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Other Issues are defined as those resource issues that may have potential for direct, indirect or cumulative effects caused
by implementing the proposed action or no-action alternative, but not with a level of significance to support altering the
proposed action.

Development of the “design criteria and mitigations” for the proposed action as discussed in Chapter 2 effectively
eliminated (through avoidance) or vastly reduced the potential impacts (through mitigation) for some of the other issues.
Additional issues not analyzed in detail include those identified as: 1) outside the scope of the proposed action; 2) already
decided by law, regulation, Forest Plan, or other higher level decision; or 3) conjectural and not fully supported by
scientific or factual evidence.

Other Issues include the following, and are discussed to the appropriate level of detail in this Appendix:
OTHER ISSUE #1 - Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Plants and Forest Species of Concern

Issue Indicator — Impact on individual species and reduction of suitable habitat.

A BOTANICAL RESOURCE (Botanist report attached below)

Templeman Hazardous Fuels Reduction Project
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Plants and Forest Species of Concern (Rare Plants) Report

Prepared by:
Anna E. Hammet
Botanist
IPNF North Zone
30 June 2007

Introduction

This report discusses the environmental effects of implementation of the Templeman Hazardous Fuels Reduction Project on
threatened, endangered, and sensitive plants and Forest species of concern (rare plants).

Regulatory Framework

Federal legislation, regulations, policy, and direction require protection of species and population viability, evaluation and
planning-process consideration of threatened, endangered, and other rare plant species. The regulatory framework for these
plants includes the Endangered Species Act (1973) as amended; the National Forest Management Act (1976); the National
Environmental Policy Act (1969); Forest Service Manual (2672.1-2672.43); ldaho Panhandle National Forests (IPNF) Forest
Plan (1987); and direction from the Regional Watershed, Wildlife, Fisheries and Rare Plants (WWFRP) program and
Washington Office.

Threatened and Endangered Plant Species

No federally listed endangered plant species are suspected to occur in the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. The US Fish
and Wildlife Service currently list no threatened plant species as suspected to occur in Boundary County, in which the
Templeman HFRA project is located (USDI 2007).

Sensitive Plants and Forest Species of Concern

Sensitive species are determined by the Regional Forester as those species for which population viability is a concern, as
indicated by a current or predicted downward trend in population numbers or habitat capability that would reduce the species'
existing distribution. Fifty-four species are known or suspected to occur in the Kaniksu portion of the IPNF, which
encompasses the Templeman project area.
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In addition, several "Forest species of concern™ are addressed in this analysis. A Forest species of concern is generally not at
risk on a rangewide, regionwide, or state level, but may be imperiled within a planning area, such as a National Forest.
While biological evaluations are not required to address Forest species of concern, these species are addressed in effects
analyses to provide for maintenance of populations as directed in NFMA. A list of sensitive species and Forest species of
concern is included in this report.

Sensitive plant species and Forest species of concern may be assigned to one or more rare plant guilds. These guilds are
artificial assemblages based on similar habitat requirements of two or more rare plant species, and are used for analysis. Rare
plant guilds include aquatic, deciduous riparian, peatland, wet forest, moist forest, dry forest, cold forest and subalpine. A list
of habitat guild descriptions is included with the attached sensitive species list.

Existing Condition
Prefield Review

Pre-field review provides information about the project area that is used to determine the need and extent of field surveys for
a project. Pre-field review was conducted in 2004 and again in 2007 with the addition of more treatments to the proposed
action.

Queries of the Timber Stand Management Record System (TSMRS) were used to provide a "coarse filter" assessment of
suitable rare plant habitat in the project area. Aerial photographs and National Wetlands Inventory maps were also reviewed
to identify potentially suitable rare plant habitat.

The coarse filter assessment helps to guide rare plant surveys by identifying the areas with the highest potential to support
rare plants in the different habitat guilds. Because the query is based in part on habitat type at the stand level, it tends to
overestimate the actual amount of suitable habitat that occurs in an area. Conversely, microsites of suitable habitat are not
identified by using the query alone. Review of stand examination plot information, aerial photographs, topographical maps
and National Wetlands Inventory maps also helps to guide rare plant surveys. Field botanists then use this information to
perform “controlled intuitive” surveys of the project area, in which they walk through proposed treatment areas to confirm
the habitat assessments of the coarse filter query and identify and thoroughly survey areas of confirmed suitable habitat.

Threatened and Endangered Plant Species

As noted above, no listed endangered plant species are suspected to occur in the IPNF, and no listed threatened plant species
are suspected to occur in Boundary County, Idaho (USDI 2007).

Sensitive Species and Forest Species of Concern

Table 1 displays the current extent of suitable rare plant habitat in areas proposed for treatment, as indicated by the coarse
filter query of existing vegetation information.

Table 1. Acres of suitable habitat for TES plants and Forest Species of Concern in proposed treatment areas.

Habitat Guild Project Area Proposed Action
Aquatic 0 0
Peatland 0 0
Deciduous Riparian 0 0
Wet Forest 22 4
Moist Forest 222 132
Dry Forest 0 0
Cypripedium fasciculatum* 480 466
Subalpine 0 0
Cold Forest 0 0
No Guild 843 607
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* A separate query is conducted for Cypripedium fasciculatum because this species has slightly different habitat affinities
from the moist forest and dry forest habitat guilds to which it is assigned. Orobanche pinorum has habitat requirements
similar to those of Cypripedium fasciculatum.

No suitable aquatic, peatland, deciduous riparian, dry forest, subalpine or cold forest habitat was identified in proposed
treatment units. The coarse filter query identified four acres of wet forest habitat, 132 acres of moist forest habitat and 466
acres of habitat for Cypripedium fasciculatum Kell in proposed treatment areas. The remainder of the project area was
identified as having no potential to support rare plant species of any guild.

