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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel, on behalf of The 
Ecology Center, Inc.; The Lands Council; Kootenai Environmental Alliance; Alliance for the 
Wild Rockies; and Idaho Sporting Congress, protesting the Iron Honey Resource Area Record of 
Decision (ROD) on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. 
 
Ranotta K. McNair, Forest Supervisor, signed the Iron Honey ROD on February 19, 2002.  She 
selected Alternative 8 with specific modifications.  Features of the project include: 

• Obliteration of approximately 76 miles of roadbed. 
• Removal of approximately 176 channel crossings. 
• Upgrade of approximately 21 culverts. 
• Stabilization of approximately 5 miles of stream channel. 
• Shelterwood timber harvest on approximately 1,408 acres. 
• Selective harvest (to provide wood for instream use) on approximately 230 acres. 
• Underburning on approximately 986 of the harvest unit acres.  
• Tree planting on approximately 1,408 of the harvest unit acres. 
• Construction of approximately 0.2 miles of new system road. 
• Construction of approximately 2 miles of new temporary road. 
• Reconstruction of approximately 29 miles of road. 
• Installation of 1 new stream crossing. 
• No harvest in allocated old growth or inventoried roadless areas. 

 
An informal resolution meeting was held on Thursday, May 2, 2002, at the Fernan District 
Office.  However, there was no resolution of issues.   
 
ISSUE REVIEW 
 
Issue 1.  The FEIS failed to adequately disclose the potential for increases in peak flows 
(rain-on-snow events) for the Iron Honey project area both for alternatives’ effects and 
cumulative effects, in violation of NEPA. 
 
Response:  The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) (pp. II-32 to 33) and ROD (pp. 14 
to 16 and 34) discuss peak flows and compare the impacts the project would have on peak flow 
from each alternative.  The FEIS also discusses the methodology used to analyze peak flow (p. 
III-10); describes the existing condition, including stream flows (pp. III-19 to 27); the effects of 
the project on each stream, including peak flows (pp. III-29 to 52); and discusses the cumulative 
effects of the project, including peak flow beyond the project area (pp. III-73 to 74).  Appendix 
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D of the FEIS discusses watershed characteristics, condition indicators, and dominant watershed 
disturbances.  Rain-on-snow events are included (p. D-13).  The Project File (PF) (Docs. AQW-
111 to 117) contains a table for each alternative showing harvest areas as compared to the high-
risk rain-on-snow zone. 
 
Rain-on-snow effects on water yield and peak flow are modeled in WATBAL estimates.  
WATSED model runs use WATBAL outputs to estimate water yields in response to cumulative 
effects at the watershed scale.  The WATSED analyses, creek-by-creek, are included in the 
Project File (Docs. AQW-73 to 110).  Because WATSED uses WATBAL (which includes rain-
on-snow measurements), the discussions within the ROD and FEIS concerning peak flow effects 
includes associated flows related to rain-on-snow events.  The FEIS discloses the impact the 
project would have on peak flows, in compliance with NEPA. 
 
Issue 2.  The Iron Honey EIS failed to use high quality scientific analysis and made 
unsupported conclusory statements with regard to the amount of sediment reduced by 
proposed restoration activities, in violation of NEPA. 
 
Response:  The FEIS based the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects conclusions (pp. 5 to 75) 
on the WATSED model results (PF, Docs. AQW-73 to 110) and the sediment risk analysis (PF, 
Docs. AQW-17 to 41).  The Project File describes the methodology of the analysis and the 
rationale for using these tools and models to determine the amount of sediment reduction by the 
project.  The analysis is in compliance with NEPA’s requirement to use high quality scientific 
analysis [40 CFR 1500.1(b) and 1502.24].  
   
Issue 3.  The Iron Honey EIS fails to disclose all of WATSED’s limitations, specifically in-
channel and stream-bank erosion. 
 
Response:  As pointed out in the Forest’s transmittal letter, WATSED does incorporate both 
rain-on-snow and in-channel erosion.  The precipitation patterns that lead to the gauged water 
yields that are the coefficients in the WATSED model included rain-on-snow events in their 
data.  Therefore, modeled changes in water yields reflect responses in similar watersheds that are 
subject to rain-on-snow climates.  Similarly, in-channel erosion (including bank erosion) is one 
of the sources of the sediment that was measured over time, and at various flows, to build this 
model. 
 
Issue 4.  WATSED estimates of the alternatives’ effects and cumulative effects on elevated 
sediment are inadequate to disclose impacts on aquatic resources, particularly grazing and 
surface erosion from roads.   
 
Response:  Grazing is included as a reasonably foreseeable activity (Chapter II, Table II-1).  The 
aquatics (FEIS, pp. II-29 and 74), soils (FEIS, p. III-135), and wildlife sections (FEIS, pp. III-
153, 188, and 190) discussed the impact grazing would have on the resource.  Additional 
information is provided in the discussion of issues not addressed in detail (Appendix A, p. A-4).  
The herd of 45 cow/calf pairs ranging over almost 50,000 acres in the Iron-Mokins-North Fork 
allotment for 4 months out of each year is not an impact that would have cumulative effects on 
the riparian areas or retard attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives (FEIS, pp III-29, 

 



The Ecology Center, Inc., et al. - #02-01-00-0053 3.

