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Mission Brush Record of Decision

1. Summary of Decision

After careful consideration of the potential impacts 
of the alternatives analyzed and documented in the 
Mission Brush Supplemental Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (SFEIS), I have decided to
implement Alternative 2 with modification, as
discussed in the Rationale for My Decision on page 
26.  The management actions are summarized 
below. 

Project activities will take place within the Mission 
Brush project area, approximately 31,350-acres in 
size, the center of which is about 16 miles north of 
Bonners Ferry, Idaho.  The project area covers 
approximately 16,550 acres of National Forest 
System lands (Figure 1. Vicinity Map). 

Alternative 2 Modified - Management Activities  
(acres and miles are approximate) 

Implement vegetation treatments, which include: 
- Silvicultural Treatments on 3829 acres 
- Fuels Treatments on 3698 acres 
- Ecosystem Burns without harvest on 238 acres 

Implement transportation management, which 
includes: 
- Construct 5 miles of temporary road

(decommission after use);  
- Decommission 13 miles of existing roads  
- Improve 39 miles of existing roads  
- Place 5 miles of existing roads into storage 

F i g u r e  1 .   V i c i n i t y  M a p  

Implement recreation management at Brush Lake Campground and the dispersed recreation areas in that vicinity. 
- Improving the road to the campground, and developing turnouts that accommodate today’s recreational vehicles. 
- Upgrading toilets to meet universally acceptable standards and upgrade pathways to the toilets to meet wheel chair 

accessibility. 
- Reconstructing the path between the campground and picnic area to the easiest hiker standard. 
- Designating trails, clearly marked, as open or closed to ATVs, motorcycles, riding/pack stock, mountain bikes and hiking. 
- Rehabilitate and protect non-system cutoff paths, roads and campsites. 
- Add one group campsite and three to five day use sites. 
- Install a standard design concrete boat ramp.
- Upgrade the boat launch parking lot to accommodate two to three pickup/small trailer combinations. 
- Construct a 4-foot fishing dock with four to five additional parking spots. 
- Develop a Watchable Wildlife trail from the day use/picnic area to the north with views of the lake. 
- Mission Mountain Trail #156 will remain open to all non-motorized uses.  The trailhead and trail will be improved as described in

detail later in this document. 
- Wildhorse Trail will not be reestablished in full, however a short segment will be identified with an interpretive sign near Brush 

Lake Campground. 

Implement the following management discussed in the SFEIS: 
- Project-specific design criteria and monitoring actions described in Sections 2.8 and 2.9 of the SFEIS. 
- Best Management Practices shown in SFEIS Appendix C.  
- Conservation Measures listed in Biological Assessments or Biological Evaluations   
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2.  Project Background 

The Mission Brush area, located in the northeastern portion of the Bonners Ferry Ranger District, includes Mission Creek and Brush 
Creek drainages - totaling about 31,350 acres. The center of the project area is about 16 miles north of Bonners Ferry, Idaho, and 8
miles west of Eastport, Idaho.  Hall, Tungsten, and Bethlehem Mountains are prominent peaks in the area.  Approximately 16,550 
acres are National Forest System lands and 7490 acres are private land; about 7300 acres of the Mission Creek watershed in
Canada were included in the aquatics cumulative effects analysis area.  The National Forest Systems lands in the area include all or
portions of the following: Sections 7-11, 14-22, 28, 30, 32, 34 T65N R1E; Sections 3, 4, 9-11, 14-16, 21-23, 27, and 28 T64N R1E, 
Boise Meridian (see Figures 1 and 2).  

The scope of the Mission Brush Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was determined through public involvement and agency
analysis, in accordance with National Environmental Policy Act requirements at 40 CFR 1508.25.  The scope of the actions includes 
only those site-specific, on-the-ground activities addressed by the SFEIS and this decision document.  The SFEIS is not a general
management plan for the Mission Brush project area. 

2 a . N e e d  f o r  a  S u p p l e m e n t a l  E I S  

In late May 2004 I released the Mission Brush Final EIS (FEIS) and Record of Decision (ROD) to the public and a legal notice of the 
decision was published in the newspaper of record (Spokesman Review) on June 1, 2004.  The Record of Decision was appealed on 
July 15, 2004.  Following review of the appeal; on August 30, 2004 the Appeal Deciding Officer upheld the decision with the following 
instruction, “I affirm the Forest Supervisor’s decision to implement the Mission Brush project.  …However, because of the recent 9th

Circuit Opinion in Lands Council vs. Powell, I am directing the Forest to delay implementation of this project until further notice.”   

Lands Council. v. Powell1 has further articulated the legal requirements concerning management of National Forest System lands on
the Idaho Panhandle National Forests.  The Mission Brush Supplemental Final EIS (SFEIS) responds to the new case law, provides 
the results to the public, and assisted me in reaching a reasoned and informed decision in light of Lands Council v. Powell.  The 
SFEIS also fully documents the environmental analysis of the proposed action and alternatives.  Information about Lands Council v.
Powell, and my response to that new information, is located in the SFEIS sections 1.4, 2.1, 3.3, 3.5 4.2, 4.4, and 4.5. 

3.  Purpose and Need for Action 

The purpose and need for this project was based on existing and desired future conditions of the vegetation, aquatic environment, 
wildlife habitat, and recreation facilities and opportunities.   The project provides site-specific implementation of Forest Plan goals 
and objectives (Forest Plan, Chapter II).  Further description of the purpose and need for action is in the SFEIS section 1.2. 

Vegetation Need
Trend the vegetation composition, structure, and diversity of landscape patterns toward desired future conditions across the 
landscape by providing for tree species and stocking levels that resist insects, diseases, and stand-replacing wildfire(s).  Improve 
landscape patterns by creating openings that more closely resemble those created by fires before active fire suppression. (SFEIS, 
section 1.2-A) (Forest Plan, pp. II-8, II-31, II-32) 

Aquatic Need
Maintain and improve the aquatic ecosystems (watershed and fisheries) in the Mission Creek and Brush Creek drainages.  (SFEIS, 
section 1.2-B) (Forest Plan, pp. II-6, II-7, II-9, II-29 through II-33) 

Wildlife Habitat Need
Promote the long-term persistence and stability of wildlife habitat and biodiversity by trending toward an ecosystem with  vegetation 
that  is composed of more diverse forest structures in the treated areas, including larger patch sizes with less fragmentation.
(SFEIS, section 1.2-C) (Forest Plan, pp. II-5, II-6, II-26 through II-29) 

Recreation Need
Provide recreation facilities that are safe, meet universal accessibility requirements, accommodate future needs while retaining the 
rustic nature of the area and improve the quality and diversity of the recreation sites around Brush Lake.  Delineate recreational 
areas for motorized and non-motorized use.  Designate motorcycle / ATV trails to limit impacts to other resources.   (SFEIS, section 
1.2-D) (Forest Plan, p. II-3, II-24, II-25) 

1 Lands Council v. Powell 395 F.3d 1019 (2005 amended opinion on the Iron Honey project)
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4.  Public Involvement 

Extensive public involvement was conducted for this project. Key activities are described below; additional details can be found in 
section 2.2 of the SFEIS and the project file.  The first public notice of proposed management activities in this area was made in
1997 for a project identified as the Mission Round Prairie Environmental Assessment.  In late 2002, the decision was made to center
this project on the Mission and Brush Creek areas – watersheds identified during the initial Mission Round Prairie assessment as 
high priority for restoration treatments.  The Draft EIS was released to the public in August 2003 (the mailing list included 77 
contacts) and generated comments from two federal agencies and four letters from regional environmental organizations.  
Responses to the substantive comments were included in the FEIS Appendix F released in June 2004. 

As explained in section 2.a of this Record and section 1.3 of the SFEIS, it was determined that a Supplemental EIS would be 
prepared to address the new information from Lands Council v. Powell.  The Supplemental DEIS, released in May 2005, generated 
comments from one local resident, two regional environmental organizations (one comment letter was sent on behalf of three 
additional organizations), and two federal agencies.  See Appendix F of the SFEIS for details of the comments and the agency’s 
responses.

Ongoing coordination with the following local, state and federal agencies and the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho occurred throughout the 
process, and will continue as appropriate through project implementation: Boundary County Commissioners, Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game, Idaho Department of Environmental Quality, Idaho Department of Transportation, US Fish and Wildlife Service, US 
Environmental Protection Agency, and US Department of Interior.  

Table 1 - Timeline for Public Involvement Activities  
  Activities Timing 

Initial interdisciplinary project team meeting for the Mission Round Prairie Assessment January, 1997

First publication of proposal in the quarterly Schedule of Proposed Actions for the IPNF February, 1997

Development of Public Involvement Plan  June, 1997 

Scoping letter and request for comments was sent to 126 entities on the contact list, 
including adjacent landowners.  The letter included the Purpose and Need for the 
proposal, description of the proposed activities, description of the issues identified by the 
project team, plans for the transportation system, a table summarizing the silvicultural 
treatments, a map of the project area, and a comment form. 

July, 1997

Open House at local school near the project area.  The Open House was announced
through a letter to the contact list and an article in the local newspaper. September, 1997 

Public Field Trip to Mission Round Prairie area Fall, 1997 

District Ranger attended a meeting of Moyie River Property Owners Association October, 1997

Project update letter and request for comments mailed to entities on the contact list. November, 2001 

Open House at local school near the project area.   December, 2001 

IPNF Quarterly Schedule of Proposed Actions was revised to show the decision to 
separate the Mission Round Prairie assessment into two proposals identified as Mission 
Brush EIS and Northern Prairie EIS. 

January, 2003

Notice of Intent for the Mission Brush EIS was published in the Federal Register March, 2003 

Stakeholders listing updated May, 2003 

Mission Brush Draft EIS released to the public
(approximately 75 copies distributed, also available on the IPNF public website) August, 2003 

Notice of Availability for DEIS published by Federal Register September, 2003 

Legal Notice of Availability and Request for Comments published in Spokesman-Review September, 2003 

End of Comment Period – 4 letters of comment received October 27, 2003 

Final EIS and Record of Decision released to Public – Legal Ad published June 1, 2004 
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  Activities Timing 

Final EIS and Record of Decision Appealed June 15, 2004

Regional Forester Upheld 2004 Record of Decision August 30, 2004

Notice of Intent to Prepare a Supplemental EIS April 22, 2005 

Mission Brush Supplemental Draft EIS released to the public
(approximately 75 copies distributed, also available on the IPNF public website) April 29 2005 

Notice of Availability for SDEIS published by Federal Register May 6, 2005 

Legal Notice of Availability and Request for Comments published in Spokesman-Review May 9, 2005 

End of Comment Period – 5 letters of comment received June 20, 2005

Release of Supplemental FEIS and Record of Decision April 2006 

The activities outlined above helped to identify issues pertinent to this proposal and highlighted environmental concerns, thus helping
drive the development of alternatives.  For additional information, see the following sections on Alternative Development, and the 
Comparison of Activities and Effects for the Selected Alternative.  Issues and other resource concerns are discussed in detail in
sections 2.3, 2.4 and Appendix A of the SFEIS.  Preparation and release of the Supplemental Final EIS did not identify any new
issues since release of the Supplemental Draft EIS. 

4 a . I s s u e s  a n d  I s s u e  I n d i c a t o r s
The interdisciplinary team identified issues through public and internal scoping (SFEIS, section 2.4).  The team determined the
following items were key issues, which were then analyzed in detail, measured by the issue indicators, and documented in the 
SFEIS Chapters 2, 3 and 4.   

Table 2 - Key Issues and Issue Indicators 
Vegetation Issues Issue Indicators
Forest Composition Acres reforested with seral species 
Forest Structure Acres of restoration within dry forest types, and 

Increase in size of forest openings  
Risk of Stand Replacing Fire in dry forest types Change in risk within treatment units 
Air Quality Total tons of projected emissions 
Risk of Insect and Root Disease Change in risk within treatment units  
Restoration Costs Net Value, based on costs and benefits 

Aquatic Issues Issue Indicators
Effects of harvesting and resulting canopy
openings on water yield, sediment delivery to 
streams, and aquatic habitat. 

1) Percent change in the magnitude, intensity and duration of water 
yield from the existing condition. 
2) Percent change in magnitude, intensity and duration of sediment 
delivery in Mission Creek and Brush Creek watersheds. 
3) Total estimated sediment delivered in tons over the duration of the 
project in Mission Creek and Brush Creek watersheds. . 
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Aquatic Issues continued Issue Indicators continued 
Effects of road construction, decommissioning, 
and maintenance on sediment delivery to 
streams and aquatic habitat. 

1) Change in magnitude of sediment yields from the existing condition. 
2) Change in road density of sensitive landtypes. 
3) Change/improvement in miles of roads encroaching on riparian 
areas. 
4) Change in miles of decommissioned roads and the associated 
benefits. 

Effects of timber harvesting on mass failure
potential on west- facing slopes of Hall 
Mountain 

Risk of mass failure potential and resulting effects on soil erosion and 
sediment delivery.

