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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jonathan Oppenheimer on 
behalf of the Idaho Conservation League protesting the Lakeface-Lamb Fuels Reduction 
Decision Memo (DM) on the Priest Lake Ranger District (Idaho Panhandle National Forests). 
 
The District Ranger’s decision authorizes fuel reduction activities (precommercial and 
commercial thinning, regeneration harvest, and prescribed burning) on approximately 65 acres of 
National Forest System lands.  
 
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. 
 
This project decision was made using a category of action that can be excluded from 
documentation in an Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
as listed in Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, Chapter 30, Section 31.2.  As a result, my appeal 
review will be focused on the use of the category, the review of extraordinary circumstances, and 
the project’s consistency with the Forest Plan and applicable laws and regulations.  I have 
reviewed the appeal and make the following findings: 
 
1.  The proposed action complies with Chapter 30 of the NEPA Handbook and is excluded from 
further analysis and documentation in an EIS or EA.  The project makes appropriate use of 
Section 31.2, Category 10, which permits hazardous fuels reduction activities using prescribed 
fire, not to exceed 4,500 acres, and mechanical methods for crushing, piling, thinning, pruning, 
cutting, chipping, mulching, and mowing, not to exceed 1,000 acres.”   
 

• The project is consistent with the use of Category 10, as it will authorize precommercial 
and commercial thinning, regeneration harvest, and prescribed burning on approximately 
65 acres of National Forest System lands.   

 
• Because the herbicide treatment is authorized under a separate decision, it will not violate 

the conditions for use of Category 10.  As stated in the DM (p. 6), “Noxious weeds will 
be treated in accordance with the Priest Lake Noxious Weed Control Project, 1997 
Environmental Impact Statement.”  
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• The DM clearly identifies that the project was identified through a collaborative 
framework as described in “A Collaborative Approach for Reducing Wildland Fire Risks 
to Communities and Environment – 10 Year Comprehensive Strategy Implementing 
Plan.”  As stated on page 2 of the DM, “This area has been identified through a 
collaborative effort with Bonner County WUI Fire Mitigation Planning Committee and 
others to identify and mitigate fire risks on federal, state and private lands.  The proposed 
treatment areas are adjacent to private property, dwellings, outbuildings, power lines, 
fences, roads, or other improvements that are used by year-round and summer residents.”  
This is further discussed on page 7 which states, “Collaborative efforts included contacts 
made with local representatives from federal and state agencies, local governments, 
landowners, as well as local and state-based environmental and community development 
organizations.  The Lakeface-Lamb Stewardship Contract Monitoring Committee 
(comprised of approximately 30 volunteer community members) also offered suggestions 
and insight into the development of the Lakeface-Lamb CE Fuel Reduction Project.” 

 
2.  The resource specialists on the interdisciplinary team reviewed the proposed action for 
potential effects on resource conditions and the presence of extraordinary circumstances.  The 
mere presence of one or more resource conditions does not preclude use of a categorical 
exclusion.  It is the degree of the potential effect of a proposed action on these resource 
conditions that determines whether extraordinary circumstances exist.  The appellant made 
several comments regarding extraordinary circumstances, and alleged that there were 
extraordinary circumstances that warranted further analysis and documentation as per FSH 
1909.15, 30.3.   
 

• The Biological Assessments (Docs. AR-43, AR-50, AR-63, and AR-64), and Biological 
Evaluations (Docs. AR-43, AR-50, and AR-63), appropriately document effects to 
federally-listed threatened and endangered species, and sensitive species, respectively.  
As noted in the DM, page 13, since the project will have no effect on any threatened and 
endangered wildlife, fish, and plant species, consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Services does not have to be completed.  The wildlife analysis indicates that there are no 
extraordinary circumstances related to threatened, endangered, or sensitive species as a 
result of the proposed action. 

 
By definition, categorical exclusions do not individually or cumulatively have significant effects 
on the human environment (40 CFR 1508.4).  The project file provides consistent documentation 
that the specialists considered cumulative effects prior to determining that there are no 
extraordinary circumstances related to the proposed action (Soils Report, Doc. AR-52; Wildlife 
Assessment, Doc. AR-63; and Watershed Assessment, Doc. AR-59). 
 

• The Wildlife analysis (Doc. AR-63, pp. 14-15) describes the process used to determine a 
cumulative effects analysis area, and displays the cumulative effects areas for species 
analyzed for the Lakeface-Lamb CE.  The Outlet and High Bridge projects identified by 
the appellant are outside of the cumulative effects analysis area.   

 
• The Watershed Assessment (Doc. AR-59) states, “Given the small amount of canopy 

cover that will be removed, the anticipated lack of soil disturbance and the design criteria 
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for this project, no detrimental direct or indirect effects to the sediment production or 
water yield are expected.  Therefore, there was no reason to consider potential cumulative 
effects from other ongoing or reasonably foreseeable projects” (p. 3). 

3.  The project file shows the project is consistent with the Forest Plan and applicable laws and 
regulations: 
 

• The Watershed Assessment (Doc. AR-59) states, “Given that the INFISH Guidelines and 
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas would be maintained, there is a very low risk that 
any sediment generated from the proposed vegetative treatments would reach a live 
stream.” 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
I have reviewed the record and have found that the decisions and analyses are adequately and 
appropriately documented in the DM and project file.  I recommend the District Ranger’s 
decision be affirmed and the appellant’s requested relief be denied. 
 
 

 
 
 
/s/ Steve Williams  
STEVE WILLIAMS 
Appeal Reviewing Officer 
 

 