74, and 190).  As discussed in the Response to Comments, this determination is based on the 
effects analysis in the (Draft) Environmental Assessment for Grazing, which is incorporated into 
the FEIS by reference.  The lack of impact is also being born out by ongoing monitoring of the 
allotment found in the range review field trip notes, July 25, 2001 (FEIS, Appendix A, p. A-22). 
 
The contention that WATSED does not model the traffic on a road system is correct.  With the 
application of Best Management Practices (BMPs) associated with the timber sale requirements 
such as proper maintenance, dust abatement, and the use of water bars and/or rolling dips surface 
erosion during the period of high use is minimal.  Effectiveness of BMPs is well documented in 
the IPNF Forest Plan Monitoring Reports and Best Management Practices/watershed monitoring 
tables for the Coeur d’Alene River Ranger District (for year 2000, pp. 36-39; year 1999, pp. 35; 
year 1998, pp. 71-73; year 1997, p. 86; year 1996, pp. 75-76; and year 1995, Appendix A-4).  In 
1994, more than 130 units on 23 timber sales were monitored for compliance with the Idaho 
Forest Practices Act requirements that BMPs be implemented with each sale.  BMPs were found 
to have been correctly implemented on over 95 percent of the units monitored, and in all cases 
where BMPs were correctly implemented, they were found to be effective (IPNF Forest Plan 
Monitoring, 1994, pp. 15-16). 
 
Different watersheds respond differently to stress due to a vast number of climatic and 
environmental factors (Brooks, et al. 1991, Troendle and King 1985, Megahan 1983, and 
Christner and Harr 1982).  WATSED cannot account for the multitude of factors that cause 
variability among watersheds.  Therefore, it uses simplified rules and assumptions set by the 
author (Patten 1989, Patten 2000, USFS [unpublished]).  As a result, WATSED outputs should 
not be interpreted as measured values from the watershed being analyzed.  Natural variability, 
technical limitations, measurement error, and model limitations must be considered when 
interpreting hydrologic models (Harr 1986, and Thomas and Megahan 1998).  The WATSED 
estimate of effects is adequate to disclose the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the 
project on aquatic resources. 
 
Issue 5.  The Iron Honey EIS relies on a model (WATSED) that is not designed for the 
propose of the restoration projects. 
 
Response:  The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) acknowledges that WATSED does not 
model everything (Appendix D, pp. 2 and 3).  No program or model does.  That is why other 
tools, models, and procedures are incorporated, and why the ultimate findings are qualified by 
professional judgment.  The EIS does not rely on WATSED to “predict” water yield or sediment 
reductions due to restoration activities.  It does rely on other non-WATSED analyses to support 
conclusions about sediment reductions.  A separate Sediment Risk Analysis was conducted to 
estimate the reductions in sediment associated with the removal of road channel crossings (PF, 
Docs. AQW-20 to 41). 
 
Issue 6.  The Iron Honey FEIS relies on a model (WATSED) that does not provide credible 
analysis and the EIS fails to disclose critical validation information about the model. 
 
Response:  The appellants place an inordinate amount of weight on the WATSED program 
itself.  The model has been tested and validated on the Forest (PF, Doc. TSI-23).  WATSED is a 
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useful and credible tool.  This modeling program is but one of the many tools, inventories, 
models, observations, monitoring, and surveys that were used to present the professional findings 
that were used to draw conclusions in the EIS and identify decisions in the ROD.  This has been 
explained in the Response to Comments (ROD, p. E-8; and FEIS, Appendix A, pp. A-10 and 11). 
 
Issue 7.  The Iron Honey EIS analysis for water yield and sediment delivery relies on a 
model (WATSED) that does not use readily available and high quality scientific data, in 
violation of NEPA. 
 
Response:  The appellants use simple mathematical procedures in an attempt to portray the 
effects of a highly complex subject:  potential water yield.  The scientific data the appellant says 
the Forest Service should have used was “precipitation numbers for the past through the present” 
rather than 3- to 5-year running means of precipitation that WATSED uses.  Their calculations 
are based on amount of precipitation alone, and ignore factors that influence water yields, such 
as infiltration rates, evaporation, vegetative transpiration, interception, and sublimation.  The 
WATSED model incorporates portions of these other factors, providing a scientifically based 
calculation of potential water yield.  The use of WATSED is in compliance with NEPA. 
 
Issue 8.  The Iron Honey EIS failed to disclose that the project would increase the risk of 
flooding and the risk of toxic contamination to downstream waters.  
 
