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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Karen Lindholdt, on behalf of 
The Lands Council, protesting the Hither and Yon Beetle Project Decision Notice (DN) on the 
Idaho Panhandle Nationals Forests (IPNF). 
 
The District Ranger’s decision adopts Alternative 3-modified, which includes 253 acres of 
timber harvest and prescribed burning, 59 acres of tree planting, and 0.1 miles of road 
reconstruction. 
 
My review was conducted pursuant to, and in accordance with, 36 CFR 215.19 to ensure the 
analysis and decision is in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, policy, and orders.  The 
appeal record, including the appellant’s 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 appellant alleges violations of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the National 
Forest Management Act (NFMA), and the Idaho Panhandle National Forests’ Plan.  The 
appellant requests the DN and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) be reversed and 
remanded back to the Forest for completion of an Environmental Impact Statement.  The District 
Ranger met with The Lands Council.  There was no resolution. 
 
ISSUE REVIEW 
 
Issue 1.  The FS has violated NEPA by failing to conduct an EIS.   
 
Response:  The regulations at 40 CFR 1501.4(c) provide for the preparation of an EA to 
determine whether or not to prepare an EIS.  As documented in the DN and FONSI, after 
reviewing the Environmental Analysis (EA), the District Ranger determined this project is not a 
major federal action with significant effects on the quality of the human environment (DN, pp. 
24 to 26).  Therefore, an EIS is not required.  The EA is in compliance with NEPA. 
 
Issue 2.  Even though this project is relatively small, direct, indirect, and cumulative effects 
on soils are always significant.  Without a proper scientific analysis, the Forest Service (FS) 
cannot predict if it will maintain at least 80 percent of the activity areas in a condition of 
acceptable productivity.  Application of Forest Plan standards for soil protection requires 
direct, on-the-ground surveys in areas affected by previous management activities in order 
to provide numerical percentages of existing detrimentally disturbed activity areas.  NEPA 
analyses must evaluate cumulative detrimental soil disturbance.  
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Response:  Impacts to soils are not necessarily significant.  The soil scientist must consider the 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions in addition to the impacts from this project to 
determine the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to the soil resource.  The context and 
intensity of those impacts and the project as a whole must be considered to determine 
significance (40 CFR 1508.27).  The soil scientist described the analysis methodology, 
considered existing condition of the soils, and considered the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable management in the project area (Project File (PF), Soil 1, pp. 1, 4, and 8 to 10) to 
determine the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to the soil resource.  The analysis found 
the project would comply with the Regional Soils Guidelines, which are more restrictive than the 
Forest Plan standards (EA, pp. A-7 and 8).  The analysis is in compliance with NEPA. 
 
Issue 3.  The Hither and Yon EA avoids the required analysis and ignores important 
contributors to cumulative effects including past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
timber projects.  No attention is provided to other factors such as increased OHV use, 
increased risk of fire, grazing, noxious weeds, or water quality.  There is private ownership 
and other agency lands adjacent to the project area, which must be considered. 
 
Response:  The project considered habitat types, cover types, forest structure, and past harvest 
activity.  The analysis used timber stand information, historical records, and aerial photo 
interpretation (EA, p. 3-2).  Past timber harvest information can be found in the project file 
(Docs. Veg-4, 5, 23, 24, 41, and 42).  The EA contains an extensive list of ongoing and 
reasonably foreseeable projects (pp. 2-7 to 2-9), and each resource discusses cumulative impacts. 
 
The project analysis considered motorized use (DN, pp. 3 and 6; PF, Docs. Soil-1, p. 10 and 
TRAN-1), fire (EA, pp. 3-28, 3-32, and 3-33; PF, Docs. FF-1 and 2), grazing (EA, pp. 2-9, 3-53, 
3-69, and A-8), noxious weeds (DN, p. 12, item 5.10; EA, pp. 2-8, 2-10, 3-24, 3-34 and 3-70), 
and water quality (EA, pp. 3-49 to 51, and 3-56 to 59; PF, Docs. WF-1 to WF-6).  The analyses 
in the EA considered the impacts of activities on private and other agency lands (EA, pp. 2-8, 3-
20, 3-21, 3-23, 3-33, 3-34, 3-51, 3-77 and 3-78).  The analysis of cumulative effects is in 
compliance with NEPA. 
 
Issue 4.  By failing to conduct an EIS, the FS did not take a hard look at the impacts of the 
proposed project on species viability, and has not adequately demonstrated that it is 
ensuring the continuing viability of goshawk and pileated woodpecker under NFMA. 
 
Response:  As discussed in the EA (pp. A-12 to A-13) and the DN (p. B-3), the Forest Plan 
requires that 10 percent of the Forest be maintained in an old growth condition.  At this time 11.6 
percent of the Forest is in allocated old growth, and another 0.4 percent is field-verified old 
growth that is not presently allocated.  The Coeur d’Alene District is in the process of verifying 
their current old growth allocations and considering allocating additional old growth.  The 
project discussed old growth in the Forest-wide context and demonstrated it is in compliance 
with the Forest Plan.    
 
