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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Timothy Ingalsbee, Ph.D, on behalf of 
Western Fire Ecology Center, American Lands Alliance protesting the Douglas-fir Beetle Project 
Record of Decision (ROD) signed by the Idaho Panhandle National Forests Supervisor.   
 
The Forest Supervisor's decision adopts Alternative A (No Action) for the Steamboat and Bumblebee 
Watersheds, and Alternative D of the FEIS for all other watersheds on the Coeur d'Alene River and 
Priest Lake Ranger Districts. 
 
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 Appellants 
request the decision be withdrawn, that a Supplemental EIS be completed, and that the Northern 
Regional Office comply with the 1995 Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy and Program Review.  
Appellants declined to participate in an informal meeting.  James Riley on behalf of Intermountain 
Forest Industry Association; Susan Weller on behalf of the National Audubon Society; L. Michael 
Bogert on behalf of the Governor of Idaho; and Robert A. Maynard, Esq. on behalf of the Idaho Forest 
Owners Association and other private landowners have filed Interested Party comments. 
 
FINDINGS
 
Contention 1:  The FEIS failed to incorporate essential information from the Federal Wildland Fire 
Management Policy And Program Review.  
 

Appellants contend that the FEIS failed to disclose relevant information regarding firefighter/public 
safety and fire education issues in the Federal Wildland Fire Policy despite public comments and 
explicit requests for disclosure.  This violates NEPA (40 CFR 1503.4) for failure to respond to 
public comments. 

Appellants brought up this contention on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  The 
Forest responded in the Response to Comments section of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS), Appendix A.  Page A-80 includes a discussion regarding how the Federal Wildland Fire 
Management Policy and Program Review fits in the context of this decision.  In addition, the FEIS 
(pp. III-220, 542 and 765) explains the regulatory requirements of the policy, recognizing that not all 
portions of the policy would be implemented on all administrative units at all times.  Appellants 
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contend that the FEIS and decisionmaker take an extremely narrow view and selective reading of the 
policy.  In my review of the Response to Comments and the FEIS, I find that the point of view taken 
is appropriate for the decision to be made.  This proposal is not about changing the Idaho Panhandle 
Forest Plan.  It is about approving or not approving an action to implement the Forest Plan.  I find 
that Appellants' request is outside the scope of this decision. 

Appellants also contend that the FEIS exaggerates the hazard of falling trees.  FEIS, Appendix A, p. 
A-90 provides a response to this contention.  I find this response to be reasoned and based on 
Agency experience.  The risk of falling snags is a serious concern and not one to be taken lightly.  I 
find that the Forest appropriately responded to the comments received.  They improved the analysis 
of the FEIS and incorporated a new alternative, Alternative G, which would only use prescribed fire 
to restore stand conditions. 

Contention 2:  The FEIS failed to disclose that forest plan amendments are valid means of 
implementing the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy.  
 

Appellants contend that the FEIS fails to fully disclose relevant information about Forest Plan 
amendments and the Federal Wildland Fire Policy and that this violates NEPA for lack of Response 
to Comments.  
 
The FEIS evaluated each resource area to determine if it was consistent with the Forest Plan.  The 
Forest Supervisor determined that the selected action was consistent with the Forest Plan (ROD, p.  
29) and that a Forest Plan amendment was not necessary.  The Forest responded to comments 
regarding the Wildland Fire Policy (ROD, pp. 79-80).  An amendment to incorporate the Federal 
Wildland Fire Management Policy was outside the scope of this project (which is to implement the 
Forest Plan, not change Forest Plan direction); therefore, it did not need to be included as part of the 
alternatives considered.  
 
I find the Forest took a hard look at the comments, and provided an appropriate response.  

 
Contention 3:  The beetle project continues anti-ecological fire suppression/exclusion policies. 
 

Appellants contend that the FEIS only analyzes the effects of fire exclusion in the No Action 
Alternative and that this violates NEPA at 40 CFR 1508.27, 1503.4, and 1502.24.   
 