Field Survey Results

Field surveys for rare plants were conducted in 2004, 2005 and 2007. A population of Mingan moonwort (Botrychium
minganense Vict.) was identified in one proposed treatment unit. That unit has since been dropped, and the population and
its adjacent suitable habitat thus excluded from proposed treatment.

The moist forest guild habitat identified in the coarse filter query was found to have low potential to support most rare plant
species and only marginal to moderate potential for rare moonworts. Potential for occurrence of green bug-on-a-stick moss
(Buxbaumia viridis [DC] Moug. and Nestl.) was determined to be low, given the mesic nature of most stands proposed for
treatment.

The surveys confirmed that there is no suitable aquatic, peatland, deciduous riparian, dry forest, cold forest or subalpine
habitat in proposed treatment areas. Aquatic and peatland habitat at Templeman Lake, which occurs on private land adjacent
to the project area, would be buffered from project activities by a minimum of 300 feet. Small wet microsites and seeps
occur in some proposed treatment units; these would be protected at a minimum by INFS buffers, with site-specific buffers
established by the project botanist and hydrologist as needed. Although no clustered lady's slipper or pine broomrape was
found during the surveys, suitable habitat for both species does occur in some proposed treatment units.

Complete results of the field surveys are in the project file.

Rare Plants and Suitable Habitat that May be Affected by Project Activities

Rare Moonworts (Botrychium Sw. species)

Some proposed treatment units in the project area have marginal to moderate potential to support rare moonworts.
Moonworts are seedless vascular plants that reproduce from spores and underground rhizomes. Western goblin (Botrychium
montanum W.H. Wagner) often occurs with other rare moonworts, usually in wet or moist forest habitat and/or near streams
and in soils with well-developed mycorrhizae'. Mingan moonwort (B. minganense Vict.) and triangle moonwort (B.
lanceolatum ssp. lanceolatum [S.G. Gmelin] Angstrom) may also occur with other rare moonworts in or adjacent to wet
meadows, open disturbed areas, old roads and roadside ditches. All rare moonworts are small in stature and often
inconspicuous; in addition, aboveground stalks may not appear every year.

Because sensitive moonworts have a broader habitat range than other rare plants, and because they can be overlooked even
during thorough floristic surveys, these species have the greatest potential for experiencing impacts from project
implementation.

Clustered Lady's Slipper (Cypripedium fasciculatum Kell.)

This rare orchid occurs in two disparate habitats — moist cedar/hemlock forest and dry Douglas-fir/grand fir forest. In the
Templeman project area, the highest potential habitat for the species is in Douglas-fir/grand fir forest. ~Although no
occurrences of this sensitive species were identified during the surveys, suitable habitat does occur in some proposed
treatment units.

! Mycorrhizae are symbiotic relationships between fungi and the roots of certain plant species. Although their ecology is
poorly understood, it is apparent that mycorrhizal relationships enhance uptake of nutrients by the host plant (Allen 1991).
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Pine Broomrape (Orobanche pinorum Geyer)

Pine broomrape is a non-chlorophyllous member of the family Orobanchaceae. While once believed to be parasitic on the
roots of various conifers (Hitchcock et al. 1959), recent research (Ellis et al. 1999) and anecdotal field observations suggest
instead that the exclusive host plant is oceanspray (Holodiscus spp., in particular Holodiscus discolor [Pursh] Maxim.). Pine
broomrape is endemic to western North America, where it occurs in scattered locations from northern California through
Oregon, and in central and northeastern Washington and extreme north Idaho. It is found in mesic to dry grand fir and
Douglas-fir habitats. Little is known about the species' ecology or the mechanism of parasitism between it and its host.
Although no occurrences of this species were identified during the surveys, suitable habitat does occur in proposed treatment
units in the Templeman project area.

Environmental Consequences

Methodology

Analysis was conducted using results of rare plant surveys, current distribution and condition of rare plant species in habitats
similar to those found in the proposed treatment sites, current knowledge of the ecology of rare species known or suspected
within the project area, and professional judgment.

The issue indicator for analysis of effects to rare plants is the relative amount of canopy opening and/or ground disturbance in
and adjacent to documented rare plant occurrences and/or suitable rare plant habitat. The issue indicator was determined
based in part on the affinity of moist forest moonworts for relatively closed-canopy conditions (ICDC 2007) and their
dependence on soil mycorrhizae, which may be destroyed during ground-disturbing activities. Canopy removal and
disruption of soil mycorrhizae are also a concern for clustered lady’s slipper.

The cumulative effects area for rare plants is the project area. This area represents the likely limit of effects to rare plant
populations from implementation of the action alternative. Those limits are largely based on the expected distance of spore
or seed dispersal and potential for colonization of rare plant populations in areas of suitable habitat. While patterns of
dispersal are not known with certainty for many plant species, in studies of Botrychium virginianum most spores fell within
three meters of the source plant (Peck et al. 1990). Other sensitive species’ seeds that are heavier than Botrychium spores
might be assumed to have similar if not more restricted dispersal patterns.

Effects to rare plant species and suitable habitat from proposed activities are generally described as very low, low, moderate
or high, with the following definitions:

¢ very low = no measurable effect on individuals, populations or habitat

¢ low = individuals, populations and/or habitat not likely affected

e moderate = individuals and/or habitat may be affected, but populations would not be affected, and habitat capability would
not over the long term be reduced below a level which could support sensitive plant species

¢ high = populations would likely be affected and/or habitat capability may over the long term be reduced below a level
which could support sensitive plant species

e The following past, current, ongoing and reasonably foreseeable activities and events apply to the cumulative effects
analysis for rare plants.

