 





















March 16, 1999



David Wright, Supervisor

Idaho Panhandle National Forests

3815 Schreiber Way

Coeur dÕAlene, Idaho  83815



Mr. Wright:



These are comments on the Douglas-fir Bark Beetle Draft EIS, on behalf of The Lands Council (formerly Inland Empire Public Lands Council), the Ecology Center (TECI), Friends of the Clearwater, Cove-Mallard Coalition, Alliance for the Wild Rockies, the Kettle Range Conservation Group (KRCG), Allegheny Defense Project, Utah Environmental Congress, National Forest Protection Alliance, Wild Alabama Inc., Leavenworth Audubon Adopt-A-Forest, Native Forest Network, The Wilderness Society, Idaho Conservation League, Upper Columbia Group Sierra Club and American Lands Alliance.



We have several major objections over the way this whole proposal is proceeding.  The Forest Service embarked on a major media campaign designed to convince the public that the Douglas-fir bark beetle is a big catastrophe for the forest, and that the Forest Service must act by logging.  Although the Forest Service has said from early on the course of the beetle cannot be significantly altered, the Forest Service is still responsible for so many newspaper articles and letters reflecting the belief  that the beetles can and must be controlled.  Mere public mention of the threat of wildfire is a heavy card to play, one which the Forest Service hasn’t hesitated to use.



The Forest  Service, using its Smoky Bear campaign down through the decades, is responsible for planting the seed in the public’s mind that all wildfires are bad, that fires must be suppressed and that they always can be suppressed.  So now when people are frightened into thinking that wildfire risk is or will be high because of some trees dying in the forest, and that there is a solution, of course they tend to buy into it—regardless of the truth or practicality behind it. 



The Forest Service has gotten completely caught up in the atmosphere of this being an emergency.  The whole process has been rush, rush, rush from the beginning, and to this day continues.  Thus, the Forest Service is acting upon insufficient and in some cases completely absent data, as we point out in much detail below.  The DEIS states on page III-170, “A broad scale analysis has been conducted for all activities proposed in the DEIS.  A detailed site specific analysis will be completed for the Final EIS.”   The DEIS reflects this same incompleteness in most of the analyses.  We believe NEPA requires a DEIS be the “detailed site specific analysis”  so the public can fully participate during the comment period.



Among other enclosures with these comment are some letters written to the Chief of the Forest Service which are in disagreement that the appeals process should be bypassed because of the “emergency” situation represented by the Forest Service.   We feel it is unreasonable, especially in light of the disclosures in the recent Inspector General’s Evaluation Report on Forest Service Timber Sale Environmental Analysis Requirements (January 1999), to ask for insulated logging implementation procedures; the normal public process should ensue.  So that every Forest Service employee who involved with this NEPA process may read the Inspector General’s report, we’ve enclosed a copy with these comments.



The DEIS contains literally dozens of mistakes even a rudimentary editing job would have caught.  Some, but by no means even nearly all, were “corrected” by the issuing of an Errata letter during the DEIS comment period.  However it is extremely cumbersome to refer back and forth between that and the DEIS.  While it is one thing where the DEIS contains obvious omissions (such as “see Table-XX”), many corrections are not evident while reading the DEIS. 



Included with this comment letter is a request for information under the federal Freedom of Information Act.  The FOIA request is so we may gain a better understanding of the information available to the Forest Service, and the reasoning being used in the NEPA analysis process.  Where that FOIA request raises issues different from those expressed in this comment letter,  please consider it to be a part of our comments on the DEIS.



THE DECISION HAS ALREADY BEEN MADE

It has been quite clear for some time now that the Forest Service has made the decision that logging must and will go on in response to the beetle episode.  It is reflected in the media propaganda campaign and the language of the DEIS.  The Spokane Spokesman-Review op-ed by IPNF Supervisor David Wright and the Spokesman-Review article of January 15, 1999  (both enclosed) makes no bones about it—one doesn’t have to read  between the lines to see that logging has been the choice of “treatment” since the beginning.  And the Forest Service has been aware, and indeed chose to act knowing politics was a major driving force for the logging (see enclosed meeting notes).  



The bias of the DEIS is consistently toward the upcoming decision to log.  At I-7:

The risk areas were then assigned priorities for treatment based on several factors, including vegetation restoration, aquatic restoration, amount of urban interface, and risk to TES species. In all risk areas, vegetation restoration priority was determined to be either a moderate or high priority. In contrast, the priorities for the other factors ranged from low to high. This suggests the treatments within each risk area should vary so as to reflect the priority determination for the other factors.



The DEIS’s description of impacts on old growth in the Coeur d’Alene District is only negative for the no-action alternative.  However, since the Forest Service agrees logging won’t stop the beetle—the very beetle which is threatening old growth in the no-action alternative—we would expect impacts to old growth forest to be at least equally adverse under logging alternatives.  Yet such impacts to old growth are glaringly absent in the logging alternatives.  This reveals the intentional bias of the DEIS towards logging.

  

If the approach taken towards restoration was really a watershed one, towards which Chief Dombeck claims agency policy has shifted, then highest priority watersheds would be the starting point.  Instead, it is the trees to be logged that are the immediate focus of attention.



This is also reflected in the varying amounts of road removal (restoration, obliteration, etc.) in the different alternatives.  If a road has been identified for removal because of real or potential resource damage problems, then it is irrelevant whether or not a timber sale is in the area for determining if  the road will be removed—it should be removed.  This cart-before-the-horse bias is demonstrated clearly in the description of Alt. D (II-11),  thus:

It is important to the understanding of this alternative to remember that no treatments would take place in these additional, high potential stands unless the beetles actually become active or more active in these stands. Similarly, the watershed restoration road work associated with access to these stands and fuels treatment within the stands wouldn’t occur either unless the infestations spread.



The DEIS at III-89, concerning the no-action alternative:

However, few of the 60 existing road channel crossings currently receive regular maintenance. Road channel crossings that are not regularly maintained (many of which are vented with undersized culverts) will eventually plug and fail, introducing sediment to the stream channels. Sediment contributions from eroding headwater road-channel crossings will also contribute sediment to downstream reaches in the future. In addition, all potential road improvements under the action alternatives would be foregone under the No-Action alternative, resulting in no change the projected sediment risk from haul roads.

The DEIS’s bias is also evident in that such discussions are absent in the analyses of the logging alternatives, even though they would not fix all those problems noted.



The approach taken violates NEPA regulations at 40 CFR ¤ 1502.2 (Implementation), which state:

To achieve the purposes set forth in ¤ 1502.1 agencies shall prepare environmental impact statements in the following manner:

   (f) Agencies shall not commit resources prejudicing selection of alternatives before making a final decision (¤ 1506.1).

   (9) Environmental impact statements shall serve as the means of assessing the environmental impact of proposed agency actions, rather than justifying decisions already made.



“VEGETATION”

The sections entitled “Vegetation” are all about tree species composition with little or nothing about forest ecology.  Impacts to old growth characteristics in these areas—so important from a biodiversity perspective—are not adequately considered.  In the dictionary, “vegetation” refers to plants in general, not just trees.  This narrow focus on just trees in the “vegetation” analysis is the common Forest Service “can’t see the forest” perspective.



According to your Draft EIS Summary, acting now is the only way to get any revenue from the dying Douglas-fir trees.  DF beetles are said to be the culprit, but then red belt fungus is brought up as a concern in revenue.  How much acreage on all ranger districts has been evaluated for red belt fungus?  Do the Forests see that trees are dying because of the combination of red belt fungus and the bark beetle?  Approximately what percent of each ranger district is comprised of the beetle outbreaks?  Approximately what percent of each ranger district is actually killed trees vs. percent projected, or extrapolated, kill?



Forest Service press releases state that fire and bug-resistant trees will be planted after logging.  Please explain how it can be known that the trees you would plant are in fact bug and fire-resistant.  Are you proposing to use genetically-altered seedling/seeds?  Various diseases, both root and topical, infect all of the seral trees you speak of.  Through past intensive and extensive logging and road building, seral species have been depleted from the forests.  If the Forest Service plans to embark on a large timber mining expedition of old Douglas-fir, you are back to the same pattern of reducing diversity.  This would only serve to perpetrate the problems you describe under “existing conditions.”



The DEIS references the Leiberg report, Priest Lake Forest Reserve; why are similar reports for the Colville not used?  The Forest Service does not disclose that many stands, in 1897, were dense thickets and that the forest may not be so out of whack as the DEIS assumes.



The DEIS repeatedly notes that selective logging “would not improve species composition or long-term stand structure” (i.e., III-39) so it appears that the only benefits would be to those who would get cheap logs from public forests.



The DEIS at III-43:

Also, there are expected to be no changes in stand structure beyond that caused by the bark beetle so the stand structures resulting from the Alternative A (No Action) would also apply to all other alternatives.

This completely ignores the fact that, as the DEIS admits elsewhere, extensive removal of live, healthy green  trees would occur—especially in some alternatives. 



An overuse of antibiotics in medicine has led to strains of germs resistant to most medicines.   Similarly, the proposed logging will not discriminate between large Douglas-fir trees whose genetics predispose them to surviving the bark beetle attack.  Ignoring genetic implications will lead to less healthy forests over the long term.



III-50 says, “Alternative A would decrease the old and mature forest by approximately 2% and, over the long-term, it is doubtful that these areas would ever provide old forest structure.”  Never, ever?  This sounds like propaganda, especially since the DEIS nowhere intelligently discusses the succession of forests in these areas towards old growth, and the tendency for old growth to be a self-sustaining ecosystem over time.  Nature is viewed far too mechanistically, with little understanding of the processes of life reflected in the thinking of those who would “control” such vast areas of the public domain. 



III-50 also says, “The affect (sic) of Douglas-fir bark beetle mortality on private lands within the project area are difficult to ascertain due to a lack of detailed information on current conditions, and on how private land owners will treat beetle killed trees.”  There is no evidence in the DEIS that the Forest Service has made a good faith effort to find out what conditions are on non-national forest lands, and what other land owners are doing in response to the alleged “catastrophe.”  This has vast implications on biodiversity and forest ecology, and thus NEPA requires cumulative effects analyses on land of all ownership in logically-defined cumulative effects analysis areas.  The Forest Service cannot—legally—throw up its hands and say, “we don’t know” as the DEIS reflects.



Tables III-115, 116, 117, 118, and 119 have missing data, without explanation.



The following from III-33 calls into question why vegetative treatment is proposed for Steamboat Creek at all:  ” This area has very light beetle infestation at present and there is expected to be no measurable impact in stand basal area or stand structure and species composition due to Douglas-fir bark beetles.”



HISTORIC RANGE ANALYSIS

The DEIS bases the action alternatives on a theory:  The North Idaho forests are overstocked, infested in bugs, well above "historic" fuel loadings, and that by clearcutting, near-clearcutting, and road building the forests can be returned to a natural cycle.  We contend that historic documents on the subject do not agree that the existing condition is outside a historic range, and even if it were, the treatments proposed are untested, undocumented and probably wrong.



Vegetative conditions analyses, of course, are based upon the level of understanding of the dynamics of forests down through the ages (i.e., “A significant change from common historic patterns is indicative of unhealthy conditions” [III-181, emphasis added].  Two problems thus emerge to the forefront.  First, the Forest Service has very little data on this subject, and usually relies upon single snapshots in time.  This single snapshot then becomes the target condition (i.e., “desired future conditions) which ignores the vast range of potential conditions.



Secondly, it is 100% certain that the clearcut, roaded conditions which have so heavily impacted forest  ecosystems in the northern Rocky Mountain region reflect the very “significant change from common historic patterns … indicative of unhealthy conditions.”  But the Forest Service consistently refuses to acknowledge this fundamental fact.  In making your case for "forest health" the FS incessantly repeats the mantra that we should be managing for the natural range of variability in tree species composition.  Yet this focus on trees ignores the natural range of variability for such factors as snags, old growth, edge effect, etc. and the long-term influences of culverts, miles of roads, and other human-caused structural changes in the forest ecosystem.  The concept of range of natural variability suffers from its failure to provide defensible criteria about which factors' ranges should be measured (Frissell and Bayles, 1996).  The proposed "cures" (i.e., the action alternatives) pose far greater threats to biodiversity than do fires and other natural events that might (or might not) be associated with the "undesired" changes in forest structure (ibid.; Henjum, et al., 1994; Rhodes, et al., 1994)  The sole task of management should be the reversal of artificial legacies to allow restoration of natural, self-sustaining ecosystem processes.  If natural disturbance patterns are the best way to maintain or restore desired ecosystem values, then nature should be able to accomplish this task very well without human intervention (Frissell and Bayles, 1996).

�In early February, at  the Eastern Washington Resource Advisory Council meeting (the BLM/FS citizen committees set up by  Secretary of Interior Babbitt), the Forest Service presented the eminent Dr. Richard Everett, and several other Wenatchee Forest lab researchers, as part of an afternoon of presentations concerning the Douglas-fir Bark Beetle Project. They presented for two hours about how all the dry forests (including the Idaho Panhandle) once had widely spaced trees, of ponderosa or white pine, depending on the site, and that 90 years of fire suppression have infested these forests with Douglas-fir, grand fir, and even cedar/hemlock.   ��Their theory is based on fire scar history which shows (they used the Wenatchee NF as the specific example) fires every 7-8 years, until 1910, when the fire scars stopped. One of the scientists even claimed the average ground fuel loading was about one ton per acre, for the area studied.��Dr. Everett was asked how he knew the stand density of a hundred or more years, since the only trees left were the ones that survived all those fires and that maybe lots of trees would exist on a site, then burn up every few fires.  Evidence that big firs that do exist on most dry sites wouldn't have been there if that wasn't the case. He admitted stand density (which related to fire hazard) was a weak point in their argument, and was looking at similar forests in Siberia, where no fire suppression existed, to confirm his theory.  In that context, what do we know about the history of the Idaho Panhandle National Forests?�

Three USGS surveys of the Forest Reserves in Northern Idaho, all authored by John Leiberg, took place in 1895-98. The Priest Lake survey describes the traverses the surveyor took across the area, states "large areas where the forest is untouched have an extremely dense growth" some stands containing 120,000 board feet per acre.  The Draft EIS also cites the Priest Lake survey, but fails to mention many important details of that survey such as fuel loading and misrepresents the amount of Ponderosa pine that Leiberg found.



It is clear from reading the original report that Ponderosa pine (he calls it yellow pine) occupied about 10% of the reserve, but within that 10% most of the trees were grand fir and Douglas-fir, and only 10% were Ponderosa pine.  Overall he calculated ponderosa pine at 1% or less of the total.  Where did the FS arrive at the numbers that appear in the Table III-85, page III-85 of DEIS, Volume 2, indicating the historic cover of ponderosa pine was 3.7%?  How did the Forest Service come up with different percentages, indicating that 4% of the tree species were pinus ponderosa (yellow pine)?



The DEIS claims that the bug infestation is outside the range of variability, yet a bark beetle infestation in the early 1950’s was larger.   What basis does the Forest Service have to substantiate the claim that this recent infestation is outside of a historic range?



The Coeur d’Alene survey describes conditions at lake level and on the benches above the lake.  It states some of the bench is in an open park like condition, but that usually the stands contain dense fir and lodgepole mixed in with the Ponderosa Pine.   How will clearcutting 5000 acres and near-clearcutting another 20,000 acres restore this area to a natural or historic condition, since fire leaves snags and woody material as shade for new seedlings, and stand succession may depend on this material?  We would also like an explanation of where the western larch went in the last 100 years.  Was the loss solely attributable to logging?  If so, this should be acknowledged, instead of implying that fire-suppression or disease somehow reduced these numbers.