Response:  As discussed in the ROD, in response to these concerns, Rick Patten (IPNF 
Hydrologist and Watershed Program Leader) conducted a brief analysis and perspective, entitled 
‘Extended Cumulative Effects Analyses for the Iron Honey Analysis’ (ROD, pp. 15, 16, E-4, and 
E-16; PF, Doc. ROD/AQW-2).  The analysis indicates the potential for a 2-percent increase in 
peak flows in the extended cumulative effects area as a result of canopy removal.  The project 
area is located at the headwaters of the Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene River, and constitutes 
approximately 2 percent of the Coeur d'Alene River Basin.  The ROD (Table 5, p. 16) provides a 
perspective of the project area, affected tributaries, and the main river. 
 
“In this watershed area of approximately 34 square miles, project activities will remove about 
70% of the canopy on an estimated 1,408 acres.  Assuming a scenario where this increase in 
peak flows coincides with a similar flood response in the remaining 98% of the basin, the 
potential contribution of the project is approximately 0.046% of the maximum peak flows at 
Harrison, Idaho, where the Coeur d'Alene River enters Lake Coeur d'Alene.  The contribution is 
0.055% at Cataldo, where the North and South Forks of the Coeur d'Alene River join the main 
stem of the Coeur d'Alene River.  Given the natural variability in peak flows, and based on 
observations of USGS measurements of peak flows from 1912 to the present in the North Fork 
Coeur d'Alene River at Enaville, Patton concluded that this project does not present a measurable 
or potential risk of eroding stream banks along the Coeur d'Alene River, transporting heavy 
metals through the Coeur d'Alene River and Lake Coeur d'Alene, and polluting the drinking 
water of downstream users” (ROD, p. 16). 
 
“DEQ has reviewed the FEIS and concluded that Alternative 8 is consistent with IDAPA 
58.01.03.0545, which implements §303(d) of the Clean Water Act (ROD, Attachment E, 
Comment Letter #18).  The modifications to Alternative 8 (described on page 1 of the ROD) will 
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generate less short-term, localized fine sediment, thereby enhancing attainment of Clean Water 
Act objectives.  Watershed restoration activities such as those that will occur under this project 
are a key component to the TMDL strategy for the Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene River” 
(ROD, p. 16).   
 
“The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the FEIS and concluded that it 
adequately disclosed the impacts and benefits from the Iron Honey project and adequately 
responded to their comments on the DEIS” (PF, Doc. ROD-1). 
 
Issue 9.  The Iron Honey EIS is based on conclusory statements unsupported by data, 
authorities, or explanatory information, which assume that BMPs and other mitigation 
measures reduce sediment delivery to ecologically insignificant levels, in violation of NEPA.   
 
Response:  Scientific literature and site specific monitoring of BMPs on the Idaho Panhandle 
National Forests show that these practices are very effective in protecting beneficial uses by 
reducing potential sediment during and after management activities (ROD, pp. 15 and 24; FEIS, 
pp. II-27 to 29; PF, Docs. TSI-34 and 35).  Site-specific BMP monitoring will be conducted on 
this project to further document the effectiveness of BMPs (ROD, pp. 30 to 32; FEIS, pp. II-27 
to 29).  Detailed information on how BMPs will be monitored with the Iron Honey Project can 
be found in the FEIS (Appendix C).  The use of BMPs and other mitigation is in compliance 
with NEPA. 
 
Issue 10.  The Iron Honey EIS’s analysis of the placement of large woody debris is in 
violation of NEPA.   
 
Response:  The FEIS and Project File discuss the existing condition of the streams, including the 
low level of naturally occurring large woody debris in the creeks at this time (FEIS, pp. III-13 to 
15; PF, Docs. AQF-6, 8, and 10).  The FEIS discusses the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects 
of the instream restoration activities, which includes placement of large woody debris in the 
creeks (pp. III-27 to 29, 32, 33, 41, 49, and 52; Attachment D, p. D-12).   The FEIS (p. 71) 
discusses the beneficial effects of this work and cites literature to support the discussion.  The 
analysis of the instream restoration work, including the use of large woody debris, is in 
compliance with NEPA.  
 
Issue 11:  The Iron Honey EIS fails to meet the Clean Water Act Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) regulations for sediment reduction targets of the Little North Fork Coeur 
d’Alene River.   
 
Response:  A sediment risk analysis was conducted for the project (PF, Docs. AQW-25, 26, and 
30 to 38).  The results of the analysis are displayed in the FEIS (pp. II-31 and 32, and Table III-
13).  Based on the FEIS, the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality provided their 
comments on the project (PF, Doc. FEIS-55).  They determined “if all mitigation is completed in 
a timely manner, there will be a net reduction of sediment, consistent with IDAPA 58.01.01.054, 
which requires no increase or a net decrease of the pollutant of concern.”  The letter also stated, 
“While Alternative 6, which contrasted to Alternative 8, offers a more desirable restoration 
package…we believe both Alternatives 6 and 8 are consistent with the TMDL” (ROD, p. E-11).  
The project is in compliance with the Clean Water Act. 
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Issue 12.  The Iron Honey EIS fails to disclose and analyze the cumulative effects of 
reasonably foreseeable activities and inadequately discloses watershed cumulative impacts.  
 
