2011b, Appendix E, pp. E-25 to E-28). See also section 3.2, “Vegetation 

Resources” for a discussion of Old-forest habitat. 

No stands within the Project area currently meet all of the attributes of old-forest habitat as 

described in the WCS DEIS, although many stands do have multiple old-forest attributes. The 

most common habitat attributes missing from most large tree size class stands are the number of 

large trees in the stand and a 30% canopy closure from live trees >20 inches DBH (Unpublished 

Project stand recon data 2009–2011).  

Vegetated sites in the Project area not considered part of forested stands are typically 

scablands—dominated by bunchgrass, forb, and shrub species—and would not contribute to any 

present or near-future, old-forest condition. 

Snag Habitat 

For many wildlife species, snags—particularly large-diameter snags—are an important habitat 

component. Snags are difficult to inventory because they occur in scattered, random clumps 

across the landscape. In general, snag numbers are higher when away from open roads and in 

dense stands where competition for resources makes trees less vigorous and less able to resist 

insect and disease damage and in areas where wildfires have occurred. The information 

presented here is based on recent Forest-wide inventories analyzed for the WCS DEIS (USDA 

Forest Service 2011b). Forest-wide, total snag numbers are within the HRV for PVGs 1, 2, and 5 
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but are above the high end of the HRV for all other PVGs (USDA Forest Service 2011b, p. 100, 

Table 3-18). Across the West Side of the Forest, where the Project area is located, snag numbers 

are generally within the HRV, but in some areas, snags are lacking due to the influence of roads 

or previous harvest activities. Snag numbers are often found to be below historical or desired 

amounts in roaded areas managed for timber products or in areas accessible to firewood cutters 

(Mannan et al. 1980; Zarnowitz and Manuwal 1985; Thomas 2002). Road densities are much 

higher on the West Side of the Forest than the East Side of the Forest, and while snag numbers 

are within the HRV on the West Side, a notable difference in the numbers between the two areas 

exists (USDA Forest Service 2011b, pp. 98, 102). Of the seven PVGs with sufficient West Side 

data, five (PVGs 2, 4, 5, 6, and 10) are within the HRV, and PVGs 7 and 8/9 are above the high 

end of the range for the number of snags per acre by diameter group. When PVGs that make up 

the nonlethal and mixed1 fire regimes are combined, all but medium snags in the mixed1 fire 

regime are within the HRV (Table 3-22). 

In timber MA an emphasis on spacing to increase growth likely has resulted in unnatural snag 

distributions (i.e., isolated snags rather than clumps). Cavity nesting birds tend to select snags in 

clumps rather than those uniformly spaced (Saab and Dudley 1998). Snags in managed areas 

have also been found to be more homogenous in size and decay class than would be expected 

under more natural conditions (Spiering and Knight 2005).  

Despite these concerns, assuming that the west-wide inventory data are applicable to the Project 

area, the anticipated number of snags per acre at current condition is within, or above, the desired 

range in almost all snag size classes for all PVGs. PVGs 2 and 5 are the exceptions, which is not 

unexpected since these forest types have been heavily managed in the past.  

Table 3-22. Number of snags per acre by diameter group (DBH) and Potential Vegetation Group 

(PVG) and relationship to the historical conditions for the West Side of the Payette National Forest 

Diameter 
Group 

West Side 

Nonlethal Mixed1 Mixed2 Lethal 

PVG 1 PVG 2 PVG 5 PVG 3 PVG 6 PVG 4 PVG 7 PVG 11 PVG 8/9 PVG 10 

10.0–
19.9 inches 

--
a
 <1 7 --a 7 0 21 --

a
 24 8 

≥20.0 inches --
a
 1 0 --a 1 2 3 --

a
 4 N/A 

Total --
a
 2 7 --a 8 2 24 --

a
 28 8 

Relationship to Historical Conditions 

10.0–
19.9 inches 

N/A -1.3 +1.5 N/A +1.5 -1.8 +15.5 N/A +16.5 +0.3 

≥20.0 inches N/A In -0.4 N/A In In In N/A +1.0 N/A 

Total N/A -1.7 In N/A In In +15.0 N/A +17.5 +0.3 

Chi
b
 N/A In In N/A In In Out N/A Out In 

a 
Insufficient number of samples to evaluate 

b 
Relative to the high end of the historical range  
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 Habitat Family 1. Low-Elevation, Old-Forest 3.4.3.3

Family 1 is proposed in the WCS DEIS (USDA Forest Service 2011b) as a habitat family of 

greatest conservation concern, due to widespread and substantial declines in habitat quantity on 

the Forest. This finding is consistent with assessments at other scales in Idaho and the Interior 

Columbia Basin (IDFG 2005; NPPC 2004; Ritter 2000; Wisdom et al. 2000). 

Family 1 wildlife species depend on single-story, and, to a lesser extent, multi-story, lower-

elevation old forests as source habitats (Nutt et al. 2010). Family 1 source habitat occurs in large 

tree, low canopy cover conditions in PVGs 1, 2, 3, and 5, and in those habitat types of PVG 6 

where ponderosa pine is a major seral component (USDA Forest Service 2011b). Special 

features of this source habitat are large-diameter live trees and snags (Wisdom et al. 2000). 

Historically, these types were maintained in a relatively open condition by frequent, nonlethal 

fire.  

Fire exclusion and timber harvest have removed habitat and changed natural disturbance 

regimes, contributing to widespread, strong declines in Family 1 source habitat on the Forest and 

in the Project area. Past timber harvest removed large-diameter ponderosa pine and, coupled with 

fire suppression, resulted in higher ladder fuel levels in the understory and greater proportions of 

climax tree species (e.g., grand fir) compared with historical conditions. Open, large-tree, 

ponderosa pine source habitats are less common than historically occurred in the Project area. 

Past timber harvest activities also created a road network that persists today and facilitates 

removal of firewood from remnant standing and log habitat components in Family 1 habitat.  

The Project area includes three 5
th

 field watersheds, which are proposed in the WCS DEIS 

(USDA Forest Service 2011b) as Family 1 habitat restoration priority areas. These areas are a 

restoration priority because they include white-headed woodpecker observations and nesting, or 

remnant patches of low-elevation, late-seral forest habitat, which is required by white-headed 

woodpeckers. The amount of source habitat for the white-headed woodpecker has decreased 

severely from the HRV in these three watersheds. Modeled changes conducted for the WCS 

DEIS showed habitat for this species has decreased >60% from historical conditions in each 

watershed (USDA Forest Service 2011b) in the Project area. This area also includes many 

ponderosa pine stands identified as priority restoration stands by the Ponderosa Pine Task Force 

(Mehl and Haufler 2004). 

White-headed Woodpecker 

The white-headed woodpecker is a Forest MIS, an Intermountain Region Sensitive Species, and 

an IDFG Species of Greatest Conservation Need. The white-headed woodpecker was selected as 

a focal species for Habitat Family 1 because it is believed to represent the key environmental 

correlates (KEC) and key ecological functions (KEF) of this family (USDA Forest Service 

2011b). 

KEFs for the white-headed woodpecker are as a primary consumer of ponderosa pine seeds and a 

secondary consumer of terrestrial invertebrates (Marcot 1997, O’Neil et al. 2001). White-headed 

woodpeckers forage on insects throughout the summer months. During the fall and early winter, 

conifer seeds supplement the insect diet. Large diameter, and typically older, ponderosa pine are 

important because they contain the cones, bark cracks, and crevices to support insects. Beginning 

in late summer, and through the winter, ponderosa pine seeds are the primary food source for the 

white-headed woodpecker, but seeds from other species may help provide a consistent food 
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supply. White-headed woodpeckers also play an ecological role in excavating cavities and in 

seed dispersal (Garrett et al. 1996). 

KECs for this species include forested habitats comprised of legacy trees, live trees, and snags 

>15 inches DBH (Marcot 1997, O’Neil et al. 2001). White-headed woodpeckers use the dead 

parts of live trees, as well as existing tree cavities, despite their status as primary excavators 

(O’Neil et al. 2001). 

This species is closely tied to mature ponderosa pine forests with live and dead ponderosa pine 

trees >20 inches DBH in open canopy conditions (Blair and Servheen 1995, Dixon 1998, 

Frederick and Moore 1991). Although this species prefers open-canopy stands of mature and 

older ponderosa pine, it also uses mixed-species stands of ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir 

(Frederick and Moore 1991; Wisdom et al. 2000). Open-canopy conditions range from 20%–

26% (Blair and Servheen 1995) to 56% (Frederick and Moore 1991). A central Oregon study 

found a mean canopy closure of 24% at nest sites and 44% at roosts (Dixon 1995a), with most 

nest and roost trees in ponderosa pine forest types having <57% canopy closure (Dixon 1995b). 

Source habitat for white-headed woodpeckers was defined in the WCS DEIS as forests in 

PVGs 1, 2, 3, 5, or 6, with large tree size class and low canopy closure class (USDA Forest 

Service 2011b). Approximately 1,034 acres of modeled white-headed woodpecker source habitat 

is currently identified in the Project area (Table 3-23). Considering that the Project area contains 

36,919 acres of forested stands, with 20,180 of these acres in the large tree size class, the lack of 

low canopy closure in these stands results in the paucity of modeled source habitat for white-

headed woodpeckers, which favor low to low-moderate density canopy conditions. In PVGs 2, 5, 

and 6, less than 15% of large tree, forested stands are currently in the low canopy closure class; 

this is far below the desired range of 74%–94% for PVG 2 and 25%–45% for PVG 5. PVG 6 

large tree stands are within the desired range of 0%–20% low canopy closure. 

Table 3-23. Current condition of White-headed Woodpecker source habitat (acres) 

Tree Size/Canopy 
Cover Class 

PVG 1 PVG 2 PVG 3 PVG 5 PVG 6 Totals 

Large/Low 46 418 5 386 178 1,034 

 

The area required to support white-headed woodpeckers in fragmented landscapes is larger than 

in landscapes with contiguous habitat (Dixon 1995a,b). Home range size in fragmented, mixed-

conifer habitat was estimated at 845 acres, compared with 523 acres in contiguous ponderosa 

pine habitat (Dixon 1995a,b). Given the severely fragmented source habitat distribution in the 

Project area (Figure 3-3), the area likely supports only one white-headed woodpecker home 

range. This home range estimate does not account for other specific white-headed woodpecker 

habitat requirements, such as the juxtaposition of nest trees to a stand of dense-canopy forest or 

the effects of human activities (e.g., open roads, livestock grazing, logging activities, camping, 

and hunting) near nesting areas. Researchers in Oregon found that nest trees were often located 

within 90 feet of dense forest, although no specific tree density measurement was provided (J. 

Hollenbeck, USDA FS, pers. comm. 2010). 

None of the six Wildlife Conservation Principles are met by current white-headed woodpecker 

source habitat conditions in the Project area. Modeled white-headed woodpecker source habitat 

occurs in 79 small patches (Figure 3-3). Although the white-headed woodpecker is capable of 
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using fragmented habitat (Dixon 1995a,b), many of these habitat patches are more than 1.0 mile 

apart, and grouping "nearest-neighbor" habitat patches does not produce blocks of habitat even a 

fourth of a square mile in area. 

Idaho Fish and Wildlife Information System (IFWIS), formally known as CDC, records include 

9 white-headed woodpecker observations within 5.0 miles of, but not within, the Project area for 

the period 1991–2008. Most observations (n = 5) were from areas south and southwest of 

Council Mountain, below the southern end of the Project area. In 2008 and 2009, the MIS 

transect survey technique was improved to include recorded white-headed woodpecker 

vocalizations and drumming along with repeat transect visits. In 2009 and 2010, observations of 

white-headed woodpeckers occurred in the west-central portion of the Project area (Mill Creek 

and Shingle Flat areas) during these MIS surveys.  

In 2009, a breeding pair of white-headed woodpeckers was documented nesting near the Shingle 

Flat gravel pit, and 2 adult females were observed in the same area. An adult female was 

observed carrying insect prey in its mouth, likely indicating that at least one chick was being fed; 

no chicks or juveniles have been observed since. In 2010, 1 adult (sex not determined) and 2 

adult females were observed in the upper Mill Creek area. No white-headed woodpeckers were 

observed, and no nesting was documented during 2011 MIS surveys in the Project area. 

However, after the MIS surveys were completed, an extensive nest search occurred in the upper 

Mill Creek and Shingle Flat areas in July 2011, and a single adult female was observed in the 

area of a known nest snag in upper Mill Creek. 



Chapter 3 Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project 

3-56 

 

Figure 3-3. White-headed Woodpecker source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1) 

displayed as polygons of Potential Vegetation Groups (PVGs) containing Large Tree Size Class 

with Low Canopy Closure Class 
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 Habitat Family 2. Broad-Elevation, Old-Forest 3.4.3.4

Species in Habitat Family 2 use late-seral, multi- and single-storied montane forests as source 

habitat (Wisdom et al. 2000). Habitat Family 2 source habitats overlap those of Habitat Family 1 

but encompass a broader array of cover types and elevations. Special features of Habitat 

Family 2 source habitats are snags, often of larger diameter (>20 inches DBH), and logs. Some 

species that use these habitats depend on juxtaposition of certain seral stages, while others 

exhibit a negative response to older forest structural stages adjacent to younger structural stages. 

Many species are able to take advantage of departed vegetative conditions, benefitting as 

structural stages develop larger tree size classes and denser conditions. Habitat Family 2 species 

have acquired habitats that were historically Family 1. Hence, even though Family 2 habitats, 

particularly large tree and old-forest, have substantially departed from the HRV, Family 2 

wildlife species have been able to take advantage of departed source habitats historically used by 

Habitat Family 1 species. 

Pileated Woodpecker 

The pileated woodpecker was selected as a MIS because it is believed to be functionally linked 

to a suite of other wildlife species that use source habitats tied to large trees, snags and logs, and 

old-forest habitat in mixed-conifer forests that occur across broad elevations and developed 

under mixed fire regimes (Aubry and Raley 2003). The pileated woodpecker is not a Region 4 

Sensitive Species (USDA Forest Service 2011a). This woodpecker is considered a resident, 

nonmigratory, nongame species. Pileated woodpeckers occupy dense deciduous, coniferous, or 

mixed-species forests; open woodlands; second-growth forests; and parks and wooded residential 

areas (NatureServe 2008). The species prefers habitats with tall, closed canopies and high basal 

areas. Their preferred habitat includes large-diameter trees and snags; multiple canopy layers; 

decaying wood on the forest floor; and a somewhat moist environment that promotes fungal 

decay and ant, termite, and beetle foraging (NatureServe 2008). 

Pileated woodpeckers perform KEFs as secondary consumers of terrestrial invertebrates 

(e.g., carpenter ants) and primary cavity excavators of snags and live trees. KECs for this species 

include snags and living trees >20 inches DBH, logs, hollow living trees, and dead portions of 

live trees (Bull et al. 1992). This species typically uses portions of dying trees and snags in the 

hard and moderate decay classes (early-to-mid stages of decomposition). 

Source habitats for pileated woodpeckers are typically multi-layer, late-seral stage montane and 

subalpine forests in PVGs 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, and 9, with large tree size class and moderate-to-high 

canopy closure class. Approximately 16,173 acres of modeled pileated woodpecker source 

habitat currently occurs in the Project area Table 3-24 shows these source habitats’ distribution. 

Although the individual habitat patches are mostly less than 1.0 square mile in area, the 

connectivity of multiple polygons creates a mosaic of habitats that is widely distributed 

throughout the area with a variety of forest structure and patch size. Note the larger size, tighter 

distribution, and connectivity of habitat polygons for pileated woodpeckers (Figure 3-4), 

compared to that noted for White-headed Woodpeckers in Figure 3-3. 

Pileated woodpecker home ranges in northeastern Oregon (approximately 25–50 miles northwest 

of the Project area) ranged from 316 to 593 acres (mean = 455 acres) (Bull and Meslow 1977). 

Using this smaller home range mean estimate, the Project area could support approximately 

36 home ranges at current conditions. An average home range size of 1,006 acres was used in the 
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Forest Plan Amendments Proposed to Facilitate Implementation of the 2009 Plan‐Scale Wildlife 

Conservation Strategy, Phase 1: Forested Biological Community Environmental Impact 

Statement (USDA Forest Service 2011). The larger home range estimate was attributed to lesser 

quality habitat. Using this larger home range estimate, the Project area could support 

approximately 16 pileated woodpecker home ranges at current conditions. The FS Wildlife 

Database has 46 records of pileated woodpecker in the Project area. While Forest-wide, long-

term increases in pileated woodpecker source habitat are anticipated (USDA Forest Service 

2011b), temporary and/or short-term negative impacts to habitat quality, or distribution, may 

occur when restoring forest conditions departed from the HRV to meet the habitat needs of 

wildlife species of greatest conservation need (e.g., white-headed woodpecker) and address the 

variety of other multiple-use management objectives in the Forest Plan.  

Table 3-24. Current condition of pileated woodpecker source habitat (acres) 

Tree Size/Canopy 
Cover Class 

PVG 2 PVG 3 PVG 5 PVG 6 PVG 8a PVG 9 Totals 

Large/Moderate 2,028 61 1,969 3,665 0 338 7,561 

Large/High 1,353 124 880 5,339 0 916 8,612 

Totals 3,381 185 2,349 9,004 0 1,254 16,173 

a 
PVG 8 occurs in very minimal amounts in the watershed so it is now lumped with PVG 9 

 

Careful implementation of vegetation management should allow us to restore source habitat 

conditions for white-headed woodpeckers while maintaining suitable habitat for pileated 

woodpeckers. Because the pileated woodpecker is a MIS, Forest managers should be able to 

assess habitat management tradeoffs between retaining departed landscapes to meet the short-

term habitat needs of one species (pileated woodpecker) and restoring departed landscapes 

toward the HRV to address the short- and long-term habitat needs of another species (white-

headed woodpecker). 
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Figure 3-4. Pileated woodpecker source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1), displayed as 

polygons of Potential Vegetation Groups (PVGs) containing Large Tree Size Class with Moderate 

and High Canopy Closure Class 
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Flammulated Owl 

The flammulated owl is a FS Intermountain Region Sensitive Species and a State of Idaho 

Species of Greatest Concern. It was selected as a focal species for this analysis because of its 

association with broad-elevation, old-forest habitats and because the effects of the action 

alternatives on this species would likely be greater than those associated with other wildlife 

species in Habitat Family 2, particularly the pileated woodpecker. Flammulated owls are 

considered a neo-tropical migrant, wintering in Central America. KEFs of the flammulated owl 

include being a secondary consumer of terrestrial invertebrates, as well as prey for secondary or 

tertiary consumers (Marcot 1997, O'Neil et al. 2001). KECs for this species include an 

association with forested habitats, comprised of live trees and snags, >10 inches DBH (Marcot 

1997, O'Neil et al. 2001). Flammulated owls are secondary cavity nesters, occupying natural 

cavities and, more commonly, old woodpecker cavities (Marcot 1997, O'Neil et al. 2001, IDFG 

2005, Barnes 2007).  

Breeding habitat for the flammulated owl combines open, mature, montane pine forests for 

nesting; scattered thickets of saplings or shrubs for roosting and calling; and grassland edge 

habitat for foraging (Goggans 1986, Reynolds and Linkhart 1987, IDFG 2005). This bird 

requires these habitat components across multiple spatial scales (e.g., microhabitat, home range, 

and landscape) (Wright 1996). In Idaho, flammulated owls have been documented in mid-

elevation, old-forest habitat, and in mature stands of open ponderosa pine and/or Douglas-fir 

(Groves et al. 1997). Old forests of ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir are key habitat components 

for the flammulated owl (Reynolds and Linkhart 1992), as these forest types apparently support a 

particular abundance of favored Lepidoptera (moths and butterflies) prey (McCallum 1994). 

However, this owl will also use old forest with multi-layered canopies in aspen, cottonwood, and 

willow. Flammulated owls nest in cavities excavated by other bird species in snags and live, 

large-diameter trees (McCallum and Gehlback 1988, Bull et al. 1990). Flammulated owl habitat 

is strongly associated with the upper slopes of ridges (Bull et al. 1990, Groves et al. 1997, 

Barnes 2007). These owls are obligate cavity nesters (IDFG 2005) and can take advantage of 

insect irruptions, as from spruce budworm (McCallum 1994, Marcot 1997, O'Neil et al. 2001). 

Source habitat for flammulated owls is found in PVGs 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 (Table 3-25). These 

habitats also overlap with several source habitats used by Habitat Family 1 wildlife species. 

These PVGs are most likely to have habitat types that develop late-seral stages of forest with 

stands dominated by ponderosa pine and/or Douglas-fir. Historical fire regimes in these PVGs 

include nonlethal, mixed1, and mixed2. Flammulated owls use the medium and large tree size 

classes and moderate canopy closure class. Unlike most species in Habitat Family 2, the 

flammulated owl does not use vegetative conditions departed from the HRV (USDA Forest 

Service 2011b). In general, source habitat for the flammulated owl is slightly below the HRV, 

both Forest-wide and on the West Side of the Forest (USDA Forest Service 2011b). However, 

this estimate may be slightly inaccurate because the habitat model cannot account for microsite 

conditions important to the species or the influence of roads on habitat quality.  

Approximately 12,993 acres of source habitat was identified in the Project area at current 

conditions with the majority of the available habitat occurring in PVGs 2, 5, and 6 (Table 3-25, 

Figure 3-5). Using an average home range size of 31 acres (based on a range of 25 to 49 acres 

[Nutt et al. 2009]), the Project area could support approximately 397 flammulated owl home 

ranges. This number of home ranges is likely artificially inflated because the source habitat 

model cannot account for the availability or juxtaposition of required microsite components, 
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such as snags with appropriate nest cavities, saplings and shrubs for roosting and calling, 

grassland edge habitat for foraging on moths and butterflies, and the owls’ preference for using 

habitats on the upper portion of a given slope. For this reason, using the number of home ranges 

to infer some level of quality or quantity of flammulated owl habitat, based only on identified 

source habitat by PVGs, is likely not appropriate for this analysis. 

In Figure 3-5, note the larger size, tighter distribution, and connectivity of habitat polygons for 

flammulated owls, as compared to that noted for White-headed Woodpeckers in Figure 3-3, but 

smaller size, wider distribution, and less connectivity than habitat polygons for pileated 

woodpeckers in Figure 3-4. 

Table 3-25. Current condition of flammulated owl source habitat (acres) 

Tree Size/Canopy Cover 
Class 

PVG 1 PVG 2 PVG 3 PVG 5 PVG 6 Totals 

Medium/Moderate 125 1,957 67 779 2,733 5,660 

Large/Moderate 110 2,028 61 1,469 3,665 7,333 

Totals 235 3,985 128 2,248 6,398 12,993 

 

From 1989 to 2010, only 3 flammulated owl observations were recorded in the Project area: one 

in the Shingle Flat area in 1993, one in the lower Cottonwood Creek area in 1993, and one south 

of Evergreen Campground (north end of the Project area) in 1992. In 2011, more extensive 

flammulated owl surveys were conducted by the IDFG. These surveys focused on determining 

presence/absence of flammulated owl within the Project area, particularly the proposed treatment 

areas. Twelve owls were detected on 6 of the 9 established transects. Each transect had a 

minimum of 5 broadcast stations (n = 56). Most of the owls (n = 6) were located in the Beaver 

Creek area where habitat is connected and located in large patches.  
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Figure 3-5. Flammulated owl source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1), displayed as 

polygons of Potential Vegetation Groups (PVGs) containing Medium and Large Tree Size Class 

and Moderate Canopy Closure Class 
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American Three-toed Woodpecker 

The American three-toed woodpecker is a FS Intermountain Region Sensitive Species.  

This species performs a number of KEFs. The woodpecker is a primary excavator of snags and 

live trees, and its foraging and nesting behavior physically fragments standing and downed wood 

(Marcot 1997; O’Neil et al. 2001). A sap feeder, the species is a secondary consumer of 

terrestrial invertebrates (Marcot 1997), and plays a role in regulating timber-damaging beetles 

(Leonard 2001) and beetle breaks (Marcot 1997; O’Neil et al. 2001). Populations typically peak 

during the first 3 to 5 years after a fire. KECs for this species include an association with forested 

habitats that include snags showing little to moderate evidence of decay, as well as partially dead 

trees, in late-seral forests (Marcot 1997; O’Neil et al. 2001). 

American three-toed woodpeckers inhabit mature and overmature stands containing bark beetles, 

disease, and heart rot (Goggans et al. 1988), and recent stand-replacing burns with abundant 

woodboring insects (Caton 1996, Hutto 1995). Trees with heart rot may be necessary for nest 

sites (Lester 1980) and the presence of trees affected by insects and diseases is important for a 

sufficient prey base (Goggans et al. 1988). Foraging has been described on dead trees averaging 

9 inches DBH (Bull et al. 1986) and 15.5 inches DBH (Goggans et al. 1989). Although these tree 

sizes are not the larger diameter classes typically found in late-seral old forests, studies have 

found use of these 9 to 15 inch diameter trees for nesting and foraging are not occurring in mid-

seral stands comprised of most trees in this size range but rather in late-seral forest where dead 

and dying trees in the 9 to 15 inch range occur within a matrix of larger, dense trees. Late-seral 

old forest would be expected to have higher incidences of heart rot, disease, or the early stages of 

decay present (Goggans et al. 1989, Bull et al. 1986). Three-toed woodpecker populations 

typically peak during the first 3 to 5 years after a fire.  

On the Forest, vegetative communities that could provide source habitat conditions include 

PVGs 8, 9, 10, and 11 in the medium and large tree size classes and with moderate and high 

canopy cover class (USDA Forest Service 2011b). PVGs 5 and 6 can also provide source habitat 

when outside of HRV in a high canopy cover class. Primary habitat is associated with higher 

elevation forests subject to mixed 1 and lethal fire regimes (PVGs 8, 9, 10, 11). Mountain pine 

beetle infestations and/or high intensity fire events are primary recycling agents in these PVGs, 

and these disturbances are associated with three-toed woodpecker habitat and population 

irruptions.  

Across the Forest, habitats in departed conditions are contributing substantially to the overall 

source habitat amount for this species and place source habitat well within HRV as shown in the 

WCS DEIS (USDA Forest Service 2011b, pp. 240-242). The Project area falls within three 5
th

 

field watersheds. Based on habitat modeling, source habitat for this species has increased >60% 

from historical conditions in each watershed (USDA Forest Service 2011b). Across much of the 

East Side, and portions of the West Side of the Forest, natural processes such as fire and insects 

and disease are operating with little to no human interference. Therefore the expected tend in 

source habitat is to increase further into the mid-range of the HRV.  

Approximately 7,874 of modeled three-toed woodpecker source habitat is currently identified in 

the Project area (Table 3-26, Figure 3-6). PVGs 5 and 6 that provide source habitat when it is in 

a departed condition contribute more than 6,200 acres to the amount of modeled source habitat, 

although little is in the post-fire condition preferred by this species. Given the current departed 

conditions of PVGs 5 and 6, there is likely far more potential habitat than would have occurred 
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historically. Core three-toed woodpecker source habitat is composed of high elevation 

spruce/fir/lodgepole pine stands. These stands make up about slightly less than 1,700 acres of the 

modeled habitat for this species in the Project area. 

Home range size for this species is highly variable (Leonard 2001). Home range sizes for 3 

radio-tagged birds in central Oregon were 131, 363, and 751 acres (Goggans et al. 1988). An 

average of these documented home range sizes (415 acres) was used for this analysis.  

No sightings have been documented within the analysis area (FS Wildlife Sightings Database 

2012, IFWIS 2012).  

Table 3-26. Current condition of American three-toed woodpecker source habitat (acres) 

Tree Size/Canopy Cover 
Class 

PVG 5 PVG 6 PVG 9 PVG 10 PVG 11 Totals 

Medium/Moderate NA NA 192 101 0 293 

Large/Moderate NA NA 338 31 11 380 

Large/High 880 5,339 916 66 0 7,201 

Totals 880 5,339 1,446 198 11 7,874 
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Figure 3-6. American three-toed woodpecker source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1) 
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Boreal Owl 

The boreal owl is a FS Intermountain Region Sensitive Species and designated species of 

greatest conservation need in Idaho.  

The boreal owl KEFs are as secondary consumers of terrestrial vertebrates and secondary cavity 

nesters (Marcot 1997, O’Neil et al. 2001). KECs for the boreal owl include an association with 

forested habitats comprised of live trees and snags in the range of 10–14 inch DBH to >30 inch 

DBH), cavities, CWD, and edge habitat (Marcot 1997, O’Neil et al.2001). 

Source habitat for boreal owls includes old-forest and unmanaged young-forest stages of 

subalpine and montane forests and riparian woodlands (Wisdom et al. 2000). Specific cover 

types and structural stages that provide source habitat are the old-forest multi-story stages of 

Engelmann spruce-subalpine fir, Pacific silver fir-mountain hemlock, and aspen; and the old 

forest single- and multi-story stages of interior Douglas-fir, western larch, and lodgepole pine. 

Unmanaged young-forest stages of all these cover types and of grand fir-white fir also serve as 

source habitats if suitable large-diameter snags are present. Source habitats typically support 

abundant lichens and fungal sporocarps, which provide important foods for southern red-backed 

voles, the principal prey of boreal owls (Hayward and Verner 1994). These lichens and fungi are 

associated with CWD. Boreal owls are secondary cavity nesters and readily use artificial nest 

boxes and structures. 

Habitat for this species is generally within the mixed2 and lethal fire regimes where disturbance 

intervals may be long (70–300 and 100–400 years, respectively). On the Forest, vegetative 

communities that could provide source habitat conditions include PVGs 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 11 

above 5,000 feet (USDA Forest Service 2011b). Like many species in Family 2, the boreal owl 

can take advantage of departed vegetative conditions. PVG 6 provides boreal owl habitat when it 

occurs in the cooler habitat types or is mixed with higher elevation PVGs. Boreal owls utilize 

both the medium and large tree size classes and moderate and high canopy cover classes.  

Source habitat for the boreal owl is found throughout the Forest (Figure 3-7). Approximately 

300,000 acres of boreal owl source habitat currently exists on the Forest. This is slightly below 

the low end of the HRV and includes about 50,000 acres
9
 that have departed from the historical 

(USDA Forest Service 2011b). Across much of the East Side, and portions of the West Side, of 

the Forest natural aging of stands and processes such as fire and insects and disease are operating 

with little to no human interference. Most vegetation groups used by boreal owl are not subject 

to frequent management activities (i.e., PVGs 8 and 9). Therefore the expected tend in source 

habitat is to increase further into the mid-range of HRV, even accounting for substantial amounts 

of restoration treatments.  

Six of the seven PVGs potentially occupied by boreal owls are present in the analysis area. PVG 

8 does not occur and will not be included in the following discussion. Table 3-27 summarizes 

habitat conditions within the analysis area for the boreal owl. In the watersheds that encompass 

the project area, estimated loss of habitat has been between 20-60% (WCS DEIS, USDA Forest 

Service 2011b). This number is believed to be high, as evidenced by site-specific vegetation 

inventory data that has found higher levels of large trees stands than modeled in the WCS 

analysis (see Table 3-27 below and Vegetation section).  

                                                 
9
 Note the number shown in the WCS DEIS is in error. This number is the correct amount and will be updated in the WCS FEIS 
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Some of the same issues identified for the Forest have affected the amount, quality, and 

distribution of source habitat in the Project area. Past timber harvest has occurred in some source 

habitat for boreal owls, mainly in PVG 6. The forest type is not always associated with boreal 

owls. It was included in the source habitat model for the Forest based on studies on boreal owls 

conducted on the Forest in the 1980s (Hayward et al. 1993), but likely overestimates the primary 

source habitat.  

The home range size of the boreal owl is variable in the literature but a study in central Idaho 

data found home ranges of 1,451 ha (3,585 ac) in winter and 1,182 ha (2,921 ac) in summer 

(Hayward et al. 1993). Given an estimated 12,744 acres of source habitat and an average range 

of 3,600 acres—the Project area could provide for 3 to 4 boreal owl home ranges.  

While no occurrences of boreal owls have been documented within the analysis area, (FS 

Wildlife Sightings Database 2012, IFWIS 2012) numerous occurrences of boreal owls have been 

documented on the East Side of the Forest. 

Table 3-27. Current condition of boreal owl source habitat (acres) 

Tree Size/Canopy 
Cover Class 

PVG 3 PVG 4 PVG 6 PVG 7 PVG 9 PVG 11 Totals 

Medium/Moderate 21 91 1550 390 192 0 2,244 

Large/Moderate 61 120 2,942 1,175 338 11 4,648 

Large/High 51 61 4,012 811 916 0 5,852 

Totals 134 272 8,504 2,377 1,446 11 12,744 
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Figure 3-7. Boreal owl source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1) 
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Fisher 

The fisher is a FS Intermountain Region Sensitive Species and a State of Idaho species of 

greatest conservation concern.  

Fisher KEFs are as a secondary consumer of terrestrial vertebrates and a consumer of eggs and 

carrion (Marcot 1997; O’Neil et al. 2001). Fishers help disperse seeds and fruits and control 

vertebrate populations through predation or displacement. Fishers can be prey for other 

carnivores. KECs of the fisher include an association with forested habitats that include snags 

and live trees in large (20–29 inches DBH) and very large (≥30 inches DBH) size classes, logs in 

riparian and upland habitats, and legacy trees (Marcot 1997; O’Neil et al. 2001). Fishers are 

secondary cavity users and will use large live tree branches, mistletoe brooms, and dead parts of 

live trees for den sites. A shrub layer seems important for snow interception (O’Neil et al. 2001).  

The diverse diet of the fisher probably requires a mix of forest habitat types to provide optimal 

foraging conditions (Arthur et al. 1989). In the Rocky Mountains, fishers show a preference for 

late-seral coniferous forests (Jones and Garton 1994). Late-seral forests are used preferentially 

during summer months while early- or late-seral forests may be used in winter (Jones 1991). 

Deep snow accumulation appears to limit fisher movements and distribution (Arthur et al. 1989, 

Aubry and Houston 1992, Heinemeyer 1993). Fisher tend to select forests with relatively high 

canopy cover, although tree cover may be discontinuous (Aubry and Houston 1992, Buskirk and 

Powell 1994). Riparian corridors provide import travel routes and the structural complexity of 

riparian habitat supports relatively abundant and diverse populations of prey (small mammals 

and birds). 

On the Forest, vegetative communities that could provide source habitat conditions include 

PVGs 3, 6, 8, 9, and 10 in medium and large tree size classes and moderate or high canopy cover 

classes. These PVGs have the capability to develop mesic, old forest, multi-layer conditions with 

moderate and high canopy closures that would provide for the structural diversity that is 

characteristic of fisher source habitat.  

The fisher may benefit from management that conserves forested riparian habitats. High canopy 

cover class conditions, snags and logs are important habitat features for the fisher. These 

conditions have been retained along streams to meet habitat needs for aquatic species, and 

maintain riparian functions and processes.  

Source habitat for the fisher is found throughout most of the Forest with the possible exception 

of the southwestern portion, which may be outside its range (USDA Forest Service 2011b). 

Current fisher source habitat on the Forest is estimated to be approximately 190,000 acres which 

includes approximately 40,000 acres of departed conditions. Trends in fisher source habitat 

across the Forest have decreased by 20–60 percent in most watersheds. When viewed with 

departed conditions, fisher source habitat is projected to move into the HRV in the next decade 

(USDA Forest Service 2011b). This projection does not fully account for the presence of other 

necessary characteristics such as snags, logs, and legacy trees or the influence of factors such as 

roads. 

Male and female fisher home ranges vary widely, depending on local habitat conditions and 

seasonal movement associated with breeding (Ruggiero et al. 1994). Males have larger home 

ranges than females, and their ranges overlap to some degree. In Idaho, Jones (1991) estimated 

male fisher home ranges to be 83 km
2 

(approx. 20,000 acres); female home ranges were 
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estimated to be 41 km
2
 (approx. 10,000 acres). Jones (1991) estimated the average dispersal 

distance for central Idaho fishers was 38 km (24 miles)., Similar or slightly larger home ranges 

and dispersal distances could be expected on the Forest, since habitat here may be less connected 

than habitat in Jones’ study area.  

No fishers have been documented within the Project area. The nearest sightings have occurred 

more than 20 miles to the northeast (FS Wildlife Sightings Database 2012, IFWIS 2012). 

Four of the five PVGs (3, 6, 9, 10) potentially occupied by fisher are present in the Project area. 

PVG 8 does not occur in measurable amounts. Currently 13,536 acres exhibit source habitat 

conditions (Table 3-28, Figure 3-8).  

Past timber harvest has occurred in the PVGs providing source habitat capacity for fisher. Large 

trees and snags were often selectively removed during harvest treatments effectively reducing the 

recruitment potential for snags and eventually CWD used by fisher for denning and resting 

structures. Roads, originally built for timber harvest, continue to contribute to loss of snags by 

providing access for firewood gatherers.  

Because special habitat features for this species (such as snags), could not be factored into the 

modeling process, the modeled numbers likely over-estimate the amount of source habitat. In 

addition, due to the large size of this species’ average home range (20,411), the project area 

would make up a little more than half of the average male fisher’s home range. Although 

additional potential habitat occurs to the east and south of the Project area, it is highly unlikely 

the overall area contains any fisher since it is relatively isolated from fisher habitat on the East 

Side of the Forest.  

Table 3-28. Current condition of fisher source habitat (acres) 

Tree Size/Canopy 
Cover Class 

PVG 3 PVG 6 PVG 9 PVG 10 Total 

Medium/Moderate 67 2,732 192 101 3,092 

Large/Moderate 61 3,666 338 0 4,065 

Large/High 124 5,339 916 0 6,379 

Totals 252 11,737 1,446 101 13,536 
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Figure 3-8. Fisher source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1) 
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Great Gray Owl 

The great gray owl is a FS Intermountain Region Sensitive Species. The Forest is on the southern 

periphery of the species’ North American geographical distribution. Since 1975, 68 records exist 

for this species on the Forest (FS Wildlife Sightings Database 2012, IFWIS 2012).  

KEFs for great gray owl include its role as a secondary consumer of terrestrial vertebrates 

(Marcot 1997; O’Neil et al. 2001). The species depresses or controls prey species populations 

and uses aerial structures built by other species for nesting (Marcot 1997; O’Neil et al. 2001). 

KECs for the great gray owl include an association with forested habitats close to meadows, 

marshes, bogs, open forests, and herbaceous habitats (Duncan and Hayward 1994). Key forested 

features include remnant very large- to medium-sized trees and snags (15–30 inches DBH) 

(Marcot 1997; O’Neil et al. 2001; Wisdom et al. 2000). Great gray owls rely on existing stick 

nests built by other large birds, natural platforms formed by dwarf mistletoe brooms, broken-

topped snags, stumps, and supplemental boxes for nesting (Duncan and Hayward 1994; Marcot 

1997; O’Neil et al. 2001). Live, remnant legacy trees and hollow living trees are KECs for this 

species. Fire helps maintain meadows and open areas. 

Great gray owls source habitat includes old forests (multi- and single-story); unmanaged, young, 

multistory forests; and stand-initiation stages of subalpine and montane forests (Wisdom 

et al. 2000). The great gray owl is a contrast species associated with forested habitats in close 

proximity to meadows, marshes, bogs, open forests, and herbaceous habitats (Duncan and 

Hayward 1994). The habitat components considered most important are mature or older forest 

that provide suitable nesting sites; and suitable foraging areas that include non-stocked and 

seedling forests, meadows, and open riparian habitats that are adjacent to meadows. Large-

diameter trees or snags are special habitat features for the species. 

Great gray owls hunt from perches and capture their prey, usually small rodents, on the ground 

(Groves et al. 1997). They do not build their own nest; instead, they nest in existing nests built 

by other species, debris platforms, or broken-topped trees and snags (Duncan and Hayward and 

Verner 1994; Bull et al. 1997; Marcot 1997; O’Neil et al. 2001). Nests are typically in mature 

stands with large-diameter, decadent trees and snags present. 

Juvenile great gray owls are flightless and depend on leaning and deformed trees to navigate 

from forest floors to tree canopies (Bull et al. 1988; Franklin 1988). Dense cover near nests is 

important for fledgling protection. After leaving the nest, fledglings generally stay within 

forested stands with >60 percent canopy cover class (Bull et al. 1988). 

Vegetative communities capable of providing source habitat conditions include PVGs 3, 6, 7, 8, 

9, and 11. Many of these PVGs historically had mixed2 and lethal fire regimes, which can create 

the juxtaposition of open and forested habitats used by the owls. Source habitat exists in most 

watersheds across the Forest. Approximately 290,000 acres of source habitat without departed 

conditions exist on the Forest, which is below the HRV. When departed habitat is included, the 

amount of source habitat exceeds the low end of the HRV. However, the modeled amount of 

historical and current source habitat is likely greatly overestimated because the model could not 

account for forest stands proximate to open meadows or other foraging habitats. Five of the six 

PVGs (3, 6, 7, 9, and 11) that can provide source habitat for this owl are present in the Project 

area. PVG 8 does not occur in measurable amounts. Currently 17,361 acres exhibit source habitat 

conditions (Table 3-29, Figure 3-9).  Risk factors for this species include loss of potential nest 

sites due to removal of large trees, diseased trees, snags, and leaning trees (used by juveniles); 
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fire exclusion; loss of residual trees or snags in foraging habitat; high road densities; and rodent 

poisoning. Changes in patch dynamics may have also affected the size and juxtaposition of 

stands with large-diameter trees and high crown closures, which great gray owls use for nest 

sites, relative to stands with variable seral stages and crown closures, which they use for 

foraging.  

Two sightings of this species were recorded in the Project area in 1993 and 1995 (FS Wildlife 

Sightings Database 2012). 

The average home range size is highly variable ranging from 1,112 acres (Bull and Henjum 

1990) to 16,630 acres for first year dispersing birds. Adult birds in this study restricted home 

range movements to 1,483–5,436 acres. This larger range was used in the analysis. 

Table 3-29. Current Condition of great gray owl source habitat 

Tree Size/Canopy 
Cover Class 

PVG 3 PVG 6 PVG 7 PVG 9 PVG 11 Totals 

Medium/Low 0 NA 1,080 272 56 3,381 

Medium/Moderate 67 2,732 390 192 0 1,408 

Large/Low 5 NA 108 18 0 7,190 

Large/Moderate 61 3,666 1,175 338 11 5,251 

Large/High 124 5,339 811 916 0 131 

Total 257 11,737 3,565 1,736 67 17,361 
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Figure 3-9. Great gray owl source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1) 
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Northern Goshawk 

The northern goshawk is an Intermountain Region Sensitive Species. KEFs include the northern 

goshawks role as a secondary and tertiary consumer of terrestrial herbivores and predators 

(Marcot 1997; O’Neil et al. 2001). According to Kennedy (2003), northern goshawks are prey 

generalists. The species affects terrestrial vertebrate populations through predation and/or 

displacement and builds nests often used by other species (Marcot 1997; O’Neil et al. 2001). 

KECs (summer habitat) include an association with forested habitats and live trees and large 

snags, mistletoe brooms, legacy trees, CWD and edge habitat (Marcot 1997; O’Neil et al. 2001). 

A shrub layer is important for prey habitat (O’Neil et al. 2001). Deformities (i.e., multiple trunks 

and mistletoe [Arceuthobium spp.]), especially in smaller diameter trees, are also used as nest 

site substrates.  

Goshawks use a variety of forest ages, structural conditions, and successional stages. Riparian 

zones and mosaics of forested and open areas are equally important (Griffith 1993), including 

shrubland and grassland habitats. Nest sites are typically located next to the trunk of large 

diameter trees and in older stands where trees are widely spaced (Hayward and Escano 1989). 

Northern goshawks prefer transitional zones for hunting. The home range for northern goshawks 

is estimated at more than 5,900 acres and includes three components: nesting, foraging, and post 

fledging family areas (Reynolds et al. 1992, Youtz et al. 2008). 

Risk factors for this species include nest tree removal and/or habitat modification from timber 

management activities, alteration of prey base habitats through vegetation management, stand-

replacing wildfires as a result of fire excluded stands, and/or disturbance from human activities 

during the breeding season (USDA Forest Service 2011). 

Modeled suitable habitat for the goshawk includes PVGs 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 9, within the HRV, 

and PVGs 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 when outside of the HRV. PVGs 2 and 5 have the potential to 

develop medium and large tree sizes in a high canopy class; however, these conditions would not 

occur under historical disturbance regimes (Hauffler 1994, Hauffler et al 1996). While there is 

support in the literature for goshawks using open-canopy stands (Reynolds et al. 1982, Hargis et 

al. 1994), use of mature forest stands with a high canopy closure (>70%) is more commonly 

described (Hayward and Escano 1989, Patla 1991, Hayward 1997). PVGs 2 and 5 have a limited 

capability to develop suitable nesting and foraging habitat for northern goshawks, except when 

outside historical disturbance regimes, For modeling nesting and foraging habitat, the literature 

supports selecting the moderate (12.0–19.0 inches DBH) and large tree size class (>20 inches 

DBH) and moderate and high canopy closures (Hayward and Escano 1989, Hayward 1997, Patla 

1991). 

Goshawk source habitat exists in most watersheds across the Forest Approximately 

240,000 acres of source habitat currently exist on the Forest—60,000 acres less than the HRV. 

When departed habitat acres are included, the amount of source habitat on the Forest increases 

substantially to well within the HRV. Similar trends in northern goshawk source habitat are 

projected for the West Side of the Forest. The predicted increase may not reflect any changes in 

the abundance of fine scale habitat features such as snags, logs, and legacy trees, nor the 

influence of other factors, such as roads (WCS DEIS, USDA Forest Service 2011). The northern 

goshawk is believed to respond negatively to openings or linear edges created by roads, and this 

species is known to be sensitive to disturbance, particularly during the breeding season.  
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All of the PVGs that compose source habitat for goshawks occur in the Project area (Figure 3-10, 

Table 3-30), resulting in 24,824 acres of existing source habitat.  

Table 3-30. Current condition of northern goshawk source habitat  

Tree Size / Canopy Cover 
Class 

PVG 2 PVG 3 PVG 4 PVG 5 PVG 6 PVG 7 PVG 9 Total 

Medium/Moderate 1,957 67 149 779 2,732 390 192 6,266 

Large/Moderate 1,353 124 163 880 5,339 811 916 9,587 

Large/High 2,028 61 233 1,469 3,666 1,175 338 8,971 

Total 5,338 252 545 3128 11,737 2,377 1,446 24,824 

 

The Forest Plan provides direction for the management of goshawk nesting and post-fledging 

areas (PFAs) (WIST05 and WIGU07). Since goshawks are habitat generalists throughout much 

of their home range, this direction covers the more sensitive areas of their source habitat. 

Maintenance of the recommended canopy coverage in PFAs is especially important for 

conservation of northern goshawk habitat. The goshawk can also use moderate and large tree 

size classes in medium and high canopy cover classes. This flexibility provides a cushion against 

loss, or declines, in old-forest habitat. Large-diameter snags are an important habitat component 

for some prey species of the northern goshawk and are future sources of large-diameter logs, 

another important habitat component for other prey species. 

Management recommendations for the northern goshawk in the Southwestern United States 

(Reynolds et al. 1992, Youtz et al. 2008) referred to as the Southwest Guidelines identify three 

major components of the home range: six nest areas totaling about 180 acres linked to a PFA of 

approximately 420 acres and a foraging area of approximately 5,400 acres. Home range sizes 

have been documented from 1,409–8,649 acres (Squires and Reynolds 1997), with a mean of 

roughly 5,400 acres. Multiple nest sites are conserved within a PFA because goshawks may shift 

to use of alternate nests over a period of years (Reynolds et al. 1992, Youtz et al. 2008). Nest 

stands should be at least 30 acres, but stand size and shape will depend on local forest conditions 

and structural components, which, in turn, dictate the size and shape of the PFA. 

Since 1975, 180 records exist on the Forest, most from the West Side of the Forest (WCS DEIS, 

USDA Forest Service 2011b). No reliable population trends exist for this species in Idaho.  

We conducted surveys in 2006, 2007, 2009, 2010, and 2011, to determine the status of known 

goshawk nests in the Project area. A summary of those data are located in the Wildlife Specialist 

Report (Almack 2012). Twelve confirmed goshawk nests are located within the Project area. 

Given a home range size of 5,400 acres (Youtz et al. 2008) and available habitat of about 

25,000 acres (see Table 3-30 above), the Project area could support a minimum of 5 to 

6 goshawk pairs.  

Seven PFAs were identified in the Project area (Table 3-31) based on known nest sites. At least 

6 nest stands, including any known nests, were identified within each constructed PFA. 
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Figure 3-10. Northern goshawk source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1) 



Chapter 3 Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project 

3-78 

Table 3-31. Northern goshawk Post-Fledging Areas (PFAs) identified for the Mill Creek–Council 

Mountain landscape Restoration Project 

Post-Fledging Area (PFA) Acres  Post-Fledging Area (PFA) Acres 

1.Beaver PFA 695  5.Slim Frog PFA 798 

Beaver A Nest Stand
a
 54  Slim Fast A Nest Stand

a
 38 

Beaver B Nest Stand
a
 39  Frog A Nest Stand

a
 31 

Beaver C Nest Stand 40  Frog B Nest Stand
a
 30 

Beaver D Nest Stand 46  Frog C Nest Stand 30 

Beaver E Nest Stand 37  Frog D Nest Stand 40 

Beaver F Nest Stand 44  Frog E Nest Stand 42 

     

2.Third Gulch PFA 615  6.Dewey Creek PFA 616 

Third Gulch A Nest Stand
a
 42  Dewey Crk A Nest Stand

a
 58 

Third Gulch B Nest Stand 40  Dewey Crk B Nest Stand 58 

Third Gulch C Nest Stand 44  Dewey Crk C Nest Stand 22 

East Fork A Nest Stand
a
 39  Dewey Crk D Nest Stand 23 

East Fork B Nest Stand 32  Dewey Crk E Nest Stand 37 

East Fork C Nest Stand 37  Dewey Crk CD Nest Stand 35 

     

3.Joker PFA 658  7.Cookhouse PFA 653 

Joker A Nest Stand
a
 43  Cookhouse A Nest Stand

a
 59 

Joker B Nest Stand
a
 30  Cookhouse B Nest Stand 41 

Joker C Nest Stand 58  Cookhouse C Nest Stand 57 

Joker D Nest Stand 30  Cookhouse D Nest Stand 31 

Joker E Nest Stand 41  Cookhouse E Nest Stand 38 

Joker F Nest Stand 30  Cookhouse F Nest Stand 38 

     

4.Shingle Flat PFA 563    

Shingle Flat A Nest Stand
a
 36    

Shingle Flat B Nest Stand 40    

Shingle Flat C Nest Stand 31    

Shingle Flat D Nest Stand 33    

Shingle Flat E Nest Stand 40    

Shingle Flat F Nest Stand 30    

     
a 

Known northern goshawk nest in this stand. 