Wildlife Issues Issue Indicators

Canada Lynx Changes to key habitat components (denning and unsuitable) 
Grizzly bear Changes in open and total road density 
Black-backed woodpecker Changes in distribution and quality of snag habitat
Flammulated owl Trends in habitat suitability 
Northern goshawk Trends in suitable nesting habitat 
Fisher Changes to habitat suitability 
Pileated woodpecker Changes to large snag habitat & old growth habitat 
Western toad Quality of wetlands and terrestrial habitat 
White-tailed deer Changes to critical mid-winter range 
Forest Land birds Changes to priority habitats and vegetative diversity 

Recreation Analysis Issues Issue Indicators

Safety & Universal Accessibility Changes in safety and universal accessibility features of developed 
facilities. 

Meeting Future Needs Change in the number of Persons at One Time 

Vegetation Management at Brush Lake 
Campground 

Acres of off-site Ponderosa Pine that are removed; resulting change in 
the scenery 

Trail Management Changes in amount and types of trails 

Dispersed Recreation Facilities Changes in rustic private nature of dispersed recreation areas. 

5.  Alternatives Considered in Detail 

Four alternatives were developed and analyzed in detail by the interdisciplinary planning team and documented in the SFEIS.  Three 
other alternatives were considered, but not analyzed in detail for various reasons (SFEIS, section 2.5).  More information about the 
alternatives not analyzed in detail is included in Section 6 of this Record.   

(Acres and miles shown below in detailed descriptions of the alternatives are estimates based on GIS coverages, computer 
calculations, and field visits.) 

5 a . A l t e r n a t i v e  1 -  N o  A c t i o n  

No Action (SFEIS sections 1.7.A-2 and 2.7-A):  This alternative provides a means for evaluating current conditions and levels of 
management, which can then be used as a baseline to compare the projected effects of each management alternative.  The 
decision-maker and the public can use No Action to look at the differences that would occur on the ground if any of the other 
alternatives were selected.  It also displays the anticipated consequences of continuing current levels of management if the No
Action alternative is selected.  
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This alternative would defer all proposed management activities.  The current level of management would continue, such as fire 
suppression, projects analyzed in earlier environmental analysis and decisions, and routine road and trail maintenance.  (See the 
listing of ongoing activities and reasonably foreseeable activities, (SFEIS sections 1.7-A.A-2 and 1.7-A.A-3.)  None of the proposed
actions would be taken at this time to restore vegetative composition and structure, improve wildlife habitat, or maintain hydrologic 
function, improve the aquatic resources, or improve recreation facilities or opportunities.  Proposed road treatments proposed for this 
project would not take place.  

5 b . A l t e r n a t i v e  2  –  P r o p o s e d  A c t i o n  

Alternative 2 (SFEIS section 2.7-B) was developed through modification of the original proposal (identified as Alternative 5) in 
recognition of concerns that Alternative 5 would not meet water yield and sediment yield standards in Mission Creek.  Alternative 2
considers public comments received during scoping and internal concerns regarding aquatics in the Mission Creek drainage and 
addressed those concerns by making the following changes: 
- Several treatment units, totaling just over 1400 acres, were dropped 
- Silvicultural treatments, logging systems, or both in some cases, were modified in selected treatment areas 
- Construction of temporary roads was reduced by approximately 2 miles 
- Reconstruction of identified segments of existing roads was reduced by about 3 miles 

Alternative 2 is described in greater detail in Section 7 “My Decision”.  Additional discussion of the ways this alternative is responsive 
to public comments, and its effects on the resources are described Section 8 “Rationale for My Decision”.
See Tables 3 through 9 and Figures 2 through 9 for features of this alternative. 

5 c . A l t e r n a t i v e  3   

This alternative responded to public concerns about the road density in the project area, the levels of road maintenance, and roads 
as sources of sediment (SFEIS section 2.7-C).  No road construction was included -- temporary or permanent; some existing roads
would have been placed in storage, and other existing roads would have been decommissioned.  Since temporary roads would not 
be constructed for access to some of the proposed vegetation treatment areas, the logging systems were changed to helicopter 
yarding on four units totaling approximately 231 acres.  Another 20 units totaling about 618 acres were not included in this 
alternative.  The restoration of forest composition and structure would be met through a combination of silvicultural treatments and 
prescribed burning.  See Tables 3 – 5 and the discussion of Wildlife Objectives. 
- There would be no road construction – temporary or permanent.  
- Ecosystem burns to improve wildlife habitat would not be conducted.  
- Improvements (roadside brushing, surface maintenance, etc.) on 37 miles of roads designated as haul routes.  
- Existing roads placed in storage total 5 miles.
- Existing roads decommissioned total 13 miles.  
- Vegetation treatments in 37 units, totaling 3325 acres.  
- Logging systems:  ground-based systems on 11 treatment units totaling 855 acres, a combination of tractor and skyline on four 

units totaling 795 acres, skyline only on 9 units totaling 420 acres, helicopter yarding on four units totaling 1235 acres.
- Fuels treatments in 37 units totaling 3325 acres.  
- Recreation activities are the same as Alternative 2. 

5 d . A l t e r n a t i v e  4   

This alternative responded to public involvement and project team considerations for wildlife species that are listed as threatened, 
endangered or sensitive (SFEIS section 2.7-D).  It was designed specifically to improve habitat quality and/or quantity for 
flammulated owl, and northern goshawk while considering habitat needs for Canada lynx, grizzly bear, black-backed woodpecker, 
fisher, pileated woodpecker, white-tailed deer and forest land birds.  Proposed vegetation treatments located in lynx habitat were not 
included; silvicultural prescriptions for two treatment areas were changed.  See Tables 3 – 5 and the discussion of Wildlife 
Objectives.  
- Ecosystem burns to benefit wildlife in two areas totaling 238 acres.  
- About 5 miles of temporary road construction followed by decommissioning when sale-related activities are completed.  
- Improvements (roadside brushing, surface maintenance, etc.) on 26 miles of roads designated as timber sale haul routes.  
- Existing roads placed in storage total 5 miles.
- Existing roads decommissioned total 13 miles.  
- Vegetation treatment in 37 units, totaling 3073 acres.  
- Logging systems: ground-based systems on 830 acres, a combination of ground-based and skyline on 896 acres, skyline only

on 111 acres, and helicopter on 1098 acres.
- Fuels treatment on 2936 acres.  
- Recreation activities are the same as Alternative 2. 
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5 e . A l t e r n a t i v e  C o m p a r i s o n  a n d  S u m m a r y  o f  E f f e c t s  b y  R e s o u r c e

All action alternatives respond in various ways to the purpose and need for this project, Forest Plan goals, objectives and standards.  
The following tables compare the degrees to which the alternatives address the resource issues, which helped me evaluate how well 
each alternative implements the Forest Plan.  (Additional comparison is provided in the Supplemental FEIS, section 2-11, 
Comparison of Alternatives.)  

Vegetation/Silviculture Objectives 

Table 3 - Comparison of Alternatives by Silvicultural Objective
Objective Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 
Vegetation Management and Wildlife Habitat
Even-Aged Regeneration Cuts

Irregular shelterwood with reserves, seed tree with reserves  
Uneven-Aged Regeneration Cuts 

Group selection / commercial thinning

0 

0 

1612 

  388  

1358 

  388 

   631 

  415 
Partial Cuts 

Improvement cut, commercial thin / sanitation salvage   0 1693 1579 1879 

Girdling of Larch/Douglas-fir infected with mistletoe  0   136   0   136 

Total acres of silvicultural vegetation management 0 3829 3325 3061 

Acres of Fuels Treatment
Grapple Pile  
Underburn  
Underburn with grapple piling  

Total Acres of Fuels Treated  

0 
0 
0 
0 

  578  
1720  
1400  
3698  

  417  
1743  
1148  
3291  

  764  
1315  
  857  
2936  

Reduction in Risk of Stand-replacing Wildfire within treated areas 0 52% 40% 40% 

Reduction in Risk of Root Disease within treated areas 0 35%    5%    5% 

Two Ecosystem Burns (total acres) 0 238 0 238 
(All acreages are estimates based on GIS data, photo interpretation, TSMRS database information and field visits.) 

As illustrated above, Alternative 1 (No Action) does not treat any acres in the project area.  Alternative 2 treats the most acres, 
followed by Alternatives 3 and 4, respectively.  The acres treated meet the Purpose and Need by trending the vegetation 
composition and structure toward the desired future conditions, resulting in a more stable and resilient ecosystem over the long term 
(SFEIS, section 1.2).   

Vegetation Effects of Alternative 2

Forest Composition and Structure (SFEIS, sections 4.3-A and 4.3-B):  In the long-term, there will be an increase in the percentage of 
long-lived seral species, such as ponderosa pine, western larch, and white pine, and a decrease in the percentage of short-lived 
species like lodgepole pine, Douglas-fir and grand fir -- conditions that will be moving toward sustainable levels.

Risk of Stand-Replacing Fire (SFEIS, section 4.3-D):  Treatments would trend forest structure toward more open conditions with 
large-diameter fire-resistant trees; resembling past conditions when low-severity fires were the primary fire regime.  Within the project 
area, the probability of stand-replacing fire in the dry forest types will be reduced by about 20%, and within the proposed treated 
units, it will be reduced by about 50%. 

Risk of Root Disease/Insects (SFEIS, section 4.3-E):  Treating the vegetation to reduce the amount of susceptible Douglas-fir and 
grand fir trees will reduce the risk by an estimated 35%.  In the long-term, conversion to open-grown stands of ponderosa pine, larch, 
and white pine (species less susceptible to root disease) also reduces competition for limited water and nutrients.

Air Quality (SFEIS, section 4.3-F):  Air quality will be affected by emissions during prescribed underburning and pile burning.  The 
decisions for the particular units to burn and days to conduct the burning will be made in accordance with the North Idaho Smoke 
Management Memorandum of Agreement and will be coordinated through the Idaho / Montana Airshed group to ensure compliance 
with federal air quality standards.
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Restoration Costs (SFEIS, section 4.3-G):  Alternative 2 is expected to generate more revenue than it will cost to conduct the 
activities to meet the desired ecosystem objectives.  The timber sale appraisal for this project projected an advertised rate of $117 
per thousand board feet.  It is not at all unusual for sales of this type on the Bonners Ferry Ranger District to be bid to amounts twice 
the advertised rate, or in the neighborhood of $234 per thousand board feet.  It is estimated that the Selected Alternative will remove 
about 23,500,000 board feet of timber (23.5 MMBF).  The sale of timber is expected to generate the following:

Projected Timber Sale Receipts     $2,746,000
(With the potential for as much as $3.5 million if the bidding follows historic rates.)

Brush Disposal deposits      $1,228,000
(Collected from timber sale purchasers to cover costs of brush disposal performed by the Forest Service.)

Cost of restoration activities (Forest Service responsibility) are projected to be
Underburning       $1,851,000
Pile & Landing burning      $ 111,000
Grapple piling – fuel breaks $   252,000
Slashing understory fuels $     25,000
Reforestation       $1,047,000

Total restoration costs       $3,125,000

Additional work performed by timber sale purchasers at their own expense will also add the following value to the ecosystem 
restoration:  

Construction of firelines      $ 81,000
Pile slash at landings      $ 11,000

   Yarding tops  (helicopter units)         $   96,000    
Limbing and lopping tops      $ 47,000
Road improvements $161,500
Total additional benefits $396,500

The predicted net value of the selected alternative ranges from $688,000 to $1,484,000.  The Net Value, after the cost of restoration 
work, is shown as a range because it depends on the bid price, as explained above. 

Aquatics Objectives 

Table 4 - Comparison of Alternatives by Aquatics Objective
Objective Alt 1 Alt 2  Alt 3  Alt 4  

Aquatic Ecosystems (watershed and fisheries) 
Improve, decommission, place roads in storage that are currently
contributing, or have a high risk of contributing, sediment to the aquatic 
systems in the project area. 
Improve existing roads (miles) 0 39  37  26 
Decommission existing roads (miles) 0 13  13 13 
Place existing roads in storage (miles) 0  5   5 5 

Utilize construction of temporary roads (miles) 0 5  0 5 

As illustrated above, Alternative 1 (No Action) does not upgrade or treat any roads in the project area, allowing sediment delivery to 
continue into the stream systems.  Changes in sediment yields would be affected by natural events such as flooding or fire.  Under 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, the road improvements and culvert upgrades are considered to meet the Purpose and Need by reducing the 
risk and the amount of sediment entering the aquatic ecosystem in the project area (SFEIS, section  4.5.A-4).   
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Aquatic Effects of Alternative 2

Mission Creek Watershed

Sediment Yield  -- Computer models show an increase of eight percent over existing conditions with recovery to existing levels by
2010.  The model does not calculate reductions in sediment as a result of decommissioning and appears to overestimate sediment 
increases from timber harvesting, ecosystem prescribed burning, and temporary road construction.  Improving roads and stabilizing
cut banks have been shown to reduce sediment significantly (SFEIS section 4.5-A.A-4 and Figure 4-17).  