What is the model for stand succession that the Forest Service is using for the 25,000 acres of clearcuts and near-clearcuts?  NEPA requires scientific methodology, and information be available to the public, yet we see no documentation that planting white pine in clearcuts has ever grown mature trees, let along old growth.   Even Leiberg 100 years ago described the centuries of succession that took place from fire, blowdowns, shade tolerant species, etc.



The photos show dense stands of trees, particularly in the white pine zone, and few “open” stands.   The photos also show burned areas with thousands of snags per acre, as well as the descriptive statements of downed wood debris everywhere.  This quote about the white pine zone (Pg. 226), is illuminating:

There is usually a large amount of litter, consisting of fallen trees, that have accumulated for centuries, in various stages of decay.  The undergrowth is mostly dense, consisting of young trees, the white fir and Mertsens’s hemlock predominating...  To the white pine zone belong the areas supporting a nearly pure growth of lodgepole pine.  They are found throughout the reserve on the lower flats and terraces of the stream valleys.  In some locations they are of considerable extent, the largest area being just below the south end of Lower Priest Lake and stretching thence nearly to the junction of the East Fork with the main Priest River.  This character of forest is usually very dense, the areas containing from 800 to 2,000 or more trees to the acre.



Leiberg splits the yellow pine zone into two phases, one being rocky slopes of low elevation facing south and west, where the preponderance of growth is yellow pine.  The other “takes place whenever there exists a deeper, less rocky soil, heavier precipitation, and less rapid drainage.”  He goes on to say the grassy slopes are mostly lacking, and “The forest growth is dense, in some localities ranging from 800 to 1,500 trees to the acre, but where such density exists the diameters of the individual tree are small.  The litter is generally abundant, consisting of fallen trees, and the humus attains a depth of 3 to 5 inches.”



What is the site specific, existing condition of the proposed timber sale units?  Which units would fit into the rocky, south and west facing yellow pine phase, and which into the red ( Douglas) fir dominated sites, and which fit in the white pine zone?  How will clearcutting, or leaving 20-30 or less trees per acre return those sites to the historic, recorded condition of 100 years ago?



While the above is for the Priest Lake reserve, the report of the areas around Lake Coeur d’Alene also indicate many areas of dense stands.  In the “General Report On A Botanical Survey of the Coeur d’Alene Mountains in Idaho During the Summer of 1895”,  Leiberg wrote this about the Yellow Pine Zone:

...Where the growth is pure the forest is park-like and has a clean and open appearance.  Usually, however, the growth is mixed, and here and there among the yellow pines are more or less extensive groves of Douglas spruce (called fir today), white fir, and the lowland form of the black pine.  In low or moist places will be found the tamarack.  The Douglas spruce sometimes replaces the yellow pine to the extent of 75 to 80% and the black pine occasionally crowds it out altogether. 



It is clear that Douglas-fir and grand fir were a major component of the forest, and were dense even in the yellow pine (ponderosa) zone.  In the white pine zone he finds:

...While as a whole the predominating species in this section is the white pine, we seldom find it forming pure growths.  Accompanying it are the majority of the conifers of the Coeur d’Alenes, ....cedar, Engelmann’s spruce, Douglas spruce, white fir, and Mertsens’s hemlock, Western Larch in the lower parts of the zone, and the mountain form of the black pine in its upper.  The distinguishing feature of this zone in its vegetative aspect is the denseness of its growth and the great height of many of the trees.  The stand of forest is very close; there is a vast amount of vegetable debris, decaying trees, fresh and old windfalls piled upon one another, broken-off tree tops, and young trees bent over by the snow and forming impenetrable thickets.  Very little grass, more often none at all, grows on the ground, which is heavily covered with a humus reeking with moisture and topped off with a growth of mosses and liverworts.  Multitudes of fungi are everywhere, representing numerous species and genera. In the fall the ground is fairly carpeted with them. Densely tangle masses of underbrush abound... The number of trees per acre is always considerable, but varies widely. A fair estimate per acre for the bottoms of the canyons would be 600-700 trees with diameters from 10-24 inches and 2,000 to 3,000 trees, from 6 to 10 inches; of saplings there are often tens of thousands on the same space in addition to the larger growth.



If this was the case 100 years ago, it seems clear that the Forest is not outside a historic range of tree density or fuel loading.  Instead, the proposed action alternatives are outside the range of historic conditions and are therefore inappropriate.  Please present in the Final EIS a credible agreement or refutation of the stand density/fuel loading argument and scientific documentation for your argument.  We would also like to see justification for the planned desertification of any unit is the white pine zone, by your proposed clearcutting and near-clearcutting.



Is the shift to shade tolerant species a natural succession for these forest stands, as suggested by recent scientific literature?   Aren’t stands that favor shade tolerant species actually more productive during part of their stand development - say from 6- to 150 years?  Isn’t it natural for biomass to increase with advancing succession?



RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES

At public meetings and in previous comments an interest has been expressed in restoration without commercial logging.  This could include pre-commercial thinning, fire, chipping, etc.  Since the Project is not on the list of regularly scheduled Forest Plan projects, there is no inherent reason for it to make money, sell timber, or contribute/take away from the local economy.  If the purpose is to address the Douglas-fir bark beetle outbreak, and reduce long term fire risk, it is logical, reasonable, and required for the Forest Service to propose a range of alternatives.   



However, the Draft EIS proposes no burning without first logging the same acres in each action alternative.   Why is this?  We cite by reference the following national forest projects that are using fire to return systems to a fire dominated status:

Wild West Fuel Reduction - Umatilla National Forest

Sand Project, burn/precommercial thin alternative development - Wenatchee NF

North Fork Malheur Prescribe Natural Fire - Malheur NF

Moose Creek Planning - Selway Falls Cabin fire defensibility - Nez Perce NF

LeClerk Creek Prescribed Fire Project - Colville NF

East Meadow Creek Prescribe Fire Project - Nez Perce NF



We ask that an alternative be developed, with full financial and environmental analysis, that shows how the Idaho Panhandle National Forest, and the urban/wildland interface in particular, can be restored using non-commercial tools.  We suggest the Idaho Panhandle and Colville National Forests use the expertise of those already achieving success at prescribed fires to create such an alternative.  Why does this Douglas-fir beetle project not have such an alternative?



When asked in a public forum on March 9 about using fire along the public/private interface, Idaho Panhandle Supervisor Dave Wright responded that things were too far gone, it couldn’t be done.  Where is the science and documentation to prove his point, particularly in light of the dozens of projects around the west that are doing what he says is impossible?



Past comments on the Boston Brook proposal, slated for the Steamboat Creek (an Analysis Area in this DEIS), are relevant to the Coeur d’Alene River District portion of this DEIS.



The Idaho Fish and Game, in their 9/18/97 letter commenting on the Boston Brook EA, stated:

As we have noted in many previous comments, our preference is to see the Forest Service address needed watershed rehabilitation independently of timber harvest, rather than conditional on timber harvest.   É(T)he use of large clearcuts in a drainage already heavily clearcut and with identified stream channel stability problems appears to carry significant risks.



Even Rob Harper, Central Zone hydrologist, admitted on page 15 of the Boston Brook project file document 103, ÒIn the interest of aquatic habitat and channel morphology it would be preferable to implement only the restoration activities.Ó  HarperÕs statement supports our contention that such an alternative need be fully analyzed for comparison to other action alternatives and the no action alternative.



AGENCY HURRY SACRIFICES CLARITY OF THE DEIS

NEPA regulations at 40 CFR ¤ 1502.8 state:

Environmental impact statements shall be written in plain language and may use appropriate graphics so that decisionmakers and the public can readily understand them.  Agencies should employ writers of clear prose or editors to write, review, or edit statements, which will be based upon the analysis and supporting data from the natural and social sciences and the environmental design arts.



As mentioned above, the DEIS teems with typos, cut/paste errors, and other editing deficiencies that make reading confusing and annoying.  Unfortunately, the way the English language was tortured throughout the DEIS was not  a subject of the Errata letter.



The following passages are quoted, verbatim, from the DEIS.  These are a sample of the tortured English throughout the DEIS, and reflect both the rush job and on the quality of the analysis:

However, this ongoing process of expanding contributing area by the extension of the channel networks with roads may be contribution helping to sustain the lack of equilibrium and degrading trends that have developed. III-55



No physical response will extend to or be measureable in Priest LakeNo below the project watersheds, or in the Priest River itself below the lake, below the project areas in the lower Priest River, or below its confluence with the much larger Pend Oreille River.  III-58



There would be noeffects would not be measureable at the scale of the watershed.   III-120



Soils are considered detrimentally disturbed when compaction, displacement, puddling, or severely burned soils impairs productivity or causes erosion, and maintain sufficient large woody debris and nutrient capital to maintain site productivity.  (III-132)



As management activities and associated habitat changes which have result from the bark beetle mortality would be able to maintain important lynx habitat component within the desired range is anticipated that although lynx would be impacts would be short term in nature. (III-433)



Some other errors:  Table III-35 shows zeroes all over where zeroes are obviously an error;  Tables III-115, 116, 117, 118, and 119 have much missing data.



The DEIS is so rough and so incomplete the public should be allowed another 45-day opportunity to comment (as with a Supplemental Draft EIS) when the Forest Service finally has a complete enough document.  



BARK BEETLE: PRESENT SITUATION AND BIOLOGY

We fully incorporate by reference the comments of Joe Fox (enclosed), within these comments.



Poor understanding and application of the biology of bark beetles and threat of wildfire is evident throughout the DEIS.  The DEIS refers to “aerial detection flights of the bark beetle infestation” and “field verification of infested trees” (I-1) yet due to the short time Forest Service personnel have had from the onset of the analysis to the release of the DEIS, we are concerned the data used on the extent of the beetle infestation is very suspect.



For example, data supporting categorization of  “priority” (I-3) areas is extremely lacking.  And, under Proposed Action page I-3 states logging “is proposed in stands currently attacked” by the beetle.  This makes no sense because “stand” is not defined.  If this means the technical definition the FS uses for “stand,” then a single tree being attacked (not even for sure being killed) in one end of a 120-acre stand would be proposed for logging, while the area immediately adjacent, in another stand, may not.



On II-9 it states, “(T)he proposed action…(Alternative B) was designed to treat only the areas of known beetle infestations.”  Again, what does “areas” mean?   This also contradicts a sentence further down the page: “The recommendation to proceed with either a regeneration harvest or selective cutting of dead trees on any particular area was based on the current year’s infestation and projections of increased beetle activity within, and immediately adjacent to the current infestation area.”



The DEIS lacks a discussion of the positive values of bark beetles in the forest and the natural predators for the beetle.  The DEIS briefly mentions that bark beetle effects are good for many species of wildlife and not for others, disclosing that percent canopy closure would be the factor.  It seems the Forest Service is making general assumptions about trees falling over because they have or are likely to be infected with beetles and then projecting that to an extremely large scale across the forest.  Again, the data supporting these assumptions is lacking.  The DEIS should discloses that this is only an assumption.  Large dead trees will fall, but likely over a long duration in the mean time creating a snag heaven for wildlife and for the wide-ranging species which need such old forest structures for survival.  



The DEIS addresses the bark beetle activity as if there is only one realistic solution—to log.  Weather, birds which eat bark beetles, and the roles of other forest cycling events are barely considered; such factors should be more fully discussed and considered in the decision making process.  We ask for an alternative which uses prescribed burning and monitoring of the bark beetle’s activity as the basis of any Forest Service management. 



The Pacific Northwest Research Station (USDA Forest Service, 1995) produced a brochure entitled Save our Birds - Save our Forests informing people that “Every summer, forest-dwelling birds protect our National Forests in the Pacific Northwest by devouring millions of potentially damaging insects.”  Please address how this project affects these birds’ role in the forest.



The Forest Service doesn’t know what the natural range of variability of the Douglas-fir beetle is, and so this is a situation for which the knowledge is absent about whether this bark beetle infestation is anything out of a normal range, or at an epidemic level.

 

The alternatives propose to violate the NFMA and Regional limit on opening sizes.  Whereas the DEIS claims the beetle activity constitutes a “catastrophic condition” for which the aforementioned opening size limitations don’t apply, we re-emphasize that the actual field data is still far too limited to demonstrate a “catastrophe” by any definition.



DEIS at III-29 on beetle prognostications:

However, the actual severity of future attacks can be greatly influenced by weather. Predicting exactly which stands will attract the beetles is difficult since they are strong fliers and can move several miles. Bark beetle attacks in 1998 were closely associated with areas that sustained ice and snow damage in 1996-97, so it would appear that susceptible stands close to existing infestation centers are more likely to be attacked than those further away.

Scientific research is far from decisive regarding distance the beetles will disperse and still cause significant tree mortality for the duration of this outbreak (see Joe Fox enclosure).  But if they can move “for several miles” then the logic the Forest Service uses in the analysis would extend the logging to just about everywhere in North Idaho and extreme northeast Washington, and we wonder why the DEIS doesn’t actually propose to log “for several miles” in such “high risk” stands.



The DEIS at III-31 mentions the unpredictable nature of the beetles’ activity but the DEIS generally does not face up to.  It says:

About 32% of the Beauty Creek watershed is considered to be at moderate to high risk of bark beetle infestation that could kill a substantial proportion of the stand. This is somewhat surprising since a relatively small proportion (7%) of the area is currently impacted.



The huge uncertainty of the extent of beetle mortality makes the difference between  Alternatives B, D, and E practically meaningless.  In fact, the very inclusion of two alternatives (B and D) which project entirely different beetle mortality scenarios grossly contradicts the DEIS’s position that there can be good, educated guesses as to how many trees will be killed in any given area.  The approach in this DEIS is similar to that for the Coeur d’Alene River District’s Ice Storm EA—a programmatic rather than site-specific approach that other officials were not willing risk litigating.




�
Under Alternative D, (II-11) it states:

It is important to the understanding of this alternative to remember that no treatments would take place in these additional, high potential stands unless the beetles actually become active or more active in these stands. Similarly, the watershed restoration road work associated with access to these stands and fuels treatment within the stands wouldn’t occur either unless the infestations spread.



So if the ROD were to choose alternative D, it may really be choosing Alt. B, since the beetles may actually not spread as far as Alt. D projects.  So how can the DEIS  claim that a choice of Alt. D would be an informed one?  If this tells us anything, it tells us that Alt. D has already been chosen—why bother providing input?



The enclosed photo looks into the Bamber Mountain unroaded area on the Republic Ranger District of the Colville National Forest.  In the late 1980's, an "outbreak" of western spruce budworm was predicted to kill this forest.  As you can see, the trees in this landscape were not significantly affected by the "outbreak" and much of the FS predicted kill did not occur on the forest.



FIRE RISK AND FIRE INTERVAL

We fully incorporate by reference the comments of Tim Ingalsbee, Joe Fox, and Pete Morton (enclosed) within our comments.  To summarize Ingalsbee’s concerns about the Douglas-fir Beetle Project DEIS:  it fails to disclose the relationship of the beetle project to the federal wildland fire management policy; it does disclose that proposed commercial logging would increase hazardous fuel loads;  it fails to disclose that proposed commercial logging would extract large fuels with relatively low flammability while neglecting more flammable fine fuels; that it does not analyze effects of proposed commercial logging on fire risk,  it fails to substantiation of claims of increased risks to firefighter safety from beetle-killed stands;  it lacks incorporate relevant information from the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP);  the DEIS does not disclose that proposed commercial logging facilitates fire suppression/exclusion goals, causing indirect and cumulative effects;  it fails to disclose that forests in cool-moist biophysical zones are still within their historic range of variability for stand-replacing fire (“Most forest stands with the Idaho Panhandle Forests have had a long fire interval due to cool, moist weather patterns”—DEIS at III-178);  lack of disclosure on indirect and cumulative effects of fire suppression within fuelbreaks; no analysis and disclosure of effects of fuelbreak maintenance (or lack of maintenance);  and the range of alternatives lacks a reasonable, authentic ecosystem restoration plan that does not involve commercial timber extraction or road building. 