 Habitat Family 3. Forest Mosaic 3.4.3.5

Source habitats for Habitat Family 3 include the full spectrum of forest communities and 

structural stages. Wildlife species within Family 3 tend to be habitat generalists, but 3 of the 

4 focal species have low or isolated populations, implying that other factors are inhibiting them. 

Because of its responsiveness to human influences in a forest landscape, the focal species for 

Habitat Family 3 in this analysis is the Canada lynx (USDA Forest Service 2011b). 

Family 3 source habitats have exhibited some decline in the large tree size class, but overall no 

major changes were noted from historic to current times, and modeling indicates that the amount 

of habitat available to Family 3 wildlife species is currently within the HRV, largely because 

species in this family tend to be habitat generalists (USDA Forest Service 2011b). While source 
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habitat quantity does not appear to be a concern, source habitat quality changes in the source 

environment may be a limiting factor for this family. The source environment is composed of 

vegetative and non-vegetative factors (e.g., human-caused disturbance) that can influence 

wildlife species’ relative abundance and distribution throughout available source habitat (USDA 

Forest Service 2011b). 

Canada Lynx  

The Canada lynx is listed as a threatened species under the ESA. The Canada Lynx Conservation 

Assessment and Strategy (LCAS, Ruediger et al. 2000) guides lynx management in the 

contiguous United States within Lynx Analysis Units (LAUs). LAUs are defined as units that 

approximate an area of source habitat sufficient to provide a home range for a female. LAUs and 

a lynx habitat model were identified through consultation with the USFWS and are used to 

evaluate lynx habitat and the effects on lynx of agency activities (Figure 3-11). 

The KEF for lynx is as a primary predator of herbivorous vertebrates (Marcot 1997, O’Neil et al. 

2001). Key components of lynx habitat include denning habitat, foraging habitat, and travel 

corridors, provided by a mosaic of forest structures (Ruggiero et al. 1994). Lynx primarily forage 

in early seral forests comprised of seedlings and saplings (Marcot 1997, Wisdom et al. 2000, 

O’Neil et al. 2001). Small patches of old-forest with down wood provide denning habitat 

(Wisdom et al. 2000). Roads and/or over-the-snow trails increase the potential for human 

interactions, disturbance, and vulnerability to trapping (Wisdom et al. 2000, O’Neil et al. 2001). 

In winter, lynx are associated with persistent, deep-snow conditions (O’Neil et al. 2001). 

Lynx use late-seral forests for denning, rearing their young, and hunting alternative sources of 

prey (Ruggiero et al. 1999). The common component of denning habitat appears to be large 

amounts of either logs or root wads, which provide escape and thermal cover for kittens. These 

late-successional forest stands also may provide refuge from inclement winter weather and 

summer drought.  

Lynx foraging habitat supports its primary prey, the snowshoe hare (Lepus americanus) and/or 

important alternate prey—particularly red squirrels (Tamiasciurus hudsonicus), but also mice 

and grouse (especially during summer) (Ruggiero et al. 1994). Lynx primarily forage in early 

seral forests and in some mid-seral forests that support high numbers of prey. The best quality 

snowshoe hare habitats support a high density of young trees or shrubs (4,500 stems or branches 

per acre), especially with branches that protrude above the snow. These conditions may occur in 

early successional stands, following some type of disturbance, or in older forests with a 

substantial understory of shrubs and young conifers. Red squirrel densities tend to be highest in 

mature cone-bearing forests with high quantities of logs (Ruediger et al. 2000). 

Lynx are known to move long distances, but open areas are avoided by lynx and will disrupt 

their movements (Ruggiero et al. 1994). In general, suitable travel cover consists of coniferous or 

deciduous vegetation, 2.0 feet taller than the average snowfall, with a closed canopy adjacent to 

foraging habitat. Travel cover allows lynx movement within their home ranges and provides 

access to denning sites and foraging habitats. 

In Idaho, lynx typically use montane and subalpine coniferous forests above 4,000 feet; primary 

habitat includes lodgepole pine, subalpine fir, and Engelmann spruce forests, and cool, moist 

Douglas-fir interspersed with subalpine forest (Ruediger et al. 2000). Most coniferous forest 

structural stages provide lynx source habitats with the exception of old-forest, single-storied 
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stands. Riparian woodlands and shrublands are also source habitats. Vegetative communities 

capable of providing source habitat conditions include PVGs 3, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 (USDA Forest 

Service 2011b). Source habitat for lynx was assessed within the Northwest Council LAU (36,406 

acres total and 33,325 acres on NFS land) (Figure 3-12). The amount of modeled lynx source 

habitat of patches >10 acres in the Project area is approximately 7,000 acres.  

From 1989 to the present, Forest and CDC records document only 1 lynx observation (from 

1992) in the Project area. Track surveys were conducted by snowmobile once each January in 

2006, 2007, and 2008 along the mountain crest running north–south on the east boundary of the 

Project area; no lynx tracks were identified. This portion of the Forest is not considered part of a 

core lynx population, due to the lack of observations and the isolated nature of the habitat. Lynx 

are more likely to occur in the more remote areas of the northeastern part of the Forest but, even 

in that area, no recent sightings have occurred. 
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Figure 3-11. The Northwest Council Lynx Analysis Unit (LAU) and other LAUs surrounding the 

Project area 
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Figure 3-12. Canada lynx modeled source habitat in the Project area (Northwest Council Lynx 

Analysis Unit) by Potential Vegetation Groups (PVGs) 
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Wolverine  

The wolverine is circumboreal in distribution, occurring in Europe, Asia, and North America. In 

western North America, the wolverine historically occurred in Alaska, Canada, Washington, 

Oregon, California, Nevada, Colorado, Utah, Montana, Wyoming, and Idaho. Wolverines occur 

in the higher elevations of Idaho, including the Forest and the surrounding areas of west-central 

Idaho There is no estimate of population trend for the Forest or Idaho. 

Habitats used by wolverines include alpine tundra and all subalpine and montane forests 

(Wisdom et al. 2000, Vol. 3). Within the forest types, all structural stages (except the closed 

canopy stem exclusion stage) provide source habitat. In a central Idaho study (Copeland 1996), 

wolverines used modestly higher elevations in summer versus winter, and they shifted use of 

cover types from whitebark pine (Pinus albicaulis) in summer to lower elevation Douglas fir 

(Pseudotsuga menziezii) and lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta) communities in winter. Elevation 

explained wolverine habitat use better than any other variable in both summer and winter 

(Copeland et al. 1998). A persistent snow pack from late winter through late spring is thought to 

be critical for the reproductive denning success of the wolverine, both because of the insulating 

warmth it provides to the newborn kits and for the protection afforded against predators. It also 

has been recognized that wolverines are not found in regions where maximum summer 

temperatures occur above a threshold value of 22 °Celsius (°C) (roughly 72 °F; Copeland et al. 

2010). 

Recent studies have provided a strong correlation between wolverine habitat and a persistent 

snowpack (Copeland et al. 2010). The authors developed a spatial data layer of spring snow 

cover in the Northern Hemisphere for a 7-year period from 2000 to 2006 using moderate-

resolution imaging spectroradiometer (MODIS) classified daily snow data (500 m spatial 

resolution) from the Terra satellite (Hall et al. 2006 in Copeland et al, 2010). Areas that exhibited 

snow cover in years 6-7 showed the strongest correlation with wolverine locations (Figure 3-13). 

Wolverines use large home ranges. Females average 98 square miles (63,000 acres) and males 

588 square miles (376,000 acres) per home range in central Idaho (Copeland 1996). Denning 

usually occurs in February, typically on north to east facing slopes of talus or mixtures of forest 

and talus.  

Wolverines are predominantly scavengers, especially in winter, when their diets consist 

primarily of ungulate carcasses (Banci 1994). In summer, they use a wider variety of foods, 

including small mammals, birds, carrion, and berries (Weaver et al. 1996). Copeland (1996) 

found that carrion-related food supplied 46% of wolverine diets in Idaho during both summer 

and winter. Banci (1994) suggested that diversity of habitats and foods is important to 

wolverines. 

The Payette, Boise, and Sawtooth National Forests are collaborating with the Rocky Mountain 

Research Station, Round River Conservation Studies, IDFG, and other government and non-

government organizations to investigate wolverine populations and potential impacts from winter 

recreation, Research efforts include using a unique combination of approaches to simultaneously 

and intensively monitor both wolverines and winter recreation, including GPS monitoring of 

wolverines and winter recreationists. During winter 2010 and 2011, investigators captured 11 

individual wolverines on the East Side of the Forest. The study area does not include the Project 

area, and no wolverine observations have been reported within the Project area (FS Wildlife 

Sightings Database 2012, IFWIS 2012). 

http://iopscience.iop.org/1748-9326/6/1/014007/fulltext#erl370971bib7
http://iopscience.iop.org/1748-9326/6/1/014007/fulltext#erl370971bib7
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Figure 3-13. Wolverine source habitat identified for the Project area, using the persistent snow 

model described by Copeland et al. (2010) 
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 Habitat Family 5. Forest and Range Mosaic 3.4.3.6

Source habitat for wildlife species in Habitat Family 5 is characterized by habitat requirements 

for Rocky Mountain elk. No focal species was designated for Family 5; however, elk is included 

in this analysis because of its importance to local forest management and of special interest in elk 

management by the local communities. 

Rocky Mountain Elk 

The elk is designated a Species of Special Interest (SOSI) for the Forest (USDA Forest 

Service 2003b), but it is not a focal species (USDA Forest Service 2011b). Elk populations are 

managed by the IDFG, using Hunting Units designed to provide for a controlled harvest in late 

summer and fall hunting seasons. The Project area is encompassed by Hunting Unit #32A. 

Elk occur throughout the Forest and use a variety of habitats, ranging from open sagebrush-

grasslands for foraging to dense conifer stands for year round hiding cover and winter thermal 

regulation (Figure 3-14). Forest Plan direction for elk habitat requires identifying and protecting 

calving areas, wallows, travel corridors (if known), mineral licks, security polygons, and winter 

range. Conifer stringers on open grassland hillsides create a classic elk habitat mosaic used 

through much of the snow-free season. Dense vegetation plays an important role in reducing the 

vulnerability of elk to hunting mortality. Elk calving areas consist of moderate- to open-density 

conifer stands, with a moderate-to-dense shrub layer in the understory. Elk winter range consists 

of large areas that provide grass forage with dense forested stands nearby for thermal and hiding 

cover. 

No source habitat trend data for elk exist for the Council Ranger District; however, based on the 

large number of elk in the area (IDFG annual elk population survey data), the local hunting units 

are at, or above, desired population levels. However, the IDFG refers to the quality of habitat in 

the Project area as "marginal," citing high road density and degradation from past vegetation 

management practices as reasons for the lower quality level (S. Reinecker, IDFG Comment 

Letter for the Project; J. Rohlman, IDFG Wildlife Biologist, pers. comm. 2011). 

Road density plays an important role in elk management. Typically, road densities >1.0 mile of 

drivable road per square mile are considered detrimental to elk use and will likely increase 

vulnerability to hunting mortality (Hillis et al. 1991, Frederick 1991). The definition of drivable 

road can be legal or physical. Legally, the Forest Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM) displays 

those NFS roads, trails, and areas designated for motor vehicle use. These are authorized routes. 

Other routes on the landscape may be physically drivable, but public use of those routes is 

unauthorized. As stated in FSM 7715.78, “If unauthorized routes are not designated, motor 

vehicle use on these routes is prohibited (36 CFR 261.13).” Many of these unauthorized routes 

occur in the Project area. The analysis of effects of roads on elk and other wildlife considered 

open NFS roads, open seasonal NFS roads, and motorized trails (as shown on the MVUM). 

The WCS DEIS (USDA Forest Service 2011b) considers elk habitat to be at risk with >1.7 miles 

of open NFS road per square mile. Three 5th Hydrologic Unit (HU) watersheds overlay the 

Project area: Goodyear-Bacon (13,801 acres), Mill-Warm Springs (10,757 acres), and Upper 

Weiser River (27,300 acres) (Figure 3-15). Figure 3-14 displays the area (square mile) within 

and outside the Project area. Modeled elk winter range is included to show the large area this 

important seasonal habitat encompasses in relation to the Project area. In summer, these 5th HU 

watersheds have NFS open road and motorized trail densities of 1.05 (Goodyear-Bacon), 1.41 
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(Mill-Warm Springs), and 2.06 (Upper Weiser River) miles per square mile. Frederick (1991) 

noted results from several studies that show elk habitat effectiveness declines to 75% at an open 

road density of 1.0 miles of open road per square mile of land. At road densities of 2.0 to 3.0 

miles of open road per square mile of land, elk habitat effectiveness declines to 25%. The road 

densities noted for the three 5th HU watersheds in the Project area roughly correlate to estimated 

elk habitat effectiveness proportions <60%, depending on available security cover adjacent to 

open roads and motorized trails (Lyon et al. 1985; USDA Forest Service 2003b, Figure E-2, p. E-

8). 

Elk Security Areas (Hillis et al. 1991) are often used as a measure of road density on elk 

vulnerability to hunting mortality. An area of 0.5 miles on either side of an open NFS road or 

trail is considered unsecure. The remaining blocks of suitable habitat provide Elk Security Areas. 

The goal is to maintain at least 30% of the Project area in security areas of a minimum 250 acres 

in size. These security areas must have vegetation and terrain features that provide appropriate 

hiding cover for elk (Thomas 1979). We initially identified 19 potential security polygons. We 

called them polygons because they had some amount of land more than 0.5 miles from an open 

road. However, only 6 of these polygons are >250 acres, equating to only 16% (8,018 acres) of 

the Project area (Figure 3-14). These six polygons are large enough (> 250 acres) to be called an 

Elk Security Area under the Hillis et al. (1991) definition, but they may not have sufficient 

hiding cover. They also do not total the recommended 30% of the Project area (Elk Security 

Analysis recommendations, Wildlife Specialist Report, Almack 2012). Figure 3-14 shows Elk 

Security Areas underlain by vegetation characteristics. Vegetation classified as Restoration or 

Reserve Stands was considered to have sufficient hiding cover. If the same 0.5 miles buffer was 

applied to all drivable (i.e., unauthorized and authorized) roads, the Project area would show 

substantially fewer and smaller security areas.  
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Figure 3-14. Rocky Mountain elk habitat based on the current condition of forested stands in the 

area and Elk Security Areas (polygons) 
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Figure 3-15. Watersheds used for road density analysis for Rocky Mountain elk  
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 Habitat Family 12. Grassland / Open-Canopy Sage 3.4.3.7

Source habitats in Habitat Family 12 include sagebrush (Artemisia spp.) communities that have 

co-dominate plant species of forbs, such as arrowleaf balsamroot (Balsamorhiza sagittata), 

buckwheat (Eriogonum spp.), lupine (Lupinus spp.), wild onion (Allium spp.), and bunchgrasses 

of various species. These sites may have a very low density of conifers, usually ponderosa pine 

or Douglas-fir, and variable densities and distributions of woody debris, boulders, and rock 

outcrops. This analysis uses the NIDGS as the focal species for this Habitat Family. 

Northern Idaho Ground Squirrel 

Northern Idaho ground squirrels have the most restricted geographical range of any ground 

squirrel species and one of the smallest home ranges among North American land mammals (Gill 

and Yensen 1992). The historical distribution of the NIDGS included parts of west-central Idaho 

in Adams and Valley Counties. Originally considered to be one species, the Idaho ground 

squirrel is comprised of two subspecies: the Northern (listed as Spermophilus brunneus 

brunneus, but now recognized as Urocitellus brunneus brunneus) and Southern (U.b. endemicus) 

(Yensen 1991). The NIDGS is a Threatened species under the ESA (65 FR 17779), and a 

Recovery Plan (was approved in 2003 (USFWS 2003). On the Forest, the NIDGS occurs only on 

the Council and New Meadows Ranger Districts.  

Sagebrush source habitats for northern Idaho ground squirrels typically include "scab" habitat, 

consisting of bunch grasses, high-desert forbs, sagebrush, basalt boulders or outcrops, and basalt 

loamy soils. These sites can have an open canopy of conifers, typically ponderosa pine, with a 

density roughly equivalent to around 50-foot spacing between trees. Trees usually occur in 

unevenly distributed clumps, but some restored sites may have more even tree spacing due to a 

tie-to-timber management procedure used in earlier restoration projects. Adjacent stands of 

denser tree distribution and/or a dense shrub component are generally not used by the northern 

Idaho ground squirrel, although altering sites with appropriate habitat components seems to be 

successful. Restoring NIDGS habitat in Family 12 sites is a goal in the Recovery Plan for the 

Northern Idaho Ground Squirrel (USFWS 2003). 

Northern Idaho ground squirrels emerge in late March or early April and cease above-ground 

activity in late July or early August (Yensen 1991). Adult (>2 years old) males emerge first, 

followed by adult females, then yearlings. Entrance into seasonal torpor is in the same 

approximate order—pups active approximately 1 month later than adult males. Ground squirrels 

are diurnally active (Sherman 1989). Hibernation in shallow soils makes the squirrel susceptible 

to freezing mortality during periods of lower snow depths and colder temperatures, particularly if 

individuals do not have an adequate fat reserve. 

In suitable habitat, the squirrels are usually associated with deeper, well-drained soils generally 

on south-facing slopes with <30% slope. Occupied, xeric meadows typically have a shallow 

(<3 feet to bedrock), reddish-brown to yellowish-red skeletal-loam or clay-loam soil 

(Yensen 1991). Vegetation in these drier meadows is often dominated by stiff sage (Artemisia 

rigida) or mountain big sage (A. tridentata vaseyana), with Lomatium sp., wormleaf stonecrop 

(Sedum stenopetalum), Allium sp., scarlet gilia (Gilia aggregate), (Brodiaea douglasii), and 

various bunchgrasses and other forbs. Figure 3-16 shows the current distribution of modeled 

NIDGS source habitat in the Project area, as well as the distribution of nearby NIDGS colonies. 
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The NIDGS is primarily granivorous and ingests large amounts of grass seeds, stems, and herbs 

to store energy for the long period—August through late March—it spends in torpor (Yensen 

1991). Habitat loss and fragmentation, caused by wildfire exclusion and forest encroachment into 

former meadow habitats, were likely the main causes of population decline. Other limiting 

factors include competition with Columbian ground squirrels, changes in land use (vegetation 

altered by fire suppression, road construction, and some logging practices), increased public 

access (off-highway vehicle [OHV] use and recreational shooting), and environmental stochastic 

events (winter mortality, predation, and disease) (E. Yensen, College of Idaho, pers. comm., 

2010).  

No northern Idaho ground squirrels have been documented in the Forest or IFWIS databases for 

the Project area, although suitable habitat occurs in the Project area (FS Wildlife Sightings 

Database 2012, IFWIS 2012). The nearest known NIDGS sites are the Lost Valley Reservoir 

site, approximately 10 miles to the northwest of the Project area, and the Mud Creek site, 

approximately 10 miles to the northeast of the Project area.  
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Figure 3-16. Known colonies (n = 0) and modeled source habitat of the Northern Idaho Ground 

Squirrel (NIDGS) at current condition for the Project area 
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3.4.4 Environmental Effects 

Comparisons of effects are displayed under the heading of the subject of the effect (e.g., white-

headed woodpecker, snags) rather than by alternative (as is the case in other resource sections). 

This organization was chosen to more easily see habitat changes by alternative for each species 

or habitat component (e.g., old forest). 

Effects analyses focus on the indicators displayed on the first page of the wildlife section. In 

particular, these include discussions of the effects on the forested habitat quantity (acres) and 

quality (old forest and snags, patch and pattern) for the following species of concern: white-

headed woodpecker, pileated woodpecker, flammulated owl, three-toed woodpecker, boreal owl, 

fisher, great gray owl, northern goshawk, Canada lynx, wolverine, Rocky Mountain elk and 

northern Idaho ground squirrel. Effects analyses also consider changes in open road densities and 

associated effects to snags and elk security, as well as the effects of other project activities that 

may cause disturbance or affect nonforested habitats, particularly rangeland habitats used by the 

northern Idaho ground squirrel. 

While this environmental analysis discloses effects to the primary species and habitats of 

concern, a wider array of species and habitats was addressed in the Wildlife Specialist Report 

(Almack 2012).  

 Old-Forest Habitat 3.4.4.1

Alternative 1—No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, no direct effects would occur to old-forest habitat because no 

activities are planned and no old forest has been identified in the Project area.  

Indirectly, the effects of No Action would vary depending on forest stand conditions. Stands 

composed of PVGs that are typically denser with longer fire return intervals (e.g., wet PVG 6), 

should naturally develop old-forest characteristics. Conversely, forest vegetation types that 

typically experienced a more frequent fire interval are expected to move away from old-forest 

conditions due to increased understory densities and reductions in the percentage of seral tree 

species. The lack of prescribed fires would ultimately move these stands further away, in both 

composition and process, from old-forest conditions.  

Without these treatments, the likelihood of stand-replacement wildfires remains high, especially 

in the low-elevation, ponderosa pine-dominated forests currently outside the HRV. 

Uncharacteristic wildfires have the potential to alter these forests to a successional stage that 

would further slow the attainment of old-forest characteristics for many years. 

Action Alternatives 

Over time, restoration treatments are expected to enhance stand conditions and allow medium 

and large trees to attain large tree size class faster than if left untreated. Stands would be 

composed of a higher percentage of seral tree species, which is beneficial for Habitat Family 1. 

Conversely, the stands would be more open and fewer signs of decay and aging would be 

present, which is less beneficial for most species in Habitat Family 2. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could add to impacts on old-forest habitat 

within the analysis area are summarized in Appendix 3. Cumulatively, all alternatives would 

contribute to the development of future old-forest habitat attributes on NFS lands, although the 

action alternatives use timber harvest and reintroduce fire in an attempt to restore desired old-

forest habitat conditions more rapidly. Timber harvest activities on State and private lands within 

the Project area boundary are expected to remove large trees and impede conservation of old-

forest habitats. The cumulative effects area for wildlife considers all of the Council Mountain 

IRA. Few activities (e.g., prescribed fire) would occur in a small portion of the IRA. 

Reintroducing fire is beneficial to old forest restoration, provided fires are set under a 

prescription that maintains most of the large tree component.  

 Snag Habitat 3.4.4.2

Alternative 1—No Action  

Under Alternative 1 (No Action), existing natural processes would continue to create snags and 

existing fuelwood harvest would continue to remove snags near roads. Snag levels appear to be 

present in appropriate densities and size classes (USDA Forest Service 2011b, pp. 98, 102). 

Indirectly, more snags may be created as stand densities and processes that cause snags (i.e., 

insects and disease) increase. The size of these snags may be smaller than what would be 

attained by having larger diameter live trees, which, in turn, become larger diameter snags.  

The risk of uncharacteristic wildfires is expected to increase. Wildfires may create more snags, 

but they remove live trees that would provide a steady supply of snags over time. 

Action Alternatives 

Under the action alternatives, direct removal of snags would not be allowed (see Project Design 

Features), but some snags may be cut during harvest activities for safety concerns. Also, stand 

conditions (e.g., density, disease) that create snags are likely to be reduced in the treated areas. 

Prescribed fire should create more snags, particularly in the smaller size classes. Few large trees 

are expected to be burned, so few large snags would be created. Overall, harvest treatments are 

expected to decrease snag levels slightly, while subsequent prescribed fire may increase the 

number of snags.  

Open roads can play an important role in snag levels. The public can legally access fuelwood 

only on open NFS or authorized roads, but since many unauthorized roads exist on the 

landscape, firewood cutters may use these routes for access. Alternatives that close or remove 

open authorized roads and unauthorized routes from the landscape prevent this activity more 

effectively. All alternatives remove some unauthorized routes, but Alternative 5 removes 

substantially more routes (about 40 miles) than the other action alternatives that would remove 

about 20 to 30 miles. Open NFS roads provide most of the access for firewood cutting. Under all 

the action alternatives, 8 miles of new roads would be added to the transportation system 

although these additional roads would be gated or otherwise closed to prevent access. Alternative 

5 would result in a net decrease in FS system roads of about 7 miles. Alternative 5 is expected to 

result in greater snag conservation and greater benefits to a number of species than the other 

alternatives. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could add to impacts on snags within the 

analysis area are summarized in Appendix 3. Actions on NFS lands that may cumulatively 

impact snags include ongoing fuelwood removal on open NFS roads, as well as short term 

decisions to open closed roads for firewood access. In addition, some firewood cutters use 

unauthorized routes to access firewood. Such actions are expected to continue negatively 

impacting snag levels. Currently, private and State lands open to timber harvest are expected to 

have very low snag levels. Future actions on these lands are expected to further reduce snags. 

Alternative 5 closes more NFS roads and obliterates more unauthorized routes than any other 

alternative, resulting in the greatest cumulative offset for other actions in the Project area. The 

Council Mountain IRA is included in the cumulative effects area for wildlife. Few activities 

(prescribed fire) would occur in a small portion of the IRA. Fire would cumulatively benefit snag 

creation. Since the IRA is unroaded, snag removal by firewood cutters is not an issue.  

 Habitat Family 1—White-headed Woodpecker 3.4.4.3

Alternative 1—No Action 

Habitat Family 1 species, as represented by the white-headed woodpecker, are associated with 

large trees and low (approximately 25%–50%) canopy closures. Currently, the Project area is 

estimated to contain 1,000 acres of source habitat, which may support one breeding territory for 

the white-headed woodpecker (Figure 3-17). This territory is likely in a precarious position due 

to very small patches of widely distributed habitat (Figure 3-17).  

Without restoration activities, medium-size tree stands would naturally grow into large tree 

stands, but source habitat would continue to degrade, primarily due to the continued 

encroachment of climax species into the understory, resulting in higher-than-ideal canopy 

closure. These increased ladder fuels and stand densities would increase wildfire risk. The 

increase in tree density and canopy cover, as well as changes in tree species composition, would 

continue to alter the physical structure of current source habitat patches to conditions that, at 

some point in the future, would not support white-headed woodpeckers. 

Action Alternatives 

Implementing the action alternatives would restore source habitat for white-headed 

woodpeckers. Following harvest and burn restoration treatments, depending on the alternative, 

source habitat would increase by approximately 3,200–5,000 acres (Table 3-32). The most 

notable changes would occur in PVGs 2, 5, and 6. Under alternatives 2 and 5, the increase in 

source habitat would be about 80% in PVG 2; 70%) in PVG 5; and 90% in PVG 6. 

Based on modeled habitat increases, Alternatives 2 and 5 may restore 5 white-headed 

woodpecker home ranges, while Alternative 3 may restore 6 home ranges and Alternative 4 

would likely restore 4 home ranges. More importantly, all the action alternatives improve the 

patch size and distribution of the source habitat patches (Figure 3-18 through Figure 3-20) 

compared to the current conditions (Figure 3-17). Note the small size and isolated distribution 

pattern of these habitat polygons in Figure 3-17. Also note the general increase in habitat 

polygon numbers and size, and the denser distribution pattern of these habitat polygons in the 

action alternatives as compared to Current Condition as displayed in Figure 3-18 through Figure 

3-20. 
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If these home ranges become occupied, population trends are likely to improve over time. In 

order for long-term breeding success and increased population trends to continue, maintenance 

tree thinning and prescribed burns will be required to support these habitat conditions within the 

HRV. If future thinning and burning does not occur, these habitat improvements will eventually 

deteriorate to a point where forested stands in the Project area are once again outside of the 

HRV, causing breeding and population declines in white-headed woodpeckers across the 

landscape. 

Cumulative Effects 

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could increase impacts on white-headed 

woodpeckers within the analysis area are summarized in Appendix 3. Actions on NFS lands that 

may cumulatively impact this species include ongoing fuelwood removal. Currently, private and 

state lands open to timber harvest are expected to have very low levels of seral large tree species, 

old forest conditions, and snags. Future actions on these lands are expected to further reduce 

these important habitat components for this species. Alternative 5 closes more FS system roads 

and obliterates more unauthorized routes than any other alternative, resulting in the greatest 

cumulative offset for other actions in the Project area. All action alternatives would increase the 

amount of white-headed woodpecker habitat in the Project area, providing cumulative benefits 

that will help offset past losses on NFS and other lands The Council Mountain IRA is included in 

the cumulative effects area for wildlife, but the IRA provides essentially no habitat for this 

species.  

Determinations—Alternative 1 will have no impact. The action alternatives may impact 

individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a 

loss of viability to the population or species.  

 

Table 3-32. Acres of white-headed woodpecker source habitat for all alternatives, by Potential 

Vegetation Group (PVG), immediately after harvest 

Alternative 1—No Action 

Tree Size/Canopy Cover 
Class 

PVG 1 PVG 2 PVG 3 PVG 5 PVG 6 Totals 

Large/Low 46 418 5 386 178 1,033 

Alternatives 2 and 5  

Large/Low 137 2,083 32 1,356 1,945 5,522 

Alternative 3 

Large/Low 154 2,427 32 1,409 1,985 6,006 

Alternative 4 

Large/Low 137 2,059 32 1,263 711 4,200 
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Figure 3-17. White-headed woodpecker source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1) 
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Figure 3-18. White-headed woodpecker source habitat under Alternatives 2 and 5 
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Figure 3-19. White-headed woodpecker source habitat under Alternative 3 
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Figure 3-20. White-headed woodpecker source habitat under Alternative 4 
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 Habitat Family 2—Pileated Woodpecker 3.4.4.4

Alternative 1—No Action 

Habitat Family 2 species, as represented by the pileated woodpecker, are associated with large 

trees and moderate-to-dense canopy closures. Current modeled source habitat, estimated at 

slightly more than 16,000 acres, may provide for 16 pileated woodpecker home ranges in the 

Project area (Figure 3-21).  

The current and expected conditions under the No Action alternative are beneficial to pileated 

woodpeckers because this species prefers moderate–to-dense, large-tree habitats with insects and 

disease conditions. This species will use forests that have moved outside of historical conditions, 

such as PVGs 2 and 5 when either is found with dense canopy cover. Under natural processes, 

PVG 2 and 5 forests would be more open, but fire suppression has caused these forest types to 

grow denser. As shown in Table 3-33, more than 6,000 acres of habitat for the pileated 

woodpecker is provided in PVGs 2 and 5 forests with moderate and dense canopy closure. Over 

time, these forests are at greater risk of wildfire and associated loss of pileated woodpecker 

habitat.  

Action Alternatives 

Following mechanical thinning and prescribed burning under the action alternatives, pileated 

woodpecker source habitat would decrease as forests are thinned to restore a more open canopy 

and increase the percentage of seral, large tree species. Modeled habitat decreases by more than 

4,400 acres under Alternatives 2 and 5, by more than 4,800 acres under Alterative 3, and 

approximately 3,000 acres under Alternative 4 (Table 3-33, Figure 3-22 through Figure 3-24). 

This could equate to reductions of 6 home ranges under Alternative 3 to only 3 home ranges 

under Alternative 4. It is important to remember that the true impacts of these changes in habitat 

may be far less if the distribution of the treatments retains sufficient source habitat in a home 

range. It is unknown what amount that would be, so the modeled “worst case,” is presented here. 

Importantly, at least 11 modeled home ranges should remain under all action alternatives. At the 

same time, open canopy, large-tree habitats would be restored for white-headed woodpeckers 

and other Family 1 species.  

One of the greatest differences between the action alternatives is the amount of PVG 6 to be 

treated. Unlike PVGs 2 and 5, PVG 6 is more often found in a moderate canopy closure class. 

Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 treat approximately 1,200 more acres of PVG 6 than Alternative 4, 

moving them from moderate and dense canopies to a low canopy cover class. As explained in the 

“Vegetation” section, many of these forests are considered “dry” PVG 6 and would be expected 

to occur in a more open condition than “wet” PVG 6. Both wet and dry PVG 6 are part of the 

habitat models for a wide array of Family 2 species, which is why the pileated woodpecker was 

selected a Forest MIS and focal species for this analysis.  

Under all action alternatives, even if restoration treatments are maintained in the future (likely 

through continued prescribed burning), the local pileated woodpecker population would still be 

expected to increase as many medium-age stands grow into large-tree stands with moderate-to-

dense canopies. Hence under all the action alternatives, reductions in source habitat for pileated 

woodpeckers and other Family 2 species would likely be short term. Long term, Family 2 habitat 

could be lost if stands that did not receive the restoration treatments were reduced by an 

uncharacteristic wildfire.  
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Effects to patch and pattern of source habitat for white-headed woodpeckers and pileated 

woodpeckers can be seen by looking at the associated source habitat maps for each species. Note 

in Figure 3-21, the larger size, tighter distribution, and connectivity of habitat polygons for 

pileated woodpeckers, as compared to the patchiness and small size of the white-headed 

woodpeckers source habitat in Figure 3-17. In Figure 3-22, even with the reduction in habitat 

polygon numbers and size, the distribution and connectivity of habitat polygons is generally 

maintained, compared to the source habitat illustrated in Figure 3-21. 

Cumulative Effects 

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could add to impacts on pileated woodpeckers 

within the analysis area are summarized in Appendix 3. Actions on NFS lands that may 

cumulatively impact this species include ongoing fuelwood removal. Currently, private and State 

lands open to timber harvest are expected to have low levels of large-tree, mixed-conifer forests; 

old-forest conditions; and snags. Future actions on these lands are expected to further reduce 

these important habitat components. All action alternatives would decrease pileated woodpecker 

habitat in the Project area in the short term. While these losses are likely to be cumulative, with 

other negative effects to pileated woodpecker habitat across the cumulative effects area, they are 

expected to be relatively short term and minor (more than 11 pileated woodpecker home ranges 

are expected to be maintained). In addition, the losses in pileated woodpecker source habitat 

result in corresponding increases in habitat for white-headed woodpeckers and Family 1—a 

species and family at greater risk. Alternative 5 closes more NFS roads and obliterates more 

unauthorized routes than any other alternative, resulting in the greatest cumulative offset for 

other actions in the Project area. These road closures would benefit all Family 2 species, by 

decreasing human access into source habitats, whether or not adjacent stands received restoration 

treatment. 
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Table 3-33. Acres of pileated woodpecker source habitat, by Potential Vegetation Group (PVG), for 

all alternatives 

Alternative 1 

Tree 
Size/Canopy 
Cover Class 

PVG 2 PVG 3 PVG 5 PVG 6 PVG 8 PVG 9 Totals 

Large/Moderate 2,028 61 1,969 3,665 0 338 7,561 

Large/High 1,353 124 880 5,339 0 916 8,612 

Totals 3,381 185 2,349 9,004 0 1,254 16,173 

Alternatives 2 and 5 

 PVG 2 PVG 3 PVG 5 PVG 6 PVG 8 PVG 9 Totals 

Large/Moderate 1,277 57 791 2,782 0 338 5,245 

Large/High 439 101 589 4,455 0 916 6,500 

Totals 1,716 158 1,380 7,239 0 1,254 11,747 

Alternative 3 

 PVG 2 PVG 3 PVG 5 PVG 6 PVG 8 PVG 9 Totals 

Large/Moderate 933 57 737 2,743 0 338 4,808 

Large/High 439 101 589 4,455 0 916 6,501 

Totals 1,372 158 1,326 7,198 0 1,254 11,309 

Alternative 4 

 PVG 2 PVG 3 PVG 5 PVG 6 PVG 8 PVG 9 Totals 

Large/Moderate 1,277 57 884 3,314 0 338 5,870 

Large/High 463 101 589 5,158 0 916 7,228 

Totals 1,740 158 1,473 8,472 0 1,254 13,098 
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Figure 3-21. Pileated woodpecker source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1)  
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Figure 3-22. Pileated woodpecker source habitat under Alternatives 2 and 5 
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Figure 3-23. Pileated woodpecker source habitat under Alternative 3 
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Figure 3-24. Pileated woodpecker source habitat under Alternative 4 
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 Habitat Family 2—Flammulated Owl 3.4.4.5

Alternative 1—No Action 

Although the general condition of Habitat Family 2 stands is considered good (as portrayed by 

habitat for the pileated woodpecker), the modeled flammulated owl habitat requirements are 

more restricted than some other Family 2 species, which results in greater modeled changes to 

this species’ habitat under all alternatives. The flammulated owl model uses PVGs 2, 3, 5, and 6 

in the medium and large tree size classes and moderate canopy cover class. 

About 12,993 acres of modeled source habitat is currently estimated in the Project area (Table 

3-34) that likely supports numerous flammulated owl home ranges. Recent surveys (2011) 

indicate highest owl densities in the Beaver Creek area. Under the No Action alternative, some 

flammulated owl source habitat is expected to be lost as stands enter a high canopy cover class 

and loose seral species (e.g., large ponderosa pine and Douglas fir).  

Action Alternatives 

Since harvest treatments would move the canopy cover class from moderate to low, there is a 

modeled loss of flammulated source habitat under all action alternatives. Following completion 

of mechanical thinning and prescribed burning, flammulated owl source habitat would decrease 

under all action alternatives by approximately 30% to 40% from current conditions (Table 3-34, 

Figure 3-25 through Figure 3-28). For example, under Alternatives 2 and 5, the source habitat in 

the medium tree size and moderate canopy stand structure would decrease by approximately 

2,600 acres (6%) and stands with large tree and moderate canopy closure structure would 

decrease by approximately 2,400 acres (33%) from current condition. These large decreases in 

source habitat are mostly due to the parameters in the flammulated owl source habitat model that 

include medium and large tree size class stands but only a moderate canopy closure class. 

Flammulated owls also use medium- and large-tree stands with low canopy cover, but this 

canopy cover class was not included in the model because it would overestimate habitat for the 

species. Still, it is likely that many treated stands that move canopy cover from a moderate to low 

canopy cover class would provide some flammulated owl habitat, and actual habitat declines 

would not be as great as modeled habitat declines.  

Effects to patch and pattern of source habitat for flammulated owls can be seen by looking at the 

associated source habitat maps. Note in Figure 3-25, the larger size, tighter distribution, and 

connectivity of habitat polygons for flammulated owls, as compared to that noted for white-

headed woodpeckers in Figure 3-17, but the smaller size, wider distribution, and more limited 

connectivity than the habitat polygons for Pileated Woodpeckers in Figure 3-21. Note in Figure 

3-26 that, even with the reduction in habitat polygon numbers and size, the size, distribution, and 

connectivity of habitat polygons is generally maintained, as compared to the habitat illustrated in 

Figure 3-25. 

To better understand the actual effects of the restoration treatments, a project monitoring 

requirement is included to continue monitoring flammulated owls on the transects established by 

IDFG in 2011. This monitoring should occur at least one additional year before treatments 

commence and for three years after treatments are completed. This monitoring would also help 

to identify nest sites. Project design features require that nest trees be protected and disturbance 

at active nest sites be restricted.  
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Under all action alternatives, even if restoration treatments are maintained in the future (likely 

through continued prescribed burning), the local flammulated owl population would still be 

expected to increase as tree densities and sizes increase, moving the canopy cover class from low 

to moderate. Hence under all the action alternatives, source habitat losses for flammulated owls 

are expected to be mostly short term. Long term, Family 2 habitat could be lost if stands that did 

not receive the restoration treatments were reduced by an uncharacteristic wildfire.  

Cumulative Effects 

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could add to impacts on flammulated owls 

within the analysis area are summarized in Appendix 3. Actions on NFS lands that may 

cumulatively impact this species include ongoing fuelwood removal. Private and State lands 

open to timber harvest are expected to have low levels of large trees, seral species, old forest 

conditions, and snags, both currently and in the future. Alternative 5 closes more NFS roads and 

obliterates more unauthorized routes than any other alternative, resulting in the greatest 

cumulative offset for other actions in the Project area. All action alternatives would decrease 

flammulated owl habitat in the Project area, but these losses are expected to be short term. 

Determinations—Alternative 1 will have no impact. The action alternatives may impact 

individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a 

loss of viability to the population or species.  
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Table 3-34. Acres of flammulated owl source habitat, by Potential Vegetation Group (PVG), for all 

alternatives 

Alternative 1 

Tree Size/Canopy 
Cover Class 

PVG 1 PVG 2 PVG 3 PVG 5 PVG 6 Totals 

Medium/Moderate 125 1,957 67 779 2,733 5,660 

Large/Moderate 110 2,028 61 1,469 3,665 7,333 

Totals 235 3,985 128 2,248 6,398 12,993 

Alternatives 2 and 5 (short term) 

 PVG 1 PVG 2 PVG 3 PVG 5 PVG 6 Totals 

Medium/Moderate 34 633 43 309 2,040 3,059 

Large/Moderate 48 1,277 57 791 2,782 4,955 

Totals 82 1,910 100 1,100 4,822 8,014 

Alternative 3  

 PVG 1 PVG 2 PVG 3 PVG 5 PVG 6 Totals 

Medium/Moderate 34 633 43 309 2,040 3,059 

Large/Moderate 31 933 57 737 2,743 4,501 

Totals 65 1,566 100 1,046 4,783 7,560 

Alternative 4 

 PVG 1 PVG 2 PVG 3 PVG 5 PVG 6 Totals 

Medium/Moderate 34 660 43 309 2,040 3,086 

Large/Moderate 48 1,277 57 884 3,314 5,5801 

Totals 82 1,937 100 1,193 5,354 8,666 
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Figure 3-25. Flammulated owl source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1) 
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Figure 3-26. Flammulated owl source habitat under Alternatives 2 and 5 
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Figure 3-27. Flammulated owl source habitat under Alternative 3 
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Figure 3-28. Flammulated owl source habitat under Alternative 4 
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 Habitat Family 2—American Three-toed Woodpecker 3.4.4.6

Alternative 1—No Action 

The American three-toed woodpecker is associated with both medium and large trees and 

moderate-to-dense canopy closures. Current modeled source habitat is estimated at slightly more 

than 7,800 acres (Table 3-35), and may provide for 19 three-toed woodpecker home ranges in the 

Project area. This is likely an overestimate of habitat and potential home ranges, because this 

species is most often associated with insect outbreaks, often following fire, and recent fires and 

insects are relatively limited on the landscape. In addition, an adequate numbers of snags 9–20 

inches DBH for nesting and foraging habitat are a key habitat component that the model is 

unable to take into account. Still, those numbers likely occur in areas removed from roads as 

shown by the snag inventory data in Figure 3-29 and discussed below. 

The current and expected conditions under the No Action alternative are beneficial to three-toed 

woodpeckers because this species prefers moderate–to-dense, large-tree habitats with numerous 

snags and insects and disease. This species will use forests that have moved outside of historical 

conditions, such as PVGs 5 and 6 with dense canopy cover. Under natural processes, PVG 5 

forests would be more open, but fire suppression has caused this forest type to grow denser. PVG 

6 also was not expected to historically occur in a dense canopy cover class, but does so now in 

conditions outside of HRV. As shown in Table 3-35, more than 6,200 acres of habitat for this 

species is provided in PVGs 5 and 6 forests with dense canopy closure. Over time, these forests 

are at greater risk of insect outbreaks and wildfire. Wildfires are an important part of the natural 

processes with which this species appears to have evolved, so fires are expected to benefit this 

species, provided they did not burn uncharacteristically hot or large.  

The WCS DEIS (USDA Forest Service 2011b, Tables 3-18, 3-19, pp. 100-101) provided a recent 

evaluation of snag abundance relative to desired ranges described in the Forest Plan Appendix A. 

This evaluation indicated that the 10 to 20 inch snags important to three-toed woodpeckers are 

well above desired ranges for the two PVGs that make up source habitat capacity. Still, the large 

numbers of roads and timber management that has occurred in the area has likely resulted in a 

less natural distribution of snags (e.g., fewer clumps), which may lower source habitat quality for 

this species.  

Historic disturbance processes of mixed2 and lethal fire in PVGs 8 and 10 would be expected to 

occur through time, creating pulses of snags on the landscape and perpetuating source habitat for 

this species. Similarly cycles of insect population irruptions would contribute to increasing snag 

numbers and increased foraging opportunities for this species. Over a landscape such as one or 

more watersheds or the Forest, these events sustain source habitat; within a smaller-scale 

analysis area, source habitat exhibits a boom-bust scenario as a result of these types of 

disturbance events.  

Action Alternatives 

Immediately following mechanical thinning and prescribed burning under the action alternatives, 

three-toed woodpecker source habitat would decrease as forests are thinned to restore a more 

open canopy and increase the percentage of seral, large tree species. Modeled habitat decreases 

by about 1,176 acres under Alternatives 2, 3, and 5, and less than 500 acres under Alternative 4 

(Table 3-35, Figure 3-30 through Figure 3-32). This could reduce the estimated home ranges by 

three under Alternatives 2, 3, or 5 and by one home range under Alternative 4. Despite this 
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reduction, at least 16 to 18 modeled home ranges should remain under all action alternatives. In 

should also be noted that use of prescribed fire in the project area may result in localized 

increases in habitat (by creating snags and other dead wood) in stands that are otherwise not 

thought to provide habitat since the have been restored to lower densities. This is not accounted 

for in the model. 

More importantly these decreases would occur in PVGs and conditions outside of HRV. For 

example, PVGs 5 and 6 are included in the source habitat model for this species when in a 

departed condition of high canopy cover, because these stands conditions are more conducive to 

insect and disease components used by this woodpecker. Restoration of these stands is 

essentially removing habitat that is not expected to have occurred under historic conditions and 

processes. About 1,700 acres of source habitat for this species occur in PVGs that historically 

were maintained in mixed2 and lethal fire regimes (PVGs 9, 10, 11).  

No three-toed woodpecker nest cavities are known in the Project area, but design features will 

prevent or minimize disturbance at active nests and restrict removal of occupied nest trees and 

would provide for retention and recruitment of snags thereby minimizing loss of existing snags. 

Live tree densities retained under all prescriptions, including prescribed and broadcast burning, 

would typically be the larger diameter trees present and are expected to provide adequate live 

trees to meet future recruitment needs relative to snag desired conditions. As described above, 

prescribed burning has the potential to create snags during implementation.  

As shown above, when departed conditions are included, source habitat for this species is well 

within HRV. Under all action alternatives, even if restoration treatments are maintained in the 

future (likely through continued prescribed burning to remove understory trees), source habitat 

for three-toed woodpeckers is expected to increase overtime as many medium-age stands grow 

into large-tree stands with moderate-to-dense canopies. These stands are more susceptible to 

insect infestations and fire, thereby improving habitat conditions for this species. Hence under all 

the action alternatives, reductions in source habitat for three-toed woodpeckers are expected to 

be short term. Long term, habitat is expected to increase both in the project area and across the 

Forest.  

Cumulative Effects 

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could add to impacts on three-toed woodpeckers 

within the analysis area are summarized in Appendix 3 of the FEIS. Actions on NFS lands 

include ongoing fuelwood removal; however, much of the source habitat for this species occurs 

at higher elevations where firewood gathering is much less common than at more easily 

accessible lower elevations. Currently, private and State lands open to timber harvest are 

expected to have low levels of source habitat and source habitat components (e.g., snags) for this 

species. Future actions on these lands are expected to further reduce habitat and habitat 

components. All action alternatives would decrease three-toed woodpecker habitat in the short 

term, which would be cumulative with other negative effects to woodpecker habitat across the 

cumulative effects area. Long-term three-toed woodpecker source habitat on the Forest is 

expected to increase, thereby cumulatively off-setting losses on non-federal lands. Alternative 5 

closes more NFS roads and obliterates more unauthorized routes than any other alternative, 

resulting in the greatest cumulative offset for other actions in the Project area. 



Chapter 3 Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project 

3-116 

Determinations—Alternative 1 will have no impact. The action alternatives may impact 

individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a 

loss of viability to the population or species.  

Table 3-35. Acres of American three-toed woodpecker source habitat for all alternatives, by 

Potential Vegetation Group (PVG), immediately after harvest. 

Alternative 1—No Action 

Tree Size/Canopy Cover 
Class 

PVG 5 PVG 6 PVG 9 PVG 10 PVG 11 Total 

Medium/Moderate NA NA 192 101 0 293 

Large/Moderate NA NA 338 31 11 380 

Large/High 880 5,339 916 66 0 7,201 

Total 880 5,339 1,446 198 11 7,874 

Alternatives 2 and 5  

Medium/Moderate NA NA 192 101 0 293 

Large/Moderate NA NA 337 31 11 379 

Large/High 589 4,455 916 66 0 6,026 

Total 589 4,455 1,445 198 11 6,698 

Alternative 3 

Medium/Moderate NA NA 192 101 0 293 

Large/Moderate NA NA 338 31 11 379 

Large/High 589 4,455 916 66 0 6,026 

Total 589 4,455 1,446 198 11 6,699 

Alternative 4 

Medium/Moderate NA NA 192 101 0 293 

Large/Moderate NA NA 338 31 11 379 

Large/High 589 5,159 916 66 0 6,026 

Total 589 5,159 1,446 198 11 7,403 
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Figure 3-29. American three-toed woodpecker source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1) 
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Figure 3-30. American three-toed woodpecker source habitat under Alternatives 2 and 5 
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Figure 3-31. American three-toed woodpecker source habitat under Alterative 3 
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Figure 3-32. American three-toed woodpecker source habitat under Alternative 4 
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 Habitat Family 2—Boreal Owl 3.4.4.7

Alternative 1—No Action 

The boreal owl is associated with both medium and large trees and moderate-to-dense canopy 

closures. Current modeled source habitat is estimated at 12,744 acres (Table 3-36) and may 

provide for three to four boreal owl home ranges in the Project area (Figure 3-33). This is likely 

an overestimate of habitat and potential home ranges, because this species is most often 

associated with PVGs at higher elevations dominated by spruce and fir. PVG 6 is a part of the 

source habitat model when in the appropriate habitat type and mixed with PVG 7 and above. The 

large amount of PVG 6 (8,504 acres of the total 12,744 acres) unrealistically inflates the amount 

of potential boreal owl habitat.  