Effects of Sediment Yield Changes on Fisheries – Since ground-disturbing logging activities are only allowed outside Riparian 
Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs), the risk of any sediment reaching live streams is very low.  By using timing restrictions, on-site
direction and BMPs during culvert removal and replacement, sediment delivery to occupied fish habitat would be minimized.  Culvert 
upgrades will immediately reduce risk of sediment delivery and sediment levels will shift back toward baseline.  (SFEIS section 4.5-
A.4-h)

Water Yield – is projected to increase 5 percent over existing conditions, which is within the historic range of variability for this 
watershed.  Estimates of the maximum historic increase are higher than anticipated increases under the Selected Alternative.  
Studies have shown that for increases in water yield to be measurable, more than 30% of an entire watershed would have to be cut; 
this project will treat no more than 13% of the drainage .  For these reasons, it is unlikely that any change in water yield would be 
detectable in Mission Creek.  (SFEIS section 4.5-B and Figure 4-18)

Stream Channel Morphology – Based on the stream channel and landtype characteristics of Mission Creek and its tributaries, the 
estimated changes in peak flows, sediment yields and potential increases in flows from a rain-on-snow event would not increase 
changes in stream channel morphology.  (SFEIS section 4.5-B.a.)

Brush Lake Area  
No activities will occur on sensitive landtypes.  Due to the soils, landtypes and landforms in the basin and the fact that streamflow is 
partially controlled by a dam, any increases in water yield will be difficult to measure.  No negative effects are anticipated for fisheries 
habitat.  (SFEIS section 4.5-A.4-b)

Hall Mountain Area Landslide Potential   
All landtypes with high mass failure potential will be buffered as required by INFS.  Helicopter logging will be used.  Harvest
prescriptions are also tailored to site conditions; on slopes greater than 60%, treatments are limited to no more than 20% stem
removal.  On slopes between 55% and 60%, treatments are limited to no more than 50% stem removal.  As a result of these design
criteria, there is no predicted increase of landslide risk on the west-facing slopes of Hall Mountain due to harvest activities.

Effects from Rain-On-Snow Events   
In the Hall Mountain area, the same features discussed under the landslide potential will also reduce potential impacts during a rain-
on-snow event.  In Mission Creek, the amount of cover left in treatment areas will reduce impacts to the extent that any increase in
water yields during a rain-on-snow would be difficult to attribute to harvest activities.  Due to landtypes and topography in the Brush 
Lake area, it would also be difficult to attribute increases to harvest activities.

Effects from Recreation Activities 
Improvements of recreation facilities and designation of trails and areas closed to motorized uses often decreases impacts.  Any 
short-term increase in sediment from construction activities will be mitigated with Best Management Practices.  No long-term adverse 
effects are expected for Brush Lake or Brush Creek.  (SFEIS section 4.5-C.1)

Effects to Fisheries from Recreation Activities
There will be no effect on white sturgeon or bull trout (sturgeon are not present outside the mainstem Kootenai River and bull trout 
are not known to inhabit the cumulative effects area).  In the short-term, west slope cutthroat individuals may be impacted, but 
activities are not likely to result in a trend toward federal listing or reduced viability.  In the long-term, restoration activities are 
expected to benefit individuals by revegetating disturbed sites within the RHCAs and reducing sediment delivery.
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Recreation Objectives

Table 5 - Comparison of Alternatives by Recreation Objective
Objective Alt 1 Alt 2 (selected), Alt 3, Alt 4 

Recreation Resource 

Provide safe, universally accessible 
facilities 

Accommodate anticipated future needs 
Improve quality & diversity of Brush Lake 

Campground and dispersed recreation 
sites 

No change 
from 
existing 
conditions 

Toilets and pathways will be upgraded to standards. 
Accommodations for Persons at One Time will 

increase from 61.5 to 99. 
Parking lot will be upgraded and a standard design 

boat dock will be installed. The fishing dock will 
be enlarged. 

Road surfaces will be improved. 
Visual objectives will be considered during 
removal 

 of off-site ponderosa pine adjacent to the
 campground. 

Delineate areas for motorized and non-
motorized recreational uses. 

Designate motorcycle/ATV trails to limit 
impacts to other resources. 

No change 
from 
existing 
conditions 

Old road and skid trail networks will be designated 
and clearly marked for use as motorized or non-
motorized trails.   

Non-system paths, roads, & campsites will be
rehabilitated and protected. 

Even though Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 address the recreation objectives in the same manner, this resource was part of my reasoning 
for not selecting Alternative 1, No Action.  More information about recreation activities is discussed in the Supplemental FEIS
sections 2.8-A.5, 3.9 and 4.7. Trail networks and campground improvements are shown in Figures 5, 6, and 7 in this ROD. 

Recreation Criteria and Effects of Alternative 2

As discussed in the SFEIS (Section 2.8) my decision includes the following items in consideration of the public’s desire to use the 
recreation facilities with minimum impact during implementation of this project: 

- Limit restoration treatments around Brush Lake to the recreation off-season. 
- Near Brush Lake facilities and along access roads, utilize timber sale contract provisions to reduce slash from operations; 

thus reducing fire hazards. 
- Protect Brush Lake Campground facilities and improvements. 
- Develop and install informational signs at the campground. 

Developed Facilities  -- The Brush Lake Campground facilities and the wildlife interpretive trail will be improved as described in the 
Purpose and Need section (SFEIS section 1.2-D) and in Figures 5, 6, and 7 in this Record.   

Vegetation and Scenery – Although in some areas around Brush Lake there will be a dramatic change in the forest composition from 
the removal of the offsite ponderosa pine, the physical Recreation Opportunity Spectrum will not change permanently in either the 
summer or winter season.  The disturbance would be temporary and the recreation environment would return to its current state at 
the end of project work.  All treatment activities and outcomes are appropriate in the Roaded Natural environment. 

Trails – The currently unregulated ATV use near Brush Lake will be confined to a designated trail system of old skid roads further 
from the wetlands and the campground.  Interpretive signs, maps, and area closure boundaries will be clearly posted at trailheads.  
See Figures 5 and 6 in this document for details.    

Roads – Proposed road decommissioning will be done primarily on roads that have been brushed in and not useable for motorized 
access for many years. Therefore, there will not be an increase in the amount of land offering a non-motorized recreational 
experience. In addition, there are no facilities upgrades or road improvement proposals that would change the current Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) on drivable roads.
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Wildlife Objectives 

As illustrated in Tables 3 through 6, Alternative 1 (No Action) does not implement new activities in the project area; Alternative 2 
treats the most miles of road and moves the greatest amount of vegetation toward the desired conditions; followed by Alternatives 4 
and 3.  In general, the alternatives are expected to affect the following species in the ways listed below.  Effects of the Alternatives 
are discussed in the Supplemental FEIS (SFEIS Chapter 4 section 4.6, Appendices A and B, and response to comments in 
Appendix F). 

Northern Grey Wolf – Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would all be consistent with the Forest Plan, Endangered Species Act and National 
Forest Management Act.  However, under Alternative 2 the vegetation treatments in the Hall Mtn and Mission Creek area are likely 
to create a net benefit to big game species, and consequently, to wolves.  Alternatives 3 and 4 treat fewer acres of vegetation, and 
also do less to reduce road densities - a factor in wolf vulnerability.   

Canada Lynx – Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would continue to meet standards for lynx habitat conditions and would preserve habitat 
connectivity.  Alternative 4 would have the least effect because most of the proposed units that were located in lynx habitat are not 
included in Alternative 4.  

Grizzly Bear – Within the Deer Ridge Occupancy Area, there are about 145 miles of drivable roads and motorized trail, including 136 
miles of open roads.  This creates a total road density of 3.32 miles/mile2, and an open road density of 3.12 miles/mile2.  On USFS-
managed lands within the analysis area, open road density is currently 2.64 miles/mile2, and total road density is 2.90 mi/mile2.  
Without access management, open road density in the occupied grizzly bear area would remain at its current high level.  Artificial 
openings that are presently providing forage will close in as forest succession advances.  In the absence of fire, grizzly bear habitat 
would probably decline in this area. 

Alternatives 2 and 3 would temporarily raise the road density to 3.1 miles/square mile because they would temporarily open a 
currently undriveable stretch of Road 2481H. When post-harvest decommissioning activities are completed, total road densities in 
the Deer Ridge Occupancy Area would be reduced to 3.20 miles/mile2, and open road densities would be 2.98 miles/mile2. 

Alternative 4 would not have a temporary increase because Road 2481H would not be temporarily opened.  All alternatives include
timing restrictions on harvest activities to minimize potential disturbance to grizzly bears.  . When post-harvest decommissioning 
activities are completed, total road densities in the Deer Ridge Occupancy Area would be reduced to 3.20 miles/mile2, and open road 
densities would be 2.98 miles/mile2. 

Flammulated Owl -- Alternatives 2 and 4 would be similar in effects and would both promote long-term viability of suitable habitat. 
Ultimately, Alternative 4 would trend a comparable number of acres toward desired conditions as Alternatives 2.  Alternative 3 would
cause less temporary disruption of possible suitable habitat than Alternative 2, but would treat fewer acres that could be directly
converted to suitable habitat. This alternative would also forgo treatment in several stands that are not likely to achieve suitable 
habitat conditions without a stand-replacing event. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would reduce wildfire risk and move habitat toward
suitable condition more quickly than no action (Alternative 1) would. There would be no decrease in acres of suitable habitat as a 
result of these alternatives.   

Northern Goshawk -- In reversing the general trend toward understory congestion and increased fire risk, Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 
would result in increased suitable habitat over time. Possible short-term (10 years or less) impacts to habitat will be offset by long-
term (10 years or more) improvements. The cumulative effects analysis area would continue to provide at least three suitable 30-
acre nest areas per 5,000-6,000 acres in all alternatives.  Goshawks would maintain their same general distribution, thus maintaining 
species viability.  

Black-backed Woodpeckers -- Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would potentially reduce the quantity of available snag habitat within harvest 
units. However, tree mortality would continue to persist throughout the analysis area, allowing black-backed woodpeckers to 
maintain populations at low endemic levels. Snag retention guidelines would assure that minimum numbers of snags in all size 
classes would be retained in harvest units.  

Fisher – Alternative 2 would have the greatest impact on suitable fisher habitat, and Alternative 4 would have the least. All action
alternatives would temporarily reduce fisher habitat at the local scale. However, elsewhere in the project area fisher habitat is 
maturing at a faster rate than it is being lost. Within treatment areas, snag retention guidelines, riparian buffers, and Lynx
Conservation Assessment and Strategy standards will provide adequate amounts of suitable habitat.  

Western Toad (Boreal) – Proposed recreation improvements may result in occasional direct mortality to dispersing Western toads, 
although some mortality from current use of the recreation area is probably already occurring.  Since the recreation proposal is the 
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same for all action alternatives, the potential effects would be the same.  Due to project design features including timing restrictions, 
INFISH buffers and BMPs risks during implementation will be reduced considerably. 

Pileated Woodpecker -- All action alternatives would favor retention of desired tree species and trend stands toward older size 
classes and promote larger snags. Alternative 2 would shift more acres toward suitable habitat than the other alternatives, and in the 
long-term encourage persistence and sustainability of large snag habitat. Design features would maintain minimum numbers of 
snags within the harvest units, and reduction in fuel loads should provide suitable habitat for a longer duration.  

White-tailed Deer -- All action alternatives would reduce critical midwinter range by approximately 45 acres, but would also result in 
improved forage quantity and quality on traditional winter range. Alternative 2 would regenerate more habitat than Alternative 4. 
Alternative 3 would lead to less forage habitat than Alternatives 2 and 4, but otherwise would have similar effects.  

Forest Land Birds – All action alternatives would increase habitat richness and diversity; thus, providing more niches for birds. 
Treatments would encourage structural enhancement and long-term stability of priority habitats, particularly dry ponderosa 
pine/Douglas-fir forests.  

6. Alternatives Not Considered in Detail 

Based on internal and external scoping three other alternatives identified by the interdisciplinary team were considered but 
eliminated from detailed analysis (SFEIS, section 2.5), as discussed below.

Alternative 5 - the original proposed action, included approximately 5550 acres of vegetation treatments.  It would have 
reconstructed about 42 miles of roads with an emphasis on improving drainage structures, constructed roughly 7 miles of temporary
roads that would have been closed or decommissioned following project-related activities, decommissioned or closed about 21 miles 
of existing roads.  It was eliminated from further study because it was projected to exceed Forest Plan standards for water yield and 
sediment yield in Mission Creek. 

Alternative 6 - was based on the IPNFs Forest Plan timber management goals and Allowable Sale Quantity of 280 million board feet 
per year.  This alternative featured even-aged silviculture (clearcut, seed tree and shelterwood) and use of capital investment funding
to construct new roads to access timber stands.  It would have treated more than 7000 acres, mostly through even-age regeneration
harvests, and required construction of about 10 miles of new road.  From an overall multiple resource objective and in consideration 
of changes in management philosophy, this did not appear to be a reasonable alternative for the Mission Brush project. 

Alternative 7 - developed in response to public comment, evaluated the potential for treatments that did not utilize commercial 
timber harvest to meet the vegetation objectives.  Two methods were considered.  One technique involved using prescribed fire, 
without preparing the sites in advance, with burning conditions hot enough to kill the majority of the seedling and sapling size trees 
and about one-fourth of the pole and sawlog size trees.  For such a burn to be effective, weather and fuel conditions would both have 
to be very dry.  Consequently, the risk of an escaped fire next to private lands would be high.   The other procedure would have 
pretreated the areas by falling some of the unwanted trees and then using prescribed burns to meet the objectives.  Although this 
could be done with wetter weather and fuel conditions than the first method, the number of acres involved and the proximity to 
private lands still presented an inappropriate level of risk.   

