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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Lauren Buckley on behalf of The 
Ecology Center, Inc.; The Lands Council; and Alliance for the Wild Rockies protesting the Bonners 
Ferry Douglas-Fir Beetle Timber Sale Decision Notice (DN) signed by the Acting District Ranger on the 
Bonners Ferry Ranger District (Idaho Panhandle National Forests). 
 
The District Ranger’s decision adopts Alternative 2, as modified by the DN.  The decision results in 
harvest on approximately 263 acres of beetle-infested timber using various silvicultural treatments.  
Approximately 0.5 mile of existing road will be reconstructed; upon completion of post-sale fuels 
treatment, the road will be decommissioned. 
 
My review was conducted pursuant to, and in accordance with, 36 CFR 215.19 to ensure the analysis 
and decision are in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, policy, and orders.  The appeal record, 
including the appellants’ objections and recommended changes, has been thoroughly reviewed.  
Although I may not have listed each specific issue, I have considered all the issues raised in the appeal 
and believe they are adequately addressed below. 
 
The appellants allege violations of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the National Forest 
Management Act (NFMA), the Administrative Procedures Act (APA), the Forest Plan for the Idaho 
Panhandle National Forests, and the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  The appellants request a remand 
of the DN.  An informal meeting was held but no resolution of the issues was reached. 
 
ISSUE REVIEW 
 
Issue 1.  The analysis of cumulative effects of ongoing and foreseeable actions is inadequate. 
 
The appellants contend that the Environmental Assessment Supplement (EAS) fails to adequately 
address the cumulative effects of landscape fragmentation.  They are particularly concerned that the 
analysis of ongoing and foreseeable actions on private lands is inadequate. 
 
Response:  The EAS specifically identifies and maps all reasonably foreseeable activities that have 
project areas that may overlap with the cumulative effects analysis areas for this project (EAS, pp. 5-8 
and 10-17).  Appendix A of the Environmental Assessment (EA) is also supplemented (EAS, pp. 21-37 
and 42-43) with additional cumulative effects analysis, including effects on fragmentation.  The EAS 
discloses that effects on fragmentation vary among the alternatives but that all alternatives provide for 
adequate linkages between fragmented habitats (EAS, p. 37).   
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The EAS discloses that “[T]here have been beetle related harvesting activities on private lands adjacent 
to the Paradise Valley geographic area” but that according to the Idaho Department of Lands there are 
currently … “no logging permits…issued to private land owners in the cumulative effects area” (EAS, p. 
13).  The EAS also contains maps of the cumulative effects analysis areas for the water quality resource 
that shows that private lands are located downstream from the proposed harvest units.  The direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects of the selected alternative are adequately disclosed on pages 14-16 of 
the EAS. 
 
Issue 2.  The analysis of cumulative effects of past actions is inadequate. 
 
The appellants contend that the EA violates NEPA’s requirement to provide accurate, high quality 
analyses of the cumulative effects to the watersheds and fish habitat from past Forest Service timber 
sales in each of the watersheds where the DN has authorized logging. 
 
Response:  While neither the EA nor EAS specifically list past timber sale projects, consideration of past 
activities is documented in Chapters 3 and 4, as well as in the project file where even-aged and 
intermediate harvests by decade are displayed (Project File, Vegetation, Docs. 11 and 12).  Chapter 3 of 
the EA describes the affected environment, which includes the changes that have occurred in the project 
area as a result of past activities.  The cumulative effects analysis disclosed in Chapter 4 of the EA and 
EAS includes past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities. 
 
Issue 3.  Reliance on BMPs without documentation of their effectiveness results in a failure to 
show compliance with the Clean Water Act and NFMA. 
 
The appellants contend that the mere designation of BMPs is not sufficient to show compliance with the 
CWA and NFMA.   
 
Response:  The DN explains “Reliance on BMPs for this project is minimal because the project was 
designed to avoid effects on watersheds and stream systems” (8/18/00 DN, p. 9).  Appendix B of the EA 
displays the site-specific BMPs to be applied, as well as the effectiveness of those BMPs.  The 1998 
Forest Plan Monitoring Report documents monitoring of items specific to timber sales and other 
activities on the Bonners Ferry District (Project File, Watershed and Aquatics, Doc. 12).  The report 
documents the findings on effectiveness of BMPs and, if necessary, makes recommendations to improve 
their effectiveness.  With accomplishment of the minimum road improvements and maintenance 
necessary to comply with the BMPs, the selected alternative is consistent with Forest Plan standards and 
the CWA (EAS, p. 18). 
 