Past Activities and Events

o Wildfire

e Timber harvest before and after 1990 on NFS lands
e Timber harvest on other ownership lands

e Road construction

¢ Residential development on private lands

o Wildfire suppression
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Current and Ongoing Activities
¢ Road maintenance
o Wildfire suppression

Reasonably Foreseeable Actions

e Timber harvest on other ownership lands
¢ Noxious weeds monitoring and treatment

The period for measuring cumulative effects to rare plants and suitable habitat is ten years following completion of harvest
and other restoration projects, or, for no action, ten years after signing the Decision Notice. Beyond ten years, the likelihood
of events or activities affecting rare plants and suitable habitat would be difficult to predict.

Mitigation and Monitoring
Required Mitigation

1. Aguatic and peatland habitat at Templeman Lake, which occurs on private land adjacent to the project area, would be
buffered from project activities by a minimum of 300 feet.

2. Small wet microsites and seeps in proposed treatment units would be protected from harvest activities, with site-specific
buffers established by the project botanist and hydrologist.

3. Any changes to the proposed action that may occur during layout would be reviewed, and rare plant surveys would be
conducted as necessary prior to project implementation. Newly documented occurrences would be evaluated, with
specific protection measures implemented to protect population viability. Such measures could include the following:

e Dropping units from harvest activity

¢ Modifying unit boundaries to provide adequate buffers around documented occurrences, as determined by the project
botanist and based on topography, extent of contiguous suitable habitat for documented occurrences and the type of
treatment proposed

¢ Modifying harvest methods, fuels treatment or logging systems to protect rare plants and their habitats

o Implementing, if necessary, Timber Sale Contract provisions B6.24, Protection Measures Needed for Plants, Animals,
Cultural Resources, and Cave Resources; C6.244#- Site Specific Special Protection Measures; and B8.33, Contract
Suspension and Modification.

Required Monitoring

In addition to the above design features, monitoring of project activities is also required.

IPNF Forest Plan Monitoring

IPNF direction is to inventory and manage sensitive plants so that no new species have to be listed as threatened or
endangered. Suitable sensitive plant habitat in project areas is surveyed and projects modified as necessary to achieve this
objective. Sensitive plants are protected according to site-specific management plans developed by Forest and zone
botanists.

Project Monitoring

Monitoring of rare plant populations where the proposed activity was modified by buffering to avoid adverse effects would
be conducted to validate the effectiveness of mitigation measures during and following the activity.

Effects Common To Implementing Or Not Implementing The Proposed Action

Direct and Indirect Effects
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Threatened and Endangered Species

No endangered plant species are suspected to occur in the IPNF, and no threatened plant species are suspected to occur in
Boundary County (USDI 2007). There would be no direct or indirect effects to any federally listed plant species.

Sensitive Plants and Forest Species of Concern

There is no aquatic, peatland, deciduous riparian, dry forest, subalpine or cold forest guild habitat in proposed treatment
units. No direct or indirect impacts would occur to habitat or species of these guilds under either alternative.

Under the proposed action, the documented population of Mingan moonwort would be buffered from all project activities.
No direct or indirect impacts to this species or to wet forest guild habitat would occur. With no action, there would also be
no direct or indirect impacts to this species.

Cumulative Effects

Threatened and Endangered Species

Because no direct or indirect effects would occur to any federally listed species (see above), there would be no cumulative
effects to populations or suitable habitat for federally listed species from implementation of either alternative.

Sensitive Species and Forest Species of Concern

The following past activities and events, current and ongoing activities, and reasonably foreseeable actions result in the same
cumulative effects when combined with either the proposed action or no action:

Past Activities and Events - Past wildfires, timber harvest and road construction, and private residential development may
have affected rare plants and/or rare plant habitat through ground and vegetation disturbance and canopy removal. Few
floristic surveys were conducted on National Forest lands before 1990, so the extent of and effect on rare plant populations of
older projects is unknown. Rare plant surveys for the Surely Temple Timber Sale (1993-1997) were conducted in 1991, with
no rare plants found. It is unknown how rare plants or suitable rare plant habitat may have been affected by timber harvest,
road construction and residential development on other ownership lands.

Current and Ongoing Activities - Road maintenance activities would occur in areas with low suitability as rare plant habitat.
Therefore, no effects to rare plants or suitable habitat are expected to occur.

Reasonably Foreseeable Actions - Noxious weed treatment and monitoring would follow guidelines established in the
Bonners Ferry Noxious Weeds Control Project EIS (USDA 1995). Effects to rare plant species were analyzed in that
document. No effects to rare plants beyond those described in that EIS are expected to occur.

Determination of Cumulative Effects

When combined with the above past, current and ongoing and reasonably foreseeable activities and events, the proposed
action and no action would have no or very low cumulative effects (i.e. no measurable effects) to most rare plants. No
cumulative impacts to rare plants and habitat in the aquatic, peatland, deciduous riparian, subalpine, dry forest and cold
forest guilds would occur, since these habitats were not found in proposed treatment areas. No cumulative impacts to moist
forest guild species other than rare moonworts (Botrychium Sw. species) are expected, since the potential for their occurrence
in proposed treatment areas was determined to be low.

No Action

Direct and Indirect Effects

This section describes predicted direct and indirect effects to rare plants from implementation of no action that differ from
effects expected under the proposed action. Management activities on NFS lands would not change from current levels, and
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current vegetation trends would be expected to continue. No direct effects to any rare plants in either project area would
occur from implementation of no action.

Indirectly, the continued increase in fuel loading could pose a threat to suitable rare plant habitat in the context of a higher
risk of stand replacing fires. Such fires could extirpate the documented occurrence of Mingan moonwort and/or any
undetected individual rare moonworts. Habitat suitability for rare moonworts and clustered lady's slipper may be reduced if
fire intensity is sufficient to destroy soil mycorrhizae on which these species depend (Allen 1991). In addition, oceanspray,
the preferred host plant for pine broomrape, could be at least temporarily reduced in cover by a high-intensity fire (Crane and
Fischer 1986).

Cumulative Effects

When combined with the following past, current and ongoing activities and events, no action has potential cumulative effects
to rare plants that differ from those of the proposed action.