The current and expected conditions under the No Action alternative are beneficial to the boreal 

owl because this species prefers moderate–to-dense, medium and large-tree habitats with 

numerous snags. This species will use forests that have moved outside of historical conditions, 

such as PVG 6 with high canopy cover. PVG 6 also was not expected to historically occur in a 

high canopy cover class, but does so now in conditions outside of HRV. Over time, these forests 

are at greater risk of insect outbreaks and wildfire.  

Habitat for the boreal owl mostly occurs within the mixed2 and lethal fire regimes on the Forest. 

These fire regimes are generally not considered greatly departed from their historical disturbance 

processes except in regards to patch size (see Fire Management section). In these higher 

elevation PVGs, old-forest and large-tree conditions would likely develop regardless of 

management direction as the rate and extent of timber management would remain less than the 

rate, and extent to which the forested community across the entire Forest matures. While 

estimated snag numbers meet desired conditions, the abundance of snags and logs may vary 

substantially across the managed landscapes of the Project area.  

Over time, the quantity of source habitat in the project area and across the Forest is predicted to 

increase, but this prediction does not fully account for the presence or absence of such 

characteristics as snags, logs, and old trees that provide important boreal owl source habitat. 

Disturbance events are expected to continue influencing the spatial distribution of habitats. 

Boreal owl habitat in the mixed2 and lethal fire regimes would continue to cycle through early-, 

mid-, and late-seral stages. 

Action Alternatives 

Habitat modeling estimated more than 12,700 acres of existing source habitat within the project 

area (Table 3-36). Implementing the action alternatives would alter 570 acres under 

Alternative 4; 1,430 acres under Alternatives 2 and 5; and 1,464 acres under Alternative 3, so it 

no longer would provide source habitat (Table 3-36, Figure 3-34 through Figure 3-36). In all 

cases less than a ½ boreal owl home range would be affected almost solely in PVG 6. As 

described above, PVG 6 is a part of the source habitat model when in the appropriate habitat type 

and mixed with PVG 7 and above. The large amount of PVG 6 unrealistically inflates the 

amount of potential boreal owl habitat, as well as the potential impacts. Actual measurable 

changes to boreal owl habitat are expected to be less than portrayed by the model.  

No boreal owls have been located in the Project area. In the rare chance that one was located, 

design features would protect nest trees and restrict or minimize disturbance at active nest sites.  
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While estimated snag numbers meet desired conditions, the abundance of snags and logs may 

vary substantially across the managed landscapes of the Project area. Despite a project design 

feature to maintain all snags that do not pose a safety hazard, snag levels may fall in the short 

term. These amounts are expected to increase shortly thereafter from the application of 

prescribed fire and over the longer term through natural processes. The action alternatives do not 

propose management in the large proportion of potential boreal owl habitat, and therefore would 

have no effect on snag densities or large wood quantities on these untreated acres.  

With the exception of PVG 3, 4, and 6; boreal owl habitat occurs in PVGs where active 

management (i.e., timber harvest, prescribed fire) is less likely to occur. In these higher elevation 

PVGs, old-forest and large-tree conditions would likely develop regardless of management 

direction as the rate and extent of timber management would remain less than the rate, and extent 

to which the forested community matures.  

Cumulative Effects 

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could add to impacts on boreal owls within the 

analysis area are summarized in Appendix 3 of the FEIS. Actions on NFS lands include ongoing 

fuelwood removal; however, much of the source habitat for this species occurs at higher 

elevations where firewood gathering is much less common than at more easily accessible lower 

elevations. Currently, private and State lands open to timber harvest are expected to have low 

levels of source habitat and source habitat components (e.g., snags) for this species. Future 

actions on these lands are expected to further reduce habitat and habitat components. All action 

alternatives would decrease boreal owl habitat in the short term, which would be cumulative with 

other negative effects to habitat across the cumulative effects area. Long-term boreal owl source 

habitat on the Forest is expected to increase, thereby cumulatively off-setting losses on non-

federal lands. Alternative 5 closes more NFS roads and obliterates more unauthorized routes than 

any other alternative, resulting in the greatest cumulative offset for other actions in the Project 

area. 

Determinations—Alternative 1 will have no impact. The action alternatives may impact 

individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a 

loss of viability to the population or species 
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Table 3-36. Acres of boreal owl source habitat for all alternatives, by Potential Vegetation Group 

(PVG), immediately after harvest 

Alternative 1—No Action 

Tree Size/Canopy 
Cover Class 

PVG 3 PVG 4 PVG 6 PVG 7 PVG 9 PVG 11 Totals 

Medium/Moderate 21 91 1,550 390 192 0 2,244 

Large/Moderate 61 120 2,942 1,175 338 11 4,648 

Large/High 51 61 4,012 811 916 0 5,852 

Total 134 272 8,504 2,377 1,446 11 12,744 

Alternatives 2 and 5  

Medium/Moderate 15 54 1,351 390 192 0 2,002 

Large/Moderate 56 43 2,340 1,175 338 11 3,963 

Large/High 51 19 3,552 811 916 0 5,349 

Total 122 115 7,243 2,377 1,446 11 11,314 

Alternative 3 

Medium/Moderate 15 54 1,351 390 192 0 2,002 

Large/Moderate 56 43 2,340 1,175 338 11 3,963 

Large/High 51 15 3,521 811 916 0 5,314 

Total 122 112 7,212 2,377 1,446 11 11,280 

Alternative 4 

Medium/Moderate 15 54 1,351 390 192 0 2,002 

Large/Moderate 56 48 2,800 1175 338 11 5,744 

Large/High 51 19 3,946 811 916 0 4,429 

Total 122 121 8,097 2,377 1,446 11 12,174 
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Figure 3-33. Boreal owl source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1) 
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Figure 3-34. Boreal owl source habitat under Alternatives 2 and 5 
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Figure 3-35. Boreal owl source habitat under Alterative 3 
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Figure 3-36. Boreal owl source habitat under Alternative 4 
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 Habitat Family 2—Fisher 3.4.4.8

Alternative 1—No Action 

The fisher is associated with both medium and large trees and moderate-to-dense canopy 

closures. Current modeled source habitat is estimated at slightly more than 13,500 acres (Table 

3-37), and may provide for 2/3 of one fisher home range in the Project area (Figure 3-37). This is 

likely an overestimate of habitat and potential home range. The current and expected conditions 

under the No Action alternative are beneficial to fisher because this species prefers moderate–to-

dense, large-tree habitats with numerous snags and down wood. This species will use forests that 

have moved outside of historical conditions, such as PVG 6 with dense canopy cover. PVG 6 

was not expected to historically occur in a dense canopy cover class, but does so now in 

conditions outside of HRV. As shown in Table 3-37, more than 5,000 acres of habitat for this 

species is provided in PVG 6 forests with dense canopy closure. Over time, these forests are at 

greater risk of insect outbreaks and wildfire.  

The WCS DEIS (USDA Forest Service 2011b, Tables 3-18, 3-19, pp. 100-101) provided a recent 

evaluation of snag abundance relative to desired ranges described in the Forest Plan Appendix A. 

This data shows desired conditions for snags are within the HRV in the PVGs that comprise 

fisher source habitat on the west-side Forest-wide.  

Predicted trends for fisher source habitat (when departed conditions are included) would remain 

in the HRV over the long term, although this projection does not fully account for the presence 

of characteristics such as snags, logs, and legacy trees or the influence of factors such as roads. 

Action Alternatives 

Fisher habitat requires the presence of old-forest components such as large trees, snags, and 

down logs. The action alternatives are designed to retain large tree stands and legacy ponderosa 

pine and western larch trees and manage for old forest habitats. These design features would 

minimize impacts to fisher. While fishers can use moderate- and large-tree size classes in 

medium and high canopy cover classes, without the presence of old-forest components, these 

areas would be unlikely to provide source habitat. All action alternatives protect riparian 

corridors, which would maintain habitat important to fishers in these areas.  

Inventory data shows desired conditions for snags are within the HRV in the PVGs that comprise 

fisher source habitat on the west-side Forest-wide. Project design features that limit snag removal 

will help maintain snags within desired levels, although the high road densities in the Project 

area will continue to allow for removal of snags at least adjacent to toads.  

The proposed activities include combinations of mechanical and fire treatments. These combined 

treatments better mimic historical disturbance processes than mechanical processes alone. Fire 

treatments play an important role in creating new snags and perpetuating log recruitment.  

Roads are detrimental to fishers; they are vulnerable to collisions with vehicles and they may be 

displaced from or avoid roaded areas. Fishers are also more susceptible to incidental trapping 

near roads. Reducing open system road densities would do the most to decrease these risks, but 

restoration of unauthorized/abandoned roads would still help to reduce human disturbance. 

Alternative 5 provides the greatest benefits in relation to road reductions. 
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Immediately following mechanical thinning and prescribed burning under the action alternatives, 

fisher source habitat would decrease as forests are thinned to restore a more open canopy and 

increase the percentage of seral, large tree species. Modeled habitat decreases by approximately 

2,500 acres under Alternatives 2, 3, and 5, and 1,275 acres under Alternative 4 (Table 3-37, 

Figure 3-38 through Figure 3-40). This would reduce habitat with in what is estimated to be less 

than one complete fisher home range in the Project area. It should be noted these decreases 

would occur in PVGs and conditions outside of HRV. Restoration of these stands is essentially 

removing habitat that is not expected to have occurred under historic conditions and processes. 

In addition, no fishers are known to occur in the area. 

As shown above, when departed conditions are included, source habitat for this species across 

the Forest is within HRV. Much of this habitat occurs on the East Side of the Forest, where little 

active management occurs. Under all action alternatives, even if restoration treatments are 

maintained in the future (likely through continued prescribed burning to remove understory 

trees), source habitat for the fisher is expected to increase overtime as many medium-age stands 

grow into large-tree stands with moderate-to-dense canopies. Hence under all the action 

alternatives, reductions in source habitat for the fisher are expected to be short term. Long term, 

habitat is expected to increase both in the project area and across the Forest.  

Cumulative Effects 

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could add to impacts on fishers within the 

analysis area are summarized in Appendix 3 of the FEIS. Actions on NFS lands include ongoing 

fuelwood removal. Currently, private and State lands open to timber harvest are expected to have 

low levels of source habitat and source habitat components (e.g., snags) for this species. Future 

actions on these lands are expected to further reduce habitat and habitat components. All action 

alternatives would decrease fisher habitat in the short term, which would be cumulative with 

other negative effects to habitat across the cumulative effects area. Over the long-term source 

habitat for this species is expected to increase, thereby cumulatively off-setting losses on non-

federal lands. Alternative 5 closes more NFS roads and obliterates more unauthorized routes than 

any other alternative, resulting in the greatest cumulative offset for other actions in the Project 

area. 

Determinations—Alternative 1 will have no impact. The action alternatives may impact 

individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a 

loss of viability to the population or species.  
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Table 3-37. Acres of fisher source habitat for all alternatives, by Potential Vegetation Group (PVG), 

immediately after harvest 

Alternative 1—No Action 

Tree Size/Canopy Cover 
Class 

PVG 3 PVG 6 PVG 9 PVG 10 Total 

Medium/Moderate 67 2,732 192 101 3,092 

Large/Moderate  61 3,666 338 0 4,065 

Large/High 124 5,339 916 0 6,379 

Total 252 11,737 1,446 101 13,536 

Alternatives 2 & 5  

Medium/Moderate 43 2,040 192 101 2,376 

Large/Moderate 57 2,783 338 0 3,178 

Large/High 101 4,455 916 0 5,472 

Total 202 9,278 1,446 101 11,026 

Alternative 3 

Medium/Moderate 43 2,042 192 101 2,378 

Large/Moderate 57 2,743 338 0 3,138 

Large/High 101 4,455 916 0 5,472 

Total 201 9,240 1,446 101 10,988 

Alternative 4 

Medium/Moderate 43 2,040 192 101 2,376 

Large/Moderate 57 3,314 338 0 3,709 

Large/High 101 5,159 916 0 6,176 

Total 201 10,513 1,446 101 12,261 
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Figure 3-37. Fisher source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1) 
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Figure 3-38. Fisher source habitat under Alternatives 2 and 5 
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Figure 3-39. Fisher source habitat under Alterative 3 
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Figure 3-40. Fisher source habitat under Alternative 4 
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 Habitat Family 2—Great Gray Owl 3.4.4.9

Environmental Consequences Specific to Alternative 1 

Existing source habitat is estimated at slightly more than 17,000 acres, which may allow for up 

to 3 home ranges based on an average home range size of slightly more than 5,000 acres. This is 

likely an overestimate of potential habitat and home ranges since an important part of great gray 

owl habitat is the juxtaposition of dense habitat for nesting and brood rearing with open 

meadows for foraging.  

Total snags were assessed for the PVGs providing source habitat capacity. Existing tree densities 

would provide for future recruitment of snags with densities increasing over the long term. 

Although some recruitment and loss of snags would occur over time through natural processes, 

snags densities in all PVGs would remain similar to the existing conditions. As a result, snag 

abundance would remain at or above the desired range within all preferred PVGs, providing 

nesting opportunities for great gray owls.  

Alternative 1 would result in an overall increase in source habitat and would maintain desired 

conditions that are currently at or above historic levels for the great gray owl.  

Environmental Consequences Specific to Action Alternatives 

Habitat modeling estimates 17,361 acres of existing source habitat within the analysis area 

(Table 3-38 and Figure 3-41). Implementing the action alternatives would alter 1,225 acres in 

Alternative 4 and more than 2,400 acres in Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 (Figure 3-42 through Figure 

3-44).  

The amount of habitat altered is not as important as the location of the habitat alternations. The 

key to maintaining great gray owls is to conserve habitat for nesting and rearing young adjacent 

to meadows used for foraging. Availability of nest sites and suitable foraging habitat are 

considered the most important factors governing habitat use by breeding great gray owls (Collins 

1980, Nero 1980, Mikkola 1983). In Eastern Oregon nest trees varied from 58–79 cm (23–

31 inches) DBH. (Bull and Henjum 1990, Bull et al. 1988). Leaning trees and dense cover are 

important habitat components, because fledglings leave the nest before being able to fly and 

leaning trees allow the owlets to climb above the ground, making them less susceptible to 

predation (Bull et al. 1988). Great Gray Owls tend to select nest sites in mature or remnant old-

growth mixed-conifer forests near openings (within 200m of openings) that have sufficient prey 

numbers (Platt and Goggans 1992). They will nest in a wide variety of habitat types as long as 

the required habitat characteristics exist.  

Despite recent surveys focused on planned harvest units adjacent to meadows, great gray owls 

have not been found in the Project area. Two records from the early 1990s are not confirmed. 

Great gray owl surveys will continue in the Project area for the next two to three years to ensure 

that potential habitat is not occupied by nesting birds. Survey protocol will follow direction in 

Quitana-Coyer et al. (2004). If nesting birds are found in treatment areas, project design feature 

would ensure nest sites are conserved and disturbance is minimized. These design features are 

required under each of the action alternatives. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could add to impacts on great gray owls within 

the analysis area are summarized in Appendix 3 of the FEIS. Actions on NFS lands include 

ongoing fuelwood removal. Currently, private and State lands open to timber harvest are 

expected to have low levels of source habitat and source habitat components (e.g., snags) for this 

species. Future actions on these lands are expected to further reduce habitat and habitat 

components. All action alternatives would decrease owl habitat in the short term, which would 

be cumulative with other negative effects to habitat across the cumulative effects area. Long-

term great gray owl source habitat on the Forest is expected to increase, thereby cumulatively 

off-setting losses on non-federal lands. Alternative 5 closes more NFS roads and obliterates more 

unauthorized routes than any other alternative, resulting in the greatest cumulative offset for 

other actions in the Project area. 

Determinations—Alternative 1 will have no impact. The action alternatives may impact 

individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a 

loss of viability to the population or species 
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Table 3-38. Acres of great gray owl source habitat for all alternatives by PVG immediately after 

harvest 

Alternative 1—No Action 

Tree Size/Canopy 
Cover Class 

PVG 3 PVG 6 PVG 7 PVG 9 PVG 11 Totals 

Medium/Low 0 NA 1,080 272 56 3,381 

Medium/Moderate 67 2,732 390 192 0 1,408 

Large/Low 5 NA 108 18 0 7,190 

Large/Moderate 61 3,666 1,175 338 11 5,251 

Large/High 124 5,339 811 916 0 131 

Total 257 11,737 3,565 1,736 67 17,361 

Alternatives 2 and 5  

Medium/Low 23 NA 1,080 272 56 1,431 

Medium/Moderate 43 2,040 390 192 0 2,665 

Large/Low 32 NA 108 18 0 158 

Large/Moderate 57 2,783 1,175 338 11 4,364 

Large/High 101 4,455 811 916 0 6,283 

Total 256 9,278 3,564 1,736 67 14,901 

Alternative 3 

Medium/Low 23 NA 1080 272 56 1,431 

Medium/Moderate 43 2,042 390 192 0 2,665 

Large/Low 32 NA 108 18 0 158 

Large/Moderate 57 2,743 1,175 338 11 4,324 

Large/High 101 4,455 811 916 0 6,283 

Total 256 9,240 3,564 1,736 67 14,863 

Alternative 4 

Medium/Low 23 NA 1,080 272 56 1,431 

Medium/Moderate 43 2,042 390 192 0 2,665 

Large/Low 32 NA 108 18 0 158 

Large/Moderate 57 3,314 1,175 338 11 4,895 

Large/High 101 5,159 811 916 0 6,987 

Total 256 10,513 3,564 1,736 67 16,136 
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Figure 3-41. Great gray owl source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1) 
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Figure 3-42. Great gray owl source habitat under Alternatives 2 and 5 
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Figure 3-43. Great gray owl source habitat under Alterative 3 
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Figure 3-44. Great gray owl source habitat under Alternative 4 
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 Habitat Family 2—Northern Goshawk 3.4.4.10

Environmental Consequences Specific to Alternative 1 

At current condition, there occurs 24,824 acres of northern goshawk source habitat, in medium 

and large tree size classes and moderate and high canopy closure classes, and in PVGs 1–7 and 9 

(Table 3-39, Figure 3-45). This alternative provides the largest amount of source habitat, because 

none of the Project area would be treated under the No Action alternative.  

Based on the Conservation Principle indicators (road density, patch characteristics, source 

habitat abundance, and source habitat quality), Alternative 1 would result in maintenance of the 

overall source habitat quantity at current levels. The seven identified PFAs would remain into the 

future, ensuring a basic level of goshawk habitat quantity and quality, as long as no major habitat 

disturbance occurred. 

Environmental Consequences Action Alternatives 

Implementing Alternatives 2 and 5 would result in approximately 17,578 acres of northern 

goshawk source habitat available immediately following all restoration treatments (Table 3-39, 

Figure 3-46). Source habitat would be reduced by about 7,200 acres. The size classes of the 

stands would be maintained, but the canopy closure class would change from moderate or high to 

low. About half of this change is due to y restoration treatments in PVGs 2 and 6. The reduction 

of source habitats in PVG 2 follow closely with expected results from conducting restoration in 

the drier, lower elevation, ponderosa pine stands. The alteration of such large amounts of PVG 6 

stands reduces the availability of many dense-canopy, mixed-species forested stands that 

typically provide nesting and rearing habitats for goshawks. While Alternative 2 includes some 

road obliteration, Alternative 5 provides the most of any alternative, a fact that makes Alternative 

5 the best overall alternative for wildlife. Even though Alternative 5 has the same amount of 

habitat alteration as Alternative 2, the reduction of FS system and unauthorized roads in 

Alternative 5 would lead to an overall reduction of human disturbance and may provide better 

quality goshawk habitat in many sites. Alternatives 2 and 5 would follow Forest Plan direction to 

maintain nest stands and PFAs. The 7 identified PFAs would remain into the future, ensuring a 

basic level of goshawk habitat quantity and quality, as long as no major habitat disturbance 

occurred. 

Implementing Alternative 3 would result in approximately 17,113 acres of northern goshawk 

source habitat available immediately following all restoration treatments (Table 3-39, Figure 

3-47). Source habitat would be reduced by about 7,700 acres in the medium and large tree size 

classes as a result of the reduction in canopy closure class. The large reductions in large tree size 

class are mostly due to restoration treatments in PVG 6, due to increased restoration treatment in 

helicopter units. The reduction of source habitats in PVG 2 follows the same pattern as under 

Alternatives 2 and 5. The alteration of such large amounts of PVG 6 stands reduces the 

availability of many dense-canopy, mixed-species forested stands that typically provide nesting 

and rearing habitats for goshawks. The road management package for Alternative 3 does not 

come close to the road reduction strategy of Alternative 5, thus a high open road density and 

associated high level of human disturbance would remain under this alternative. Alternative 3 

would follow Forest Plan direction to maintain nest stands and PFAs. The 7 identified PFAs 

would remain into the future, ensuring a basic level of goshawk habitat quantity and quality, as 

long as no major habitat disturbance occurred. 
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Implementation of Alternative 4 would result in approximately 18,961 acres of northern 

goshawk source habitat available immediately following all restoration treatments (Table 3-39, 

Figure 3-48). Source habitat would be reduced by approximately 5,863 acres to 18,961 acres 

under this alternative. Compared with the other action alternatives, this alternative would 

implement the least change to stand densities in the large tree size class of PVGs 5 and 6. That is 

one reason why members of the public and other agencies commented that Alternative 4 is the 

best wildlife action alternative. The reductions in source habitat are mostly due to restoration 

treatments in PVGs 2, and 5, with large amounts of PVG 6 left untreated. Reducing source 

habitats in PVG 2 follows the same pattern as under Alternatives 2 and 5. The retention of such 

large amounts of PVG 6 stands continues to provide over 20,000 acres of dense-canopy, mixed-

species forested stands that typically provide nesting and rearing habitats for goshawks. The road 

management package for Alternative 4 also include several seasonal closures that were designed 

to benefit elk security, but also improve northern goshawk habitat by reducing human 

disturbance, even if only for a short period of time in late summer and early fall. Alternative 4 

would follow Forest Plan direction to maintain nest stands and PFAs. The 7 identified PFAs 

would remain into the future, ensuring a basic level of goshawk habitat quantity and quality, as 

long as no major habitat disturbance occurred.  

Six of the seven PFAs include forest stands that will receive harvest and burn or burn only 

restoration treatments in the action alternatives. Treatments would be designed to follow the 

Southwest Guidelines (Reynolds et al. 1992, Youtz et al. 2008) that require a specific mix of tree 

size/age and canopy cover. The nest stands will be surveyed to determine an appropriate buffer 

around the nest tree to ensure the structural integrity of the nest site remains intact following the 

treatments. If nest stand habitat requirements cannot be met under the planned restoration 

treatments that nest stand will be dropped from treatment. As required by both the Southwest 

Guidelines (Reynolds et al. 1992, Youtz et al. 2008) and the Forest Plan, timing restrictions will 

be in place for any human access and project activity (generally from March 1 through 

September 30). 

Goshawk surveys over the past decade in our area have found that goshawk family groups have 

often left the PFA by mid-August (M. Hennon, USDA Forest Service, personal communications 

2006-2011). A local management strategy has been adopted that provides for goshawk surveys 

starting in mid- to late-August to document the presence of goshawks in the area. If the survey 

indicates no goshawks are present, then some project activities may be allowed within the PFA, 

with the approval of the Wildlife Biologist, as coordinated with the Sale Administrator and the 

Silviculturist.  

In summary, although Alternative 1 would provide the largest amount of goshawk source habitat, 

the restoration objectives would not be met under the No Action alternative. Alternative 2 alters 

a large amount of habitat, but has very little road obliteration, compounding effects of the habitat 

loss. Alternative 3 alters even more PVG 6 stands, further reducing source habitat, but helicopter 

logging may be less impact than having to rely on an already high density road system to harvest 

steeper units. Alternative 4 reduces habitat the least of the action alternatives, includes seasonal 

road closures, and has a higher level of road obliteration than Alternatives 2 and 3. Alternative 5 

provides more road obliteration, due to watershed requirements to manage for bull trout Critical 

Habitat and to meet ACR standards, even though more goshawk habitat is altered under this 

alternative than under Alternative 4.  
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Cumulative Effects  

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could add to impacts on northern goshawks 

within the analysis area are summarized in Appendix 3 of the FEIS. Actions on NFS lands 

include ongoing fuelwood removal. Currently, private and State lands open to timber harvest are 

expected to have low levels of source habitat and source habitat components (e.g., snags) for this 

species. Future actions on these lands are expected to further reduce habitat and habitat 

components. All action alternatives would decrease habitat in the short term, which would be 

cumulative with other negative effects to habitat across the cumulative effects area. Long-term 

northern goshawk habitat on the Forest is expected to increase, thereby cumulatively off-setting 

losses on non-federal lands. Alternative 5 closes more NFS roads and obliterates more 

unauthorized routes than any other alternative, resulting in the greatest cumulative offset for 

other actions in the Project area. 

Determinations—Alternative 1 will have no impact. The action alternatives may impact 

individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a 

loss of viability to the population or species 

 

Table 3-39. Acres of northern goshawk source habitat for all alternatives, by Potential Vegetation 

Group (PVG), immediately after harvest 

Alternative 1—Current Condition 

Tree Size/Canopy Cover 
Class 

PVG 
2 

PVG 
3 

PVG 
4 

PVG 
5 

PVG 
6 

PVG 
7 

PVG 
9 

Totals 

Medium/Moderate 1,957 67 149 779 2,732 390 192 6,266 

Large/Moderate 1,353 124 163 880 5,339 811 916 9,587 

Large/High 2,028 61 233 1,469 3,666 1,175 338 8,971 

Total 5,338 252 545 3128 11,737 2,377 1,446 24,824 

Alternatives 2 and 5  

Medium/Moderate 633 43 72 309 2,040 390 192 3,679 

Large/Moderate 439 101 30 589 4,455 811 916 7,341 

Large/High 1,277 57 137 791 2,783 1,175 338 6,558 

Total 2,349 201 239 1,689 9,278 2,376 1,446 17,578 

Alternative 3 

Medium/Moderate 633 43 72 309 2,040 390 192 3,679 

Large/Moderate 439 101 30 589 4,455 811 916 7,341 

Large/High 933 57 110 737 2,743 1,175 338 6,093 

Total 2,005 201 212 1,635 9,238 2,376 1,446 17,113 

Alternative 4 

Medium/Moderate 660 43 72 309 2,040 390 192 3,706 

Large/Moderate 463 101 30 589 5,158 811 916 8,068 

Large/High 1,277 57 142 884 3,314 1,175 338 7,187 

Total 2,400 201 244 1,782 10,512 2,376 1,446 18,961 
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Figure 3-45. Northern goshawk source habitat at current condition (Alternative 1) 
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Figure 3-46. Northern goshawk source habitat under Alternatives 2 and 5  
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Figure 3-47. Northern goshawk source habitat under Alterative 3 
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Figure 3-48. Northern goshawk source habitat under Alternative 4 
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 Habitat Family 3—Canada Lynx 3.4.4.11

Effects to Canada lynx are tracked primarily via compliance with standards and guidelines in the 

Lynx Conservation Strategy and Forest Plan. The primary applicable standards for this project 

are TEST12, “Vegetative management activities within lynx foraging habitat in LAUs shall not 

degrade, nor retard attainment of desired habitat for the lynx and its prey…” and TEST15, “If 

more than 30% of lynx habitat within a LAU is currently in unsuitable condition, no additional 

habitat may be changed to unsuitable habitat as a result of vegetative management projects.” 

Alternative 1—No Action 

Under Alternative 1 (No Action), the 7,000 acres of lynx habitat within the Northwest Council 

LAU (36,406 acres) would not change from current conditions (Figure 3-12). Vegetative 

communities capable of providing source habitat conditions for the lynx include PVGs 3, 7, 8, 9, 

10, and 11 (USDA Forest Service 2011b). These vegetative communities are found primarily at 

higher elevations in the watershed and are subject to mixed2 and lethal fire regimes. Hence, 

these forests are less outside of the HRV as forests at lower elevations that developed under 

frequent (non-lethal and mixed1) fire regimes. Changes would not likely occur in lynx habitat 

quantity or quality unless indirectly caused by wildfire, insect or pathogen damage, or 

blowdown. 

Action Alternatives 

Under the action alternatives, all activities are planned to occur in PVGs 2–6, largely at 

elevations below primary lynx habitat. Only isolated and small areas of PVG 3 (part of the lynx 

source habitat model) would be treated, and not to an extent affecting lynx habitat as directed in 

the Forest Plan in standards TEST12 and TEST15. Disturbance from timber harvest is unlikely 

to affect this species, in part because there are no known populations in the area, but mostly 

because the activities would occur outside of source habitat.  

Connectivity of lynx habitats in the Northwest Council LAU and the Middle Fork Weiser LAU 

to the south would be maintained under all alternatives. The Council Mountain IRA lies partially 

in both LAUs, further ensuring that habitat at these higher elevations will not change 

significantly from Project actions or the planned future restoration project immediately to the 

south. Lynx habitat management will be the highest priority wildlife task for the entire IRA for 

both LAUs. 

Cumulative Effects 

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could result in cumulative effects to lynx within 

the project area include fuelwood gathering, recreation uses and improvements on NFS lands, 

and winter recreation use, primarily snowmobiling. Potential direct and indirect effects to 

Canada lynx are expected to be negligible and not cumulative with the effects of the above 

described actions—the effects of which are also insignificant and not cumulatively more than 

minimal. 

Determinations–The action alternatives—May Effect, but are Not Likely to Adversely Affect. 
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 Habitat Family 3—Wolverine 3.4.4.12

No wolverines are known to occur in the project area, although individuals have been sighted to 

the east and northwest of the project area.  

In the project area, about 12,300 acres of wolverine habitat was identified using the persistent 

snow layer years 1–6 and about 2,500 acres of wolverine habitat was identified using the 

persistent snow layer years 6–7 (Figure 3-13). About 800 acres of forested habitat will be treated 

based on the persistent snow layer years 1–7. No habitat will be treated based on the persistent 

snow layer years 6–7. In short, the project will modify very small amounts of suitable wolverine 

habitat. Given the large area encompassed by a single male’s average home range, the harvest 

areas would constitute a very small portion of an average home range. More importantly, harvest 

activities have not been shown to impact wolverine habitat use. Additional actions to enhance 

road closures and remove unauthorized roads will likely benefit wolverine habitat. The small 

reduction in road density will benefit wolverine and their ungulate prey species by decreasing the 

potential for disturbance from human activity. Project activities could cause a wolverine that is 

passing through the project area to avoid those areas until the activity is completed.  

No direct effects are expected to this species, since no wolverine have been documented in the 

area during the past 30 years. In addition, even if wolverines are found in the project area, the 

requirement to meet Forest Plan standards for wolverine habitat protection, particularly 

protection of denning sites, would ensure that potential effects would be negligible and not 

cumulatively impactive. In summary, due to the lack of known wolverine use in the area and 

because the project treatments will affect little wolverine habitat (a maximum of 800 acres based 

on the persistent snow layer), the project will likely result in only negligible, if any, disturbance 

to wolverines 

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could result in cumulative effects to wolverine 

within the project area include fuelwood gathering, recreation uses and improvements on NFS 

lands, and winter recreation use, primarily snowmobiling. Potential direct and indirect effects to 

wolverine are expected to be negligible and not cumulative with the effects of the above 

described actions—the effects of which are also insignificant and not cumulatively more than 

minimal. 

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could result in cumulative and/or combined 

effects to wolverine within the project area include timber harvest on private lands, 

decommissioning of unauthorized roads on NFS lands, and recreation uses and improvements on 

NFS lands. Winter recreation use, primarily snowmobiling, is the primary activity that could 

result in combined and cumulative effects. These activities include the cumulative effects of 

activities on adjacent, non-federal lands, and the combined effects of federal activities, including 

interrelated and interdependent Federal Actions. 

Determinations—Alternative 1 will have no impact. The action alternatives may impact 

individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a 

loss of viability to the population or species 
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 Habitat Family 5—Rocky Mountain Elk 3.4.4.13

Alternative 1—No Action 

The No Action alternative would retain the existing vegetative condition without any restoration 

activities occurring (Figure 3-49). At first glance, this alternative would seem beneficial for elk, 

at current population levels because none of the current habitat would be altered. However, 

because the current elk population exists in habitat maintained at artificial quantity and quality 

from past vegetation management and wildfire suppression, the elk population also may be 

artificially inflated. Not implementing restoration treatments would likely increase the potential 

for future uncharacteristic wildfires, which could negatively impact long-term elk population 

goals, even though such fires would move some forested stands toward the HRV. The difference 

between moving stands toward the HRV by a restoration treatment, versus a stand-replacing fire, 

would be that the mechanical and prescribed fire treatments would take the stand to an earlier 

stage of forest succession but maintain the large tree structure and open canopy, mimicking 

forest conditions that occurred historically over much of the landscape. An uncharacteristic 

wildfire could remove much of the tree component of the current forest, shifting the vegetation to 

a very early stage of forest succession. It could take many decades to several centuries for a 

severely burned forest to develop the same structural characteristics, species composition, and 

patch distribution that are objectives for restoration treatments. 

In summer, the three 5th HU watersheds that overlay the Project area have NFS open road and 

motorized trail densities of 1.05 (Goodyear-Bacon HU watershed), 1.41 (Mill-Warm Springs HU 

watershed), and 2.06 (Upper Weiser River HU watershed) miles per square mile. A number of 

studies show that densities above 1.0 miles of open road per square mile reduce elk habitat 

effectiveness considerably (Frederick 1991, Unsworth et al. 1993, Lehmkuhl et al. 2001, 

McCorquodale et al. 2003, Rowland et al. 2005), Naylor et al. 2008). The WCS DEIS 

(USDA Forest Service 2011b) considers elk habitat to be at risk with >1.7 miles of open NFS 

road per square mile. The road densities in the three 5th HU watersheds in the Project area 

roughly correlate to estimated elk habitat effectiveness proportions <60%, depending on 

available security cover adjacent to open roads and motorized trails (Lyon et al. 1985; 

USDA Forest Service 2003b, Figure E-2, p. E-8). 

In 2005, wildlife biologists from IDFG and the Forest agreed on an elk analysis procedure for 

use on the West Zone of the Forest (Schultz 2005). The procedure involves using one or more of 

11 EAUs, identified jointly for the West Zone. The EAUs were designed for landscape-scale 

analysis of project effects to elk. The EAUs also were designed to support desired elk population 

goals, as identified by IDFG. For the Project, EAU No. 9 applies, with the Project area 

encompassing virtually the entire EAU. 

Within EAU No.9 and the Project area, we used EAUs (Hillis et al. 1991) as a measure of the 

effects of road density on elk vulnerability to hunting mortality. Under the No Action 

Alternative, the 19 potential security polygons (Figure 3-49) (summer measurements of polygons 

of land more than 0.5 miles from open authorized and/or NFS roads, open seasonal roads, and 

open motorized trails), including the 6 security areas (those polygons >250 acres in size) would 

be maintained. The six polygons are large enough (>250 acres) to be called an Elk Security 

Areas under the Hillis et al. (1991) definition, but they may not have sufficient hiding cover. 

These Elk Security Areas also are supposed to be at least 30% of the Project area, or EAU; the 

six Elk Security Areas total only 16% of the Project area. If the same buffer were applied to all 
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drivable (i.e., unauthorized and authorized) roads and trails, the result would show substantially 

fewer and smaller security areas for elk because of the high density of roads in the Project area. 

Even if the road density at the 5th HUC is close to the desired density, the road density at the 

individual drainage level is often much higher. When the 0.5-mile buffer is applied to all of those 

local roads in a particular drainage, the result is very few and very small potential security 

polygons for elk. This result is exactly what our analysis shows for Elk Security Areas.  

Action Alternatives 

The Wildlife Conservation Principles guided elk habitat management in the Project area. When 

selecting stands for treatment via timber harvest, we considered the existing road system. We 

avoided restoration treatments in Reserve stands that provided large, connected blocks of source 

habitat for elk (and other species). Some of these stands also were selected for retention because 

they have lost most of the seral tree species that would allow appropriate restoration treatments 

to move the stands toward the HRV. The forested stands not treated for restoration in the Project 

area would remain at current conditions in the short term, unless altered by some future 

disturbance (e.g., wildfire, blowdown, insect infestation, or tree disease event). Each action 

alternative would result in a different amount of elk habitat retained, based on the restoration 

treatment strategy proposed. 

The effects analysis for elk includes a figure for each action alternative (Figure 3-50 through 

Figure 3-53) showing the Elk Security Areas underlain by the vegetation characteristics. 

Vegetation classified as Restoration or Reserve Stands was considered to have sufficient hiding 

cover. White areas, include treatment areas, and may not provide sufficient hiding cover. 

Under Alternatives 2–4 (Table 3-40), the open authorized and/or NFS road densities by 5
th

 HU 

watershed do not change from current conditions. The actual miles of open authorized road do 

change when looked at by Elk Security Areas. Security Area #4 would decrease by 8 acres under 

all action alternatives (Figure 3-49 through Figure 3-53), due to the addition of 0.2 miles of road 

to access a dispersed camping area.  

Figure 3-49 through Figure 3-53 includes the potential Elk Security polygons created after 

applying a 0.5-mile buffer on either side of all Forest Service System roads, motorized trails, and 

seasonal roads classified as Open, under the Forest Travel Management Plan. Only polygons 1–6 

are >250 acres, allowing them to be classified as Elk Security Areas (using the Hillis Paradigm 

[Hillis et al. 1991]). The total area of these six Elk Security Areas does not meet the required 

30% of the Project area, but equals only 16% of the area analyzed. The same buffer, applied to 

all vehicle-accessible roads, including unauthorized roads, would show a further decrease of 

available elk security habitat. Modeled winter range was identified by the IDFG in 2006. Note 

that Elk Security Area #4 decreased from current conditions by 8 acres, under Alternatives, 2, 3, 

4, and 5 as displayed in Figure 3-50 through Figure 3-53. 

Under Alternative 5, an open FS System road in an RCA would be obliterated. To do this, 

another road would be built and authorized as open outside of the RCA (Dewey Creek Road 

reroute), increasing the road density by 0.01 (Figure 3-53). Because of this action, the size of 

Security Area #2 in the upper East Fork Weiser River drainage would increase by 92 acres 

(Figure 3-53). 
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Table 3-40. Elk Security Area acreage by alternative 

Elk Security 
Area 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

1 1,997 1,997 1,997 1,997 1,997 

2 815 815 815 815 906 (+92) 

3 422 422 422 422 422 

4 2,594 2,586 (–8) 2,586 (–8) 2,586 (–8) 2,586 (–8) 

5 733 733 733 733 733 

6 1,457 1,457 1,457 1,457 1,457 

 

Under the action alternatives, the vegetative condition of the Elk Security Areas would also 

change (Table 3-40). In Security Area #1 (Figure 3-49), several small stands on the northeast 

corner of the area would receive restoration treatments. In all action alternatives, Elk Security 

Area #2 would remain mostly untreated, with a small amount of restoration treatment and pre-

commercial thinning. In Elk Security Area #3, roughly a quarter (approximately 106 acres) of the 

habitat would receive restoration treatment, leaving approximately 316 acres of secure habitat. 

The majority of Elk Security Area #4 is a mix of grassland/sagebrush and forested stringers on 

north slopes and in RCAs. Under Alternatives 2, 4, and 5, no thinning occurs in any Restoration 

or Reserve Stand, but one stand is underburned. Restoration thinning and helicopter extraction 

would occur in all Restoration Stands under Alternative 3. The thinning proposed for Alternative 

3 would reduce elk hiding cover significantly because all of these stands exist in stringers. 

No treatment of any kind would occur in Elk Security Area #5 because of its small number of 

forested stands. Further analysis of this area could lead to removing it as an Elk Security Area 

due to the lack of elk hiding cover. Removing this Security Area would further reduce the total 

area of the Project area that provides elk security habitat. 

Elk Security Area #6 is mostly grassland/sagebrush and forested stringers. A small amount of 

restoration treatment would occur under each action alternative. Roads used for treatments in this 

Area would be obliterated after use. 

Elk habitat effectiveness is a function of the quantity and quality of available habitat 

components, as well as the density and distribution of roads accessible by motorized vehicles. 

Each action alternative analyzed for the Project decreases the amount of elk security cover 

through the restoration activities of thinning and burning. Without restoration treatment, these 

forested stands would retain the dense habitat characteristics required by elk for hiding and 

thermal cover (Thomas 1979). 

Changes in road density and distribution combined with changes in the amount and distribution 

of habitat under each alternative result in a level of complexity that likely cannot be completely 

evaluated for elk management. Rowland et al. (2005) suggested using a Distance Band GIS 

Analysis for determining the effects of high road density on elk habitat effectiveness, but they 

still included habitat security as a function of decreasing vulnerability of elk to hunting mortality. 

A summary of changes in road management (rounded to the nearest mile) is shown in Table 

3-41. Refer to the Transportation Management section in Chapter 2 for a detailed description of 

road status by alternative.  
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Table 3-41. Summary of changes in road management by alternative considered for effects to elk 

Alt. 

Unauthorized 
Roads 

Rebuilt, Used, 
Added to 
System 

Unauthorized 
and System 

Roads 
Obliterated 

New Roads 
Built, Added 

to the 
System, 
Closed 

System 
Roads Put 
into Long-

term 
Closure 

System Roads 
Currently Open 

Year-round, Now 
Closed 

Seasonally 

2 8.2 19.3 5 10.7 0.0 

3 8.2 29.3 5 10.6 0.0 

4 7.5 24.9 1 10.7 10.3 

5 8.2 65.2 5 22.6 1.0 

 

Unauthorized roads would be removed from the landscape under all action alternatives. Some of 

these roads will be rebuilt, used for the timber sale, and then obliterated. Other unauthorized 

roads will not be used, but will be obliterated to provide soil, water, wildlife, and fish benefits. 

Alternative 5 provides the greatest benefits from removal of unauthorized roads, followed by 

Alternative 4.  

Removing unauthorized roads from the landscape benefits elk security, but does not offset the 

negative effects of adding authorized roads to the Transportation System, even though those 

roads may be closed to travel. Under all action alternatives, about 8 miles of unauthorized 

roadbed would be used to construct a new road that would be added to the Forest Transportation 

System. These newly authorized roads will have a more obvious roadbed, because they will be 

used for timber harvest. In addition, up to 5 miles of new road would be constructed and added to 

the System. Without effective closures (i.e., gates or other barricades) these roads will be inviting 

to the public. As mitigation for these negative effects, any road added to the Payette NF 

Transportation System in a Level 1—closed condition should have an effective closure, either a 

gate or other barrier. Installation and maintenance of these effective closures should not be the 

responsibility of wildlife resources, since the best alternative for wildlife would be no new 

authorized FS System roads.  

The overall issue of concern for elk habitat management in the Project area is the high road 

density and how that open road system alters habitat security available to elk. Alternative 5 may 

offer the most benefit to elk, considering both the amount of elk habitat retained from the 

restoration and the overall road system changes. Although Alternative 5 still has a high number 

of miles added to the FS System, it also provides more miles of unauthorized road obliteration 

and more miles of road placed into long-term closure. Alternative 4 retains the largest amount of 

habitat but a smaller amount of road closures and obliteration. Six closed or seasonally closed 

FS System roads, totaling 7.2 miles, have known existing ineffective closures. Under each action 

alternative, these ineffective closures would be improved through the use of gates or other 

barriers. One unauthorized road in the Shingle Flat area is proposed as a road-to-trail conversion 

and occurs in all of the action alternatives. This road would become a 0.4-mile-long, non-

motorized trail. Wildlife, elk in particular, would benefit from all decommissioning (whether full 

obliteration or effective administrative closure) and the trail conversion.  
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Cumulative Effects 

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could add to impacts on elk within the analysis 

area are summarized in Appendix 3. Actions on NFS lands that may cumulatively impact this 

species include opening closed roads to allow for fuelwood removal. Private and State lands 

open to timber harvest are expected to have low levels of large trees, seral species, old forest 

conditions, and snags, both currently and in the future. Alternative 5 closes more NFS roads and 

obliterates more unauthorized routes than any other alternative, resulting in the greatest 

cumulative offset for other actions in the Project area.  

Roughly half of Elk Security Area #1 (Figure 3-49) falls outside of the Project area. The portion 

outside is part of the Upper Weiser River Fuels Project area on the New Meadows Ranger 

District. No vegetation treatments or roads will be added to that outside area. Therefore, the 

Security Area should remain intact. Much of this Area is a mix of grassland/sagebrush and 

forested stringers on north slopes and in RCAs, providing excellent elk forage and a limited 

amount of hiding cover. 
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Figure 3-49. Rocky Mountain elk habitat, illustrating forested stands at current condition 
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Figure 3-50. Rocky Mountain elk habitat, illustrating forested stands retained under Alternative 2 
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Figure 3-51. Rocky Mountain elk habitat, illustrating forested stands retained under Alternative 3 
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Figure 3-52. Rocky Mountain elk habitat, illustrating forested stands retained under Alternative 4 
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Figure 3-53. Rocky Mountain elk habitat, illustrating forested stands retained under Alternative 5 
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 Habitat Family 12—Northern Idaho Ground Squirrel 3.4.4.14

Alternative 1—No Action 

No NIDGS populations are known to occur in the Project area, and potential habitat would not 

be altered under the No Action alternative. Because NIDGS habitat exists basically in the 

scabland community, the lack of prescribed fire treatments in these areas would be most likely to 

affect potential habitat for this species. The prescribed burns planned for these scabland habitats 

would not occur, so the fire stimulation of bunchgrasses, forbs, and some shrubs would not 

occur. In the long term, lack of fire would lead to a decrease in quantity and quality of modeled 

source habitat due to the encroachment of conifers and shrubs into the scabland communities and 

the loss of vigor in the bunchgrasses, forbs, and some shrubs.  

Action Alternatives 

Surveys over the past decade have not discovered any NIDGS in the Project area, or on the East 

Side of the Council Ranger District, hence, there would be no direct effect to northern Idaho 

ground squirrel. Indirectly, habitat would be improved by the prescribed burns in the scabland 

habitats that would restrict the encroachment of conifers and shrubs; improve the vigor of 

grasses, forbs, and some shrubs; and reduce the potential for stand-replacement fires. 

Project design features provide additional protection in the event that northern Idaho ground 

squirrels are found in the Project area in the future. Surveys would be conducted in potential 

habitat prior to any ground disturbing activities and, if any ground squirrels are found 

appropriate protection measures would be implemented. 

Cumulative Effects 

Ongoing and/or foreseeable future activities that could add to impacts on northern Idaho ground 

squirrels within the analysis area are summarized in Appendix 3. No direct effects are expected 

to this species, since no northern Idaho ground squirrels occur in the area. Prescribed burning 

would be cumulatively beneficially to any other activities in the analysis area. 

Determinations– The action alternatives—May Effect, but are Not Likely to Adversely Affect. 

3.4.5 Effects Determinations 

The Biological Evaluation (Specialist Report) provides the full analysis of effects for Region 4 

Sensitive wildlife species. The Biological Assessment (Specialist Report) provides the full 

analysis of effects for listed wildlife species. A summary of those determinations is presented 

below in Table 3-42. 
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Table 3-42. Summary of Effects Determinations for wildlife species analyzed for the Mill Creek–

Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project 

Family Common Name Status Alt 1 Alts 2 and 5 Alt 3 Alt 4 

Family 1 White-headed Woodpecker S, MIS NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL 

Family 2 

Boreal Owl S NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL 

Fisher S NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL 

Flammulated Owl S NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL 

Great Gray Owl S NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL 

Northern Goshawk S NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL 

Pileated Woodpecker MIS NA NA NA NA 

Family 3 

Canada Lynx T NLAA NLAA NLAA NLAA 

Mountain Quail S NI NI NI NI 

Wolverine C/S NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL 

Family 5 

Gray Wolf S NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL NLCFL 

Peregrine Falcon S NI NI NI NI 

Rocky Mountain Bighorn 
Sheep 

S NI NI NI NI 

Family 7 
Spotted Bat S NI NI NI NI 

Townsend’s Big-eared Bat S NI NI NI NI 

Family 11 Greater Sage Grouse C/S NI NI NI NI 

Family 12 

Northern Idaho ground 
squirrel 

T NLAA NLAA NLAA NLAA 

Columbian Sharp-tailed 
Grouse 

S NI NI NI NI 

Family 13 

Bald Eagle S NI NI NI NI 

Columbia Spotted Frog S NI NI NI NI 

Yellow-billed Cuckoo C/S NI NI NI NI 

Note: Status: T = ESA Threatened; C = ESA Candidate; S = Region 4 Sensitive. Determination language for T&C 
species: NE = No Effect; NLAA = May effect, not likely to adversely affect. Determination language for S species: NI = 
No Impact; BI = Beneficial Impact; NLCFL = May impact individuals, but not likely to cause a trend to federal listing or 
loss of viability. 
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3.5 WATERSHED RESOURCES 

3.5.1 Issues and Indicators 

Issue 

Effects of timber harvest, prescribed fire, road management, and other project-related activities 

on SWRA resources 

Indicators 

 Percent over natural (% ON) sediment during project implementation and over the long 

term as modeled by BOISED  

 Total road density 

 Miles of new permanent road constructed including roads added to Forest System  

 Miles of temporary road constructed including unauthorized road used as temporary road 

 Miles of existing road decommissioned (obliterated) 

3.5.2 Introduction 

This section provides a description of the existing water resource condition in the subwatersheds 

directly affected by the Project with respect to the above indicators and the effects of four action 

alternatives for the Project on existing watershed conditions. This chapter also includes 

information related to the guidance of the Payette National Forest Land and Resource 

Management Plan (Forest Plan) (USDA Forest Service 2003a). Additional information 

supporting this section is incorporated by reference and is located in the Project Record on file at 

the Council Ranger District Office in Council, Idaho. 

