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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Dana Jensen on behalf of The Ecology 
Center, The Lands Council, and American Wildlands protesting the Good Grief Addie Timber Sale 
Decision Notice (DN) signed by the Bonners Ferry District Ranger (Idaho Panhandle National Forests). 
 
The District Ranger's decision implements a timber harvest of 500 MBF from 350 acres with no new 
road construction. 
 
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.   
 
FINDINGS
 
My recommendation is based upon the following evaluation: 
 
Appeal Review Findings
 
The Appellants allege violations of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the National Forest 
Management Act, the Administrative Procedures Act (APA) and the Clean Water Act (CWA).   
 
Objection 1.  The Appellants contend that the Idaho Panhandle National Forest did not respond to 
public concerns because substantial changes were not made to the proposal in response to the 
issues raised by the Appellants. 
 
Response:  Changes were made to the proposal in response to public comment.  These include winter 
logging requirement to protect soils and prevent noxious weed spread, the inclusion of a Watershed 
Report as an attachment to the DN and modifications of the KV aspen slashing as recommended by the 
Idaho Fish and Game Department.  I conclude that the line officer was responsive to public concerns. 
 
Objection 2.  The Appellants contend that the Idaho Panhandle National Forest did not respond to 
public concerns because they did not disclose the timber volume expected from the project. 
 
Response:  At the time of the decision, an accurate unit-by-unit listing of timber volume was not 
available.  The total sale volume estimate of 0.5 MMBF has been published in the Idaho Panhandle 
National Forests' (IPNF) Quarterly Schedule of Proposed Action.  In the response to comments attached 
to the DN, the line officer explains that this was not a timber-driven project, thus, accurate volume 
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estimates were not available at the time of the decision.  I conclude that this was an appropriate response 
given the nature of the project. 
 
Objection 3.  The Appellants contend that the Idaho Panhandle National Forest is not doing 
enough to insure the availability of snags and green tree replacements. 
 
Response:  The snag numbers in the project area currently exceed the minimum amounts outlined in the 
IPNF Forest Plan and will continue to exceed those numbers following implementation of Alternative 3 
[Environmental Assessment (EA), pp. 2-7 and DN, Response to Comments, p. 14, item A].  I conclude 
that post-project snag numbers will meet or exceed the levels outlined in the IPNF Forest Plan. 
 
Objection 4.  The Appellants contend that the Idaho Panhandle National Forest Plan snag 
guidelines were based on research done in the Blue Mountains of Oregon and not site-specific to 
the ecosystems of North Idaho. 
 
Response:  I conclude that this is a Forest Plan issue and beyond the scope of this decision. 
 
Objection 5.  The Appellants contend that the Idaho Panhandle National Forest is moving further 
from acceptable soil productivity potential by implementing projects in previously logged areas 
without first conducting soil surveys to determine whether the existing percentage of 
detrimentally-impacted soils are above or below the Forest Plan standard. 
 
Response:  To limit the direct and indirect effects of the proposed project on the soils resource, the 
project incorporates site-specific design criteria based on Forest Plan soils management direction, soil 
monitoring report recommendations (EA, pp. 2-7, part 4, p. A-3 and Project File) and implemented Best 
Management Practices.  Skidding machines will be limited to designated skid trails.  Soil monitoring has 
shown that this practice limits harmful compaction, such that it is well within Forest Plan standards (EA, 
p. A-3).  In response to public comments, the selected alternative was modified to require winter logging 
to further protect the soils resource (DN, p. 2).  I conclude that this project will not detrimentally impact 
the soils resource. 
 
Objection 6.  The Appellants contend that the Water Quality and Fisheries analyses are 
inadequate.  They also contend that the EA provides little discussion on watershed impacts, 
riparian areas, or fisheries; and that the Biological Assessment is inadequate in addressing direct, 
indirect, or cumulative impacts to the watershed. 
 
Response:  Only one small stream (referred to as unnamed creek) exists in the project area (DN, p. 2 and 
EA, p. B-25).  The DN on page 4 states that there will be no direct or indirect effects on the water 
resources associated with this project.  Considering the limited number of streams in the project area, the 
application of INFISH standards (no units are within 300 feet of live water) and the dry site conditions 
(EA, p. 3-3), I conclude that the water quality and fisheries resources were considered and that the 
aquatic resources analysis is adequate to arrive at a reasoned decision.  
 
Objection 7.  The Appellants contend that downstream from the project area the creek flows over 
an old logging road.  The Appellants request that this problem be fixed before the sale is 
considered to ensure that any additional project derived sediment does not overload the creek.  
Response:  The road and section of creek referenced by the Appellants is on private land.  Additionally, 
analyses of water quality and fisheries indicated that there will be no direct or indirect effects to the 



water resources from this project (DN, p. 4).  I conclude that this issue is beyond the scope of this 
decision. 
 
Objection 8.  The Appellants contend that there is little evidence that the Idaho Panhandle 
National Forest has conducted fish surveys in the unnamed creek in the analysis area. 
 
Response:  The EA on pages B-29 and B-30 discloses that a "walk-through" stream survey was 
conducted on the unnamed creek in 1997.  I conclude that the EA contains clear evidence that a stream 
survey was conducted. 
 
Objection 9.  The Appellants contend that the Idaho Panhandle National Forest has violated 
INFISH Riparian Habitat Conservation Area (RHCA) standards by using a 150-foot RHCA 
buffer, rather than the 300-foot buffer required for streams containing fish. 
 
Response:  Alternative 2 included cutting unit 10.  Modifications of the 300-foot INFISH buffer for 
fisheries streams (to 150 feet) was proposed for only unit 10 (EA, p. B-30).  Unit 10 is not included as 
part of Alternative 3 (see EA, Table II-2 and II-4).  I conclude that since Alternative 3 was selected for 
implementation, the Appellants' issue is moot. 
 
Objection 10.  The Appellants contend that sediment control measures for temporary road 
construction are not specified.  They also contend that because the timber purchaser is responsible 
for road construction and decommissioning, they have little faith that purchaser will follow 
through with temporary road removal at the termination of the project. 
 
Response:  Alternative 3 is the selected alternative (DN, p. 2).   Paragraph 2 of the "My Decision" 
section states,  "There will be no construction of new roads, either permanent or temporary, for this 
project."  I conclude that the Appellants apparently misinterpreted or misread the DN.  This issue is 
moot.  
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the District Ranger's decision be affirmed and the Appellants' requested relief be denied.   
 
 
/s/ Martin Prather 
 
 
MARTIN PRATHER 
Reviewing Officer 
Acting Director, Watershed, Wildlife, Fisheries and Rare Plants 