Issue 4.  Project effects on soil conditions are not adequately analyzed. 
 
The appellants contend that neither the EAS nor the EA disclose the cumulative detrimental impacts on 
soils of proposed treatment areas.  They also state that the discussions of potential increases in water 
yield and rain-on-snow risk to be vague, unsupported, and lacking merit. 
 
Response:  This issue was addressed in response to comments on the EAS, which explains that there will 
be no cumulative impacts on soils because none of the units proposed for treatment have been logged 
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before (EAS, p. 18, Response W1).  The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on soils and slope 
stability are discussed in the EAS (pp. 14-18).  The analysis indicates that ground disturbance would be 
negligible due to the use of helicopter and skyline logging systems (especially where units are winter 
logged).  The EAS also discloses that Level One Stability Analysis (LISA) modeling indicates that most 
of the sites proposed for treatment are stable and that there would be no practical difference in slope 
stability between the selected alternative and the no action alternative (EAS, p. 15; Project File, 
Watershed and Aquatics, Doc. 5).  The project file contains additional supporting documentation for the 
analysis (Project File, Watershed and Aquatics, Docs. 10, 11, and 13). 
 
Appendix A of the Watershed and Fisheries Report is a discussion of issues presenting minimal risk to 
beneficial uses or eliminated by project design; it provides rationale for why these issues are not 
principle issues addressed in the EA (Project File, Watershed and Aquatics, Doc. 10, pp. 11-13).  
Included in Appendix A are discussions regarding analysis on various aspects of the water resources, 
including effects on water yield, rain-on-snow risk, and base flows.  These analyses determined that 
there would be no direct, indirect or cumulative effects as a result of this project. 
 
Issue 5.  The analysis of impacts to water quality and fisheries is inadequate. 
 
The appellants make several allegations regarding the quality of the analysis conducted for the 
watershed and fisheries resources.  They contend that the overall lack of data and analysis regarding 
impacts on fisheries, water quality, and water quantity in the EA violates NEPA’s requirements that high 
quality, scientifically accurate information be disclosed in analysis documents. 
 
Response:  The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to water resources and aquatic habitat (fisheries) 
are disclosed in the EA (pp. 4-8 through 4-24) and the EAS (pp. 10-19).  Table 2-4 displays the principle 
issues and values at risk related to water resources and aquatic habitat (EA, pp. 2-3 and 2-4).  Due to the 
design of the project and topography of the area, the interdisciplinary team (IDT) did not identify water 
quality or water yield as alternative driving issues.  As discussed in response to Issue 4, Appendix A of 
the Watershed and Fisheries Report explains the rationale for not analyzing stream dynamic equilibrium, 
water yield, rain-on-snow risk, and base flows in detail in the EA.  In addition to the Watershed and 
Fisheries Report, the project file contains other documents, including reference to scientific literature, 
supporting the watershed and fisheries analysis (Project File, Watershed and Aquatics, Docs. 1-10).  The 
Fisheries Biological Assessment (BA) (Project File, Watershed and Aquatics, Doc. 3) describes the 
current conditions and effects to various fish species in the project area.  The fisheries biologist 
determined that there would be no effect to white sturgeon, bull trout, burbot, or interior redband trout, 
and that the project may affect individual westslope cutthroat trout and torrent sculpin but will not lead 
toward a trend to listing.  In fact, the BA states that in the long term, the watershed improvement 
opportunities identified in the EA to correct problems with roads (EA, pp. 3-16 and 3-17) will likely 
benefit these species by reducing sediment delivery to streams.  The effects of these proposed 
improvements (reduction of sediment delivery and concentration of water) are disclosed on pages 4-17 
through 4-23.    
 
Issue 6.  Failure to appropriately validate the WATSED model violates the IPNF Forest Plan and 
NEPA requirements. 
 
The appellants contend that the EAS fails to meet NEPA requirements by failing to disclose to the 
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public that no watersheds on the District have been used to validate the accuracy of the WATSED model 
on the District. 
 
Response:  Comments raised regarding the use of the WATSED model were responded to in the original 
DN as well as the DN for the EAS (3/8/00 DN, pp. 16-17, B8; 8/18/00 DN, pp. 19-20, D2).  WATSED 
is but one of a number of tools used to analyze project impacts.  The Forest Plan Monitoring Report 
discusses the validation of the WATSED model and explains that it is currently working well in terms of 
describing watershed responses on the IPNF (Project File, Watershed and Aquatics, Doc. 12, p. 67).  
WATSED analysis on Gable Creek for the three alternatives is included in the project file (Watershed 
and Aquatics, Docs. 7-9).  
 