3.5.3 Forest Plan Direction 

The Analysis area lies within the Weiser River MA 3 as described in the Forest Plan 

(USDA Forest Service 2003b, pages 3-102 to 3-119). The Forest Plan identifies the lands in the 

Project area as Management Prescription Category (MPC) 5.1 and 5.2, “Restoration and 

Maintenance Emphasis within Forested Landscapes” and “Commodity Production Emphasis 

within Forested Landscapes,” respectively. As stated in Chapter 1 of this DEIS, within MPC 5.1 

lands, forested stands are to be managed with an emphasis on restoring or maintaining vegetation 

within desired conditions in order to provide a diversity of habitats, reduced risk from 

disturbance events, and sustainable resources for human use.  

The Forest Plan identifies Forest-wide and MA-specific goals, objectives, standards, and 

guidelines aimed at protecting and enhancing water resources and associated aquatic habitat. 

Forest-wide goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines applicable to this project for the water 

resource are listed in the Watershed Resources Specialist Report, on file at the Council Ranger 

District and located in the Project Record. 

Additional MA-specific objectives related to soil, water, and fisheries resources applicable to this 

Project are also listed in Chapter 1.  
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3.5.4 Scope of the Analysis 

The Project area is located in the Weiser River–Beaver Creek watershed and the Cottonwood 

Creek and Jackson Creek subwatersheds. In 2010, new subwatershed boundaries were delineated 

by the U.S. Geological Survey. The East Fork Weiser River was formerly divided into two 

subwatersheds: the Upper East Fork Weiser River (approximately 12,424 acres) and the Lower 

East Fork Weiser River (approximately 8,444 acres). This analysis uses these newly delineated 

boundaries. The Project activity area (approximately 51,829 acres) encompasses the proposed 

treatment activity areas (vegetation management and prescribed fire units) (Figure 3-54). For the 

purposes of hydrologic analyses, issues, indicators, and watershed condition indicators (WCIs) as 

described in Appendix B of the Forest Plan may be analyzed at different scales depending on the 

attribute (see above). The scale of analysis will range in order to best describe and/or compare 

each attribute/indicator across the existing condition and alternatives. The largest extent of the 

watershed analysis area consists of approximately 77,543 acres, comprised of four 

subwatersheds (6
th

 field Hydrologic Units [HUs]) and includes all land ownerships (Figure 3-54, 

Table 3-43). The Project area crosses into two other subwatersheds (Warm Springs Creek–

Weiser River subwatershed and Jackson Creek–Weiser River subwatershed) but in both cases, 

affects less than 7% of the total subwatershed area. In the Warm Springs Creek–Weiser River 

subwatershed, no activities are proposed within 120 feet of perennial streams or 30 feet of 

intermittent streams; no proposed road decommissioning and no changes to miles of roads are 

proposed within RCAs. Approximately 20 acres of limited-equipment commercial thinning and 

3 acres of precommercial thinning would occur in the outer 120 feet of perennial streams and the 

outer 90 feet of intermittent streams. These proposed activities would affect approximately 

0.002% of the subwatershed and would not measurably affect any WCI at the subwatershed 

scale. No activities are proposed within RCAs in the Jackson Creek–Weiser River subwatershed. 

BOISED sediment modeling was done at the drainage scale (drainage area of major tributaries) 

within the four subwatersheds, depending on the size of the area, the extent of Forest Service 

ownership within the area, and the amount of proposed Project activities relative to the drainage 

area. Analysis of miles of road constructed or decommissioned (obliterated) will be done at the 

subwatershed scale but only on lands within the Project area. Total road density will be analyzed 

and displayed at both the subwatershed level and for each subwatershed on Project area lands 

exclusively. See the “Fisheries” section of this document for a specific discussion of road 

decommissioning within RCAs and resulting effects on road density. 

The time scales for effects analysis are defined in the Forest Plan as temporary (0–3 years), short 

term (>3 years to 15 years), and long term (>15 years) (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page 3-4). 

Within the larger Project area boundary, the upper portion of the East Fork Weiser River 

subwatershed is listed in the Forest Plan as an ACS priority area, given the presence of a listed 

fish species (bull trout). Both the upper and lower portions of the East Fork Weiser River 

subwatershed are identified in the Forest Plan as moderate priorities for active restoration 

according to the WARS. The other portions of the Project area are identified as low priority for 

active restoration based on the WARS assessment (Table 3-43). Of the four subwatersheds 

affected by project activities (excluding the small portions of Jackson Creek–Weiser River and 

Warm Springs Creek–Weiser River within the Project boundary), Mill Creek, East Fork Weiser 

River, and Gaylord Creek–Weiser River are all classified as Class 3 (Impaired Function); 

Cottonwood Creek is classified as Class 2 (Functioning at Risk). The East Fork Weiser River has 
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also been prioritized as a Region 4 Focus Watershed under the WCF. For an explanation of the 

ACS, WARS, and WCF, see Chapter 1 of this document. 

There are no 303(d) listed streams within the project area or any of the subwatersheds associated 

with the project. The Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is currently examining 

the possibility of developing a water quality management plan to control phosphorus on various 

stretches of the Weiser River, including the stretch between the West Fork Weiser and the Little 

Weiser, which runs along the western edge of the project area. There is a Total Maximum Daily 

Load (TMDL) for temperature on the main stem of the Weiser River (2006 Weiser River 

Subbasin Temperature Total Maximum Daily Load). That document presents loading analyses 

for the Weiser River as a whole and ten of its major tributaries, including the East Fork of the 

Weiser River. According to the TMDL, the East Fork is currently receiving an excess solar load 

and needs to achieve a 63% reduction in order to achieve loading capacity; in other words, the 

goal is an increase in stream shade. Beneficial uses for the Weiser River subbasin include: Cold 

water aquatic life, salmonid spawning, primary/secondary contact recreation, drinking water 

supply, special resource water, wildlife, and aesthetics. 
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Figure 3-54. Location of Project Activity Area 
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Table 3-43. Watershed and Aquatic Recovery Strategy (WARS) and Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) designations for the 

subwatersheds in the Watershed Analysis Area 

5th Field 

Hydrologic Unit 

6th Field 

Hydrologic 

Unit 

6th Field 

Hydrologic Unit 

Code 

6th 

Hydrologic 

Unit 

acreage 

(square 

miles) 

Project 

Area 

(Acres) 

Percentage 

within 6th 

field 

Hydrologic 

Unit 

WARS 

Restoration 

WARS 

Priority 

ACS 

Priority 

Watershed 

Condition 

Framework 

(WCF)  

Rating 

Rush Creek—
Weiser River 

Cottonwood 
Creek 

170501240601 
13537 
(21.2) 

11671 86 Active Low No Class 2 

Beaver Creek—
Weiser River 

East Fork 
Weiser River 

170501240203 
20921 
(32.7) 

20868 99 Active Moderate Yes Class 3 

Beaver Creek—
Weiser River 

Gaylord 
Creek—

Weiser River 
170501240202 

16555 
(25.9) 

6471 41 Active Low No Class 3 

Rush Creek—
Weiser River 

Jackson 
Creek—

Weiser River 
170501240603 

30660 
(47.9) 

2103 7 Active Low No Class 2 

Beaver Creek—
Weiser River 

Mill Creek—
Weiser River 

170501240205 
26530 
(41.5) 

9991 38 Active Low No Class 3 

Beaver Creek—
Weiser River 

Warm Springs 
Creek—

Weiser River 
170501240204 

12783 
(19.9) 

725 6 Active Low No Class 3 
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3.5.5 Affected Environment 

 Current Condition  3.5.5.1

Research has identified roads as the major source of management-induced sediment in forested 

watersheds (Belt et. al. 1992, Rothwell 1983, Megahan 1977). According to GIS data on file at 

the Council Ranger District office, road densities in subwatersheds affected by the Project range 

from 2.7 to 6.4 miles per square mile (within the Project area itself, 2.8–5.9 miles per square 

mile); this density includes roads on all land ownerships within the Forest exterior boundary 

(Table 3-44). Within the Project area, 87.9 miles of road are within RCAs, defined for this 

project as 120 feet on either side of an intermittent channel and 240 feet on either side of a 

perennial channel. Road densities within RCAs (on lands within the Project area) range from 

5.1–10.9 miles per square mile. There is a mix of open year long, seasonally closed, and 

permanently closed Forest System and unauthorized roads, with a number of road miles on 

private lands throughout the Project area, and a road that Idaho Power Company maintains and 

uses to access power lines in the Beaver Creek drainage. These roads are also included in the 

analysis.  

As road density increases, potential watershed impacts increase. Roads can intercept subsurface 

water or stream channels and increase the drainage network. Changes in drainage network and/or 

changes in vegetation conditions can lead to changes in the timing and/or magnitude of flows 

and temperature of water being delivered to streams. As roads intercept subsurface water, this 

water is forced to the surface where it is heated more rapidly by air and surface temperatures and 

or sunlight. Once water is on the surface, it flows off more quickly than it would have as 

subsurface water (Belt et al. 1992, Luce and Wemple 2001). This increased flow velocity gives 

the water more energy to pick up and transport sediment and cut into the ground surface, which 

brings water and sediment to the streams and tributaries faster, potentially creating higher peak 

flows, lower base flows, and higher temperatures. Where roads occupy portions of the 

floodplain, the ability of a stream channel to meander is reduced, resulting in a reduction in the 

width and availability of habitat in a riparian area and a reduction in stream shade and large 

woody debris recruitment. The presence of roads in riparian areas also facilitates disturbance by 

outside influences, such as vehicle and ATV traffic, camping, and livestock grazing. 

Culverts in a road system have the potential to accelerate flow through a constricted path, which 

can increase erosion. They may also plug during high flows, which can accelerate erosion or 

cause mass failure as the stream channel negotiates another flow path. Culverts may also block 

or impede aquatic organism and fish passage (Luce and Wemple 2001). 
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Table 3-44. Subwatershed and Analysis area road density and miles of roads within Riparian 

Conservation Areas (RCAs) 

Area Subwatershed 
Road Miles 

Subwatershed 
Road Density 
(miles/square 

mile) 

Project 
Area 
Road 
Miles 

Project Area 
Road 

Density 
(miles/sq 

mile) 

Project Area 
Miles of 
Roads 

within RCAs  

Project Area 
RCA Road 

Density 
(miles/square 

mile) 

Entire Analysis 
Area N/A N/A 359.2

10
 4.4 (high) 87.9 7.8 

Cottonwood 
Creek 58.2 2.7 (high) 50.7 2.8 (high) 10.1 5.1 

East Fork 
Weiser  

185.2 

5.7 
(extremely 

high) 184.3 

5.7 
(extremely 

high) 45.8 8.8 

Gaylord Creek–
Weiser River  

166.7 

6.4  
(extremely 

high) 59.0 

5.9 
(extremely 

high) 17.5 10.9 

Mill Creek-
Weiser River 154.6 3.7 (high) 62.8 4.5 (high) 13.5 5.9 

Jackson Creek 
and Warm 
Springs Creek Not analyzed N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

All of the above road-related impediments to watershed function have been observed in the 

Project area. In addition to these general, chronic effects, a flood in June 2010 (rainfall coupled 

with rapid snowmelt) damaged roads and, consequently, streams on the Forest. Many of the road 

failures were associated with plugged culverts and failure of road fill into stream channels. 

Within the Project area, the East Fork Weiser River and Mill Creek subwatersheds were most 

affected by the flooding; the East Fork Bridge on the north end of the Project collapsed after high 

flows undermined the abutments, and numerous sections of road fill were scoured out by high 

flows. Mill Creek experienced similar damage, though on a lesser scale and minus the bridge 

failure. As of summer 2010, repairs were underway to both the Mill Creek (FS System Road 

165) and East Fork (FS System Road 172) roads. See the Watershed Resources Specialist Report 

(Vining 2012) for a more detailed description of the flood event and photographs of the damage.  

The Road Density WCI for the four subwatersheds included in this analysis is Functioning at 

Unacceptable Risk. The Change in Peak/Base Flow and Change in Drainage Network WCIs, 

which research (summarized above) relates to road density are more difficult to quantify, but 

professional judgment and observation—especially of altered drainage network (inside ditches, 

gullies) as a result of roads—characterizes these WCIs as Functioning at Risk or Unacceptable 

Risk. See the Watershed Resources Specialist Report (Vining, 2012) and supporting 

documentation in the Project Record for additional data.  

In summary, roads are one of the major causes of degraded SWRA WCIs within the Project area. 

For this reason, this chapter will focus analysis and discussion on mostly road-related indicators 

                                                 
10

 4 miles of road occurs in the Project area but outside of these analyzed subwatersheds 
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with respect to proposed management activities, though ground disturbance associated with 

vegetation treatments and prescribed burning was also included as part of BOISED sediment 

modeling. Sediment production as modeled by BOISED, miles of road constructed (or 

reconstructed), and miles of road decommissioned (obliterated) and the resulting effect on water 

quality in the subwatershed and Project area will be the chief indicators for this chapter; for a 

more detailed discussion of other watershed condition indicators and the effects of each 

alternative, refer to the Watershed Resources Specialist Report (Vining, 2012) and Fisheries 

Resources Specialist Report (Giambra, 2012) in the Project Record; also refer to the “Fisheries” 

section of Chapter 3 of this document. 

According to GIS data on file at the Council Ranger District, an estimated 226.4 miles of 

perennial streams and 295.2 miles of intermittent channels are present in all affected 

subwatersheds combined. Within the Project activity area, 87.3 miles of perennial channels and 

112 miles of intermittent channels are present (Table 3-45). Subatershed drainage densities range 

from 1.9 to 3.0 miles per square mile, indicating a weakly dissected landscape compared to other 

strongly dissected drainages on the Forest, with drainage densities of 6 to 7 miles per square 

mile. Densely dissected drainage patterns are indicative of high surface runoff potential, high 

peak flows, increased stream cutting and often reduced stability/resiliency. Weakly dissected 

drainages indicate greater land stability, more resistance to fluvial action and overall increased 

geologic and geomorphic stability and resiliency. Existing drainage densities are currently 

increased because of drainage capture by roads, especially in the East Fork, Mill Creek, and 

Gaylord Creek subwatersheds, where road densities are highest.  

Table 3-45. Summary of stream types within the Upper Weiser River watershed (Hydrologic Unit 

Code 5; first four subwatersheds listed); Cottonwood Creek and Jackson Creek subwatersheds 

(Hydrologic Unit Code 6)  

Subwatershed Stream Type Total 
Miles 

Miles within 
Project 

Activity Area 

Subwatershed 
Drainage Density 
(miles per square 

mile) 

Gaylord Creek–Weiser 
River  

Perennial 34.5 10.4 
2.4 

Intermittent 28.0 14.7 

East Fork Weiser 
Perennial 43.7 43.7 

3.0 
Intermittent 54.4 54.4 

Warm Springs Creek 
Perennial 29.6 0.7 

2.9 
Intermittent 27.7 1.1 

Mill Creek 
Perennial 44.6 10.8 

2.9 
Intermittent 75.8 26.7 

Cottonwood Creek  
Perennial 24.8 18.3 

1.9 
Intermittent 14.5 11.4 

Weiser River-Jackson 
Creek 

Perennial 49.2 3.4 
3.0 

Intermittent 94.8 3.7 

Total  521.6 199.3  
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The BOISED sediment yield model calculates predicted sediment delivered to streams from each 

subwatershed based on landtype, past and proposed harvests, existing and proposed roads, and 

past and proposed (prescribed burning) fire events (Reinig et al. 1991). The measure, annual 

percent over natural (% ON), is the predicted amount of sediment from previous and proposed 

management activities above the natural level that would be expected for each subwatershed 

without management activities. This measurement is important because sediment can affect 

stream water quality, which can change the physical characteristics of a channel and affect 

aquatic organisms and fish species (Trombulak and Frissell 2000, Luce and Wemple 2001). 

In BOISED, natural erosion rates are based on the inherent erodibility of landtypes described in 

the Soil-Hydrologic Reconnaissance Survey, Council Ranger District, Payette National Forest 

(Larson et. al. 1973). Although the BOISED model evaluates surface and mass erosion to 

provide estimates of natural sediment yields, model outputs are expressed as average yields of 

total sediment contributed to a subwatershed. Actual sediment yields for individual years may 

vary from modeled values by an order of magnitude or more because of climate variables, 

including precipitation timing and amount, and because of mitigation measures and project 

design features not accounted for in the model (such as riparian buffer strips [RCAs] and best 

management practices associated with road and harvest treatments). Results are best used for 

providing a basis for the relative comparison of sediment inputs as a result of ground disturbance 

from different management proposals within a watershed.  

The % ON of the Project area subwatersheds in their existing condition (2011) and over the long 

term (16+ years) are displayed for clarity (Table 3-46). 
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Table 3-46. Results of BOISED Baseline 2011, the effects of implementing the action alternatives 

and long-term (16+ years) annual predictions 

Alternative 1—No Action 
% ON (Existing 
Condition) 2010 

% ON 
2012 

% ON 
2017 

% ON 
2027 

Gaylord Creek-Weiser River Subwatershed 

Beaver Creek 27.9 27.9 27.9 27.9 

Mill Creek-Weiser River Subwatershed 

Camp Creek 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 

Mill Creek  15.7 15.7 15.7 15.7 

Spring Creek 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 

East Fork Weiser River 

Dewey Creek 15.6 15.6 15.6 15.6 

Lower East Fork 28.8 28.8 28.8 28.8 

Upper East Fork 7.8 7.8 7.8 7.8 

Cottonwood Creek 

Cottonwood Creek 13.7 13.7 13.7 13.7 

Alternative 2- Proposed Action         

Gaylord Creek-Weiser River subwatershed 

Beaver Creek 27.9 77.3 33.1 27.3 

Mill Creek-Weiser River subwatershed 

Camp Creek 6.6 14.1 10.5 6.1 

Mill Creek  15.7 47.0 22.5 15.2 

Spring Creek 22.5 79.9 26.8 22.5 

East Fork Weiser River 

Dewey Creek 15.6 37.5 18.3 12.1 

Lower East Fork 28.8 89.4 32.1 27.0 

Upper East Fork 7.8 15.5 8.6 7.3 

Cottonwood Creek 

Cottonwood Creek 13.7 30.2 25.9 13.4 
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Alternative 3 
% ON (Existing 
Condition) 2010 

% ON 
2012 

% ON 
2017 

% ON 
2027 

Gaylord Creek-Weiser River subwatershed 

Beaver Creek 27.9 77.3 33.1 27.1 

Mill Creek-Weiser River subwatershed 

Camp Creek 6.6 14.1 9.7 5.4 

Mill Creek  15.7 46.7 21.9 14.6 

Spring Creek 22.5 94.0 27.6 22.5 

East Fork Weiser River 

Dewey Creek 15.6 39.7 18.8 12.1 

Lower East Fork 28.8 91.5 32.1 26.9 

Upper East Fork 7.8 15.5 8.5 7.2 

Cottonwood Creek 

Cottonwood Creek 13.7 30.9 25.5 13.0 

Alternative 4         

Gaylord Creek-Weiser River subwatershed 

Beaver Creek 27.9 62.4 32.3 26.9 

Mill Creek-Weiser River subwatershed 

Camp Creek 6.6 13.3 9.4 5.2 

Mill Creek  15.7 44.2 21.8 14.8 

Spring Creek 22.5 79.9 26.8 22.5 

East Fork Weiser River 

Dewey Creek 15.6 38.8 19.1 12.2 

Lower East Fork 28.8 85.7 31.9 27.0 

Upper East Fork 7.8 12.1 8.5 7.3 

Cottonwood Creek 

Cottonwood Creek 13.7 29.7 25.4 13.0 

Alternative 5         

Gaylord Creek-Weiser River subwatershed 

Beaver Creek 27.9 77.3 33.1 27.1 

Mill Creek-Weiser River subwatershed 

Camp Creek 6.6 14.1 9.7 5.4 

Mill Creek  15.7 46.7 21.9 14.6 

Spring Creek 22.5 94 27.6 22.5 

East Fork Weiser River 

Dewey Creek 15.6 51.4 14.9 9.9 

Lower East Fork 28.8 91.5 32.1 26.9 

Upper East Fork 7.8 22 8.2 6.9 

Cottonwood Creek 

Cottonwood Creek 13.7 30.9 25.5 13.0 
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3.5.6 Environmental Consequences 

 Direct and Indirect Effects  3.5.6.1

Alternative 1—No Action 

Alternative 1 would maintain the current conditions in the Project area, including sediment 

inputs mainly due to roads and road-related impacts. No miles of road would be constructed, 

reconstructed, or decommissioned (obliterated) under Alternative 1. Therefore, the effects of the 

existing road network conditions on water quality and quantity would remain the same. 

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 

The indirect effects of implementing any of the action alternatives would produce a slight long-

term reduction in in chronic erosion and sediment inputs to the Project area; slightly improve 

sediment, flow hydrology, and road density/location watershed condition indicators over the long 

term; increase stream habitat; and meet Forest Plan standards and guidelines. 

Project design features and mitigations common to all action alternatives 

To minimize potential sediment delivery related to soil disturbance in harvest units, no harvest 

would be allowed within a minimum of 30 feet of intermittent stream channels and 120 feet of 

perennial stream channels (see Riparian Conservation Area Thinning Guides in Appendix 6 and 

explanation of RCA delineation process in the project record). These minimum buffers would 

apply only in RCAs that have been approved of in advance for thinning; all other stream 

channels would be buffered 120 and 240 feet for intermittent and perennial channels, 

respectively. These distances are based on Forest Plan Appendix B Option Two for RCA 

delineation. No equipment would be allowed within a minimum of 120 feet of intermittent 

stream channels and 240 feet of perennial stream channels except on existing roads or skid trails 

(Belt et al. 1992). See Chapter 2 of this document and the Water Resources Specialist Report for 

a full description of project design features, mitigation measures and best management practices 

(BMPs) designed to ensure compliance with Forest Plan standard and guidelines for the SWRA 

resources (Vining 2012). 

Debris torrents and landslides that originate on hill slopes will often pass through riparian buffers 

(Belt et al. 1992; Wondzell and King 2003; Karr et al. 2004); therefore, to minimize the 

likelihood of management-induced mass wasting, permanent and temporary road construction 

would not occur on landslide-prone areas, nor would regeneration harvest that could remove 

most or all of the deep-rooted trees, potentially destabilizing the slope (see Chapter 2 for a 

description of various harvest prescriptions).  

Erosion control measures would be required during any permanent and temporary road 

construction and culvert placement to minimize sediment delivery (see design features in 

Chapter 2). Permanent or temporary road construction that occurs on or near ridge tops and 

outside of RCAs would not result in measurable sediment delivery to streams due to the long 

distances from the channels, proper design and drainage, and closure to public use through 

decommissioning (obliteration) after project activities are complete (Burroughs and King 1989, 

Belt at al. 1992). Graveling at stream crossings and other drainage improvements on designated 

haul routes prior to log haul would further mitigate temporary sediment delivery from logging 

traffic (Burroughs and King 1989). Sediment and substrate embeddedness in the analysis area is 
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expected to improve incrementally over the long term because of these measures; see the 

“Fisheries” section of Chapter 3 for a detailed discussion of RCA disturbance and rehabilitation. 

Nelson, et al. (2004) evaluated relationships between road density and fish habitat attributes on 

the Forest and found that sediment deposition (e.g., percent surface fines) increased with road 

density. Decommissioning (obliterating) between 29.1 and 65.1 miles of unauthorized and FS 

System road (Figure 3-55), 11.5–21.4 miles of which are within RCAs, would reduce road 

density in the Project area and further reduce short-and long-term rates of sediment delivery to 

stream channels. 

  

Figure 3-55. Example of road-stream capture on unauthorized road in Project area (increased 

drainage network) (photo on left) and raw crossing (ford) in need of restoration (decreased stream 

shade, source of increased sediment) (photo on right) 

 Comparison of Alternatives 3.5.6.2

Alternative 1—No Action 

Table 3-46 displays results of BOISED baseline 2011 and long-term (16+ years) annual 

predictions.  

No temporary or short-term increases in sediment from proposed management actions 

(vegetation treatments, prescribed fire, road management) would occur under Alternative 1. Nor 

would long-term sediment increases due to new road construction or reconstruction. However, 

Alternative 1 would also decommission zero miles of road and would not reduce predicted 

sediment below the baseline. As most of the long-term sediment contribution reduction predicted 

for each action alternative would be from road decommissioning (obliteration), the No Action 

alternative would not produce a long-term reduction benefit to meet the watershed condition 

sediment indicator in Appendix B of the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b), nor would it 

reduce road or drainage densities. Therefore, no change in the timing or magnitude of peak 

and/or baseflows associated with the road network would be expected. In addition, Alternative 1 

would not provide an opportunity for mitigation on or improvements to the existing road 

network, such as upgraded culverts and gravel at stream crossings, which would result in no 

improvements to stream habitat where roads are currently located. 

Alternative 2—Proposed Action  

See Chapter 2 for a full description of actions proposed under Alternative 2. 
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Short-term Effects—BOISED indicates an increase in sediment (via accelerated soil erosion) 

both 1 year (2012) and 5 years (2017) after Project implementation. This spike in sediment is 

primarily from the 8.2 miles of new roads (unauthorized roads reconstructed and added to the 

Forest Service System); 15.9 miles of temporary road (6.1 miles of new temporary road 

construction and 9.8 miles of unauthorized road that would be used as temporary road and then 

obliterated), approximately 6,918 acres of ground-based harvesting; and approximately 20,053 

acres of prescribed burning. 

New road would continue to be a sediment source, though with closure treatment methods, such 

as scarification, cut and fill slope stabilization, and culvert bypassing (installing overflow 

channels), chronic sediment contribution after construction and use for project activities would 

be minimized. Accelerated soil erosion on temporary roads would occur from the time of 

construction and during use and would recover back to natural erosion rates once vegetation 

reestablished following obliteration. 

Decommissioning (obliterating) 19.3 miles of unauthorized roads, 11.5 of which are in riparian 

areas, is expected to result in temporary to short-term increases in sediment production (Table 

3-46). BOISED assumes a certain level of erosion from newly disturbed, recontoured road 

prisms; however, in recent findings resulting from the use of the Geomorphic Roads Analysis 

and Inventory Package (GRAIP) model by Nelson et al (2010) in the Mann Creek watershed of 

the Forest, it was found that very little to no sediment left recontoured road prisms in the year 

following treatment, even after a significant rainfall (at least 10-year recurrance interval) event. 

This period, before vegetation has fully recovered in the treated prism, is the most vulnerable for 

a decommissioned road in terms of erosion. Nelson et al (2010) cited the increased infiltration 

capacity and diffuse flow of treated road segments as successful in virtually eliminating sediment 

delivery to streams from road prisms. It is therefore reasonable to characterize the BOISED-

modeled sediment spike attributed to newly-implemented road decommissioning (obliteration) as 

over-estimated by far, and to assume that the sediment benefits from road decommissioning 

(obliteration) are realized much sooner than BOISED models.  

Ground-based harvesting would result in accelerated erosion from new skid trails, landings, and 

pile burning. Prescribed burning would likely result in some increased erosion and sediment, 

though burning at lower intensity and severity would minimize this increase in most locations 

because the soil organic layer would be retained, allowing for infiltration of precipitation and 

preventing mineral soil loss (Valette et al 1994). Designated skid trails, which would be 

obliterated after logging is completed, would help mitigate short-term accelerated erosion. 

Erosion for reclaimed skid trails and landings would also return to natural rates once vegetation 

was reestablished following obliteration. 

Recreational improvements (non-motorized trail) would cause ground disturbance, but most of 

the disturbance would be located outside of RCAs. The 3.7 miles of non-motorized trail would 

originate in the Mill Creek snowmobile parking area, which is within the Mill Creek RCA. This 

portion of the trail already exists on the ground in the form of a user-created trail that fords the 

East Fork of Mill Creek and joins the ridge to the northwest (see Appendix 8, Maps 2 through 5). 

Proposed treatment would include constructing a footbridge or armored ford at the crossing and 

erosion control (waterbars, surfacing) on portions of the trail within the contributing area of the 

RCA. This action would result in a temporary to short-term increase in sediment in the East Fork 

of Mill Creek (which consists largely of East Fork Ditch water after spring runoff) but overall, 

the site would benefit from a reduction in chronic sediment input. This action would not increase 
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or decrease miles of road in the subwatershed. It is important to note that less than 0.25 miles 

downstream, Mill Creek leaves the Forest boundary and becomes the East Fork Ditch, which is 

no longer viable fisheries habitat.  

In summary, a temporary spike will initially increase sediment 3 fold, on average, after the first 

year of implementation. Short-term sediment (2017 in Table 3-46) production will remain 

elevated at different levels of % ON depending on when activities are implemented (for example, 

this analysis assumed all timber harvest would take place in 2012, but timber harvest is likely to 

be spread over several years); how long roads are left open; and when temporary roads are 

obliterated.  

Long-term Effects—Most long-term, human-caused sediment originates from existing roads 

within the analysis area. The administrative (long-term) closure of 10.7 miles of Forest Service 

System roads would reduce erosion and sediment delivery by reestablishing road drainage 

features; reducing vehicular traffic; and scarifying, seeding, and fertilizing the road travelway 

and cut and fill slopes.  

Decommissioning (obliterating) 19.3 miles of unauthorized roads, 11.5 of which are in riparian 

areas, is expected to result in long-term decreases in sediment production (Table 3-46). In 

addition, 9.8 miles of unauthorized road will be reconstructed as temporary road, and then 

obliterated after use (Table 2-8) for a combined total of 29.1 miles of road decommissioning. 

Removing culverts on roads to be obliterated and stabilizing streambanks at the stream crossings 

would eliminate the risk of culvert and fill failures at these sites (Nelson and James 2010). Once 

revegetation objectives are met, along with the obliteration of unauthorized road and the 

watershed improvement activities discussed above, the net result will be an incremental long-

term improvement in watershed conditions that will be most pronounced within drainages where 

road decommissioning is most concentrated, especially in RCAs. 

The actual reductions in sediment over the long term may be greater than BOISED predictions 

given the reduction in roads most likely to contribute sediment (native surface roads and/or roads 

within RCA’s) as opposed to new road construction outside of RCAs that receives more 

surfacing. BOISED, while analyzing management actions relative to the erosional properties of 

landtypes, falls short of recognizing the location of a road on the landscape and therefore does 

not give more “credit” in terms of sediment reduction or increases from roads decommissioned 

or built in closer proximity to stream channels, when in reality these roads are more likely to 

contribute sediment to the stream. In RCAs, proposed road actions (construction, 

decommissioning) would result in a net reduction of 11.0 miles of road as well as improved 

surface conditions on several roads within RCA’s. 

The 8.2 miles of new (added to system) road will add to a long-term increase in sediment. The 

0.2 miles of unauthorized road that is proposed to be added to the FS System as access to an 

existing dispersed recreation site in the Upper East Fork (Dewey Creek) drainage is located 

outside of the RCA and no increased future use or erosion is expected from this site as existing 

use to access this site will likely continue at current levels. This site is not contributing sediment 

to the stream channel network. Obliterating a total of 29.1 miles of unauthorized road (Table 2-8) 

will offset the new road and result in an incremental improvement in watershed conditions over 

the long term by reducing road densities and resulting drainage network and improving soil 

productivity, soil-hydrologic function, and RCA vegetation where roads are obliterated within 

RCAs. 
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The recreational developments proposed will have no long-term detrimental effect to sediment 

(water quality) or road density. The non-motorized trail will be maintained to recreation 

standards and soil and water-related project design features will be implemented and maintained 

However, the overall watershed condition indicators, including water quality, road density, and 

proximity of roads to water (RCA condition and risk), will remain the same at Functioning at 

Risk and Functioning at Unacceptable Risk in each subwatershed. 

Alternative 3  

See Chapter 2 for a complete description of Alternative 3. 

Short-term Effects—BOISED indicates a greater increase in sediment 1 year (2012) and 5 years 

(2017) post implementation compared to Alternative 2. The increased spike in sediment above 

Alternative 2 is primarily from 5.1 miles of new road construction in addition to the 8.2 miles 

reconstructed and added to the system under Alternative 2. Temporary road construction is less 

in Alternative 3 (10.8 miles-1.0 mile of new temporary road construction and 9.8 miles of 

unauthorized road that would be used as temporary road and then obliterated) compared to 

Alternative 2 (15.9 miles). The primary result is that the temporary and short-term increase from 

these changes will extend into a long-term sediment increase. Ground-based harvesting and 

prescribed burning remain the same as Alternative 2; however, Alternative 3 includes an 

additional 1,613 acres of helicopter harvesting, which would be comprised of 1,405 acres of 

Restoration (thinning) treatments and 208 acres of Reserve treatments. Except for the new 

landings, helicopter logging has the least impact on sediment production of all harvesting 

methods. The addition of helicopter units will result in some accelerated erosion from new 

landing construction. Ground-based harvesting, prescribed fire, and pile burning are at or near 

the same levels as Alternative 2. 

The increase in accelerated soil erosion over Alternative 2 would be generated primarily from the 

5.1 miles of new road construction over the 8.2 miles of reconstruction (add to Forest Service 

System) common to Alternatives 2 and 3. New road would continue to be a sediment source, 

though with closure treatment methods, such as scarification and culvert bypassing (installing 

overflow channels), chronic sedimentation contribution would be minimized. Accelerated soil 

erosion on temporary roads would occur from the time of construction and during use and would 

recover to natural erosion rates once vegetation was reestablished following obliteration. 

Decommissioning (obliterating) 39.3 miles of unauthorized roads, 15.0 of which are in riparian 

areas, is expected to result in temporary to short-term increases in sediment production (Table 

3-46). However, this will be less than modeled by BOISED; see explanation of GRAIP model 

under Alternative Two effects above. 

As in Alternative 2, ground-based harvesting would result in accelerated erosion from 

construction of new skid trails and landings (with additional landings associated with helicopter 

harvest) and broadcast and pile burning. Prescribed burning could increase erosion and sediment 

primarily in the form of canopy and litter loss. Designated skid trails, which would be obliterated 

after logging is completed, would help mitigate short-term accelerated erosion. Erosion from 

reclaimed skid trails and landings would also return to natural rates once vegetation was 

reestablished following obliteration. 
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Two vault toilets would be installed, one at Shingle Flat and one at Five Corners. These would 

be located on flat ground at the outer edge of or outside of RCAs and result in no additional 

sedimentation to streams. The non-motorized trail would be the same as for Alternative 2. 

In summary, a temporary spike would increase sediment 3 fold, on average, after the first year of 

implementation. Short-term sediment (2017 in Table 3-46) production would remain elevated at 

different levels of % ON depending on when activities were implemented (for example, this 

analysis assumed all timber harvest would take place in 2012); how long roads are left open; and 

when temporary roads are obliterated. 

Long-term Effects—Most long-term, human-caused sediment originates from existing roads 

within the analysis area. The long-term closure of 10.6 miles of Forest Service System road (as 

opposed to 10.7 miles in Alternative 2) would reduce erosion and sediment delivery by 

reestablishing road drainage features; reducing vehicular traffic, and scarifying, seeding, and 

fertilizing the road travelway and cut and fill slopes. 

Obliterating 29.5 miles of unauthorized roads, 15.0 miles of which are in riparian areas, is 

expected to result in temporary to short-term increases in sediment production. Under 

Alternative 3, 9.8 miles of additional unauthorized road would be reconstructed as temporary 

road and obliterated after use (same as in Alternative 2), for a combined total of 39.3 miles of 

road decommissioning. Removing culverts on roads to be obliterated and stabilizing streambanks 

at stream crossings would eliminate the risk of culvert and fill failures at these sites (Nelson et 

al. 2010). Once revegetation objectives are met, along with the obliteration of unauthorized roads 

and watershed improvement activities discussed above, the net result would be an incremental 

long-term improvement in watershed conditions that will be most pronounced within drainages 

where road decommissioning is most pronounced, especially near RCAs. 

The actual reductions in sediment over the long term may be greater than BOISED predictions 

given the reduction in roads most likely to contribute sediment (roads within RCA’s) as opposed 

to new road construction outside of RCAs. See explanation above under Alternative Two long-

term effects.  

The 13.3 miles of new road (road added to the Forest Service System and reconstructed plus 

newly pioneered road) would add to a long-term increase in sediment and would be greater than 

Alternative 2. Obliterating a total of 39.3 miles of unauthorized road (Table 2-8) would result in 

larger, long-term incremental improvement in watershed conditions by reducing road densities 

and resulting drainage network and improving soil productivity, soil-hydrologic function, and 

RCA vegetation where roads are obliterated within RCAs.  

However, the overall watershed condition indices, including water quality, road density, and 

proximity of roads to water (RCA condition and risk), would remain the same at Functioning at 

Risk and Functioning at Unacceptable Risk in each subwatershed. 

Alternative 3, with more timber harvest, road building, and road obliteration, would result in a 

greater temporary and short-term sediment production than Alternatives 2 or 4. However, with 

slightly more road decommissioning (obliteration) planned than under Alternative 2, especially 

additional road within RCAs, the result would be a greater long-term benefit to watershed 

conditions with respect to the soil and water resource. 
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Alternative 4  

See Chapter 2 for a complete description of Alternative 4. 

Short-term Effects—BOISED indicates an almost identical short-term increase in sediment 

compared to Alternative 2; a slightly greater spike occurs in some drainages from an additional 

1.3 miles of new road construction (in addition to 7.5 miles of road that would be reconstructed 

and added to the Forest Service System). Temporary road construction is less in Alternative 4 

(10.5 miles-1.0 mile of new temporary road construction and 9.5 miles of unauthorized road that 

would be used as temporary road and then obliterated) compared to Alternative 2 (15.9 miles). 

Ground-based harvesting is less under Alternative 4 (approximately 5,790 acres) compared to 

Alternative 2 (approximately 6,918 acres) and prescribed burning is less at 18,678 acres 

compared to 20,053 acres under Alternative 2. 

The increase in accelerated soil erosion in some drainages over Alternative 2 would be generated 

primarily from the 1.3 miles of new road construction. New road would continue to be a long-

term sediment source, though with closure treatment methods such as scarification and culvert 

removal, chronic sediment contribution would be minimized. Accelerated soil erosion on 

temporary roads would occur from the time of construction and during use and would recover 

back to natural erosion rates once vegetation is reestablished following obliteration. 

Decommissioning (obliterating) 34.4 miles of unauthorized roads, 12.0 of which are in riparian 

areas, is expected to result in temporary to short-term increases in sediment production (Table 

3-46). However, this will be less than modeled by BOISED; see explanation of GRAIP model 

under Alternative Two effects above. 

The reduction in ground-based harvesting would result in less accelerated erosion from new skid 

trails, and broadcast and pile burning would be slightly less than under Alternative 2. Prescribed 

burning would result in slightly less erosion and sediment than under Alternative 2. 

The non-motorized trail would be the same as for Alternative 2. 

In summary, a temporary spike would increase sediment 3 fold, on average, after the first year of 

implementation. Short-term sediment production increases would differ depending on when the 

activity was implemented, how long roads were left open, and when temporary road were 

obliterated. 

Long-term Effects—Most long-term, human-caused sediment originates from existing roads 

within the analysis area. The administrative (long-term) closure of 10.7 miles of Forest Service 

System road would reduce erosion and sediment delivery by reestablishing road drainage 

features; reducing vehicular traffic; and scarifying, seeding, and fertilizing the road travelway 

and cut and fill slopes.. 

Obliterating 24.9 miles of unauthorized roads, 12.0 miles of which are in riparian areas, is 

expected to result in temporary to short-term increases in sediment production (Table 3-46). The 

additional 9.5 miles of unauthorized road that would be reconstructed as temporary road and 

obliterated after use is 0.3 miles less under Alternative 4 than under Alternative 2, for a 

combined total of 34.4 miles of road decommissioning. Removing culverts on roads to be 

obliterated and stabilizing streambanks at stream crossings would eliminate the risk of culvert 

and fill failures at these sites (Nelson and James 2010). Once revegetation objectives are met, 

along with the obliteration of unauthorized road and the watershed improvement activities 

discussed above, the net result would be an incremental improvement in watershed conditions 
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over the long term that will be most pronounced within drainages where road decommissioning 

is most pronounced, especially near RCAs. 

The actual reductions in sediment over the long term may be greater than BOISED predictions 

given the reduction in roads most likely to contribute sediment (roads within RCA’s) as opposed 

to new road construction outside of RCAs. See explanation above under Alternative Two long-

term effects. 

The 8.8 miles of new road (7.5 reconstructed and added to the Forest Service System and 

1.3 miles of newly pioneered road) would add to a long-term increase in sediment and would be 

greater than Alternative 2. Obliterating a total of 34.4 miles of unauthorized road would result in 

a larger incremental improvement in watershed conditions over the long term by reducing road 

densities and resulting drainage network and improving soil productivity, soil-hydrologic 

function, and RCA vegetation where roads are obliterated within RCAs. 

However, the overall watershed condition indices, including water quality, road density, and 

proximity of roads to water (RCA condition and risk), would remain the same at Functioning at 

Risk and Functioning at Unacceptable Risk in each subwatershed. 

This alternative, with less timber harvest and more road decommissioning (obliteration) and road 

building than Alternative 2, would result in greater temporary and short-term sediment 

production than Alternative 2 but less than Alternative 3. However, slightly more road 

decommissioning (obliteration) than under Alternative 2, especially additional road within 

RCAs, would result in a greater long-term benefit to watershed conditions with respect to the soil 

and water resource but slightly less of a benefit than Alternative 3. 

Alternative 5  

See Chapter 2 for a complete description of Alternative 5. 

Short-term Effects—BOISED indicates a greater increase in sediment 1 year post 

implementation compared to Alternative 2. The increased spike in sediment above Alternative 2 

is primarily from an additional 6.4 miles of new road construction and the reroute (i.e., the 

reconstruction and opening of currently-closed FS System road) of the Dewey Creek and 

Joker Creek roads within the Dewey Creek BOISED-modeled drainage. Temporary road 

construction is less in Alternative 5 (10.8 miles-1.0 mile of new temporary road construction and 

9.8 miles of unauthorized road that would be used as temporary road and then obliterated) 

compared to Alternative 2 (15.9 miles). In 2017, BOISED models sediment levels dropping to at 

or near the 2011 baseline as the cut and fill slopes of newly constructed roads and roads used for 

timber sale that have been closed begin to stabilize and recover. Ground-based harvesting and 

prescribed burning remain the same as Alternative 2. Accelerated erosion from ground-based 

harvesting, prescribed fire, and pile burning are at or near the same levels as Alternative 2. 

The increase in accelerated soil erosion over Alternative 2 would be generated primarily from the 

6.4 miles of new road construction over the 8.2 miles of reconstruction (add to the Forest Service 

System) common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 5. New road would continue to be a sediment source, 

though with closure treatment methods, such as scarification and culvert bypassing (installing 

overflow channels), chronic sedimentation contribution would be minimized. Accelerated soil 

erosion on temporary roads would occur from the time of construction and during use and would 

recover back to natural erosion rates once vegetation was reestablished following obliteration. 
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The non-motorized trail described under Alternative 2 would be the same for Alternative 5.  

Decommissioning (obliterating) 65.1 miles of unauthorized and Forest Service system roads, 

21.4 of which are in riparian areas, is expected to result in temporary to short-term increases in 

sediment production (Table 3-46). However, this will be less than modeled by BOISED; see 

explanation of GRAIP model under Alternative Two effects above. 

A short-term spike in sediment is also modeled to occur with implementing proposed road 

obliteration. Like temporary roads, these disturbed areas would recover as vegetation 

reestablishes with the end result being a reduction in sediment as previously existing roads (a 

chronic sediment source) were removed from the landscape. 

Similar to Alternative 2, ground-based harvesting under Alternative 5 would result in accelerated 

erosion from new skid trails and landings and broadcast and pile burning. Prescribed burning 

would increase erosion and sediment primarily in the form of canopy and litter loss. Designated 

skid trails, which would be obliterated after logging was completed, would help mitigate short-

term accelerated erosion. Erosion for reclaimed skid trails and landings would also return to 

natural rates once vegetation was reestablished following obliteration. 

Disturbance caused by installing a vault toilet at Deseret Cabin trailhead (in addition to the two 

others in Alternatives 3 and 4) would be minimal and located at the edge of or outside of RCAs 

on flat ground in an already developed trailhead location, with a system road between the 

structure and the stream. No additional sediment would reach streams or waterbodies. In 

summary, a temporary spike would increase sediment 3 fold, on average, after the first year of 

implementation. Short-term sediment (2017 in Table 3-46) production would remain elevated at 

different levels of % ON depending on when activities are implemented (for example, this 

analysis assumed all timber harvest would take place in 2012); how long roads were left open; 

and when temporary roads were obliterated. 

Long-term Effects—Most long-term, human-caused sediment originates from existing roads 

within the analysis area. The long-term closure of 22.9 miles of Forest Service System road (as 

opposed to 10.7 miles under Alternative 2) would reduce erosion and sediment delivery by 

reestablishing road drainage features; reducing vehicular traffic; and scarifying, seeding, and 

fertilizing the road travelway and cut and fill slopes. 

Obliterating 50.5 miles of unauthorized roads and 14.6 miles of FS System road is expected to 

result in temporary to short-term increases in sediment production. The 9.8 additional miles of 

unauthorized road that would be reconstructed as temporary road and obliterated after use would 

be the same as Alternative 2, for a combined total of 65.1 miles of road decommissioning, 21.4 

miles of which are in RCAs. Removing culverts on roads to be obliterated and the stabilization 

of streambanks at stream crossings would eliminate the risk of culvert and fill failures at these 

sites (Nelson and James 2010). Once revegetation objectives are met, along with the obliteration 

of unauthorized road and the watershed improvement activities discussed above, the net result 

would be an incremental improvement in watershed conditions over the long term in the Mill 

Creek, Beaver Creek, and Cottonwood Creek subwatersheds; a greater improvement would be 

realized in the East Fork Weiser River, where road decommissioning (obliteration) would result 

in the greatest reduction in road density and road/stream crossing rehabilitation. 

The actual reductions in sediment over the long term may be greater than BOISED predictions 

given the reduction in roads most likely to contribute sediment (roads within RCA’s) as opposed 
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to new road construction outside of RCAs. See explanation above under Alternative Two long-

term effects.  

The 14.6 miles of new road (road added to the Forest Service System and reconstructed plus 

newly pioneered road) would add to a long-term increase in sediment and would be greater than 

Alternative 2. Obliterating a total of 65.1 miles of road (this includes the 9.8 miles of 

unauthorized road used as temporary road and then obliterated) would result in a larger 

improvement in watershed conditions over the long term by reducing road densities and resulting 

drainage network and improving soil productivity, soil-hydrologic function, and RCA vegetation 

where roads are obliterated within RCAs.  

Overall, watershed condition indices, including water quality, road density, and proximity of 

roads to water (RCA condition and risk), would remain the same at Functioning at Risk and 

Functioning at Unacceptable Risk in each subwatershed. However, conditions in the East Fork 

Weiser River subwatershed would improve under Alternative 5. The Road Density WCI would 

remain Functioning at Unacceptable Risk, but a measureable decrease in road density would 

occur. While RCA Conditions, Channel Conditions, and Flow/Hydrology are all expected to 

measurably improve in the East Fork Weiser River subwatershed, quantifying or estimating 

whether or not the WCIs would move from one WCI category to another is difficult (i.e., from 

Functioning at Unacceptable Risk to Functioning at Risk) over the long term. 

This alternative, with more road building and decommissioning (obliteration) than Alternative 2, 

would result in greater temporary and short-term sediment production. However, more road 

decommissioning (obliteration) than Alternatives 2, 3, or 4, especially additional road within 

RCAs, would result in the greatest long-term benefit to watershed conditions with respect to the 

soil and water resource. 

 Summary 3.5.6.3

All action alternatives result in temporary to short-term increases in predicted % ON sediment 

due to increased road use, road decommissioning (obliteration), and harvest activities. 

Alternative 5 would have the greatest potential to increase % ON sediment over the temporary 

and short term due to new road construction and increased acres of mechanical treatment. 

Alternative 5 would also have the greatest potential to improve watershed conditions overall in 

the long term as a result of road decommissioning (obliteration), especially because this action 

targets “problem” roads in RCAs, whereas the new construction will be located outside of RCAs 

and include no perennial stream crossings. Table 3-47 includes a comparison of road densities by 

alternative. While no statistical change in road densities shows for some subwatersheds, there 

would be an overall reduction of roads within RCAs and in roads that have erosion problems or 

impede stream function at crossings. 

Implementation of project design features and mitigation measures (Table 2-11) and Best 

Management Practices are expected to minimize temporary to short-term effects on sediment in 

all action alternatives. 
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Table 3-47. Road density by subwatershed (entire) and by subwatershed (Project area only) 

Subwatershed 
Road Density (mi/mi

2
) for the Entire Subwatershed by Alternative 

1 2 3  4  5  

Cottonwood Creek 2.7 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.6 

East Fork Weiser River 5.7 5.4 5.3 5.3 4.3 

Gaylord Creek–Weiser 
River 

6.4 6.4 6.4 6.3 6.4 

Mill Creek–Weiser River 3.7 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.5 

Subwatershed 
Road Density (mi/mi

2
) for the Project Area Only by Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5  

Cottonwood Creek 2.8 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.6 

East Fork Weiser River 5.7 5.4 5.3 5.3 4.3 

Gaylord Creek–Weiser 
River 

5.9 5.8 5.9 5.6 5.8 

Mill Creek–Weiser River 4.5 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.9 

All action alternatives meet Forest Plan direction for long-term improvements to the existing 

road system and decommissioning (obliteration) of roads. 

 Cumulative Effects 3.5.6.4

Cumulative effects on the water resource will be considered at the subwatershed scale. Figure 

3-54 depicts the affected subwatersheds outlined in red. All subwatersheds drain into the main 

stem of the Weiser River. 

Discussion of past activities (road building, grazing, and recreation) on the water resource are 

disclosed in the affected environment section of the Water Resources Specialist Report (Vining 

2012) on file in the Project Record. In addition, a detailed list of past activities can be found in 

Appendix 3. Many of these activities have increased background sediment levels in streams 

within the cumulative effects analysis area. The BOISED model was not run for the cumulative 

effects area in its entirety. 

Alternative 1 would not affect the cumulative amount of sediment to any of the subwatersheds’ 

main channels. 