7.  Description of My Decision

The Mission Brush project will provide resource management on National Forest System lands in the Bonners Ferry Ranger District.  
As Forest Supervisor for the Idaho Panhandle National Forests, I have been delegated authority as the Responsible Official for the 
decisions outlined in this Record of Decision.  This decision is the culmination of efforts to address vegetation, aquatics, wildlife 
habitat, and recreation needs in the Mission Creek, Hall Mountain and Brush Creek areas, identified as the Mission Brush project 
area.   

I have selected Alternative 2, as described in this Record of Decision, to achieve the goals for this project.  I have also incorporated 
into my decision the following items found in the SFEIS: 

Common Features and Required Design Criteria (SFEIS, section 2.8) 
Monitoring Items (SFEIS, section 2.9) 
Best Management Practices (SFEIS, Appendix C) 
Conservation Measures (BE/BAs and SFEIS, section 2.8)
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Throughout this document, information provided for the Selected Alternative refers to Alternative 2 unless specifically stated 
otherwise.  Tables 3 through 5 and the discussion of Wildlife Objectives summarize the activities under the Selected Alternative; 
Figures 2 through 9  illustrate the features of the Selected Alternative. 

Management activities will: 
• Begin restoration of forest health and wildlife habitat.  
• Improve water quality and overall aquatic habitat by reducing sediment production and the risk of sediment reaching streams. 
• Provide recreation opportunities that meet the varied desires of the public and the agency while reducing negative effects to the 

local ecosystem from unregulated ATV use. 

Through the Selected Alternative, I am authorizing the following activities:

• Vegetation Treatments:   
Implement restoration treatments designed to trend the vegetation composition, structure, and diversity toward desired future 
conditions.  For acres to be treated and their location, refer to Tables 3, 6 and 9, and Figure 2.

• Aquatic Improvements:   
Improve, decommission, or store roads that are currently contributing (or at a high risk of contributing) sediment to the aquatic 
systems in the project area.  The total amount of roadwork and location of the roads are shown in Tables 4 and 6 and Figures 5, 6, 8 
and 9 respectively.  

• Wildlife Restoration:   
Wildlife habitat restoration has been incorporated into design of the vegetation treatments.  Also, two ecosystem burns to improve 
wildlife forage are part of the selected alternative.  For location and size of the wildlife habitat restoration treatments, see Table 3 and
Figures 2 through 4.

• Recreation Improvements:   
Upgrade Brush Lake Campground facilities to meet safety and universal accessibility standards as well as meeting projected future 
needs.  Designate motorized and non-motorized recreation areas and provide signs and markers to clearly identify the trail networks 
on the ground (Figures 5, 6 and 7). 

Table 6 - Alternative 2, the Selected Alternative, Vegetation and Transportation System Activities 
Management Activities (acres and miles are approximate)

Even-Aged Regeneration cuts on a total of about 1617 acres, including: 
 1210 acres of Irregular Shelterwood with reserves (ISW)  
   402 acres of Seed tree with reserves (ST)

Uneven-Aged Regeneration cuts 
   388 acres of Group Selection / Commercial Thinning (GS/CT)

Partial Cuts on a total of approximately 1878 acres, including:
 742 acres of Commercial Thin / Sanitation Salvage (CT/SS)  
 951 acres of Improvement Cut (IC)  

 136 acres of girdling larch/Douglas-fir with Mistletoe  

Silvicultural Treatments total 3829 acres 
The silvicultural prescriptions will be applied on a unit basis as described in the SFEIS Table 2-8 
and in Appendix D of the SFEIS. A  map of treatments is located on page 14 of this document. 

Logging Systems (approximate acres) 
  1028 acres Ground-based 434 acres Skyline 
  1306 acres Helicopter       930 acres Combination of Methods 

Fuels Treatments total approximately 3698 acres, including: 
  578 acres Grapple Piling      1720 acres Underburn 
1400 acres Underburn with grapple piling  
Ecosystem Burns without harvest 238 acres (approximately)
Transportation System (approximate miles) 
   5 miles of Temporary Road Construction (decommission after use)  
 13 miles of Existing Roads Decommissioned      
 39 miles of Existing Roads Improved
   5 miles of Existing Roads Placed in Storage  

 (Acres and miles shown in the table are estimates based on GIS coverages, computer calculations, and field visits.)    
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F i g u r e  2 .   S e l e c t e d  A l t e r n a t i v e  S i l v i c u l t u r a l  T r e a t m e n t s  a s  M o d i f i e d  
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F i g u r e  3 .   O v e rv i e w  o f  F l a mm u l a t e d  O w l  h a b i t a t ,  a l l o c a t e d  o l d  g r o w t h  
l o c a t i o n s  a n d  A l t e r n a t i v e  2  t r e a t m e n t  u n i t s  i n  t h e  n o r t h e r n  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  

p r o j e c t  a r e a .  
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F i g u r e  4 .   O v e rv i e w  o f  F l a mm u l a t e d  O w l  h a b i t a t ,  a l l o c a t e d  o l d  g r o w t h  
l o c a t i o n s  a n d  A l t e r n a t i v e  2  t r e a t m e n t  u n i t s  i n  t h e  s o u t h e r n  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  

p r o j e c t  a r e a .  
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F i g u r e  5 .   B r u s h  L ak e  A r e a  C l o s u r e  &   D e s i g n a t e d  T r a i l  N e t w o rk  
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F i g u r e  6 .   B r u s h  L a k e  A r e a  AT V  T r a i l  N e t w o rk  

This map displays the overall layout of the Brush Lake Campground area roads and trails. The ATV trail network utilizes
approximately 10 miles of Forest Service road system on Roads #397, #1004, and #2485; and 10 miles of motorized ATV trails. 
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F i g u r e  7 .   B r u s h  L ak e  C a m pg r o u n d  I m p r o v e me n t s  

This map displays the overall layout of the Brush Lake Campground and the improvements that will be made. 
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Table 7 - Proposed Road Treatments -- Mission Creek and Hall Mtn areas  
See Figure 8 for locations of these roads. 

Road Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

267-FDR Improve for use; place in
storage after use. 

Improve for use; place in
storage after use. 

---------------- 

267-UA Place in storage at same 
time as 267-FDR 

Place in storage at same 
time as 267-FDR 

---------------- 

267-UB Place in storage at same 
time as 267-FDR 

Place in storage at same 
time as 267-FDR 

---------------- 

272-FDR Improve – See footnote #1 Improve – See footnote #1 Maintain – see footnote #2

272-A Improve – See footnote #3 Improve – See footnote #3 ---------------- 

2206-FDR Improve – See footnote #4 Improve – See footnote #4 ---------------- 

2211-FDR Improve for use; place in
storage after use. ---------------- ---------------- 

2211-UA Decommission ---------------- ---------------- 

2217-FDR Improve portion used as 
haul route. 

Improve portion used as 
haul route. 

Improve portion used as 
haul route. 

2217-C Decommission last ½ mile Decommission last ½ mile Decommission last ½ mile 

2219-A Improve for use Improve for use Improve for use 

2481-H Place in storage. See 
footnote #5

Place in storage. See 
footnote #5 --------------- 

#1 – Rd 272  Resurface first 1 mile and in area of East Fork bridge. General maintenance. Upgrade 
culvert near intersection with Road 2481. 
#2 – Rd 272  Basic maintenance only, upgrade culvert near intersection with Road 2481. 
#3 – Rd 272-A  Improve. Resurface approximately 0.5 miles. Upgrade culvert at MP 0.83. 
#4 – Rd 2206  Improve; resurface first switchback. 
#5 – Rd 2481-H  Storage.  Pull culverts; recontour drainage. Install non-drivable waterbars connected to 
ditchline.  Seed and close with a berm. 

Table 8 - Proposed Road Treatments -- Brush Lake Area 
See Figure 9 for locations of these roads. 

Road Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

397-Y Decommission after use. Decommission after use. Decommission after use. 

397-E Construct temp road. 
Decommission after use. 

397-XUC Decommission after use. Decommission after use. Decommission after use. 

397-XUD Decommission after use. Decommission after use. Decommission after use. 

Roads displayed on the following maps that are not listed in the table (such as #2209-UE-FDR and 397-UV-FDR)  
have been analyzed for future management needs and opportunities.  However, they are not included in any of the current 
alternatives. 
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F i g u r e  8 .   R o a d  S y s t e m  –  M i s s i o n  C r  a n d  H a l l  M t n  A r e a s  

Please note that this map does not reflect the change in Unit 122, which does not require a change in road
management.
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F i g u r e  9 .   R o a d  S y s t e m  –  B ru s h  L a k e  A r e a  
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8.  Rationale for My Decision 

In selecting Alternative 2, I have determined that my decision is consistent with laws, regulations, and agency policy.  I have
considered the potential cumulative effects and reasonably foreseeable activities.  I believe that my decision provides the best 
balance of management activities to respond to the purpose and need and issues.  My decision also balances the competing 
interests for such things as motorized access and wildlife security; and reducing the risk of stand-replacing wildfires or 
providing wood products versus allowing nature to take its course.  It is also consistent with the Ninth Circuit Court’s amended 
opinion in Lands Council v. Powell (see the SFEIS for more information). 

I have made this decision based on the following criteria: 
• How well the selected alternative meets the purpose and need for action. 
• The activities/effects of the selected alternative and the other alternatives considered.  
• How well the alternative responds to environmental and social issues and concerns identified by the public, other 

agencies, and Forest Service resource specialists. 
• Consistency with goals of the IPNF Forest Plan. 
• Consistency with Forest Service policy and other laws. 

8a-1   Meeting the purpose and need for action, and effects of the alternative 

The purpose and need for action and desired future conditions for the Mission Brush project area are based on Forest Plan 
goals, objectives, and standards.  With the exception of Alternative 1 (No Action), all alternatives result in “movement” toward 
desired conditions.  All action alternatives (Alternatives 2, 3, and 4) respond in various ways to the purpose and need, but I 
believe Alternative 2 best achieves the purpose and need while responding to several issues better than Alternatives 3 or 4.   

In Section 9.b I discuss how key issues influenced my decision.  I did not select Alternative 1 because it would not have taken
any action at this time toward meeting the purpose and need for this project. 

Alternative 2 provides an integrated multi-disciplinary approach to management of the project area and fully meets my goals 
and objectives.  It does more to meet the vegetation needs than the other alternatives by treating approximately 3829 acres.  
The aquatic needs are met by reducing impacts of about 39 miles of existing roads by improving drainage structures and road
surfaces, and putting approximately 5 miles of roads into storage, and decommissioning about 13 miles of existing roads.  
New roads will include temporary roads (approximately 5 miles) that will be closed or decommissioned following use.  The 
selected alternative does the most to promote long-term persistence and stability of wildlife habitat through vegetation
treatments, road decommissioning, and ecosystem burning on about 238 acres.  Recreation objectives would also be fully met 
by upgrading the facilities at Brush Lake campground, providing footpaths and overlooks with interpretive signs describing the 
local wildlife and other landscape features, and designating well-signed trail networks for ATV use, as well as area closures 
where ATVs would be prohibited in order to protect wetland habitat and other resources. (SFEIS, Table 2-16 Comparison of 
Alternatives by Resource Issues)  

a)   Vegetation 

Trend the vegetation composition, structure and diversity of landscape patterns toward desired future conditions across the 
landscape by providing for tree species and stocking levels that resist insects, diseases, and stand-replacing wildfire(s).  
Improve landscape patterns by creating openings that more closely resemble those created by fires before active fire
suppression. 

In reaching my decision, I weighed the need to start moving the vegetation toward the desired conditions (SFEIS, section 1.2) 
against the environmental impacts of actions taken to trend the area toward those future conditions.   

Alternative 2 responds to the vegetation issues to a higher degree than either Alternative 3 or 4, or the No Action alternative
(SFEIS, section 4.3 and Table 2-16).  Forest composition and structure will move toward sustainable levels as the percentage 
of long-lived seral species increases, with a corresponding decrease in the short-lived species.  Risk of stand-replacing fire will
be reduced by about 50% within the treated areas, and by about 20% overall within the entire project area (SFEIS, Table 2-
16).  The risk of root disease damage will decrease by 35% (SFEIS, Table 2-16) and continue to be at lower levels as the 
vegetation is converted to open grown stands of the less susceptible species, see SFEIS for details.  Air quality will be affected 
to a limited amount by smoke during prescribed burning; however burning will be conducted in accordance with the North 
Idaho Smoke Management Memorandum of Agreement, recognized by the Montana Air Quality Bureau as the best available 
control technology for prescribed burning (SFEIS, sections 2.8-B.B-3 and 4.3-F.)  To trend toward the desired patterns on the 
landscape, openings will be created as a result of active forest management.    
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The approximately 724 acres that will be treated with commercial thinning and sanitation salvage are areas that are 
overstocked and growth is declining.  The treatments will help maintain the health and vigor of the stand.  Group selection cuts 
on approximately 388 acres of low elevation stands in a rural interface setting will help restore the stands to their more 
sustainable structure and protect the stands from crown fires; in turn reducing the risk to the neighboring private lands.  (see 
Tables 6 and 9 for changes in the amount of CT/SS treatments) 

The objective of an improvement cut treatment on approximately 951 acres of dry forest stands is to improve and maintain 
development of the larger-diameter ponderosa pine and larch as future old growth as well as restoring old growth and old 
growth characteristics to the dry site stands.  Irregular shelterwood harvests on approximately 1210 acres of overcrowded 
stands will favor development of larch and white pine.  (SFEIS, Table 2-8) 

Seed tree harvests will be used in approximately 402 acres of over-mature stands dominated by lodgepole pine, Douglas-fir, 
grand fir, cedar and hemlock, to regenerate ponderosa pine, white pine and larch.  Generally the larger diameter trees will be 
retained for seed, shelter, and a source of future snags in the new stand.  In areas that were treated by shelterwood harvests 
ten to 15 years ago, totaling approximately 136 acres, regeneration has been established and certified as meeting goals of the 
treatment.  However, there are overstory larch and Douglas-fir trees in and around the regenerated plantations that are now
infected with mistletoe.  These trees will be girdled to kill the mistletoe and alleviate its potential spread to the healthy
understory trees.  Girdled trees can be left as wildlife trees.  (SFEIS, Table 2-8) 

My decision includes treatment of 279 acres of allocated dry forest old growth (TSMRS codes 9 and 11; SFEIS p. E-3) with the 
objective of restoring the integrity of the stands while meeting current old growth forest plan standards.  A vital component of 
these old growth stands is the old veteran ponderosa pine and western larch, which were maintained historically by frequent 
fire (SFEIS p. 3-20 and 3-21).  As the SFEIS states, these old growth trees need relatively open spaces to maintain modest 
growth rate and survive several hundred years (SFEIS p. 4-29).   

