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In accordance with CFR 217.15, I am hereby submitting the decision documentation for the appeal (#05-
01-00-0036) filed by Kootenai Environmental Alliance, The Ecology Center, The Lands Council, Selkirk 
Conservation Alliance, Friends of the Clearwater, Idaho Sporting Congress, and Alliance for the Wild 
Rockies of the decision on the Fry Emergence Amendment on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. 
 
The project record is contained in seven volumes.  All documents are numbered and referenced by 
document number located on the upper right corner of the first page of the document.  An index of the 
volume record is included in the front of each binder. 
 
Decision Being Appealed 
 
I signed the Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact for the Fry Emergence Amendment on 
June 2, 2005.  A legal notice announcing the decision was published in the newspaper of record, 
Spokesman Review, on June 3, 2005 (PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 37). 
 
The selection of Alternative B amended the IPNF Forest Plan to modify or remove objectives, standards, 
and monitoring requirements pertaining to fry emergence success. 
 
Appellants’ Participation in the NEPA Process 
 
The appellants’ involvement in the planning process is contained in the Project Record, Volume 1.  It 
consisted of:  
 

• Kootenai Environmental Alliance provided scoping comments on behalf of themselves as well as 
the Selkirk Conservation Alliance, The Lands Council, The Ecology Center, and Friends of the 
Clearwater (PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 20). 

• The Ecology Center provided scoping comments (PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 22). 
• Kootenai Environmental Alliance provided comments on the EA on behalf of themselves and The 

Lands Council (PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 33), 
• The Ecology Center provided comments on the EA on behalf of themselves, as well as The Lands 

Council, Friends of the Clearwater, Idaho Sporting congress, and Alliance for the Wild Rockies 
(PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 34). 

 
Informal Disposition Meeting 
 
The appellants did not request a meeting to discuss informal resolution of the appeal. 
 

  Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recycled Paper     
 



 

Documentation Responding to Points of Appeal 
 
ISSUE 1:  THE DN AND EA VIOLATE NEPA BECAUSE THEY LACK EXPERT AGENCY 
COMMENTS AND HIGH QUALITY INFORMATION REGARDING HOW FOREST PLAN 
APPENDIX JJ APPLIES TO THE FRY EMERGENCE AMENDMENT. 
 
Issue 1, Contention 1 (NOA, p. 2):  Neither the DN or EA contain any language that indicates 
whether Appendix JJ of the Forest Plan would be removed. 
 
The appellants have not previously raised this contention, either during the scoping period or EA 
comment period.  Appendix JJ (Idaho Panhandle National Forests Water Quality Monitoring Program, 
August 1989) describes the “process by which detailed monitoring plans will be developed and 
implemented to address water quality on the Forest” (Appendix JJ, p. 1).  The process details four 
monitoring categories (Baseline, Implementation, Effectiveness, and Validation) to be used to 
demonstrate water quality protection.  While the Amendment JJ states that all four monitoring categories 
will be used and describes examples of monitoring activities under each category, it does not require 
specific monitoring activities.  Under the Validation Monitoring section, “intergravel fines modeling” is 
listed as one of the planned validation monitoring efforts; however, the amendment does not state or 
imply that intergravel fines modeling is required.  It is probable that “intergravel fines modeling” was 
listed in Amendment JJ as a planned Validation Monitoring activity because G-1 (monitoring potential 
fry emergence success) was a forest plan monitoring requirement, and intergravel fines monitoring was 
the tool used to determine fry emergence success.  The requirement for intergravel fines monitoring is 
related to G-1, which was proposed for removal (PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 38, pp. 14-16).  There is no need to 
remove Appendix JJ because there is no requirement for intergravel fines monitoring, or any other 
monitoring designed to determine fry emergence success. 
 

REFERENCE SUBJECT MATTER 
PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 39, pp. 4-6 Description of the decision to be implemented. 
PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 38, pp. 14-
16 

Discussion of the proposed action identifying those forest plan objectives, 
standards, and monitoring requirements to be removed or modified. 

 
 
Issue 1, Contention 2 (NOA, p. 2 and 3):  The DN and EA do not explain the apparent conflict with 
the removal of Appendix I from the Forest Plan, but the retention of Appendix JJ that includes the 
intergravel fines modeling language.  There needs to be high quality information as to why 
Appendix JJ is also not being replaced as part of the proposed amendment. 
 
The appellants have not previously raised this contention, either during the scoping period or EA 
comment period.  There is no conflict between the two appendices.  Appendix I details the analysis 
process to be used to apply the “80 percent of fry emergence success as measured from pristine 
condition” objective and standard.  Appendix JJ details the water quality monitoring program.  Intergravel 
fines modeling is not a requirement in Appendix JJ.  See Issue 1, Contention 1. 
 

REFERENCE SUBJECT MATTER 
PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 39, pp. 3-4 
and Vol. 1, Doc. 38, pp. 6-7 

Discussion that the purpose and need for the amendment is to address forest 
plan objectives, standards and guidelines specifically pertaining to fry 
emergence success. 

PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 38, p. 26 Discussion of the results of the two year forest monitoring effort to measure 
inter-gravel fines/embeddedness and correlate this to the amount of timber 
harvest and roading in a watershed. 

 



 

REFERENCE SUBJECT MATTER 
Forest Plan, Appendix JJ, p. 
4 

Validation monitoring will be very limited. 

PR, Vol. 2, Doc. 2, pp. 14-15 Discussion of the validation monitoring done on the forest in 1988 and 1989 
sampling intergravel fines/embeddedness parameters. 

 
 
Issue 2 (NOA, p. 7):  Use of INFISH alone does not protect the headwaters and does nothing for the 
analysis of in-channel erosion from the water yield increases due to timber harvest.  Increased flood 
flow frequencies and damage from rain on snow events are the greatest threat to fisheries on the 
Idaho Panhandle.  INFISH does nothing to monitor, analyze and prevent this type of damage.  
Therefore, other field monitoring and analysis needs to be added to the use of INFISH, including 
sediment monitoring, bedload monitoring, and the use of RASI. 
 

REFERENCE SUBJECT MATTER 
PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 38, p. 23 Table displaying past and ongoing IPNF aquatic resources inventory and 

monitoring efforts, including long-term flow and sediment monitoring 
PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 38, p. 28 INFISH strategy applies to all fish-bearing streams, non-fish bearing streams, 

ponds, lakes, reservoirs, seasonally flowing or intermittent streams, wetlands, 
landslides and landslide-prone areas on the IPNF. 

PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 38, p. 28 Discussion of the INFISH performance based standard versus threshold 
sediment standards.  INFISH is designed to keep projects and activities from 
continuing to degrade riparian and aquatic systems. 

PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 38, p. 31 Discussion of the PACFSH/INFISH effectiveness monitoring program. 
PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 38, pp. 32-
33 

Discussion of the effects from implementation of either Alternative A or B.  At 
the project level, protections provided by the CWA, including the State’s 
Antidegradaton Policy and TMDLs, ESA, and other policies laws and direction 
will remain. 

PR, Vol. 2, Docs. 3, 4, 5, 6, 
7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 
and 16 

Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Reports for aquatic resources. 

 
 
Issue 3 (NOA p. 8):  The Forest Service should add a sediment standard to the forest plan such as 
the 1992 draft water quality guidelines. 
 

REFERENCE SUBJECT MATTER 
PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 39, pp. 9-11 
and Vol. 1, Doc. 38, pp. 16-
18 

Alternatives not given detailed study – Discussion of the replacement of the fry 
emergence standard with a similar quantitative threshold measure for sediment. 

PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 38, pp. 25-
27 

Discussion of the difficulty in accurately detecting change through sediment 
monitoring. 

PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 38, p. 27 Review of recently revised forest plans demonstrated the trend towards 
performance-based standards for watershed, riparian and fisheries habitat. 

PR, Vol. 1, Doc. 38, pp. 28 Discussion of the INFISH performance based standard versus threshold 
sediment standards. 

PR, Vol. 2, Doc. 31 Stream gage data which displays the variability of sediment measurements and 
annual load determinations on the forest. 

PR, Vol. 4, Doc. 11, pp. 106-
108 

Discussion of the difficulty of accurately measuring bedload sediment. 

PR, Vol. 4, Docs. 2-7 Examples of recently revised forest plans that have performance based 
standards for watershed, riparian and fisheries habitat, rather than threshold 
based standards. 

 



 

REFERENCE SUBJECT MATTER 
PR, Vol. 2, Doc 23, pp. 
1641-1644 

Results of variation associated with measurement of physical stream 
characteristics.  The three sediment variables were determined to not be useful 
in discerning differences in streams subject to different treatments. 

PR, Vol. 2, Doc 28, pp. 3-4, 
11-12 

Discussion of sources of variability in pebble counts and potential influence on 
results of stream monitoring;  

PR, Vol. 6, Doc. 7, pp. 2-5, 
107-142 

Discussion of variability in gravel- and cobble- bed streams, large sample sizes 
needed for accounting for variability. 

PR, Vol. 2, Doc. 25, pp. 9, 
10-11 

Discussion of high variability in substrate parameters and large sample sizes 
needed to account for the variability. 

PR, Vol. 3, Doc. 1, pp. 101-
121, 128-133, 134 

Discussion of the complexities of relationships between sediment, forest 
management, and salmonids, including sources of variability at different scales.  
States that forest managers should focus on maintaining the overall integrity of 
stream and streamside zones rather than focusing on one variable such as 
sediment. 

 
 

If you have any questions regarding the information provided in this letter, please contact Karl Dekome at 
(208) 765-7479. 
 
 

 
 
 

 

/s/Bradley J. Gilbert (for)   
RANOTTA K. MCNAIR   
Forest Supervisor   
 
  
    

 