Generally, Alternatives 2–5 would result in an increase in % ON sediment over the temporary to 

short term. Over the long term, these alternatives are expected to result in reductions in % ON 

(Alternative 5 would provide the greatest benefit in this regard) by reducing the overall road 

network and density through decommissioning (obliteration), road relocation outside of RCAs 

(Alternative 5 only) and through improvements to road surfaces and drainage that reduce road-

related sediment contributions. These increases or decreases would not likely be measureable at 

the outlets (critical reaches) of any of the subwatersheds (the lower ends of the cumulative 

effects areas) given the other variables that affect sediment delivery to channels. 

Within the modeled analysis area, the BOISED model predicts a temporary and short-term 

increase in sediment over baseline conditions (i.e., cumulative condition), followed by a slight 

long-term reduction below baseline. 
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Reasonably foreseeable future actions that may cumulatively influence the water resource in 

conjunction with past and present activities include forest management (Weiser River Fuels 

project) and/or mining activities on private lands, livestock grazing on public and private lands, 

fire suppression, fire wood cutting, dispersed recreation, and continued OHV/ATV use. In 

addition, the planned maintenance burning in association with this Project (approximately every 

10–15 years) would likely temporarily and slightly increase sedimentation following burning 

operations. 

There are approximately 45 miles of unauthorized road within the project area that were not 

considered for decommissioning or addition to the Forest system in this EIS. These roads will 

continue to have an effect on watershed function in the project area subwatersheds in the 

foreseeable future. Impacts to WCIs could include (depending on the location and condition of 

the road): increased sedimentation, decreased streamshade and large woody debris recruitment, 

changed channel dynamics as well as timing of peak flows, and interference with movement of 

subsurface flow.  

The Weiser River Fuels HFRA project has the greatest potential to affect the cumulative 

sediment levels in the Gaylord Creek–Weiser River subwatershed. While other foreseeable 

future actions listed above are continuations of past management activities with only slight 

possible variations (e.g., permitted grazing, firewood cutting), the Weiser River Fuels project 

includes 1.3 miles of new road construction and 6.2 miles of proposed road decommissioning, 

2.4 of which are in RCAs. Vegetation treatments in the project area include commercial thinning, 

reserve tree treatments (less than 50 acres), precommercial thinning, and prescribed fire. Over 

the long term, coupled with Mill Creek-Council Mountain Project proposed actions within the 

Gaylord Creek–Weiser River subwatershed, these activities would result in a greater reduction in 

overall and RCA road densities and a reduction in sediment delivered to stream channels. Over 

the temporary to short term, cumulative impacts in terms of sediment delivery would vary 

depending on timing for project implementation. If the projects are implemented on similar 

timelines, the increase in sediment may be more pronounced over the temporary and short term. 

The Record of Decision for the Gaylord North Project (USDA 2003c) included decommissioning 

27.1 miles road. Most of this work has been done, but approximately 11.6 miles remains, 4.1 of 

which are located within the Beaver Creek drainage of the Project area. 1.6 miles would be used 

as temporary road in the Project and then obliterated and 2.5 miles, along with approximately 7.5 

miles located within the Weiser River Fuels Reduction project (USDA 2011f) area in the 

Gaylord-Woodland subwatershed, will be decommissioned as funds become available. In 

combination with all other activities in the affected subwatersheds, the proposed Project is not 

expected to have any detectable cumulative effect on water quality in the Weiser River or its 

tributaries. Combined with other road decommissioning planned in the Gaylord Creek–Weiser 

River subwatershed specifically, a reduction in sediment produced by roads is likely to occur 

over time. 

3.5.7 Forest Plan Consistency  

All action alternatives are consistent with Forest Plan standards and guidelines because they 

would maintain Appendix B WCIs over the long term from road obliteration and long-term 

closure, offsetting temporary and short term impacts from management activities. With the 

exception of Alternative 5, this project does not contribute measurably to meeting the ACS- and 

WARS-related Forest Plan Objective (SWOB18). Compliance with Forest-wide direction 
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(standards and guidelines) applicable to this Project is documented in a Forest Plan Activity 

Table located in the Project Record. 

3.5.8 Project Record 

This Environmental Analysis incorporates by reference the Water Resources Specialist Report 

(Vining 2012) in the Project Record (40 CFR 1502.21). The Water Resources Specialist Report 

contains the detailed data, methodologies, analysis, references, and other technical 

documentation used in this assessment.
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3.6 FISHERIES RESOURCES 

3.6.1 Issues and Indicators 

Issue 

Effects of timber harvest, prescribed fire, road management, and other project-related activities 

on SWRA resources 

Indicators 

 Miles of road decommissioned within RCAs 

 Number of road/stream crossings improved 

3.6.2 Introduction 

This section provides an assessment of the existing condition of the fish habitat and fish 

populations and the effects of the No Action Alternative and four action alternatives on fish and 

fish habitat conditions in the Project area. Additional information supporting this section is 

incorporated by reference and included in the Project Record. 

3.6.3 Forest Plan Direction 

The Forest Plan provides long-term management direction (goals, objectives, standards, and 

guidelines) to guide natural resource management activities on lands administered by the Forest 

(USDA Forest Service 2003b). This direction provides the foundation for sustainable ecosystems 

and resilient watersheds that meet the Forest-wide multiple-use goals and objectives. The Forest 

Plan specifically states goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines by resource (USDA Forest 

Service 2003b, pages III-8 to III-77). Management direction and desired conditions pertaining to 

SWRA resources are described in the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b, pages III-18 to 

III-24). Direction specific to MA 3 is also described in the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 

2003b, pages III-120 to III-137). 

The ACS provides direction to maintain and restore characteristics of healthy, functioning 

watersheds, riparian areas, and associated fish habitats (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page B-48-

57). The ACS is a long-term strategy to restore and maintain the ecological health of watersheds 

and aquatic ecosystems contained within lands administered by the Forest. The Forest Plan 

identified the upper portion of the East Fork Weiser River subwatershed as an ACS priority.  

3.6.4 Scope of the Analysis 

Unless otherwise defined, the fisheries analysis was completed at the scale of 6th-level 

Hydrologic Unit (HU, also referred to as “subwatershed”), to depict the existing fisheries 

resource conditions and potential effects from implementing the Project (Figure 3-56). Using the 

subwatershed as a reporting unit is biologically and physically relevant to the project and species 

and allows for an operational way to understand the spatial context of the existing conditions, 

potential impacts of proposed land management activities, and associated cumulative effects. 

The fisheries analysis area encompasses a larger area than the proposed Project area and includes 

all land ownerships within the Forest boundary, in four 6th-level HUs, including the Cottonwood 

Creek, East Fork Weiser River, Gaylord Creek–Weiser River, and Mill Creek–Weiser River 

subwatersheds. In 2010, new subwatershed boundaries were delineated by the U.S. Geological 
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Survey. The East Fork Weiser River was formerly divided into two subwatersheds: the Upper 

East Fork Weiser River (approximately 12,424 acres) and the Lower East Fork Weiser River 

(approximately 8,444 acres). Alternative 5 focuses on improving habitat for bull trout in the old 

Upper East Fork Weiser River boundary because a bull trout local population is found in that 

area. However, the new subwatershed boundary encompasses the extent of bull trout designated 

critical habitat in the Project area and was used to identify and describe effects to bull trout for 

all alternatives.  

Within the Project area, the Jackson Creek–Weiser River, the Little Salmon River and the Warm 

Springs Creek–Weiser River subwatersheds were eliminated from detailed analysis. This 

decision was based on the fact that there are no proposed activities within 120 feet of perennial 

streams or 30 feet of intermittent streams, no proposed changes to stream crossings, and no 

changes to miles of roads within RCAs. Approximately 20 acres of limited equipment harvest 

and 3 acres of precommercial thinning would occur in the outer 120 feet of perennial streams and 

the outer 90 feet of intermittent streams in the Warm Springs Creek–Weiser River subwatershed. 

This area includes approximately 0.002% of the subwatershed and would not measurably affect 

any Watershed Condition Indicators (WCIs) at the subwatershed scale. No activities are 

proposed within RCAs in the Jackson Creek–Weiser River subwatershed. Approximately 0.4 

miles of road construction would occur in the Little Salmon River subwatershed. The 

construction would occur on a ridge outside of RCAs. This would not measurably affect any 

WCIs at the subwatershed scale. Bull trout have not been observed in the Jackson Creek–Weiser 

River or the Warm Springs Creek subwatersheds (unpublished data on file at the Forest 

Supervisor’s Office, McCall, ID), and an interactive model developed by the Rocky Mountain 

Research Station indicates that these are unsuitable areas for bull trout (USDA Forest 

Service 2011c).  

Since there would be no measurable effect to the WCIs, and bull trout local populations have not 

been identified in the Jackson Creek–Weiser River, Little Salmon River and the Warm Springs 

Creek–Weiser River subwatersheds, there would be no effect to bull trout or their habitat. 

Therefore, a matrix (USDA Forest Service 2003b, Appendix B, page B-8) will not be prepared 

for these subwatersheds. The Forest Plan states that if, “Management actions WILL NOT result 

in quantifiably measurable, or clearly defined qualitative, negative effects (temporary, short-

term, or long-term) on WCIs and ESA-listed species are not present USE OF MATRIX NOT 

NEEDED” (USDA Forest Service 2003b, Appendix B). 
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Figure 3-56. Subwatersheds in the Project area 
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 Riparian Conservation Area Delineation 3.6.4.1

RCAs are defined in the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b) as portions of watersheds 

encompassing riparian ecosystems where riparian-dependent resources receive primary emphasis 

and management actions are subject to specific goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines. 

RCAs include traditional riparian corridors, perennial and intermittent streams, wetlands, lakes, 

springs, reservoirs, and other areas where proper riparian functions and ecological processes are 

crucial to maintenance of the area’s water, sediment, woody debris, nutrient delivery system, and 

associated biotic communities and habitat (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page GL-31). Aquatic 

and riparian systems are affected by land management activities on the surrounding hillslopes. 

RCAs provide both a linkage and transitional habitat between hillslopes and upland terrestrial 

habitats and the aquatic habitats within the stream channels.  

The Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b, Appendix B) outlines criteria to aid IDTs in 

delineating RCAs for perennial and intermittent streams, ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands. 

The RCAs within the Project area have been identified using the Option 2 delineation method for 

forested streams by the IDT. Option 2 provides a more site-based delineation of an RCA 

boundary using site potential tree heights, which were determined to be the greatest width. Table 

3-48 describes the RCA distances in the Project area for forested streams. 

Table 3-48. Riparian Conservation Area (RCA) delineation distance by water source for the Mill 

Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project 

Water Source  RCA Distance 

Perennial stream  240-foot slope distance 

Intermittent stream providing seasonal rearing and spawning habitat 240-foot slope distance 

Intermittent stream 120-foot slope distance 

Ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands 120-foot slope distance 

Note: RCA Distance is measured from ordinary high water mark (either side of stream) 

3.6.5 Analysis Methods 

 Watershed Condition Indicators 3.6.5.1

The Forest Plan “Matrix of Pathways and Watershed Condition Indicators” was used to analyze 

the baseline within the Project. The table in the Fisheries Resources Specialist Report was taken 

and modified, where appropriate, from Appendix B of the Forest Plan (USDA Forest 

Service 2003b). Appendix B in the Forest Plan addresses SWRA resources.  

Watershed Condition Indicators (WCIs) are an integrated suite of aquatic (including biophysical 

components), riparian (including riparian associated vegetation species), and hydrologic 

(including uplands) condition measures that are intended to be used at a variety of watershed 

scales. WCIs assist in determining the current condition of a watershed and should be used to 

help design appropriate management actions, alter or mitigate proposed and/or ongoing actions, 

or move watersheds toward desired condition and assist in determining future conditions 

associated with implementation of management actions or natural restoration over time 

(USDA Forest Service 2003b, page GL-40). The time scales for effects analysis are defined in 

the Forest Plan as temporary (0–3 years), short term (>3 years to 15 years), and long term (>15 

years) (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page III-4). These tables have been completed for the 

Project and are located in the Project Record.  
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There are 26 WCIs outlined in the Forest Plan to characterize current SWRA conditions and the 

effects of land management activities on bull trout local population characteristics, water quality, 

habitat access, habitat elements, channel conditions and dynamics, flow/hydrology, watershed 

conditions, and the integration of species and habitat conditions (USDA Forest Service 2003b, 

pages B-12 to B-21). More information on the effects of this Project on WCIs can be found in 

the Fisheries Specialist Report (Giambra 2012) in the Project Record. 

3.6.6 Affected Environment 

 Threatened, Sensitive and Management Indicator Species 3.6.6.1

Columbia River Bull Trout  

The Columbia River bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) is the only known federally-listed fish 

species in the Weiser River subbasin. The USFWS listed bull trout as threatened on June 10, 

1998 (USFWS 1998, 63FR31647). The Project is within the Weiser River Core Area, which is 

within the Weiser River Recovery Subunit of the Southwest Idaho Recovery Unit for bull trout 

(USFWS 2002). Chapter 18 in the Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus) Draft Recovery Plan 

(USFWS 2002) identified Upper Hornet Creek, East Fork Weiser River, Upper Little Weiser 

River, Anderson Creek, and Sheep Creek as local populations and serve as spawning and rearing 

habitat for adult, juvenile, and young of the year bull trout. The bull trout population in the East 

Fork Weiser River is not connected to the other local populations in the Weiser River subbasin 

due to physical and thermal barriers (Zurstadt and Burns 2007).  

Burns et al. (2005) evaluated bull trout viability and trend on the Forest. They concluded that 

bull trout viability is low in the Weiser River area with a long-term declining trend on the West 

Zone of the Forest. Although bull trout are distributed throughout the Forest, the East Fork 

Weiser River bull trout local population (including East Fork Weiser River and Dewey Creek) is 

the only local population within the Project area. Within this local population, culvert barriers in 

the East Fork Weiser River and Dewey Creek prevent bull trout access to the headwaters of both 

streams (Figure 3-57). In 2010, snorkel surveys observed one bull trout in the East Fork Weiser 

River just downstream from the confluence of Dewey Creek. Estimated bull trout densities from 

2001 were 0.06 fish per square meter (m
2
) in the East Fork Weiser River and 0.008 fish per m

2
 in 

Dewey Creek (Zurstadt and Burns 2007). In the East Fork Weiser River, bull trout have not been 

observed below Bench Creek. Annual management indicator species (MIS) surveys have been 

completed since 2004 (unpublished MIS data available from the Forest Supervisor’s Office). 

Brook trout have also been observed throughout the East Fork Weiser River (Watry and Hogen 

2002; 2010 PAF unpublished PIBO data available from the Forest Supervisor’s Office, McCall, 

ID). Bull trout have not been observed in Mill Creek, Beaver Creek, and the Cottonwood Creek 

drainages (Nelson and James 2010; Burns et al. 2005).  
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Figure 3-57. Bull trout designated critical habitat and culvert activities in the Project area 
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Bull trout have a low thermal tolerance with distribution strongly influenced by summertime 

maximum temperatures (Rieman and McIntyre 1993; Selong et al. 2001; Dunham et al. 2003). 

Bull trout spawn in cold headwater streams with optimal temperatures between 5 and 9 °C 

(Rieman and McIntyre 1993; Gamett 2002). This normally occurs from August to November 

(Rieman and McIntyre 1993). In the East Fork Weiser River, most spawning activity occurred in 

the upper portion of the river between the confluence with Joker Creek and FS System 

Road 50906 with few fish observed above FS System Road 50906 in September 2001 (Watry 

and Hogen 2002). More information on the life history and habitat needs for bull trout can be 

found in Nelson and James (2010). 

A biological assessment for bull trout has been completed and is included in the Project Record.  

Bull Trout Designated Critical Habitat 

On October 18, 2010, the USFWS designated critical habitat for bull trout (75 FR 63898). 

Dewey Creek and the East Fork Weiser River are the only streams designated as bull trout 

critical habitat in the Project area (50 CFR 17.95) (Figure 3-57). Critical habitat is defined (75 

FR 63898) as freshwater areas that include, “…the stream channels within the designated stream 

reaches and a lateral extent as defined by the bankfull elevation on one bank to the bankfull 

elevation on the opposite bank. If bankfull elevation is not evident on either bank, the ordinary 

high-water line determines the lateral extent of critical habitat.”  

Snake River Spring/summer and Fall Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) and 

Steelhead (O. mykiss) 

Snake River spring/summer and fall Chinook salmon and steelhead are listed as threatened under 

the ESA, but both have been extirpated from the Weiser River system (USDA Forest Service 

2003b, p. III-123). Construction of the Hells Canyon Complex in the 1960s eliminated all 

anadromous runs of salmon and steelhead upstream of the dam. No designated or proposed 

critical habitat or essential fish habitat exists in the Weiser River system for Snake River 

spring/summer and fall Chinook salmon or steelhead. The proposed Project will have No Effect 

on these species or habitats. A biological evaluation for Chinook salmon, steelhead, and 

westslope cutthroat (O. clarkii lewisi) trout can be found in the Project Record. 

 Sensitive Species 3.6.6.2

Westslope cutthroat trout are listed as a sensitive species by the Regional Forester (USDA Forest 

Service 2011b). In 2000, the USFWS determined that the listing of westslope cutthroat trout 

under the ESA was not warranted. Westslope cutthroat trout are not known to be native to the 

Weiser River drainage (Behnke 1992). Any westslope cutthroat trout found in the area today are 

believed to be descendants of stocked fish. There will be no impact to westslope cutthroat trout 

within their historical range. 

 Management Indicator Species 3.6.6.3

The Columbia River bull trout is the only aquatic MIS identified in the Forest Plan (USDA 

Forest Service 2003a, Appendix E, page E-3). 

 Other Fish Species 3.6.6.4

The Forest regularly collected fish distribution and abundance data from 2002 through 2010 

(unpublished data available from the Forest Supervisor’s Office, McCall, Idaho). These data 
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have provided baseline information to evaluate current fish distribution and fish habitat condition 

in the analysis area. Redband trout (O. mykiss gairdneri), a native species, and brook trout (S. 

fontinalis), a non-native species, have all been documented within the Project area. More 

information can be found in the Fisheries Resources Specialist Report (Giambra 2012) in the 

Project Record.  

3.6.7 Environmental Baseline 

Environmental baseline (current conditions) functional ratings for the WCIs applicable to this 

project have been summarized for the Project area using data at the subwatershed scale. The 

Project area environmental baseline tables are available in the Fisheries Resources Specialist 

Report (Giambra 2012) in the Project Record. Habitat and fish surveys were completed within 

the Project area, and these data provided the baseline information to evaluate current condition 

throughout the Project area. WCIs applicable to the Project are Temperature (bull trout and other 

fishes), Sediment/Turbidity and Substrate Embeddedness, Physical Barriers, Large Woody 

Debris, and Road Density and Location and Riparian Conservation Areas. 

 Temperature (Bull Trout and Other Fishes) Watershed Condition 3.6.7.1
Indicators 

Direct solar radiation is the primary factor influencing summer stream temperatures (Betscha et 

al. 1987; Chamberlin et al. 1991; Johnson 2004), and stream temperature is directly proportional 

to the amount of direct sunlight that reaches the stream. As shade in the riparian area increases, 

water temperature decreases. Thus, riparian vegetation maintains stream temperatures (Murphy 

and Meehan 1991). While measuring water temperature is not difficult, relating changes to 

specific management activities would be very difficult.  

In western Oregon, Steinblums (1977) found that buffer strips 85 feet wide are adequate to 

provide shading to protect stream temperatures. In Australia, Davies and Nelson (1994) found 

that stream temperatures increased significantly when vegetation buffers were <10 meters (m) 

and that buffers >30 m are adequate to provide appropriate shading. DeWalle (2010) found that 

buffer widths of approximately 18–20 m provided approximately 85%–90% of total shade to 

streams. The Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMAT 1993) demonstrates 

that a buffer width of one tree height for management actions effectively maintains root strength 

and retains most of the shading and large woody debris functions. Halfosky and Hibbs (2009) 

found that riparian functions are resilient and rapid regeneration of vegetation occurred within 

riparian areas following wildland fires in Oregon.  

Bull trout have a low thermal tolerance with distribution strongly influenced by summertime 

maximum temperatures (Rieman and McIntyre 1993; Selong et al. 2001; Dunham et al. 2003). 

Bull trout spawn in cold headwater streams with optimal temperatures between 5 and 9 °C 

(Rieman and McIntyre 1993; Gamett 2002).  

The Forest Plan desired condition for temperature (bull trout) is a maximum weekly (7-day 

average) maximum temperature (MWMT) in a reach during the following life history stages:  

 Incubation: 2–5 °C or 35.6–41.0 °F 

 Rearing: 4–12 °C or 39.2–53.6 °F 

 Spawning: 4–9 °C or 39.2–48.2 °F 
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Also temperatures do not exceed 15 °C or 59.0 °F in areas used by adults during migration (no 

thermal barriers).  

The temperature (bull trout) WCI is currently functioning at risk (FR) in the East Fork Weiser 

River subwatershed. The MWMT (from 2002–2005) in known bull trout spawning and rearing 

areas ranged from 10.7 C (2005) to 12.2 C (2002) in Dewey Creek and from 12.1 C (2005) to 

13.1 C (2002) in the headwaters of the East Fork Weiser River. In 2010, the MWMT in bull 

trout spawning and rearing areas was 10.6 °C in the East Fork Weiser River and 9.7 °C in Dewey 

Creek; MWMT during the spawning period was generally <9.0 C. The MWMT (2001–2005, 

2010) sometimes exceeded 15 C at locations that are not spawning and rearing areas, but are 

where an adult bull trout has been documented.  

Since criteria for temperature for other fishes was not developed in the Forest Plan, the desired 

condition was developed for the Project using Nelson and Burns (2007) who suggest a summer 

MWMT between 17 and 20 °C for functioning appropriately (FA). FR is defined as summer 

MWMT >20 °C and ≤27 °C or ≥15 °C and <17 °C. Functioning at unacceptable risk (FUR) is 

defined as summer MWMT < 15°C or >27°C.  

The Temperature (other fishes) WCI is functioning appropriately in the Cottonwood Creek and 

Mill Creek—Weiser River subwatersheds.  It is functioning at risk in the Gaylord Creek—

Weiser River subwatershed and functioning at unacceptable risk in the East Fork Weiser River 

subwatershed.  

 Sediment/Turbidity and Substrate Embeddedness Watershed 3.6.7.2
Condition Indicators 

Large increases in sediment delivery can fill the interstitial spaces and silt spawning gravels, 

which can reduce overall stream productivity and fill in pool habitat (Quigley and Arbelbide 

1997). Zurstadt and Nelson (2009) state that, “Excess sediment can degrade spawning gravels, 

reduce embryo survival and emergence, impair growth and survival of juvenile salmonids, fill 

pool habitat, and reduce the productivity of aquatic macroinvertebrates and other prey items for 

fish (Bjornn et al. 1977, Suttle et al. 2004)”. Potential anthropogenic causes of instream fine 

sediment (≤6 mm) include roads, grazing, recreation, and timber harvest.  

The Forest Plan desired condition for sediment/turbidity in bull trout spawning areas is <12% 

fines (<0.85 mm) in gravel or ≤20% surface fines (≤6 mm). The desired condition for substrate 

embeddedness is a dominant substrate of gravel or cobble (interstitial spaces clear) or 

embeddedness is <20%. 

The sediment/turbidity (bull trout) WCI is functioning at unacceptable risk in the East Fork 

Weiser River subwatershed: 14 out of 19 reaches in the analysis area had surface fines >20% 

(USDA Forest Service. 1994, 1999 and 2010). In 2010, surface fines were estimated to be 13.3% 

in East Fork Weiser River and 16.1% in Joker Creek (USDA Forest Service. 1994, 1999 and 

2010). The substrate embeddedness WCI is considered functioning at risk in the East Fork 

Weiser River subwatershed.  

Since criteria for sediment for other fishes was not developed in the Forest Plan (USDA Forest 

Service 2003b), the desired condition was developed for the Project using the Natural Conditions 

Database (Overton et al. 1995). The default criteria was defined as streams with <27% surface 

fines (≤6 mm) with a standard deviation of 22 for volcanic ‘B’ type streams. The Natural 



Chapter 3 Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project 

3-196 

Conditions Database was used to describe the desired condition because the document describes 

stream conditions in areas that have not been extensively managed by humans.  

In the Cottonwood Creek, East Fork Weiser River, Gaylord Creek–Weiser River, and Mill 

Creek–Weiser River subwatersheds, sediment/turbidity (other fishes) is functioning 

appropriately and substrate embeddedness is functioning at risk.  

 Physical Barriers Watershed Condition Indicators 3.6.7.3

Improperly installed culverts can fragment habitats and plug with debris during high runoff 

periods (Luce and Wemple 2001; Gibson et al. 2005; Colyer et al. 2005). Isolated fish 

populations are at higher risk of extirpation from stochastic events in habitats where culverts or 

bridges are inadequately sized resulting in decreased population viability (Rieman and McIntyre 

1995). Fragmented populations also affect gene flow and life history variations and result in 

smaller refuge habitat and smaller population size (Rieman and McIntyre 1995; Burns et al. 

2005). Adams and Zurstadt (2005) estimated that 82% of the culverts surveyed on the Forest 

were a barrier to juvenile fish. Gibson et al. (2005) found that approximately 53% of culverts 

surveyed in the Labrador area of Canada impaired fish passage. A Boise National Forest culvert 

survey (USDA Forest Service 2003a) found that approximately 90% of the culverts on the Boise 

National Forest were a barrier to at least one life stage of fish at some time of the year.  

The Forest Plan desired condition for the Physical Barriers WCI is that any man-made barriers 

present in the watershed allow upstream and downstream fish passage at all flow levels. Based 

on survey data and GIS estimates, the Physical Barriers WCI is functioning at unacceptable risk 

in all four subwatersheds analyzed in detail.  

In the Cottonwood Creek subwatershed, approximately 35 road-stream crossings are estimated to 

be physical barriers. In the East Fork Weiser River subwatershed two culvert barriers exist in 

occupied bull trout habitat and over 246 road-stream crossings exist in the subwatershed. In the 

Gaylord Creek–Weiser River subwatershed approximately 77 road-stream crossings are 

estimated to be barriers to fish passage. Finally, in the Mill Creek–Weiser River subwatershed 

105 road-stream crossings are estimated to be barriers to fish passage.  

 Large Woody Debris Watershed Condition Indicators 3.6.7.4

Literature shows that about 80% of large woody debris (LWD) comes from within 60 feet from 

the stream, with the remaining 20% coming from beyond 60 feet (Fleece 2002; Naiman et al. 

2002). Robison and Beschta (1990) found that the probability of a tree becoming LWD 

approaches zero when the distance from the stream equals or is greater than the tree height. 

Fetherston et al. (1995) and Murphy and Koski (1989) found that almost all LWD comes from 

within 30 m of the stream channel.  

LWD influences channel development with more LWD creating more habitat complexity (Bragg 

et al. 2000). Pool formation and frequency is highly correlated to LWD (Quigley and Arbelbide 

1997). Pools provide protective cover from predators, resting habitat, and thermal refuge.  

The current condition of LWD is functioning appropriately in the East Fork Weiser River 

subwatershed generally exceeds 20 pieces per mile using the Forest Plan desired condition of 

greater than 20 pieces per mile that are greater than 12 inches in diameter and greater than or 

equal to 35 feet in length.  
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LWD was estimated to be functioning at unacceptable risk in the Cottonwood Creek 

subwatershed with an estimated 9.7 pieces per mile in 2010.  

In the Gaylord Creek–Weiser River subwatershed, LWD was estimated to be functioning 

appropriately at 28 pieces per mile in Beaver Creek in 2010. In 2002, LWD was estimated to be 

7.2 per 100 m. 

In the Mill Creek–Weiser River subwatershed LWD was estimated to be functioning 

appropriately at 9.8 pieces per 100 m in 2004.  

 Road Density and Location and Riparian Conservation Areas 3.6.7.5
Watershed Condition Indicators 

RCAs contribute to maintaining the integrity of aquatic ecosystems by (1) influencing the 

delivery of coarse sediment, organic matter, and woody debris to streams; (2) providing root 

strength for channel stability; (3) shading the stream; and (4) protecting water quality 

(USDA Forest Service 2003b; Gregory et al. 1991). An understanding of riparian functions and 

ecological processes, and the means by which actions may affect them, allows decision makers 

the opportunity to design activities to maintain or restore listed fish species, their habitats, and 

other SWRA resources (USDA Forest Service 2003b).  

Roads can increase sediment delivery and alter substrate composition in streams (Quigley and 

Arbelbide 1997). High road density and associated chronic sediment delivery can decrease in-

stream habitat complexity (Furniss et al. 1991; Luce et al. 2001). Harvey et al. (2009) observed 

that rainbow trout survival was reduced when habitat complexity was decreased as a result of an 

increase in sediment in riffles. Roads located within RCAs can alter riparian functions and 

processes and affect stream shade and LWD recruitment (Furniss et al. 1991). Nelson, et al. 

(2004) evaluated relationships between road density and fish habitat attributes on the Forest and 

found that sediment deposition (i.e., percent surface fines) was positively correlated with road 

density. Given the direct relationship between the amount of roads and sediment loading, the 

miles of road decommissioning was used as an indicator of sediment, substrate embeddedness, 

LWD, stream shade, and riparian functions.  

The Forest Plan desired condition for the Road Density and Location WCI is total road density 

less than 0.7 mi/mi
2
 of subwatershed with no roads within RCAs.  

Road density and location in the Cottonwood Creek, East Fork Weiser River, Gaylord Creek–

Weiser River, and the Mill Creek–Weiser River subwatersheds are considered to be functioning 

at unacceptable risk.  

The Forest Plan desired condition for the RCA WCI is that RCAs within the subwatershed have 

historical and occupied refugia for listed, sensitive, or native/desired nonnative fish species 

which are present and provide adequate shade, LWD recruitment, sediment buffering, 

connectivity, and habitat protection and connectivity to adequately minimize adverse effects 

from land management activities (>80% intact). In addition, all vegetative components are within 

desired conditions identified in Appendix A of the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b); 

RCA functions and processes are intact, providing resiliency from adverse affects associated 

with land management activities; and conditions fully support habitat for aquatic species.  

RCAs in the Cottonwood Creek, Gaylord Creek–Weiser River, and Mill Creek–Weiser River 

subwatersheds are considered to be functioning at risk and functioning at unacceptable risk in 

the East Fork Weiser River subwatershed. Road densities within RCAs are high, which has led to 
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a moderate loss of shade, LWD recruitment, and sediment buffering ability. Livestock grazing 

has altered RCA vegetation in some locations within the analysis area.  

3.6.8 Environmental Consequences  

 Direct and Indirect Effects 3.6.8.1

Alternative 1–No Action 

Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative) does not propose any new management actions although 

natural processes and ongoing management activities, such as recreation, public firewood 

gathering, fire suppression, and routine road and trail maintenance, are expected to continue in 

the Project area. The transportation system within the analysis area would remain at current 

levels with implementation of this alternative. The existing sediment contributions from roads 

throughout the analysis area would be maintained (see BOISED model output in the Watershed 

Resources section). 

Table 3-49 displays the existing estimated road/stream crossings and miles of roads within RCAs 

within the analysis area by subwatershed; these values were estimated using GIS. Road densities 

(including system and unauthorized roads) within RCAs are high. Roads within RCAs can 

negatively affect water quality, sediment, and fish habitat (Figure 3-58). RCA road densities and 

road miles would remain the same with implementation of Alternative 1 because no roads would 

be decommissioned (obliterated) or constructed. Therefore, the current impact on soil, water 

quality, and aquatic habitat would remain in the current trend. Physical barriers to fish passage 

would remain at the current level because no culverts would be removed or replaced, which 

would continue to limit access to fish habitat due to improperly installed culverts. 

Implementation of Alternative 1 would not contribute to the goals and objectives of the Forest 

Plan and would not implement the ACS. 

Table 3-49. Riparian Conservation Area (RCA) road information and crossings by subwatershed in 

the project area 

Subwatershed 
Miles of Roads 

within RCAs 
RCA Road 

Density (mi/mi2) 

Number of 
Road/Stream 

Crossings 

Cottonwood Creek 11.1 5.1 39 

East Fork Weiser River 45.8 8.8 246 

Gaylord Creek—Weiser River 17.5 10.9 86 

Mill Creek—Weiser River 13.5 6.1 117 
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Figure 3-58. Example of erosion on a road in a Riparian Conservation Area 

Effects Common to Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 

Effects of Culvert Activities on Bull Trout and Other Fishes 

Culvert activities are similar in Alternatives 2, 3 and 4, however activities specific to 

Alternative 5 are discussed in that section below. In bull trout designated critical habitat, one 

culvert would be replaced using an engineered bridge and/or culvert to improve fish passage and 

hydrologic function with all action alternatives in the East Fork Weiser River (Figure 3-57). 

Replacing this culvert would improve connectivity for bull trout in the East Fork Weiser River 

and reconnect approximately 3.0 miles of habitat. RCA road decommissioning (obliteration) and 

associated culvert removals would occur in tributaries to bull trout habitat. The exact number of 

culvert removals associated with road decommissioning (obliteration) is not known. A GIS 

estimate of road-stream crossings for each alternative by subwatershed is displayed in Table 

3-50. These estimates are used as the upper number of culverts that would be removed. Long-

term closures would remove all perennial and intermittent fish-bearing culverts. In addition, a 

temporary bridge would be installed on First Gulch, a tributary to Lower East Fork Weiser River 

and bull trout designated critical habitat, to facilitate harvest. The bridge would be removed upon 

completion of harvest activities during road decommissioning (obliteration) activities and would 

not affect connectivity in the East Fork Weiser River.  

Table 3-50. Estimated number of road-stream crossings improved by alternative 

Subwatershed 
Alternative 

1 
Alternative 

2 
Alternative 

3 
Alternative 

4 
Alternative 

5 

Cottonwood Creek 0 6 8 8 8 

East Fork Weiser River 0 32 33 32 66 

Gaylord Creek–Weiser River 0 8 11 8 11 

Mill Creek–Weiser River 0 17 21 21 21 

Total 0 63 73 69 106 
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All culvert replacement structures would comply with Forest Plan standards FRST02 and 

SWST08 and would be designed to provide fish passage for all life stages of fish at all flow 

levels. The replacement structures would be of a width that is equal to or greater than bankfull 

width. Erosion and sediment control features would be used during implementation of culvert 

replacements and road decommissioning (obliteration) (mitigations). Instream work would be 

completed after spring peak flows. In tributaries, streams where culvert removals are located less 

than 600 feet from designated critical habitat, instream work would be completed prior to August 

15 to avoid conflicts with bull trout spawning and eggs or alevins in the substrate.  

The effects of culvert replacements on bull trout and designated critical habitat have been 

analyzed in the Programmatic Stream Crossing Structure Replacement and Removal Activities 

Biological Assessment (BA) (Scaife and Hoefer 2011). Effects of the culvert replacements in bull 

trout habitat is expected to be similar to culvert replacements analyzed in that document. Culvert 

replacements in bull trout habitat may affect, likely to adversely affect Columbia River bull trout 

and critical habitat. In bull trout critical habitat, instream work would be completed prior to 

August 15 to avoid the spawning period.  

Mitigation measures outlined in the Programmatic Culvert Replacement BA would be 

implemented and are included in Table 2-11. Mitigation measures, BMPs, project design 

features, and completion of instream work prior to bull trout spawning are expected to minimize 

effects to bull trout and their habitat. Bull trout viability would be maintained.  

Bull trout would benefit from implementing all action alternatives in all three timeframes 

because culvert replacements would improve access to additional habitat for both fish and their 

prey base. Replacing undersized culverts would reduce the likelihood of failure and large 

sediment delivery to stream channels. In addition, culvert removals associated with long-term 

closures and road decommissioning (obliteration) in tributary streams would increase access to 

potential habitat. Local population size, growth and survival, life history diversity and isolation, 

and persistence and genetic integrity would be maintained for bull trout in the East Fork Weiser 

River subwatershed.  

Outside of bull trout habitat, four culverts would be replaced: two in Cottonwood Creek and two 

in Joker Creek which would reconnect access to approximately 7.5 miles of perennial streams 

with the implementation of the action alternatives (Figure 3-57). 

Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures  

See Chapter 2, Table 2-11 for project design features and mitigation measures.  

Alternative 2–Proposed Action 

Alternative 2 proposes timber harvest, prescribed fire, and precommercial thinning as described 

in Chapter 2. No harvest, active ignition of prescribed fire, biomass removal, or precommercial 

thinning would occur within RCAs in Dewey Creek or the East Fork Weiser River above Bench 

Creek. In addition, no activities would occur within at least 120 feet of perennial streams or 

30 feet of intermittent streams in other areas of the Project. Limited equipment would be 

permitted in the outer portion of perennial and intermittent stream RCAs (see “Riparian 

Conservation Area Management Guidelines” in the Project Record). There are approximately 

7,167 RCA acres in the entire Project area. Alternative 2 would treat approximately 603 acres 

within the outer portions of RCAs (including harvest and burn, precommercial thinning, and 



Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project Chapter 3 

3-201 

biomass), which equals about 8.4% of the total RCA acres in the Project area. There are 

approximately 3,328 RCA acres within the East Fork Weiser River subwatershed and Alternative 

2 would include approximately 95 acres of harvest within RCAs in blue harvest stands along the 

lower East Fork Weiser River (below Bench Creek) and bull trout designated critical habitat. 

Much of the thinning identified in the East Fork Weiser River below Bench Creek would occur 

north of the river and above the road (FS System Road 50172) away from the East Fork Weiser 

River. Trees along the north side of a stream do not give much, if any, shade to streams. In the 

lower East Fork Weiser River, thinning would be located above the road and east of the river. 

There would be an additional 168 acres of harvest in tributaries of the East Fork Weiser River in 

Alternative 2. 

Treatment within RCAs in the East Fork Weiser River (below Bench Creek), including 

designated bull trout critical habitat, would maintain temperature and LWD at the subwatershed 

scale because treatment would primarily be located on the north side of the stream above the 

road; treatment would not occur within one site potential tree height of perennial stream 

channels, and a limited amount of harvest would occur within RCAs. Sediment delivery to 

Project area stream channels would not be measurable at the subwatershed scale because the no-

activity buffer widths are expected to minimize/prevent sediment delivery to streams.  

Beche et al. (2005) found that there was no effect on sediment in watershed streams one year 

after a low-to-moderate intensity prescribed fire with active ignition within RCAs. Arkle and 

Pilliod (2010) also did not observe effects from prescribed fire on sediment in a stream in a 

ponderosa pine forest with no ignition within RCAs. Revegetation after treatment with 

prescribed fire is expected to occur quickly and would further reduce the potential for soil 

erosion (Giambra, personal observation). No active ignition of prescribed fire would occur 

within 240 feet of perennial streams or 120 feet of intermittent streams, except where approved 

by a hydrologist and/or fish biologist. Fire would be allowed to back down into RCAs and fire 

activity within RCAs is expected result in a mosaic burn. Any sediment delivery to stream 

channels from surface runoff and erosion after the prescribed fire is expected to be temporary 

and not measurable in any given stream channel. Little, if any, tree mortality within RCAs is 

expected because fuel moisture levels in riparian areas are expected to be high at the time of 

implementation and the prescription for the burn is for a low-to-moderate intensity.  

Approximately 8.2 miles of new road would be added to the system (with 0.5 miles of road 

within RCAs) and is considered new construction under the Forest Plan (See Table 3-51 and 

Table 3-52 for road activity information by subwatershed).  

In the Project area, approximately 10.7 miles of roads would be placed into long-term closure, 

which would include pulling culverts and scarifying or ripping the road bed.  

Approximately 3.0 miles of roads would be added to the system in the East Fork Weiser River 

ACS priority subwatershed with 0.1 mile within East Fork Weiser River RCAs. One culvert 

would be installed in the headwaters of an intermittent tributary to Mill Creek and one culvert 

would be installed on the East Fork Ditch on FS System Road 50996. Both of these culverts 

would be pulled following completion of activities. 

Decommissioning (obliteration) of approximately 29 total miles of unauthorized roads, including 

11.5 miles within RCAs, would incrementally improve sediment filtering capacity, shade, 

potential LWD, and sediment delivery to streams in the short and long term as the areas 

revegetate. This improvement is not expected to be measurable. Of those 29 miles, 
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approximately 13.0 miles of road would be decommissioned (obliterated) in the East Fork 

Weiser River subwatershed, including 5.2 miles in RCAs. Road decommissioning (obliteration) 

would result in a net reduction in road miles in the Project area of approximately 20.8 miles. A 

temporary to short-term increase in sediment that would not be measurable would occur after 

implementation, but sediment delivery would decrease over time as the areas revegetate. The 

“Watershed Resources” section provides BOISED model predicted sediment yield related to 

Project activities, including harvest, log haul, road surface improvements, road construction, 

temporary road construction, road decommissioning, and prescribed fire (see BOISED model 

output in the “Watershed Resources” section [section 3.5]). 

Mitigation measures (such as erosion control), BMPs, and project design features are expected to 

minimize erosion immediately following harvest activities, prescribed fire, road 

decommissioning (obliteration), and culvert replacements. Implementing Alternative 2 would 

incrementally improve riparian functions and processes and/or maintain temperature, sediment 

(see “Watershed Resources” section), physical barriers, LWD, road density and location, and 

RCA WCIs at the subwatershed scale in the long term as a result of RCA road decommissioning 

and culvert removals. The temporary to short-term increase in sediment delivery would not be 

measurable and would not retard the attainment or prevent the maintenance of instream 

objectives. Although road decommissioning (obliteration) can result in a temporary to short-term 

increase in sediment delivery, it would reduce erosion and sediment delivery in the long-term 

and increase potential LWD recruitment as the areas revegetate.  

Bull trout designated critical habitat quality would be maintained. In the short and long term, 

there would be a beneficial, but not measurable, effect to bull trout habitat because the reduction 

in sediment associated with RCA road decommissioning (obliteration) and culvert removals 

would incrementally improve the aquatic habitat for both fish and their prey base.  
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Table 3-51. Road activities by alternative 

a
 FUR = functioning at unacceptable risk 

b
 Road miles are slightly different from Table 2-8 because a small amount occurs outside the analysis area (see section 3.6.4). 

  

Subwatershed 
Existing 

Cond.
a
 

Alt 1 

(miles) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 

Road 

Decom

(Oblit) 

(miles) 

Road 

Constr. 

(miles) 

Net 

Road 

Decom

(Oblit)

(miles) 

Road 

Decom

(Oblit) 

(miles) 

Road 

Constr. 

(miles) 

Net 

Road 

Decom 

(Oblit) 

(miles) 

Road 

Decom

(Oblit)

(miles) 

Road 

Constr.

(miles) 

Net 

Road 

Decom

(Oblit)

(miles) 

Road 

Decom 

(Oblit) 

(miles) 

Road 

Constr. 

(miles) 

Net 

Road 

Decom 

(Oblit) 

(miles) 

Cottonwood 
Creek 

FUR 0 4.3 2.5 1.8 6.6 2.5 4.1 4.8 2.5 2.3 7.0 2.5 4.5 

East Fork 
Weiser River 

FUR 0 13.0 3.0 10.0 17.9 4.6 13.3 15.7 3.9 11.8 42.1 5.8 36.3 

Gaylord 
Creek–Weiser 
River 

FUR 0 2.7 1.2 1.5 3.6 3.4 0.2 4.3 0.9 3.4 4.9 3.4 1.5 

Mill Creek–
Weiser River 

FUR 0 9.0 1.5 7.5 11.0 2.5 8.5 9.5 1.2 8.3 11.1 2.6 8.5 

Total Road Miles
b
  0 29.0 8.2 20.8 39.1 13.0 26.1 34.3 8.5 25.8 65.1 14.3 50.8 
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Table 3-52. Riparian Conservation Area (RCA) road activities by alternative 

Subwatershed 
Existing 

Cond.
a
 

Alt 1 

(miles) 

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 

RCA 

Road 

Decom 

(Oblit) 

(miles) 

RCA 

Road 

Constr. 

(miles) 

Net 

RCA 

Road 

Decom

(Oblit) 

(miles) 

RCA 

Road 

Decom 

(Oblit) 

(miles) 

RCA 

Road 

Constr. 

(miles) 

Net 

RCA 

Road 

Decom 

(Oblit) 

(miles) 

RCA 

Road 

Decom

(Oblit) 

(miles) 

RCA 

Road 

Constr.

(miles) 

Net 

RCA 

Road 

Decom

(Oblit) 

(miles) 

RCA 

Road 

Decom

(Oblit) 

(miles) 

RCA 

Road 

Constr. 

(miles) 

Net 

RCA 

Road 

Decom

(Oblit) 

(miles) 

Cottonwood 
Creek 

FUR 0 2.4 0.2 2.2 3.5 0.2 3.3 2.4 0.2 2.2 3.5 0.2 3.3 

East Fork 
Weiser River 

FUR 0 5.2 0.1 5.1 6.8 0.1 6.7 5.5 0.1 5.4 13.0 0.2 12.8 

Gaylord 
Creek–Weiser 
River 

FUR 0 0.8 0.1 0.7 1.1 0.2 0.9 1.0 0.1 0.9 1.3 0.2 1.1 

Mill Creek–
Weiser River 

FUR 0 3.1 0.1 3.0 3.6 0.2 3.4 3.1 0.1 3.0 3.6 0.2 3.4 

Total RCA Road Miles 0 11.5 0.5 11.0 15.0 0.7 14.3 12.0 0.5 11.5 21.4 0.8 20.6 

a
 FUR = functioning at unacceptable risk 
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Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 proposes timber harvest, prescribed fire, and precommercial thinning as described 

in Chapter 2. No harvest, active ignition of prescribed fire, biomass removal, or precommercial 

thinning would occur within RCAs in Dewey Creek or the East Fork Weiser River above Bench 

Creek. In addition, no activities would occur within at least 120 feet of perennial streams or 

30 feet of intermittent streams, except on existing roads and/or skid trails, in other areas of the 

Project. Limited equipment would be permitted in the outer portion of perennial and intermittent 

streams (see “Riparian Conservation Area Management Guidelines” in the Project Record). 

There are approximately 7,167 RCA acres in the entire Project area. Alternative 3 would treat 

approximately 753 acres within RCAs, which is approximately 8.6% of the total RCA acres in 

the Project area. Approximately 95 acres of harvest within RCAs in harvest stands along the 

Lower East Fork Weiser River (below Bench Creek) and bull trout designated critical habitat. 

Much of the thinning identified in the East Fork Weiser River below Bench Creek would occur 

north of the river and above FS System Road 50172 away from the East Fork Weiser River. 

Trees along the north side of a stream do not give much, if any, shade to streams. In the Lower 

East Fork Weiser River, the thinning would be located above the road and east of the river. An 

additional 168 acres of harvest would occur in tributaries of the East Fork Weiser River under 

Alternative 3. Effects to bull trout designated critical habitat are expected to be similar to 

Alternative 2. 

Implementing Alternative 3 would decommission approximately 39.1 miles of road, including 

15.0 miles within RCAs (Table 3-51 and Table 3-52). Approximately 17.9 miles of road would 

be decommissioned in the East Fork Weiser River subwatershed, including 6.8 miles in RCAs.  

In the project area, approximately 10.6 miles of roads would be placed into long-term closure.  

A potential temporary, but not measurable increase in sediment delivery to stream channels 

would occur, which is greater than Alternative 2 as a result of more miles of road 

decommissioning (obliteration). Approximately 4.6 miles of roads would be added to the system 

in the East Fork Weiser River subwatershed with 0.1 miles within RCAs. 

Approximately 13.0 miles of roads would be constructed (including adding 8.2 miles of roads to 

the system and 5.1 miles of new road construction) with 0.7 miles of road within RCAs. Since 

these roads are primarily located outside of RCAs, the road construction would not likely affect 

sediment, temperature, LWD, and riparian conservation areas. A net reduction of approximately 

26.0 miles of road would occur in the Project area, which is about 5.0 miles more than 

Alternative 2 and 0.3 miles more than Alternative 4 (Table 3-51). 

Mitigation measures (such erosion control), BMPs, and project design features are expected to 

minimize erosion immediately following road decommissioning (obliteration) and culvert 

replacements. Reducing road miles within RCAs would incrementally improve the sediment, 

substrate embeddedness, LWD, road density and location, and RCA WCIs in the long term (see 

the “Watershed Resources” section). The temporary to short-term increase in sediment would not 

be measurable and would not retard the attainment of or prevent the maintenance of instream 

objectives. Riparian functions and processes, such as shade, sediment, and LWD, is expected to 

be maintained at the subwatershed scale based on the amount of acreage treated and 

implementation of project design features, mitigation measures, BMPs.  
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Implementing Alternative 3 would incrementally improve and/or maintain temperature, 

sediment, physical barriers, LWD, road density and location, and RCA WCIs. This incremental 

improvement would be greater than Alternatives 2 and 4.  

Alternative 4 

Alternative 4 proposes timber harvest, prescribed fire, and precommercial thinning as described 

in Chapter 2. No harvest, active ignition of prescribed fire, biomass removal or precommercial 

thinning would occur within RCAs in Dewey Creek or the East Fork Weiser River above Bench 

Creek. No activities would occur within at least 120 feet of perennial streams or 30 feet of 

intermittent streams, except on existing roads and/or skid trails in other areas of the Project. 

Limited equipment would be permitted in the outer portion of perennial and intermittent streams 

(see “Riparian Management Guidelines” in the Project Record). The entire Project area contains 

approximately 7,167 RCA acres. Alternative 4 would treat approximately 537 acres (about 7.5%) 

within RCAs, which is approximately 65 fewer acres than Alternatives 2 and 5 and about 

216 acres less than Alternative 3. Effects to bull trout designated critical habitat are expected to 

be similar to Alternatives 2 and 5. 

Alternative 4 would decommission about 34.3 miles of road, including 12.0 miles within RCAs 

(Table 3-51 and Table 3-52). Approximately 15.7 miles of road would be decommissioned in the 

East Fork Weiser River ACS priority subwatershed, including 5.5 miles in RCAs.  

Approximately 10.7 miles of roads would be placed into long-term closure with this alternative.  

