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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Steve Paulson on behalf of 
Friends of the Pond protesting the West Gold Project Record of Decision (ROD) on the Idaho 
Panhandle National Forests. 
 
The Forest Supervisor’s decision adopts a modified Alterative C, which includes selective 
harvest on 411 acres, regeneration harvest and reforestation on 898 acres, prescribed burning and 
other fuel treatments on 1,347 acres, decommissioning 2 miles of roads, road maintenance on 28 
miles of road, and allowing dry season use of Forest Roads 2707A and 2707AA by off-road 
vehicles.  The modification of Alternative C allows for the construction of 850 feet of road to 
access and build a helicopter landing area. 
 
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. 
 
The appellant alleges violations of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the National 
Forest Management Act (NFMA), and the Forest Plan.  The appellant requests a remand of the 
ROD.  They further request if the District chooses to move forward on the project, it should 
make an effort to enhance the diversity of the plant and animal communities in the West Gold 
Creek Watershed.  An informal meeting was held but no resolution of the issues was reached. 
 
ISSUE REVIEW 
 
Issue 1.  The West Gold Project FEIS and ROD violates NEPA, NFMA, and the Idaho 
Panhandle Forest Plan by impacting old growth, by not analyzing the impacts, and by 
failing to provide sufficient old growth habitat to provide for population viability and 
diversity of plant and animal communities dependent on old growth. 
 
Response:  As discussed in the ROD (p. 5) and the EIS (p. II-9), approximately 29 acres of one 
old growth stand (Unit 26) would be underburned, without any cutting, to provide the ecological 
benefits of a low-intensity fire.  The vegetation in Unit 26 is of the dry habitat type, which 
historically was maintained by frequent, low intensity fire (EIS, p. III-7).  In the section entitled 
Effects Common to Alternatives B and C, the EIS states the underburning would be used to 
maintain the old growth characteristics of Unit 26 (EIS, p. III-16).  Table 9 (EIS, p. III-17) 
indicates that old growth would remain the same (110 acres in the project area) under any of the 
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alternatives.  Under Cumulative Effects Common to All Alternatives, the EIS states, “[o]ld growth 
structures and patch size would not change significantly although narrow stands of cedar and 
grand fir would trend toward old growth in riparian areas and other moist areas.”  It is clear the 
project will not impact old growth. 
 
The Forest Plan old growth objective (p. II-5) states, “Approximately 10 percent of the Forest 
will be maintained in old growth as needed to provide for viable populations of old-growth 
dependent and management indicator species.  To maintain the desired distribution, the IPNF 
will be managed to maintain approximately 5 percent of each old growth unit as old growth 
where it exists.”  Old growth Standard 10c (Forest Plan, p. II-29), states, “Select and maintain at 
least five percent of the forested portion of those old-growth units that have five percent or more 
existing old growth.”  In other words, if an old growth unit has less than 5 percent old growth, 
the Forest is not allowed to harvest the old growth but they are not required to designate non-
existent or nearly old enough stands to make up the difference.  Their objective is to manage old 
growth where it now exists.  As discussed in the EIS (p. J-25) and displayed in the project file 
(Vol. IV, Section O, Doc. O-208, pp. 59 to 61), the FY 2001 Forest Plan Monitoring Report 
states 267,840 acres of old growth, which is 11.8 percent of the Forest, is being retained as old 
growth.  The Forest has an additional 8,269 acres of unallocated, field-verified, old growth, 
which brings the Forest up to 12 percent old growth. 
 
The majority of the project area is contained within Old Growth Management Unit 18 (PF, Vol. 
II, Sec. D, Doc. D-19).  Unit 18 is 11,132 acres in size, but only has 325 acres of existing old 
growth (2.9 percent).  Due to this low percent of old growth they are not allowed to harvest any 
old growth in Unit 18, and, in fact they are not harvesting any old growth with this project.  The 
type of management the project calls for is a low-intensity underburn to maintain the old growth 
and lessen the possibility of a wildfire destroying the old growth they have in Unit 18.  
Management of old growth in an effort to maintain it as old growth is not disallowed in the 
Forest Plan.  The project and the Forest as a whole are in compliance with the Forest Plan 
standards for old growth. 
 
The EIS (pp. III-75 to 76 and III-89 to 91) analyzes the impacts to pileated woodpecker.  It 
concludes, “[f]or these alternatives, pileated woodpecker populations would maintain their 
current distribution.  Cumulatively, Alternatives B, C[,] and D would have minimal impact on 
pileated woodpeckers because of the predominance of immature size structure and the 
preponderance of Douglas-fir…Consequently, Alternatives B, C, and D are not likely to impact 
pileated woodpeckers.”  
 
The EIS (pp. II-20 to 23) discusses the design features that would be used in the West Gold 
project to maintain sufficient snag habitat.  The project would exceed the Forest Plan standard 
for snag management and would not adversely impact old growth stands (EIS, p. III-96).  The 
project is in compliance with NFMA and the Forest Plan. 
 
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 
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Forest Supervisor’s decision be affirmed and the appellant’s requested relief of remanding the 
ROD back to the Forest be denied. 
 
 
 
/s/ Richard F. Roberts 
RICHARD F. ROBERTS 
Appeal Reviewing Officer 
Director of Ecosystem Assessment and Planning 
 

 