Past Activities and Events - Past wildfire suppression in the project area has increased the risk of severe stand-replacing fires.
Implementation of no action would not address these accumulated fuels in the project area.

Current and Ongoing Activities - Ongoing wildfire suppression in the project area would increase the probability of severe
stand-replacing fires. Implementation of no action would contribute to the continued accumulation of fuels in the project
area.

Determination of Cumulative Effects

When combined with the effects of past and ongoing fire suppression, implementation of no action would further increase the
risk of severe stand replacing fires. Should such a fire occur, it may impact populations and/or reduce habitat suitability for
rare moonworts, clustered lady’s slipper and pine broomrape, at least temporarily. No action could have low, moderate,
or high cumulative effects to these species and/or suitable habitat, depending on where a fire occurs and how severe it is.
However, the occurrence and intensity of a future wildfire in suitable habitat for these species would be difficult to predict.

Proposed Action

Direct and Indirect Effects

The documented occurrence of Mingan moonwort and its wet forest guild habitat has been excluded from proposed
activities. No direct or indirect impacts to this species or its habitat would occur. Potential for the occurrence of rare
moonworts in proposed treatment units is considered marginal to moderate. Undetected individuals may be directly impacted
by project activities. Ground-based harvest could disrupt soil mycorrhizae in suitable rare moonwort habitat.

Under the proposed action, approximately 132 acres of moist forest guild habitat identified in the coarse filter query would
be potentially affected, with 117 acres of commercial thinning/sanitation salvage and 15 acres of shelterwood harvest. Field
surveys found that habitat potential in proposed activity areas was very low for moist forest species other than rare
MOONWOrts.

No occurrences of clustered lady’s slipper were found in any proposed activity areas. No direct, indirect or cumulative
impacts to populations of this species would occur. The coarse filter query identified approximately 466 acres of suitable
habitat for this species in proposed treatment units, with 430 acres of commercial thin/group selection, 35 acres of
commercial thin/sanitation salvage and one acre of biomass thinning.

The proposed treatments are consistent with natural disturbance regimes in the Douglas-fir/ninebark habitats that support
clustered lady’s slipper in northern Idaho. Stand structure and landscape pattern in regions where the species occurs in Idaho
and Montana have historically been determined by fire. In Montana, clustered lady's slipper occurs primarily in Douglas-
fir/ninebark and grand fir/ninebark habitat types that historically experienced low- to moderate-intensity surface fires on an
interval of ten to thirty years (Lichthardt 2003). Following fifty or more years of fire suppression, stands in these habitat
types are now more densely stocked and have greater canopy closure, increasing the probability of severe, stand-replacing
fires that could reduce the availability of suitable habitat, both in terms of canopy removal and adverse soil and ground-layer
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effects (Lichthardt 2003). The proposed action would, to some degree, trend the treated areas toward historical conditions
would reduce the risk of large, stand-replacing fires.

No occurrences of pine broomrape were discovered during the surveys. The amount of suitable habitat for this species is
essentially the same as for clustered lady's slipper. The impacts of the proposed treatments to suitable habitat for this species
cannot be predicted with certainty because the species' ecology is poorly understood. However, the proposed treatments
would likely enhance oceanspray, which is the preferred host species. Oceanspray is considered to be well-adapted to
disturbance by fire, usually responding to a low-intensity burn by root crown and rhizome sprouting (Young 1983). The
proposed action would, to some degree, trend the treated areas toward historical conditions and would reduce the risk of
large, stand-replacing fires.

Construction of approximately one mile of new temporary road and reconstruction of 9.9 miles of existing road would occur
in areas with low potential to support rare plants; no impacts to rare plants or suitable habitat would occur from these
activities.

Cumulative Effects

Past Activities and Events - Past wildfire suppression in the project area may have increased the risk of severe stand-replacing
fires. The proposed treatments would reduce the current fuel loading, thereby reducing the risk of stand-replacing fires.

Current and Ongoing Activities - While wildfire suppression would continue in order to protect adjacent private property
values, water quality and other resource values, the proposed treatments would increase the ability to safely use prescribed
fire, periodically reducing fuel loads, and to suppress unwanted wildfires. When combined with the proposed action,
ongoing wildfire suppression would decrease the probability of severe stand-replacing fires. There would therefore be a
lower risk of severe fire effects to occurrences of and/or suitable habitat for sensitive moonworts, clustered lady's slipper and
pine broomrape than under no action.

Reasonably Foreseeable Actions

Future timber harvest activities on other ownership lands may impact rare plants and/or suitable rare plant habitat. Field
surveys and protection of documented rare plant populations and highly suitable habitat, along with other design criteria (see
above) for rare plants, have reduced the potential for the proposed action to contribute to negative cumulative effects.

Determination of Cumulative Effects

Cumulative impacts to clustered lady’s slipper and pine broomrape would be very low to low since these species were not
found in the project area. The proposed treatments are compatible with natural disturbance regimes in these species' habitat
(see above). By reducing the risk of stand-replacing wildfires, implementation of the proposed action may have long-term
benefits to habitat for these species.

Based on the above analysis and given the mitigation measures described above, cumulative impacts to sensitive moist forest
moonworts under the proposed action would be low (individuals, populations and/or habitat not likely affected) to moderate
(individuals and/or habitat may be affected, but populations would not be affected, and habitat capability would not be
reduced over the long term below a level that could support the species).

Compliance with the Forest Plan and Other Regulatory Direction

A Forest Plan management goal is to “manage habitat to maintain populations of identified sensitive species of animals and
plants” (Forest Plan, 11-1). A Forest Plan standard for sensitive species is to “manage the habitat of species listed in the
Regional Sensitive Species List to prevent further declines in populations which could lead to federal listing under the
Endangered Species Act” (Forest Plan, 11-28). This standard meets the requirements of the National Forest Management Act
(NFMA) of 1976, Section 6(g)(3)(B), by providing for diversity of plant communities based on the suitability and capability
of the specific land area.
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The Forest Plan also identifies the need to “determine the status and distribution of threatened, endangered and rare
(sensitive) plants on the IPNF” (Forest Plan, 11-18). Implementing or not implementing the proposed action would meet
Forest Plan direction and provide for the viability of populations.