Although there would be approximately 8.5 miles of road construction (including adding 

7.5 miles of roads to the system and 1.3 miles of new road construction) with 0.5 miles within 

RCAs, there would be a net reduction of approximately 25.8 miles of roads in the Project area 

(Table 3-51).  

Approximately 3.9 miles of roads would be added to the system in the East Fork Weiser River 

ACS priority subwatershed, including 0.1 miles within RCAs. Road decommissioning 

(obliteration) would result in a temporary to short-term, not measurable increase in sediment 

delivery to stream channels that is greater than Alternative 2 and less than Alternative 3. The 

temporary to short-term increase in sediment would not be measurable and would not retard the 

attainment or prevent the maintenance of instream objectives.  

Riparian vegetation is expected to be maintained at the subwatershed scale based on the amount 

of acreage treated within RCAs and implementation of project design features, mitigation 

measures, BMPs. This would not measurably affect temperature, sediment, or large woody 

debris at the subwatershed scale. 

Alternative 5 

Alternative 5 incorporates vegetation treatments from Alternative 2. Therefore, the effects of the 

vegetation treatments within RCAs would be the same as Alternative 2. Alternative 5 also 

incorporates the road decommissioning (obliteration) from Alternative 3 and focuses on more 

road decommissioning (obliteration) and culvert removals/replacements in bull trout habitat. See 

Table 3-51 and Table 3-52 to compare the alternatives. 

The exact number of culvert removals is not known, but a GIS estimate indicates that 

approximately 66 culverts would be removed with implementation of Alternative 5 in the East 
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Fork Weiser River subwatershed associated with road decommissioning (obliteration). 

Additional culverts (about 18) would also be removed with long-term closures. The road 

decommissioning (obliteration) and associated culvert removals are primarily concentrated in the 

upper East Fork Weiser River to focus on bull trout habitat improvement. Alternative 5 proposes 

to relocate portions of two FS System roads (FS System Roads 50487 and 50486). One re-route 

would move a portion of the Dewey Creek road (FS System Road 50487) from the riparian area 

adjacent to bull trout critical habitat to the ridge between Dewey Creek and the Upper East Fork 

Weiser River. The other re-route would move a portion of the Joker Creek road (FS System 

Road 50486) from the riparian area to a slope west of the current location. Approximately 

1.2 miles of road construction would be required to complete these re-routes.  

Approximately 1.8 miles of the Dewey Creek road (FS System Road 50487) would be 

decommissioned (obliterated) (Appendix 8—Maps). Roads located within RCAs can affect 

riparian functions and processes, instream sediment, stream shade, and LWD recruitment. High 

road density and associated chronic sediment delivery can decrease instream habitat complexity 

(Furniss et al. 1991; Luce et al. 2001). Nelson et al. (2004) evaluated relationships between road 

density and fish habitat attributes on the Forest and found that sediment deposition (e.g., percent 

surface fines) was positively correlated with road density. In some locations, Dewey Creek runs 

along the bottom of the fill slope of FS System Road 50487 and is, in some sections, within 

about 90 feet of the road. Because FS System Road 50487 is near bull trout critical habitat, 

decommissioning (obliteration) of the road may result in some temporary sediment delivery to 

the stream in the temporary timeframe after decommissioning (obliteration) activities. 

Obliteration has the potential to increase sediment production somewhat during operation and 

before vegetation is fully established, but will decrease sediment delivery to streams in the short- 

and long-term time frames.  Decommissioning (obliteration) specifications require 

approximately 80% ground cover (with vegetation plugs, coarse wood, etc.) in areas where the 

obliterated area is contributing to a stream channel and from 50% to 80% ground cover in other 

areas (Tom Crawford, PAF Restoration Coordinator, personal communication 2011). Monitoring 

from the Rocky Mountain Research Station on the effectiveness of road decommissioning in the 

Mann Creek watershed on the Forest (Nelson et al. 2011) indicates that post-storm sediment 

delivery to streams from roads that have been recently (about 1 year) decommissioned 

(obliterated) was less than the sediment generated from roads that were intact because storm 

damage on the road resulted in more stream connectivity. Mitigation measures (such as erosion 

control), BMPs, and project design features would minimize sediment delivery to Dewey Creek. 

Based on this information, decommissioning (obliteration) of roads adjacent to streams may 

result in a temporary increase in sediment but would decrease sediment delivery to bull trout 

streams in all three timeframes. 

The relocation of the Joker Creek Road (FS System Road 50486) would remove one culvert on 

mainstem Joker Creek. This same culvert is identified for replacement in the other action 

alternatives (Figure 3-57). The relocation would also remove an additional culvert, which is 

undersized with known erosion problems, on a small, perennial tributary to Joker Creek. 

Removing this culvert would not likely result in additional access for fish habitat because of the 

small stream size (approximately 12 inches wide). Alternative 5 also proposes to replace a 

culvert in upper Dewey Creek on FS System Road 50165. This replacement would reconnect an 

additional 1.0 mile of perennial stream for bull trout.  
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In addition, up to four culverts in Cold Springs Creek would be removed through road 

decommissioning (obliteration) and roads placed in long-term closure. Although bull trout do not 

currently exist in either Joker Creek or Cold Springs Creek, they may provide additional habitat 

for bull trout due to cold water temperatures and their proximity to bull trout observations near 

the confluences with the East Fork Weiser River.  

Alternative 5 would improve riparian functions and processes and would improve connectivity 

within the East Fork Weiser River bull trout local population. Road decommissioning 

(obliteration) and relocation and culvert removals in Joker Creek and Cold Springs Creek allow 

for bull trout to potentially expand into these streams. Reconnecting additional habitat would 

also provide for resilience of the local population in case of an event, such as a debris flow. If 

there was such an event, bull trout would have more available habitat to use where they could 

avoid the debris flow. Road decommissioning (obliteration), culvert replacements/removals and 

vegetation related activities would result in a temporary to short-term increase in sediment 

delivery to stream channels, which is greater than Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 (See Watershed 

Resources, section 3.5). The temporary to short-term increase in sediment would not be 

measurable in any given stream channel and would not retard the attainment or prevent the 

maintenance of instream objectives. This temporary to short-term delivery of sediment may 

affect bull trout critical habitat. In addition, temporary handling of fish during culvert 

replacements would result in a May Affect, Likely to Adversely Affect determination for bull trout. 

Alternative 5 would benefit bull trout by reconnecting more stream miles and decommissioning 

(obliterating) more overall road miles and RCA miles than the other action alternatives. While 

implementation of Alternative 5 would improve overall road density from approximately 5.7 

mi/mi
2
 to 4.5 mi/mi

2
 (Table 3-53) and RCA road density from 8.8 mi/mi

2
 to 6.3 mi/mi

2
(Table 

3-54) in the East Fork Weiser River subwatershed, road density would continue to be 

Functioning at Unacceptable Risk. Physical barriers would also be improved in all three 

timeframes but would continue to be Functioning at Unacceptable Risk. Sediment would 

improve in the short and long term. Potential long-term LWD recruitment would improve in the 

long-term timeframe as decommissioned (obliterated) roads revegetate. Alternative 5 would best 

meet the Purpose and Need of the Project. 

Table 3-53. Total road density by alternative 

Subwatershed 
Road Density (mi/mi2) by Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 

Cottonwood Creek 2.7 2.7 2.6 2.7 2.6 

East Fork Weiser River 5.7 5.4 5.3 5.3 4.3 

Gaylord Creek–Weiser River 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.3 6.4 

Mill Creek–Weiser River 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 
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Table 3-54. Resulting Riparian Conservation Area (RCA) road density by alternative 

Subwatershed 
RCA Road Density (mi/mi2) by Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 

Cottonwood Creek 5.1 4.2 4.0 4.1 4.0 

East Fork Weiser River 8.8 7.8 7.5 7.8 6.3 

Gaylord Creek–Weiser River 10.9 10.5 10.1 10.4 10.1 

Mill Creek–Weiser River 6.1 4.8 4.6 4.8 4.6 

 

Effects to Bull Trout Designated Critical Habitat 

Designated critical habitat includes nine primary constituent elements (PCEs) (75 FR 63898). 

Nelson (2011) developed a crosswalk between the PCEs and WCIs in the Forest Plan to support 

an interpretation of PCEs using the matrices. Effects to designated critical habitat are therefore 

addressed by evaluation of the WCIs. Bull trout designated critical habitat would not be 

destroyed or adversely modified because all WCIs would be maintained or incrementally 

improved by implementing the action alternatives. Effects to designated critical habitat from 

culvert replacements are described in the Programmatic Culvert BA (Scaife and Hoefer 2011). 

Alternative 5 would potentially temporarily negatively affect critical habitat from road 

decommissioning (obliteration) and the resulting potential sediment delivery within the riparian 

area along Dewey Creek; however, road decommissioning (obliteration) under this alternative 

would also have temporary, short- and long-term benefits. See the Fisheries Resources Specialist 

Report (Giambra 2012) and the Watershed Specialist Report (Vining 2012) in the Project Record 

for more information.  

Summary of Effects of all Action Alternatives 

All action alternatives would result in a temporary to short-term increase in sediment delivery 

related to timber harvest, prescribed fire, road decommissioning (obliteration) and 

removal/replacement of culverts; however, this sediment delivery would not be measurable in 

any given stream channel. Implementing the action alternatives would maintain WCIs and 

riparian functions and processes and would result in an incremental, long-term reduction in 

sediment delivery to streams (mitigations). Alternative 5 would decommission (obliterate) the 

most roads within RCAs, primarily within the ACS priority subwatershed, which would improve 

SWRA conditions more than the other action alternatives. Although all action alternatives would 

remove and/or replace culverts, Alternative 5 would remove/replace more culverts on 

intermittent and perennial streams as a result of RCA road decommissioning (obliteration). This 

alternative would best meet the Purpose and Need of the Project, benefit bull trout the most and 

would reconnect more stream miles for fish than the other action alternatives.  

Implementing the action alternatives would not destroy or adversely modify bull trout designated 

critical habitat. 

 Cumulative Effects 3.6.8.2

The cumulative effects analysis area is considered at the subwatershed scale. This analysis does 

not attempt to quantify specific impacts for each past activity. Rather, the most current and 

scientifically accurate data available was used to identify the existing conditions. It is anticipated 
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that although the incremental impacts of each past activity are not known, the existing condition 

(environmental baseline) is representative of those past activities. 

Generally, livestock grazing on Forest and private land, habitat fragmentation from culverts, 

roads within RCAs, irrigation diversions, recreation, and timber harvest have impacted fish 

habitat and quality in the cumulative effects analysis area. See Appendix 3 for more information 

on specific projects included in the cumulative effects area. 

Cumulative Effects of this Project  

Reasonably foreseeable future actions in the analysis area include the Weiser River Fuels 

Project, Gaylord North Project road decommissioning, timber harvest on State land, timber 

harvest and/or mining on private land, firewood cutting, recreation use, roads (system and 

unauthorized), fire suppression, OHV/ATV use, noxious weed management and livestock 

grazing on public and private land. See Appendix 3 for a complete list of future actions.  

When considered in conjunction with existing conditions and other reasonably foreseeable future 

actions, the cumulative effect of the action alternatives on WCIs are expected to range from none 

to improving over the short- to long-term timeframes at the subwatershed scale given the 

reduction in roads (especially within RCAs) and road-related effects to fish habitat, reduction in 

accessibility of bull trout streams to anglers (Alternative 5), and the incremental improvement in 

riparian functions and processes toward desired conditions (particularly with Alternative 5, 

which should allow considerable restoration of riparian function in parts of Dewey and Joker 

creeks). The watershed analysis in this document indicates temporary to short-term sediment 

impacts that would not be measurable at the critical reach (as defined in the watershed section of 

this chapter) to short- to long-term incremental reductions in sediment. 

The watershed analysis in this document indicates temporary to short-term impacts that would 

not be measurable to sediment with short- to long-term incremental reductions. 

There are approximately 45 miles of unauthorized roads that would be left on the landscape in 

the project area. These roads may affect WCIs and SWRA conditions such as large woody debris 

recruitment, stream shade, sediment delivery to streams, and RCAs. Some disturbance within 

RCAs could likely occur on non-NFS lands. Other actions listed in Appendix 3 would have no 

effect on RCAs.  

When Alternative 1 (No Action) is combined with the actions in Appendix 3, SWRA conditions 

and riparian functions and processes would be maintained at the current trend. The action 

alternatives would decommission (obliterate) roads within RCAs and would incrementally 

improve SWRA conditions and riparian functions and processes (Table 3-51 and Table 3-52). It 

is expected that the incremental effect of all action alternatives in relation to other actions on 

both private and public lands is a temporary to short-term increase in RCA disturbance followed 

by a short- to long-term incremental improvement in fish habitat and RCA condition associated 

with decommissioning (obliteration) roads within RCAs and culvert removals/replacements.  

 Threatened, Sensitive and Management Indicator Species 3.6.8.3
Determination 

The Travel Management Plan (USDA Forest Service 2009b) determined that implementation of 

all of the alternatives would result in a may affect, likely to adversely affect listed fish species. 

Based on that information and that the Project No Action Alternative would maintain the current, 
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declining trend, Alternative 1 for the Project May Affect, Likely to Adversely Affect bull trout and 

their habitat. 

The determination for all of the action alternatives is May Affect, Likely to Adversely Affect bull 

trout and critical habitat due to culvert replacement activities in occupied habitat and potential 

temporary sediment delivery to bull trout critical habitat from road decommissioning 

(obliteration) within RCAs. Temperature, sediment, substrate embeddedness, LWD, road density 

and location, and RCAs would be maintained or improved over the short- to long-term. These 

determinations changed from the DEIS upon further discussions with the US Fish and Wildlife 

Service.  

The action alternatives would have No Effect to Snake River spring/summer and fall Chinook 

salmon and steelhead or their habitats, and No Impact to westslope cutthroat trout or their 

habitat. 

3.6.9 Forest Plan Consistency 

The action would meet Forest Plan standards and guidelines and maintain or improve the 

watershed by maintaining current conditions or incrementally or measurably improving WCIs 

toward the desired future condition identified in the Forest Plan. Consistency with the Forest 

Plan is documented in an activity table located in the Project Record. 

 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments 3.6.9.1

The Project is not expected to cause irreversible or irretrievable commitments of habitat for 

management indicator fish species, other listed fish species, or desired native and non-native fish 

species. ESA-listed bull trout (also management indicator species) are found in Dewey Creek 

and the East Fork Weiser River. The determination for all the action alternatives is May Affect, 

Likely to Adversely Affect bull trout and their habitat. 

3.6.10 Project Record 

This FEIS incorporates by reference the Fisheries Resources Specialist Report (Giambra 2012) 

in the Project Record (40 CFR 1502.21). The Fisheries Resources Specialist Report contains the 

detailed data, methodologies, analysis, references, and other technical documentation used in this 

analysis. The Project Record is available from the Forest Supervisor’s Office located in McCall, 

Idaho.
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3.7 SOILS RESOURCES 

3.7.1 Issues and Indicators 

Issue 

Effects of timber harvest, prescribed fire, road management, and other project-related activities 

on SWRA resources; timber harvest, road management and prescribed fire may affect the long-

term productivity of the soil.  

Indicators 

 Levels of Detrimental Soil Disturbance (DD) 

 Levels of Total Soil Resource Commitment (TSRC) across the project area 

 Levels of Coarse Woody Debris (CWD) 

3.7.2 Introduction 

Soil productivity can be influenced by management activities; these effects can manifest 

themselves in several ways. The indicators of soil condition that will be used in this effects 

analysis are DD, TSRC, and CWD. All of these indicators can be affected by timber harvest, 

reforestation activities, and prescribed fire and by the presence of roads, power lines, gravel pits, 

administrative sites, landings, skid trails, and firelines associated with these actions. 

Soil erosion is not specifically discussed or analyzed in this section but is directly related to the 

issue and indicators (sediment) presented and described in the “Water Resources” section of this 

chapter. 

3.7.3 Forest Plan Direction 

The Forest Plan identifies Forest-wide goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines aimed at 

protecting and enhancing the soil resource. Forest-wide goals, objectives, standards, and 

guidelines applicable to this Project for the soil resource are listed below. 

 General Direction 3.7.3.1

Soil protective cover, soil organic matter, and CWD are at levels that maintain or restore soil 

productivity and hydrologic functions where conditions are at risk or degraded. Soils have 

adequate physical, biological, and chemical properties to support desired vegetation growth. 

Management actions result in no long-term degradation of SWRA conditions. (USDA Forest 

Service 2003d, page 3-18). 

 Soil, Water, Riparian and Aquatic Resources  3.7.3.2

Forest Plan Goals SWGO01-04, SWGO06-11, and SWGO13-15 and Forest Plan Objectives 

SWOB03, 12-14, 16, and 18 provide direction to maintain or restore the function and viability of 

soil, water, riparian and aquatic resources, with emphasis on areas with habitat for management 

indicator and threatened or endangered species. In addition, Forest Plan Standards SWST01-04, 

SWST08, 11, and 12 direct management actions to be carried out in a way that protects or 

maintains the proper function of SWRA resources, and also directs active management to restore 

proper function where it is impaired. Forest Plan Guidelines SWGU01-05 and 08-09 also apply. 



Chapter 3 Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project 

3-214 

3.7.4 Scope of the Analysis 

The analysis areas for the effects on soil resources are activity areas that are specific to each 

indicator being analyzed. The Forest Plan describes the activity area as, “the smallest logical land 

area where the effect that is being analyzed or monitored is expected to occur” (USDA Forest 

Service 2003b, page GL-1). The Forest Plan further describes specific activity areas that are to 

be utilized for analysis. These descriptions were utilized to arrive at the following activity areas 

for the Project: 

 The activity areas for the DD indicator are each of the individual treatment areas 

(harvest, biomass, and prescribed fire units). DDs are effects that cause soils to be 

compacted, displaced, severely burned, or puddled to an extent that the disturbance 

meets the criteria to be detrimental to the long-term soil productivity. These effects 

are confined to the individual treatment areas. 

 The activity area for the TSRC indicator is the majority of NFS lands within the 

Project area, exclusive in this case of the portion of the Council Mountain IRA that is 

truly unroaded (area of IRA with two-wheel motorized access was included). TSRCs 

are effects that cause more visible and generally longer term reductions in soil 

productivity than DDs, such as roads, landings, constructed skid trails, recreational 

trails, administrative facilities, livestock driveways, and areas of concentrated 

livestock use. These effects can occur across the entire Project area, both within and 

outside of individual treatment areas. 

 The activity areas for the CWD indicator are each of the individual treatment areas 

(harvest, biomass, and prescribed fire units). CWD is woody material that is on the 

ground and has a diameter of at least 3 inches and a length of at least 6 feet. As CWD 

becomes incorporated into the soil, it contributes to long-term soil productivity by 

providing micro sites for moisture retention and microbial activity. The effects of the 

project on CWD are confined to individual treatment areas. 

3.7.5 Affected Environment 

 Background  3.7.5.1

The Project area occurs within the following four Landtype Association Groups (percent of 

Project area represented by the Landtype Association is in parenthesis): Structurally Controlled 

Lands (Plateaus and Escarpments) (74.4%); Depositional Lands (13.7%); Glaciated Lands 

(7.9%); and Periglacial Uplands and Mountain Slopes (4.1%).  

Figure 3-59 and Table 3-55 displays the distribution of landtypes selected landtype information 

and soil interpretations for the landtypes occurring within the Project area. Interpretations and 

descriptions are from the USDA Intermountain Region publication, Soil-Hydrologic 

Reconnaissance: Council Ranger District, Payette National Forest (Larson et al. 1973). 

Structurally Controlled Land (Plateaus and Escarpments) 

This Landtype Association (Landtypes 130-1, 131-1, 131-2, 131-3, 131-4, 132a-1, 132b-1, 132c-

2, 133b-1, 133b-2 in the Project area) is characterized by relatively stable lands that have formed 

as the direct result of the geologic structure of basalt flows that originally produced relatively flat 

lands. This post-basalt flow landscape has subsequently been tilted, uplifted, and eroded over 
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time, producing landforms (landtypes) that consist of moderately to steeply sloping dipslopes, 

scarp slopes, and escarpments. This is the dominant Landtype Association within the Project 

area. Slopes range from 10% to 50%, inherent erosion hazards are moderately low to moderately 

high (depending on slope), and risk for slides and slumps is very low to moderate. 

The associated soils are dominantly moderately deep to deep, medium-to-fine textured with low-

to-moderate productivity potentials and variable moisture-holding capacities, depending on soil 

depth. Infiltration rates are moderately slow to moderately rapid and permeability is moderate to 

moderately slow due to the finer textured nature of these soils. From 40% to 75% of precipitation 

is yielded to stream flow, primarily as subsurface flow. 

The primary management concerns associated with these landtypes are the steepness of some 

slopes and the compaction potential related to the medium-to-fine textured surface soils. 

Depositional Lands  

This Landtype Association (Landtypes 101, 101-1, and 105-3, 106-1 and 106-5 in the Project 

area) is characterized by the nearly level to gently sloping alluvial (101, 101-1, 105-3) and 

moraine (106-1, 106-5) lands at typical elevations of 4,000–6,500 feet. Riparian areas are 

common within these landtypes, which are generally near streams. Slopes range from 0% to 

30%, inherent erosion hazard is moderate low to moderate high, and risk for slides and slumps is 

low to moderate low.  

Soils are dominantly deep with standing water and high water tables common, especially during 

snowmelt. Soil textures range from sandy loam to fine loam with areas of skeletal (rocky) soils 

interspersed throughout. These landtypes provide little contribution to total stream flow but 

instead serve as storage reservoirs or aquifers for groundwater and subsurface flow from higher 

lands. These lands provide an important buffer to soil erosion and sediment production from the 

surrounding uplands. 

The primary management concern associated with this landtype is its close proximity to streams 

and the compaction and trafficability concerns related to fine textured soils and high water 

tables. The concern related specifically to Landtype 106-5 is the increased risk of land flow if 

enough vegetation is removed to increase the amount of available water in the land. For 

additional discussion on vegetation removal as it relates to water yield, see the Water Resources 

Specialist Report (Vining 2012), located in the Project Record. 

Glaciated Lands  

This Landtype Association (Landtypes 110-2, 110x-2, 111d-1, 111d-2 and 113-1 in the Project 

area) results from glaciations (including heads and sides of glaciated valleys). Slopes range from 

0% to 90%, depending on the feature, from cirque basins to glacial valley sideslopes. Inherent 

erosion hazards are moderate to moderate high (depending on slope steepness), and risks for 

slides or slumps is low to moderate. 

Associated soils are shallow to deep, fine loamy to loamy skeletal in texture with low 

productivity because of the short growing season. From 45% to 75% of precipitation is yielded to 

stream flow, with much of this delivery occurring as overland flow in Landtypes 110x-2 and 

111d-1 due to the often large amount of exposed bedrock. Landtypes 110-2 and111d-2, with 

deeper soils, yield more water to streams via subsurface flow. 
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The primary management concerns for these Landtypes are the compaction and trafficability 

concerns related to fine textured soils and the presence of wet Alluvial and Meadow land present 

within portions of Landtype 110-2. 

Periglacial Uplands and Mountain Slopes 

This Landtype Association (Landtype 109-7, 109b-1 in the Project area) formed from the 

processes of ice and snow action associated with adjacent glaciated areas. These lands are 

characterized by smooth and moderately steep mountain slopes at high elevation. Slopes range 

from 0% to 60%, inherent erosion hazards are low to moderate high (depending on slope), and 

risk for slides and slumps is low to moderately low. 
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Figure 3-59. Landtypes within the Project area 
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Table 3-55. Summary of soil characteristics within the Soil Resource Analysis Area (National Forest System [NFS] lands only) 

Land-

type 

Acres 

(NF 

Only) 

Percentage 

of Project 

Area 

NF Only 

(%) 

Elev. 

(feet) 

 

Slope 

(%) 

Soil 

Depth 

(inches) 

Inherent Erosion Hazard Risk for Slump/Slide Trafficability 

Structurally Controlled Basalt Lands      

130-1 705.7 1.4 
3,500–
4,500 10–20 10–20 Moderate Very Low– Low Poor 

131-
1/131-2 2928.7 5.9 

3,500–
7,000 5–40 20–40 

Moderate–Moderately 
Low Low– Moderately Low Poor–Good 

131-3 4708.2 9.5 
3,500–
5,000 10–60 30–40+ 

Moderate–Moderately 
High Low– Moderately Low Good–Poor 

131-4 8389.0 16.9 
5,000–
6,500 10–40 20–40 Moderate Moderately Low Good–Poor 

132a-1 5945.6 12.0 
4,800–
6,000 40–60 20–40 Moderate Moderately –Low Fair 

132b-1 3418.2 6.9 
4,800–
5,800 30–60 10–35 Moderate Moderately –Low Fair 

132c-2 5534.0 11.1 
3,200–
5,000 40–70 20–40 

Moderate –Moderately 
High Moderate Fair–Poor 

133b-
1/133b-2 5265.3 10.8 

4,000–
6,800 30–60 20–40 

Moderate –Moderately 
High 

Moderate–Moderately 
Low Fair–Poor 

Depositional Lands      

101 385.1 0.7 
5,000–
6,000 2–10 30–40+ Moderate –Low Low Good–Poor 

101-1 959 1.9 
4,000–
6,000 2–10 30–40+ Moderately Low Low– Moderately Low Good–Poor 

105-3 251.2 0.5 
5,000–
5,500 5–30 30–40 

Moderate–Moderately 
High Low– Moderately Low Good–Poor 

106-1 2067.2 4.2 
4,000–
6,500 5–30 30–40 

Moderately Low–
Moderate Moderately Low Fair–Poor 
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Source: Soil-Hydrologic Reconnaissance, Council Ranger District, Payette National Forest (Larson et al. 1973). 

 

Land-

type 

Acres 

(NF 

Only) 

Percentage 

of Project 

Area 

NF Only 

(%) 

Elev. 

(feet) 

 

Slope 

(%) 

Soil 

Depth 

(inches) 

Inherent Erosion Hazard Risk for Slump/Slide Trafficability 

Depositional Lands      

106-5 3111.7 6.3 
4,000–
6,500 5–30 30–40 

Moderately Low– 
Moderate Moderately High Fair to Poor 

Glaciated Lands      

110-
2/110x-2 1423.2 2.9 

6,000–
7,500 0–30 25–40 Moderate Low– Moderately Low Good to Very Poor 

111d-
1/111d-
2/113-1 2492.6 5.0 

6,000–
8,100 30–90 0–50 Moderate –High Low to Moderate Fair–Poor 

Periglacial Uplands and Mountain Slopes      

109-7 1446.0 2.9 
7,000–
7,800 0–25 30–40+ Moderate –Low Moderately Low–Low Fair–Poor 

109b-1 583.6 1.2 
5,500–
6,500 20–60 20–40 

Moderate–Moderately 
High Low– Moderately Low Good–Poor 

TOTAL 

 

49,614.0 

 

100 
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3.7.6 Current Condition 

The current condition of the soil resource has been influenced by both natural processes 

(e.g., climatic events, floods, drought, wind, fire) and human-related disturbances (e.g., roading, 

grazing, timber harvest, recreation, powerline development). Natural processes have been and 

continue to be the foundation of soil formation while human-related disturbances affect soil 

productivity and soil hydrologic function. 

 Detrimental Disturbance 3.7.6.1

According to the Forest Plan, “Detrimental soil disturbance (DD) is the alteration of natural soil 

characteristics that results in the immediate or prolonged loss of soil productivity and natural 

soil-hydrologic conditions” (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page GL-10). DD are those effects on 

the soil resource that cause soils to be compacted, displaced, severely burned, or puddled to an 

extent that the disturbance meets the criteria (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page GL-10) to be 

detrimental to long-term soil productivity. DDs are often small, scattered throughout areas of 

past management, and not always readily visible. Areas that have had little or no past human-

related disturbances that would compact, displace, puddle, or severely burn soils generally have 

very little or no DD. Although DDs can persist for decades, normally DDs eventually 

successfully recover from a detrimental to a non-detrimental condition through natural processes 

(e.g., freeze/thaw processes, wet/dry cycles, root penetration, rodent burrowing). Because of the 

difficulty in visually identifying DDs and because of their small size and scattered occurrence, 

the most effective manner to eliminate the addition of DDs in areas where meeting the Forest 

Plan standard for DD is an issue, is to prevent additional DDs from being produced through 

mitigation measures and project design features. 

The Forest Plan requires DD to be below and remain below 15% within activity areas unless 

current conditions for DD are already above 15%. The activity area for DD is the proposed 

timber harvest unit, biomass unit, or burn unit, which meets the Forest Plan definition of activity 

area as, “the smallest logical land area where the effect that is being analyzed or monitored is 

expected to occur” (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page GL-1). In each activity area where the 

current condition of DD is above 15%, management activities are required to move DD toward 

or below 15%. 

Existing DDs in the Project area have generally been produced from the random movement and 

use of heavy equipment associated with past logging activities. Additional, but much smaller, 

amounts of DD may exist from grazing and OHV use off of roads and trails. Those areas where 

DDs were produced more than 50 years ago have generally recovered to a non-detrimental 

condition through natural processes over time, while more recent DDs have only partially 

recovered. 

For the Project, activity areas have been stratified into the following three categories: 1) those 

that received past tractor or tractor/jammer harvest, 2) those that received past skyline or 

helicopter harvest, and 3) those that have had no entries for timber harvest. This stratification 

was made to address the two management scenarios for meeting the Forest Plan standard (see 

preceding paragraphs). 

All activity areas that have received past tractor or tractor/jammer harvest (5,000 acres of the 

7,820 proposed for harvest or biomass removal) are initially assumed to have the potential for 

DD levels greater than 15%. An inventory to assess the condition of these units in regard to 
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existing DD began during summer 2010. A total of 46 units were inventoried prior to snowfall 

with only 2 of the 46 units (Units 2101 and 2203 [Appendix 1]) having DD levels above 15%. 

Two other units, (Units 2106 and 2202) had DD levels above 12%; these units should be further 

examined during implementation for the opportunity to reduce DD levels as well. All of these 

units are in the Shingle Flat area of the Mill Creek subwatershed and are associated with past 

harvest entries in the 1960s, 1970s, and 1991. These units, as well as remaining units that were 

tractor logged in the past (but not yet inventoried for DD) and are scheduled to be harvested by 

tractor or tractor/jammer methods in the Project, will be managed as if the existing condition of 

DD is greater than 15%; thus, each unit will require an improvement in the amount of DD. The 

assumption that these previously tractor-harvested units where DD inventory could not be 

completed have DD levels higher than 15% creates a worst-case scenario for these activity areas 

and requires an improvement in the DD condition to meet the Forest Plan standard. Any DD 

monitoring that is conducted prior to the harvest of these units and that shows DD levels below 

15% will not require improvement in DD conditions for those units. See the project design and 

mitigation measures table in Chapter 2 for a description of DD restoration requirements (Table 

2-11). 

The activity areas that have received past skyline or helicopter harvest are assumed, as is 

assumed in other projects, to have DD levels that are very low (well below 15%). This 

assumption is supported by observations of past timber sales that have utilized skyline and 

helicopter harvest and where very little DD has been produced. Generally, the DD within these 

areas is associated only with some portions of the skyline corridors. 

The activity areas that have not had timber harvest in the past are assumed, as is assumed in 

other projects, to have very low levels of existing DD (less than 5% and in many cases, nearly 

zero). 

The Hall Fire, which burned approximately 1,800 acres in 2003 at moderate to high severity, 

likely resulted in DD in areas that were burned at high severity. There are 210 acres of proposed 

activity areas (units) within the old burn. Of these, 173 acres are proposed for harvest by tractor 

or tractor/jammer; 19 of these acres fall within areas mapped as high severity burn by the Hall 

Fire Burned Area Emergency Response (BAER) team. These acres were not surveyed formally 

for DD, but during field visits to First and Second Gulches, both of which burned at moderate-to-

high severity and intensity, little red or white soil (evidence of high severity burn) was noted; 

none was noted in larger than 1-square-meter contiguous patches, the minimum size requirement 

for classification as DD. Additionally, after 9 years of recovery, the area is well vegetated with 

brush, grasses, and forbs, and minor amounts of DD have likely recovered. Therefore, it is likely 

that DD does not exceed 15% within proposed activity areas within the burned perimeter. 

 Total Soil Resource Commitment 3.7.6.2

TSRC is, “the conversion of a productive site to an essentially non-productive site for a period of 

more than 50 years” (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page GL-37). Effects on the soil resource 

producing conditions that are more visible, are longer lasting, and generally reduce soil 

productivity more than DD are defined as TSRC. Examples of TSRC within the Project area 

include roads, dispersed recreation sites, gravel pits, a powerline corridor, landings, and primary 

skid trails. TSRC effects do not recover through natural processes, but soil productivity can 

generally be improved on these areas by implementing physical treatments that restore long-term 
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soil productivity and hydrologic function, such as road obliteration (see “Watershed Resources” 

[section 3.5] and “Fish Resources” [section 3.6] ). 

Currently, the amount of TSRC within the activity area (NFS lands within the Project area) is 

1,444.0 acres, or 2.9% (Table 3-56). This percentage is an average; levels of TSRC are highly 

variable across the Project area from 4.0% in the Beaver Creek drainage to less than 2.0% in the 

Cottonwood Creek subwatershed portion of the Project area. This variability is almost 

exclusively from the variation in road density, most notably between the southern (Cottonwood 

Creek drainage) and northern (Mill Creek, East Fork Weiser, and Beaver Creek drainages) 

portions of the Project area. Part of the Council Mountain IRA is located in the Cottonwood 

Creek subwatershed. To best represent levels of TSRC typical of the Project area proposed for 

management, truly unroaded portions of the IRA were excluded from acreage used to derive 

percent TRSC for the existing condition. Some “relic” roads remain within the IRA boundary 

that are open only to two-wheel motorized travel under the current Forest Travel Management 

Plan; these were included in the TSRC analysis. 

The Forest Plan requires that management actions reduce TSRC when existing levels are greater 

than 5% of an activity area (in this case, the Project area minus the unroaded IRA). Conceivably, 

this large Project area could be divided into smaller implementation areas (e.g., timber sales). 

Most likely, these would be divided along geographic boundaries; at that point one might 

consider these “sale areas” to be individual activity areas. However, if the TSRC were 

considered at the level of the “main” drainages (portions of subwatersheds) within the Project 

area (Beaver Creek, East Fork Weiser, Mill Creek, and Cottonwood Creek), levels would still be 

under the Forest Plan Standard of 5%, with the highest of the areas being Beaver Creek at 4.0%. 

Because levels of TSRC will not be increased in any of these areas, the analysis for this indicator 

will remain at the Project area as a whole, as the future boundaries of any timber sale or 

contracted work resulting from this project would be speculative at this point. For further 

information on levels of TSRC within any of the above drainages, refer to the Project Record. 

Table 3-56. Summary of existing Total Soil Resource Commitment (TSRC) within the Soil 

Resource Analysis Area (National Forest System [NFS] lands only) 

NFS Lands within Project 

Boundary (Excluding 

Roadless Area) (acres) 

Percent of TSRC from 

Roads 

Percent of TSRC from 

Past Harvest 

Total Percentage of 

TSRC  

49,320  2.4 0.5 2.9 

 

 Coarse Woody Debris 3.7.6.3

CWD is defined as, “Pieces of woody material having a diameter of at least 3 inches and a length 

greater than 6 feet” (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page GL-6). The current condition of CWD 

within individual activity areas has not been quantified, but site visits and observations indicate 

that CWD within individual activity areas is highly variable, depending both on past 

management activities and natural events; some areas have desired amounts while others do not. 

Plantations are most lacking in CWD. These areas were previously treated by clear cutting, 

piling and/or burning residual material, and replanting, resulting in even-aged stands with little 

or no coarse wood on the ground. The Hall Fire that burned with moderate-to-high intensity may 



Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project Chapter 3 

3-223 

have consumed existing CWD and created a “gap” in the future supply as fire-killed trees fall 

and the next oldest age class (post-fire seedlings) comes to maturity. 

The amount and size of CWD that must remain on the ground within activity areas following the 

completion of all proposed activities is determined by PVG and is outlined in Appendix A of the 

Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b, Table A-9). The desired range of CWD tonnages and 

percent of large CWD for PVGs identified in the Forest Plan are minimums and identify the 

portion of the tonnage (as a percentage) that should remain in the larger (greater than 15 inches) 

size class. The dominant PVGs represented within activity areas (harvest, biomass, and burn 

units) include PVGs 2, 5, and 6. The desired range of total tonnage for these PVGs is from 4 to 

14 tons, with varying desired percentages of tonnage for the larger size class (greater than 15 

inch) material from greater than 65% for PVG 6 to greater than 75% for PVGs 2 and 5. 

 Direct and Indirect Effects  3.7.6.4

Detrimental Disturbance 

Alternative 1 (No Action) 

No additional DD would occur and existing DD associated with past management activities 

would continue to recover through natural processes (root penetration, gopher/rodent activity, 

freeze/thaw, wetting/drying). The Forest Plan standard for DD would be attained since existing 

DD would continue to slowly recover, and no additional DD would be produced. 

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 

The activity areas for DD (harvest, biomass, and burn units) have been stratified and analyzed 

(see “Current Condition” above), according to past disturbance (logging and fire), so that each 

unit can be properly analyzed in relation to the Forest Plan standard for DD. 

In all activity areas, regardless of whether existing levels of DD are above 15% or not, site-

specific project design features, mitigation measures, and BMPs have been developed and will 

be implemented (Chapter 2) to reduce the potential for producing any additional DD. Applying 

these measures—which stipulate soil moisture requirements for prescribed burning and the use 

of heavy equipment, the slopes that heavy equipment can operate on, the rehabilitation 

requirements for skid trails and landings, and the requirement that heavy equipment (other than 

excavators for scalping operations only and feller buncher operations) remain on designated skid 

trails except when soils are frozen and snow covered—would be expected to keep DD at existing 

levels on these units. Feller bunchers and excavators, whose operations require very minimal 

passes (most often just a single pass) over the ground, may operate off of designated skid trails 

but only under winter conditions described above or when soil moistures are below 20%. 

All skid trails and landings are to be designated for activity areas and all skid trails and landings 

utilized with this proposal, as well as compacted or displaced soil from previous harvest 

activities in units where existing DD is greater than 15% (or assumed to be greater than 15%), 

would be rehabilitated to restore long-term soil productivity. Using and obliterating existing skid 

trails/landings and restoring productivity on compacted and displaced soils adjacent to new and 

existing skid trails and landings within all tractor units would reduce the DD below current 

levels, meeting the Forest Plan standard. 
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Harvest Units 2101 and 2203 (tractor unit with inventoried DD level greater than 15%) and units 

previously harvested with tractor or tractor/jammer where DD inventory was planned but not 

completed due to snow, would all require improvements to existing levels of DD. It is also 

recommended that DD be improved (reduced) in Units 2106 and 2202, where existing levels are 

12%; however, this is not required. Improvements would be accomplished by rehabilitating areas 

of concentrated detrimental compaction or detrimental displacement from past activities. Any 

additional DD monitoring conducted prior to harvesting the uninventoried units (i.e., summer 

2011) that show DD levels below 15% would not require improving DD conditions; DD levels 

would be allowed to remain static. 

Activity areas that were previously harvested utilizing cable or skyline methods have very low 

amounts of existing DD, mostly DD within skyline corridors. In these areas, using heavy 

equipment would not be allowed because slope steepness. Very minor increases in DD would be 

expected to occur on these units from skyline corridors. The Forest Plan standard would be met 

as DD would remain below 15% in these units. 

By implementing the following site-specific project design requirements, mitigation measures, 

and BMPs and the rehabilitation of existing areas of DD, all activity areas within the Project area 

would meet the Forest Plan standard for DD for Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5: 

 Utilize all applicable BMPs and Soil Water Conservation Practices (SWCPs) for 

harvest and road activities (see Chapter 2) 

 Reuse existing well-located skid trails and landings and reclaim following harvest 

activities 

 Limit ground-based mechanical thinning, skidding, and harvest equipment operations 

to designated skid trails, roads, and landings on slopes up to 45% when the ground is 

not frozen/snow covered. On ground-based units, all skid trails would be designated 

and preapproved by the Timber Sale Administrator and logs would be winched to the 

designated skid trails. Primary skid trails would be spaced at a maximum distance 

(preferred is 200 feet or greater) with consideration given to terrain and RCA location 

(literature shows that a 100-foot skid trail spacing has soil effects [DD or TSRC] on 

approximately 11% of an area [Froehlich et al. 1981]). Random use of heavy 

equipment off of designated skid trails would be allowed only under the following 

conditions: 

1. Snow covered or frozen soil conditions 

2. For feller bunchers when soil moisture levels are below 20% 

3. For excavator scalping operations when soil moisture levels are below 20% 

 Use cable, skyline, or helicopter harvest systems and limit equipment operations to 

roads (temporary or permanent) and landings on slopes over 45% 

 Reclaim disturbed skyline/cable corridors by pulling soil berms back to original 

configuration and scattering slash (as available) on all areas of soil disturbance to 

provide for a minimum of 50% to maximum of 80% effective cover. 

 Reclaim all detrimentally disturbed and totally committed skid trails and landing 

areas immediately following harvest activities. Take advantage of all opportunities to 

reclaim soil disturbances (compaction, displacement) from past management 
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activities (a net reduction in DD is required in harvest Units 2101 and 2203 and 

recommended in Units 2106 and 2202 and any units not previously inventoried). See 

Chapter 2, Table 2-11, for a description of reclamation requirements. Reuse existing 

well-located skid trails and landings (as determined by a Soil Scientist or 

Hydrologist) and reclaim (as described above) following harvest activities 

 Conduct excavator scalping operations on areas that are approved by a Soil Scientist 

and only when soil moistures are below 20%. Scalps must be less than 1 square meter 

each to avoid creation of additional DD and comply with Forest Plan standards. 

 Ensure that prescribed burning is low severity in areas where DD is above 15%; soil 

moistures should be above 20% when burning (USDA Forest Service 1996–1998). 

 Reclaim all fireline following burn activities. Reclamation activities would include, 

but are not limited to, placing waterbars as necessary, pulling material removed 

(including mineral soil as available) for fireline construction back onto fireline, and 

pulling slash as available onto the surface. Goal is to achieve a minimum of 50% and 

maximum of 80% effective groundcover of the disturbed soil. 

Total Soil Resource Commitment  

Alternative 1 (No Action) 

No additional management activities would occur under Alternative 1. None of the existing 

TSRC would be returned to productivity, and no additional TSRC would be produced, resulting 

in TSRC remaining at 2.9% (1,444.0 acres) of the activity area. TSRC would continue to meet 

the Forest Plan standard of less than 5% of the activity area. 

Alternative 2 

Under Alternative 2, management activities would return a net 92.1 acres of TSRC to 

productivity through road obliteration (Table 3-57). No additions through new permanent road 

construction would occur, although approximately 1.1 acres would be added through 

construction of a new non-motorized trail approximately 3.7 miles in length. Additionally, all 

management activity–related impacts, such as landings, temporary roads, and skid trails, would 

be rehabilitated following their use. Additional reductions in TSRC may be realized when 

existing skid trails and landings are utilized, and then decommissioned (obliterated). The 

Forest Plan standard for TSRC would be met since TSRC would be reduced by at least 92.1 

acres from 2.9% to 2.7% of the activity area (Table 3-57).  
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Table 3-57. Existing Total Soil Resource Commitment (TSRC) and TSRC projected for each 

alternative 

Alternative 

Acres of TSRC 

Restored (Road 

Obliteration) 

Percentage of 

TSRC from Roads 

Percentage of 

TSRC from Past 

Harvest 

Total Percentage 

of TSRC  

1 (No 
Action) 

0 2.4 0.5 2.9 

2  92.1 2.2 
0.5 (likely to 

improve slightly) 
2.7 

3 115.0 2.1 
0.5 (likely to 

improve slightly) 
2.7  

4 95.5 2.2 
0.5 (likely to 

improve slightly) 
2.7 

5 163.5 2.0 
0.5 (likely to 

improve slightly) 
2.6 

 

Alternative 3 

Under Alternative 3, management activities would return a net 115.0 acres of TSRC to 

productivity (Table 3-57): 14.1 acres would be added through new permanent road construction 

and one non-motorized recreational trail and 129.1 acres would be reduced through road 

decommissioning (obliteration). Under this alternative, two vault toilets would be installed, one 

at Shingle Flat and one at Five Corners (see Alternative 3 map in the FEIS). The Shingle Flat 

location, because of very heavy dispersed site use, is already considered TSRC within the project 

area, so no additional TSRC would be created through installation. The Five Corners location 

would be adjacent to an open system road, but would likely result in additional TSRC, though 

this would be less than 15x15 feet so is considered not measureable at the project scale. 

All management activity–related impacts, such as landings, temporary roads, and skid trails, 

would be rehabilitated following their use. Additional reductions in TSRC may be realized when 

existing skid trails and landings are utilized, and then decommissioned (obliterated). The 

Forest Plan standard for TSRC would be met as TSRC would be reduced by at least 115.0 acres 

from 2.9% to 2.7% of the activity area (Table 3-57).  

Alternative 4 

Under Alternative 4, management activities would return a net 95.5 acres of TSRC to 

productivity (Table 3-57): 5.2 acres would be added through new permanent road construction 

and one non-motorized recreational trail and 100.7 acres would be reduced through road 

decommissioning (obliteration). The installation of two vault toilets would be the same as in 

Alternative 3. 

All management activity–related impacts, such as landings, temporary roads, and skid trails, 

would be rehabilitated following their use. Additional reductions in TSRC may be realized when 

existing skid trails and landings are utilized, and then decommissioned (obliterated). The 

Forest Plan standard for TSRC would be met since TSRC would be reduced by at least 95.5 

acres from 2.9% to 2.7% of the activity area (Table 3-57). 
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Alternative 5 

Under Alternative 5, management activities would return a net 163.5 acres of TSRC to 

productivity (Table 3-57): 17.6 acres would be added through new permanent road construction 

and one non-motorized recreational loop trail approximately 3.7 miles in length.181.7 acres 

would be reduced through road decommissioning (obliteration).  

One additional vault toilet would be installed with this alternative, at the junction of roads 50165 

and 50249 (the trailhead for Deseret Cabin). This would likely result in additional TSRC, though 

this would be less than 15x15 feet so is considered not measureable at the project scale. 

All management activity–related impacts (landings, temporary roads, and skid trails) would be 

rehabilitated following their use. Additional reductions in TSRC may be realized when existing 

skid trails and landings are utilized, and then decommissioned (obliterated). The Forest Plan 

standard for TSRC would be met since TSRC would be reduced by at least 163.5 acres from 

2.9% to 2.6% of the activity area (Table 3-57). 

Coarse Woody Debris 

Alternative 1 (No Action) 

Under Alternative 1, CWD levels would initially be unchanged. The existing levels of CWD are 

variable within activity areas, depending on past management activities and natural processes 

(fire, windthrow, mortality) that have occurred. Additional changes to the amount of CWD 

would occur through time as natural processes add to and/or remove CWD from activity areas. 

CWD would trend toward the desired conditions in the Forest Plan. 

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 

The desired condition for CWD would be met by all action alternatives since CWD would be 

produced or retained at levels that meet desired conditions (where desired amounts and sizes are 

available) or trend toward desired conditions (where desired amounts and/or sizes are lacking). 

Mitigation measures have been developed that require retaining CWD in desired amounts and 

sizes (or trending toward desired amounts and sizes) for all harvest units (including biomass) and 

require retaining desired amounts and sizes levels of CWD through prescribed burning 

prescriptions. These mitigation measures would ensure that the desired amounts and sizes of 

CWD (or trends toward desired amounts and sizes) would be immediately supplied to all activity 

areas. With the implementation of these alternatives, CWD would be retained at, or move 

toward, the desired levels for PVGs within activity areas. 

In all activity areas, retaining CWD (6-foot minimum lengths) would be as evenly distributed as 

possible in the tonnages and diameters described below. Total tonnage would be measured 

following the completion of all activities and must retain the percentages of the large size class 

CWD (greater than 15-inch diameter) identified in the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b, 

Appendix A): 

 PVGs 2 and 5—Retain CWD in amounts of 4 to 14 tons per acre with at least 75% of 

the tonnage provided from CWD that is greater than 15 inches in diameter 

 PVG 6—Retain CWD in amounts of 4 to 14 tons per acre with at least 65% of the 

tonnage provided from CWD that is greater than 15 inches in diameter 
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 All PVGs—Ensure, through burn prescriptions, that CWD (in desired amounts and 

sizes) is retained at the desired condition. If CWD is below the desired condition, 

ensure it is maintained at existing levels or moved toward the desired condition. 

This project includes the proposed harvest of biomass on approximately 2,840 acres. Due to the 

homogeneity of these units from past management, special consideration should be given to 

levels of CWD. Minimum tonnages for the appropriate PVG should be retained for all biomass 

units, and while the large size class may not be available, a variety of sizes should be left on the 

ground with 65%–75% of the retained tonnages falling in the “large” size class for the particular 

plantation, which will be based on the average diameter for the stand. 

The Forest Plan desired conditions for CWD for all activity areas within the Project area would 

be met or improved upon with the implementation of these mitigation measures and project 

design features in Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects for the soil resource include all past, present, and foreseeable future actions 

that will cause DD, TSRC, and CWD effects within the activity areas for the Project. The 

activity areas for the analysis of cumulative effects for DD, TSRC, and CWD are identical to the 

activity areas for the same indicators contained in the “Direct and Indirect Effects” section since 

these indicators do not affect and are not affected by soil productivity outside of those areas.  

The effects of past management actions on DD, TSRC, and CWD within the corresponding 

activity areas are included in the “Current Condition” section. The effects of present 

management actions are included in the “Direct and Indirect Effects” section. 

The effects of reasonably foreseeable future actions on TSRC, DD, and TSRC in the activity 

areas, in combination with past and present effects, are discussed in this section. The reasonably 

foreseeable future actions that were considered for the analysis of DD, TSRC, and CWD are 

those contained in Appendix 3.  

