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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Mike Petersen on behalf of The 
Lands Council; The Ecology Center, Inc.; Alliance for the Wild Rockies; and Friends of the 
Clearwater protesting the Pt. Siam Project Decision Notice (DN) on the Idaho Panhandle 
National Forests. 
 
The District Ranger’s decision adopts Alternative C, which includes the following on the East 
Fork of Bluff Creek drainage on the St. Joe Ranger District of the Idaho Panhandle National 
Forests: 
 

• Timber harvest from approximately 243 acres followed by underburning about 79 of 
those acres.  Openings would exceed 40 acres in one area. 

 
• Obliteration of 1.0 miles of system road.  

 
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 Clean Water Act 
(CWA).  The appellants request a remand of the DN and an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) be prepared.  A phone conversation was held between the District Ranger and Mike 
Peterson, but no resolution of the issues was reached. 
 
ISSUE REVIEW 
 
Issue 1:  Cumulative effects not adequately disclosed/analyzed and violates NEPA. 
 
The existing condition for all affected resources takes into account all past activities, including 
harvest activities from past management in the cumulative effect analysis area defined for each 
resource (see beginning of each section in Chapter 3).  The Pt. Siam Environmental Assessment 
(EA) adequately discloses the impacts of the project on wildlife, water, mature forest, soils and 
fisheries (pp. 39-40, 60-66, 87-89, and 95-106).  The District looked to see how impacts from 
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this project add cumulatively to other past, present and foreseeable projects in the same 
watershed (EA, pp. 3-4, 31, 42, 75, and 90).  Supporting information is provided in the project 
file (Docs. 2, 9, 25, 33-39, and 53-54) and further explained in Response to Comments (p. 11). 
 
Existing condition and environmental consequences for MIS are also discussed in the EA (pp. 
94-106), with supporting information in the project file (Docs. 53, 54a, 56, 56a, 60, 63, and 66-
68).   
 
The concerns raised by the appellants during scoping regarding cumulative impacts have been 
adequately considered, with present or foreseeable projects discussed in the cumulative effects 
discussions. 
 
The habitat analysis for lynx is based on the Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and 
Strategy (LCAS), and the proposed action may effect listed species or critical habitat, but those 
effects are not likely to adversely affect listed species or critical habitat (EA, pp. 98-101; BA, 
Project File, Doc. 53). 
 
Table 3-22 (EA, p. 101) identifies that there is no suitable habitat identified for Boreal Toad in 
the project area.  No increase in sediment routed to the stream system is likely to occur from the 
proposed activity because of the proposed buffers, low soil erosion hazard, and employment of 
skyline and helicopter logging systems (EA, p. 89). 
 
The EA (p. 105) discloses impacts to the black-backed woodpecker, which are also discussed in 
more detail in Response to Comments (pp. 5-7).   
 
Analysis methods for assessing potential effects to wildlife are presented in the EA (pp. 91-92).  
Habitats for wildlife species are assessed at the project-level scale.  The detailed analysis for 
wildlife species and their habitat is found on pages 92-94 in the EA.  This analysis includes the 
impact of this sale and all other past, current and foreseeable projects in the area.   
 
Issue 2:  Inadequate range of alternatives. 
 
Chapter II of the EA describes how comments received in public scoping were used to identify 
issues and develop alternatives.  It discusses how the no action alternative and the alternative 
considered with only burning and planting fulfill the issue of a restoration alternative with no 
commercial logging (pp. 9-10).  Response to Comments (pp. 1-3) also addresses how the two 
action alternatives meet the purpose and need and the request for a restoration alternative.  I find 
this to be an adequate range of alternatives.  
 
Issue 3:  Mature forest and old growth. 
 
The word over-mature has been removed from page 1, Existing Forest Stand Condition, first 
sentence of the May 2001, EA.  The EA accurately describes, “Stands proposed to be salvaged 
consist of grand fir, Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine in addition to some scattered long-lived seral 
species.”  The appellants were apparently referring to the March 2000, Pt. Siam EA.  No 
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allocated or non-allocated old growth is proposed for burning or harvest in the proposed 
alternatives (EA, p. 53).  A map of allocated old growth is in the project file (Doc. 98).   
 
Issue 4:  Failure to consider impacts to soil resources. 

The soils analysis provides a summary of existing condition (p. 78) and environmental 
consequences, including analysis of effects from the proposed action (p. 81).  The environmental 
consequences discussions for alternatives B and C include soil productivity and current 
potassium levels (pp. 83-83).  The action alternatives include design criteria and mitigation for 
different resources, and the soils features are based on past activities and the resulting existing 
condition.  
 