The analysis completed for Alternative A (FEIS, pp. III-227-229) shows the effects of successional 
trends on potential fire intensities, as well as the effects of the beetle infestation on those trends.   
These effects are based on continued fire suppression.  These effects are applicable to the untreated 
acres in the action alternatives.  The action alternative analysis discloses effects of different 
management scenarios on successional trends and resulting potential fire intensities (FEIS, pp. III-
229-233, and 551-555).  Table III-84 (p. III-32) and Table 210 (p. III-554) disclose acreage of beetle 
infestation that is treated by each alternative and the acreage of beetle infestation that is not treated.  
Tables III-85 and III-211 disclose acreage of treatment method.  These tables enable the reviewer to 
determine changes in successional trends over the entire area for acreages not treated, as well as 
treated, and compare those changes to successional trends in areas not infested with bark beetles; 
therefore, the effects of continued fire suppression are analyzed for all alternatives.   

 
Contention 4:  The beetle project increases both short- and long-term fire intensity. 
 

On individual sites short- or long-term fire intensity increases.  In regeneration units the short-term 
fire intensity increases because the fine fuel level increases (until prescribed burning is completed) 
due to the harvest residue, but long-term intensity is decreased on these units.  In salvage units long- 
term fire intensity increases, but to no greater extent than untreated stands with a beetle infestation.  
Figures III-5 (FEIS, p. III-228), III-6 (p. III-231), III-12 (p. III-550), and III-13 (p. III-553) show 



how bark beetle accelerates successional trends, and FEIS, pp. III-226 and III-548 address effects of 
successional changes on fire intensity.  Tables III-81 (p. III-227) and III-207 (p. III-549), with 
footnotes, show fire behavior changes that could be expected with these successional changes and 
how that would affect fire fighting efforts.  Cumulatively across the project area, the fire intensity 
would decrease due to the creation of fuel breaks (i.e. regeneration areas) and reduction of total 
available fuels (by removal of beetle-killed trees).    
 
Project File (PF) references (PF, doc. REF-F/F-9, and 10) document the use of the Fire Fuels 
Extension of the Forest Vegetation Simulation model to make fire projections.  They also discuss the 
proper use of model results is to compare trends between alternatives and not as absolute values (i.e., 
flame lengths).  The results for all stands modeled are found in the PF, doc. FF-5.  Alternative G was 
looked at across the entire area, where treatment with fire (without harvest) was appropriate (FEIS, 
Appendix A, p. A-77).  FEIS, p. II-25 shows the required conditions for inclusion in Alternative G.  
Acres treated under Alternative G are summarized on FEIS, p. II-28.  The best scientific information 
available was used in an appropriate and professional manner.    

 
Contention 5:  The beetle project uses the least efficient methods for reducing natural fuels. 
 

Reduction of natural fuels is accomplished through timber removal and down fuel treatments.  The 
last paragraph on FEIS, p. III-231 describes Table III-84 and page III-554 describes Table III-210.  
Values in these tables are treated and untreated acres of beetle infestation, after implementation of 
action alternatives.  It is clear that natural fuel levels are greatly reduced across the analysis areas.   
The Project File (PF, doc. NP-59) discloses an alternative developed, but later dropped, that would 
have treated nearly all beetle infested areas with prescribed fire.  It includes a cost analysis.  FEIS, p. 
II-58 discusses that alternative and why it was eliminated.     

 
Contention 6:  The beetle project uses the least efficient methods for reducing activity fuels (logging 
slash). 
 

Comments on the DEIS regarding fuel treatments were responded to (FEIS, Appendix A, pp. A-73-
75, 77, and 78).  Responses to those comments indicate that the proposed action would not likely 
reduce the incidence of wildfire, but the potential of severe fire can be reduced.  References cited 
suggest that fire intensity can be reduced through active forest health restoration (PF, doc. REF-F/F-
13, 16, and 19).  Alternative D fuel treatment acres are summarized on FEIS, p. II-19.  The ability of 
the Forests to manage the burn program proposed for this project is discussed in the FEIS, Appendix,  
p. A-83.  Accomplishment of this proposed burn program is assured by looking at past performance 
as documented in the Project File (PF, doc. REF-F/F-23).  The effect of the various activity fuel 
treatment methods are disclosed. 