The DEIS states, “Fuel loadings are reduced to levels where cost-effective resource protection is possible should a wildfire start” (I-3).  This is entirely speculative, and suggests resource protection from wildfire is a black-and-white issue.



We are very skeptical of the accuracy of the data which is the source of the two tables on pages III-182.  Timber stand data base information, without extensive field survey validation, will always be suspect.  Additionally, it doesn’t make sense that “Current Acres” in these tables for different alternatives are different.  If “Fuel Accumulation Risk” numbers are to be useful, data on forest areas outside of cutting units should matter.



MONITORING AND MITIGATION

We requested information regarding monitoring and evaluation from the Idaho Panhandle National Forest.  The Forest responded to the following questions:



1.	We asked to see the re-evaluation of Forest-wide Baseline Monitoring.  Baseline monitoring is key to any long term restoration and mitigation planning.  In response the Forest states that no report was prepared, but gave a summary.  Of the seven baseline sites listed in the response, monitoring was discontinued on three sites, the USGS took over one site and three sites are still monitored.  While reasons are given for abandoning the monitoring, the result is that the Forest Service has failed to provide baseline monitoring on three out of seven creeks/sites in three years.  Given this record, we doubt the reliability of the monitoring requirements that are discussed in the DEIS.  If floods keep washing out monitoring stations this seems to indicate the estimate of 50, 75 or 100 year floods is incorrect.  What is the contingency plan if monitoring station, or restoration work is washed out by these (once rare but now more common) flood events?

 

2.	We asked, “What is the annual road maintenance budget for the IPNF?  What percent of road maintenance needs are met with this budget?”  The response on March 11, 1999 was “For the last two years it has been 1.1 to 1.2 million dollars” and “About 50-60% of our needs are met with this level of funding.”



This is somewhat inconsistent with the May 21, 1997 comments of the IPNF:  The Forest has only $295,000.00 in its road maintenance budget, which, according to Craig Ely, Road Manager for the Coeur d’Alene River District, provides only 25% of the road maintenance needs.  Ely estimates that an allocation of 1.2 million dollars/year is needed to properly maintain the current road system.   



It is illogical to add additional road miles to a system that is currently undermaintained.  What percent of the new roads will be maintained under each alternative?



The inability of the Coeur d’Alene River District to maintain its road system is resulting in numerous road failures which dump massive amounts of fine and bedload sediments into the streams.  This accounts for the ever increasing flood damage and loss of fish habitat throughout the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River System.



The Forest Service acknowledges the problem.  According to its recent Draft Coeur d’Alene River Basin Geographic Assessment, “...the most profound process that is influencing the tributaries of the Coeur d’Alene River, as well as the main rivers in the basin, is the failure of facilities (roads, road fills, landings and other encroachments) in close proximity to steams...Whether due to inadequate design or construction methods, due to the lack of maintenance, or simply due to the inevitability of failure over time; many of these facilities have failed.  The sheer densities of roads in many drainages have created the likelihood that at least one major, or several small failures would eventually occur with direct effects on the stream system—and they have.



Ed Lider, Forest Service Fisheries Biologist for the Coeur d’Alene River District is advocating for the removal of many of the road systems in the Forest.  He says it costs about 3 million dollars/per drainage to do the most basic stream restoration and to remove the most troublesome roads.  Multiply that by the 40 major drainages in the basin and the cost would be approximately 80 - 120 million dollars.  Lider also said it is time to stop doing that which is causing the problem, and do the needed restoration.



But the DEIS action alternatives do not prioritize where stream restoration should take place, in fact restoration is only a secondary output of the timber sale.  Funding is contingent on successful contract negotiations, selling of these sales in a depressed market, and unrealistic timber prices.  If restoration is truly a purpose of this project there should be a stand alone restoration alternative, with sources of guaranteed funding included.



ECONOMICS

We fully incorporate by reference the comments of Pete Morton (enclosed) within these comments.



We wonder if the costs of noxious weed treatments made necessary by the various alternatives are included in the economics analysis.  This includes the necessary post-treatment follow-up treatment and effectiveness monitoring, included in the noxious weed plans, also.



We are concerned that the “Project Monitoring” at II-28 to II-31 are promises made without funding secured.  Some are to be done with unsecured K.V. dollars, for example.  The lack of itemization of the costs of all these monitoring items is one of  the deficiencies of the economics analysis.  Without dollars-and-cents commitments, we are justified in our skepticism over whether the monitoring will ever occur.



Alternative D’s analysis calculates approximately $11,500 per mile of new road construction.  This seems much lower than road construction costs run typically.



Nowhere has the Forest Service considered the long-term economic trade-offs associated with expensive fire suppression and the subsequent expensive mechanical treatments deemed necessary to propel the ecosystems back to so-called “historic, natural” conditions.  Nature would provide these ecosystem benefits much more cheaply. Wildfire, combined with public education on preparation, plus firefighting only near threatened property would cost taxpayers much less than the war mentality dominating current fire management policies.



The General Accounting Office has made two detailed cash flow analyses of all the National Forests: one for 1992-1994, the other 1995-1997. Both confirm, without a shadow of doubt, that virtually every National Forest operated in the red during these 6 years. For these 6 years GAO shows the IPNF running $7,088,071 in the red omitting county payments.  With taxes, this is a subsidy of $50,762,934 for the 6 years.



On average it cost -$906 per acre more than came in to log the 710,427,000 board feet stripped from 56,010 acres.  Even more, in 1996 and 1997 the loss per acre logged rose to $1,252, 38% greater than the 6 year average loss.  Does the Idaho Panhandle National Forest dispute these numbers?



These facts indicate the sale will inevitably lose money—is this the case?



We have noticed a disparity between the sale price, as offered in the timber sale prospectus, and in the final report of sale, for many North Idaho timber sales of the past few years.  We also notice an apparent disparity between the expected price, as used in the EAs of these timber sales, for cost/benefit analysis, and the actual price received.



Has the sale priced received by the Forest been lower or higher than that used in the timber sale prospectus?   Does this have any relationship to the number used in the EA for economic cost/benefit analysis?  Will the timber sale price be lower than usual, since required mitigation is to be contained in the timber sale contract?   What implications does this have on the ability of the Forest to complete proposed watershed restoration projects?



ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT

Please explain why and how the Forest Service is carrying out Ecosystem Management on the Colville and Panhandle National Forests, when the individual tree health is being used to determine the ecosystem’s health and not the other way around.  Forest Service documents and meeting notes show that the beetle epidemic has been caused by past Forest Service management—logging, road building, and fire suppression; why is the solution again clearcut logging, or close to clearcutting, which will only serve to repeat similar forest pathogen “outbreaks” in the future?



There is  little analysis of effects on interior forest.  The DEIS neglects to realize that areas where home ranges for members of the same species are contiguousÑnot divided up by roads and clearcutsÑare rare in the larger landscape within and surrounding the heavily logged and roaded Analysis Areas.  The lack of discussion on fragmentation and habitat connectivity makes us wonder where the “ecosystem” is in “ecosystem management.”  There exist many rare species which need relatively large areas of undisturbed, unfragmented habitat for long-term persistence of viable populations, and the DEIS seems to deny the habitat in the Analysis Areas could ever have any value for providing such refugia or corridor habitat.   For genetic interchange to occur, there must be useful habitat closely and evenly distributed for viable populations to persist in the larger landscape area.  



For wide-ranging species, there must be linkages which still have a threshold level of habitat value (feeding, security, etc.) for the individuals to even venture, so they may eventually find themselves in other core population areas and thus complete the genetic interchange.




�
WILDLIFE

AT III-191 and III-409:

Wildlife in the IPNF evolved with periodic out breaks of a variety of insects and diseases. The outbreak of Douglas-fir beetle and tree mortality provides the opportunity to recognize and retain habitat components that support a host of wildlife species. It is intuitive that species associated with old growth and snags are probably less abundant than historically. With that in mind the beetle outbreak can be viewed as an important change that could benefit many forest wildlife species and at the same time adversely affect other habitat components for some species (e.g. % canopy cover).

The fact that there are so many wildlife species needing the habitat component being provided (free of charge) by the DF bark beetle escapes those pushing so hard for the extensive logging.



“Lynx, American marten, turkey and snowshoe hare are a few of the species which favor habitats which have abundant down logs” (III-409).  Since lynx are Proposed for listing, it would make sense to consider the DF Bark Beetle to be a natural force for recovery, unfortunately because of logging priorities the Forest Service will not realize this.



The proposed logging alternatives would reduce road densities slightly in some areas, but this really doesn’t provide much benefit for the Canada lynx.  Research shows Lynx prefer habitat which has road densities much lower than these Analysis Areas.  Large, landscape-level actions such as the DF Bark Beetle Project are ideal for addressing lynx recovery—unfortunately this DEIS misses badly.



The DEISÕs lack of linkage and fragmentation analyses and seeming unawareness of Conservation Biology principles make it insufficient to inform the decision maker and public on these important considerations of wildlife habitat. 



The DEIS also completely ignores the issue of roadless areas, which form core habitat for rare species which need relatively large, undisturbed areas.  The DEIS merely assumes that, since no inventoried roadless areas would be logged or roaded, the issue of core habitat  is not relevant to the discussion.  The DEIS doesn’t disclose if there are unroaded areas in the Analysis Areas which are immediately adjacent to roadless areas, which would best be added to the inventoried roadless areas.



Will any such unroaded areas be logged?  The EIS should include maps of all roadless and unroaded forest and adjacent private land unroaded areas.  We oppose logging of any unroaded area based upon the biological significance of remaining unroaded areas and for their importance a refuge for wildlife.  



A few years ago, the IPNF began to move in the direction of  acknowledging the importance of examining Conservation Biology principles and population viability of management indicator and ESA listed wildlife species. The ÒIPNF Standardized Effects Analysis Method for some Sensitive and MISÓ (enclosed) was a beginning for the forest to recognize population dynamics and the science of conservation biology.  Since that time the Forest Service has scuttled their own Method in favor of outmoded analysis methodology, without explanation.  Since that time bull trout have been listed under the ESA, and lynx will be listed later this year.  We wonder why the Method is not considered the IPNF’s state-of-the-art, since maintaining viable populations has been such a failure.



The DEIS even admits shortcomings of cumulative effects analyses in places, such as this from III-417:  “The effects of high road densities on American marten have not yet been quantified, particularly when roads are located through marten travel corridors (ridges, saddles, and riparian zones) and foraging areas.”  



The lack of full analyses for Northern bog lemmings means the DEIS assumes connectivity of wetlands is not an issue, ignoring the fragmented character of the landscape.



The DEIS at III-423:

“For each species analyzed in this chapter, the cumulative effects area has been determined (Table xxxx) and mapped (please refer to the enclosed maps).”  The Errata tells us the Table is III-170, but that table does not specify the geographic area the analysis purports to discuss, nor to the maps show wildlife cumulative effects analysis areas.  This makes it impossible for the public and the decision maker to understand how the DEIS analyzes cumulative effects and landscape-level habitat conditions.



We do not understand the rationale for lynx being the only species’ habitat that was analyzed was on the Newport District.  The decision to not discuss any wildlife within the analysis besides lynx because of special “design features” inherent in this DEIS is an arbitrary and capricious decision.  The “special design features” discussed in the DEIS will not actively protect a threatened or endangered species.  The grizzly, gray wolf, bald eagle, northern goshawk, “other raptors,” woodpeckers, and American marten all need to be “further analyzed.”  The largest timber sale proposal on public lands in at least the lower 48 states—perhaps the entire country—coupled with past logging is significant and will affect these wildlife species as some of your preliminary analysis shows.



An assessment of existing lynx habitat needs to be analyzed across the Forests from which Lynx Habitat Units need to be designed based upon the existing habitat available to lynx.  Alternative D reduces the already scant amount of denning acreage to 7 percent; how does this improve the lynx’s long-term viability in the analysis area?  Is the Forest Service keeping an adequate acreage for lynx, that the USFWS suggests to keep, in denning habitat?  Prior to any logging activity, the Forests should determine what existing habitats exist and designate Lynx Management Units. Regarding lynx, please see the enclosed document compiled from USFWS data and the Predator Project.



The DEIS at II-20:

Wildlife Tree Retention. The following minimum amounts of standing trees would be retained within harvest areas. In harvest areas less than 5 acres in size, surrounding stands of trees may be used to meet retention objectives provided that the minimum amounts of snags and green tree replacements can be met when averaged within a 25-acre zone adjacent to and surrounding the harvest area.

It makes absolutely no sense that snag and green tree retention objectives for one area can be met in another area!  Snags and green trees in one area can only serve the habitats they’re in—not for  the habitats nearby!  We are also skeptical that someone will actually be documenting the presence in “surrounding stands.”   This is labor- and cost-intensive, it isn’t provided for in the economics analysis—it just won’t happen.



The decision to not analyze some wildlife species in detail in the EIS is questionable.  “Project activity will have no effect to the peregrine falcon under any alternative” says the DEIS, without any analysis being done to support such a statement.  Rationalizations for other species are just as doubtful.



For example, the boreal owl, which is denied use of habitat for any reason below 5000 feet by the DEIS.  And for the harlequin duck.  And for the Townsend’s big-eared bat, which is known to roost in the loose bark of big trees—not just use caves and man-made structures (“Snags provide den sites for fishers and other mammals, and roosts for several species of bats and owls”—DEIS at III-409, emphasis added).



For the pileated woodpecker:

There is no direct population or habitat information available on historic numbers of pileated woodpeckers. From the forest structure information, it can be inferred that there were likely more pileated woodpeckers historically than there are currently. The number of large snags are also generally believed to be fewer than historical numbers, because of the disproportionate amount of timber harvesting done on older stands, and the decreased amount of older stands remaining from stand-replacing wildfires in the early part of the century. (III-199.)

Yet a major dead-tree removal plan such as the DF Bark Beetle proposal still doesn’t warrant quantitative analysis of important habitat components such as 30” dbh trees for nesting! (See Warren, 1980 as cited in the DEIS under Wildlife references, Vol. II).  The analyses merely assume that design features (which OSHA regulations will trump anyway) will maintain enough cavity nesting habitat.



The implications of logging away at the most active snag-creating areas of these national forests didn’t result in any real cumulative effects analysis for most other Sensitive cavity nesters, either.



The DEIS at II-20 also doesn’t explain what “the largest  dbh size class” means.  A minimal commitment would at least designate the very biggest trees for retention to meet these numerical targets.



“Approximately 97% of suitable (flammulated owl) habitat has been reduced within the Coeur d’Alene drainage” (III-203) yet the logging alternatives propose more depletion of such habitat, without undertaking a genuine viability analysis.  We don’t buy the claim that logging is only proposed in stands which will lose habitat value for this owl anyway, given the uncertainty of the beetle’s final effects on any given area.  The Forest Service simply has no basis for claiming that each of the thousands of acres of logging will be tailored to serve flammulated owls.  And such claims come off completely empty since the DEIS also admits the likelihood of cutting down active nest trees!



In the Priest Lake analysis, we find that the Forest Service is even proposing logging areas where flammulated owls are known to nest.  With the precarious status of so many Sensitive species, this appears to the public as pure carelessness towards rare wildlife.



The DEIS says “Security design features are likely to provide more than adequate protection from mortality risk factors, because wolverines are likely to be transients in the portions of the Priest Subbasin that the proposed action areas occur in” (III-416).  Yet in other places, the ineffectiveness of road closures’ keeping out ORV users is mentioned.  This also ignores the fact that even closed roads provide much easier access for hunters, trappers, and—important for wolverines and other species such as pine marten, fisher and lynx—-snowmobiles.



