
 

 

United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

Region One 200 East Broadway 
P.O. Box 7669 
Missoula, MT 59807 

 
File Code: 1570-1 Date: June 28, 2001  
Route To: (1570 - 215) 

  
Subject: ARO Letter, Myrtle-Cascade ROD, Appeal #01-01-00-0042, IPNFs 

  
To: Appeal Deciding Officer 

  
This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel on behalf of 
The Ecology Center, Kootenai Environmental Alliance, Idaho Conservation League, 
Alliance for the Wild Rockies, and The Lands Council protesting the Myrtle-Cascade 
Record of Decision (ROD) signed by the Idaho Panhandle National Forests’ Acting 
Supervisor, Bonners Ferry Ranger District. 
 
The Forest Supervisor’s decision will treat 1,818 acres through timber harvest and fuels 
treatments.  Timber harvest will include 937 acres of uneven-aged regeneration harvests 
(group selection), 441 acres of even-aged regeneration harvests (irregular shelterwood), 
225 acres of partial cutting (commercial thin and sanitation salvage), and 215 acres of 
overstory removal.  The primary focus of these treatments is to remove the small-
diameter trees, mostly Douglas-fir and grand fir, while retaining the large-diameter old 
growth ponderosa pine and larch that are providing the old growth structure.  Where 
openings are created, ponderosa pine and larch will be regenerated.  Timber harvesting 
will be accomplished using ground-based systems on 767 acres, helicopter logging on 
741 acres, and skyline systems on 354 acres.  Fuels treatments will include 895 acres of 
underburning, 483 acres of grapple piling, and 440 acres of lopping and scattering. 
  
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.  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 appellants allege violations of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
National Forest Management Act (NFMA), the Endangered Species Act (ESA), and the 
Administrative Procedures Act (APA).  The appellants request a remand of the ROD.  An 
informal meeting was held but no resolution of the issues was reached. 
 
ISSUE REVIEW 
 
Issue 1.  The IPNF’s failure to incorporate scientific findings for snag guidelines, to 
monitor MIS species, and to meet Forest Plan old growth and snag guidelines are 
violations of the forest plan, NFMA, and NEPA 
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Contention a.  Failure to incorporate scientific findings for snag guidelines and 
failing to meet Forest Plan snag guidelines. 
 
Response:  A snag analysis was completed for the project area and is contained in the 
Project File (Doc. 2.8) and summarized in the FEIS.  This analysis determined that snag 
densities exceeded the Forest Plan standard to maintain seven snags per acre.  The 
analysis estimated an average density of 21 snags per acre over 10 inches in diameter and 
three snags per acre over 20 inches in diameter.  In addition, the FEIS utilized the most 
current Regional direction, the Regional Snag Management Protocol (January 2000), 
which incorporates the findings of the Upper Columbia River Basin Science Information.  
Prescriptions are designed to retain existing snags, except for safety hazards, and 
consideration was given to the management of future replacement snags (FEIS, pp. 2-41, 
2-42 and A-10). 
 
Contention b.  Failure to monitor MIS species. 
 
Response:  Monitoring of management indicator species is reported in the Annual 
Monitoring and Evaluation Report as required by the Forest Plan.  On this project-
specific basis, the analysis of the effects of the project on management indicator species 
was documented in the Myrtle-Cascade Wildlife Report (Doc. 17.8) and summarized in 
the FEIS (pp. A-8 thru A-10).  Monitoring of management indicator species specific to 
this project is disclosed in the FEIS (pp. 2-43). 
 
Contention c.  Failure to meet Forest Plan old growth guidelines. 
 
Response:  Considering all types of old growth, the amount of old growth in the project 
area falls within the historic range.  However, the composition, structure and distribution 
within the various types have changed (FEIS, p. 3-7).  Forest-wide, the Forest meets the 
Forest Plan standard to maintain 10 percent old growth (1999 Forest Plan Monitoring and 
Evaluation Report, p. 57).  Also, the 5 percent standard is currently being met (FEIS, pp. 
4-11 and 4-12). 
 
The FEIS discloses that Alternative 2 includes entry into both allocated and non-allocated 
dry forest old growth.  All treatments are designed to restore the historic integrity of this 
type of old growth.  This alternative would result in no net loss of allocated old growth.  
Consequently, Forest Plan standards for old growth would continue to be met (FEIS, p. 4-
12). 
 