The other reasonably foreseeable future action (from the list in Appendix 3) that is likely to have 

the potential for cumulative effects on the soil resource within the activity areas as defined above 

would be continuing to temporarily open closed system roads for firewood access. This action 

has been occurring annually on the West Zone of the Forest for the past 2 years, and is proposed 

to continue. Members of the public submit currently closed FS System roads to be considered for 

a 6–8 week opening during the permitted firewood season. Roads are evaluated by the Zone IDT 

and approved or denied. Opening closed roads allows for temporary additional firewood access. 

Cumulative effects on DD and TSRC where these road corridors might intersect activity areas 

proposed for this Project would be minimal if they occurred at all. Access on these roads is 

during the driest time of the year (July–August), and the potential for soil disturbance would be 

limited to vehicles that illegally leave the existing road prism, or firewood cutters who illegally 

skid logs instead of hand cutting, bucking, and piling. 

The cumulative effects on CWD within activity areas proposed for this Project would be 

variable. Firewood cutting would increase in corridors along roads when the roads were open, 

which would result in lower amounts of CWD—especially in the greater than 15-inch 

category—as down logs and standing material that would become CWD was utilized for 

firewood. However, given the limited number of roads open for this program each season and the 
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limited amount of access (time), the reduction of CWD where these potential future firewood 

roads intersect activity areas proposed for this Project would likely be minimal.  

The above actions describe the reasonably foreseeable future actions pertinent to the soil 

resource within the Project area. Assuming the implementation of any of the action alternatives 

(and associated project design features and mitigations) for this Project and the actions described 

in this “Cumulative Effects” section, all Forest Plan standards related to the soil resource will be 

met. 

3.7.7 Forest Plan Consistency 

Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative) meets the Forest Plan standards for DD, CWD, and TSRC 

since trends toward the standard or desired condition are required only when management 

activities are implemented. 

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 (action alternatives) meet the Forest Plan standards and guidelines for 

DD, TSRC, and CWD since activity areas meet or trend toward the Forest Plan standard or the 

desired condition. Standards and guidelines are achieved by combining implementing Forest 

Plan direction, developing specific design features and prescriptions, and applying site-specific 

mitigation measures. 

 Detrimental Disturbance 3.7.7.1

Existing levels of DD would continue to recover naturally and DD standards would be met for all 

activity areas by implementing the mitigation measures described in Chapter 2 for Alternatives 2, 

3, 4, and 5 (action alternatives). 

Reductions in DD would be achieved by implementing management requirements, BMPs, 

burning prescriptions, and specifically designed mitigation measures that restrict heavy 

equipment operations. These measures would provide little opportunity for additional DD to be 

produced. Additionally, by obliterating all skid trails and landings utilized with the proposed 

activities, as well as areas that are visually compacted or displaced from past activities, DD 

levels will be reduced from the current condition in all action alternatives. 

 Total Soil Resource Commitment 3.7.7.2

TSRC would remain at 2.9% under Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative). 

For Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 (action alternatives), the Forest Plan standard for TSRC would be 

met through net reductions in the amount of TSRC. The existing level of 2.9% TSRC for the 

Project area would be reduced to 2.7% through the net decrease of approximately 92.1 acres in 

Alternative 2; to 2.7% through the net decrease of approximately 115.0 acres in Alternative 3; to 

2.7% through the net decrease of approximately 95.5 acres in Alternative 4; and to 2.6% though 

the net decrease of 163.5 acres in Alternative 5. 

 Coarse Woody Debris 3.7.7.3

Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative) would retain existing quantities of CWD within activity 

areas in the short term while fluctuations through natural events (tree mortality, blowdown, fires) 

would be expected over the longer term.  
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Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 (action alternatives) would immediately place CWD within each 

activity area at (or trending toward) levels that are within the desired range for the activity area 

PVG(s).  

See the Project Record for Applicable Forest Plan standards and guidelines for this Project. 

3.7.8 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments 

None of the alternatives would create irreversible commitments of soil productivity. 

TSRC are considered to be irretrievable losses of soil productivity until the time when physical 

measures are taken to restore the productivity and hydrologic function of the soil. The 

obliteration of roads, landings, and skid trails are examples of restoring soil 

productivity/hydrologic function and reducing the amount of irretrievable loss of soil 

productivity. 

Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative) would maintain the existing condition of 1,444.0 acres of 

irretrievably committed soil productivity. No additional areas would be added and no additional 

areas would be restored. 

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 (action alternatives) would result in a net reduction in the acreage of 

irretrievably committed soil productivity (TSRC)—at least 92.1 acres in Alternative 2; 115.0 

acres in Alternative 3; 95.5 acres in Alternative 4; and 163.8 acres in Alternative 5. These net 

reductions would be from road obliteration.  

 Monitoring 3.7.8.1

The soils and hydrology monitoring plans (Appendix 4) include methods to document the effects 

of prescribed fire and vegetation treatments in RCAs. A fisheries biologist or hydrologist would 

ensure all SWRA-related mitigations associated with vegetation treatments, prescribed fire, 

temporary road construction, road decommissioning (obliteration), and stream crossing 

rehabilitation were implemented.  

A fisheries biologist or hydrologist would review any culvert replacements to verify that 

appropriate erosion control mitigation measures were completed. A journey-level fisheries 

biologist would also ensure that fish passage was provided where needed.  

These monitoring items are summarized in Chapter 2 of the DEIS. 

3.7.9 Project Record 

This DEIS hereby incorporates by reference the Soils Resources Specialist Report (Vining, 2012) 

in the Project Record (40 CFR 1502.21). The Soils Resources Specialist Report contains the 

detailed data, methodologies, analysis, references, and other technical documentation used in the 

assessment.
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3.8 TRANSPORTATION 

3.8.1 Introduction 

The amount of roads and the roads that are open to the public in the Project area is a concern. 

Roads are used to provide public and resource management access to the Forest. Roads may 

affect other resources such as wildlife, soil and water, fisheries, range, and recreation.  

3.8.1 Scope of the Analysis 

The analysis area for transportation is the project area. The Project area’s road system was 

primarily developed for timber harvesting access. The majority of the road system was 

constructed within the last 60 to 70 years, with most of the activity occurring in 1950s, 1960s, 

and 1970s. The main access routes into the area include Cottonwood Creek Road (FS System 

Road 50199), Old Cascade Road (FS System Road 50165, also known as Mill Creek), East Fork 

Weiser River Road (FS System Road 50172) and Beaver Creek Road (FS System Road 50169). 

These roads are single lane to a lane and a half with crushed aggregate surfaces. The area 

contains about 333 miles of road of which 220 miles are FS System road and 112 miles are 

unauthorized roads. FS System roads have been identified as being needed for the protection, 

administration, and utilization of the National Forest and the use and development of its 

resources. Unauthorized roads are defined as any road on NFS lands that is not a NFS road. Most 

of the unauthorized roads in the Project area are from past timber harvest, primarily in the 1950s 

and 1960s. 

3.8.2 Forest Plan Direction 

The road network matches the level of management activities occurring on the Forest and 

supplies the transportation system needed for recreation, special uses, timber harvest, range 

management, minerals development, and fire protection. The transportation network is managed, 

through the use of a variety of tools, to reduce degrading effects to resources. Roads needed for 

long-term objectives are maintained to provide for user safety and resource protection. Roads not 

needed for long-term objectives are decommissioned and stabilized (USDA Forest Service 

2003b, page 3-58).  

The Project is within Forest Plan MA3, Weiser River. MA 3 has the additional management 

direction in the form of Road Guideline 0311 (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page 3-130): 

Road construction or reconstruction may occur where needed: 

a) To provide access related to reserved or outstanding rights, or  

b) To respond to statute or treaty, or 

c) To achieve restoration and maintenance objectives for vegetation, water quality, aquatic 

habitat, or terrestrial habitat, or  

d) To support management actions taken to reduce wildfire risks in wildland-urban interface 

areas; or  

e) To meet access and travel management objectives as described in the Forest Plan 
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3.8.3 Affected Environment 

 Roads Open to the Public 3.8.3.1

Table 3-58 displays the how the road system will be managed upon completion of the Project. 

The miles of road open to public use remains almost unchanged in Alternative 2 (an increase of 

0.2 miles) when compared with the existing management in Alternative 1; 98.0 miles would 

remain open while 18.8 miles would be open seasonally and closed during the general hunting 

seasons. Alternative 3 is nearly identical in open road mileage as Alternative 1, with a reduction 

of 0.5 miles open road. Alternative 4 reduces the open road mileage by 10.2 miles and increases 

the seasonally open road mileage by 10.3 miles to reduce wildlife vulnerability during hunting 

season. Refer to the “Wildlife Resources” section for more information on wildlife vulnerability. 

Alternative 5 increases the open road mileage by 1.2 miles and reduces the seasonally open roads 

by 0.4 miles.  

Cumulative effects from past actions have changed the amount of roads open to the public within 

the area. Over the past 20 years the amount of roads open to the public has decreased within the 

project area. Project level planning, Forest Planning, and National Travel Management 

requirements have all affected the amount of roads open to the public. The Forest’s 1988 Plan, 

included provisions for reducing open road density to improve Elk Habitat effectiveness. Project 

level NEPA analyses within the area, implemented 1988 Forest plan direction resulting in 

decreased open road mileage. The 2003 revised Payette Forest Plan revision included objects to 

establish security areas of greater than 250 acres at least a half mile from an open road and to 

reduce open road density to address big game vulnerability. The national Travel Management 

Rule of 2005 required Forests to restrict all motorized vehicle use to designated routes. The rule 

of 2005 did away with open areas where the public was allowed to use any road that was 

travelable. The loss of public motorized access has resulted in public opposition to road closures, 

and has elevated it to become a controversial issue with a portion of the public. Future actions 

related to road management for public use in the area are not know or anticipated within the next 

10 to 15 years.  

Table 3-58. Road management by alternative 

Road 
Management 

Alternative 1 
(No Action 
Alternative) 

Alternative 
2 

Alternative 
3 

Alternative 
4 

Alternative 
5 

Open Forest Service 
System Road (miles) 97.8 98.0 97.5 87.6 99.0 

Seasonally Open 
Forest Service 
System Road (miles) 18.8 18.8 18.8 29.1 18.4 

Closed Forest 
Service System 
Road (miles) 123.3 131.2 136.2 131.8 122.3 

Total Forest Service 
System Road (miles) 239.9 248.9 252.4 248.5 239.7 

Unauthorized Roads 
(miles) 104.0 66.0 56.4 61.4 44.6 

Total Road Miles 343.9 313.9 308.8 309.9 284.4 
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 Total Road Mileage 3.8.3.2

The total road mileage in the Project area is composed of NFS roads and unauthorized roads. 

During the interdisciplinary analysis, the unauthorized roads in the Project area were identified 

and evaluated. Some roads were identified for obliteration, others were added to the FS System 

for use during the Project or in the future, and other were left as is. None of the unauthorized 

roads are designated as open to motorized use by the Forest Travel Plan. Most of the 

unauthorized roads are closed and partially revegetated. Refer to Appendix 2 for management 

and actions on individual roads by alternative.  

Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative) includes 343.9 total miles of road, of which 104.0 miles 

are unauthorized. Alternative 2 reduces the total road miles by 10% to 313.9; Alternative 3 

reduces total road miles by 10% to 308.8; Alterative 4 reduces total road miles by 9% to 309.9; 

and Alternative 5 reduces total road miles by 17% to 284.4 miles. Road mileage reduction is a 

result of road obliteration exceeding road construction for all action alternatives.  

 Road Actions  3.8.3.3

Table 3-59 displays actions by alternative that will occur on the ground to roads in the Project 

area. The effects and cumulative effects of the road actions by implementation of the action 

alternatives is discussed indirectly in the individual resource sections, such as watershed, 

fisheries, wildlife, and other resources.  

Table 3-59. Road actions from Project implementation by alternatives (miles) 

Road Actions  Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

New FS System Road 
Construction 0 5.1 1.3 6.4

11
 

Existing Unauthorized road 
Added to Forest Service 
System (Closed Following 
Use) 8.2 8.2 7.5 8.2 

New Temporary Road 
Construction 6.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Road Reconstruction
12

 63.2 63.6 61.1 65.0 

Road Maintenance 107.8 107.4 106.2 103.0 

Long Term Closure 10.7 10.6 10.7 22.9 

Improve Closure for Wildlife 7.2 7.2 7.2 5.0 

Decommission (Obliterate) 19.3 29.5 24.9 55.3 

Use Existing then Obliterate 9.8 9.8 9.5 9.8 

Graveling Roads 5.9 5.9 5.9 12.0 

Alternative 1 is not displayed in the table since no Project-connected road work would occur in 

the No Action Alternative. However, yearly road maintenance would occur in the Project area 

not connected to the Project.  

No road construction would occur in Alternative 1. Road construction and/or temporary road 

construction would occur in Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5. Temporary roads would be obliterated 

after use. Road construction mileage would become FS System road and would be closed after 

                                                 
11

 Includes 1.2 mi of road realignment in Alternative 5 (see section 2.3.2.5, Road Re-routes) 

12
 Road reconstruction as defined here would include opening Forest Service System closed roads for Project use 
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use so they could be reused in the future, except in Alternative 5 where 1.2 miles of road 

construction would remain open to replace open roads being re-routed. Alternative 2 would 

construct no new FS System roads, but would construct 6.1 miles of temporary road. Alternative 

3 would construct 6.1 miles of road: 5.1 miles of FS System road and 1.0 miles of temporary 

road. Alternative 4 would construct 2.3 miles of road: 1.3 miles of FS System road and 1.0 miles 

of temporary road. Alternative 5 would construct 7.4 miles of road: 6.4 miles of FS System road 

and 1.0 miles of temporary road. 

Existing unauthorized road would be used by the project and added to the Forest’s transportation 

system. These roads are currently closed to motorized travel. They would be opened for project 

use and then re-closed after use is complete and managed as FS System roads. Work would 

consist of clearing road beds of vegetation, removing earthen barriers or other obstructions, 

blading and reshaping road surfaces, installing drivable dips and culverts where needed, and spot 

surfacing where needed. The work would make the roads usable for log trucks and logging 

equipment for timber harvest and biomass utilization. No existing roads would be added to the 

system in Alternative 1. Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 have 8.2 miles of road in this category, while 

Alternative 4 has 7.5 miles. 

Road reconstruction in the Project area would include opening closed roads for Project use. 

Work would consist of clearing road beds of vegetation, removing earthen barriers or other 

obstructions, blading and reshaping road surfaces, installing drivable dips and culverts where 

needed, and spot surfacing where needed. The work would make the roads usable for log trucks 

and logging equipment for timber harvest and biomass utilization. The reconstructed roads in the 

Project area would be closed after use and would be managed as FS System roads, except in 

Alternative 5 where 4.8 miles of road reconstruction would remain open for use as part of 

rerouting open roads. No road reconstruction would occur in Alternative 1. Alternative 2 would 

reconstruct 63.2 miles of road. Alternative 3 would reconstruct 63.6 miles of road. Alternative 4 

would reconstruct 61.1 miles of road. Alternative 5 would reconstruct 65.0 miles of road. A total 

of 1.2 miles of road construction in Alternative 5 is realignment and is considered road 

reconstruction as defined in the Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003b). 

Project-related road maintenance would occur in Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5. Project-related road 

maintenance may include the following activities: surface blading, culvert and ditch cleaning, 

removal of encroaching brush, installation of drivable dips, culvert installation and replacement, 

and graveling. This would occur on FS System roads used by the Project which are open for 

public and/or administrative use, including seasonally open roads. Road maintenance would 

occur in Alternative 1 as funded by the Forest’s road maintenance budget. The amount of annual 

Forest road maintenance depends on funding levels and not all roads typically receive needed 

maintenance. If an action alternative (Alternatives 2, 3, 4, or 5) is selected, Forest road 

maintenance funds would not be spent on the roads used by the Project, allowing the funds to be 

spent elsewhere.  

Long-term road closures are where a system road is closed for an extended period, generally 

more than 10 years. Long-term closure would be prepared for closure by effectively closing, 

scarifying the driving surface, seeding or hydromulching where necessary, installing water bars 

as needed, and pulling culverts where necessary. The intent would be to reduce sediment 

potential (refer to the “Watershed Resources” section [section 3.5]), and eliminate maintenance 

needs. Long-term road closures would generally cost more and require greater ground 

disturbance to reopen than normal closures due to replacing pulled culverts. Long-term road 
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closures were designed to provide additional watershed protection in sensitive areas, such as bull 

trout habitat. Alternative 1 has no Project-related, long-term road closures. Alternative 2 has 

identified 10.7 miles of long-term road closures. Alternative 3 has identified 10.6 miles of long-

term road closures. Alternative 4 has identified 10.7 miles of long-term road closures. 

Alternative 5 has identified 22.9 miles of long-term road closures. 

Improving road closures to discourage unauthorized motorized use is being proposed to benefit 

wildlife by minimizing disturbance and vulnerability. Improving road closures would be 

accomplished by one or more of the following: recontouring at the beginning of a road; placing 

barriers (rock, earth, or logs) on the road to discourage motorized access; and roughening the 

road surface. Alternative 1 has no Project-related wildlife road closure improvements. 

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 have 7.2 miles identified; Alternative 5 has 5.0 miles of wildlife road 

closure improvements. Refer to Appendix 2 for the roads identified for improving wildlife 

closures.  

Road obliteration is a decommissioning technique used to eliminate the functional characteristics 

of a travelway and reestablish the natural resource production capability. The intent is to make 

the corridor unusable as a road or a trail and stabilize it against soil loss, which can involve 

recontouring and restoring natural slopes (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page GL-32). Refer to 

the soils, hydrology, wildlife, and fisheries sections for further information on the effects and 

need for road obliteration. There are two categories of road obliteration designed in the Project 

area. One category is to use the existing road for timber harvest, and then obliterate after use. 

This category is much like a temporary road except a road bed already exists so no road 

construction is involved. The other category is to obliterate the road without using it.  

Alternative 1 includes no road obliteration. Alternative 2 has a total of 29.1 miles of road 

obliteration which includes 9.8 miles of roads that would be used, and then obliterated. 

Alternative 3 includes a total of 39.3 miles of road obliteration and 9.8 miles of road that would 

be used, and then obliterated. Alternative 4 includes 34.4 miles of road obliteration including 

9.5 miles of road that would be used, and then obliterated. Alternative 5 includes 65.1 miles of 

road obliteration, including 9.8 miles of road that would be used, and then obliterated. 

Road obliteration and decommissioning has become a major issue with some members of the 

public. The loss of access for recreation and forest management is usually the reasons for public 

opposition to road obliteration. There are 28.9 miles of roads that have been obliterated within 

the Mill Creek- Council Mountain analysis area. Most of the existing obliterated roads were 

adjacent to streams. Road density has been used as a measure for soil and watershed conditions 

as well as disturbance to wildlife. Often reduction of road density is used as a reason for road 

obliteration. Specified road densities are not a Forest Plan Standard or Guideline, they are used 

as a watershed condition indicator. Road densities do not take into account such factors as: road 

surface type, location in relation to streams, open or closed to traffic, and road gradient, all which 

affect a roads influence on streams. The Payette NF has adopted road density ratings based on 

the ICBEMP Science Assessment, Supplemental Roads Analysis (FP pg. B-19) for use as 

watershed condition indicators.  

 Aquatic Organism Passage 3.8.3.4

Four culvert crossings have been identified for restoring fish passage as part of the project 

design. The culverts to be replaced in Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are located in Dewey Creek, upper 

East Fork Weiser River, Joker Creek, and Cottonwood Creek drainages. The culverts would be 
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replaced with structures with open bottoms with natural stream bed material. Alternative 5 would 

replace two culverts in Dewey Creek, one in the Upper East Fork Weiser, and one in 

Cottonwood Creek. The culvert in Joker Creek would be removed due to the road relocation in 

Alternative 5, eliminating the need for the stream crossing.  

 Road Graveling and Gravel Pits 3.8.3.5

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 include 2.6 miles of graveling, as well as spot graveling where needed on 

roads to be used for hauling logs or biomass. An additional 3.3 miles of graveling is proposed on 

Old Cascade Road (FS System Road 50165) in the upper East Fork Weiser River and Dewey 

Creek drainages to improve watershed conditions in occupied bull trout habitat. Alternative 5 

includes an additional 6.1 miles of graveling used on rerouted roads open to the public. 

Alternative 5 also includes the 5.9 miles of graveling in the other action alternatives, as well as 

spot graveling. Spot graveling would be done to armor drivable dips, stabilize soft spots, and 

armor road surfaces at stream crossing. The sources for the gravel are from existing gravel pits 

adjacent to or within the Project area. A brief description of the gravel pits follows. 

Shingle Flat Pit 

The Shingle Flat Rock pit is located on the saddle between Mill Creek and Shingle Creek in the 

NW ¼ of the SW ¼ of Section 29, T. 17 N., R. 1 E. The pit lies west of FS System Road 50183 

and is approximately 4 acres in size. The pit is on basalt geology and is used as a source for 

crushed rock and rip-rap. Rock crushers have been set up in the pit in the past to make crushed 

aggregate. Crushed rock from this pit has been used to surface roads in the Mill Creek and lower 

East Fork Weiser River. The pit also serves as a disposal area for road maintenance activities. 

Slough material removed from roads has been placed in the pit. The Shingle Flat Pit is a popular 

dispersed camping area. Future expansion of the pit will be to the south and west.  

Bench Creek Pit 

Bench Creek Rock Pit is located on the ridge between Bench Creek and Dry Beaver Creek in 

basalt geology. The legal location is the NE 1/4 of the NE ¼ of Section 10, T. 17 N., R. 1 E., 

near FS System Road 50181. The pit is about 1 acre in size and has been used as a pit-run rock 

source. It is an alternate rock source for activities in the lower East Fork Weiser River. The pit 

appears to be suitable for manufacturing crushed aggregate. The 0.2 miles of access road 

between the pit and FS System Road 50181 will be added to the Forest’s road system, as the road 

is needed to access the pit.  

Joker Bench Pit  

The Joker Bench Pit is located in the SE ¼ of the SW ¼ of Section 12, T. 17 N., R. 1 E. The pit 

is about 2 acres in size and is located on FS System Road 50182, Joker Creek Cutoff Road. The 

pit is in diced basalt and should make suitable pit-run surfacing. The pit was recently used by 

road maintenance crews for disposing of excess material from cleaning roads up after the spring 

flood in 2010. Crushed aggregate has been produced at the pit.  

Beaver Joker Pit  

The Beaver Joker Pit is located on the ridge between Beaver Creek and Joker Creek on FS 

System Road 50149 in the NE ¼ of the SW ¼ of Section 1, T. 17 N., R. 1 E. The pit is about 
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4.5 acres in size and is in diced basalt rock. The pit has been used for both pit-run surfacing and 

crushed rock. Rock from the pit had been used for surfacing in upper Beaver Creek, Joker Creek, 

and the upper East Fork Weiser River. The pit produces good quality aggregate and has been 

used as a staging area for contractors. Continued use of the pit is anticipated.  

Five Corners Pit  

The Five Corners Pit is located in the SW ¼ of the NE ¼ of Section 29, T. 17 N., R. 2 E. on 

diced basalt rock. The pit has been used for pit run and crushed aggregate. The pit is about 

2.5 acres in size. It has provided gravel for the upper Middle Fork Weiser River and the upper 

East Fork Weiser River areas. The pit is accessed by FS System Road 51817. 

Cottonwood Mill Pit 

The Cottonwood Mill Pit is located on the ridge between the Mill Creek drainage and the 

Cottonwood Creek drainage in the NW ¼ of the SE ¼ of Section 4, T. 16 N., R. 1 E. The pit is 

about 3 acres in size and is located on FS System Road 51856. The pit is in basalt and has been 

used for producing crushed aggregate. The pit serves as a gravel source for Mill Creek and 

Cottonwood Creek area. The pit is also used for dispersed camping. 

All of the gravel pits have suitable rock for present and foreseeable future expansion needs. The 

pits will continue to be used for road maintenance activities. Activities in the pits will be 

coordinated with the Wildlife Biologist for any restrictions or constraints for protection of 

wildlife. Expansion of the gravel pits outside of the existing disturbed area will require additional 

coordination with resource specialists such as heritage, botany, and wildlife.  

3.8.4 Forest Plan Consistency 

The action alternatives are consistent with Forest Plan direction for Transportation. 
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3.9 ECONOMICS/SOCIO-ECONOMICS 

3.9.1 Objectives and Measurements 

 Economic Objective 3.9.1.1

To contribute to the economic vitality of the communities adjacent to the Payette National Forest 

 Measurements 3.9.1.2

 Employment contribution (number of job years) 

 Income contribution 

 Tons of Biomass removed 

3.9.2 Forest Plan Direction 

The Forest-wide management direction for social and economic resources has the following 

goals (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page 3-77): 

 Promote collaboration among stakeholders by involving them in land planning, 

implementation, and monitoring Forest land management activities to better understand 

the trade-offs needed to make informed decisions. 

 Develop sustainable land uses and management strategies that contribute to economic 

development goals. 

The Forest-wide management direction for social and economic resources has the following 

objectives (USDA Forest Service 2003b, page 3-77): 

 Provide a predicatble supply of Forest goods and services within the sustainable limits of 

the ecosystem that help meet public demand. 

 Provide opportunities for cooperation by enhancing public involvement efforts in Forest 

activities through the media, stakeholder workshops, personal contacts, and other 

methods. 

3.9.3 Scope of the Analysis 

The economic analysis area are those areas most likely to be affected directly, indirectly, or 

cumulatively and are within the Forest’s Zone of Influence, the West-Central Idaho Highlands, 

and the communities within these areas. This area, north of Boise, Idaho, is composed of six 

counties: Adams, Boise, Gem, Payette, Valley, and Washington. Outside the Highlands, effects 

would generally be so diffused and minor that they would not be measurable. 

3.9.4 Affected Environment 

 Existing Condition 3.9.4.1

Timber harvest from federal, State, and private lands has been an important component of local 

economies in the West-Central Idaho Highlands. From the early 1950s to the mid-1990s, a 

relatively constant supply of timber from the National Forests of Idaho has supported lumber 

manufacturing and logging jobs in the area. Since the mid-1990s, the amount of timber offered 

for sale from the National Forests in the West-Central Idaho Highlands has dropped 
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significantly, due to law suits, the listing of fish and wildlife species as threatened or endangered 

under the ESA, and a reduced emphasis on timber harvest in revised Forest Plans. Generally, 

emphasis on protecting biological diversity and ecosystem function has increased and emphasis 

on commodity production, such as timber harvest, has decreased. 

Recreation on National Forests in west-central Idaho has steadily increased over the past several 

decades. Recreation brings a significant amount of money into the local economy, especially to 

resort communities. The resort community of McCall, Idaho, has 514 jobs out of 4,458 total jobs 

(11.5%) linked to recreation on the Forest (Robison and Gneiting 2000). These recreation-linked 

jobs in McCall, Idaho generate 8.9% of the total earnings in McCall. Forest-linked recreation in 

Council, Idaho, the county seat of Adams County, accounted for 28 jobs out of 1,214 total jobs 

(2.3%) in 2000. The 28 Forest-linked recreation jobs in Council contributed $357,000 in earnings 

or 1.1% of Council’s total income (Robison and Gneiting 2000). Recreation on the National 

Forest includes hunting, fishing, hiking, camping, site seeing, and other activities.  

Socio-Economics 

Timber-related employment varies widely in West-Central Idaho Highlands communities, 

between 1% and 32% (Robison and Gneiting 2000). The amount of timber offered for sale has 

declined as the Forest Service has emphasized protecting biological diversity and ecosystem 

function and deemphasized commodity production, such as timber harvest, nationwide. 

Communities such as Council, Idaho, are looking for new sources of income with apparent 

limited success as shown by population and unemployment trends in Adams County. The 

sawmill in Council closed in March 1995, affecting 56 households. Unemployment figures for 

Adams County were the highest of any county in Idaho in 1997 at 14.4% (IDOC 1999), 

continued to remain high during the last decade and was the highest county rate at 18.4% 

unemployment in 2010 (Idaho Department of Labor 2011). The high unemployment in Adams 

County has resulted in a population decrease from a high of 3,693 people in 1996 to 3,520 

people in 2009, a population loss of 5% (Idaho Department of Labor 2011). 

The Project has the potential to provide jobs and income to local economies, especially the 

timber-dependent communities of the West-Central Idaho Highlands.  

Robison and Gneiting (2000) determined each million board feet (MMBF) harvested provided 

9.2 jobs and $296,700 in income. The timber volume proposed in the Project may affect timber-

linked employment and income. If the timber is not offered and replacement timber is not offered 

then jobs and income will be foregone. Table 3-60 displays projected employment and income 

related to Forest Service timber harvest in 2000 (Robison and Gneiting 2000). 
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Table 3-60. Employment and income related to Forest Service timber in 2000 in Selected 

Communities 

Community Employment (Number of Jobs) Income (Thousands of Dollars) 

 Baseline Timber 
Related 

Percent 
Related 

Baseline Timber 
Related 

Percent 
Related 

Cambridge-
Midvale 

750 18 2.3% $12,947 $353 2.7% 

Cascade 1,050 115 10.9% $22,740 $2,613 11.5% 

Council 1,214 128 10.5% $33,739 $5,344 15.8% 

Emmett 5,967 573 9.6% $125,764 $16,390 13.0% 

McCall 4,458 50 1.1% $89,622 $1,073 1.2% 

New Meadows 769 247 32.1% $29,358 $12,922 44.0% 

Riggins 643 14 2.2% $13,296 $349 2.6% 

Total 14,851 1,145 7.7% $327,466 $39,044 11.9% 

 

Through management decisions, the Forest controls the level of output coming off of NFS land, 

thereby affecting employment and income levels in the Zone of Influence communities. Rural 

Idaho counties, which include counties in the West-Central Idaho Highlands, have a higher 

percentage of people living below the poverty rate (14.0%) than urban counties (11.2%) in Idaho 

(IDOC 1999). Per capita income in rural Idaho as a percent of the national average has been 

declining. In 1974, rural Idaho achieved 90% of the national average in per capita income. In 

1996, rural Idaho achieved 67.6% of the national average in per capita income (IDOC 1999).  

Payments to Counties 

Prior to 2000, counties that contain NFS lands receive 25% of the Forests’ gross receipts. The 

counties use this money to fund local schools and county roads. Timber sales usually generate 

the largest share of the payments. The size of the payment is proportional to the percent of NFS 

land lying within the county, not the level of outputs from within each county. The percentage of 

the Payette NFS land within each county is as follows: Valley County—38.1%, Idaho County—

34.6%, Adams County—22.0%, and Washington County—5.3 %. Adams County would receive 

5.5% (22 % of the 25%) of the Forest gross receipts under this system.  

In October 2000, the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act was signed 

into law. Counties will have the option of continuing to receive payments under the 25% fund act 

for 2 years or elect to receive their share of the average of the three highest 25% payments made 

to the county during the period of fiscal year 1986 through 1999 for 6 years. 

The Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act expired in 2010 and may not 

be reauthorized, which means that the 25% fund is once again a funding mechanizm for the 

counties. Local National Forest reciepts have fallen substantially from levels in the 1980s and 

1990s, primarily due to reductions in timber harvest levels. With the present depressed timber 

market, projected receipts from the Project will be low. In addition, the possible use of 

stewardship contracting, which exchanges goods (saw timber) for services, could also 

substantially reduce or elimate any receipts.  
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 Direct and Indirect Effects 3.9.4.2

Costs and Revenues 

The Project has costs and revenues associated with the alternatives. Alternative 1 (No Action 

Alternative) has no Project-related revenue or costs. Table 3-61 displays the estimated cost or 

revenue by activity. Positive numbers indicate revenue while negative numbers are costs. 

Table 3-61. Project revenue and costs by alternative 

Activity Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 

Commercial Timber Harvest $0 $1,268,850 -$2,026,460 $929,740 $1,268,850 

Prescribed Fire $0 -$944,970 -$609,190 -$897,790 -$944,970 

Road Costs $0 -$1,588,380 -$1,725,930 -$1,553,380 -$2,231,200 

Pre-commercial Thinning $0 -$609,600 -$609,600 -$609,600 -$609,600 

Planting $0 -$249,750 -$343,350 -$139,050 -$249,750 

Net Value $0 -$2,123,850 -$5,314,530 -$2,270,080 -$2,766,670 

 

The commercial timber harvest is the value of the logs at the sawmill less the logging, haul, site 

preparation, brush disposal, and burning costs within the units. The value of the timber is based 

on today’s values, which are currently low. The value of the timber could change at the time of 

project implementation. Current trends suggest a gradual increase in timber values as the market 

recovers from the 2008 recession. Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 show positive values, with 

Alternatives 2 and 5 providing approximately $340,000 more revenue than Alternative 4 (Table 

3-61). This difference is primarily due to more timber harvest in Alternatives 2 and 5, about 24% 

more than Alternative 4. Alternative 3 shows a cost of over 2 million dollars. Alternative 3 has 

the same harvest units and methods as Alternative 2 with the addition of helicopter logging units, 

which would mostly be burn only units in Alternative 2. Helicopter harvest in thinning units is 

generally uneconomic, and is especially uneconomic when timber values are low. The value of 

the timber would have to increase substanially to make helicopter logging viable without 

offsetting the costs with the value of timber harvested using conventional logging.  

The estimate of prescribed fire costs are based on burn areas outside of havest units. The cost 

estimates used acreage based on timber or nontimbered areas for burning as well as stand 

conditions. Using prescribed fire in timbered stands generally costs more per acre than in non- 

timbered areas. Alternative 3 has the lowest prescribed fire cost at about $610,000 since most of 

the units that would have been burn only units in the other alternatives were planned to be 

helicopter logged in this alternative (Table 3-61). There would still be fuel treatments within the 

proposed helicopter units, but the cost would be covered under timber harvest. Alternatives 2, 4, 

and 5 have similar costs with Alternative 4 being somewhat less due to less acerage identified for 

burning. Refer to the “Fires and Fuels” section for more details on the use of prescribed fire. 

The road costs include all of the actions in alternative design. Alternative 5 has the highest road 

costs (Table 3-61) due to an emphasis on road obliteration and relocation. Alternative 5 has 

65.1 miles of road obliteration at an estimated cost of $674,600. Alternative 5 also has the most 

road construction at 6.4 miles, the most graveling at 12.0 miles, and the most reconstruction with 

65.0 miles (Table 3-62). Alternative 3 has the second highest road costs and is similar to 

Alternative 2 ,with the exception of an additional 11.2 miles of road obliteration at an additional 
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cost of about $106,000. Alternative 4 has the lowest road costs, nearly $40,000 less than 

Alternative 2 due to reduced harvest areas which inturn would reduce road construction, 

reconstruction, and maintenance costs. 

Table 3-62. Road cost 

 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Road Actions  Miles Cost Miles Cost Miles Cost Miles Cost 

Road 
Construction 

0 $0 5.1 $127,500 1.3 $32,500 6.4 $160,000 

Temp Road 
Construction 

6.1 $118,000 1.0 $20,000 1.0 $20,000 1.0 $20,000 

Road 
Reconstruction 

63.2 $474,000 63.6 $477,000 61.1 $458,250 65.0 $487,500 

Road 
Maintenance 

107.8 $161,700 107.4 $161,100 106.2 $159,300 103 $154,500 

Long Term 
Closure 

10.7 $37,450 10.6 $37,100 10.7 $31,500 22.6 $79,100 

Improve Closure 
for Wildlife 

7.2 $11,550 7.2 $11,550 7.2 $11,550 5.0 $7,500 

Temp Road 
Existing Prism 
Use then 
Obliterate 

9.8 $111,600 9.8 $111,600 9.5 $109,200 9.8 $109,200 

Obliterate 19.3 $190,000 29.5 $296,000 24.9 $247,000 55.3 $539,000 

Gravel 5.9 $184,080 5.9 $184,080 5.9 $184,080 12.0 $374,400 

Aquatic 
Organism 
Passage 
Upgrades (fish) 

— $300,000 — $300,000 — $300,000 — $300,000 

Totals 
 

$1,588,380 
 

$1,725,930 
 

$1,553,380  $2,231,200 

 

Planting costs ranged from about $139,000 for Alternative 4 to about $343,000 for Alternative 3 

(Table 3-61). Planting costs were based on acres of regeneration treatments of which Alternative 

3 had the most and Alternative 4 the least. Pre-commercial thinning was estimated to be the same 

cost for all action alternatives; 4,064 acres at an average cost of $150/acre. 

The economics of the proposed biomass component of the project was analyzed; however, there 

was a lot of uncertainty when estimating the value. As noted, current supply exceeds demand, 

and bio-mass has little value. Attempts are being made to develop biomass uses; however, at this 

time, further development for utilizing biomass is uncertain. Biomass is a low valued product 

and is not expected to generate enough revenue to offset costs. The value of the biomass depends 

on developing uses for the material. Producing biomass using landing slash from whole tree 

yarding has a lower cost since the biomass is already gathered, while logging non-sawlog 

material to produce biomass is more costly.  

Using biomass has other benefits that are harder to quantify, such as reducing particulate matter 

and smoke. Biomass is burned using controlled combustion, where burning the material in the 

woods produces much more smoke and particulates. Removing biomass in the woods and on the 
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landings reduces fuel loading and burning costs. Using biomass will create jobs for the local 

economies.  

Estimated tons of potential biomass produced by alternative is as follows: Alternative 1 would 

produce no biomass; Alternatives 2 and 5 would produce about 39,400 tons; Alternative 3 would 

produce an estimated 47,900 tons; and Alternative 4 would produce 32,700 tons of biomass.  

Subtracting the estimated costs from the projected revenues as seen in Table 3-61 illustrates that 

all of the alternatives will cost more to implement than revenues recieved. Alternative 2 costs the 

least at $2,123,850, followed by Alternative 4 with a cost of $2,270,080. Alternative 5 has an 

estimated cost of $2,766,670. Alternative 3 costs the most at $5,314,530, primarily due to the 

inclusion of helicopter logging which is not economical with the present depressed timber 

values. The costs and values are estimates and will change, but the relative difference in 

economics of the alternatives would remain. Funding would be needed for implementing 

portions of the action alternatives not covered by the value of the commercial timber harvested. 

If the value of the commercial timber increases, then less funding would be needed for 

implementation. For example, an increased market value of $10 per thousand board feet would 

result in an additional $250,000 in value for the estimated harvest of 25 MMBF of timber in 

Alternative 2.  

Jobs and Income 

The Project could affect jobs and income locally as well as regionally. Jobs and income from the 

harvest and processing of saw timber is estimated using research developed for the Forest Plan 

that determined each MMBF harvested provided 9.2 jobs and $296,700 in income (Robison and 

Gneiting 2000). Jobs generated from timber harvest do not necessarily occur in the county where 

the harvest occurs. If the logs are processed in Grangeville, Idaho, or La Grande, Oregon, then 

jobs would be realized there. But the jobs would be realized in the region.  

The jobs and income associated with prescribed fire, roading activities, precommercial thinning, 

and planting were estimated by assigning a percentage of the estimated cost of the activity for 

labor. This value was considered income. Jobs were calculated by estimating annual income for 

that type of activity and dividing that into total income. For example, prescribed fire was 

considered labor intensive and 75% of the estimated cost would go to wages. The average annual 

wage of a fuels person was estimated as $35,000 per year. Table 3-63 displays jobs and income 

by alternative.  
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Table 3-63. Estimated jobs and income by alternative for the Mill Creek–Council Mountain 

Landscape Restoration Project 

Activity 

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Income 
Job 

Years 
Income 

Job 
Years 

Income 
Job 

Years 
Income 

Job 
Years 

Timber 
Harvest

a
 

$8,036,120 249 $10,829,250 336 $6,142,280 190 $8,036,120 249 

Prescribed Fire $708,730 20 $456,890 13 $673,340 19 $708,730 20 

Road Work $633,650 14 $687,050 15 $618,270 14 $911,840 20 

Planting $187,310 7 $257,510 9 $104,290 4 $187,310 7 

Pre-comm. 
Thinning 

$426,720 12 $426,720 12 $426,720 12 $426,720 12 

Bio-mass $847,000 24 $1,029,000 29 $703,500 20 $847,000 24 

Totals $10,839,530 326 $13,686,420 414 $8,668,400 259 $11,117,720 320 
a 

Timber-linked jobs and income include direct and indirect jobs and income, including logging and saw mill jobs as 
well as support jobs in retail and services. The other categories are calculated as direct jobs and income and do not 
include support. 

Alternative 3 creates the most jobs and income; however, it requires considerably more funding 

(about $3.2 million more than the Proposed Action) to implement than the other alternatives. The 

feasibility of implementing Alternative 3 likely depends on substanual increases in timber 

values. Alternative 2 provides 67 more jobs than Alternative 4 as well as more income, primarily 

due to more timber being harvested. Alternative 5 provides slighlty more jobs and income than 

Alternative 2 due to increases in road work. The income values and job years are estimates and 

apply regionally and would be realized at various locations depending where workers are from 

and where the wood products are processed.  

 Cumulative Effects 3.9.4.3

Costs and Revenues 

The Forest Service shift in the 1990’s and 2000’s away from emphasizing commodity production 

to emphasizing eco-system management has resulted in projects that require additional funding 

for implementation. The Project is no exception as the projected costs exceed revenues. Future 

federal budget constraints may make full implementation of the project questionable.  

Jobs and Income  

Over the past 15 years, regional decreases in timber harvest from National Forests has resluted in 

regional decreases in timber industry jobs and income. Lumber mills have closed in many 

communities including, Council Idaho, Cascade Idaho, Emmitt Idaho, and Baker City Oregon. 

Recently several new timber processing facilites have openned, one in Emmitt Idaho, and one in 

Grangeville Idaho. If the Mill Creek Council Mountain project does not provide timber to the 

regional and other timber is not provided then the loss of jobs and income would occur.  

3.9.5 Forest Plan Consistency 

The action alternatives are consistent with Forest Plan direction for Economics/Socio-

Economics.
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3.10 OTHER DISCLOSURES 

This section contains disclosures of effects that are required by federal law, regulation, policy, or 

precedent. 

3.10.1 Consistency with National Forest Management Act 

Required project-level NFMA consistency findings are described in Forest Service Manual 1900, 

Chapter 1920, Section 1921.12—Vegetation Management requirements from the NFMA, and in 

the Forest Service Handbook 1909.12, Chapter 20, Section 29—Application of Plan to Project. 

Forest Service Handbook 1909.12, Chapter 60, Section 61 describes Vegetation Management 

Requirements at the Project Level.  

Requirements of 36 CFR 219.28, which are part of the NFMA regulations, will be met. 

Specifically, 1) harvest will occur only on suitable timberlands; 2) following commercial 

thinning activities, none of the action alternatives will require reforestation activities since the 

stands will remain fully stocked or overstocked; 3) proposed regeneration units that are 

understocked and total greater than 10 acres per treatment unit, would be planted and reforested 

within 5 years. The National Forest Management Act of 1976 requires the disclosure of any 

silvicultural prescription that creates an opening larger than 40 acres, using even-aged vegetation 

management. The project Proposed Action and alternatives would not create openings greater 

than 2 contiguous acres in harvest treatment units. 

3.10.2 Conflicts with Other Agency Goals and Objectives 

Research, interviews, public involvement, and consultation with other federal and state agencies 

indicate there are no other major conflicts between the provisions of the proposed activities and 

the goals and objectives developed for other governmental entities.  

3.10.3 Cultural and Historic Resources 

Cultural resource inventories have identified 40 historic properties within the proposed project 

boundary, of which 18 meet National Register of Historic Places eligibility criteria. Consultation 

was completed for parts of the activities, with secondary consultation required prior to any 

ground disturbing activities. Cultural Resources in section 1.10.1 contains more information on 

consultation. 

3.10.4 Environmental Justice 

On February 11, 1994, the President signed Executive Order 12898. This order directs each 

federal agency to make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and 

addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 

effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income 

populations. The President also signed a memorandum on the same day emphasizing the need to 

consider these types of effects during NEPA analysis. 

On March 24, 1995, the Department of Agriculture completed an implementation strategy for the 

executive order. Where Forest proposals have the potential to disproportionately affect minority 

or low-income populations, these effects must be considered and disclosed (and mitigated to the 

degree possible) through the NEPA analysis and documentation. 
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None of the alternatives in the Project area are expected to have a disparate impact on ethnic 

minorities, disabled people, or low income groups. The actions under all alternatives would not 

adversely affect disadvantaged or minority groups because of the planning area’s distance from 

large population centers and the few individuals involved. Expected effects of implementing the 

proposed alternatives are similar for all human populations, regardless of nationality, gender, 

race, or income.  

The proposal would not diminish existing treaty rights and trust resources of the Nez Perce, 

Shoshone-Bannock, or Shoshone-Paiute Tribes. This proposal has the potential for providing 

employment opportunities that could include low income groups.  

3.10.5 Energy Requirements and Conservation Potential 

Alternatives requiring the most roadwork and logging have the least potential for conserving 

energy. In this sense, Alternative 1 would have more energy conservation potential than the 

action alternatives. Under Alternative 1, road maintenance would still continue as previously, so 

this difference would not be great. In terms of petroleum products, the energy required to 

implement the action alternative is inconsequential when viewed in light of production costs, and 

the effect on national and worldwide petroleum reserves. 

3.10.6 Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended, establishes an international framework for 

protection and conservation of migratory birds. In addition, the Executive Order 13186 requires 

evaluation of the effects of federal Actions on migratory birds. Proposed activities prescribed in 

this proposal are expected to be beneficial to migratory birds that utilize riparian areas and prefer 

more open, park-like forest habitat, Wildlife Specialist Report (Almack 2012). 

3.10.7 Natural or Depletable Minerals 

Activities resulting from the proposed alternatives would not affect natural or depletable 

minerals within or adjacent to the project area. No activities with the Project area would involve 

developing or extracting any natural or depletable minerals. 

3.10.8 Prime Farm Land, Rangeland, and Forest Land 

All alternatives are in accordance with the Secretary of Agriculture Memorandum 1927 for 

prime farmland, rangeland, and forest land. The Project area does not contain prime farmland or 

rangeland. “Prime” forest land is a term used only for non-federal land, which would not be 

affected by proposed activities. Regardless of the alternative selected for implementation, NFS 

lands would be managed with sensitivity to adjacent private and public lands. 

3.10.9 Short-Term Uses versus Long-Term Productivity 

Pursuant to NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.16) an Environmental Impact Statement must 

consider the relationship between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance and 

enhancement of long-term productivity. Short-term uses are those that generally occur on a 

yearly basis, such as livestock grazing as a use of the forage resource or timber harvest as a use 

of the wood resource. Long-term productivity refers to the capability of the land to provide 

market outputs and amenity values for future decades. The quality of life for future generations is 

linked to the capability of the land to maintain its productivity. 
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For this proposed project, project design features and mitigation measures built into the action 

alternatives ensure that long-term productivity would not be impaired by the application of short-

term management practices. For some resources, such as water quality and timber, long-term 

productivity is expected to increase due to the short-term project design criteria proposed by the 

action alternatives. 

3.10.10 Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Species 

This required disclosure involves wildlife, plant, fish, and habitat listed under the Endangered 

Species Act of 1973, as amended. Effects to species listed as regionally sensitive are disclosed in 

the Fisheries Resources and Wildlife Resources sections in Chapter 3. 

Columbia River bull trout, a the federally listed threatened species, is present in the Project area, 

No other threatened, endangered, or proposed fish or wildlife species have been observed in the 

project area.  

Columbia River bull trout are found in Dewey Creek and the East Fork Weiser River of the 

Weiser River subbasin. Critical habitat has also been designated in the East Fork of the Weiser 

River drainage. Columbia River bull trout and critical habitat are protected under ESA. 

The Canada Lynx is a threatened species. Although no recent observations of lynx have been 

recorded, a LAU was designated through consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service 

prior to this project development. Lynx habitat within this LAU is protected under ESA.  

The NIDGS is listed as a threatened species. No NIDGS have been observed in the Project area 

during the past 20 years, although appropriate habitat does occur and is protected under the ESA.  

3.10.11 Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts 

Proposed activities likely would produce some minor and temporary adverse effects on some 

components of the environment that cannot be avoided and that would be expected to dissipate in 

the short and near term. Actions that benefit one resource or component can have at least 

temporary adverse effects on others. Potential adverse effects are documented by resource in 

Chapter 3. The Proposed Action includes project design features and mitigation measures to 

avoid or reduce potential adverse environmental effects. Monitoring and Evaluation Plans 

(Appendix 4) have been designed to measure how effective the project design features and 

mitigation measures are in reducing potential adverse effects. 

3.10.12 Wetlands and Floodplains 

There are some small wetlands and floodplains in the project area, but they would not be filled 

under any alternative. The action alternative would improve existing road crossings. These 

activities are permitted under the Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permits, Section 330.5(a). 

Because no drainage of wetlands would occur, and, except for road crossings, no wetlands or 

floodplains would be altered, the goal and intent of Executive Orders 11988 (Floodplain 

Management) and 11990 (Protection of Wetlands) would be met. 

Riparian ecosystems located within the planning area would be protected by buffers. In addition, 

specific project design features and mitigation measures listed in Table 2-11 and Best 

Management Practices will be implemented. 
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For the action alternative, direct and indirect effects to wetlands and floodplains would be 

minimized through the application of BMPs and designation of RCAs. There would be no 

substantial effects to wetlands or floodplains within the Proposed Action alternative. 

Past activities have had an effect on wetlands and floodplains. Impacts have been related to 

historical logging in riparian areas and road construction, placement of drainage structures, cattle 

grazing, irrigation, flow alteration, and agricultural activities. No cumulative effects on wetlands 

and floodplains are expected. 

3.10.13 Facilitation of Hunting Heritage and Wildlife Conservation—
E.O. 13443 

On August 16, 2007, President George Bush signed an executive order directing appropriate 

Federal agencies to facilitate the expansion and enhancement of hunting opportunities and the 

management of game species and their habitat (FR Vol. 72, No. 160, August 20, 2007).  

The project area provides habitat for several game species including deer, elk, black bear, 

mountain lion, wolf, and forest grouse. The effects to wolves and elk were considered in 

previous sections and in the Wildlife Specialist Report (Almack 2012). Mitigation has been 

included to minimize and avoid impacts to elk (primarily through effective road closures and 

obliteration of unauthorized roads) so that habitat is provided to support Idaho Department Fish 

and Games population objectives. These measures should also benefit deer. In addition, project-

wide prescribed fires should improve forage for deer and elk across the landscape. Mountain lion 

presence is largely tied to the presence of deer, so activities that maintain or improve deer habitat 

should maintain mountain lion populations. 