The DEIS’s analyses are far too brief on the very severe displacement factor on wildlife such as pine martens, fishers, wolverines and lynx of snowmobiles in the various Analysis Areas.  This further highlights the failure of the Forest Service to formulate travel plans which consider impacts on wildlife.  And where logging activities would occur in winter, the DEIS does not adequately consider how those activities would also displace wildlife.  



With the Proposed listing of lynx under ESA, approved and ongoing actions on federal land were subject to less detailed consultation or conferencing procedures now required.  Without the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service having been adequately consulted for those approved and ongoing actions, it is impossible to assess cumulative impacts of the new logging activities now proposed.



Where the DEIS says that effects, or cumulative effects, are “moderate” or “high” or “minor” etc. it does little to discuss the implications on actual population viability.  It is difficult to comment on a project which does not have a biological evaluation, with effects determinations, in draft form available for public review.



AT III-436 the DEIS suggests habitats which are “suitable” may be missed by stand exam data, but we suggest the opposite is just as likely—the data is simply not accurate enough to use for viability analyses based upon computer queries of “suitable” habitat.  Stand examiners are generally not professional biologists.



The DEIS makes such statements as “The majority of the fisher and marten habitat is located within the vicinity of jasper Mountain and From Quartz Mountain to Pee Wee Ridge” (III-448) and “The majority of the suitable goshawk habitat lies in the Analysis Areas 3 and 4” (III-449).  But the DEIS does not clearly disclose how significantly these important areas would be depleted by proposed activities, or cumulative impacts of other approved or ongoing proposals.



“The relatively large number of known goshawk nests in the North Zone indicates that this species has a population buffer that could absorb the inadvertent loss of one year’s productivity due to disturbance, if habitat remained suitable” (III-451).  The fact that the Forest Service is willing to sacrifice nesting reproduction success for one (or more likely, several) years so that more logging can go on is quite alarming.  Especially in light of the fact that so much information exists to support listing of the goshawk under the ESA, and since the Forest Service doesn’t really have any viability data to support such an outlandish statement. 



“The no action alternative produces the greatest amount of habitat loss from existing condition, at 680 acres, or 7% of existing suitable habitat” (III-455).  This suggests that the type of logging activities proposed for this area will actually improve goshawk habitat.  Please cite the scientific research that supports such a claim.



What is “underpinning” (III-432)?



This lack of effectiveness of road closures is one reason why the lack of detailed analyses for big-game species on the Priest Lake District doesn’t make sense.  Another reason is the lack of genuine consideration of the fact that many roads effectively closed by brush or other vegetation will once again be easier travelways after logging activities.



What are the “predictive habitat models for those species not analyzed for the GA’s” (III-418)?



We note that “No live trees 21” DBH or larger would be removed on the Newport District.”  We are left wondering if the live trees 21” DBH or larger in other areas are of less importance for biological diversity.



The DEIS at III-240 states the “Average Diameter of Harvested Trees” in the Coeur d’Alene River District would be 18 inches dbh.  Obviously, a lot of large diameter trees are being targeted, and as we expressed above, we expect many of them would survive the beetle attack.  Logging large trees is out of step with the latest scientific thinking regarding the maintenance of old growth and addressing the rarity of large, old trees on the landscape. The Integrated Scientific Assessment for  Ecosystem Management in the Interior Columbia Basin and Portions of the Klamath and Great Basins (hereafter, Scientific Assessment) recognizes the importance of maintaining large, old trees and the loss of big trees in Columbia Basin from logging.  From the Scientific Assessment:

There has been a 27 percent decline in multi-layer and 60 percent decline in single-layer old-forest structures, predominantly in forest types used commercially.  (P.  181.)



Throughout most forested Ecological Reporting Areas (ERUs), native herblands, shrublands, and old multi-layered sand single-layered forests have declined substantially in area and connectivity since the Basin was first settled by European-Americans.  (P.  60.)



Removal of these trees (residual large live trees) resulted in conversion of the seed source from shade-intolerant species to shade-tolerant fire-, insect-, and disease-susceptible species, as well as losing the diverse structure.  Harvest of the large live or dead residual trees from these types results in the loss of important habitats as well as components in long-term nutrient cycles. (P.  ?)



(S)alvage emphasizes the extraction of specified volumes of dead and green trees at risk of dying.  As such, harvest will emphasize larger trees, both green and recent dead, of desirable species ...  Our findings suggest that this type of harvesting is not compatible with contemporary ecosystem-based management.  (P. 178.)

(The kind of logging as proposed in the DF Bark Beetle DEIS is exactly thatÑemphasizing large dead and green trees at risk of dying, as well as large green trees that will die some day.)



Emerging Science Issues: We had not anticipated the data indicating the extensive loss of large trees in the landscapes over much of the Basin.  The harvest legacy has been more extensive than we thought.  (P. 180.)



Management outside the reserve boundaries includes an emphasis on conserving remaining old forest stands and roadless areas larger than 1000 acres (405 ha).  (P. 140.) 



NEPA at 40 CFR ¤ 1502.24 states. ÒAgencies shall insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental impact statements.Ó  And at 40 CFR ¤ 1500.1(b) (E)nvironmental information ... must be of high quality. Accurate scientific analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential to implementing NEPA.Ó  The DEIS fails these NEPA requirements.



Please perform a good, close analysis of snag and snag recruitment monitoring done for previous timber sales in the analysis areas, so that a better understanding of likely cumulative effects can be achieved.



The DEIS at II-20:

To compensate for past losses of snags, snags and live tree replacements would be increased based on the proportion of the subdrainage without snags. This would include past regeneration harvest areas and roads (where loss of snags has occurred within 200 feet of the road).

· In subdrainages with 25% - 50% loss of snags, retention numbers would be increased by 25%.

· In subdrainages with > 50% loss of snags, retention numbers would be increased by 75%.

The DEIS should define “subdrainage” for this purpose.  The calculations referred to should be placed in the project file and summarized in the EIS.  Will the calculations be based upon timber stand data base information (likely far out of date in terms of snag numbers) or upon direct field surveys?



Crocker-Bedford & Coleman (1990) recommend protecting more than just the nesting stands for the northern goshawk.  Unfortunately, the analysis for goshawks provides inadequate protection for the entire fledging and feeding territories surrounding the nest stands—very important for reproduction success.  This seems biologically indefensible, if protection of goshawks is genuinely desired.  More protection around a goshawk nest may also be needed depending upon the quality of habitat around the nest site (Warren, 1990).   2We are also skeptical of the ability of the Forest Service to fund adequate surveys to look for this species before logging takes place.



We are concerned that the nest surveys for goshawks and flammulated owls mentioned in the DEIS, along with other necessary wildlife surveys, will not be completed prior to NEPA process completion.  This lack of pre-decisional action usually results in the loggers and timber sale administrators being responsible for looking for active nest sites.  Both loggers and timber sale administrators can be expected to view rare bird nests as merely complicating their lives.   Having those with no vested interest in wildlife protection in charge of wildlife protection is a fox-guarding-the-henhouse situation which won’t result in adequate protection.  If you have data or research results which show otherwise, we would be interested in reviewing it.



DEIS at II-21:

To compensate to losses to grizzly bear core and security habitat, Road 2249a and a portion of Road 2249 (1.5 miles from its terminus) would be obliterated and entrances secured prior to loss of core habitat (implementation of project). Motorized use on this road would be discontinued between March 15 and November 15 for an interim period. The interim period would extent three years or until the Forest Plan is revised.

The problems with this “moving core” approach are described in Sedler, 1998 (enclosed).  Additionally, the wording of your paragraph is confusing—is the road to be closed to motorized traffic seasonally, as it says, or year-round?



The value of areas “outside of the recovery area where isolated pockets of high quality grizzly bear

habitat is located or where reliable sighting have occurred recently” (III-420) for grizzly bear recovery is also glossed over in the DEIS’s approach for grizzly bear impacts.



“The estimated open road density is about 3.3 miles/mile. This figure does not take into account

motorized trails that are present in the analysis area” (III-204).  We wonder if any analyses of grizzly or any wildlife security consider off-road motorized traffic.



With the extremely high road density in all Analysis Areas proposed for logging, it is hard to believe that something designated as a High Integrity Area (III-204) for wildlife is proposed to get more road construction.



“Not all of the secondary road closure data is fully accurate at this time” (III-209).  We thus doubt if any analysis on wildlife security based upon road closure data is valid.



Pertaining to the Coeur d’Alene, “Well over a hundred miles of unplanned trails existed in the area due primarily to unguided motorcycle riding” (III-245).  This reveals the inability of the Forest Service to deal with the increasing invasion (and consequently, adverse effects on wildlife habitat) by ORVs.   



WATER
SHEDS


The DEIS states on I-5:

The six-step process outlined in the "Environmental Analysis at the Watershed Scale" (Regional Interagency Executive Committee and Intergovernmental Advisory Committee, 1995) was followed to describe the characterization of this final step down analysis for this EIS. 

We are not assured that this is truly the case.  For example, the delineation of Analysis Areas, as shown on alternative maps, is of concern.  It seems that significant portions of some watersheds are not a part of the Analysis Areas. Table III-21 confirms in at least one case, only part of the watershed is discussed (the portion of the watershed below Marie Creek is not part of the analysis).  Where this omission leads to an absence of information and analysis, including cumulative effects, of condition in omitted portions, the analysis cannot be based upon a true “Watershed Analysis” or satisfy NEPA’s requirements to take a “hard look” at cumulative effects.  



The public must rely on the draft EIS for accurate information about this project.   We found the following in the DEIS.

For the proposed Alternative D, for Hayden Lake specifically,  Six and a half miles of new road will be constructed, 3405 acres will be logged, of which 502 of those acres are clearcuts (DEIS Vol 1, pg II-13). Several of the clearcuts, as well as the other logging units are within a half mile of the lake. In the watershed above Hayden Lake, there will be 22 new stream crossings. (DEIS Vol 1 pg 145). Hayden Lake watershed is already a water quality limited stream, (DEIS III-86) due to sediment. More roads and stream crossings will add sediment to this once excellent cutthroat fishery. Peak flow and road densities in the Hayden Lake watershed, which relate to flooding, will increase by a third (DEIS at III-88) Stream restoration funds are proposed by the Forest Service but funding is uncertain.



At the public forum on March 9th, we presented some of the above information and were told by the Idaho Panhandle Forest hydrologist that some or all of it may be incorrect.   Since this was one of the few examples we specifically quoted during that meeting, we can only assume that large amounts of the draft EIS contain incorrect information. We asked that another comment period (such as for a Supplemental DEIS) be provided so that the pubic may have access to the corrected information, and thereby base comments on accurate information.  Without this, the public has been denied a meaningful chance to participate in this project.  It is clear that the methodology and calculations leading to the above information, which we are told may or may not be correct, must be shown to the public, as well as the summarized tables and charts.



The varying amounts of road removal (restoration, obliteration, etc.) in the different alternatives reveals the FS’s low prioritization of watershed restoration.  If a road has been identified for removal because of real or potential resource damage problems, then it is entirely irrelevant whether or not a timber sale is in the area for determining if  the road should be removed.  This cart-before-the-horse bias is demonstrated clearly in the description of Alt. D (II-11),  thus:

It is important to the understanding of this alternative to remember that no treatments would take place in these additional, high potential stands unless the beetles actually become active or more active in these stands. Similarly, the watershed restoration road work associated with access to these stands and fuels treatment within the stands wouldn’t occur either unless the infestations spread.



This is also revealed in the amount of road restoration/removal for Steamboat Creek in this DEIS as compared to the amount provided for in the Boston Brook DN (later canceled supposedly because logging for the beetle became a higher priority than logging for the root rot—see the Matthews letter, enclosed).  The Boston Brook EA’s analysis of the no-action alternative was full of discussion on how much worse Steamboat Creek would be without all the road removal that would occur under that DN’s Selected Action.  Yet this DEIS somehow forgets about all that ongoing damage and concludes the Boston Brook road restoration is much less a priority than the entirely different road segment removals now proposed in the Steamboat Creek watershed.  This inconsistency is quite puzzling. 



Former IPNF hydrologist Pete Bengeyfield has stated, concerning the North Fork of the Coeur d’Alene River:

Perhaps the greatest benefit to the program is the realization by the personnel involved that they are not actually ÒfixingÓ the watersheds.  The drainages within the Coeur dÕAlene Basin will recover only when the vegetation lost through timber harvest is replaced by new stands of timber that approximate the density and height of the original stands. ...(T)he district correctly recognizes that by reducing the effects of other adverse impacts of past timber harvest (high road densities, debris removal, encroaching road fills), rate of watershed recover will be enhanced as vegetation recovers.  However, no amount of work on these other factors can eliminate time from the equation (See enclosed).



Jones and GrantÕs study (1996) and Troendle and King (1985) also concluded that recovery of peak discharges over time is correlated to vegetative recovery, which means that road removal alone cannot achieve watershed recovery.



The Forest Service has systematically overcut and over-roaded the North Fork of the Coeur d’Alene River watershed and knowingly destroyed the integrity of it and its tributaries.  During this period the Forest Service assured the public that through mitigation there will be a long term net benefit.  Noticeably absent from previous EAs of timber sales is the lack of concern for cumulative effects on the North Fork of the Coeur d’Alene River—a problem inherent in the DEIS.



The DEIS does not clearly indicate what kinds information, and what values of data, have been used to designate watersheds as “Properly functioning”, Functioning-at-risk”, or “Not properly functioning.”  Assuming there is validity to these categories, watershed maps should be provided which show which streams, or segments of streams, fall into each categorization. 



This passage in the DEIS seems to be there to justify denial of cumulative impacts on larger watersheds:

Typically the physical effects of runoff modifications, sediment loading, and water temperature, if they occur in projects of this scale, are unmeasureable and or not observable at large watershed and sub-basin scales due to desynchronization (individual tributaries respond at different times of the year are slower to respond than others to disturbance events); the inherent large range of variability that watershed processes operate within years and under which they have evolved and adjusted; and due to the fact that watershed systems are dynamic in nature. (III-57)

Such a position will always lead to denial that additive impacts can  cause severe problems in the larger watersheds.  This leaves such questions as, “Why is the North Fork of the Coeur d’Alene River in such bad shape?” entirely unanswered.  The Forest Service is obviously avoiding cumulative effects analyses for larger systems, as is confirmed by this passage on the next page:

“In every case, the watershed adjustments to any effects of project activities individually or cumulatively are expected to remain within tributaries of the cumulative effect watersheds or watershed areas.”  This is despite the obvious cumulative impacts implications of projects in the many creeks of the Hart Analysis Area, Steamboat Analysis Area, and Bumblebee Analysis Area all contribute to that part of the North Fork of the Coeur d’Alene River at and below its confluence with Bumblebee Creek.  And, it ignores that those impacts combine with those in some of the creeks in the Lake Coeur d’Alene Analysis Area and Chain Lakes Analysis Area to impact the lower Coeur d’Alene River.  Finally, the fact that all watershed impacts of all DF Beetle project activities in the Coeur d’Alene River District would impact Lake Coeur d’Alene is ignored by the DEIS.



All the data presented in the Tables in chapter III for the Hydrology section do not really provide the cumulative effects analyses the Forest Service seems  to want it to do.  Meaningful interpretation is lacking.  Watersheds have been severely degraded because of unsustainable development practices to the point where recovery will take decades, or even centuries in many cases.  So all the data parameters in the world with their small increments of further degradation are only meant to hide the obvious, common-sense conclusion that further road building (however “temporary”) and reductions forest canopy from more logging simply should not be allowed.



The DEIS should clearly disclose the increment of delayed recovery for the measures of watershed conditions used, for each alternative in each watershed, since more roads and more logging will in fact cause delayed recovery.



Additionally, we would like the Forest Service discuss the research which proves the value of such parameters discussed on III-58 to III-61 for assessing watershed cumulative effects.  Without validation, the use of such projected impact parameters as “tons of sediment” are very questionable.