Issue 7.  The lack of scientific analysis of watershed impact of high peak flows in the project area 
violates NEPA. 
 
The appellants raise several points related to this issue but generally contend that the cumulative impacts 
of the past, current and potential releases of large volumes of water to fisheries and fisheries habitat is 
not discussed or analyzed in either the EA or EAS. 
 
Response:  Peak flows were not identified as an issue for this project.  The EA identifies watershed 
improvement opportunities that include replacement culverts designed to meet 100-year flood events 
(EA, pp. 3-16 and 3-17).  Please refer to my response to Issue 5 for a discussion on the disclosure of the 
effects on water quality and fisheries habitat.   
 
Issue 8.  The lack of scientific information regarding stream temperatures violates NFMA and 
NEPA. 
 
The appellants contend that without accurate stream temperature data that indicate the current stream 
temperatures in each creek, the Forest Service cannot substantiate the DN and FONSI claim that the 
proposed logging will not affect stream temperatures in each creek. 
 
Response:  As previously discussed, the IDT did not identify water quality, including stream 
temperatures, as an issue for this analysis.  The EA discusses the existing conditions of the fisheries 
resource, including fish presence, on pages 3-11 through 3-15.  The BA discloses the effects of the 
project on fisheries and states that no harvest would occur in riparian areas so there will be no loss of 
riparian trees that could result in an increase in stream temperatures (Project File, Watershed and 
Aquatics, Doc. 3).  The project is in compliance with INFISH standards. 
 
Issue 9.  Project effects, including cumulative effects on fish, wildlife and plant species are not 
adequately analyzed. 
 
The appellants contend that the discussions regarding effects on fish, wildlife and plant species are 
vague and present unsubstantiated claims.  They specifically question the analyses conducted for pine 
marten, fisher, Townsend’s big-eared bats, peregrine falcon, northern bog lemming, northern goshawk, 
caribou, black-backed woodpecker, and pileated woodpecker. 
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Response:  The District adequately responded to comments raised regarding these species in the DN 
(8/18/00 DN, pp. 14-17).  The effects of the project on all of these species are discussed in the EAS, 
which explains the rationale for eliminating them from detailed analysis and why no negative 
cumulative effects are expected for these species (EAS, pp. 21-37).  The Wildlife Report/BA/BE 
provides supporting documentation, including scientific references, for the effects analysis (Project File, 
Wildlife, Doc. 5). 
 
Issue 10.  The DN violates the ESA by not adequately analyzing the effects of the project on grizzly 
bear populations. 
 
The appellants contend that the current Total Road Density (TRD) in the three affected Bear 
Management Units (BMUs) was not disclosed in the EA or BA. 
 
Response:  Effects of the project on grizzly bears are discussed in the Wildlife Report (Project File, 
Wildlife, Doc. 5) and the BA (Project File, Wildlife, Doc. 7).  The analysis determined that the project 
“may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” grizzly bears because operations will take place only 
during winter months and there will be no new road construction so TRD  will not increase.  The U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) concurred with the no effect determination in a letter dated 
December 13, 1999. 
 
Issue 11.  The analysis for the threatened lynx is not adequate to assure compliance with the ESA. 
 
Response:  The selected alternative contains no suitable lynx habitat.  Based on the analysis documented 
in the BA (EA, Appendix B, pp. B-16 through B-18), the wildlife biologist determined that the proposed 
project is not likely to adversely affect lynx or its habitat.  The USFWS concurred with this finding, 
stating “Should the Canada lynx be listed as either threatened or endangered, we concur that the 
proposed project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” Canada lynx…” (Project File, 
Wildlife, Doc. 9, p. 1).   
 
Issue 12.  The analyses for sensitive wildlife habitat are scientifically inadequate. 
 
The appellants contend that since habitat data derived from the Timber Stand Master Record System 
(TSMRS) is outdated, the EA fails to meet NEPA’s requirements for scientific integrity and accuracy. 
 
Response:  The BA documents the analyses conducted for sensitive species and provides a summary of 
effects (EA, Appendix B, pp. B-20 through B-28).  The EAS provides additional information on 
sensitive species (EAS, Appendix A, pp. 27-34).  The analyses indicate that there will be no effect for all 
species except flammulated owl and northern goshawk, for which the project may impact individuals or 
habitat but will not likely contribute to a trend towards listing.  The support for these determinations is 
provided by documentation in the project file (Project File, Wildlife, Docs. 2, 3, and 5).  The analyses do 
not rely solely on the timber stand database, but also consider information from the ongoing Geographic 
Assessment for the Kootenai River Basin, field reconnaissance, records of sightings, monitoring 
information, professional judgment, scientific literature, and Forest Plan guidelines.   
 