Issue 2.  The FEIS analysis of project impacts to grizzly bears is inadequate in 
violation of the ESA, NEPA, NFMA, and the Forest Plan. 
 
Response:  An adequate analysis of the effects to grizzly bears was conducted.  This 
consisted of a Biological Assessment completed February 20, 2001 (Doc. 19.8), followed 
by a letter of concurrence from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service dated February 26, 
2001 (Doc. 80.2).  This information was summarized in the ROD and FEIS (ROD, pp. 
10, 11 and 20; FEIS, pp. A-1 and A-2). 
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Issue 3.  The FEIS analysis of project impacts to woodland caribou is inadequate in 
violation of the ESA, NEPA, NFMA, and the Forest Plan. 
 
Response:  An adequate analysis of the effects to the woodland caribou was conducted.  
This consisted of a Biological Assessment completed February 20, 2001 (Doc. 19.8), 
followed by concurrence from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service dated February 26, 
2001 (Doc. 80.2).  This information was summarized in the ROD and FEIS (ROD, p. 20; 
FEIS, pp. 4-14 thru 4-24).   
 
Issue 4.  The FEIS presents inadequate cumulative effects analyses for management 
indicator and sensitive wildlife species. 
 
Response:  The analysis of the cumulative effects of the project on management 
indicator species and sensitive wildlife species was documented in the Myrtle-Cascade 
Wildlife Report (Doc. 17.8) and summarized in the FEIS (pp. A-8 thru A-10).  A map of 
reasonably foreseeable activities within the Myrtle-Cascade Analysis Area is included in 
the FEIS (Appendix G). 
 
Issue 5.  The FEIS fails to analyze impacts to white-headed woodpecker, an IPNF 
sensitive species, in violation of NFMA and the Forest Plan. 
 
Response:  The white-headed woodpecker was not included in the Biological 
Assessment for Sensitive Species because this species is not known or expected to occur 
on the Bonners Ferry Ranger District.  The District wildlife biologist maintains an atlas 
of species sightings on the District and no sightings of this species have ever been 
recorded.  This species prefers open-grown stands of large ponderosa pine.  Forests that 
have developed a dense understory of grand fir or other shade-tolerant conifers are no 
longer suitable for these birds.  Treatments included in the preferred alternative would 
improve habitat for this species, if it did occur on the District. 
 
Issue 6.  The FEIS discussion of fire lacks scientific integrity. 
 
Response:  The need to restore fire to a more natural role is discussed in the existing 
condition, and how we got to where we are today (FEIS, Chapter 3; Doc. 26.5 thru 28.5).  
The effects of continued fire suppression is discussed in the explanation of the effects of 
implementing Alternative 1 for the various resources (FEIS, Chapter 4; Appendix A).  
The SIMPPLLE model was used as a tool to compare simulated changes in forest 
composition and structure, and potential fire risk, based on the alternatives presented in 
the FEIS (Project File, Doc 16.5, and 10.5 thru 15.5). 
 
Issue 7.  The FEIS presents inadequate cumulative effects analyses for water quality 
and fisheries. 
 
Response:  Myrtle-Creek is the municipal watershed for the city of Bonners Ferry and 
the City has been monitoring water quality since 1958.  Specific data are monitored daily, 
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and monitoring indicates that the beneficial use for municipal water quality is being fully 
supported (Project File, Doc. 36.6; FEIS, pp. 3-15 and 4-26 to 4-40; Appendix A, p. 22). 
 
Validity, calibration and use of the WATSED model are explained in the ROD (pp. 15-
16) and in the Watershed and Fisheries Report (Project File, Doc. 52.6, p. 17).  WATSED 
was used to provide an initial background and trend estimate that reflects the cumulative 
history of forestry-related land management actions in each watershed.   
 
Discussion of conditions and mitigation measures necessary to meet the Clean Water Act 
(CWA) are found in the FEIS (pp. 4-39 and 4-40, and Appendix C).  How the preferred 
alternative will improve watershed conditions is discussed in detail (FEIS, p. 4-34; Tables 
4-3 and 4-4; and Appendix C). 
 
Disclosure in the FEIS identifies that none of the drainages within the project area are 
priority bull trout watersheds (FEIS, p. 3-19).  All of the INFISH standards would be 
applied to all activities within the project area as required design criteria (FEIS, p. 2-41).  
The Fisheries Biological Assessment (Project File, Doc. 28.7) identifies effects to fish, 
including the effects determinations.  Concurrence on the determinations was received 
from the Fish and Wildlife Service on February 26, 2001 (Project File, Doc. 80.2). 
 