Across the Forest, suitable habitat for sensitive plant species appears to be well distributed. Approximately 705,000 acres
have been identified as having the potential to support sensitive plant species in a wide array of plant communities. To date
98,290 acres (about 14 percent) of suitable habitat have been surveyed for sensitive plants (USDA 2004).

In 1998, sensitive species trends across the Forest were qualitatively assessed (USDA 1998, pp. 112-116). Of the sensitive
plant species assessed, 11 species were considered to have fairly secure populations with stable trends and few observed
threats; 28 species had mostly stable populations with some concerns and threats; and for 16 species there was a serious
concern. Estimates for this assessment were based on the best information available, including known population size,
distribution and threats. The trends for sensitive moonworts ranged from stable (Botrychium lanceolatum ssp. lanceolatum)
to serious concerns for population and habitat decline over time (B. montanum). The trend for clustered lady's slipper
(Cypripedium fasciculatum Kell.) was characterized as being a serious concern for population and habitat decline over time.

Since implementation of the Forest Plan in 1987, impacts to highly suitable habitat for many sensitive plant species have
diminished with the implementation of laws and policies protecting riparian areas, wetland and peatland habitats and policies
designed to maintain old growth forests.

A conservation assessment for sensitive moonworts in the IPNF has been prepared (Evans and Associates 2005). A
conservation strategy for sensitive moonworts in the IPNF is being prepared. For clustered lady’s slipper, where proposed
activities in the IPNF may impact the species, formal monitoring plots have been established (USDA 2003). A conservation
strategy for the species in the Northern Region has been prepared (Lichthardt 2003).

At the project level, and in accordance with Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2672.1-2672.43 and NFMA Section 6(g)(3)(E)(ii),
suitable habitat has been identified and surveyed and the appropriate level of analysis conducted. Proposed activities under
the action alternative are consistent with management recommendations in the conservation strategy for clustered lady’s
slipper (Lichthardt 2003).

There are no federally listed threatened or endangered species suspected to occur in Boundary County, ldaho (USDI 2007).
Therefore, the project is consistent with the Endangered Species Act (1973) as amended.
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KANIKSU THREATENED, SENSITIVE & FOREST SPECIES OF CONCERN, BY HABITAT GUILD

Status and Species

Common Name

Rare Plant Guild

Threatened*

Howellia aquatilis (Kootenai
County)

water howellia

Aquatic

Silene spaldingii (Kootenai
County)

Spalding's catchfly

Dry grassland

Sensitive**

Andromeda polifolia

bog rosemary

Peatland

Asplenium trichomanes ssp.
trichomanes

maidenhair spleenwort

Rock seeps in Moist / Wet Forest

Symphytotrichum boreale rush aster Peatland
Astragalus microcystis least bladdery milkvetch Dry Forest
Betula pumila v. glandulifera dwarf birch Peatland / Deciduous Riparian
Blechnum spicant deerfern Wet Forest / Moist Forest

Botrychium ascendens

upswept moonwort

Wet Forest

Botrychium crenulatum

dainty moonwort

Wet Forest

Botrychium lanceolatum

triangle moonwort

Wet Forest / Moist Forest

Botrychium lineare

linear-leaved moonwort

Moist Forest/ Wet Forest

Botrychium minganense

Mingan moonwort

Wet Forest / Moist Forest

Botrychium montanum western goblin Wet Forest
Botrychium paradoxum peculiar moonwort Wet Forest / Moist Forest
Botrychium pedunculosum stalked moonwort Wet Forest

Botrychium pinnatum

northwestern moonwort

Wet Forest / Moist Forest

Botrychium simplex

least moonwort

Wet Forest / Moist Forest

Buxbaumia aphylla leafless bug-on-a-stick Subalpine
Buxbaumia viridis green bug-on-a-stick Wet Forest
Carex buxbaumii Buxbaum's sedge Peatland

Carex chordorrhiza string-root sedge Peatland

Carex comosa bristly sedge Peatland

Carex flava yellow sedge Peatland

Carex leptalea bristle-stalked sedge Peatland

Carex livida pale sedge Peatland

Carex magellanica ssp. irrigua poor sedge Peatland

Cicuta bulbifera

bulb-bearing water hemlock

Aguatic / Peatland

Cypripedium fasciculatum

clustered lady's slipper

Moist Forest / Dry Forest

Drosera intermedia spoon-leaved sundew Peatland
Dryopteris cristata crested shield fern Peatland
Epilobium palustre swamp willow-weed Peatland
Epipactis gigantea giant helleborine Peatland / Seeps
Eriophorum viridicarinatum green-keeled cotton grass Peatland
Gaultheria hispidula creeping snowberry Wet Forest / Peatland
Grimmia brittoniae Britton's dry rock moss Calcareous rock substrate
Hookeria lucens clear moss Wet Forest
Hypericum majus large Canadian St. John's wort Peatland
Iris versicolor blue flag iris Peatland
Lycopodiella inundata northern bog clubmoss Peatland
Lycopodium dendroideum ground pine Wet/Moist/Cold Forest /
Deciduous Riparian
Meesia longiseta meesia Peatland
Phegopteris connectilis northern beechfern Wet Forest
Polystichum braunii Braun's holly fern Wet Forest
Rhizomnium nudum naked mnium Wet Forest
Rhynchospora alba white beakrush Peatland
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Status and Species