Historically, these open spaces were created by fire.  In the absence of frequent fire, which has virtually been eliminated from 
the project area since the turn of the century, many trees that would be have been killed have survived and are now competing 
for water, nutrients, and growing space.  Under these conditions, old growth trees lose their vigor and are unable to marshal 
enough resources to maintain adequate defenses (SFEIS p. 4-29).  Reintroducing fire alone as an alternative was considered 
(SFEIS p. 2-14), but eliminated from detailed study because under current conditions the type of fire needed to kill competing 
vegetation would likely kill most of the old growth trees we are trying to maintain (SFEIS p. 4-29).   

Silvicultural treatments conducted in similar dry forest old growth stands have shown that the types of treatments proposed 
under Alternative 2 can be effective in improving the vigor of old growth trees (SFEIS p. 4-29).  At a larger scale the District 
used the SIMPPLLE model to project vegetation changes through time.  The model predicted a 20% reduction in the risk of 
stand replacing fire on all dry forest types in the project area and a 50% reduction in treated dry forest stands under Alternative 
2 (SFEIS p. 4-18).  Based on scientific evidence presented in the SFEIS (p. 4-29) it is clear to me that maintaining dry forest
old growth through no action is not a viable long-term management strategy.   

The proposed treatments in dry forest old growth are focused on removing the smaller diameter trees (mostly Douglas-fir) 
while maintaining the old growth ponderosa pine and western larch legacies.  The average tree removed in these dry forest old 
growth stands would be a Douglas-fir about 12 inches DBH (diameter at breast height), while the average residual tree would 
be a ponderosa pine 20 inches DBH (PF Document OG-10).  The treatments will not only maintain the old growth character of 
these stands, but they will provide future managers with viable options.  For example, as stated earlier, given the current stand 
conditions the use of prescribed fire only is currently not a viable option after nearly a century of fire suppression (SFEIS p. 4-
29), but very well could be in another 20 years after this initial treatment.  On the other hand, another 20 years of no action in 
stands that likely burned every 10-35 years will only place these stands at greater risk of losing valuable ecosystem 
components.   

After reviewing the results of the vegetation effects analysis in the SFEIS and project record, I believe that my decision
balances the need to move the vegetation toward the desired future conditions while meeting air quality agreements and 
protecting important resource values such as water quality, fisheries and wildlife habitat, and values on adjacent private 
properties.  Furthermore, I believe the interdisciplinary planning team, composed of experienced and trained resource 
specialists, has provided me with excellent and timely analysis of effects of the project to help me make sound resource
decisions for the project area.  I believe that we have followed all laws, regulations, policy, and Forest Plan standards 
designed to protect the variety of resources found in and near the project area including recreation facilities, threatened and
endangered species, soils, and water.  
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b) Aquatic Ecosystem   

Maintain and improve the aquatic ecosystem (watershed and fisheries) in the Mission Creek and Brush Creek drainages. 

In reaching my decision, I weighed the needs of the aquatic ecosystem -- restoring hillslope hydrology where it has been
substantially altered, reducing erosion and sediment delivery, maintaining and improving aquatic habitats and identifying
needed road work (SFEIS, section 1.2-B) -- against the environmental impacts of actions taken to trend the area toward the 
desired future conditions. 

Effects of roads will be reduced by upgrading culverts, resurfacing identified segments and conducting general maintenance.  
Sources of sediment and sediment delivery will be reduced by decommissioning certain roads and placing other roads in 
storage, which includes pulling culverts and recontouring the road bed, installing non-drivable waterbars where appropriate, 
seeding and closing accessing with a berm. (SFEIS Tables 2-14 and 2-15)

While vegetation treatments are predicted to result in increases in water yield and sediment yields, the amounts will fall within
the natural range of variation and are not expected to affect stream morphology.  Improvements to Road 272 in the Hall Mtn 
area will reduce sediment from the road.  The risks of drainage crossing failure and sediment delivery will be reduced where 
culverts are replaced and eliminated where culverts are removed.  Fish habitat will be maintained or improved with additional 
long-term benefits from the road work.  Decommissioning the last approximately 0.5 mile of Road 2217-C will reduce potential 
of mass failure caused by interception and concentration of runoff water. (SFEIS Tables 2-14 and 2-16) 

After reviewing the results of the aquatic ecosystems effects analysis in the SFEIS and project record, I believe that my
decision balances the need to maintain and improve the aquatic ecosystems while meeting vegetation, wildlife and recreation 
goals and meeting other resource concerns such as soils, and reducing wildfire risks to adjacent private properties.  
Furthermore, I believe the interdisciplinary planning team has provided me with excellent and timely analysis of effects of the
project to help me make sound resource decisions for the project area.  I believe that we have followed all laws, regulations, 
policy, and Forest Plan standards designed to protect the aquatic resources. 

c)   Wildlife 

Promote the long-term persistence and stability of wildlife habitat and biodiversity by trending toward an ecosystem composed
of vegetation that more closely resembles historic variability; and provide for wildlife, fish and plant habitat diversity by 
improving the diversity of forest structures in the area including larger patch sizes with less fragmentation. 

In reaching my decision, I weighed the desired future conditions for wildlife habitat and diversity within the ecosystem (SFEIS, 
section 1.2-D), against the environmental impacts of actions taken to trend the area toward those conditions.   

I will briefly summarize the analysis for my chosen alternative.   
- Northern grey wolf habitat management will be consistent with Forest Plan direction as well as the National Forest 

Management Act requirements for population viability and pertinent Threatened and Endangered Species portions of 
the Endangered Species Act. 

- Canada lynx will be provided with future high quality forage in the areas where regeneration treatments take 
place.   

- For grizzly bear within the Deer Ridge Occupancy Area, secure habitat will be increased after road 
decommissioning reduces total road density from 3.2 mi/mi2 to 2.98 mi/mi2.   

- In black-backed woodpecker habitat, over the long-term the occurrence of quality snags will increase.  There 
should continue to be a quantity of 20” dbh snags that can be considered in excess of the Northern Region 
recommended snag guidelines (see SFEIS section 2.8 for additional snag criteria).   

- The long-term availability of flammulated owl habitat will be promoted and species viability will be maintained.   
- Northern Goshawk species viability will also be maintained.
- Suitable fisher habitat will be preserved through selective harvesting treatments.   
- Western toads will be protected by BMPs, and INFS measures; resulting in minimal impacts.   
- For pileated woodpecker, vegetation treatments on approximately 3,098 acre of capable habitat will accelerate

the trend toward suitable habitat.  Treatments in the dry-site old growth in the Hall Mtn area would affect a small 
proportion of potential nesting habitat; but, selective cutting favors desired species and trends stands to older size
class and promotes larger snags.   

- In white-tailed deer habitat, the vegetation treatments and prescribed burning will improvement habitat conditions. 
- For forest land birds, vegetation treatments will encourage long-term stability of dry habitats, include fire to 

provide benefits similar to natural disturbances, open the forest canopy on an otherwise monotonous landscape, 
and manage for snags -- all of which contribute to an increase in landscape diversity. 

The SFEIS includes much more detail concerning the affects on wildlife habitat (SFEIS, Table 2-16 and section 4.6).   
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d) Flammulated Owl Modifications to Alternative 2

Alternative 2 proposed treating a total of 202 acres of currently suitable flammulated owl habitat; but, I have decided to modify
Unit 122, which will now treat only 30 acres of suitable habitat.  With this change, a total of 75 acres of currently suitable 
flammulated owl habitat will be treated – as displayed in the following table.  I am making these changes so we can compare 
and contrast the effects of treatment in Unit 122 with the portions of Unit 122 that I am choosing to drop from my decision.  I
chose this area for monitoring because it is the largest contiguous block of currently suitable habitat in the project area.  See 
Figure 3 for the location of Unit 122 and the modification I am making with this Record of Decision. 

Table 9 - Changes to Treatments Within Suitable Flammulated Owl Habitat 

Unit RX Total Unit Size
(Acres) 

Alternative 2 
Flamm Owl Habitat 

(Acres) 

Alternative 2 Modified 
Flamm Owl Habitat 

(Acres) 
1 CT/SS 37 16 16 

2 CT/SS 12 11 11 

4 IC 52 5 5 

15 ISW 6 6 6 

17  ISW 9 7 7 

122 CT/SS Alt 2 = 256 
Alt 2 Mod = 71 157 30 

Total Flammulated Owl Habitat 
Treated (Acres) 202 75 

In considering treatments in flammulated owl habitat I feel it is critical to look at the projected long-term habitat conditions for 
this species.  As documented in the SFEIS, this species prefers dry forest habitats that were maintained historically by
frequent, low-intensity fire, which has declined by approximately 80% in the Interior Columbia River Basin from historic 
conditions to present (SFEIS p. 3-61).  The 279 acres of treatments in dry forest old growth are capable of being flammulated 
owl habitat, but are not currently suitable without management.  Once again, the SFEIS documented that frequent fire return 
intervals in the Mission Brush area have been disrupted for nearly a century (SFEIS p. 3-20 and 3-21).  This disruption in fire
frequency does not bode well for species like the flammulated owl that evolved with frequent fire.  It is clear to me that the 
longer we extend the fire-free interval in these dry forest types the more we increase the risk of a stand-replacing event and 
the more likely we are to lose valuable ecosystem components (SFEIS p. 4-17).  The SFEIS estimates that if a stand-replacing 
fire were to occur it would take about 100 years for successional processes to restore habitat similar to current conditions
(SFEIS p. 4-67).  Therefore, I could have also chosen the “no action” alternative but in my estimation this would only intensify 
the current situation.   

As discussed earlier, an alternative to reintroduce fire only was considered, but eliminated from detailed study given the 
inherent risks of such an alternative.  In the short-term, mechanical treatments, in combination with prescribed fire, provide the 
district with the best opportunity to begin trending these stands in a direction that will sustain habitat suitability.  In the long-
term, and in the continued absence of natural fire, I feel the proposed prescriptions will provide future managers with a much 
wider array of management options while improving the suitability of habitat structure flammulated owl habitat (SFEIS p. 4-70 

After reviewing the results of the wildlife effects analysis in the SFEIS and project record, I believe that my decision balances 
the need to move the project area toward the desired future conditions for wildlife while meeting vegetation, aquatic, public 
access and recreation goals and also meeting other resource concerns such as reducing wildfire risks to adjacent private 
properties.  Furthermore, I believe the interdisciplinary planning team has provided me with excellent and timely analysis of 
effects of the project to help me make sound resource decisions for the project areas.  I believe that we have followed all laws, 
regulations, policy, and Forest Plan standards regarding wildlife. 

e)   Recreation

Provide recreation facilities that are safe, meet universal accessibility requirements and future needs, retain the rustic nature of 
the area and improve the quality of the recreation site around Brush Lake, as well as identifying roads that can be closed to 
motorized traffic and developed as motorized recreation trails, and identifying areas that will be closed to motorized uses and
managed for uses that are compatible with other resource concerns. 

The recreation portion of this project was the same under each action alternative; however in reaching my decision, I weighed 
the proposals (SFEIS, section 2.7 proposed alternatives), against the social and environmental impacts of deferring the 
changes at this time.   
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My decision to go ahead with the recreation management will not only rehabilitate current facilities, it will meet universal 
accessibility requirements and improve safety features.  Current and projected future uses will be better accommodated, while 
retaining the rustic nature of the camping, picnic and adjacent areas.  The designated area closures and trail systems will help 
avert the current trend of user-created ATV trails that are damaging resources.  The vegetation treatments will replace the off-
site ponderosa pine with local trees adapted to the ecosystem, and reduce the risk of wildfire within the treated areas.  (SFEIS, 
section 2.3-A-d, Table 2-6, and Figures 2-2 through 2-4) for more information concerning the recreation management 
activities. 