�
The DEIS at III-62:

During the 1996 flood event a section of the 625 road and the failure of the channel crossing a Bradbury Gulch, introduced a substantial volume of roadfill into the North Fork of Hayden Creek, an important fisheries stream. In the past other such failures have occurred.

Similar discussions of road failures are disclosed in several places in the DEIS.  How do the watershed models used for this analysis numerically predict sediment inputs from such events?  Some examples of past EA analyses on projects which built the collapsed roads mentioned are strongly suggested.



The EIS should also disclose just how “standard engineering techniques” are used to predict “probability of failure” of culverts (III-81).  



Looking at the discussion on III-63:

Approximately 243 miles of road and 186 road channel crossings exist in the Hayden Lake Watershed, with road densities of 2.5 miles/square mile of area on Federal ownership. The stream crossing frequency throughout the watershed is approximately 1.2 stream crossings/mile of road. Each of the road channel crossings, particularly on roads which are no longer maintained, have the potential to plug and subsequently fail.  Fills at channel crossings without plugged culverts, may also fail because … (etc.)

It is not apparent that the discussions like this in the DEIS include conditions on land of other ownership in each watershed discussed.  Since current conditions assessments are provided as  cumulative effects analyses, conditions on non-federal land must be fully disclosed.



That last paragraph on III-63 mentions roads “no longer maintained” but should provide statistics on miles of road in each watershed falling in that category.  It also mentions failed/failing/high risk of failing road-channel crossings but does not tell which, if any of these would be fixed under each alternative.  The DEIS should provide such information for all watersheds.



Many of the measures to be implemented to improve water quality, such as road maintenance and improvement of actively eroding sites, are only short-term fixes.  The DEIS, however, erroneously treats them as improvements over the long term.  With the foreseeable budget situation, roads will inevitably fall into disrepair in a few years and will not receive the necessary maintenance.



The DEIS recognizes Beaver Creek as a listed Water Quality Limited Segment but notes it is “scheduled” in the Forest Plan because “site-specific data does not indicate a sediment/fish habitat problem exists.  Which is correct?  It doesn’t seem the Forest Service is  respecting these Forest Plan watershed designations, anyway.



The DEIS discloses that “Efforts to rebuild roads in these constricting areas are expected to result in additional sediment production during future flood events and impair the development of quality fish habitat conditions.”  This fully illustrates the value of a true Watershed Analysis, which would examine such factors and lead to decisions that would avoid such adverse effects from unwise road rebuilding.  Unfortunately, no genuine Watershed Analysis was completed. The DEIS fails to acknowledge the existing flood risk—highly elevated due to past logging activities—will lead to even more adverse “ongoing flood damage repairs.”



Furthermore, even though some culverts will be upgraded to withstand “100-year events” this ignores the fact that 100-year events are almost routine now because of hydrological conditions following past logging activities.



Such cumulative effects discussions typical for watersheds in the DEIS:

The cumulative effect of past, present, reasonably foreseeable actions were discussed under Alternative A. The inclusion of actions in Alternative B would not change the anticipated cumulative effects. Proposed management actions would have no additional effects on the timing, magnitude or quantity of flow. Hillslope processes would not change from existing conditions and trends. (III-86)

These conclusions downplay the real impacts of more logging and road building, in already severely degraded watersheds.  The conclusion ignores the fact that 5.7 miles of new (“temporary”) road and stream crossings would increase from 47 to 56. 



Another illogical conclusion for the same alternative in the same watershed: “The Hayden Lake watershed is a 303d listed water quality limited stream due to sediment.  This alternative is not expected to contribute to the pollutant of concern” (III-86). Eleven new road-stream crossings, and 5.7 miles of new road, and no additional sediment?  NEPA at 40 CFR ¤ 1502.24 states, “Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental impact statements.”



The DEIS is very confusing in its mention of “planned KV projects” on such pages as III-107, and in other places, it is unclear as to whether they are a part of this proposal, or of another proposal, and the degree to which these KV projects are uncertain due to funding.  And if “foreseeable” KV actions (III-123) for other projects are certain.  



We simply cannot tell which road removal/obliteration actions, culvert removal, etc. would be absolutely committed to and which would depend upon uncertain KV (and we consider all KV watershed work to be uncertain), the final bid price, etc.  There should be an itemized analysis for each alternative that shows costs of the above actions absolutely committed to.



Are we correct in believing that all KV and other road obliteration/removal actions said to be guaranteed features of the action alternatives will definitely be in the sale contracts?



The DEIS wrongly assumes there is no hydrological role for dead and dying trees in the forest.  

Table III-130 somehow concludes that logging will result in less hydrologic openings than no-action.  This doesn’t make sense.   We also wonder how, with the removal of 18 inventoried stream crossings, the road density won’t decrease.  Road mileage should decrease under that scenario because of road obliteration, since portions of those roads will not be maintainable lacking stream crossings.



The hydrological analyses for the Priest Lake District generally distinguishes little between action alternatives.



“Some localized channel downcutting may occur in headwater ephemeral and intermittent channels” in the Upper West Branch (III-340).  Table III-125 indicates 66% of the watershed is Not Properly Functioning.  How is more degradation consistent with NFMA’s mandate that water quality be maintained?



DEIS at III-132:

Clean Water Act and Water Quality Limited §303(d) Listings:  Under authority of the Clean Water Act the EPA and the States must develop plans and objectives (TMDLs) that will eventually restore listed stream segments. In lieu of those plans, Forest Service will demonstrate or find that their actions will not result in a net substantial increase in the pollutant of concern or prohibit or delay potential recovery (IDHW, 1997; USFS, 1995). 

The Forest Service has not demonstrated the proposed logging alternatives would not delay recovery.  Analysis of an alternative that would spend all this timber sale subsidization money on the watershed restoration actions guaranteed in the logging alternatives may show improvements, but the addition of logging and road building can only delay recovery.  At page 145 the DEIS acknowledges that “the benefits of restoration activities would be minimal …” yet elsewhere these same benefits are said to offset the inevitably adverse impacts of more roads and more logging.



The DEIS at III-316 says that “roads are still point sources for sediment in basin.”   It is important for the writers of the analysis to understand that “point source” is a term from state water quality regulations and the Clean Water Act.  The Forest Service and timber industry has fought against considering specific eroding road sites to be considered “point sources” so that they can avoid regulations requiring them to stop polluting streams with roads and logging.



Table III-41:  “This area is a group of small watershed pieces. It may not be appropriate to use some larger scale characteristic parameters at this scale. The cumulative contribution of this area will be addressed at the sub-basin scale.”  Where is this sub-basin ECA analysis?



“Recreational use in the cumulative effects area is expected to increase during the analysis period, but is likely to become a concern for watershed resources sometime after this analysis period” (III-82).  This makes little sense in the context of this statement on III-245:  “Well over a hundred miles of unplanned trails existed in the area due primarily to unguided motorcycle riding.” 



Page  III-355 does not  define “TSI.” 



The Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 requires the Forest Service to “identify … silviculturally related nonpoint sources of pollution … and their cumulative effects (33 U.S.C. 1251-1376).



Overall we find that your discussion of current, projected, and cumulative effects to the basins in the Pend Oreille watershed are largely vague, nondescript and seemingly of the “cut and paste” type.  Some basins have no discussion of cumulative effects while ones that do give the reader scant information.  



Since only two streams/creeks in this project are found to be properly functioning, why haven’t the others been listed under the Department of Ecology’s Threatened and Impaired waters (303(d)) list)?



How many allotments are found within the project area?  Are cattle a problem for water quality?  Will new clearcuts allow increased riparian access?  Which creeks are water quality limited and why are they water quality limited? 



What is the current ECA for each watershed?  What percent of ECA is within riparian areas?  What will the ECA be for each alternative?



Page 111-528 states about Indian Creek, that the no action alternative will have more negative effects on hydrology than the proposed logging actions.  Please reference the science which supports this claim.  Intuitively, a large logging operation would have much greater negative effects on streams than no logging.   



Page 111-524 states that slope stability will decrease under the no action alternative, but not under any of the action alternatives?  Please reference the science that supports this.  We feel that active removal of trees, i.e., logging, will decrease slope stability, and that leaving trees which will likely stand for at least 20 years, will not decrease slope stability.



For several basins, Forest Service comments are that “indirect sediment input to streams would increase under all action alternatives,” and immediately following is a contradictory statement of ”No increase in sediment from yarding activities is expected under any action alternative.”  Please explain this inconsistency.



Page III-516 describes the Marshall Creek watershed: “The active erosion and subsequent deposition may be a function of the current road network, in the headwaters and/or the historic, intense history of fire.”  With the knowledge that roads speed sediment delivery to streams, especially when a high road density exists, it seems wrong to blame this occurrence on fire. 



In Idaho Sporting Congress v. Thomas the EA relied upon the Forest Service hydrologistÕs expert opinion that there would be no significant adverse effects.  The court found that the hydrologistÕs Òexpert opinionÓ was not supported by actual data or scientific analysis in the EA, and further that the public has the right to review the data and analysis supporting the agencyÕs expert opinion. Idaho Sporting Congress v. Thomas [137 F.3d at 1150.]  In this DEIS we find the same circumstances, where Òprofessional judgmentÓ substitutes for actual data or scientific analysis.  Where all other indications are that many analysis area creeks are in a continuing downward trend, the Forest ServiceÕs Òprofessional judgmentÓ is too heavily weighted.



The DEIS fails to discuss the additional impacts of additional logging and road building in relation to the flooding of communities downstream, particularly in the Coeur d’Alene River watershed. Such a serious issue demands a high level of analysis which is absent in the DEIS. The downstream flooding has been increasing in frequency and has impacted public and private property below the North Fork of the Coeur d'Alene River.  This flooding is a result of Forest Service having has clearcut tens of thousands of acres and having built hundreds of miles of roads in recent decades in the watersheds above the North Fork Coeur d'Alene River within the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District.  The aggradation due to bedload sediment deposition in the river has raised the Coeur d'Alene riverbed, meaning that flooding will occur during relatively moderate runoff events.   



Title 42 United States Code, Sec 4321, Executive Order 11988 states:

Sec. 1.  Each agency shall provide leadership and shall take action to reduce the risk of human loss, to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health and welfare, and to restore and preserve natural and beneficial values served by floodplains in carrying out its responsibilities for (3)conducting Federal activities and programs affecting land use, including but not limited to water and related land resources planning, regulating, and licensing activities.



Sec. 2. In carrying out the activities described in Section 1 of this Order, each agency has a responsibility to evaluate the potential effects of any actions it make take in a floodplain; to ensure that its planning programs and budget requests reflect consideration of flood hazards and floodplain management; and to prescribe procedures to implement the policies and requirements of this Order, as follows:



(4)(c) ÒEach agency shall take floodplain management into account when formulating or evaluating any water and land use plans and shall require land and water resources use appropriate to the degree of hazard involved.Ó

  

Communities such as Cataldo, Idaho have suffered from flooding of the North Fork Coeur d'Alene River, which is the result of Forest Service timber sales. What does the Forest Service believe it must do in  relation to the DF Bark Beetle DEIS, in order to comply with 42 U.S.C. Sec. 4321?



The Forest Service also failed to disclose in the EA that watersheds in the North Fork that have had so much canopy removed are reacting to precipitation levels found in a ten year Rain-on-Snow event with streamflow that would be expected from precipitation levels that would occur every 100 years or longer.  ÒÔRain on snowÕ winter storm events are causing 100 to 500 year flood events several times each year on the heavily clearcut forest of the Coeur dÕAlene River basinÓ (Kappesser, 1991).  



Downstream of the North Fork is the Spokane/Coeur dÕAlene watershed, one of the worst cases of heavy metal pollution in North America.  A century of mining in IdahoÕs Silver Valley has left more than 165 billion pounds of contaminated sediments in the bed and banks of the river system, with approximately the same amount at risk for entering the system via the South Fork CDA River.  The Environmental Protection Agency is currently undertaking a second Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for cleanup of the entire river basin, some 1500 square miles, which includes the Bunker Hill Superfund siteÑthe second largest cleanup site in the nation.  Nearly every year increased water yield from the logged and roaded North Fork intensify mobilization of contaminated sediments into the river system and downstream toward the half-million people who live in the Spokane/Coeur dÕAlene watershed.  The estimated costs to clean up this mess run between $600 million and $1 billion.



The clearcuts and roads in the North Fork create a serious peak flow problem for the entire Spokane/Coeur dÕAlene River watershed, made even worse by increased transport of heavy metal mining waste flowing out of the South Fork CDA River. The work of EPA in the South and main forks will be made less effective with more logging and roads in the North Fork.



Enclosed are a copy of the Mar./Apr. 1996, Nov./Dec. 1996, and Jan./Feb. 1996 editions of Transitions, a copy of a March 10, 1997 Spokesman-Review article by Ken Olsen (ÒLegacy of LeadÓ) and a copy of ÒThe Spokane-Coeur dÕAlene Watershed: Toxic Floods and Poisoned Children.Ó  These are to remind you of those toxic consequences of more logging in the Coeur d’Alene River watershed.  Logging is no longer considered a risk to exacerbate flooding and spreading of toxic metal mine waste in the watershedÑitÕs a scientific fact.  We cannot understand why the Forest Service risks the health of people living in the watershed.



FISHERIES

Forest Plans, as modified by INFISH, include standards were included in Attachment A of the INFISH DN.  Roads Management Standard RF-5 states, “Provide and maintain fish passage at all road crossings of existing and potential fish-bearing streams.”  The DEIS avoids the issue of dealing with all fish migration barriers in the Analysis Areas.  The case may be that some may be desirable, at least until conditions improve, to maintain genetically pure westslope cutthroat trout populations or bull trout populations which would otherwise be threatened by other char such as brook trout.  However, there was no analysis which examines these issues.



INFISH /Forest Plan Standard RF-3(a) states:

avoid adverse effects on inland native fish by: a.) Reconstructing road and drainage features that do not meet design criteria or operation and maintenance standards, or that have been shown to be less effective than the designed for controlling sediment delivery. (Emphasis added.)  

The DEIS does not propose to deal with all such problems in the Analysis Area watersheds. The Idaho Forest Practices Act at Title 38, Chapter 13 also requires the Forest Service to maintain culverts within the Steamboat drainages.



Last year the bull trout was listed as a Threatened species under the Endangered Species Act.  The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service’s 8/14/98 Biological Opinion for Land and Resource Management Plan effects on bull trout (hereafter, BO) included mandatory Terms and Conditions, adopted from a June 19, 1998 Forest Service and BLM letter to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service which amended their bull trout Biological Assessment.  Those Terms and Conditions include the following:

Key and priority watershed networks:  reexamine the structure and function of INFISH priority and PACFISH key watershed networks to ensure the protection and recovery of bull trout and listed sucker metapopulations.   a. Identify and clarify the primary functions of key, priority, and special emphasis watershed.  b. Identify special emphasis watersheds (within 60 days of BO signing) to ensure a comprehensive refugia network for the protection and recovery of bull trout and listed suckers.



Using existing information and road definitions, the FWS will be provided with road inventories on the management units in the three bull trout DPSs within 120 days of BO signature.  This information should include a description of road definitions and survey methodology used.  Information gaps will be identified and a schedule will be developed to provide information to the FWS within 2 years.



Monitoring:  To improve monitoring efforts ... the FS and BLM will develop a mechanism for improved monitoring accountability and oversight. ...  a. Consider NMFSÕ expectations for monitoring in the 1995 LRMP Opinion (section IX.I. and Appendix A-10), when updating the PACFISH monitoring strategy.  b. Activate the PACFISH interagency effectiveness monitoring subgroup including areas covered by INFISH, (within 120 days of signature) to develop a monitoring strategy ... .  c. Incorporate INFISH into PACFISH implementation monitoring efforts.