The Forest has monitored goshawk habitat.  The maps of goshawk habitat for the project area are 
contained in the project file (Docs. WL-3, 6, 9, and 12).  The wildlife biologist considered the 
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impact the project would have on goshawk, and concluded the size of the project, in conjunction 
with the prescribed mitigation measures, would result in no impacts to goshawk (EA, p. 3-88).  
The Biological Evaluation (PF, Doc. BA-3) determined the project would not result in a 
reduction of viability for goshawk.  And the DN (p. B-3) states, “No goshawk home range is 
expected to become unsuitable as a result of implementing the Selected Alternative; therefore, 
species viability should not be affected by the project activities.” 
  
The EA (pp. A-5 and 6) states that design features would assure that snags for pileated 
woodpecker would be maintained in harvest units under all alternatives.  The design features can 
be found in Chapter 2 of the EA (pp. 2-22 to 23).  The project is designed to maintain at least the 
minimum number of snags needed to support woodpecker populations, distributed uniformly 
across the landscape.  Snag retention within the treatment units will also be of the largest 
diameter classes, which are also preferred by pileated woodpecker.  Also, not all areas affected 
by bark beetle mortality are being considered for harvest within the project areas.  Some snag 
patches are being retained for habitat.  The wildlife biologist took the required hard look at the 
impacts the project would have on old growth and old growth-dependent species.  The project is 
in compliance with NFMA and an EIS is not required. 
 
Issue 5.  The stated purpose of the proposed project does not support the need for the 
project.  The FS did not provide scientific justification for why the FS was going to remove 
some of this beetle kill as opposed to allowing nature to regenerate through natural 
succession.   The Douglas-fir beetle has always existed and is a natural phenomenon that 
occurs in cycles.  If this is indeed a natural cycle, then the FS should not be harvesting 
infected timber if the infestation is on the decline.  The FS failed to adequately disclose that 
timber harvest methods could prolong Douglas-fir beetle outbreaks when stumps remain 
or when slash greater than 8-inch diameter remains. 
 
Response:  The purpose of the proposal is to recover the economic value of the dead timber and 
to promote the long-term vegetative restoration.  The Agency’s Deciding Official has the 
discretion to determine the purpose and need for a project proposal.  The NEPA implementing 
regulations state the NEPA document shall, "briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to 
which the agency is responding..." (40 CFR 1502.13).  The Forest has provided information on 
the project to support the stated purpose and need (DN, p. C-7, Comments B-10 and B-11; EA, 
pp. 3-5 to 7 and 3-15).  I find the Purpose and Need identified to be within the discretion of the 
Responsible Official and adequately linked to broader scale analyses.  
 
The EA (p. 3-14) and the DN (p. C-7, Comment B-11) recognized and disclosed that beetle 
populations would not be reduced by proposed activities under any action alternative, and there is 
some risk of increase in beetle populations as a result of the treatment activities.  Bark beetles 
could infest green cut trees if not removed in a timely manner; however, provisions can be 
designed into sale contracts to greatly reduce this concern.  The analysis states the risk of an 
increase in beetle populations due to the presence of new stumps is low.  The EA is in compliance 
with NEPA requirements for purpose and need, and disclosure of effects. 
 
Issue 6.  In its fire analysis, the FS failed to disclose the potential for significant 
environmental degradation resulting from salvage and regeneration treatments, in 
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violation of NEPA.  Numerous studies have proven that logging prescriptions are not 
effective fire reduction mechanisms.  In fact, it increases the risk of wildland ignitions,  
spread, intensity, and severity and will not allow firefighters to contain and control a small 
fire before it becomes a large one.  The appellant asked to incorporate by reference the 
studies cited in appellant’s comments on the EA. 
 
Response:  The DN (p. C-8, Comment B-13) discusses the relationship of timber harvests to 
wildfire, incorporated the requested references the Forest could find, and responded to the 
literature.  The EA also discussed the effects of the project on fire and fuels (EA, pp. 3-25 to 35).  
The analysis is in compliance with NEPA.   
 
Issue 7.  At a time when communities and houses are at serious wildland fire risk, efforts in 
wildland urban-interface should be the priority; not these fuels reduction timber sales 
miles away from the nearest home.  Increasing the risk of fire to human life and property 
violates IPNF Forest Plan management objectives on page II-28 (USDA 1987).   
 
Response:  Even though removal of timber would remove fuels from the forest, the purpose of 
the proposal is to recover the economic value of the dead timber and to promote the long-term 
vegetative restoration, not fuel reduction (DN, p. 1; EA, pp. 1-1 to 3).  Harvest of dead and 
diseased timber can only be done where the dead and dying timber exists. 
 
It is not clear what the appellant is referring to in the IPNF Forest Plan since page II-28 discusses 
the standards for bald eagle, gray wolf, other wildlife, peregrine falcon, and sensitive species.  
The Forest has proposed, and is currently analyzing urban-interface fuels projects, such as 
Deerfoot and Two-mile.  The project is in compliance with the Forest Plan.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
I have reviewed the record for each of the contentions addressed above and have found that the 
analysis and decision adequately address the issues raised by the appellant.  I recommend the 
District Ranger’s decision be affirmed and the appellant’s requested relief be denied. 
 
 
 
 
/s/ Martin L. Prather 
MARTIN L. PRATHER 
Appeal Reviewing Officer 
Director of Information Systems 
 

 