Response:  Effects to water and fish were analyzed at three scales, including two cumulative 
effects scales (ROD, p. 13; FEIS, p. III-8).  All ongoing and reasonable foreseeable activities 
were incorporated into the cumulative effects analyses for the alternatives, including Alternative 
1 (No Action).  As described in the FEIS, effects of activities and events that have already 
occurred are represented in the description of existing conditions (pp. I-1 to 5, II-1, 4, 8, 12, 21, 
28, 38, 51, III-1, 2, 10, 14, 15, and 19 to 23).  Ongoing or reasonably foreseeable activities are 
listed in the FEIS (p. II-11) and are addressed in the comparison of alternatives (pp. II-32 to 35).  
Cumulative effects are discussed in Chapter III as appropriate for each resource (pp. III-29, 34, 
37, 39, 42, 45, 47, 50, 60 to 63, and 73 to 75).     
 
The two reasonably foreseeable activities referred to by the appellants are outside the cumulative 
effects analysis area for this project.  The Deerfoot Ridge area falls within the Hayden Creek 
Watershed (not part of the Coeur d’Alene River system), and the Twomile Watershed is in the 
South Fork of the Coeur d’Alene River, also outside of the cumulative effects area.  The FEIS 
adequately discloses and analyzes the cumulative effects of the project on the watershed. 
 
Issue 13.  The Iron Honey FEIS fails to adequately disclose the cumulative effects on the 
management indicator species westslope cutthroat trout. 
  
Response:  The EIS incorporates the most recent and up-to-date information available, pursuant 
to 40 CFR 1500.1(b).  Methodology used in the assessment of environmental effects to fisheries, 
including westslope cutthroat trout, is explained in the FEIS (pp. III-11 to III-13).  Description of 
the existing condition for westslope cutthroat trout, including changes in fish habitat and 
populations, and effects of floods, can be found in the FEIS (pp. III-16 to III-27) with supporting 
information in the Project File (Docs. AQF-1 to AQF-6, AQF-8, AQF-10 and AQF-11).   
 
The EIS addresses the effects to westslope cutthroat trout (pp. III-52 to III-72).  Sediment will be 
reduced in the long term and there will be positive effects of increased fish passage (culvert 
removals and upgrades), and an increase in in-channel stability and complexity with the removal 
of encroaching roads and instream work.  In cases where short-term increase in sediment could 
occur, timing constraints or activity constraints are used to reduce or eliminate the effects on 
westslope cutthroat trout.  Effects determinations to Management Indicator Species (MIS) for 
Alternative 8 are listed by watershed in the FEIS (Table III-21, p. III-72) and are ‘no impact,’ 
‘may impact individuals or habitat but will not likely result in a trend toward federal listing or 
reduced viability for the population or species,’ or a ‘beneficial impact,’ depending on the 
watershed within the project area.  The cumulative effects to westslope cutthroat trout are 
adequately disclosed.    
 
Issues 14 and 15.  The Iron Honey EIS fails to adequately disclose the existing level of 
compliance with INFISH riparian management objectives and fails to adequately disclose 
the alternative’s consistency with INFISH and attainment of INFISH RMOs. 
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Response:  The FEIS displays the existing condition of the project area by watershed (pp. III-19 
to 27), the effects to the aquatic resource by watershed and alternative (pp. III-29 to 52), and 
effects to the fisheries at the watershed and cumulative effects scales (pp. III-52 to 75).  After the 
discussion of effects the FEIS discusses the consistency of the project with the Forest Plan, as 
amended by INFISH, standard-by-standard (pp. III-75 to 79).  The FEIS adequately discloses the 
project’s consistency with INFISH.  
 
Issue 16.  The Iron Honey EIS violates the Clean Water Act and NFMA with respect to 
fisheries effects. 
 
Response:  The FEIS goes to great length to analyze and display the impacts this project will 
have on aquatic resources (pp. III-5 to 80), including consistently with the Clean Water Act, 
National Forest Management Act, Endangered Species Act, and the Recreational Fishing 
Executive Order.  After reviewing the determination of “may effect, not likely to adversely 
affect” for bull trout, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the determination (ROD, 
Attachment D).  After reviewing the project, the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 
concluded that Alterative 8 as modified is consistent with IDAPA 585.01.03.0545, which 
implements 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (ROD, Attachment E).  The ROD also discusses 
compliance with the laws and consistency with the goals of the USEPA, USFWS, Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game, and Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (pp. 41 to 48).  
The Iron Honey EIS is in compliance with the Clean Water Act and NFMA.   
 
Issue 17.  The Iron Honey EIS fails to meet the IPNF Forest Plan to maintain and improve 
habitat capacities for fisheries.   
 