Long-term Conservation and Recovery:  FS and BLM will use their authorities in carrying out programs for the conservation of endangered and threatened species consistent with Section 7.a(1) of ESA.  b.1. Provide a mechanism (within 120 days of signature) that ensures full implementation of programmatic aquatic conservation measures at all organizational levels for the bull trout and sucker species addressed in the BA (for bull trout and suckers dated) June 15, 1998.  2. Provide a strategy which will be used if funding or priorities prevent full implementation of the aquatic conservation measures.



As we understand it, taking full measures to comply with those Terms and Conditions would allow the agencies, including the Forest Service, to be able to place the stream waters of the Douglas-fir Bark Beetle DEIS in perspective in terms of what should be highest priority recovery activities.  This is especially pertinent when projects are contemplated in watersheds which have had bull trout habitat adversely affected by past actions.  The DEIS does not acknowledge that the paradigm of forest management has changed since bull trout recovery has arrived on the scene via the ESA listing of the Bull Trout.  Instead, more logging and road building—actions which have been unequivocally implicated in the demise of the bull trout—are proposed.

Conservation  groups requested information on how the Colville and Idaho Panhandle National Forests are meeting  those commitments in a FOIA request dated January 7, 1999.  The response to our requests  reveal the Forest Service is failing to meet timelines and is thus not living up to the Terms and Commitments. 



What data exists  to show that population trends of westslope cutthroat trout are “stabilizing” (III-149)?



Also on III-149:

Based on the information presented in this document this alternative would meet the Forest Plan as amended by the Inland Native Fish Strategy. To met the Forest Plan, however, the design criteria put forth in other areas must be met.

We wonder what, precisely, are the “design criteria” the fisheries analysis is referring to?



Page III-551 contains a table which contains “no bull trout currently within Basin;” all of the watersheds except Indian Creek have this marked.  We find this is to be seriously inadequate.  Has the Forest surveyed every reach of every stream for at least 10 years to determine that “no bull trout currently within Basin?”  Our guess is that extremely limited numbers of stream surveys have been done for these streams.  We request that this be changed to reflect the Forest’s current knowledge, i.e., steam survey done in 1997 for Skookum Creek, and that the language “no bull trout currently within Basin” is removed.  Simply because surveys have not found bull trout, does not mean the fish are not present.



Table III-211 lacks what measure of the sediment delivery is expected for short and long-term impacts.  The Forest Service recognizes that Indian Creek has bull trout; why is no effort being put in to reduce road density in this basin?



FOREST PLANNING

The Forest Service’s responses to the Appeal Of The US Forest Service’s Plan For The Idaho Panhandle National Forests filed by Inland Empire Public Lands Council (The Lands Council) and the subsequent Reply to the Responsive Statement for the Appeal left many issues not addressed to this day.  And looking back over 11 ½ years of IPNF Forest Plan implementation, many of the concerns expressed by the Forest Plan appellants turned out to be, unfortunately, prophetic.  



The following is a partial listing of issues proceeding from the Appeal and Reply, which remain unresolved to this day and indeed, have vast implications for implementation of projects such as the Douglas-fir Bark Beetle Project.  Some discussion is included, as these issues relate to the DF Bark Beetle Project.



The Appeal mentioned that the IPNF Forest Plan (hereafter “ Forest Plan”) did not adequately assess the effects of pest and fire management on fish and wildlife populations.  Discussion on how the wildfire suppression policy has been a major factor leading up to the alleged Douglas-fir Bark Beetle “emergency, not surprisingly, pervades the DEIS.  



Given the failure of the Forest Plan’s fire policy to protect ecosystems and minimize the drain to taxpayers, we would expect the IPNF to be reacting affirmatively to the new Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy as mentioned in Ingalsbee, 1999 (enclosed).  Unfortunately, this is not the case.



The Forest Plan proposed continuing a costly road construction program, while knowing that money would be short for maintaining new and existing roads and mitigating and monitoring environmental damage.



The Forest Plan failed to take into account the economic and ecological impacts of dumping heavily subsidized timber on timber markets.



The Forest Plan relied upon an inadequately defined and potentially illegal “community stability” concept to justify the timber sale program.



The Forest Plan failed to include a realistic assessment of present net value (PNV).  For example, the IPNF declared, in the Forest Plan FEIS (IV-45) that “Timber does affect the PNV more than any other resource.”  This has been completely contradicted by ICBEMP’s economic studies that show timber values pale in comparison to recreation values.



The Forest Plan failed to use an economic screen to eliminate areas of land from the timber base which are uneconomical to log, in violation of NFMA at Section 6(k).  The Forest Plan ROD states that no economic screen will be used except at the project level.  Subsequently, no timber sale NEPA analysis has reconciled the vast discrepancies between project economics analyses and losses incurred annually because of the IPNF timber sale program (see comments on Economics, above).  



The Forest Plan EIS failed to analyze a value-based alternative, instead relying heavily upon top-down directed timber targets.



The Forest Plan failed to include environmental costs such as monitoring and mitigation when determining whether or not timber sales would be economical.



The Forest Plan used unrealistically high timber prices and unlikely price trends in its analysis of lands for timber production suitability, and doesn’t appraise sales to the standard of “fair market value.”



The Forest Plan failed to deal with economic issues highlighted by the MacCleery Decision on appeals of Forest Plans in Colorado national forests.  These issues included:  showing that the selected alternative provided the greatest net public benefit; disclosing increased dependency on local communities from IPNF timber sales;  disclosing detailed rationales for below-cost timber sales (such as those proceeding from the Douglas-fir Bark Beetle Project);  and considering high-level non-timber and amenity benefits lost because of the timber sale program.



The Forest Plan failed to address the role of all forest dependent economic sectors in the local and regional economies.  These sectors include outfitting and guiding businesses, resort and marina owners, businesses depending upon hunting, fishing, camping, horseback riding, and other outdoor recreational experiences.  The Forest Plan did not address that property values at Hayden Lake and Priest Lake are largely dependent on scenic IPNF viewsheds and fully functioning watersheds.  These are areas, by the way, which are now proposed for logging under the DF Bark Beetle Project.  The Forest Plan stated “The Idaho Panhandle National Forest will continue to be a place dominated by natural beauty—its lakes, river, plains, and mountains” (I-2).  Unfortunately, the Forest Service’s vision of “natural beauty somehow includes “The visual patterns of the landscape will be changed significantly, with management activities evident on the majority of the Forest” (ibid., II-23).



The Forest Plan failed to consider impacts to the water quality in lakes.



The Forest Plan failed to assess the IPNF’s role in supplying regional and national timber supply.



The Forest Plan failed to provide an adequate monitoring plan which complies with NFMA implementing regulations at 36 CFR 219 et. seq.  This includes monitoring of old growth and old growth management indicator species (MIS), cavity nesting MIS, water quality, big game MIS, and aquatic MIS.  The State of Idaho even declared the Forest Plan out of compliance with state Water Quality Standards due to insufficient monitoring plans.



The Forest Plan failed to adopt adequate Standards designed to maintain snags for viable populations of cavity nesting species.



The Forest Plan failed to address the fact that timber sale analyses did not analyze watershed cumulative impacts on the appropriate scale (i.e., watersheds).  The Forest Service’s refusal to perform cumulative impacts analyses at the larger watershed scale continues with this DEIS, as mentioned above in these comments.



The Forest Plan failed to protect drinking water supplies.



The Forest Plan failed to justify projected logging in “Unscheduled” drainages—some of which are now proposed for even more logging.



The Forest Plan failed to assure that viable populations of wildlife species would be maintained.  The ESA listing of the bull trout, the Proposed listing of the Canada lynx, and population declines leading to potential listings of other species such as westslope cutthroat trout, wolverine, and northern goshawk testify to this violation of NFMA’s viability provisions.



The Forest Plan failed to designate for maintaining old growth stands which are of sufficient size, quality, well-dispersed and not heavily fragmented, and sufficiently representative of old growth types on varying habitat types so that viable populations of forest species will be maintained.



The Appeal pointed out, among other problems with the Forest Plan’s treatment of the old growth issue, that “there are doubts that the optimum mix of large green trees, dead and decadent trees, decaying logs, younger understory plants, etc., can be duplicated in a managed stand once it has been harvested. …Small patches of ‘managed’ old-growth scattered about the forests interlaced with roads an hundreds of miles of ‘edge’ may not work;  little research has been done to ensure healthy, dependent animal populations” (page 90).



The Forest Plan failed to deal with significant costs of noxious weed control.  The Forest Plan FEIS was even short-sighted enough to declare that “New roads on National Forest lands are a small part of the overall noxious weed problem in northern Idaho” (VI-122).  Each of the EISs recently proposed and approved in the various ranger districts to control noxious weeds acknowledge the huge contribution roads for spreading noxious weeds.  And the problem continues, with the DF Bark Beetle Project’s proposed new road construction.  The Forest Plan has never responded, however, with Forest-wide, programmatic changes in management which would deal with this “emerging issue.”



The Forest Plan failed to deal with the fact that projected budgets would fail to adequately fund Forest Plan implementation, leading to false promises given to surrounding communities.  Also, Forest Plan attribution of anticipated benefits for fisheries and wildlife depended upon these unrealistic funding expectations.



The Forest Plan failed to include a monitoring plan for the necessary road closure program, and to consider the unpopularity of the road closure program because many people believe that they have every right to access the roads built for priority use by the timber industry.  These failure have led to a resultant failure to adequately protect populations of endangered species such as caribou, wolves, and grizzly bears, and popularly hunted animals such as mule deer, elk, and moose with an adequate road closure program.



The Forest Plan failed to provide a Travel Management Plan which addresses habitat conservation of terrestrial wildlife and aquatic species. 



The Forest Plan failed to provide a comprehensive plan to conserve Sensitive and ESA listed species—one which would meet NFMA’s mandates for maintaining viable populations.



The Forest Plan failed to develop a plan adopting standards and guidelines relating to off-road vehicles.  



The Forest Plan failed to adequately consider impacts of road building and logging on the quality of recreational experience.



The Forest Plan failed to insure that streams are protected from detrimental changes in water temperatures, blockages of water courses, additions of bedload sediment, and deposits of finer sediments.  



The Forest Plan’s water modeling methods are not valid for maintaining water quality, and protecting beneficial uses.



The Forest Plan designates unproven Best Management Practices to protect water quality and beneficial uses.  Although these BMPs do have some value for protecting water quality, the lack of adequate monitoring of implementation and effectiveness of BMPs has kept the feedback loop nonfunctioning. 



The Forest Plan relies too heavily upon “professional judgment” ignoring that so many drainages on the IPNF have been impacted by projects relying upon the same level of “professional judgment” to the point that streams do not meet legal standards for resource protection.



The Forest Plan failed to provide adequate Standards for maintaining viable populations of native fish species, and to this day is stumbling in meeting Terms and Commitments (bull trout Biological Opinion) designed to begin the process of bull trout recovery.



The Forest Plan failed to commit to maintaining an adequate inventory of the existing and expanding road network, and the resultant sources of water quality degradation in violation of 36 CFR 219.12(d).  This failure continues to this very day, with the Forest Service failing to meet the Terms and Commitments from the bull trout Biological Opinion—which include providing an accurate inventory of Forest roads within a specified timeline.



The Forest Plan failed to provide meaningful Standards to assure soil productivity, and monitoring of soil productivity following management activities.



The Forest Plan failed to fully comply with NFMA implementing regulations’ mandates that visual resources be inventoried and evaluated as part of the planning process.  Meaningful Standards were not adopted.  An example of the Forest Service’s downplaying of visual resources is given on page 236 of the Appeal, where the Yellow Stacel timber sale was opposed by residents of the Hayden Lake area because of clearcutting’s impacts on scenery.



The Forest Plan failed to consider the potential of IPNF waterways for eligibility as wild and scenic rivers.



We expect that the Colville National Forest has also not adequately dealt with problems the public and government agencies pointed out about its Forest Plan in comments and appeals.



OLD GROWTH

The DEIS states at II-9:

Approximately 300 acres of dry-site old growth stands would be treated under this alternative in the Priest Lake area. They would be designed to maintain the old growth characteristics of these sites by reducing fuel loadings and maintaining large trees.



The problem is, nowhere does the DEIS discuss what old growth characteristics would be risked or depleted by the industrial logging treatments.  Snags are a very important component which are some of the first casualties of logging (especially soft snags via OSHA regulations).  Forest soils and the vegetation on the ground layer would not be the same after logging and slash burning.  



Similarly, although the DEIS makes such claims as “This alternative will enhance the characteristics of several stands which would likely become future Old Growth Ponderosa Pine” (299), and “In alternatives B, C, and D, the cumulative effects on dry site old growth ponderosa pine will likely be a long-term increase in this structure“ (305) with the ongoing suppression of fire this would not necessarily be achieved.  Nowhere does the DEIS (nor does the Forest Plan for either national forest) consider the impacts of the guaranteed fire suppression.  To keep this up, these national forests will be addicted to the expensive paradigm of subsequent mechanical manipulation of forests deprived of a necessary and important sustenance—fire.



The DEIS suggests that logging of old growth is still being considered, despite proclamations elsewhere to the contrary:  “(Old growth) stands should be evaluated after the outbreak to determine if they have retained the desirable characteristics” (III-32 and III-33 in two places each, III-34).



Whereas the DF Bark Beetle DEIS acknowledges that old growth has been depleted in the various Analysis Areas—in some areas quite severely, it completely fails to discuss the value of potential recruitment, undesignated old growth stands targeted for logging.  Even Warren, 1990 (cited in the DEIS’s list of references) recognizes that forest areas which may not have enough old growth characteristics to be designated as old growth nonetheless have significant characteristics to provide valuable habitat for old growth dependent species.



Conversations with FS personnel on the Colville revealed that the Forest Service plans to log 21” trees—why is this contradicted in the DEIS?  Was the following considered from ICBEMP:  “We found that salvage activities could contribute to achievement of long-term ecological integrity by emphasizing prevention of insect and disease outbreaks rather than focusing on the removal of large, recently dead trees.  Such an approach would include removing smaller green trees as part of the overall management regime that emphasizes stand structure and composition at the watershed level (rather than the stand level)” (Scientific Assessment, p. 184). Please reference the science which states that removing old trees will improve long-term ecological integrity.  



FOREST PLAN MONITORING

The DEIS at II-26 to II-28 trumpets the value of IPNF Forest Plan monitoring, yet our inspection of monitoring reports through the years reveals serious deficiencies in that monitoring.  The IPNF is now 11 ½ years into Forest Plan implementation, unfortunately Forest Plan monitoring reports reveal the IPNF has not arrived at the realization of the seriousness of impacts that implementation of the Plan has caused.  



Forest Plan  monitoring was designed to provide feedback so that the public, ID Teams and decision makers could learn from past mistakes.  Monitoring of management impacts and long-term trends in wildlife populations and other environmental conditions is critical.  Monitoring requirements are outlined in the Forest Plan, and are required by the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and implementing regulations in  36 C.F.R. ¤219 et. seq.  The following are a number of monitoring areas which are not being conducted adequately:



(B-1)

EFFECTS TO BE MONITORED (Timber):  Harvested lands restocked within 5 years

THRESHOLD TO INITIATE FURTHER ACTION:  10% of harvest lands not adequately stocked 5 years following site preparation

MONITORING: 1, 3 & 5 years			REPORTING:  5 years

DATA SOURCE:  Stand Surveys

It is not clear how “Stand Survey” results have been applied to the monitoring requirement.



(B-4)

EFFECTS TO BE MONITORED (Timber):  Insect and disease hazard

THRESHOLD TO INITIATE FURTHER ACTION:  Insect and disease conditions are predicted to reach epidemic or serious levels on 5% of the Forest

MONITORING: 5 years			         REPORTING:  5 years

DATA SOURCE:  Insect and disease surveys

Again it is not clear how the “survey” results have been applied, and how the 5 year period could possibly be adequate to assess insect and disease damage.