After reviewing the recreation analyses in the SFEIS and project record, I believe that my decision balances the needs to 
upgrade the recreation facilities and reduce resource damage occurring in areas of non-authorized uses while protecting other 
important resource values such as threatened, endangered and sensitive species, water quality and fisheries habitat. 

8a-2    Consideration of the Issues 

The interdisciplinary planning team considered a variety of issues in the process of preparing the proposed action, developing
alternatives to respond to those issues, and identifying the consequences of the alternatives in the SFEIS.  In the following 
section, I will address the ways I believe my selection of Alternative 2 responds to the issues. 

a) Old Growth

In making my decision I was aware of the values of old growth and that there are differing opinions regarding its management.  
I weighed the desires of those who want old growth to remain untouched against the need to return the role of fire back into 
the ecosystem, particularly in ponderosa pine stands with old growth characteristics, and to restore dry forest structure to open 
conditions featuring large diameter ponderosa pine.  

Old growth forests have a unique structure and composition that provides critical habitat for a wide range of plants, animals, 
and other biota. There will be no entry into moist site (cedar-hemlock) or cool-moist (subalpine fir) old growth.  My decision
does include treatment of approximately 277 acres of dry-site old growth. The silvicultural treatments were designed to 
increase the overall quality and integrity of dry site old growth stands, maintain the scattered old growth Douglas-fir, improve 
and maintain the development of the larger diameter ponderosa pine and larch as future old growth, and restore old growth
characteristics to the dry site stands.  Ladder fuels will be removed from below and around the large old relic trees to lower the 
risk of future stand-replacing crown fires.  Additionally, trees from smaller size classes will be retained to provide additional 
structural diversity and replacement old growth for the future.  In order to maintain and improve the old growth attributes of the 
stands, they will be underburned following the harvest treatments, and again every 10 to 25 years as appropriate.  In the long-
term, these conditions will be more sustainable. 

Forest Plan direction is to maintain at least 10 percent of the forested portion of the IPNF as old growth.  For distribution
purposes at least 5% of each old growth management unit (OGMU) must be maintained as old growth.  As part of the IPNF
Forest Plan (1987) strategy, 10% of the total forested area, (roughly 51,000 acres) on Bonners Ferry Ranger District was 
allocated for old growth management, as directed in a letter from the Forest Supervisor on May 7, 1991. The Mission Brush 
assessment area intersects OGMUs 19 and 20.  None of the treatments will result in a net loss of allocated old growth, 
consequently Forest Plan standards for old growth maintenance and distribution will continue to be met.  More information on 
old growth can be found in SFEIS, section 4.4. 

After reviewing the old growth analysis and information in the SFEIS and project file, I believe my decision provides greater 
assurance that the dry site forest conditions in the project area will be more sustainable for old growth characteristics 
compared to not treating these areas.   

b) Potential impacts of silvicultural treatments and roads on the aquatic ecosystem 

In reaching my decision I was aware of the concerns held by some members of the public that silvicultural treatments could 
negatively impact the aquatic system, the conflicting public desires regarding the amount of motorized public access, and the 
concerns that roads can impact water and fisheries.  However, I had to keep in mind that roads also provide access for forest 
management, as well as response to wildfires and other emergencies.   

The analysis for this project included a formal Roads Analysis by the interdisciplinary team to prioritize road improvement, 
decommissioning, or storage needs.  The analysis also determined which routes are needed long-term and those that would 
be short-term (temporary) needs within the project area.  Public comments varied from those wanting increased access, to 
those preferring no change in current status, to those who believe there should be fewer roads and additional restrictions on 
motorized use within National Forest System lands. I weighed these social factors against the resource concerns regarding 
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the ecosystem such as water yield, sediment production, aquatic habitat, potential failure of drainage structures under certain
conditions, and places where wetland degradation is occurring.  (SFEIS, section 4.5 and Table 2-16)   

Although all of the action alternatives were similar in their approach to the aquatic ecosystem, my decision to implement 
Alternative 2 does include some particularly important features which are more responsive.  Alternative 2 will improve or 
maintain more miles of road than the other alternatives (39 miles versus 37 or 26 miles). This will reduce the risk of failing 
drainage structures, and sediment delivery in the project area.  Alternative 2 will construct about 5 miles of temporary road, 
versus 0 in Alternative 3, but the same 5 miles as Alternative 4.  Decommissioning existing roads will restore slope stability,
eliminate surface erosion, and eliminate the requirement for future road maintenance.  Research has shown recovery of 
decommissioned roads within three to five years following the work (Hickenbottom 2001, USDA 2001, and Redente et al, 1994 
– SFEIS, Effects of Road Decommissioning on Sediment, section 4.5-A -4e).  Monitoring of previous road decommissioning on 
the Bonners Ferry Ranger District has shown recovery within this time frame (IPNF Monitoring Report, 2002 )   

After reviewing the silvicultural treatment methods, roads analysis, aquatics analysis and information in the SFEIS and project
file, I believe my decision provides a good balance between meeting the desired future conditions for the aquatic ecosystem 
and the needs to provide silvicultural treatments designed to move the area toward the desired vegetation conditions, provides 
reasonable access for future forest management and public use of the area, and provides for other resource values such as 
threatened, endangered and sensitive species.  Fish habitat will be improved or maintained and long-term benefits will be 
provided (SFEIS, section 4.5-C). 

c) Potential changes to wildlife habitat components and wildlife security

While members of the public seem to agree in general that persistence and stability of wildlife habitat and wildlife diversity on 
National Forest System lands are important, the details regarding individual species, or how best to manage those habitats are 
often the subject of very diverse thoughts and recommendations.  I also recognize that managing wildlife habitat is not a “one-
size-fits-all” situation when it comes to the needs of the various species.  In reaching my decision I weighed the wildlife
objectives and current conditions of the habitat in the area, as well as the laws, regulations, policies and other social aspects 
regarding management of wildlife habitat against the potential impacts to the species that were analyzed in detail (SFEIS, 
Table 2-4).  I also considered reducing the amount of silvicultural treatments, however this would have been substantially less
desirable in my goal of balancing the wildlife habitat and vegetation needs.  

Alternative 2 will affect wildlife in varying ways, depending on the particular species’ habitat needs.  It includes the greatest 
amount of vegetation treatments and thus does the most to respond to future risks to habitat components for the following 
species: Canada lynx, grizzly bear, flammulated owl, northern goshawk, fisher, pileated woodpecker, and forest land birds.  
More roads will be decommissioned or placed in storage, reducing the open road density and providing security habitat.  
Ecosystem burns will be conducted on about 238 acres, improving wildlife habitat.  (SFEIS, Table 2-16 Comparison of 
Alternatives)   

After reviewing the wildlife analysis and information in the SFEIS and project file, I believe my decision provides a good 
balance between meeting the desired future conditions for wildlife habitat diversity and biodiversity, and the needs to provide
silvicultural treatments designed to move the area toward the desired vegetation conditions, provide reasonable access for 
future forest management and public use of the area, and provide for other resource values such as soils, water and fisheries. 

8a-3   Consideration of Public Comments

Throughout the public involvement for this project, the interdisciplinary team members and local district ranger were actively
involved in discussions with members of the public (SFEIS sections 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4).  During the decision process, I realized
that I would not be able to fully satisfy all public concerns as some of them are mutually exclusive.  However, I believe that I 
have made a decision that does the best to balance competing interests while meeting the purpose and need for the project.  
Some of the major concerns that I heard during the project and considered as I was evaluating my decision are discussed 
below.  Several concerns I was asked to consider are addressed in Consideration of the Issues above, so they are not 
repeated here.

a) Introduction of Invasive Species (Noxious Weeds)
Noxious weeds are a concern both to members of the public and to Forest Service personnel.  Weed seeds can be spread by
vehicles that have driven through infested areas, disturbed soils can provide a favorable place for seed germination.   

From the beginning, all action alternatives were designed to avoid or mitigate introduction of noxious weeds (SFEIS, section 
2.8 Common Features).   Because of the features designed to detect and eradicate new invaders, no new invaders are 
expected to become established.  Cumulative effects from existing weed infestations are expected to be low to moderate.  
Preventive seeding, monitoring and weed treatment would reduce, but not eliminate, the risk of weed spread.   
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b) Soil Resource
The interdisciplinary team recognizes the need to protect soil productivity in the project area.  Members of the public 
expressed concern that mechanized treatments can have long term negative effects on the soil.  There was also a request for 
more information and discussion about a potential for mass failures on the west face of Hall Mountain and the proposed
mitigation.   I balanced these concerns against the needs for silvicultural treatments and aquatic ecosystem values. 

The Selected Alternative responds to soils and productivity issues in many ways.  Development of project activities included 
the design features and criteria outlined in the SFEIS (SFEIS section 2.8).  Field surveys were conducted to verify existing 
condition of the soils in the proposed units, which were analyzed with techniques outlined in the Region One Soil Quality 
Standards.  Only one treatment area, Unit 16 (34 acres in size with 16% detrimental conditions), exceeded the R-1 soil 
standard of 15%, due to detrimental rutting in old skid trails (SFEIS, Appendix A, Table A-7.)  In Unit 16, old skid trails will be
rehabilitated in order to trend the amount of detrimentally impacted area toward Region One soil standards.   

The roads scheduled for decommissioning will be made hydrologically inert where applicable and the road footprint will 
recover over the long term, benefiting the soil resource in the project area (project file).   Additional soils information is located 
in SFEIS sections 1.4-B, 2.2-B, 2.8-A.A-10, 2.8-B.B-4, 2.8-C.C-3, 2.8-E, 2.9-A.A-4, and 4.2-A.1-b as well as Appendix A 
section A.4, and Appendix F, section F.5).  

In the Hall Mtn area, treatment units on landtypes categorized as sensitive due to high sediment delivery potential and 
moderate mass failure potential were limited to minimize soil disturbance and are subject to timing restrictions (see SFEIS, 
section 2.8).  The choice of helicopter logging during the summer months will also limit soil disturbance.

c) Roads and Transportation 
I heard from the public that the Roads Analysis Process needs to be available for public review and that it should consider 
impacts from increasing use by ATVs as well as resource damage resulting from roads and reduced funding for road 
maintenance.  There are also concerns regarding the potential impacts to wildlife.  There are conflicting opinions on how much
access should be open for public use. 

I believe my decision is the best balance between providing access to National Forest System lands while providing protection 
for resource values such as the aquatic ecosystem, wildlife habitat, and recreation.  My decision includes many miles of road 
improvements, will decommission many miles of road that the interdisciplinary team determined were no longer needed for 
forest management, and identified an area where off-road motorized use will be restricted while also providing another area 
with a designated motorized trail network.  The Roads Analysis information is in the project files and is available for public
review. 

d) Cumulative Effects of Past Activities
Members of the public asked for more information concerning past harvest and road building activities on both National Forest 
System lands and private lands adjacent to the project area. 

The SFEIS documents past activities on all land ownerships within the project area and activities were analyzed to determine if
any of them were contributing to cumulative effects.  Their impacts, if any, on the current conditions in the project area are 
described by resource in Chapter 3.  Cumulative effects, if any, are discussed by resource in Chapter 4.  See Appendix A 
Tables A-1 and A-2 for more information concerning past activities within the project area.

e) Impacts on the Aquatic Resources 
Some comments concerned use of the WATSED model, the Fry Emergence standard in the IPNF Forest Plan, and potential 
effects on Bull Trout, peak flows, erosion and sediment delivery.

These items were considered by the interdisciplinary team during alternative development and analysis and are discussed in 
the SFEIS.  The design and appropriate use of the WATSED model and the Fry Emergence Amendment to the Forest Plan 
are described earlier in this decision document as part of my response to the Ninth Circuit Court’s opinion in Lands Council v. 
Powell.

f) Removing dead or decayed trees or coarse woody debris 
I heard comments that dead or decayed trees and coarse woody debris on the ground are natural parts of the ecosystem that 
provide habitat for wildlife and birds and contribute to soil productivity.  Counter views expressed concern that dead trees, 
standing or down, contribute to the buildup of fuels and increase the risk of wildfire, or contribute to insects and diseases in the 
vegetation.    
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My decision is a balanced approach that recognizes both sides of this issue by providing amounts and distribution of snags 
and coarse woody debris that meet both Forest Plan standards and Regional guidelines while reducing future risk of 
insects/disease and catastrophic wildfire. 

g) Wildlife 
Public concerns included habitat fragmentation, and a comment that the level of analysis for caribou and bald eagle was not 
proper. 

Part of the objective for this project was to increase the diversity of forest structure in the area, including larger patch sizes with
less fragmentation.  After reviewing the analysis in the SFEIS and information in the project file, I believe this goal has been 
met. 

As explained in the Analysis Methods portion of the SFEIS Chapter 3 Wildlife documentation, a preliminary analysis was
completed for each potentially affected wildlife species to determine the scope of analysis (SFEIS, section 3.8-B-1).  Woodland
caribou were not analyzed in detail because the preliminary analysis showed that the project area is outside recognized 
caribou habitat and there have been no recent sightings of caribou in the project area.  For bald eagle, the preliminary analysis 
showed the there are no known nests or winter roosts within the project area.  (See the SFEIS and project file.) 

8a-4 Consistency with Goals of the IPNF Forest Plan

Consistency with Forest Plan objectives and standards for each resource is discussed in detail in Chapter 4 of the SFEIS.   