Response:  In the appeal, the appellants point to various goals listed in the Forest Plan and claim 
that by not meeting them for the Little North Fork River system the project is in violation of the 
Forest Plan.  A Forest Plan goal is a concise statement that describes a desired condition to be 
achieved some time in the future.  It is normally expressed in broad, general terms and is 
timeless in that it has no specific date by which it is to be completed.  Goal statements form the 
principle basis from which Forest Plan objectives are developed (Forest Plan, p. VI-12).  Forest 
goals guide the development of the Plan in an effort to address and resolve key issues (Forest 
Plan, p. II-1).  Not meeting a particular Forest Plan goal at a particular time for a particular 
project is not a violation of the Forest Plan.  
 
Issue 18.  The Iron Honey ROD and FEIS violate the IPNF Forest Plan by failing to 
implement the fry emergence success standard.   
 
Response:  The FEIS (pp. III-76 and 77) discusses the Forest Plan’s fry emergence standard and 
why it is not longer valid since the Plan has been amended by INFISH.  The Project File (Doc. 
AQF-18) also discusses this and points out that INFISH offers more protection to inland native 
fish habitat than the original Forest Plan standards.  The ROD and FEIS are in compliance with 
the Forest Plan as amended by INFISH. 
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Issue 19.  The Iron Honey EIS fails to disclose how long watershed recovery will take 
following project implementation.   
 
Response:  Vegetation and hydrologic recovery following timber harvest, site preparation, and 
fire activities is accounted for within the WATSED model by using long-term recovery curves 
based on habitat type groups.  The WATSED output for each creek in the project area is found in 
the Project File (pp. 7 to 21 in each of the following documents:  AQW-78, 80, 82, 84, 86, 88, 
90, 92, 94, 96, 98, 100, 102, 104, 106, 108, and 110).  The recovery of water yields and peak 
flows can be followed for each creek by each alternative from the year 1980 to 2031.    
 
Issue 20.  The Iron Honey FEIS violates Forest guidelines by focusing this logging project 
in a headwaters watershed.   
 
Response:  The “Guidelines For Watershed and Stream Channel Evaluations and Project 
Implementation” (June 1993), which the appellants cite, suggested analysis techniques to be used 
for conducting NFMA/NEPA analysis.  Though some of the procedures are currently used in 
Watershed Analysis, the guidelines suggested in this document were never adopted 
operationally.  The project does not violate the Forest Plan guidelines. 
 
Issue 21:  The Iron Honey EIS lacks a true and tested scientific monitoring and evaluation 
program for the project area and cumulative effects analysis area, in violation of the Forest 
Plan. 
 
Response:  The monitoring and evaluation described in the Forest Plan (pp. IV-7 through 13) is 
designed to “provide the decision maker and the public information on the progress and results 
of implementing the Forest Plan…  To do this, a comparison will be made, on a sample basis, of 
overall progress in implementing the Plan…”  Not every project will be monitored in order to do 
the sampling necessary to evaluate how well the Forest is succeeding in implementing the Forest 
Plan.  The Forest is conducting the monitoring required in the Forest Plan and reporting the 
resulting in the yearly Forest Plan monitoring reports (PF, Docs. TSI-23 to 29).   
 
In addition to the Forest Plan monitoring each project may conduct additional monitoring, as the 
project ID team specialists deem necessary to make sure the project is implemented as they 
envision.  The ROD (pp. 30 to 32) and the FEIS (pp. II-28 to 29) described the monitoring the ID 
team and decision maker find is necessary to properly carry out the project as described in the 
ROD.  The Forest has conducted monitoring of previous timber sales in the area (Hudlow II, 
Barney Rubble’s Cabin, and Skookum) as required by the NEPA documents compiled for those 
sales.  The results of that monitoring can be found in past monitoring reports (PF, Docs. TSI-23 
to 29).  The Iron Honey project is in compliance with Forest Plan monitoring and evaluation 
requirements. 
 
Issue 22.  The Iron Honey project violates NFMA and NEPA regarding impacts on soils 
productivity.  
 
Response:  Documents in the Project File (Docs. SOIL-1 to 17) display the analysis of the 
existing condition of the soils resource and the potential impacts to the soil, activity unit by 
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activity unit from the Iron Honey project.  This analysis is in compliance with the Northern 
Region’s supplement to the Forest Service Manual, which was developed to meet NFMA 
direction to manage National Forest System lands without permanent impairment of the soil 
resource.  The soils discussion in the FEIS (pp. III-125 to 136) is based on the 33 analysis 
documents (including those discussed above) and 10 literature citations found in the soils section 
of the Project File.  Placing this type of analysis in the Project File as opposed to making the 
soils analysis in the FEIS unduly long is not a violation of NEPA (see 40 CFR 1500.4, 1502.18, 
and 1502.21 for example).  The Iron Honey project soils analysis is in compliance with NFMA 
and NEPA.   
 
Issue 23.  The FEIS and ROD fail to adequately analyze the role of bryophytes, fungi, 
lichens, arthropods, mollusks, and amphibians, and the Iron Honey project effects on these 
important ecosystem components.  Following the Northwest Forest Plan is required to meet 
NFMA viability standards. 
 