(D-1)

EFFECTS TO BE MONITORED (Recreation):  Off-road vehicles—effects on resources, uses, public safety

THRESHOLD TO INITIATE FURTHER ACTION:  Conflicts with management area goals or between users

MONITORING: Continually			REPORTING:  Annually

DATA SOURCE:  Field evaluation, Travel Plan 

The data source, again, is very ambiguous.  There is no description of how the data source will be used to measure conflicts or effects.   ORV impacts are to be reported on an annual basis however this is not being done.  No monitoring was reported in 1997 and 1994.  Monitoring in 1995 found illegal use on the St. Joe Lake Trail #49 and #48 (pg. 13).  Again in 1993 this same illegal use was reported as well as illegal use in 8 other areas causing erosion trail degradation and user conflicts (pg. 19).  Plans to inform users of travel restriction to off-road vehicles were suggested as action to mitigate this damage.  No action to deal with illegal trail usage or to inform users of trail restrictions has been  reported on.  Severe damage by ORVs was reported on the Chilco Mountain trail and rehabilitation was slated to begin following the 1993 monitoring report.  There is no indication that restoration was ever done.  The IPNF is not adequately monitoring effects of off-road vehicles.



(F-1)

EFFECTS TO BE MONITORED (Wildlife):  Population trends of indicator species

THRESHOLD TO INITIATE FURTHER ACTION: Downward population trends

MONITORING: annually				REPORTING:  5 Years

DATA SOURCE:  State Fish and Game Department

(The term Òindicator speciesÓ includes the pileated woodpecker, elk, bald eagle, grizzly bear,  moose, white-tailed deer, goshawk, cutthroat, rainbow and bull trout.)

Regarding the data source, it is not clear what information is being gathered from the State Fish and Game Department and how it is being used.  No population numbers—let alone trends—are given in any annual reports.  Monitoring is completely inadequate.  The 1993 report discussed an experimental monitoring methodology for determining pileated woodpecker populations (pg. 27).  The report stated that results were pending but no results have ever been reported.  The IPNF cannot determine the effects of management activities on MIS if it never monitors populations.



(F-2)

EFFECTS TO BE MONITORED (Wildlife):  Grizzly bear recovery objective

THRESHOLD TO INITIATE FURTHER ACTION: not working towards recovery

MONITORING: annually				REPORTING:  annually

DATA SOURCE:  Idaho Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service bear unit data base, field visual sightings

Again the data source is very ambiguous.  It is not clear how information is to be gained from the Fish and Game Dept.  Also there is not enough specificity  stated in the data sources. Monitoring reports do not include population levels, therefore how recovery is to be monitored is unclear.  If anything, Forest Service recovery efforts are failing since uplisting from  “Threatened” to “Endangered” is warranted.  Reports discuss acres of secure habitat for the grizzly but do not indicate what this has to do with recovery.  Further, a number of reports state Òthe primary threat to recovery of grizzly bear populations is direct mortality from huntingÓ however no actions have been discussed (such as more road obliteration, etc.) as to how to remedy this situation (1996 report pg. 32).  



(F-3)

EFFECTS TO BE MONITORED (Wildlife):  Caribou recovery objective

THRESHOLD TO INITIATE FURTHER ACTION: not working towards recovery

MONITORING: annually				REPORTING:  annually

DATA SOURCE:  Idaho Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service EAs, field observations

The data source, once again, is very ambiguous.   Monitoring reports do not include population levels, therefore how recovery is to be monitored is vague.  Multiple reports state that caribou habitat is averaging less then 50 percent of the targeted conditions.  Further, the 1996 report discusses the increase in mortality of caribou as a result of management activities adjacent to caribou habitat (pg. 33).   In a number of reports it is discussed that data on the current populations are inconclusive to determining if recovery is occurring.  It seems that the IPNF is illegally not taking actions to minimize the impacts of management activities on caribou habitat and continues to degrade the habitat without seeing how Forest Plan implementation is affecting recovery. 



(G-1)

EFFECTS TO BE MONITORED (Water/fish):  Greater than 80% of potential emergence success 

THRESHOLD TO INITIATE FURTHER ACTION: when more than 10% of high value streams - below 80%.  When more than 20% of important streams - below 80%.  A 4-year declining trend on any stream.

MONITORING: 2 years				REPORTING:  annually

DATA SOURCE:  58 streams monitored at 29 streams per year

The 1989 report states that this category will be included in the (G-3) section (1989 report pg. 15), but it appears to have never been monitored since the two sections were combined.  The combination of this category with G-3 was not legal, i.e., through a Forest Plan amendment involving the public.



(G-3)

EFFECTS TO BE MONITORED (Water/fish):  Validate fish habitat trends identified in the Forest Plan

THRESHOLD TO INITIATE FURTHER ACTION: A declining trend in habitat quality.

MONITORING: annually				REPORTING:  5 years

DATA SOURCE:  Stream Survey

The data source Òstream surveyÓ is unclear.  The Plan indicates the type of surveys to be done and how many streams are to be included in the surveys.  The 1994 report states that habitat attributes are sub-standard in many watersheds; several fish populations continue on a downward trend (pg. 11), yet it appears no actions have  been taken outside those forced by the public on behalf of bull trout.  



(G-4)

EFFECTS TO BE MONITORED (Water/fish):  Fish population trends - cutthroat trout and bull trout

THRESHOLD TO INITIATE FURTHER ACTION: downward trend

MONITORING: 2 years				REPORTING:  2 years

DATA SOURCE:  Cooperative with Idaho Fish and Game 

Information to be gained and how it is to be gathered is vague.  The 1996 report states westslope cutthroat trout have a stable population but populations in the Upper Priest Lake system will likely result in a long-term decline of bull trout and westslope cutthroat populations due to competition (pg. 42).  No actions are discussed to deal with this problem.  Also no population numbers are stated.  There was no reporting in 1994 despite the 2 year reporting requirement.  The 1993 report suggests physical fish habitat and loss of residual pool depth and volume have resulted in a downward trend in fish populations (pg. 45).  No actions are discussed to remedy this problem.  The IPNF is not collecting the data, as required.  



(H-1)

EFFECTS TO BE MONITORED (Threatened & endangered species)

THRESHOLD TO INITIATE FURTHER ACTION: any plant adversely affected.

MONITORING: annually				REPORTING:  annually

DATA SOURCE:  Field observations incidental to project planning

Once more,  how data is to be collected in not clearly detailed.  The 1996 (pg. 29) report states that weeds are a major problem in the forest and that a large portion of the forest is infested with weeds.  The report also states that only a small percentage of this area has been treated.  



Reporting indicates that between 1995 and 1996 a number of plant species of concern saw significant drops in population numbers.   The 1994 report failed to report activity or population levels.  Monitoring in 1991 reported that plants in the Cow Creek area were indirectly effected by grazing and trampling.  The report said this area would be monitored and action taken however, no action appears to have been done.   Clearer explanations of how data is to be gathered is needed. 



Overall, there has been a serious decline in the quality and quantity of information in monitoring reports since 1994, but even the reports prior to 1994 failed to comply with the Forest Plan.  The reports appear to be avoiding real issues.  The IPNF continues to avoid its legal responsibilities to carry out monitoring requirements as stated in NFMA and the Forest Plan.  Without some clear idea on how implementing the Forest Plan has affected the various resources on the Forest, it makes absolutely no sense to be proposing more large-scale development activities such as the Douglas-fir Beetle Project.



Water Quality - Forest Plan Appendix JJ established the IPNF water quality monitoring program. The water quality monitoring program is the result of a Memorandum of Understanding with the State of Idaho dated September 19, 1988. The agreement also replaced Forest Plan Appendix S (Best Management Practices) with Forest Service Handbook 2509.22 (Soil and Water Conservation Practice Handbook).  We request the IPNF take a hard look at the water monitoring resulting from Appendix JJ.



We also suggest the Colville NF take a good, hard look at the veracity of its Forest Plan Monitoring Plan, and evaluate the results of that monitoring as we have here with the IPNF’s.



ALTERNATIVES:

It is really not clear as to the extent of the proposed logging of live, green trees (not under attack by beetles) in the various alternatives.  For Alt. D, II-12 says:

Regeneration harvests will be used in stands where most trees have been killed and retention of the residual live trees is not necessary to meet visual quality and wildlife objectives. Green trees not affected by bark beetles may be removed from these stands in order to create a suitable environment for the establishment of seral species.

So why is this necessary in Alt. D, but not in B, or perhaps it is in B—just not stated so?



And for Alt. E, if we’ve learned anything from the FS in recent years, it is that the definition of a “dead and dying” tree includes many that are green and healthy looking.  Trees infected by root rot  are considered “dead” even  though they may live for decades if the chainsaw doesn’t get them.  To us, Alt. E means any tree with the slightest “defect”—be it a single beetle boring dust pile or even the slightest crown symptom of root disease—will be labeled “dead” by the Forest Service and marked for cutting.  So implementing Alt. E will allow for so much discretion that even analyzing its impacts is impossible in the DEIS.  And it is only logical that the other alternatives will allow the same discretion—what a bargain.



At III-4, the DEIS also provides great discretion (and to the public, uncertainty) as to the extent of logging live, healthy trees:

On some areas, where there is the opportunity to maintain or enhance the growth of the desired western larch or ponderosa pine or move the stand towards desired structural stages, green trees in addition to the dead Douglas-fir would be removed. The green trees to be removed would generally be the smaller trees which would be "thinned out" (emphasis added).

Such vague wording is alarming, in that after-the fact justifications of logging healthy trees of any size could be offered on any acre logged.   



The inclusion of Alternative E is the tacit acknowledgment that the wildfire “scare” is only for some portions of the Coeur d’Alene River District, in contrast to the propaganda the FS hypes in the media. 



Who proposed the “Vegetative Restoration Only” alternative (II-31)?



The range of alternative suggested for analysis did not include the alternative suggested in the scoping comments provided by the Ecology Center in their December 16, 1998 letter.  The alternative suggested deals with vegetation—not just watershed rehabilitation.  Elsewhere in these comments we refer to options for restoration not considered in the DEIS’s range of alternatives.



CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

So many of the watersheds fall in one or more of these situations:  1) Have had recent logging  and/or road building activities, the impacts of which have not been fully realized via monitoring of changed conditions;  2)  Are having ongoing logging and/or road building activities, the impacts of which have cannot possibly be fully realized via monitoring of changed conditions; 3) Have reasonably foreseeable logging and/or  road  building activities, the impacts of which have  not been adequately detailed in the DEIS so that impacts can be understood by all ID Team members,  the public, and the decision maker.



Given this situation, it is clear that cumulative effects analyses are grossly inadequate.  This is evident from the following evidence in the DEIS:  “The most recent harvests occurred in 1998 and 1999 with approximately 300 acres being salvage harvested as a result of severe ice and snow damage that occurred during the winter of 1996-97” (III-15).



Any actions not yet carried out should be considered the same as all proposed activities in this DEIS—tentative and subject to full effects analysis within the DEIS!   They should be fully disclosed in all alternative maps, tables, and descriptions of proposed actions. 



Furthermore, we wonder why, with the present “catastrophic” situation because of the bark beetle, the Forest Service has failed to undertake “changed condition” analyses for such approved projects as Horizon Moon, as NEPA requires.  Since things have changed so “catastrophically” in the Wolf Lodge watershed, might not it be wiser to postpone the sale of  Horizon Moon indefinitely, stop implementing Horizon Sun and any other ongoing or previously approved actions in all of the watersheds covered by the DEIS, and consider all actions as one rather than letting stand the “piecemeal” approach prohibited by NEPA?  We believe putting a halt to all those actions is the Forest Service’s only legal recourse, now that the Douglas-fir Bark Beetle DEIS is saying the sky is falling across large portions of the IPNF and Newport Ranger District.



That is the way NEPA requires such disclosures be done, since at 40 CFR ¤ 1508.25 the scope of the Douglas-fir Bark Beetle EIS is mandated thus:

Scope consists of the range of actions, alternatives, and impacts to be considered in an environmental impact statement.  The scope of an individual statement may depend on its relationships to other statements (¤¤1502.20 and 1508.28). To determine the scope of environmental impact statements, agencies shall consider 3 types of actions, 3 types of alternatives, and 3 types of impacts.  They include:

 (a) Actions (other than unconnected single actions) which may be:

 	(2) Cumulative actions, which when viewed with other proposed actions have cumulatively significant impacts and should therefore be discussed in the same impact statement.

   	(3) Similar actions, which when viewed with other reasonably foreseeable or proposed agency actions, have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental consequences together, such as common timing or geography- An agency may wish to analyze these actions in the same impact statement.  It should do so when the best way to assess adequately the combined impacts of similar actions or reasonable alternatives to such actions is to treat them in a single impact statement. (Emphasis added.)

 

“Information on private lands within the project area is limited” (III-12).  This is a serious problem with much of the analysis in the DEIS—cumulative effects cannot be understood lacking data on past, ongoing, and foreseeable private land developments

.

The situation is further compounded since other development activities on both public and private land are generally mentioned very briefly with implications for cumulative impacts not explained.  These include grazing on both private and public lands, subdividing on private lands, logging on lands of other ownership, and mining activities.  Examples from the DEIS:



“Analyses takes (sic) into account activities occurring on Forest Service Land” (III-204).  There is no support for this statement in the DEIS.  Also, “Cumulative effects to flammulated owls from projects on National Forest System lands are incorporated into the modeling process (see Cumulative Effects section in the Methodology above).”  The methodology is so opaque and ridden with errors inherent from using the inaccurate timber stand data base, that cumulative effects cannot be genuinely be analyzed.



And this one on III-441: “The Flat Creek grazing allotment is within flammulated owl habitat; grazing allotments in this area would have no greater cumulative effects for flammulated owls than any individual project or the proposed project.”  That does not represent authentic cumulative effects analysis, that reflects disregard for cumulative impacts.



“Activities schedule for 1999 on Crown Pacific Timber Company Lands would also impact an undetermined amount of habitat for fisher and marten” (III-445).  Thus strongly suggests the Forest Service refrain from any actions affecting these species in the Upper West Branch.  And the same situation exists for the Lower West Branch, and other Analysis Areas.



This passage on III-448 strongly suggests confusion on the definition of “cumulative effects”, or perhaps just plain poor analysis:  ” Overall, cumulative effects are moderate. There would be only minor cumulative effects expected as a result of any of the activities, including private lands within the analysis area.”



Missing from the DEIS are maps of past logging activity.  Also, cumulative effects analysis lacks detailed discussion of past logging activities and their impacts on the natural environment. How much of the New Moon sale has occurred?  Some of the sales included with the New Moon may be implemented at the same time as this project - how will this affect fish, wildlife, noxious weeds, soils?



The Spokesman-Review article of January 15, 1999, (enclosed) states:

As much as 140 million board feet of timber—twice the annual allowable logging in the Idaho Panhandle National Forests—is headed for sawmills.  And this is only the first round.  The Forest Service “absolutely” will be back with similar plans next year, said David Wright, Panhandle National Forests supervisor.

Nowhere does the DEIS disclose or analyze the cumulative impacts of “absolutely” making similar plans next year.  This EIS is piecemealing the analysis, violating NEPA’s cumulative effects provisions.



SENSITIVE PLANTS

WE are also concerned that the wording of the first paragraph on page II-24 has been made so complex to hide the fact that what it REALLY says is that you have the discretion to do absolutely no more Sensitive plant surveys by merely justifying it later with equally opaquely worded excuses.  If an area has not been recently surveyed for all potentially present Sensitive or Watch plants at the proper seasons of the year for best finding those plants, those surveys should be completed before resources are committed towards making the Sensitive plant habitat the home for bulldozers and skidders.