Common Name

Rare Plant Guild

Salix candida hoary willow Peatland / Deciduous Riparian
Salix pedicellaris bog willow Peatland
Scheuchzeria palustris pod grass Peatland
Scirpus hudsonianus Hudson's bay bulrush Peatland
Schoenoplectus subterminalis water clubrush Aquatic
Sphagnum mendocinum Mendocine peatmoss Peatland
Streptopus streptopoides krushea Wet Forest / Cold Forest
Triantha occidentalis short-styled sticky Tofieldia Peatland
Trientalis europaea northern starflower Peatland
Vaccinium oxycoccos bog cranberry Peatland
Forest Species of Concern***
Arnica alpina var. tomentosa alpine arnica Subalpine
Botrychium lunaria moonwort Wet Forest
Botrychium "michiganense” Michigan moonwort Mesic to dry meadows
Cetraria sepincola bog birch lichen Peatland
Cladonia bellidiflora toy soldiers We t forest

Collema curtisporum

short-spored jelly lichen

Deciduous Riparian

Cypripedium pubescens v.

yellow lady's slipper

Peatland / Deciduous Riparian

pubescens
Diphasiastrum sitchense Sitka clubmoss Subalpine / Cold Forest
Ivesia tweedyi Tweedy's ivesia Subalpine
Lobaria scrobiculata textured lungwort Rock cliffs in Dry Forest
Maianthemum dilatatum beadruby Peatland
Muhlenbergia glomerata marsh muhly Peatland
Orobanche pinorum pine broomrape Dry Forest
Oxalis trilliifolia trillium-leaved wood-sorrel Wet Forest
Pentagramma triangularis goldback fern Wet Forest
Petasites sagittatus arrowleaf coltsfoot Peatland
Pilophorus clavatus tapered matchstick Wet Forest
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark pine Subalpine
Romanzoffia sitchensis Sitka mistmaiden Subalpine
Rubus spectabilis salmonberry Wet Forest
Tripterocladium leucocladulum tripterocladium moss Granite / basalt rock substrate
Ulota megalospora large spore ulota moss Wet Forest
Viola selkirkii Selkirk's violet Wet Forest

January 18, 2008

* based on US Fish and Wildlife Service Biannual County-wide Species List dated March 22, 2007 (105.0000)

** pased on Northern Regional Forester's Sensitive Species List, October 2004

*** As directed by the Species of Concern Protocol (Region One Planning Peer Group, Task Group 19, March 1997), species
of concern are considered to be secure at the global, Regional and state levels, but may be at risk at the Forest planning level.

HABITAT GUILD DESCRIPTIONS
Subalpine Guild
Includes certain plant communities found at high elevation sites, generally above about 5,000 feet, mostly on ridges,
subalpine parklands (subalpine grass and sedge communities), exposed rock outcrops and the following harsh, high elevation
communities:

Abies lasiocarpa (subalpine fir) krummholtz

Abies lasiocarpa / Rhododendron albiflorum (subalpine fir/white rhododendron)

Salix commutata (undergreen willow)

Abies lasiocarpa / Vaccinium scoparium (subalpine fir/grouse whortleberry)

Abies lasiocarpa / Luzula hitchcockii (subalpine fir/smooth woodrush)

Larix lyallii (subalpine larch) / Pinus albicaulis (whitebark pine)
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It also includes the harshest (cold and dry) phases of Abies lasiocarpa / Menziesia ferruginea (subalpine fir / menziesia) and
Abies lasiocarpa / Xerophyllum tenax (subalpine fir / beargrass) plant communities. Rare species found in this guild include
Buxbaumia aphylla (leafless bug-on-a-stick moss), and Cetraria subalpina (Iceland-moss lichen).

Cold Forest Guild

Includes the more productive and mesic phases of Abies lasiocarpa / Menziesia ferruginea (subalpine fir/menziesia) and
Abies lasiocarpa/Xerophyllum tenax (subalpine fir/beargrass) community types, mostly above 4,800 feet; however, they can
occur below 4,800 feet in cold, north-facing drainages. Sensitive species found in this guild are Cetraria subalpina (Iceland-
moss lichen) and sometimes Lycopodium dendroideum (groundpine); the Forest species of concern Diphasiastrum sitchense
(Sitka clubmoss) also occurs on this guild. This includes cold riparian areas that can extend well below 4,000 feet and are
dominated by cold and wet Abies lasiocarpa / Calamagrostis canadensis (subalpine fir / bluejoint reedgrass) and Abies
lasiocarpa / Streptopus amplexifolius (subalpine fir/twisted stalk) communities. These cold riparian communities can also
contain a mosaic of peatland communities and species, and a few rare species generally found in warmer western hemlock
communities, such as Streptopus streptopoides (krushea).

Wet Forest Guild

This guild is found in wet, generally riparian, often mid- to late-successional western redcedar and wet western hemlock plant
communities, including most identified 'ancient cedar groves' found scattered throughout the northern subbasins, generally at
less than 4,000 feet. Certain plant communities within these systems, including Thuja plicata / Oplopanax horridum
(cedar/devil's club), Thuja plicata / Athyrium filix-femina (cedar/ladyfern), Thuja plicata / Adiantum aleuticum
(cedar/maidenhair fern), Tsuga heterophylla / Gymnocarpium dryopteris (western hemlock/oakfern) and Thuja plicata /
Gymnocarpium dryopteris (cedar/oakfern), have a high potential to support rare plants. Many species within this guild are
rare coastal disjuncts such as Blechnum spicant (deerfern), Hookeria lucens (clear maoss), and Polystichum braunii (Braun's
holly fern). Clear moss is associated with seeps and "boggy" areas in wet cedar forests. The sensitive species Buxbaumia
viridis (green bug-on-a-stick moss) is found in this guild on decomposing cedar logs.