Response:  The objectives of the project are to improve water quality, fish habitat and riparian 
habitat; trend the vegetative species composition toward the historical levels; increase age-class 
diversity and reduce old-growth fragmentation; and reduce the fire hazard and potential fire 
severity (FEIS, pp. I-2 to I-4).  By doing these things the project will help to maintain the habitat 
for all organisms in the Iron Honey project area, including bryophytes, fungi, lichens, arthropods, 
mollusks, and amphibians.  The analysis (FEIS, Chapter 3) displays the impacts to the project 
area from the various alternatives. 
 
The Northwest Forest Plan only applies in the range of the spotted owl.  It does not apply to the 
Idaho Panhandle National Forests.  The IPNF Land and Resource Management Plan, not the 
Northwest Forest Plan, guides the management of the Idaho Panhandle National Forests.  In 
order to meet NFMA viability requirements (36 CFR 219.19) the Plan designated MIS (Forest 
Plan, Appendix L).  These species are selected because their population changes are believed to 
indicate the effects of the management on other species of selected biological communities and 
water quality.  Since it would be impossible to analyze the effects of management actions on all 
the species in a project area, these MIS are used as surrogates for the entire suite of species in the 
area.  As required by NFMA, the FEIS analyzed the impact the project would have on MIS (pp. 
III-173 to 184).  The project is in compliance with NFMA.   
 
Issue 24:  The FEIS and ROD violate NFMA and the IPNF Forest Plan by failing to 
provide sufficient old growth habitat to provide for populations viability and diversity of 
plant and animal communities dependent on such diverse and important habitat.  
 
Response:  As pointed out in the ROD, “Under the Selected Alternative, no harvest, fuels 
treatment, or other activities will occur in allocated old growth or recruitment old growth stands.  
For those units that are directly adjacent to old-growth stands, harvest design and subsequent 
treatments will be adjusted as necessary to protect the integrity of the old growth…” (p. 19).  The 
FEIS (pp. III-121 to 122) states, “The Forests’ 10% old growth allocation was distributed among 
the districts…  The Coeur d’Alene River Ranger district was responsible for allocating 56,000 
acres…  The district currently has a total of 60,122 acres of allocated old growth (1999 Forest 
Plan Monitoring Report, p. 57-59).  The Forest as a whole has identified and allocated 250,776 
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acres (10.9% of the forested acres), which exceeds this Forest Plan Standard.”  Documentation of 
old growth allocation and Audubon Society concurrence with the allocation for the Iron Honey 
Analysis area is provided in the Project File (Docs. VEG-8 and VEG-13).  The FEIS and ROD 
are in compliance with the Forest Plan and NFMA concerning old growth. 
 
Issue 25.  The FEIS failed to analyze impacts to or protect the goshawk, a sensitive species 
and MIS.   
 
Response:  Goshawk habitat is divided into goshawk territories (PF, Doc. WL-106).  Over the long 
term, habitat within the three territories will continue to provide adequate support for one pair of 
goshawks in each territory (FEIS, p. III-163).   
 
The Iron Honey analysis included the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to goshawk (FEIS, 
pp. III-160 to 163).  Changes to habitat are due to harvest treatment in mature forest.  No harvest 
will occur within allocated old growth, recruitment old growth, or stands that have the 
characteristics as potential old growth.  As a result of modifications to Alternative 8, harvest will 
occur on approximately 97 fewer acres of suitable goshawk habitat than analyzed in the EIS 
(ROD, p. 10).  Part of the emphasis for modifying Alternative 8 was that surveys during the 
analysis period discovered goshawks in two separate locations, exhibiting typical nest/young 
protective behavior.  Modifications were made to the proposal to eliminate these nest areas from 
harvest (FEIS p. II-28).  Documentation of these nest locations is available from the project 
wildlife biologist.  This information was not included in the Project File because the actual 
location of goshawk nests is kept confidential in order to avoid undue visitation or harassment of 
the nests.  
 
Based on the analysis, the determination was made that project activities “may impact 
individuals or habitat but will not likely contribute to a trend toward Federal listing or causes a 
loss of viability to the population or species” (ROD, p. 25).  The FEIS and ROD adequately 
analyze impacts to, and protect, goshawks. 
 
Issue 26.  The Iron Honey FEIS and ROD violate NEPA and NFMA in regard to Canada 
lynx, and will result in violations of Sections 7 and 9 of ESA.  
 
Response:  The Iron Honey Analysis Area is not within a lynx analysis unit and is not 
considered to provide habitat for the lynx (FEIS, p. III-158).  However, due to the occasional 
sightings of lynx in the area, the analysis focused on the travel corridors provided within the Iron 
Honey Resource Area (FEIS, p. III-148).  As such, the effects of each alternative was evaluated 
and disclosed in the FEIS and summarized in the ROD (FEIS, pp. III-159 to 160; ROD, p. 25).  
A Biological Assessment was completed with a determination that each alternative “may affect, 
but is not likely to adversely affect, the lynx or its survival” (PF, BA-2).  Concurrence on this 
determination was received from the Fish and Wildlife Service on January 17, 2002 (FEIS, 
Appendix D).  The Iron Honey project is in compliance with the ESA. 
  
