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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Mike Mihelich on behalf of the 
Kootenai Environmental Alliance protesting the Little Ucelly Heli Bug Decision Notice (DN) on 
the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. 
The Coeur d’Alene River District Ranger signed the Little Ucelly Heli Bug DN on January 9, 
2002.  The selected alternative was Alternative 2, the proposed action.  The project includes: 

• Timber harvest (using a combination of salvage, group shelterwood and 
seedtree methods) on approximately 49 acres. 

• Helicopter yarding will be used on 28 acres, cable yarding on 18 acres, tractor 
yarding on 3 acres. 

• Fuels treatment (using a combination of lop and scatter, top attached and 
underburning) on 49 of the harvest unit acres.  

• Tree planting on 7 acres (in the group shelterwood and seedtree harvest 
units). 

• No system or temporary road construction or reconstruction. 
• No harvest in allocated old growth or inventoried roadless areas. 

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 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), the Administrative Procedures Act (APA) and the Forest Plan.  
The appellant requests that the DN be withdrawn.  An informal meeting was held but no 
resolution of the issues was reached. 

Issue 1:  The EA is in violation of the requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA) for the 
protection and propagation of fish, and also the requirement to restore and maintain 
fisheries. 
Response:  The Environmental Assessment (EA) states that the District used scientific models 
(WATSED) to determine that the pollutant of concern (sediment) would not be increased due to 
implementation of the selected alternatives (EA, p. III-38).  The EA and supporting documents 
identify that the proposed action would have no measurable effect at the tributary or watershed 
scale (EA, p. II-20; PF, WF-27, pp. 16-18).  Effects to management indicator fish species in 
Eagle Creek would not be measurably different under any alternative, including No Action (EA, 
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pp. II-21 and III-51).  Harvest will occur in less than two-tenths of one percent of the watershed 
area, and actual crown removal will be far less than that (PF, BA-1, p. 6).  With this level of 
management, dispersed harvest, and stream buffers, no impacts will occur within Eagle Creek or 
its tributaries (PF, BA-1, p. 6).  The cumulative effects of all ongoing and reasonably foreseeable 
activities (which include a number of water restoration activities as discussed in the EA on pp. 
II-9 and III-50) are likely to result in a long-term reduction in risk to populations (EA, p. II-21).  
This conclusion is also supported in the BE and BA (Project File, BA/BEs).   

Issue 2:  The EA and DN violate the IPNF Forest Plan in relation to water quality, 
monitoring and evaluation, and fisheries. 
Response:  The EA indicates which Forest Plan standards apply and how the proposed 
alternatives meet the standards for water quality (p. III-40) and fish (pp. III-52 and III-53).  
Based on the activities approved under the selected alternative (DN, pp. 2-4) and the features 
designed to protect aquatic resources (DN, p. 6; EA, p. II-14), there will be no effect to fisheries 
within Eagle Creek or its tributaries and the current conditions for species viability will be 
maintained (DN, p. 14).  The selected alternative is consistent with Forest Plan standards for 
water and fish based on the low level of harvest, the distance from the harvest units to stream 
channel, the lack of any road construction or reconstruction, and implementation of Best 
Management Practices and Inland Native Fish Strategy standards and guidelines (DN, pp. 17-
18).   

As stated in the Response to Comments (DN, p. B-3) “Monitoring is done at the Forest level.  A 
sampling of areas is made and used to validate watershed modeling.  Forest Plan Monitoring 
Reports for 1999 and 2000 indicate that modeling has been reasonably accurate.” 

Issue 3:  The EA, DN and project file fail to provide adequate information and site-specific 
surveys regarding the alleged Douglas fir beetle infestation. 
Response:  The extent of the Douglas-fir beetle infestation is documented in the EA (pp. III-7 
and III-8).  Field reconnaissance in 2000 (PF, VEG-4) confirmed information gathered through 
aerial detection flights in 1999 (PF, VEG–12). 

Issue 4:  Vegetative recovery.   
Response:  The watershed analysis of the existing condition and the proposed treatments in the 
Eagle Creek watershed was based on the WATSED recovery rate (PF, WF-27).  The comment 
response the appellant refers to is the silviculturalist’s estimate (which was based on the Forest 
Plan, the Northern Region Guide and Forest Service Manual 2400-R1, Supplement 96-3) and 
was not used for the watershed effects analysis. 

Issue 5:  Equivalent clearcut area (ECA).   
Response:  The appellant contends that because estimates of ECA may not be exact, the effects 
of the proposed action on water yield are wrong.  However, the project file indicates how the 
ECA information was developed and interpreted and the likely effects on watershed, recognizing 
the limitations of ECA alone as an indication of water yield (streamflow responses) (PF, WF-27).  
The effects of harvesting and crown removal are discussed in the EA (p. III-38). 

Issue 6:  The EA failed to disclose and analyze the “ecosystem benefits” provided by dead 
trees and fails to disclose the effects of proposed salvage logging to these “benefits”. 
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Response:  The EA (pp. III-7 to III-8) and project file (VEG-12, SOIL-1, WL-5, and WL-6) 
contain documents indicating that the value of dead trees to the environment were considered in 
the analysis and decision.  The project contains design criteria to maintain site productivity and 
provide future down woody material (DN, p. 8; EA, p. II-16). 

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/ Eric P. Johnston 
ERIC P. JOHNSTON 
Reviewing Officer 
Deputy Director of Watershed, Wildlife, Fisheries and Rare Plants 
 

 