The Selected Alternative meets my objective for consistency in the following ways. 

Vegetation (Forest Plan, pp. II-8, II-31, II-32) – by moving the structure and composition of the forest toward the desired future 
condition of a more sustainable ecosystem with reduced risks of insect and disease damage and catastrophic wildfire, and 
greater diversity to benefit wildlife habitat.  Forest products and jobs will be provided as a result of the vegetation treatments, 
consistent with the multiple-use goals for the area.  (SFEIS sections 4.3 and 4.4)   

Aquatic (Forest Plan, pp. II-6, II-7, II-9, II-29 through II-33) – by maintaining or improving the watershed and fisheries in the 
Mission Creek and Brush Creek drainages.  Fish habitat will be maintained or improved and riparian areas will be protected 
through the Inland Native Fish Strategy.  Best Management Practices will be implemented so that activities and effects will 
comply with state water quality standards.  Activities meet the requirements of the Forest Plan (SFEIS, section 4.5).  

Wildlife (Forest Plan, pp. II-5, II-6, II-26 through II-29) – by trending the vegetation toward desired conditions that will promote 
long-term persistence, diversity and stability of wildlife habitat.  Project design features and criteria assure that activities are 
consistent with Forest Plan direction to manage the habitat of TES and MIS species, old growth, and snag management 
(SFEIS, section 4.6).   

Recreation (Forest Plan, pp. II-3, II-24, II-25) – by providing safe, accessible facilities that meet the future needs of the public 
in consideration of the natural resources and meet the multiple-use goals for the area.  Activities meet Forest Plan guidelines
(SFEIS, section 4.7).  

8a-5   Consistency with Forest Service Policy, Other Policies, Laws and Regulations 

Forest Service policy, regulations, and laws are part of the framework for my decision.   I have determined that my decision is
consistent with applicable laws, regulations and agency policy.  Required findings are summarized below.

Vegetation – The selected alternative is consistent with the Natural Resource Agenda, the National Fire Plan, and the Final 
Rule for Administration of the Forest Development Transportation System (SFEIS, section 1.7-B.3).  The EIS and this ROD 
have been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  The selected alternative meets the 
requirements of the Clean Air Act (SFEIS, Table 2-16 and section 4.3-F) and disclosures for Executive Order 12898 regarding 
Environmental Justice, and the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (SFEIS, section 4.8 Required Disclosures).  It 
complies with the National Forest Management Act in regards to 1) Forest Plan Consistency, 2) Resource Protection, 3)
Vegetation Manipulation, and 4) the seven requirements found in 36 CFR 219.27(b) – see the following discussion of these 
requirements.   

Aquatic – The selected alternative meets watershed requirements of the Clean Water Act (including State of Idaho 
Implementation), and the Idaho Forest Practices Act.  It meets fisheries requirements of the Endangered Species Act, National 
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Forests Management Act for species viability, Executive Order 12962 regarding aquatic systems and recreational fisheries, 
and the State of Idaho Governor’s Bull Trout Plan (SFEIS, section 4.5-D). 

Wildlife – The selected alternative meets wildlife requirements of the Endangered Species Act and the population viability
portions of the National Forest Management Act (SFEIS, section 4.6, and Appendix B.)  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
concurs with the biological findings for this project (project file letter dated 04/09/04). 

3 National Environmental Policy Act  

As described in the SFEIS (SFEIS sections 1.1 and 1.7-B), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires analysis of 
projects to ensure the anticipated effects upon all resources within the project area are considered prior to project 
implementation (40 CFR 1502.16).  The analysis for the Mission Brush project followed the guidelines of NEPA as provided by
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).  In a June 24, 2005 memo CEQ provided additional guidance on analysis of 
environmental effects (SFEIS sections 3.3-A-1 and 3.3-A-3.) 

Alternatives were developed based on existing conditions, Forest Plan goals and objectives, and public concerns and 
recommendations.   We considered a total of four alternatives in detail, including a No Action alternative as required by NEPA 
and NFMA (SFEIS, section 2.7); an additional four alternatives were considered but eliminated from further study because 
they either did not meet the project’s purpose and need or were infeasible (SFEIS, section 2.6).  I find the range of alternatives 
is appropriate given the scope of the proposal and the purpose and need for action (SFEIS, sections 1.2 and 1.7-A).  

3 Endangered Species Act (ESA)  

The IPNF North Zone wildlife biologist, fisheries biologist, and botanist evaluated the effect of the Selected Alternative with
regard to threatened and endangered wildlife, fish and plant species. Findings and the rationale are disclosed in the SFEIS 
(Chapter 4) and summarized in the Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluations (SFEIS Appendix B and the project 
files).  

• Wildlife  (BA/BE in SFEIS section 4.6 and Appendix B; concurrence letters dated April 9, 2004, and April 13, 2006, 
project file and amended BA dated April 5, 2006.)

Project activities will not affect woodland caribou or the bald eagle and may affect but is not likely to adversely affect the 
Canada lynx, the northern gray wolf or the grizzly bear.  

For the Canada lynx, the Selected Alternative would have some impact to existing habitat, including the loss of modeled 
denning habitat.  Lynx habitat conditions would meet standards set forth in the LCAS in all alternatives.  The activity will also 
provide recruitment stands for future high quality snowshoe hare habitat over time.  While harvest activities may provide a 
temporary disturbance to resident lynx, there is a low probability that this disturbance would result in lynx mortality. There will
be no increase of open road miles in lynx habitat as a result of this action.

For the grizzly bear, the selected alternative may temporarily disturb grizzly bears if these activities take place during the bear 
activity season.  However, this alternative would also enhance foraging opportunities in the future.  There would be no
permanent increase of road miles in the bear use area as a result of this action.  The selected action may affect, but is not 
likely to adversely affect, grizzly bear or its habitat. 

• Fish  (BA/BE in SFEIS Appendix B; concurrence letter dated April 9, 2004., project file)
(Water quality will be maintained through implementation of BMPs, site-specific mitigation measures, and BMP feedback 
monitoring.)   

The project will have no effect on White sturgeon or Bull trout.    White sturgeon are not found outside of the main stem of the 
Kootenai River, which is outside of the cumulative effects area for this project.  

No Bull trout have been found in streams within the cumulative effects area of this project, including Mission, Zion, or Brush 
Creeks. The habitat is connected to the Kootenai River; however, the lower 3 km of Mission Creek has been channelized, 
likely resulting in a thermal barrier to fluvial bull trout migration from the Kootenai River (FEIS, B-15).  

• Plants   (BA/BE in FEIS Appendix B)
There are no federally listed Threatened or Endangered plant species suspected to occur in the project area.  Surveys and 
searches of records included Water howellia, Ute ladies’-tresses and Spalding’s catchfly.
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Endangered Species Act Findings

The Selected Alternative complies with IPNF Forest Plan standards for Threatened and Endangered wildlife, fish, and plants.   

The Selected Alternative is consistent with the Endangered Species Act. As required by Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act.  We have consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding the activities and anticipated effects of this project. 
They have concurred with our findings (letter dated April 9, 2004; project file).  

3 Clean Water Act  

The Clean Water Act (as amended, 33 U.S.C. 1323) directs the Forest Service to meet state, interstate and local substantive 
as well as procedural requirements with respect to control and abatement of pollution in the same manner and to the same 
extent as any non-governmental entity. The Forest Service has the statutory authority to regulate, permit and enforce land-use 
activities on the National Forest System lands that affect water quality.

Within the project area, Brush Creek, Mission Creek and its tributary Zion Creek, and Hall Creek are now listed for 
temperature on the most recently approved Idaho DEQ 303-d list of water quality limited stream segments (PF document 
STRM-05, Idaho DEQ 303-d list, IDEQ news release 1/17/06 and associated information).   (See SFEIS, section 3.7 - 
Watershed Description and Characteristics). The requirements of the INFS amendment to the Forest Plan, as well as other 
specific design features of this project would prevent or mitigate any activity that could potentially increase stream 
temperatures (see SFEIS Chapter 2 section 2.8-A, 2.8-B, 2.8-C, and 2.8-E, Appendices B and C).  In addition, based on no 
cumulative effects to fisheries and their habitats within all streams in the project area, beneficial uses will be maintained. 

Sediment impacts to water quality from soil-disturbing activities listed in the Vegetation discussion are predicted to be short-
term and minor due to the use of BMPs and site-specific mitigation practices. Existing sediment sources would be reduced or 
eliminated through road management activities shown in Tables 6  through 8 and Figures 8 and 9 in this ROD.  

Finding

All alternatives would be consistent with the requirements of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §1251.  The requirements of the 
INFS amendment to the 1987 IPNF Forest Plan, as well as other specific design features will prevent or mitigate any activity
that could potentially increase stream temperatures (SFEIS, sections). In addition, based on no cumulative effects to fisheries
and their habitats within all streams in the project area, beneficial uses will be maintained.  (SFEIS, section 4.5-D) 

3 Clean Air Act 

The Forest-wide standard for air quality is to coordinate all Forest Service management activities to meet the requirements of 
the State Implementation Plans, Smoke Management Plan and Federal air quality standards. This will be done with the 
Selected Alternative. Burning will be conducted by the Forest Service in a manner that will meet air quality requirements. We
find that this project meets the Clean Air Act and state monitoring requirements through coordination with the State prior to 
burning, and the use of burning techniques that minimize smoke emissions (SFEIS, section 4.4-F; Appendix F, Response to 
Comments).  

3 Environmental Justice Executive Order  

In February 1994, President Clinton signed Executive Order 12898, requiring federal agencies to conduct activities related to 
human health and the environment in a manner that does not discriminate or have the effect of discriminating against minority 
and low-income populations (Project Files, Environmental Justice).  

Although low-income and minority populations live and recreate in the vicinity, activities under the Mission Brush project will
not discriminate against these groups. Based on the composition of the affected communities and the cultural and economic 
factors, I find that the Selected Alternative will have no adverse effects to human health and safety or unequally effect minority, 
low-income, or any other segments of the population. (SFEIS, section 4-8)  

3 Natural Resources Agenda

On March 2, 1998, Forest Service Chief Mike Dombeck announced the Forest Service Natural Resource Agenda. The Agenda 
provides the Chief's focus for the Forest Service, and identifies specific areas where there will be added emphasis. The 
following discussions briefly describe consistency of the Mission Brush project with those specific areas (see SFEIS sections 
1.7-B.B-3a, 2.7, and 2.11) 
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• Watershed health and restoration - Addressed through road maintenance and by decommissioning unneeded 
roads or putting into storage roads intended for potential future uses. Any constructed temporary roads would be 
decommissioned after access is no longer needed in order to mitigate any potential effects from sediment and 
water yield. 

• Sustainable forest ecosystem management - Addressed by converting stands to desired, long-lived species, 
which are less susceptible to disease, and by improving growth and productivity of those species where they
exist. Thereby, reducing potential fire severity and the continuing mortality of insect and disease infested stands.

• Recreation – Addressed by managing existing and future recreation opportunities in ways that enhance and 
protect the quality of the natural resources in the Mission Brush project area. 

• Forest road policy – The Selected Alternative is consistent with the Forest Service Road Management and 
Transportation System Rule (see section h on the following page).  

3 Roadless Area Conservation Rule  

There are no lands in or adjacent to the Mission Brush project identified as Roadless under the IPNF Forest Plan.  Therefore, 
there would be no change to road access in relation to inventoried roadless areas under any alternative (SFEIS, Appendix A).   

Unroaded Areas were not identified as an issue for this project.  Although no comments were received from the public or other 
agencies concerning potential impacts to unroaded areas, potential effects were analyzed and are summarized in Appendix A 

3 Forest Service Road Management and Transportation System Rule

In January 2001, the Forest Service issued a Final Rule regarding specific revisions to the road system rules (at 36 CFR part 
212), and to Forest Service administrative directives governing transportation analysis and management. The roads policy
provides basic procedural protection for inventoried roadless areas and contiguous unroaded areas from road building until the 
Roadless Area Conservation Rule becomes effective, and the Forest completes a forest-scale roads analysis and incorporates 
it into the Forest Plan.  

A Roads Analysis was completed for the Mission Brush project (project file). 
- No changes are made to existing road management policies under the proposed project.  
- No new permanent forest system roads will be developed. 
- The forest system roads used to accommodate timber hauling from the project sites will have their surface 

improved and drainage systems upgraded as necessary to reduce sediment delivery into local stream systems. 

3 National Historic Preservation Act  

The entire project area has been surveyed for cultural resources. This project has identified and mitigated potential effects to 
cultural resources (SFEIS, section 2.8, and Appendix A, section A-2).   

Recognizing the potential for unidentified sites to be encountered and disturbed during project activity, any future discovery of 
heritage resource sites or caves will be inventoried and protected if found to be of cultural significance.  These sites will be 
avoided, protected, or potential effects will be mitigated in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.  

Based on the successful protection of cultural resources on the IPNF through cooperation with the Idaho State Historic 
Preservation Office, these measures have been found to be effective (IPNF Forest Plan Monitoring Report for 1999, page 17).  

3 National Historic Management Act (NFMA)

The National Forest Management Act and accompanying regulations require that several other specific findings be 
documented at the project level.  