 
Contention 7:  The FEIS failed to incorporate relevant information from Interior Columbia Basin 
Ecosystem Management Plan (ICBEMP) regarding the controversial nature of salvage logging large 
diameter trees. 
 

This contention was included in the Response to Comments, (FEIS, Appendix A,  p. A-88).  The 
response states, "ICBEMP finds that, in general, smaller trees should be removed and underpinning 
completed to restore historical vegetation patterns.  Since the Douglas-fir beetle is killing the larger 
Douglas-fir, and forest on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests and Colville National Forest lack 
historic species composition, understory removal and burning would not restore historic structure 
and species.  According to ICBEMP, the federal land management agencies can mimic natural 
disturbances, but it is essential for mangers to consider that current conditions may be considerably 
different than those conditions that occurred historically.  Reintroduction of native processes such as 
fire without modification of structural patterns, fuel loadings, and spatial distribution can produce 
unpredictable and undesirable effects (USDA and USDI, 1996)." 



 
I find that the Forest Supervisor took a hard look at the science information provided by the 
ICBEMP study and used the relevant information based on conditions in this area.  

 
Contention 8:  The FEIS privileges personal opinion over scientific facts regarding the role of large-
diameter fuels in fire spread.  
 

Comments on this issue were responded to in FEIS, Appendix A (p. A-86).  Supporting references 
are in the Project File (PF, doc. F/F-13, 25, and 28).  Fuel characteristics that contribute to fire 
spread are disclosed (FEIS, pp. III-225, 227-228, and 548-551; and PF, doc. F/F-5).  The FEIS quote 
(p. III-228) cited by the Appellants as "personal opinion" is a personal communication from 
Elizabeth Reinhardt, a noted Rocky Mountain Research Station research forester from the Fire 
Sciences Lab.  It reflects her professional opinion concerning heavy fuels, severity and resistance to 
control based on her scientific research as documented in the Project File (PF, doc. FF-9, 33, and 
41).  She was also a coauthor on the FFE-FVE model.  I find that scientific facts are behind the 
professional opinion. 

 
Contention 9:  The FEIS failed to adequately develop, describe and analyze alternative G (non-
commercial logging restoration alternative).  
 

The Forest evaluated a prescribed fire alternative, but did not evaluate it in detail (FEIS, p. II-58).  
This alternative would have treated approximately 20,000 acres by prescribed burning.  The ID team 
considered this alternative but dismissed it for a variety of reasons including the potential to increase 
the bark beetle infestation, the potential of the prescribed burns to burn too hot and volatilize 
nutrients, the potential to not meet visual concerns of adjacent communities, high risk of escaped 
fires, etc. (PF, doc. NP-59). 
 
The prescribed fire aspects of Alternative G were developed by utilizing Alternatives D and F as a 
basis.  Vegetative treatments were included where prescribed fire and other non-commercial 
treatments could feasibly be used to treat excess fuel loadings and trend those stands toward desired 
conditions.  Only those acres were included where treatments could meet these objectives.  This 
alternative focused on those stands that had a shade intolerant species component (those trees that 
can withstand fire), stands without excessive snags (for firefighter safety), and stands with 
acceptable fuel loadings so that the fire could be controlled.    
 
Although there may be other people who believe we can successfully prescribe burn in different 
conditions, based on my review of the record, I disagree.  Safety for our employees is a critical 
factor.  We have an excellent understanding of fire behavior based on fuel conditions.  This is 
evidenced in the record and supporting references.  I find that Alternative G is a reasonable 
alternative, one that could be accomplished successfully to meet our resource objectives, and in a 
safe manner.   

 
Contention 10:  The decisionmakers misinterpret the intent of Congress regarding the use of 
prescribed burning to reduce hazardous fuel loads.  
 