Issue 27.  The Iron Honey EIS failed to disclose that part of the project would be 
implemented through demonstration stewardship contracting, in violation of NEPA. 
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Response:  NEPA does not require analysis on the type of contract used for implementation of a 
project.  A “stewardship” contract has no bearing on project proposal or analysis of effects to the 
environment.  It focuses on how the proposal will be financially accomplished.  A contract is 
used to implement a proposal so that activities occur as designed to insure effects are within the 
scope of those predicted in the analysis.  The Iron Honey Project is in compliance with NEPA. 
 
Issue 28.  The Iron Honey EIS failed to disclose information regarding proposed road 
obliteration.  
 
Response:  The number of miles of road to be obliterated is summarized in the FEIS (Summary, 
p. 6).  Also in the summary are photos and explanations of Level I and II obliteration (p. 7).  
Proposed road obliteration, culverts to be removed or replaced, and existing roads in the project 
area are displayed in the Project File (Doc. TRAN-14).  Road restoration costs for Alternatives 2 
through 8, proposed obliteration levels, and which roads are featured in the Selected Alternative 
are documented in the Project File (Doc. AQW-46). 
 
The appellants incorrectly totaled the figures in the final column of Table III-15 to reach their 
figure of 9.23 miles (encroaching roads to be removed).  The table provides the mileage for each 
individual watershed, the watershed as a whole, and the project area as a whole.  Therefore, the 
correct total figure for miles of encroaching road to be removed from the project area (Little 
North Fork Coeur d’Alene River above and including Hudlow) is 3.6 miles, which matches the 
figure identified in the ROD (p. 14).   
 
Issue 29.  The Iron Honey EIS makes predetermined and arbitrary decisions by concluding 
that logging is an acceptable replacement for fire, rendering the analyses and decision 
biased, in violation of NEPA. 
 
Response:  The fire risk and rationale for not using prescribed fire without treatment of the stands 
is documented in the ROD (p. 7) and FEIS (pp. III-145 to 148).  The need for reducing fire hazard 
and fire severity are documented at several scales; Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem 
Management in the Inland Columbia Basin; Assessment of the Coeur d’Alene River; and Northern 
Rockies overview.  Alternative 4 was developed for the extensive use of only prescribed fire.  This 
alternative was eliminated from further consideration because it would not meet the purpose and 
need identified for this area (ROD, p. 7; FEIS, p. II-10).  The analyses and decision are in 
compliance with NEPA. 
 
Issue 30.  The Iron Honey EIS is intentionally misleading and confusing regarding the 
historic fire regime and existing fire risk, in violation of NEPA.   
 
Response:  The historical and existing fire regimes are well documented in the ROD (p. 21) and 
FEIS (Summary, p. 10; and pp. III-137 to 145).  The Project File supports the documentation in 
the FEIS and ROD (Docs. FF-R2, FF-R4, FF-R11, FF-R19, FF-R24, and FF-R6).  The 
discussions of the historic fire regime and existing fire risk are in compliance with NEPA. 
 
Issue 31. The Iron Honey EIS failed to analyze and disclose the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects of livestock grazing, violating NEPA.   
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Response:  Grazing is not a connected action as the appellants contend, because this EIS does not 
automatically trigger grazing actions.  No significant impacts from grazing have been noted in the 
analysis area.  As discussed in the Response to Comments (FEIS, Appendix A, pp. 22), the field trip 
notes from the range review indicate a lack of impact from grazing.  The soil survey shows only 5 
percent of the area surveyed has been compacted as a result of grazing (PF, Doc. Soil-R7). 
 
The issue of grazing was addressed in the FEIS (p. A-4).  “It is anticipated that the alternatives 
will have very little, if any, effect on the movement or management of the cattle because there 
are so few cows using the area and most of their use follows the riparian areas.”  Grazing was 
also considered in the cumulative effects analyses.  “Direct effects to stream conditions as a 
result of grazing would consist of localized areas of bank trampling and erosion, primarily in the 
lower reaches of Iron and Hudlow Creeks” (USDA, Forest Service, 2001, Draft Grazing EA, pp. 
66 to 67).  Cumulative effects could include delayed vegetative recovery in portions of the 
riparian area, but would not affect overall stream conditions.  In terms of water quality, nutrient 
loading and pathogens would not decrease and could inhibit support of beneficial uses, including 
cold-water biota and salmonid spawning (USDA, Forest Service, 2001, Draft Grazing EA, p. 
70).  Regarding effects of grazing on soils, the following statement is made:  “The livestock use 
has not resulted in any concern for soils in the allotment (Range Monitoring Results, 2550 Soil 
Surveys, October 2, 2001),” (FEIS, p. III-135).   
 
