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Dear Mr. Oppenheimer: 

This letter is in response to your objection dated October 9, 2006, to the South Grouse 
Hazardous Fuels Reduction Project located on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests.  I 
have read your objection on behalf of the Idaho Conservation League and have reviewed 
the Environmental Assessment (EA), including the disclosed environmental effects.  My 
review was conducted in accordance with 36 CFR 218.   
 
On December 3, 2003, President Bush signed into law the Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 
2003 (HFRA) to reduce the threat of destructive wildfires, while upholding environmental 
standards.  The South Grouse Hazardous Fuels Reduction Project demonstrates compliance with 
the Healthy Forests Restoration Act (HFRA).  The primary purpose of this project is to:  

• Reduce hazardous fuels within the project area to lessen wildfire risk to communities and 
infrastructure, private and National Forest System lands, and resource values. 

• Restore, enhance, and protect forest ecosystem components to improve forest health, 
reduce threats from catastrophic wildfire and insect and disease infestations, and increase 
biological diversity. 

 
A key component of the Act is to encourage early public input during the planning process.  You 
were involved in the scoping process and participated in a field trip to the project area prior to 
the release of the EA.  The District answered your questions, supplied the information that you 
requested, and used your input to refine the proposed action.  I also appreciate your willingness 
to discuss issues raised in the objection and potential resolution during our October 31 
conference call.   

 
I have reviewed the project in light of the issues and suggested remedies presented in your 
objection letter, and have classified your issues and suggested remedies into the following two 
categories:  1) violation of environmental laws, regulations and policy; and 2) consistency with 
HFRA.   
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2.

1.  Violation of environmental laws, regulations and policy. 
 
Your assertions of violation of environmental laws, regulations and policy as related to the 
purpose and need, fire risk, insect and disease, soils, and cumulative effects have been reviewed.  
These issues are addressed in the EA and project record, and I believe they are in compliance 
with existing laws, regulations and policy.  Dick Kramer, the District Ranger, has agreed to 
clarify in the decision how the Regional 15 percent soils standard will be met, the consideration 
of potential short-term effects related to fuels burning, and monitoring of past activities to insure 
that soil disturbance following project implementation and restoration will not exceed 15 
percent.  He will also review recent projects on private land within the project area to insure that 
there are no cumulative effects.   
 
I was pleased to see how the District responded to some of the concerns regarding roads that you 
and others raised during the public involvement process.     
 
2.  Consistency with HFRA. 
 
Your HFRA consistency concerns are:  1) the Forest failed to provide for a public meeting, as 
required by HFRA (Section 104(e)(2); and 2) the EA only evaluated a single action alternative.  
Although the initial meeting was coordinated by the Bonner County Wildfire Mitigation 
Committee (of which the Forest Service is a member), the meeting was open to the public and 
adequate notification of the meeting was provided.  I find that this meets the intent of the HFRA 
regulations.  Dick understands your concern for consistent formal notification of public meetings 
through notification in the newspaper of record and will insure that this is done in the future.  
Also the single action alternative is clearly consistent with Section 104(d)(2) of the HFRA.  The 
decision will clarify that this project is located within 1.5 miles of an at-risk community, as per 
Section 101(1) of the HFRA. 
 
Again, I appreciate and look forward to your continued involvement in the early public 
involvement with these HFRA projects.  It is a key component to their success. 
 
This response is not subject to further administrative review by the Forest Service or the 
Department of Agriculture [36 CFR 218.10(b)(2)].  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

 

/s/ Kathleen A. McAllister   
KATHLEEN A. MCALLISTER   
Reviewing Officer   
 
cc: 
Responsible Official 
Forest Coordinator 
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