Black bears are habitat generalists. While they prefer mixed deciduous-coniferous forests with 

thick understories, they will utilize a variety of habitats. Special habitat features include fallen 

logs and debris, and standing hollow trees that provide denning sites for bears. Snag and coarse 

wood desired conditions apply to all management activity areas and will provide for these 

components on the landscape in amounts, distribution and sizes that were historically expected to 

exist within each of the PVGs.  

Dusky grouse, spruce grouse, and ruffed grouse are all present in the project area. Habitat use 

and needs vary between the species. Dusky grouse are found in open coniferous forests, often 

with a fir component. Douglas-fir provides day roosts and the buds and needles are an important 

winter food. Subalpine fir, with its dense foliage, is often selected as a night roost. Ruffed grouse 

utilize dense forests with some deciduous trees or shrubs. Aspen is an important component of 

habitat. Young forests provide optimum habitat for the species. Spruce grouse occupy coniferous 

forests that include short needled trees (lodgepole pine, spruce-fir). Vaccinium spp are a common 

component of habitats. Key features include forest structure that provides cover (i.e., lodgepole 

pine prior to self-pruning). All three grouse species are associated with forested habitats. The 

proposed action will reduce tree densities and canopy cover within dense stands, thus improving 

conditions for the dusky grouse. Prescribed fire treatments should help regenerate aspen forests, 

an important component of ruffed grouse habitat. There will likely be no impacts or 

improvement to spruce grouse habitat from this project. 
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3.10.14 Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended 

The purpose of this Act is to, “…provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon which 

endangered species and threatened species depend may be conserved, to provide a program for 

the conservation of such endangered species and threatened species, and to take such steps as 

may be appropriate to achieve the purposes of the treaties and conventions set forth in subsection 

(a) of this section.” The Act also states, “It is further declared to be the policy of Congress that 

all Federal departments and agencies shall seek to conserve endangered species and threatened 

species and shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act.” The 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) is addressed in the FEIS under section 1.10.2, “Threatened, 

Endangered and Sensitive Plants” and sections 3.4, “Wildlife Resources,” and 3.6, “Fisheries 

Resources.” A Biological Assessment was prepared for effects to listed fish and wildlife species.  

The Biological Assessment concluded the proposed activities are “Not likely to Adversely Affect” 

the threatened Canada lynx and threatened northern Idaho ground squirrel. The project effects to 

the wolverine, a candidate species, were determined as “may impact individuals or habitat, but 

will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the 

population or species”. A determination was made of “Likely to Adversely Affect” bull trout and 

their designated critical habitat because of short-term effects of upgrading road stream crossings 

to support aquatic organism passage. This decision is consistent with all the Terms and 

Conditions of the Biological Opinion. 
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—List of Preparers, References and Glossary Chapter 4

4.1 LIST OF PREPARERS  

The following people made up the Core Team that developed the Final Environmental Impact 

Statement to facilitate implementation of the Mill Creek Council Mountain Landscape 

Restoration Project (Project). They are listed alphabetically by last name. Listed separately are 

those people who provided significant contributions to the Core Team through consultation, 

leadership, analysis or review.  

4.2 CORE TEAM MEMBERS  

Jon Almack Wildlife (Wildlife Biologist) 

Jeff Canfield Vegetation (Silviculturist) 

Mike Dixon Transportation and Economics (Engineer) 

Trisha Giambra Fish (Fisheries Biologist) 

Stephen Penny Team Leader (Environmental Coordinator) 

Christian Ramirez Fuels (Fuels Management Specialist) 

Melanie Vining Hydrology and Soils (Hydrologist) 

4.3 ANALYSIS TEAM MEMBERS  

Andy Bumgarner Weeds and Range 

Suzanne Cable Recreation and Visuals 

Jane Cropp Recreation and Visuals 

Bob Gratton Field Review 

Alma Hanson Sensitive Plants 

Larry Kingsbury Cultural Resources 

Becky Wroblewski Geographical Information Systems Data Analysis and Cartography 

4.4 MANAGEMENT AND REVIEW 

Sue Dixon Forest Environmental Coordinator 

Ana Egnew Forest Wildlife Biologist 

Robert Giles Resource Staff Officer 

Dave Kennel Forest Hydrologist 

Kim Johnson Forest Silviculturist 

Keith Lannom Forest Supervisor 

Gregory S. Lesch District Ranger 
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Susan Miller Forest Ecologist 

Carol Moore Administrative Support 

Rodger Nelson Fisheries Biologist 

Laura Pramuk Public Affairs Officer 

Pattie Soucek Forest Planner 

4.5 COOPERATING AGENCIES 

Adams County Board of Commissioners, Adams County, Idaho 

4.6 CONTRACTOR SUPPORT 

Nikole Pearson Peak Science Communications, LLC, Boise 

Jeff Pearson Peak Science Communications, LLC, Boise 

Matt Crosby Peak Science Communications, LLC, Boise 

Demick McMullin  Peak Science Communications, LLC, Boise 

4.7 LIST OF THOSE RECEIVING COPIES OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Washington, DC 

Rural Utilities Service (RUS), Washington, DC 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Library, Beltsville, MD 

U.S. Army Engr., NW Division, Portland, OR 

U.S. Department of Interior, Office of Environmental Policy & Compliance, Director, 

Washington, DC 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) 

PPD/EAD, Deputy Director, Riverdale, MD 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), National 

Environmental Coordinator, Washington, DC 

National Marine Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation Division, Northwest Region, Portland, 

OR 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 10, Environmental Impact Statement Review 

Coordinator, Seattle, WA 

Northwest Power Planning Council, Portland, OR 

Federal Aviation Administration, Regional Administrator, Northwest Mountain Region, Renton, 

WA 

Federal Highway Administration, Idaho Division Administrator, Boise, ID 

U.S. Department of Energy, Director, Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance, Washington, DC 
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Notification of release of the Final Environmental Impact Statement were mailed to 

approximately 197 individuals, agencies, Tribes, and organizations who participated in this 

planning process 

4.8 AMERICAN INDIAN TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS 

Nez Perce Tribe 

Shoshone Paiute Tribes 

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 
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4.10 GLOSSARY 

303(d)—Section of the Clean Water Act that defines standards for state water quality. States are 

required to submit updated lists of water bodies that do not meet section 303(d) standards 

to the Environmental Protection Agency every two years. States must also develop plans 

for improving the water quality of listed water bodies, with the goal of “delisting” them.  

Action area—The area including the project area and a larger area surrounding the project area, 

chosen to analyze the effects of the proposed project on wildlife resources. The action 

area is often related to watersheds or sub-watersheds, but must include enough land to 

adequately account for the effects of the project on each of the wildlife species analyzed.  

Activity area—The smallest logical land area where the effect that is being analyzed or 

monitored is expected to occur. The area may vary in size depending on the effect that is 

being analyzed or monitored, because some effects are quite localized and some occur 

across landscapes.  

Activity fuel—The combustible material resulting from or altered by forestry practices such as 

timber harvest or thinning, as opposed to naturally created fuels.  

Air quality—The composition of air with respect to quantities of pollution therein; used most 

frequently in connection with “standards” of maximum acceptable pollutant 

concentrations.  

Allotment (grazing)—Area designated for the use of a certain number and kind of livestock for a 

prescribed period of time.  

Alternative—In an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or Environmental Assessment (EA), 

one of a number of possible options for responding to the purpose and need for action.  

Analysis area—One or more areas grouped for purposes of analysis based on common impacts, 

effects, and social or economic factors.  

Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS)—“A long-term strategy to restore and maintain the 

ecological health of watersheds and aquatic ecosystems contained within lands 

administered by National Forests,” page B-48, Forest Plan, 2003 as amended. 

Aspect -The direction a slope faces. A hillside facing east has an east aspect. 

Beneficial use—An actual or potential use that may be made of the waters of the State that are 

protected against quality degradation. Beneficial uses contained in the State Water 

Quality Standards include domestic, agricultural, and industrial water supplies, 

recreation, aquatic life, and salmonid spawning.  

Best Management Practice—Practices, techniques or measures developed, as determined by the 

State of Idaho Division of Environmental Quality and identified in the state water quality 

management plan, which are determined to be the cost-effective and practicable means of 

preventing or reducing the amount of pollution generated by nonpoint sources to a level 

compatible with water quality goals (IAC-IDEQ 2007).  
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Biological Assessment (BA)—A document required by the Endangered Species Act, prepared by 

the fisheries and wildlife biologists to determine the effects of the proposed project on 

federally listed fish and wildlife species, as well as species proposed for federal listing, 

and designated and proposed critical habitat for listed species. The fisheries and wildlife 

BAs are usually prepared separately. Each document provides an official determination 

of effects for each species. Following review by the District Ranger and the Forest 

fisheries or wildlife biologist, the BA is reviewed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(FWS), through a process called consultation. The FWS can suggest changes to the 

project, or concur with the biologists’ determinations and mitigations.  

Biological Evaluation (BE)—A document required by the Endangered Species Act, prepared by 

the fisheries and wildlife biologists to determine if there are effects to listed species. If so, 

then a BA is completed. The BE also is used to determine the effects of the proposed 

project on Region 4 sensitive species and migratory bird species habitats.  

Biological Opinion (BO)—A document resulting from formal consultation that states the opinion 

of USDI, Forest Service or NOAA fisheries as to whether a federal action is likely to 

jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or their habitat.  

Biomass—A renewable energy source, a biological material from living, or recently living 

organisms, such as wood, waste, (hydrogen) gas, and alcohol fuels. Relevant to this 

project, biomass includes forest product material derived from woody material, not 

meeting sawlog specifications that is typically chipped at landings and removed for 

burning in a plant that utilizes the energy produced during combustion for electricity 

generation. This material is typically tops of trees, branches and cull material or trees 

smaller in diameter than those that meet sawtimber specifications (see Sawtimber). 

Board foot—A measurement of wood equivalent to a board 1-foot square and 1 inch thick. 

Usually expressed in terms of thousand board feet (MBF) or million board feet (MMBF).  

Broadcast burning—Burning forest fuels as they are, with no piling or windrowing.  

Candidate species—Plant and animal species being considered for listing as endangered or 

threatened, under the Endangered Species Act, in the opinion of the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (FWS) or the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Category 1 

candidate species are groups for which the FWS or NMFS has sufficient information to 

support listing proposals; category 2 candidate species are those for which available 

information indicates a possible problem, but that need further study to determine the 

need for listing.  

Canopy—The more-or-less continuous cover of branches and foliage formed collectively by the 

crown of adjacent trees and other woody growth.  
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Canopy closure—Canopy closure represents the total non-overlapping crown closure of all trees 

in a stand, excluding the seedling tree size class. Trees in the seedling tree size class are 

used to estimate canopy closure class only when they represent the only structural layer 

present. Canopy closure classes are based on the following: 

 Low = 10–39% canopy closure 

 Moderate = 40–69% canopy closure  

 High = 70% or more canopy closure 

(USDA Forest Service 2003b) 

Canopy cover—For the purposes of this FEIS, canopy cover is used interchangeably with canopy 

closure. 

Cavity—The hollow excavated in trees by birds or other natural phenomena; used for roosting 

and reproduction by many birds and mammals.  

Channel stability—The ability of a stream channel to resist the effects of natural and human 

caused disturbance.  

Chain—a measurement of distance equivalent to 66 feet.  

Climax conditions—The highest ecological development of a plant community capable of 

perpetuation under the prevailing climactic conditions.  

Coarse woody debris (CWD)—Pieces of woody material having a diameter of at least 3 inches 

and a length greater than 6 feet (also referred to as large woody debris, or LWD).  

Cold water biota—Animal and plant life that grow best in water temperatures below 18 °C.  

Commercial thin—Any type of thinning that produces merchantable material at least equal to the 

value of the direct cost of harvesting.  

Condition class—The degree of departure from historical fire regimes and vegetation 

characteristics. Condition Classes are a method to quantify the amount of area that has 

uncharacteristic or undesirable fire risk. Condition Class 1 shows no departure from 

historical fire regimes, Condition Class 2 shows moderate alterations, and Condition 

Class 3 shows the greatest amount of departure.  

Corridor (landscape)—Landscape element that connects similar patches of habitat through an 

area with different characteristics. For example, streamside vegetation may create a 

corridor of willows and hardwoods between meadows or through a conifer forest.  

Cover type—The current or existing vegetation of an area, described by the dominant vegetation.  

Critical Habitat—Endangered Species Act—Designated by the FWS or NMFS, specific areas, 

within a geographical area occupied by a threatened or endangered species, on which are 

found physical or biological features essential to conservation of the species. These areas 

may require special management consideration or protection, and can also include 

specific areas outside the occupied area that are deemed essential for conservation.  
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Cultural resources—Cultural resources include sites, structures, or objects used by prehistoric 

and historic residents or travelers. They are non-renewable resources that tell of life-

styles of prehistoric and historic people. Cultural resources within the Forests are diverse 

and include properties such as archaeological ruins, pictographs, early tools, burial sites, 

log cabins, mining structures, guard stations, and fire lookouts.  

Cumulative effects—Impacts on the environment that result from the incremental impact of an 

action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. 

Cumulative effects can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions 

taking place over a period of time.  

Current condition- The present condition of a resource or resource area.  

Cut slope—that portion of the slope that is excavated for road construction, trails, landings, or 

skidtrails.  

DBH (diameter at breast height)—Diameter at breast height. The diameter of a tree measured 4 

feet 6 inches above the ground, uphill side.  

Decommission—see Road Decommissioning.  

Degrade—To degrade is to measurably change a resource condition for the worse within an 

identified scale and time frame. Where existing conditions are within the range of desired 

conditions, “degrade” means to move the existing condition outside of the desired range. 

Where existing conditions are already outside the range of desired conditions, “degrade” 

means to change the existing condition to anything measurably worse. The term 

“degrade” can apply to any condition or condition indicator at any scale of size or time, 

but those scales need to be identified. This definition of “degrade” is not intended to 

define degradation for the State of Idaho as it applies to their Antidegradation Policy 

(IDAPA 16.01.02.051).  

Demographic—Related to the vital statistics of human populations (size, density, growth, 

distribution, etc.).  

Denning habitat or sites—Habitat and locations used by mammals during reproduction and 

rearing of their young, when the young are highly dependent on adults for survival.  

Desired Condition (DC)—Also called Desired Future Condition, a portrayal of the land, 

resource, or social and economic conditions that are expected in 50-100 years if 

management goals and objectives are achieved. A vision of the long-term conditions of 

the land.  

Detrimental soil disturbance(DD)—The alteration of natural soil characteristics that results in 

immediate or prolonged loss of soil productivity and soil-hydrologic conditions. 

Detrimental disturbance can occur from soil that has been displaced, compacted, puddled 

or severely burned.  

Disturbance—Any event, such as wildfire or a timber, sale that alters the structure, composition, 

or function of an ecosystem.  

Ecosystem—A naturally occurring, self-maintained system of living and non-living interacting 

parts that are organized into biophysical and human dimension components.  
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Ecosystem health—A condition where the components and functions of an ecosystem are 

sustained over time and where the system’s capacity for self-repair is maintained, such 

that goals for ecosystem uses, values, and services are met.  

Effective cover- (in Forest Plan glossary, listed as “effective ground cover”)—Vegetation, litter, 

and rock fragments larger than ¾” in diameter. Expressed as the percentage of material, 

other than bare ground, covering the land surface. May include live vegetation, standing 

dead vegetation, litter, cobble, gravel, stones, and bedrock. This cover contributes to 

preventing soil erosion. 

Endangered species—Designated by the FWS or NOAA Fisheries, in accordance with the 

Endangered Species Act, an animal or plant species, or critical habitat, that has been 

given federal protection status, because it is in danger of extinction throughout all or a 

significant portion of its natural range.  

Endemic—A plant or animal native to the local area.  

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)—A document required of federal agencies by the 

National Environmental Policy Act for major projects or legislative proposals 

significantly affecting the environment. A tool for decision making, it describes the 

positive and negative effects of the undertaking and cites alternative actions.  

Ephemeral stream—A stream or portion of a stream that flows only in direct response to 

precipitation or run-off events, and that receives little or no continuous water from 

springs, snow, or other sources. Unlike intermittent streams, an ephemeral usually does 

not have a defined stream channel or banks, and its channel is at all times above the water 

table.  

Erosion—This includes processes of weathering, solution, corrosion, and transportation of earth 

and rock materials. Forces involved may be water, ice, wind, and gravity.  

Executive Order (EO)—Executive orders are official documents, numbered consecutively, 

through which the President of the United States manages the operations of the federal 

government.  

Family—A collection of focal species that share similarities in source habitats, with the 

similarities arranged along major vegetative themes. 

Fill—Earth or rock moved during road construction and used to build up portions of the 

roadway.  

Fill slope—The sloping earth surface on the downhill side of a road resulting from roadway 

excavation.  

Fine fuels—Cured grasses, leaves, needles, twigs, and small branches that ignite easily and carry 

fire rapidly.  

Firefighter effectiveness—The ease at which firefighters are able to suppress a fire, based on the 

flame lengths and rates of spread, which are dependent on the fuel loading and horizontal 

and vertical continuity of the fuels.  
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Fire regimes—The characteristics of fire in a given ecosystem, including factors such as 

frequency, intensity, severity, and patch size. The terms used for the different fire 

regimes are: Nonlethal, Mixed1, Mixed2, and Lethal. See table below for description. 

Fire 
Regime 

Fire 
Interval  

Fire Intensity  Vegetation Patterns (Agee 1998)  

Nonlethal  5–25 years  Low—10% mortality or less  Relatively homogenous with small patches 
generally <1.0 acre of different seral 
stages, densities, and compositions 
created from mortality  

Mixed1  5–70 years  Low to moderate—10–50% 
mortality  

Relatively homogenous with patches 
created from mortality ranging in size from 
<1.0 to 600 acres of different seral stages, 
densities, and compositions  

Mixed2  70–300 
years  

Moderate to high—50–90% 
mortality  

Relatively diverse with patches created by 
mixes of mortality and unburned or 
underburned areas ranging in size from <1 
to 25,000 acres of different seral stages, 
densities, and compositions  

Lethal  100–400 
years  

High—over 90% mortality  Relatively homogenous with patches 
sometimes >25,000 acres of similar seral 
stages, densities, and compositions. Small 
inclusions of different seral stages, 
densities, and compositions often result 
from unburned or underburned areas.  

Fire intensity—The effects of fire on the above-ground vegetation generally described in terms 

of mortality.  

Fire return interval—The average time between wildfires in a given ecosystem.  

FRID—Fire Return Interval Departure (FRID) is defined as the based on the historical fire return 

interval (the historical interval between fires, in years) for the vegetation type of interest 

and the years that have elapsed since the last fire. From maps of where and when past 

fires have occurred, average fire return intervals for each vegetation type class can be 

determined. Average fire return intervals combined with years that have elapsed since the 

last fire can be used to derive an index to calculate the departure of an area from its 

average fire return interval. (The University of Arizona 2005, Fire Return Interval 

Departure.) 

Fire scar—A healing or healed over injury caused or aggravated by fire, on a woody plant.  

Fire severity—Fire effects at and below the ground surface. Describes the impacts to organic 

material on the ground surface, changes to soils, and mortality of below-ground 

vegetative buds, roots, rhizomes, and other organisms.  

Focal species—Species that represent the varying characteristics of a landscape’s attributes that 

must be represented in the landscape. 

Forage—Plant material (usually grasses, forbs, and brush) that is available for animal 

consumption.  

Forbs—Broadleaf ground vegetation with little or no woody material.  
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Forest plan—In this document, the Payette National Forest Land and Resource Management 

Plan (2003).  

Forest Road—As defined in Title 23, Section 101 of the United States code, any road wholly or 

partly within, or adjacent to, that serves the NFS and that is necessary for the protection, 

administration, and utilization of the NFS and the use and development of its resources 

(Forest Plan page GL-15). 

Forest Vegetation Simulator (FVS)- A model used to compare changes in stand growth, tree 

mortality, and average diameters over time.  

Fragmentation—The splitting or isolation of habitat into smaller patches because of human 

actions. Habitat can be fragmented by management activities such as timber harvest and 

road construction, and changes such as agricultural development, major road systems, 

and reservoir impoundments.  

Fuel—Any substance or composite mixture susceptible to ignition and combustion.  

Fuel loading—The weight per unit area of downed woody material (Brown et al. 1982).  

Fuels Management Analyst (FMA) Plus—A computer modeling program used to predict and 

model fire behavior. Inputs include weather conditions, stand data, and fuel models.  

Fuel model—A set of numerical values that describe a fuel type for the mathematical model that 

predicts spread rate and intensity. The parameters that can be varied in a fuel model are: 

loading, surface area-to-volume ratio, fuel bed depth, and heat content of fuel and 

moisture of extinction.  

Fuel moisture—The amount of moisture in the fuel. Dead fuels can absorb or lose moisture from 

the air. Small diameter fuels can change in moisture content rapidly, because they have 

large surface area compared to their volume.  

Fuel profile—The properties that describe wildland fuel including chemistry, compaction, 

continuity, loading, moisture content, and size. The fuel profile consists of aerial fuels as 

well as surface and ground fuels.  

Fuel treatment—The rearrangement or disposal of natural or activity fuels to reduce the fire 

hazard. Fuels are defined as both living and dead vegetative materials consumable by 

fire.  

Fuelbreak—Areas manipulated for the common purpose of altering surface fuels, decreasing 

ladder fuels, and reducing tree densities (opening the tree canopy) to reduce the risk of 

uncharacteristic wildfire and the potential for crown fire (adapted from Agee et al. 2000).  

Geographic Information System (GIS)—A computer system that stores and uses spatial 

(mapable) data.  

Goal—As Forest Plan management direction, a goal is a concise statement that helps describe a 

desired condition, or how to achieve that condition. Goals are typically expressed in 

broad, general terms that are timeless, in that there are no specific dates by which the 

goals are to be achieved. Goal statements form the basis from which objectives are 

developed.  
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Granitics—Soils derived from granite. Pertaining to relatively coarse grained, light colored 

rocks.  

Ground cover—All vegetative material within 3 feet of the exposed soil surface as well as any 

additional litter, rock, and rock fragments that are in contact with the soil surface.  

Ground fire—A fire that burns the organic material in the upper soil layer (DeBano et al. 1998).  

Guideline—As Forest Plan management direction, a guideline is a preferred or advisable course 

of action generally expected to be carried out. Deviation from compliance does not 

require a Forest Plan amendment (as with a standard), but rationale for deviation must be 

documented in the project decision document.  

Habitat—A place that provides seasonal or year-round food, water, shelter, and other 

environmental conditions for an organism, community, or population of plants or 

animals.  

Habitat family—See family. 

Habitat security—The protection inherent in any situation that allows big game to remain in a 

defined area despite an increase in stress or disturbance associated with the hunting 

season or other human activity. The components of security may include, but are not 

limited to: vegetation, topography, road density, general accessibility, hunting season 

timing and duration, and land ownership. Habitat security is area specific, while hiding 

cover (see definition below) is site specific.  

Habitat type—The aggregate of all areas that support or can support the same primary vegetation 

at climax.  

Harvest—Removal of timber (or a portion of an animal population) to achieve a desired 

condition.  

Herbaceous- Referring to grasses and small annual and perennial plants.  

Hiding cover—vegetation capable of hiding 90% of a standing adult ungulate (deer, elk, moose) 

from the view of a human at a distance equal to or less than 200 feet; generally, any 

vegetation used by ungulates for security or to escape from danger.  

Historical Range of Variability (HRV)—The natural fluctuation of healthy ecosystem 

components over time. In this document, HRV refers to the range of conditions and 

processes that likely occurred prior to settlement of the area by people of European 

descent (around the mid 1800s), and that would have varied within certain limits over 

time.  

Home range—The area that an animal habitually uses during nesting, resting, bathing, foraging, 

and roosting.  

Hydrologic—Refers to the properties, distribution, and effects of water. “Hydrology” is the study 

of water; its occurrence, circulation, distribution, properties, and reactions with the 

environment.  

Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC)—A hierarchal coding system developed by the U.S. Geological 

Service to map geographic boundaries of watersheds of various sizes.  
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IDT (InterdisciplinaryTeam)—A team of individuals with skills from different disciplines that 

focus on the same task or project.  

Idaho Batholith—A great mass of intruded igneous rock that is primarily granite and covers 

much of central Idaho.  

Indicator—In effects analysis, a way or device for measuring effects from management 

alternatives on a particular resource or issue.  

Indirect effects—Impacts caused by an action but occurring later in time or farther removed in 

distance.  

Insignificant effect—An insignificant effect is one that cannot by detected, measured, or 

evaluated in any meaningful way.  

Intermittent stream—A stream or portion of a stream that flows only in direct response to 

precipitation or seasonal run-off, and that receives little or no water from springs or other 

permanent sources. Unlike ephemeral streams, an intermittent has well-defined channel 

and banks, and it may seasonally be below the water table.  

Irretrievable commitments—Losses of production or use for a period of time. An example is 

suited timberland being used for a skid trail. Timber growth on the land is irretrievably 

lost while the land is a skid trail, but the timber resource is not irreversibly lost because 

the land could grow trees again in the near future.  

Irreversible commitments—Permanent or essentially permanent resource uses or losses that 

cannot be reversed, except in the extreme long term. Examples include minerals that have 

been extracted or soil productivity that has been lost.  

Issue—A public or agency concern about a specific action or area that is addressed in the NEPA 

process.  

Juxtaposition—The position of being side by side or close together. Relative position of forage, 

cover, and other important habitat components for big game.  

Key Ecological Functions (KEF)—KEF are the set of ecological roles performed by a species in 

its ecosystem. These ecological roles are the main ways organisms use, influence, and 

alter their biotic and abiotic environments. 

Key Environmental Correlates (KEC)—KEC are biotic or abiotic habitat elements that species 

use on the landscape to survive and reproduce. 

Knutson-Vandenburg Act (KV)—In 1930, Congress passed the Knutson-Vandenburg Act (KV 

Act) to authorize collection of funds (KV Funds) for reforestation and timber stand 

improvement on areas cut over following a timber sale. Funds are to be used to protect 

and improve the future productivity of renewable resources on timber sale areas.  

Ladder fuels—Continuous vertical vegetation that connects surface fuels to the crown fuels of 

overstory trees, forming a ladder by which a fire can spread into tree or shrub crowns 

(DeBano et al. 1998).  

Landform—A natural feature of the land surface such as a mountain, valley, or ridge.  

Landing—A location (usually cleared and level) where logs are stored or loaded onto logging 

trucks for transport.  
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Landslide prone—Land that has a probability of mass movement greater than or equal to 10% 

during a period of 100 years.  

Landtype—A portion of the landscape resulting from geomorphic and climatic processes with 

defined characteristics having predictable soil, hydrologic, engineering, productivity, and 

other behavior patterns.  

Landtype associations—A grouping of landtypes similar in general surface configuration and 

origin.  

Level I Maintenance—These are roads that have been placed in storage between intermittent 

uses. The period of storage must exceed 1 year. Basic custodial maintenance is performed 

to prevent damage to adjacent resources and to perpetuate the road for future resource 

management needs. Emphasis is normally given to maintaining drainage facilities and 

runoff patterns. Planned road deterioration may occur at this level. Appropriate traffic 

management strategies are "prohibit" and "eliminate" all traffic. These roads are not 

shown on motor vehicle use maps. Roads receiving level 1 maintenance may be of any 

type, class, or construction standard, and may be managed at any other maintenance level 

during the time they are open for traffic. However, while being maintained at level 1, 

they are closed to vehicular traffic but may be available and suitable for non-motorized 

uses (FSH 7709.59).  

Long-term—For environmental effects, greater than 15 years. See short-term and temporary.  

Long-term road closure—Roads placed in maintenance level 1 and receiving treatments to keep 

damage to adjacent resources to an acceptable level, and to perpetuate the road to 

facilitate future management activities. These roads were identified as not needed for 

project use for more than 15 years. Closure activities could include removing man-made 

drainage structures, restoring stream channel and banks, providing for drainage 

(waterbars), scarifying, seeding, and fertilizing. 

Lop and scatter—When branches are cut from fallen trees and scattered over the area rather than 

piled for burning. This allows the slash to lie close to the ground to reduce the fire hazard 

and accelerate decomposition.  
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Maintain—When used in a management goal or objective for biological and physical resources, 

“maintain” means to stay within the range of desired conditions.  

The context is that resource conditions are already within their desired range, and the 

expectation is that management actions to achieve goals or objectives maintain resource 

conditions within their desired range in the planning period.  

When used in a standard or guideline for biological and physical resources, “maintain” 

means that current conditions are neither restored or degraded, but remain essentially the 

same. The context is that resource conditions may or may not be in their desired range, 

and the expectation is that maintenance management actions do not degrade or restore 

current conditions.  

This is an important distinction because most goal or objective management actions 

cannot be designed to achieve desired conditions for all resources. Specific actions are 

designed to achieve desired conditions for specific resources, but may simultaneously 

have effects on those or other resources. The intent behind “maintain” when used in a 

standard or guideline is to keep those effects from degrading resource conditions; i.e., 

moving conditions from functioning properly to functioning at risk, or making conditions 

measurably worse when they are currently functioning at risk or not functioning properly. 

See definitions for “degrade” and “restore” in this Glossary.  

For Recreation, Scenic Environment, Heritage, Lands, Special Uses, and Wilderness 

resources, “maintain” means to continue a current or existing practice, activity, 

management strategy, resource condition, or level of use.  

For physical improvements managed under the Roads and Facilities programs, 

“maintain” means to keep the road or facility in a usable condition.  

For resource inventories, databases, plans, maps, or other documents related to all 

resources, “maintain” means to periodically update these items to reflect current 

conditions and/or status.  

Management Area—A land area with similar management goals and a common prescription, as 

described in the Forest Plan.  

Management direction—Activities that must be carried out to meet the goals of agency 

management.  

Management Indicator Species (MIS)—Representative species whose habitat conditions or 

population changes are used to assess the impacts of management activities on similar 

species in a particular area. MIS are generally presumed to be sensitive to habitat 

changes.  

Management Prescription Category (MPC)—Management prescriptions are defined as, 

“Management practices and intensity selected and scheduled for application on a specific 

area to attain multiple use and other goals and objectives” (36 CFR 219.3). MPCs are 

broad categories of management prescriptions that indicate the general management 

emphasis prescribed for a given area. They are based on Forest Service definitions 

developed at the national level, and represent management emphasis themes, ranging 

from Wilderness (1.0) to Concentrated Development (8.0). The national MPCs have been 

customized during Forest Plan revision to better fit the needs and issues of the Southwest 

Idaho Ecogroup Forests.  

Market value—The price that timber and wood products would bring if sold today.  
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MBF and MMBF—One thousand board feet, and one million board feet, respectively.  

Merchantable (timber)—Trees or stands of size and quality suitable for marketing and 

utilization.  

Mitigation—Actions to avoid, minimize, reduce, eliminate, or rectify the impact of a 

management practice.  

Mixed conifer—Stands on the Payette composed primarily of ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, and 

grand fir.  

Monitoring—The process of collecting information to evaluate if objectives and anticipated 

results of a management plan are being realized, or if implementation is proceeding as 

planned.  

Mortality (stand)—The number or volume of trees that died because of fire, insects, disease, 

climatic factors, or competition from other trees or vegetation.  

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)—The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 

requires environmental analysis and public disclosure of federal actions.  

National Fire Plan (NFP)—Strategic and implementation goals, budget requests and 

appropriations, and agency action plans to address severe wildland fires, reduce fire 

impacts on rural communities, and ensure effective firefighting capability in the future.  

National Forest Management Act (NFMA)—A law passed in 1976 as an amendment to the 

Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act requiring the preparation of 

Regional Guides and Forest Plans and the preparation of regulations to guide that 

development.  

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)—A list of cultural resources that have local, state, 

or national significance maintained by the Secretary of the Interior.  

Native species—Animals or plants that originated in the area in which they live. Species that 

normally live and thrive in a particular ecosystem.  

Natural fuel—The combustible material resulting from natural processes and not directly 

generated or altered by land management practices.  

New road construction—Activity that results in the addition of forest classified or temporary 

road miles (36 CFR 212.1). This is the definition included in the Forest Plan, however 

this CFR has been superceded. 

No action (alternative)—The most likely condition expected to exist if current management 

practices continue unchanged. The analysis of this alternative is required for federal 

actions under NEPA.  

Non-point pollution—Pollution that emanates from diffuse and intermittent sources.  

Noxious weed—A state-designated plant species that causes negative ecological and economic 

impacts to both agricultural and other lands within the state.  
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Objective—As Forest Plan management direction, an objective is a concise time-specific 

statement of actions or results designed to help achieve goals. Objectives form the basis 

for project-level actions or proposals to help achieve Forest goals. The time frame for 

accomplishing objectives, unless otherwise stated, is generally considered to be the 

planning period, or the next 10 to 15 years. More specific dates are not typically used 

because achievement can be delayed by funding, litigation, environmental changes, and 

other influences beyond the Forest’s control.  

Open road density—Miles of open road per square mile.  

Opening (created) -Related to vegetation management, openings are created only by planned, 

even-aged, regeneration timber harvesting. Only those even-aged timber harvest practices 

that reduce stocking levels to less than 10% create openings. Canopy closure will 

normally be used to determine stocking levels. Residual stands of mature trees will 

generally have less than 10% stocking when fewer than 10 to 15 trees per acre remain 

following harvest.  

Overstory That portion of the trees, in a Forest of more than one story, forming the upper or 

uppermost canopy.  

Overstory removal—Removal of most or all of the trees forming the uppermost canopy in a two 

or multi storied stand. The remaining trees are of good quality and will be managed as the 

next crop of trees on the site.  

Perennial stream—A stream that typically maintains year-round surface flow, except possibly 

during extreme periods of drought. A perennial stream receives its water from springs or 

other permanent sources, and the water table usually stands at a higher level than the 

floor of the stream.  

Potential Vegetation Group (PVG)—Potential vegetation types grouped on the basis of a similar 

general moisture or temperature environment.  

Prescribed fire—Any fire ignited by management actions to meet specific objectives.  

Private Road—A road located on private land within the National Forest boundary. 

Project area—The area bounding all management activities associated with a project. This area is 

greater than the total acres treated; some analysis of effects to resources may be 

appropriate at this scale and others may occur at the activity area level and not include the 

entire project area.  

Proposed action—A proposal made by the Forest Service or other federal agency to authorize, 

recommend, or implement an action to meet a specific purpose and need.  

Proposed species—Species that are proposed to the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service for 

threatened or candidate status.  

Proposed endangered—Taxa proposed to be listed as endangered.  

Proposed threatened—Taxa proposed to be listed as threatened.  

Recontour—Reestablish the natural slope of the land where a road has been located. This may 

involve pulling the fill material up onto the road surface and/or bringing in material to 

replace that, which was removed to build the road.  
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Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS)—A framework for stratifying and defining classes of 

outdoor recreation environments, activities, and experience opportunities. The settings, 

activities, and opportunities for obtaining experiences are arranged along a continuum or 

spectrum divided into six classes--primitive, semiprimitive nonmotorized, semiprimitive 

motorized, roaded natural, rural, and urban.  

Reforestation—The natural or artificial restocking of an area with Forest trees.  

Regeneration—The renewal of a tree crop, whether by natural or artificial means. Also, the 

young crop itself, which commonly is referred to as reproduction.  

Restore—For biological and physical resources, restore means to repair, re-establish, or recover 

ecosystem functions, processes, or components so that they are moving toward or within 

their range of desired conditions. For the Recreation, Scenic Environment, Heritage, 

Lands, Special Uses, Wilderness, Roads and Facilities resources, restore means to use 

management actions to re-establish desired resource conditions.  

Revegetation—The re establishment of plant cover, either naturally or by manually seeding.  

Riparian—Relating to the banks of natural watercourses such as rivers or streams.  

Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs)—Portions of watersheds where riparian-dependant 

resources receive primary emphasis, and management activities are subject to specific 

goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines. RCAs include traditional riparian corridors, 

perennial and intermittent streams, wetlands, lakes, springs, reservoirs, and other areas 

where proper riparian functions and ecological processes are crucial to maintenance of 

the area’s water, sediment, woody debris, nutrient delivery system, and associated biotic 

communities and habitat.  

Ripping—Breaking up a compacted surface to a depth of at least 16 inches.  

Road -A motor vehicle travelway over 50 inches wide, unless designated and managed as a trail. 

A road may be classified, unclassified, or temporary.  

Road construction— see New road construction. 

Road decommissioning—Activities that result in the stabilization and restoration of unneeded 

roads to a more natural state (36 CFR 212.1, FSM 7703). All decommissioning in this 

project is full road obliteration and includes the following:  

 Reestablishing former drainage patterns, stabilizing slopes, and restoring vegetation;  

 Removing culverts, reestablishing drainages, removing unstable fills, pulling back 

road shoulders, and scattering slash on the roadbed;  

 Completely eliminating the roadbed by restoring natural contours and slopes  

Road maintenance—The ongoing upkeep of a road necessary to retain or restore the road to the 

approved road management objective.  

Road reconstruction—Activity that results in improvement or realignment of an existing 

classified road as defined below:  

Road improvement Activity that results in an increase of an existing road’s traffic service 

level expansion of its capacity, or a change in its original design function.  
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Road realignment—Activity that results in a new location of an existing road or portions 

of an existing road and treatment of the old roadway (36 CFR 212.1).  

Road Obliteration—See Road Decommissioning. For this project the terms are used 

synonymously. 

Sawtimber—Trees containing at least one 8-foot sawlog with a top diameter of 6-inches and 

meeting regional specifications for freedom from defect.  

Scale—Defined in this framework as geographic extent; for example, region, sub-regional, or 

landscape scale.  

Scarification—Exposing or roughing mineral soil surface for better seed germination.  

Scoping—The process the Forest Service uses to determine, through public involvement, the 

range of issues that the planning process should address.  

Seasonally open road—Roads open to motorized use on a seasonal basis (e.g., closed during 

hunting season).  

Section 106 review- A review required by the National Historic Preservation Act to determine 

effects of a federal action on cultural resources.  

Section 7 Consultation—Consultation required by the Endangered Species Act with the 

appropriate jurisdictional agency for a listed species.  

Sediment—Any solid material (mineral and organic) that has been moved to a water body and is 

being transported or has been deposited.  

Sensitive species—A Forest Service or BLM designation, sensitive plant and animal species are 

selected by the Regional Forester or the BLM State Director because population viability 

may be a concern, as evidenced by a current or predicted downward trend in population 

numbers or density, or a current or predicted downward trend in habitat capability that 

would reduce a species' existing distribution. Sensitive species are not addressed in or 

covered by the Endangered Species Act.  

Seral—The unique characteristics of a biotic community that is a developmental, transitory stage 

in an orderly ecological succession involving changes in species, structure, and 

community processes with time.  

Short term—For environmental effects, greater than 3 to 15 years. See temporary and long term.  

Short-term road closure—Roads placed in maintenance level 1 and closed to vehicular traffic for 

greater than one year. Basic custodial maintenance is performed to keep damage to 

adjacent resources to an acceptable level, and to perpetuate the road to facilitate future 

management activities. Emphasis is normally given to maintaining drainage facilities and 

runoff patterns.  

Silvicultural prescription—The method selected to manage a forest stand. Silvicultural 

prescriptions are broken into broad types, including even aged and uneven aged. Even 

aged prescriptions include clearcut, seed tree, and shelterwood. Uneven aged 

prescriptions include individual tree selection and group selection. Other non 

regeneration prescriptions include thinning and sanitation/salvage cuttings.  

Silviculture –The care and tending of stands of trees to meet specific objectives.  
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Site potential tree height—For delineating RCAs, a site potential tree height is the height that a 

dominant or co-dominant tree within a stand is expected to attain at an age of 200 years. 

Outside of RCAs, a site potential tree height is the average height that the dominant or 

co-dominant tree within a stand will attain within 100 years.  

Site preparation—A general term for removing unwanted vegetation, slash, roots, and stones 

from a site before reforestation.  

Skid trail—A route used by loggers to drag logs from stump to landing.  

Skidding—A loose term for hauling trees by sliding, not on wheels, from stump to roadside, 

deck, skidway, or other landing.  

Skyline logging—A logging system using steel cable, a tower, and a powered winch to elevate 

logs from their position in the woods and carry them suspended to a point where they can 

be loaded on to trucks.  

Slash—The residue left on the ground after timber cutting and/or accumulation as a result of 

storm, fire, or other damage. It includes logs, uprooted stumps, broken or uprooted stems, 

branches, twigs, leaves, bark, and chips.  

Slash filter windrow-- Woody debris placed along a slope to trap and hold sediment coming off a 

hill or road above.  

Snag—standing dead tree.  

Soil compaction—Where one or more of the following conditions occurs in relation to natural: a 

50% reduction in macropore space; less than 15% macropore space, total; 15% increase 

in soil bulk density; or a 40% reduction in hydraulic conductivity.  

Soil erosion—Soil erosion is the detachment and transport of soil particles or aggregates by 

wind, water, or gravity. Management practices may increase soil erosion hazard when 

they remove ground cover and detach soil particles. .  

Soil productivity—Soil productivity includes the inherent capacity of a soil under management 

to support the growth of specified plants, plant communities, or a sequence of plant 

communities. Soil productivity may be expressed in terms of volume or weight/unit 

area/year, percent plant cover, or other measures of biomass accumulation.  

Source Habitat—Source habitats are those characteristics of macrovegetation (i.e., cover types 

and structural stages) that contribute to stationary or positive population growth for a 

species in a specified area and time (Wisdom et al. 2000). 

Species composition—The different tree species within a stand, usually expressed as a 

percentage within each age class.  

Stand—An aggregation of trees or other vegetation occupying a specific area and sufficiently 

uniform in composition (species), age arrangement, and condition as to be distinguishable 

from the Forest or other vegetation of land cover on adjoining areas.  

Stand density—A measure of how crowded a stand is. Measures of density include: trees per 

acre, square feet of basal area, stand density index (SDI), and percent of maximum SDI.  

Stand initiation—A stage of stand development following a disturbance when new individuals 

and species continue to appear for several years (Oliver and Larson 1996).  
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Stand structure—The different sizes and ages of trees within a stand.  

Standard—As Forest Plan management direction, a standard is a binding limitation placed on 

management actions. It must be within the authority and ability of the Forest Service to 

enforce. A project or action that varies from a relevant standard may not be authorized 

unless the Forest Plan is amended to modify, remove, or waive application of the 

standard.  

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)—A person appointed by a state’s Governor to 

administer the State Historic Preservation Program.  

Strata—Groups of stands that are relatively homogeneous in age, productivity, and density.  

Structure—The size and arrangement, both vertically and horizontally, of vegetation.  

Stumpage—Value of timber as it stands uncut in the woods  

Substrate—The composition of a streambed, including mineral and organic materials.  

Subwatershed—An area of land that drains to a common point. A subwatershed is smaller 

subdivision of a watershed but is larger than a drainage or site. Subwatersheds are often 

synonymous with sixth-field hydrologic units, which are nested within larger watersheds 

(fifth-field units), and are comprised of smaller drainages, sites, and stream reaches.  

Succession—The replacement in time of one plant community with another. The prior plant 

community (or successional stage) creates conditions that are favorable for the 

establishment of the next stage. These changes often occur in a predictable order. More 

specifically, the gradual and natural progression in composition and structure of an 

ecosystem toward a climax condition or stage.  

Successional stage—A stage or recognizable condition of a plant community that occurs during 

its development from bare ground to climax.  

Summer range—The area essential for big game to carry out their reproductive cycles.  

Surface erosion—The wearing away of the land surface by running water or wind.  

Surface fire—A fire that burns only surface fuels (DeBano et al. 1998).  

Sustainability-- The ability to maintain a desired condition or flow of benefits over time.  

System roads—(also termed classified roads) Roads wholly or partially within or adjacent to 

national Forest System lands that are determined to be needed for long-term motor 

vehicle access. System roads can include state roads, county roads, privately owned 

roads, NFS roads, and other roads authorized by the Forest Service.  

Temporary—For environmental effects, 0 to 3 years. See short-term and long-term.  

Temporary road—Roads authorized by contract, permit, lease, other written authorization, or 

emergency operation, that are not intended to be a part of the forest transportation system, 

that are not necessary for long-term resource management, and that is not a forest road or 

a forest trail and that is not included in a forest transportation atlas (36 CFR 212.1).  
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Thinning—A cultural treatment made to reduce stand density of trees primarily to improve 

growth, enhance forest health, or recover potential mortality (Helms 1998). Types of 

thinning include the following: Crown thinning—the removal of trees from the dominant 

and codominant crown classes in order to favor the best trees of those same crown 

classes- synonym thinning from above. Free thinning—The removal of trees to control 

stand spacing and favor desired trees, using a combination of thinning criteria without 

regard to crown position. Low thinning—The removal of trees from the lower crown 

classes to favor those in the upper crown classes—synonym thinning from below.  

Threatened species—Designated by the FWS or NOAA Fisheries, in accordance with the 

Endangered Species Act; a plant or animal species, or critical habitat, given federal 

protection, because it is likely to become endangered throughout all or a significant 

portion of its range within the foreseeable future.  

Timber sale contract—The binding document between the Forest Service and timber purchaser 

that states, among other things, how the sale will be logged.  

Timber Stand Improvement (TSI)—An intermediate treatment made to improve the composition, 

structure, condition, health, and growth of even or uneven aged stands.  

Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)—TMDL is the sum of waste load allocations for point 

sources, non-point sources, natural background, and a margin of safety. A TMDL 

specifies the amount of a pollutant that needs to be reduced to meet water quality 

standards set by the state. TMDL is used in a process to attain water quality standards 

that (1) identifies water quality problems and contributing pollutant sources, (2) allocates 

pollution control responsibilities among sources in the watershed, and (3) provides a 

basis for taking actions needed to restore a water body.  

Total Soil Resource Commitment (TSRC)—A measure of how much land in a project area is 

converted to a non-productive condition (less than 40% of natural productivity rates) for 

50 years or more. Examples are permanent skid trails, landings, roads, campgrounds, 

administrative sites, and recreational trails.  

Tractor logging—Any logging method, which uses a tractor as the motive power for transporting 

logs from the stumps to a collecting point—whether by dragging or carrying the logs.  

Unauthorized Road or Trail—Roads on NFS lands that are not managed as part of the forest 

transportation system, such as unplanned roads, abandoned travelways, and off-road 

vehicle tracks that have not been designated and managed as trails. Non-system roads 

also include those roads that were once under permit or other authorization and were not 

decommissioned upon the termination of the authorization (36 CFR 212.1).  

Uncharacteristic wildfire—a wildland fire that causes fire behavior and/or effects that are not 

within the historical fire regime for a given area. This may include fire intensity, severity, 

size, and landscape patterns.  

Underburn—A light broadcast burn under an existing forest canopy. A fire prescribed to reduce 

fuels without damaging existing trees.  
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Undesirable wildland fire—an unwanted wildland fire. This type of fire differs from an 

uncharacteristic fire in that it may or may not be within its natural fire regime, but due to 

social or political reasons, it is not desired in a given area at a given time under certain 

circumstances. 

Understory—The trees and other woody species growing under a more-or-less continuous cover 

of branches and foliage formed collectively by the upper portion of adjacent trees and 

other woody growth.  

Viability- The ability of wildlife or plant populations to maintain a sufficient size so that it 

persists over time in spite of normal fluctuations in numbers. Viability is usually 

expressed as a probability of maintaining a specific population for a specified period.  

Viable population—A population that is regarded as having the estimated numbers and 

distribution of reproductive individuals to ensure that it will continue to exist over time 

and will be well distributed within a given area.  

Visual Quality Objective (VQO)—Categories of acceptable landscape alteration measured in 

degrees of deviation from the natural-appearing landscape. The categories include 

Preservation, Retention, Partial Retention, Modification, and Maximum Modification.  

Water quality—Refers to the chemical, physical, or biological characteristics that describe the 

conditions of a river, stream, or lake.  

Water Quality Limited Segment (WQLS)—A stretch or area of surface water where technology-

based controls are not sufficient to prevent violations of water-quality standards. In such 

cases, new permit limitations are based on ambient-water-quality considerations.  

Waterbar- An earthen barrier across a road or skid trail used to divert water and reduce erosion. 

It is usually designed to allow limited vehicle passage.  

Watershed—The entire land area that contributes water to a drainage system or stream.  

Watershed Condition Indicator (WCI)—WCIs are an integrated suite of aquatic (including 

biophysical components), riparian (including riparian –associated vegetation species), 

and hydrologic (including uplands) condition measures that are intended to be used at a 

variety of watershed scales. They assist in determining the current condition of a 

watershed and should be used to help design appropriate management actions, or to alter 

or mitigate proposed and or ongoing actions, to move watersheds toward desired 

conditions. WCIs represent a diagnostic means to determine factors of current condition 

and assist in determining future conditions associated with implementing management 

actions or natural restoration over time.  

Wetlands—Land areas that are wet at least for part of the year, are poorly drained, and are 

characterized by hydrophytes vegetation, hydria soils, and wetland hydrology. Examples 

of wetlands include swamps, marshes, and bogs.  

Whole-tree yarding—Method of tree harvest where felled trees are yarded or skidded to landing 

locations with top and limbs intact. Trees are then deli bed, topped, and bucked at the 

landing and associated slash is then treated at the landing.  

Wildland fire or wildfire—Any fire not involving a home or other structure, other than 

prescribed fire, that occurs in the wildland.  



Chapter 4 Mill Creek–Council Mountain Landscape Restoration Project 

4-44 

Wildland/Urban Interface (WUI)—For at risk communities that have not yet designated their 

WUI as part of a community wildfire protection plan, the HFRA has a default definition 

of WUI (section 101 (16)(B(ii). It is an area extending ½ mile from the boundaryof an at-

risk community. 

The line, area, or zone where structures and other human developments meet or intermingle with 

undeveloped wildland or vegetative fuel.  

Yarding—The operation of hauling timber from the stump to a collecting point. 
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