Issue 13.  The no-action alternative was not analyzed for several resources, in violation of NEPA. 
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The appellants contend that the EA and EAS failed to compare the effects of logging alternatives to the 
effects of the no action alternative for sensitive species and resources discussed in Appendix A under 
“Other Resource Concerns.” 
 
Response:  Appendix A of the EA (as supplemented by the EAS) provides a discussion of resources that 
were not alternative driving issues because potential effects to these resources were either avoided or 
mitigated by project design, or were not a concern because they were not likely to occur in the project 
area.  The regulations at 40 CFR 1502.2(b) state, “Impacts shall be discussed in proportion to their 
significance.  There shall be only brief discussion of other than significant issues.”  Chapter 4 of the EA 
and EAS disclose the potential effects of the no action alternative related to the significant issues and the 
District Ranger provides his rationale for not selecting the no action alternative in the DN (8/18/00 DN, 
p. 7). 
 
Issue 14.  The EA never adequately explains the criteria for trees to be logged, nor justifies the 
reason for units designated for logging. 
 
The appellants contend that neither the EA nor the EAS adequately specifies the current state of 
Douglas-fir beetle infestation in the proposed units.  They also state that the EA is unclear as to whether 
the intended logging will exceed the anticipated mortality due to beetle damage. 
 
Response:  The changes made to Alternatives 2 and 3 in the EAS reflect the current status of the 
Douglas-fir bark beetle infestation (EAS, pp. 1-4 and 8-9).  As stated in the DN, “…Alternative 2 was 
designed to treat only areas with observed beetle infestation.  Recent monitoring (between the EA and 
EAS) found the beetles did not expand as predicted in some parts of the analysis area” (8/18/00 DN, p. 
8).  The DN also identifies the units to be harvested in Table 1, Alternative 2 Treatments, and provides 
the rationale for harvesting these units (8/18/00 DN, p. 7).   
 
In response to whether or not the intended logging will exceed the anticipated mortality due to beetle 
damage, the transmittal letter points out a typographical error in the EAS that appears to have lead to 
some confusion.  The paragraph referenced by the appellants in regard to this issue applies to 
Alternative 3, not Alternative 2 (EAS, p. 16, first full paragraph).  The project file contains the correct 
documentation (Project File, Watershed and Aquatics, Doc. 10, p. 6 and Doc. 1, pp. 1-27).  Again, 
Alternative 2 was designed to treat only areas with observed beetle infestation. 
 
Issue 15.  The project intends to log large, old Douglas-fir trees despite the IPNF’s failure to meet 
its old growth standards. 
 
The appellants contend that given the IPNF’s failure to meet Forest Plan old growth standards, no large, 
old trees, regardless of whether they are classified as old growth, should be removed until the IPNF 
meets its old growth standards. 
 
Response:  In order to meet the IPNF requirement to maintain 10 percent designated old growth, the 
Bonners Ferry District is currently required to maintain approximately 14 percent of the total forested 
area as old growth.  As discussed in the EA and EAS, this project does not propose to enter designated 
old growth so there will be no direct, indirect or cumulative effects to old growth (EA, pp. 3-3 and A-3; 
EAS, pp. 36-37). 
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Issue 16.  Due to the overlap of the Myrtle-Cascade project with this project, the two projects 
should be considered in a single NEPA process. 
 
As discussed in response to Issue 1, the EAS specifically identifies and maps, and assesses the effects of 
all reasonably foreseeable activities that have project areas that may overlap with the cumulative effects 
analysis areas for this project, including the Myrtle-Cascade project (EAS, pp. 5-18).  Although the 
decision for the Myrtle-Cascade project is still pending, the Bonners Ferry Douglas-fir Beetle project 
EAS discusses the potential cumulative effects of both projects and clarifies that the Douglas-fir Beetle 
project was considered as part of the existing condition in the Myrtle-Cascade project analysis (EAS, p. 
13; Project File, Doc. 10, p. 2).  Reviews of the analysis conducted for the Myrtle-Cascade project 
indicate that the 15-acre overlap of salvage and commercial thinning would not result in cumulative 
impacts.   
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the District Ranger’s decision be affirmed and the appellants' requested relief be denied. 
 
 
/s/ Gary A. Morrison 
 
 
GARY A. MORRISON 
Reviewing Officer 
Director of Recreation, Minerals, Lands 
  Heritage and Wilderness 

 