Other rare species are boreal disjuncts or boreal peripherals such as Streptopus streptopoides (krushea), Phegopteris
connectilis (northern beech fern) and Lycopodium dendroideum (groundpine). Certain scattered rare species like the
Botrychium species (moonworts), especially Botrychium montanum (western goblin), B. minganense (Mingan moonwort), B.
pedunculosum (stalked moonwort), B. paradoxum and B. ascendens (upswept moonwort) occur in these communities on
riparian benches or other shallow-sloped microsites. Asplenium trichomanes (maidenhair spleenwort) can be found in wet,
rock seeps in wet forest guild habitats. Wet forest communities can also contain, or intergrade into, peatland communities
such that Peatland Guild species and Wet Forest Guild species can overlap across the landscape. Some of the Wet Forest
Guild species can also be found in Moist Forest Guild habitats.

Moist Forest Guild

This guild is found in moist Thuja plicata (western redcedar) and Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock) plant communities,
generally in mid- to late-successional stages below 4,800 feet. A few species can also be found in moist Abies grandis /
Asarum caudatum (grand fir / ginger) and Abies grandis / Clintonia uniflora (grand fir / queencup beadlily) communities.
Certain members of the Wet Forest Guild can also be found in these more mesic upland plant communities. This guild
contains the following plant communities: Tsuga heterophylla / Asarum caudatum (hemlock/wild ginger), T. heterophylla /
A. caudatum - Aralia nudicaulis (hemlock/ginger - wild sarsaparilla), T. heterophylla / Clintonia uniflora (hemlock /
beadlily), T. heterophylla / C. uniflora - Aralia nudicaulis (hemlock / beadlily - wild sarsaparilla), T. heterophylla / C.
uniflora - Menziesia ferruginea (hemlock / beadlily - fool's huckleberry), Thuja plicata / Asarum caudatum (cedar/ginger)
and Thuja plicata / Clintonia uniflora (cedar/beadlily). Some rare species occur in small, moist microsites within these mesic
communities, like Asplenium trichomanes (maidenhair spleenwort), which is found on seepy rock outcrops. Rare and
uncommon plant species such as the coastal disjunct Blechnum spicant (deerfern) are found in moist forest habitats. Rare
Botrychium species (moonworts), especially Botrychium minganense (Mingan moonwort), B. lanceolatum (triangle
moonwort) and B. pinnatum (northwestern moonwort), can be found in shallow-sloped microsites. The boreal species
Lycopodium dendroideum (ground pine) can also occur in these more mesic communities.

Dry Forest Guild

This guild encompasses dry, open sites in Pinus ponderosa (ponderosa pine), Pseudotsuga menziesii / Physocarpus
malvaceus (Douglas-fir / ninebark), P. menziesii / Calamagrostis rubescens - Arctostaphylos uva-ursi (Douglas-fir /
pinegrass - kinnikinnick) and P. menziesii / Festuca idahoensis (Douglas-fir / Idaho fescue) or / Agropyron spicatum
(bluebunch wheatgrass) communities, generally below 4,500 feet. Astragalus microcystis (least bladdery milkvetch), the
only sensitive species of this guild to occur in the Kaniksu zone, is found on rock cliffs above Lake Pend Oreille and on
gravelly banks above the Pend Oreille River.

Deciduous Riparian

Broad-leaved deciduous forests occur on islands and margins of lowland major rivers in the Kaniksu zone such as the
Kootenai, lower Clark Fork, Pend Oreille and lower Priest rivers, and along the shores of Pend Oreille Lake and Priest Lake.
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These forests are most commonly dominated by Populus trichocarpa (black cottonwood), with lesser amounts of introduced
P. deltoides (plains cottonwood) and escaped hybrid poplars (Populus trichocarpa X), which were planted for streambank
stability. Cottonwood communities often are adjacent to shrub-carr communities and can form an indistinguishable mosaic.
Deciduous riparian communities provide potential habitat for Betula pumila v. glandulifera (dwarf birch), Collema
curtisporum (short-spored jelly lichen), Cypripedium pubescens v. pubescens (yellow lady's slipper) and Salix candida (hoary
willow).

Stands of Populus tremuloides (quaking aspen) are also present and are associated with higher gradient streams or moist
seeps. P. tremuloides (quaking aspen), Betula papyrifera (paper birch) and Betula occidentalis (water birch) also occur as
secondary components in lowland conifer-dominated forests throughout northern Idaho. Alnus rubra (red alder) is an
uncommon but sometimes locally abundant coastal disjunct. It can be a codominant in moist forests in lower elevation
riparian zones and meadow margins along Lake Pend Oreille and the lower Priest River in the Kaniksu zone, as well as in
Coeur d'Alene Lake, the lower Coeur d'Alene River and the lower St. Joe River. It is also found in patches in drainages in
the Little North Fork of the Clearwater River.

Aquatic Guild

This guild occurs generally in littoral (< 2 meters) zones of vernal pools, small ponds and lakes throughout northern Idaho,
generally at lower elevations. Potamogeton natans (floating-leaved pondweed), Myriophyllum species (water-milfoil),
Utricularia species (bladderworts), and other Potamogeton species occur alone or in combination in shallow littoral zones.
Nuphar polysepalum (yellow pond lily) and Brasenia shreberi (water-shield) are frequently present as monocultures in
deeper littoral zones. Potamogeton amplifolius (large-leaved pondweed), Potamogeton praelongus (white- stalked
pondweed), and Potamogeton richardsonii (Richardson's pondweed) are common in deep limnetic zones (> 2 meters) of
many northern Idaho lakes.