Issue 32.  The FEIS uses existing condition as an environmental baseline without providing 
adequate disclosure of the management activities that led to that baseline condition, in 
violation of NEPA. 
 
Response:  A general description of past activities may be found in the FEIS, pages III-1 and 2.  
A list of specific projects considered in the cumulative effects analysis is located in the Project 
File (Doc. ALT-2).  The Project File contains a note documenting contact with, and response 
from, the Idaho Department of Lands offices that they have no records of any past, present, or 
pending Forest Practices Notices regarding the private land (PF, Doc. SCO-59).  The effects of 
these and other past practices were included in the cumulative effects for the various resources.  
Some examples of past activities considered are as follows:  past fires occurring in the project 
area between 1982 and 1996 (PF, Doc. FF-3); earlier, larger fires, including mapped locations 
(PF, Doc. FF-2 and Doc. FFR-6, p. 58); soil impacts obtained by overlaying proposed harvest 
unit maps on past harvest area maps (PF, Doc. SOIL-28 through SOIL-31); vegetation maps and 
diagnosis of stands which include the history of past activities (PF, Doc. VEG-1 and VEG-3); 
and past harvest in riparian areas (PF, Doc. AQF-21 through AQF-23).  The description of past 
actions that was used in the cumulative effects analysis and environmental base line are in 
compliance with NEPA. 
 
Issue 33.  The Iron Honey project would increase the spread of noxious weeds, in violation 
of NEPA and NFMA.  
 
Response:  The FEIS identified the roads in the project area where noxious weed treatment 
would occur (FEIS, p. A-2, Table A-1).  As stated in the ROD, page 19, “Noxious weed 
prevention strategies on the Coeur d’Alene River Ranger District are conducted based on the 
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Noxious Weeds FEIS and Record of Decision (USDA, Forest Service, 1998).”  This document 
provides noxious weed prevention and control measures for reducing the spread of noxious 
weeds.  In addition, the “equipment washing” contract clause will be used in timber sale and 
construction contracts, further reducing the chance of weed spread due to project activities 
(FEIS, p. II-24; ROD, p. 19).  The project is in compliance with NEPA and NFMA.   
 
Issue 34.  The Iron Honey ROD utilizes a press disturbance despite calling for a pulse 
disturbance in the EIS, misrepresenting the intent of the project.   
 
Response:  The intent of the project is to improve water quality, fish and riparian habitat; trend 
the vegetative species composition toward the historical levels; increase age-class diversity and 
reduce old-growth fragmentation; and reduce the fire hazard and potential fire severity (FEIS, 
pp. I-2 to I-4; PF, Docs. SCO-26 and VEG-30).  In a letter to the public (PF, Doc. SCO-33) the 
District Ranger alerted the public to the fact that this project was going to be analyzed in an EIS,  
rather than an EA.  This tact was being followed because “[o]ne of the strategies being 
considered is referred to as a ‘pulse’ approach, which involves intensive harvest treatments over 
a large area within a short period of time…  These alternatives could result in significant 
environmental impacts, which warrants (sic) preparation of the environmental impacts statement.  
Other alternatives under consideration propose a range of harvest treatments and restoration 
activities.”  While the EIS analyzed alternatives that would be considered a “pulse” approach, it 
also analyzed those that would not be considered a “pulse.”  At no point was the project 
characterized as intending to produce a “pulse.”  Rather, the intent was to improve the habitat. 
 
Issue 35.  The FEIS fails to adequately analyze the cumulative effects on sensitive species, 
and conserve them.   
 
Response:  Sensitive species occurring on the Coeur d’Alene River Ranger District were 
identified using the most current Regional listing.  Those species upon which the project would 
have no effect were identified (FEIS, p. III-152).  The reasons for the no effect determinations 
are documented (FEIS, Appendix A).  The effects to the remaining species, including cumulative 
effects to woodpeckers, are addressed in the FEIS (pp. III-160 through III-173). 
 
Issue 36.  The Forest Service failed to provide adequate responses to public comments. 
 
Response:  In his comments on the Iron Honey DEIS, Jeff Juel requested that his January 25, 
2000, letter to former Forest Supervisor Dave Wright be incorporated as comments (ROD, p. E-
13; FEIS, p. A-26).  The appellants have made this request on several projects in the past.  
Merely incorporating by reference previous letters, declarations, and other supporting 
documentation in lieu of specific comments is not in keeping with the intent of 36 CFR 215, 
which allows the public the ability to make specific comments on a particular proposed action.  
The Response to Comments (FEIS, Appendix A) is adequate. 
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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 appellants.  I recommend the 
Forest Supervisor’s decision be affirmed and the appellants’ requested relief be denied. 
 
 
 
/s/ Harlan Smid 
HARLAN SMID 
Appeal Reviewing Officer 
Director of Financial Resources 
 

 