Prior comments on this point were responded to in FEIS, Appendix A (p. A-74).  The 1999 
Appropriations Bill, Title II -- Related Agencies, Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, section 
on WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT reads: "The committees direct that the responsible line 
officers see to it that prescribed burns on land classified in the national forest land management plan 
as timber base will not consume commercial wood products that could be removed in a 
commercially viable manner."  Commercial viability is determined through species composition 
(FEIS, pp. III-221-223, and 543-546), and level of harvest, as determined by mortality level due to 
either beetles or fire susceptibility (FEIS, pp. III-7-13, and 366-374).  Alternative G does include 



some felling and lopping of commercial wood prior to prescribed burning (FEIS, p. II-27).  
Scientific information was used in a sound professional manner. 

 
Contention 11:  The decisionmakers misinterpret findings by the Government Accounting Office 
(GAO) regarding western national forests. 
 

The GAO report (PF, doc. F/F-53 and 54) is addressed (FEIS, pp. III-223, and 545).  The discussion 
on the affected environment (FEIS, pp. III-220-224 and 542-546) demonstrates how the Idaho 
Panhandle National Forests fits with the GAO findings.  I have determined that professional and 
scientific integrity are maintained.  
 
Summary:  Based on my review of the ROD, FEIS and Project File, I find that the analysis for fire 
and fuels meets all NEPA requirements.  The analysis is based on szentific information that was 
used in a professionally sound manner.  The effects of the alternatives are fully disclosed and 
comments received fully responded to.  The Forest Supervisor took a hard look at the effects of the 
alternatives and made a reasoned decision.  

 
RECOMMENDATION
 

I recommend the Forest Supervisor's decision be affirmed and the Appellants' requested relief be 
denied. 

 
 
/s/ Martin L. Prather 
 
 
MARTIN L. PRATHER 
Reviewing Officer 
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On June 11, 1999, Robert L. Vaught signed a Record of Decision  (ROD) for the Colville National 
Forest Douglas-fir Beetle Project Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).  The decision was 
appealed by Steven Davis on behalf of the Idaho Sporting Congress and Elizabeth Allen on behalf of 
Kettle Range Conservation Group, The Lands Council, Native Forest Network, Inland, Leavenworth 
Audubon, The Ecology Center, Alliance for the Wild Rockies, and Western Fire Ecology Center.   
 
I conducted my review in accordance with 36 CFR 215.  My review was to ensure that the analysis 
and decision are in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, policy, and orders.  The appeal 
record, including the appellants' objections and requested relief, have been thoroughly reviewed.  
 
The appeals focus on evaluation of impacts from timber harvest and connected activities, and assert 
the Forest Supervisor's decision is not in accordance with the legal requirements of the Colville 
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.   
 
The appellants provided comments during the planning process.  The appellants were offered an 
informal disposition meeting by telephone.  The telephone conference call did not result in 
resolution of the issues. 
 
My recommendation is based upon the following evaluation. 
 
Clarity of the Decision and Rationale
 
I have examined the stated purpose and need for the project and find it is consistent with national 
policy, agency objectives, and the Forest Plan.  The selected alternative will accomplish the stated 
purpose and need. 
 
I find the Responsible Official's logic is adequately described by the Record of Decision.  The 
selected alternative responds to both public and agency comments.  The project description and 
implementation requirements described in the ROD and FEIS and supporting documentation are 
clear.  The identification of mitigation measures and monitoring requirements are well defined. 
 
I believe the Forest Supervisor made a reasoned and informed decision, and I agree with his decision 
as described by the ROD.  The decision documentation clearly demonstrates and supports the 
purpose and need for and the benefits and environmental consequences of the alternatives, including 
the selected alternative.  
 
The decision documentation is consistent with the Colville National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan.  The project proposal is consistent with Agency policy and direction.  The 



decision documentation indicates that the Forest Supervisor carried out an extensive process for 
providing public participation opportunities and responding to comments.  
 
Requested Changes and Objections of the Appellant
 
The appellants' requested relief in general is that the decision be reversed.  After reviewing the 
appellants' assertions and supporting rationale, granting the requested relief is not warranted.    
 
Based on my review, I recommend you affirm the Forest Supervisor's  decision. 
 
 
/s/ Ron Escano 
 
 
RON ESCANO 
Appeal Reviewing Officer 
Acting Director, Natural Resources 