Current soil conditions and predicted effects from proposed activities are determined using the 
analysis procedures in the Updated Soil Guidelines for NEPA Analysis (IPNF, 1998).  Effects on 
long term soil productivity are calculated by totaling average soil disturbance values from 
logging methods and equipment, slash treatment, and non-system road construction (EA, p. 77). 
Watershed working maps show that roads were looked at and updated in the analysis area, and 
included information from Plum Creek for private lands (Project File, Docs. 2, 9, 10, 37 and 39). 
   
The cumulative effects analysis areas are identified and vary for each resource.  The vegetation 
section (EA, p. 42) provides a description of the analysis area and geographic scope.  This 
section used all national forest lands that drain into the East Fork of Bluff creek, which is about 
2,400 acres for analysis.  Activity units are the cumulative effects area when dealing with soil 
disturbance (Soil Guidelines for the IPNF, 1998).  The soils analysis area/geographic scope of 
the project area analyzed for soils is 1,107 acres.  This includes 114 acres for all past logging in 
activity areas, as identified in Table 3-16, Soil Productivity Analysis Table – Existing Condition 
(EA, p. 79).  The bottom row of the table is the cumulative effects acreage and includes the 114 
acres of past disturbance.   
 
Issue 5:  The analysis of project impacts on lynx is inadequate, in violation of NFMA and 
ESA.   
 
Chapter 3 of the EA clearly identifies the analysis methods used for the lynx analysis (p. 92), the 
affected environment and the environmental consequences (pp. 92-93).  The direct, indirect and 
cumulative effects analysis includes the effects from private land, open roads and snowmobiles 
(EA, pp. 92-93).  Field reviews were completed (Project File, Docs. 53, 60, and 71a).  A 
Biological Assessment (Project File, Doc. 53) with the determination of “may affect, not likely 
to adversely affect” lynx was submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and concurrence 
was received on June 14, 2000 (Project File, Doc. 26).  Amending or revising the Forest Plan to 
incorporate conservation measures is outside the scope of this project.  Response to Comments 
(DN/FONSI) also discusses how the analysis used the most recent and best available science for 
lynx, as displayed in the LCAS. 
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Issue 6:  Bull trout, Westslope cutthroat trout and cumulative impacts. 
 
Effects to bull trout and Westslope trout are addressed in the EA (pp. 39-41) and in the Fisheries 
Biological Assessment (Project File, Doc. 25).  Supporting information for the analysis is found 
in the water quality, hydrology and stream channels analysis in the EA (pp. 77-89).  While 
salvaging and removing white pine snags, there would be no change in forest canopy cover or 
hillslope hydrology, and no change in rooting cohesion of the soil (EA, p. 86).  Without a change 
in these soil-hydrologic properties, there is no change in the associated landslide risk and 
resulting sediment delivery.  The Fisheries Biological Assessment concludes that stream 
temperatures should not be affected because the project will not increase sediment to the streams, 
sub surface flows will not be disrupted, stream flows are not altered, and no changes to channel 
morphology and riparian zones are expected (Project File, Doc. 25). 
 
The Fisheries Biological Assessment (Project File, Doc. 25), concludes that the risk from this 
project is expected to result in discountable or insignificant effects on bull trout, resulting in a 
determination that this project may affect, but is not likely to adversely effect, bull trout.  The 
Fisheries Biological Evaluation (Project File, Doc. 25a) identifies that the project may impact 
individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a 
loss of viability to the population or species of Westslope cutthroat trout.   
 
Issue 7:  NFMA violations and lack of monitoring. 
 
The Forest prepares a Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report on an annual basis to 
document the results of monitoring, and was used for part of the analysis.  However, Forest Plan 
monitoring and evaluation is outside the scope of this project.   
 
Analysis for wildlife effects, including old growth species, is presented in the EA (pp. 90-106)  
and the Wildlife Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation (Project File, Doc. 53).  The 
effects analysis and conclusion of effects for sensitive species made a determination of “may 
impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing or 
loss of viability to the population or species.” 
 
Issue 8:  Failure to do cumulative watershed analysis on the St. Joe River and the EA and 
DN violate the Clean Water Act. 
 
As discussed under previous issues, the analyses for fisheries, soils, water quality, hydrology and 
stream channels in the EA and project file provide supporting information for their effects 
analysis and demonstrate their compliance with the Clean Water Act.   
 
Issue 9:  Economics analysis fails to consider cumulative impacts. 
 
An economic analysis specific to the timber harvest activities for the Pt. Siam Salvage project 
was completed and documented in the project File (Doc. 19), indicating that an economically 
viable timber sale is provided.  An analysis of the timber sale program at the forest level is 
outside the scope of this project. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
I recommend the District Ranger’s decision be affirmed and the appellants' requested relief be 
denied. 
 
 
 
/s/ Daniel O. Castillo 
DANIEL O. CASTILLO 
Appeal Reviewing Officer 
Assistant Director of Forest and Rangeland 
 

 