Water Resources and Aquatic Habitat was identified as a driving issue for the project 
(FEIS, pp. 2-2 and 2-3).  Alternatives in the Myrtle-Cascade FEIS were designed to meet 
the beneficial uses of the watersheds in the project area (FEIS, pp. 4-39 and 4-40).  
Documentation that the preferred alternative will support the beneficial uses of these 
watersheds is provided in the FEIS (ROD, p. 20).  Management practices were designed 
to meet Forest Plan standards, and consequently, the requirements of NFMA (ROD, p. 
21; FEIS, Appendix, pp. D-3 thru D-10). 
 
Issue 8.  The economic analysis is inadequate in violation of NEPA and NFMA. 
 
Response:  The analysis of the economic feasibility of the national timber sale program is 
beyond the scope of this project-specific decision.  At the project scale, the FEIS 
discussed past performance of similar timber sales and the economic differences between 
alternatives (FEIS, p. A-14).   
 
Issue 9.  The FEIS and ROD generally mention public comments on the DEIS, but did 
not identify the commenting parties, failing to comply with implementing regulations at 
40 C.F.R. section 1503.4. 
 
Response:  Chapter 6 of the FEIS describes the public involvement activities that took 
place during the development and analysis of the Myrtle-Cascade project.  Chapter 2 
discusses “Changes between the Draft and Final EIS,” which includes the development of 
two new alternatives.  Alternative 4 was designed in response to public concerns 
regarding entry into old growth and designated roadless areas.  Alternative 5 responded to 
public requests for an alternative that did not include timber harvest.  The comments 
received on the Draft EIS were summarized and responded to on pages 15 and 16 of the 
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Record of Decision, which was released with the Final EIS.  All comments received on 
this project, including letters, field trip notes, and records of phone calls or visits are 
maintained in the Project File.   

Issue 10.  The FEIS fails to conduct an adequate cumulative effects analysis to 
disclose that the Regional standard of no more than 15 percent detrimental soil 
conditions is not being met. 
 
Response:  The project was designed incorporating many criteria intended to ensure 
maintenance of long-term soil productivity (FEIS, pp. 2-39 thru 2-41).  The Final 
Watershed and Fisheries Report (Doc. 52.6, p. 57) describes the amount of soil 
compaction, by alternative, and identifies that the Regional standard would be met.  The 
existing condition is accounted for in these figures.  In units that have had harvesting 
previously, only existing skid trails would be used so there would be no increase in the 
area compacted by activities.   
 
Issue 11.  The FEIS violates the Roadless Area Conservation Rule and NEPA (42 USC 
Subsection 4321-4370). 
 
Response:  The map in the ROD displays the location of the units within the boundary of 
the Selkirk Mountain Roadless Area (pp. 6 and 7).  The site-specific rationale as to why 
these units qualify for harvest under the exceptions allowed in the Roadless Area 
Conservation Rule is discussed in the ROD and FEIS (ROD, pp. 17 thru 19; FEIS, pp. 4-
41 thru 43).   
 
Issue 12.  The EIS fails to adequately analyze impacts on Canada lynx in violation of 
the Forest Plan, The Lynx Conservation Agreement and Strategy, NFMA, NEPA, 
and the ESA. 
 
Response:  An adequate analysis of the effects to the Canada lynx was conducted.  This 
consisted of a Biological Assessment completed February 20, 2001 (Doc. 19.8), followed 
by concurrence from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service dated February 26, 2001 (Doc. 
80.2).  This information was summarized in the ROD and FEIS (ROD, pp. 20; FEIS, pp. 
A-3 thru A-5). 
 
Issue 13.  The EIS fails to adequately analyze project impacts to biological corridors 
and fragmentation in violation of NEPA, NFMA, and the ESA. 
 
Response:  The Myrtle-Cascade FEIS addressed the issues of biological corridors and 
fragmentation directly, or indirectly, as part of the analysis of several key wildlife species 
(including lynx, grizzly bear, caribou, gray wolf, and wolverine) (FEIS, Appendix A; 
Project File, Doc. 19.8 and 17.8). 
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the Forest Supervisor’s decision be affirmed and the appellants’ requested 
relief be denied.  
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/s/ Galen B. Hall 
GALEN B. HALL 
Regional Budget Officer 
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