There project would impact so many acres, and would impact so many acres where Sensitive plants are known or suspected to occur, proper impacts analyses would require a true population viability study.  The DEIS does not reveal the Forest Service has enough information to do such a population viability study, also considering all other ongoing or planned activities on lands of all ownership.



The DEIS mentions coastal disjunct species (III-163).  Has the Forest Service created maps of the habitats on the IPNF that contain these coastal disjunct species?



“Implementation of projects on National Forest lands would contribute insignificant impacts to TES plants or suitable habitat, since TES plants and suitable habitat are managed on federal lands to protect population and species viability.”  In sum this says there won’t be any adverse impacts to Sensitive plan populations since our management doesn’t cause adverse impacts to Sensitive plant populations.  Then why do any analysis at all?



“Protection of populations is assumed to be an effective conservation strategy” (III-168) yet the DEIS proposes actions that will not protect all populations from increasing mortality of individual plants.



The DEIS promises post-NEPA surveys and mitigation measures, but neither the public nor decision maker can judge the efficacy of such mitigation since their status now is only vague promises.



How will it be determined that individuals to be squashed are “not …critical to the population” since the Forest Service is not willing to do the viability assessment which will demonstrate some individuals can be indeed sacrificed?

 

The DEIS states that cattle grazing has affected Sensitive plant populations, yet the significance of this cumulative impact is not disclosed.



VISUAL QUALITY AND SCENIC VALUES

The fact that areas of MA 9 (prohibited from logging in the Forest Plan) in the Hayden Analysis Area are proposed for logging indicates a very detailed visual quality analysis should be prepared--for this area especially.  We are concerned the Forest Service is preparing to ignore visual quality objectives, because they claim “Openings created in the timber by harvest, in effect, would be virtually the same as created by natural processes” (III-258).  Even when we are told VQOs will be met, we are not really assured by such claims.  There are no visual simulation displays that attempt to show comparisons between existing  and projected conditions under the various alternatives.



The vagueness of the visual quality analysis is exemplified in this statement on III-476:  “Of the action alternatives, Alternative C would have the ability to best meet VQO’s of Retention and Partial Retention.”  Either alternatives do meet VQOs or they don’t.  And the DEIS’s analysis doesn’t really provide convincing analyses that determine one way or the other.



“Uncontrolled fire created a patchwork of openings in the timber, far more than one observes today” (III-256).  That statement is provided in an attempt to downplay the extremely logged-over appearance of these national forests today.  The writer of that passage has apparently never looked at aerial photos of the areas in question.  We request that the most recent available aerial photos covering all of the cumulative effects analysis area watersheds be included in the project file, so that this misconception can  be cleared up—instantly.



“Openings created in the timber by harvest, in effect, would be virtually the same as created by natural processes” (III-258).  This is the same old, tired, argument that equates clearcuts with natural processes.  We don’t believe someone from planet Earth could confuse the effects of fellerbunchers, bulldozers, skidders, and chainsaws with the effects of native insects.



The rationale for reducing VQOs in the Binarch NRA area on III-470 is not biologically or aesthetically acceptable.



We wonder how ” the knowledge that the forests are also being managed to provide for multiple-use benefits which include jobs in the forest products industry, as well as other special uses” (III-471) has anything to do with Scenic Values and Sense of Place?  Sorry, but this sounds like someone is trying to internally reinforce a misconception that logging should continue even where logging depletes scenic values and sense of place.



“Approximately 10 to 20 years, the openings would blend into the landscape with no seen alterations” (III-478).  Ten to twenty years, and a clearcut will look like the surrounding native forest?  That is simply incredible.




�
NOXIOUS WEEDS

The DEIS states on III-263:  “The overall IPNF strategy is to contain weeds in currently infested areas and to prevent the spread of weeds to susceptible but generally uninfested areas.”  We don’t  believe that the IPNF has been able to prevent noxious weeds from spreading into any new roads (however “temporary”).  Thus, the DEIS presents many statements without any support.  These include: “While existing weed infestations on Federal and private lands will continue to increase, activities proposed in the action alternatives would not contribute to weed spread” (III-266); “Implementation of foreseeable future and current actions on National Forest lands will, in most cases, have no additional impacts on the risk of weed spread, since the Coeur d’Alene River Ranger District is committed to implementing treatment and prevention practices as described in Chapter II …” (ibid.);  and “Implementation of foreseeable future and current actions on National Forest lands will, in most cases, have no additional impacts on the risk of weed spread, since the Priest Lake Ranger District is committed to implementing treatment and prevention practices…” (III-482).



TLC and TECI have commented (and appealed) extensively the IPNF’s noxious weed control plans (EISs), and the issues we have with noxious weed spread are well-articulated in those comments and appeals.  We incorporate those comments and appeals, by reference, within these comments.



President Clinton issued an executive order in early February, 1999 concerning invasive species.  How will the Forest Service comply with this executive order in terms of this project?  



Is the CNF Noxious Weed prevention environmental assessment a document which exists or the proposed one that has not been written yet?  If the document does not exist, it cannot be cited for the purposes of this project, if the document does exist please send KRCG a copy.



Why, on the Newport RD, will the Priest Lake Noxious Weed Control Project EIS be used for guidelines and prevention projects?



The “Features Common To All Action Alternatives” section for noxious weeds does not include any prevention measures for the Newport RD.  Prevention techniques are those which are not mitigative to proposed logging, but those that are used as guidelines so that weeds never enter an uninfested area.  Such as not entering unroaded areas since noxious weeds will follow despite mitigation efforts.  Since the Environmental Assessment for Integrated Noxious Weed Treatment for the Colville National Forest (USDA 1998d) is deferred to and it utilizes NO prevention, this DEIS utilizes NO prevention techniques.  (The document and responses to KRCG comments received from Forest Service personnel was that the document functioned ONLY in order to treat weeds.)



True prevention strategies must be incorporated into this DEIS since there are none found in the 1998 Colville Weed Treatment EA nor in the IPNF EISs.  This project has a high risk for spreading noxious weeds, especially since all of the proposed logging will leave scarce numbers of trees.  



The Colville National Forest may want to use information that R-6 has for prevention techniques, especially since a noxious weed prevention meeting (as required yearly by the Mediated Agreement) was held last November in Hood River, OR.



The DEIS states that timber sale contracts will include provision CT6.26.  Where is the nearest area which heavy equipment can be cleaned off in this manner?  Is the money for this purpose generated from the purchaser or from the Forest Service?  If the Forest Service is funding it, where will it come from?  Where will the money come from to seed roads that are decommissioned?  Is this money guaranteed or a part of (only potential) KV money?



SOILS

The analysis for soils provides no more of a cumulative effects analysis than such statements (repeated in many places) as: “Direct effects from the proposed harvest, particularly the regeneration harvest, would include localized soil displacement and compaction on harvest areas, landings and other areas of concentrated management activity”  or  “Some change to soil productivity would occur under all action alternatives. Tractor and skyline skidding, landing construction, and prescribed burning would decrease soil productivity. All action alternatives would meet forest plan soil productivity guidelines.”  Something as fundamental as forest soils deserves much better analysis.  The only place the DEIS mentions the possibility of future detrimental soils impacts is in the realm of a typical wildfire situation! (III-180).



Although the CNF commits to soils impacts monitoring, the IPNF does not, even though supposedly the Forest Service Handbook on soils and water quality—adopted into the Forest Plan—requires such monitoring.



Minor discussion of soils occurs at various intervals in the DEIS; for instance “although temporary roads will be recontoured, productivity on these sits will be lost due to displacement of ash topsoil.”  But the lack of authentic soils analyses is a major oversight .  How has site productivity been affected in the past and how significantly will it be affected by this project? How does the DEIS evaluate the likelihood of mass wasting, using soil and land types?



The soils section has no site specific information.  There is no quantification of existing condition within proposed units or any impacts analysis of detrimental soil conditions, site class, or nutrient flow.   How does the Forest intend to analyze this key issue, considering the loss of productivity that will result from the clearcutting and near-clearcutting that is planned?



Is the decay rate of woody debris less, more or about equal to the accumulated fuel buildup for the sites in the project area?   Jenny, H., Gesse, S.P.1949 Comparative study of decomposition rates of organic matter in temperate and tropical regions. Soil., 68:419-32 and Olson J.S. 1963. Energy storage and the balance of producers and decomposers in ecological systems. Ecology 44:322-331. indicate that the annual rate of additions of organic material to the forest floor equals losses.  New information from Tiedemann and Bull (as yet unpublished) seems to indicate that decay rates are about the same.  Please provide a discussion and documentation of your analysis of this critical site productivity question.



ROADS

Where in the DEIS is temporary road construction discussed for the Newport RD?  It is not outlined in the economics chart, and under temporary road construction there are $0 dollars allocated.  Is temporary road construction being proposed or not?  Again, “Temporary roads will be constructed on stable sites where hazards such as steep slopes, concentrated water, or sensitive geology are not present.”  First, this contradicts the no temporary road construction as well as the building of roads on stable sites.



The DEIS at II-19  says temporary roads would be obliterated in the same season as they’re built, “where feasible” but this is an empty promise.  If they must be “conditioned for overwinter” then both the costs would be higher than projected and the watershed impacts would be greater (since DEIS analysis assumes few impacts of temporary roads, and “conditioning” would probably provide marginal protection anyway).  If  you can’t absolutely commit to obliterating them the same season—a dry season—then the DEIS should simply analyze them as permanent roads.



The DEIS at II-23 is even less committed to same-season obliteration, and resigns actions to mitigate inevitable damage from overwintering.  The specifications under Temporary Roads will likely be administered not  by forest engineers, but by less qualified timber sale administrators (the project activities would be too widespread and intensive under all action alternatives).  The problems with temporary road specifications are quite serious.  Whereas the hydrology and fisheries analyses in the DEIS assume that temporary roads would be less damaging to watersheds over the short term than permanent, system roads, page II-23 of the DEIS indicates that temporary roads will be just as damaging and probably in some cases more damaging than system roads.



We are concerned that the Coeur d’Alene District would not return existing barriered and non-driveable roads following the same standards the other two districts would (II-19).  



The DEIS should specify which “Level” (III-5) of obliteration and degree of reconstruction is planned by showing the information precisely on the alternative maps.



At III-5 the DEIS proposes  “front end obliteration” where some culverts would be left on stretches of road behind what would  be obliterated (inaccessible to motorized access) portions.  While this is important for protecting wildlife security, we are concerned that this is still a partial measure.  Once an energetic hunter, hiker, trapper, or poacher reaches a stretch of  still intact road, the security will have been breached.  Furthermore, we are concerned since this will lead to complete lack of maintenance of the road in the areas inaccessible to motorized travel.  For example, culverts eventually plug, no matter how good the design, and thus are merely “time bombs” waiting to go off in fish habitat.  In short,  all road/creek crossings should be fully obliterated.



You should also include a map (or listing) of roads on national forest land the Forest Service is not proposing to bring up to BMP standards or even survey for existing damage.




�
OTHER ISSUES

The DEIS does not indicate if surveys for Heritage Resources would be completed so that full disclosure will appear in the FEIS.



We are skeptical as to the likelihood of the given time frame (I-8) actually being met.  This depends upon a lot of factors out of the control of the Forest Service, including how high a priority potential purchasers would be willing to place on implementing the sales.  Use of some types of equipment, such as helicopters, makes meeting the given timing difficult or impossible.  The time frame also fails to factor in all the alleged beetle infestation on state and private land.  Will the given time frames be mandated in the sale contracts? 



We request you provide tabular information like that in Tables II-14 and II-15, but breaking it down for each separately-analyzed drainage (not just “Analysis Area) in the entire DEIS area.



We incorporated the 4/14/98 TLC letter to Forest Supervisor David Wright as scoping comments on the DF Bark Beetle proposal.  The analysis methodology employed in the preparation of the DEIS is not consistent with the methodology outlined in that letter in many ways.  We do not consider the DEIS to adequately inform the public, sufficiently inform a decision maker, nor comply with NEPA’s mandates that the best scientific methodology be employed.  We have enclosed a copy of that letter so the ID Teams may have one handy.



EMPOWERMENT

An Ecology Center 5/26/98 Freedom of Information Act request asked for  a copy of all documentation of Interdisciplinary Team Meetings concerning the Boston Brook timber sale, whether or not they were a part of the Boston Brook project file.  The Coeur d’Alene River District’s response was that individual members of the ID Team keep their own notes and they were not available.  This is highly irregular in the Ecology Center’s experience; project file documents include notes of meetings because of their relevance to project planning.  We suspected the Forest Service had something to hide, possibly that team members’ freely expressed concerns or disagreements over that highly controversial project were being silenced.



We foresee the same potential with this highly controversial project, too.  We urge ID Team members to make sure minutes or notes of ID Team meetings are disclosed to the public by seeing they are a part of the project file.  If that is being blocked for some reason, we remind ID Team members that telephone numbers and addresses for our organizations are included in this letter.  



On the subject of empowerment, because of the actions of a Forest Service employee in Alaska, appeal regulations have been changed so that the prohibition of appeals by employees was dropped.  Enclosed is a copy of the Federal Register notice proposing to change the appeal regulations so employees may appeal.  Also enclosed is a copy of a Forest Service DG message regarding this subject.



Finally, enclosed are copies of 
citizens’ letters to the editor
 of area newspapers, stating opposition to the Douglas-fir Bark Beetle Project.  Forest Service officials should take note that such regressive management policies represented by this latest proposal to turn over public assets to private interests ultimately result in the truth coming out and citizens taking action to protect their heritage.





We sincerely hope that you take all our comments seriously, as many people have spent countless hours reviewing and writing comments on the DEIS with the purpose of improving the management of our public forests.  All enclosures included with this comment letter are meant to be integral parts of our comments, so please include them in the project file.  Please send each organization all future mailings on the Douglas-fir Bark Beetle Project.



Sincerely,



Jeff Juel

The Ecology Center, Inc.

801 Sherwood Street, Suite B

Missoula, Montana  59802



and on behalf of:




�
Mike Wood

Alliance for the Wild Rockies

PO Box 8731 

Missoula, MT 59807



Gary Macfarlane

Friends of the Clearwater

PO Box 9241

Moscow, ID  83843



Josh Burnim

Cove/Mallard Coalition

PO Box 8968

Moscow, ID  83843



Kathryn McDeed,  Project Coordinator

Wild Alabama Inc., 

P. O. Box 117, 

Moulton AL 35650, 256-974-6166



Pat Rasmussen, Coordinator 

Leavenworth Audubon Adopt-A-Forest

P.O. Box 154, Peshastin, WA 98847







Jeanette Russell, Network Coordinator 

National Forest Protection Alliance

P.O. Box 5633

Bloomington, In 47401

812-336-2668



Denise Boggs, Director 

Utah Environmental Congress

1817 S. Main St.; Ste. 9

Salt Lake City, UT 84115

801-466-4055



Jim Klesser,  Coordinator 

Allegheny Defense Project

P.O. Box 245

Clarion, PA 16214

(814) 764-5763



Hal Rowe, Inland Northwest Representative

Native Forest Network

P.O. Box 1062

Spokane, WA 99202

(509) 838-9022







Craig Gehrke, Idaho Regional Director

The Wilderness Society


413 W. Idaho, #413

Boise, ID 83702

(208) 343-8153



John McCarthy, Conservation Director

Idaho Conservation League

P.O. Box 844

Boise, ID 83701



Paul Lindholdt, Chair

Upper Columbia Group Sierra Club

517 S. Division

Spokane, WA 99202

(509) 838-0132


Steve Holmer, Campaign Coordinator

American Lands Alliance

726 7th St. SE

Washington, DC 20003

(202) 547-9400





Elizabeth Allen

Ecosystem Defense Coordinator


K
ettle Range Conservation Group


Box 150


Republic, WA  99166





Sara Folger, Director

Forest Watch Program

The Lands Council
�
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