1. Forest Plan Consistency  

Management activities are to be consistent with the Forest Plan, as amended [16 USC 1604 (i)]. The Forest Plan guides 
management activities [36 CFR 219.1(b)]. Standards and guidelines for the Idaho Panhandle Forest Plan apply within the 
project area, ()). Forest Plan consistency has been discussed throughout this Record of Decision and Appendix.

We have evaluated features of the Selected Alternative against IPNF Forest Plan goals and objectives, as well as the resource
standards for consistency with the Forest Plan. The Forest Plan is discussed in Chapter 1 of the SFEIS (SFEIS, section1.7-
B.B-3 d); with disclosure of Forest Plan consistency for each resource in Chapter 4 of the EIS. Upon review of the information 
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disclosed in the Mission Brush SFEIS, Chapter 4 effects analysis for each resource, I find that my decision is consistent with 
the IPNF Forest Plan, as amended.  

2. Resource Protection (36 CFR 219.27(a) 

The following statements address resource protection requirements of the National Forest Management Act:  

Activities will conserve soil and water resources and will not allow significant or permanent impairment of the productivity of the 
land. Please refer to the SFEIS discussions of effects to Aquatic Resources (SFEIS, section 4.5), Soils (SFEIS sections 2.8, 
and Appendix A section A.4) and the project file. 

Activities will either not affect or will maintain sufficient habitat for viable populations of existing native vertebrate species and 
management indicator species consistent with the multiple-use objectives established in the Forest Plan. The 1982 
regulations implementing the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) require National Forests to provide habitat in order “to 
maintain viable populations of existing native and desired non-native vertebrate species in the planning area.” (36CFR219.19). 
The regulations direct that “habitat must be provided to support, at least, a minimum number of reproductive individuals, and 
that habitat must be well distributed so that those individuals can interact with others in the planning area.”  The planning area 
is defined as the Forest Service lands included in the Forest Plan.  

Documentation of viability analysis for Threatened and Endangered Species, Sensitive Species, and Management Indicator 
Species that may be affected by the proposed project is located in Chapter 4 and Appendix B of the SFEIS. The analysis 
revealed that expected impacts would not likely contribute towards federal listing or a loss of viability to a population for any of
the above species.   

Implementation of the Selected Alternative will not affect critical habitat for Threatened and Endangered species (SFEIS 
Appendix B).  

The SFEIS assesses potential physical, biological, aesthetic, cultural, engineering, and economic impacts of the Selected 
Alternative and is consistent with multiple uses planned for the area. (SFEIS Environmental Consequences discussions in 
Chapter 4, and project files.)  

There are no right-of-way grants being issued as part of the activities.  

The road construction associated with this project is designed according to standards appropriate to the planned uses, 
considering safety, costs of transportation and effects upon lands and resources. (SFEIS: sections 2.7 and 2.8 and Tables 2-
13 through 2-16. and Table 4-8). 

Applicable Federal, State, and local air quality standards will be met (SFEIS, section 4.3).  

3 Vegetation Manipulation 36 CFR 219.27 (b) 

1. Be best suited to the goals stated in the Forest Plan.  
The Forest Plan allocated National Forest system lands in the project areas to eight different Management Areas. Goals 
for each management area are briefly described in Chapter I of the SFEIS and in detail in the IPNF Forest Plan, as 
amended. After review of the expected environmental consequences of the various alternatives (SFEIS Chapter 4)  
I believe the selected alternative is well suited to implement Idaho Panhandle National Forests Plan direction and meet
the multiple use goals established for the area. 

2. Assure that technology and knowledge exists to adequately restock lands within five years after final harvest.  
Technology and knowledge does exist to comply with this requirement. The IPNF have traditionally had high success 
rates for both artificial and natural regeneration. The vegetation analysis is provided in Chapter 4 of the SFEIS and in the 
project file documents this assurance. 

3. Not be chosen primarily because they will give the greatest dollar return or the greatest output of timber (although these
factors shall be considered).  
Economic factors were considered in my decision, and the selected alternative does have a high economic value.  (See
Road Improvements in Table 4-8 in the SFEIS)  However, the alternative was chosen primarily for the reasons 
documented in this Record of Decision (i.e. meeting Forest Plan goals and responsiveness to alternative driving issues
and public comment) and not because of economic value. 
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4. Be chosen after considering potential effects on residual trees and adjacent stands.  
The analysis considered the effects on residual trees and adjacent stands (SFEIS Chapter 4 section 4.3, and Project File) 
and these were considered in my decision. I find the treatments in the selected alternative are designed to protect the 
reserve trees and adjacent stands, including riparian areas, to the extent possible. 

5. Be selected to avoid permanent impairment of site productivity and to ensure conservation of soil and water resources.  
The use of Best Management Practices (BMPs), avoidance of problem soil areas, regulation of yarding and site 
preparation operations, and the application of improvement and mitigation measures, as documented in Chapters 2 and 4 
of the SFEIS, will assure that site productivity is maintained and soil and water resources are protected. 

6. Be selected to provide the desired effects on water quality and quantity, wildlife and fish habitat, regeneration of desired
tree species, forage production, recreation uses, aesthetic values, and other resource yields.  
After review of the SFEIS, I find that the selected alternative will provide the desired effects on water, fish, vegetation, 
scenery and other resources within the project area. It will also have acceptable effects on soil and wildlife resources 
within the project area, as discussed in Chapter 4, of the SFEIS. 

7. Be practical in terms of transportation and harvesting requirements and total costs of preparation, logging and 
administration.  
Data presented in the SFEIS and project file relative to transportation, economics, and harvesting requirements indicate to 
me that the selected alternative is feasible and practical. 

3 Silvicultural Practices 36 CFR 219.27 (c) 

No timber harvest, other than salvage sales or sales to protect other multiple-use values, shall occur on lands not suitable for 
timber production [16 U.S.C. 1604 (k)].  

Guidelines for determining suitability are found in Forest Plan timber standard 3 (p. II-32).  The FEIS discusses suitability for 
timber production as it applies to this project (SFEIS, section 4.4.-E).  Proposed harvest units are within productive habitat 
types as described in the Forest Plan. Timber harvest will occur within Management Areas (MA) 1 and 4, which comprise
about 76% of the project area, MA9, and on a very selective basis in MA16 in the Brush Lake Campground.  MAs 1 and 4 are 
suitable for timber production as described in the Forest Plan (pp. III-2, and III-17).   

All or portions of treatment units 4, 6, 8, 19, and 60, which are in areas designated as MA9 in the Forest Plan, have been 
reviewed on the ground for the suitability of their locations to produce timber.  The review was conducted according to 
Timberland Suitability Adjustment requirements in the Forest Plan (Appendix M, page M-1).  Based on the analysis 
documented within the Vegetation section of the DEIS, these lands are recommended for classification as Suitable for Timber 
Production.  (SFEIS, section 4.4.-E) 

Some treatment units contain dry-site old growth at risk from insect, disease and risk of stand-replacing fire.  It is appropriate 
to treat these areas to reduce these threats, thus meeting the desired future conditions and the purpose and need for this 
project.  (SFEIS Table 4-9 and discussion in sections 4.4-B and 4.4-C) 

Within the Brush Lake Campground vicinity, hazard trees will be removed within MA16 riparian areas; this is appropriate to 
meet the campground management goals for vegetation management, safety/accessibility, scenery management, and overall 
enhancement of the facility (SFEIS, section 2.7-B).   Activities meet Forest Plan requirements for water resources and fisheries 
(SFEIS, section 4.5-D). 

3 Even-aged Management 36 CFR 219.27 (d) 

Forest Openings 

The location and shape of openings that will be created by timber harvest included in the selected alternatives will achieve the 
desired combination of multiple-use objectives as described in the FEIS (Appendix A and the Visuals Report – project file).

The openings that will be created shall  be 40 acres or less, unless approval is granted by the Regional Forester to exceed
this size limit.  

Region One Supplement 2400-2001-2 provides direction on how to proceed when openings larger than 40 acres will be
created.  Twenty units will result in openings larger than 40 acres in size.  The public was notified of the larger opening size via 
public scoping and in the 2004 FEIS ( 2004 FEIS, p. 2-2). The Regional Forester has given approval to exceed this limit 
(project file letter dated May 11, 2004). 
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Clearcutting and Even-aged Management 

When timber is to be harvested using an even-aged management system, a determination that the system is appropriate to 
meet the objectives and requirements of the Forest Plan must be made. Where clearcutting is to be used, it must be 
determined to be the optimum harvest method [16 U.S.C. 1604(g)(3)(F)(i)]. 

Alternative 2 will employ the use of the irregular shelterwood with reserves method, which is an even-aged harvest system. A 
description of this system is provided in the SFEIS, Chapter 2 – Alternative 2 description, and Appendix D Glossary of 
Silvicultural Prescriptions.  All of the units where this harvest system is applied will include reforestation.  None of these timber 
harvest units will be clearcut. 

Of the estimated 3829 acres to be harvested with my decision, approximately 1612 acres will be harvested with even-aged 
regeneration systems (irregular shelterwood with reserves or seed tree with reserves).  About 1693 acres will be harvested 
using partial cutting systems (commercial thin/sanitation salvage, improvement cut) and 388 acres will be harvested using 
uneven-aged regeneration systems (ROD, p. 7).  

Further Forest Plan direction (Forest Plan Appendix I, Vegetation Management Practices) for the specific habitat types 
identified for regeneration treatment indicates that even-aged treatments ranging from clearcutting to shelterwood cutting may 
be appropriate for these sites. The Mission Brush SFEIS (Chapter 3, section 3.4) and the silvicultural diagnosis (project file)
describe current stand conditions, including age, species, stocking, growth, insects and diseases; ecological data, such as 
habitat types; and physical data such as topography and slope. 

Together, these documents provide the information necessary to make site-specific prescription determinations that are 
consistent with the Summary of Timber Information and Vegetation Management Practices (Forest Plan, Appendix A) and the 
Northern Region requirements. 

Finding  --  I have reviewed the silvicultural information in the Supplemental Final EIS, project record and the site-specific
management objectives within the IPNF Forest Plan and have determined that, where identified, even-aged management 
practices are appropriate (with reserve trees) as the selected method to achieve the multiple resource objectives on the sites 
selected for harvest. 

9.  Identification of Environmentally Preferred Alternative 

Previously in this ROD, I have described the Selected Alternative and given my rationale for choosing to implement  
Alternative 2. The Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing NEPA also specify that the alternative 
considered to be environmentally preferable be identified (40 CFR Part 1505.2b). Ordinarily, the environmentally preferable 
alternative is the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological, physical and cultural environment; it is not 
necessarily the alternative that will be implemented.  As documented by this ROD, we have determined that Alternative 2 can 
be implemented with minimal impacts to the biological, physical, and cultural environment and meet the ecological needs of 
the area.   In the long-term, is it the environmentally preferred alternative.   

10.  Review and Appeal Opportunities    

This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 215.11.  A written appeal must be submitted within 45 days following the 
publication date of the legal notice of this decision in the Spokesman Review, Spokane, Washington.  It is the responsibility of 
the appellant to ensure their appeal is received in a timely manner.  The publication date of the legal notice of the decision in 
the newspaper of record is the exclusive means for calculating the time to file an appeal.  Appellants should not rely on date or 
timeframe information provided by any other source.  

Paper appeals must be submitted to:    
USDA Forest Service, Northern Region
ATTN: Appeal Deciding Officer 
P.O. Box 7669 
Missoula, MT 59807 

Or, if hand delivered, during office hours 7:30 am to 4:00 pm: 
USDA Forest Service, Northern Region
ATTN:  Appeal Deciding Officer 
200 East Broadway
Missoula, MT 59802 
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Or, if hand delivered, during office hours 7:30 am to 4:00 pm'

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region

ATTN: Appeal Deciding Officer

200 East Broadway

Missoula, MT 59802

Electronic appeals must be submitted to: appeals-northern-regional-office@fs.fed.us
For electronic appeals, the subject line should contain the name of the project being appealed. An automated
response will confirm your electronic appeal has been received. Electronic appeals must be submitted in MS
Word, Word Perfect, or Rich Text Format (RTF).

It is the appellant's responsibility to provide sufficient project- or activity-specific evidence and rationale, focusing
on the decision, to show why my decision should be reversed. The appeal must be filed with the Appeal
Deciding Officer in writing. At a minimum, the appeal must meet the content requirements of 36 CFR 215.14,
and include the following information:

Appellant's name and address, with a telephone number if available;
A signature, or other verification of authorship upon request (a scanned signature used for
electronic mail may be filled with the appeal);
When multiple names are listed on an appeal, the identification of the lead appellant and verification
of the identity of the lead appellant upon request;
The name of the project or activity for which the decision was made;
The name and title of the Responsible Official;
The date of the decision;
The regulation under which the appeal is being filed, when there is an option to appeal under either
36 CFR 215 or 36 CFR 251, subpart C;
Any specific change(s) in the decision that the appellant seeks, and the rationale for those changes;
Any portion(s) of the decision with which the appellant disagrees and explanation for the

disagreement;
Why the appellant believes the Responsible Official's decision failed to consider the substantive
comments; and
How the appellant believes the decision specifically violates law, regulation or policy.
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Date

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT:
Doug Nishek, Project Leader
Bonners Ferry Ranger District
6286 Main Street
Bonners Ferry, Idaho 83805
(208) 267-5561
e-mail dnishek@fs.fed.us
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