The rare species Cicuta bulbifera (bulb-bearing water hemlock) and Scirpus subterminalis (water clubrush) are members of
this aquatic guild. A single population of the rare Nymphaea leibergii (pygmy waterlily) was historically known from
Granite Lake and is believed to be extinct in Idaho. The listed threatened species Howellia aquatilis (water howellia) was
historically known to occur in the Pend Oreille subbasin and has likely also been extirpated. Only one other population is
known in ldaho near Harvard, along the Palouse River; however, populations occur to the west in Spokane County,
Washington. No other populations have been found to date in northern Idaho, even though high quality habitat exists.
Peatland Guild

Peatlands by definition are habitats whose soil substrate is composed of organic material, where deposition of organic
material exceeds decomposition. In north ldaho, peatland habitats are found mostly in the northern three subbasins (Priest,
Kootenai and Pend Oreille). This guild can be divided into five distinct sub-guilds, each containing different plant
communities and species, substrates, pH and abiotic processes:

poor fen

intermediate/rich fen

ombrotrophic bog

paludified forest

e shrub carr

Poor fens occur in glacial scours, kettle holes, isolated oxbows, old lake beds, and at or near the heads of drainages where
inflow is limited. Thick layers of Sphagnum peat have accumulated since the end of continental glaciation, about 6,000 -
7,000 years ago. Poor fens are minerotrophic, receiving nutrients from water percolating through mineral soil or bedrock,
and are quite acidic (pH values 4-6). These communities are characterized by a solid mat of Sphagnum moss with scattered
stems of vascular plants, including rare plants such as Carex comosa (bristly sedge) and Carex chordorrhiza (string-root
sedge). Poor fens support the oldest plant communities in northern Idaho and have changed little since the end of glaciation
6,000-7,000 years ago (Bursik and Moseley 1995; Moseley 1998). These communities are often erroneously referred to as
'bogs’, especially when they occur on floating mats in seepage lakes.

Ombrotrophic bog (‘true bog') communities occur in glacial scours, kettle holes, isolated oxbows, old lake beds, and at or
near the heads of drainages where inflow is limited. Unlike poor fens, the thick mats of peat accumulate upwards forming
hummocks, often at the base of shrubs or downed logs, and are above the influence of the water table. Incoming water and
nutrients (from precipitation) are held above the water table, primarily by the low hydraulic conductivity of the Sphagnum
peat. Vascular species are few or absent and are restricted to those tolerant of acidic conditions (poor fen species). Rare
plants like Andromeda polifolia (bog rosemary), Carex chordorrhiza (string-root sedge), Gaultheria hispidula (creeping
snowberry), Rhynchospora alba (white beak rush) and Vaccinium oxycoccos (bog cranberry) are adapted to these harsh
environments. The pH values are very acidic, ranging from pH 3- pH 4. Compared to rich fens (pH 6 - 7.5) the pH
difference is equal to the difference between vinegar and salt water (Crum 1992).
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Intermediate and rich fens are Sphagnum-poor peatlands with vascular plants contributing the majority of cover and
composition. Most people usually refer to these communities as marshes, wet meadows or swamps. Fen soils are organic,
usually with little to no decomposition of organic material, while true marshes have mineral soils and usually high rates of
decomposition. Intermediate fens have equal dominance by bryophytes (Sphagnum species and true mosses) and vascular
plant species, especially sedges, while rich fens have few (if any) Sphagnum species present. Organic soils of rich fens are
formed by accumulation of sedge, grass and brown moss peat (Aulacomnium and Calliergon species). Carex utriculata
(beaked sedge), Carex lasiocarpa (slender sedge), Carex aquatilis (water sedge), Scirpus microcarpus (small-fruited
bulrush), Typha latifolia (cattails), Calamagrostis canadensis (bluejoint reedgrass), Spiraea douglasii (hardhack), Betula
glandulosa (bog birch) and willow (Salix species)-dominated community types may occur as rich fens.

Rich fens in subalpine habitat are characterized by Carex scopulorum (Holm's mountain sedge), Carex aquatilis (water
sedge), Calamagrostis canadensis (bluejoint reedgrass), Deschampsia cespitosa (tufted hairgrass), Kalmia microphylla (bog
laurel) and Betula glandulosa (bog birch). Several rare species are found in rich fens, including Carex leptalea (bristle-
stalked sedge), Carex magellanica ssp. irrigua (poor sedge) and Trientalis europaea (northern starflower). Rich fens are the
most floristically diverse of the peatland types. Like poor fens, intermediate and rich fen communities can occur on floating
or fixed organic mats. Floating mats contain some of the most ecologically stable communities occurring in north Idaho
peatlands because they adjust to fluctuating water levels annually, maintaining constant contact with water and never
becoming inundated like fixed (shore) mats. The pH values for intermediate and rich fens can vary from pH 6 - 7.5.
Paludified forests typically occur on the margins of closed peatland basins and often form a mosaic with poor fen, rich fen, or
shrub-carr communities. These communities occur with the expansion of peatlands and result from a rise in the water table
from peat accumulation. Paludification is thought to precede the formation of poor fen and true bog (ombrotrophic) habitats
(Crum 1992). Paludified forests are characterized by an overstory of conifers, usually Pinus contorta (lodgepole pine) and P.
monticola (white pine), with lesser amounts of Abies lasiocarpa (subalpine fir), A. grandis (grand fir), Picea engelmannii
(Engelmann spruce), Thuja plicata (western redcedar) or Tsuga heterophylla (western hemlock), with a soil that is Sphagnum
peat. The understory is dominated by Sphagnum moss species and some vascular plants, including some rare species found
in poor fens and ombrotrophic bogs. One species, Maianthemum dilatatum (beadruby) has been found in a single location in
northern ldaho in a paludified forest.

Shrub-carr habitats include moist shrubland riparian communities. Habitats dominated by willows and other shrubs occur in
nearly impenetrable patches along low gradient channels, as stringers or on narrow flood plains along high gradient streams,
as mosaic patches within riparian forests, and on margins of meadows and fen communities. Most commonly, one or more
shrubs dominate vast areas of moist to wet, seasonally flooded fens or riparian zones. Shrub-carrs often contain willow-
dominated shrub lands associated with low gradient meandering channels or fens, and are characterized by Salix
drummondiana (Drummond's willow) with lesser amounts of or codominance by Salix geyeriana (Geyer's willow) and S.
sitchensis (Sitka willow); they may also contain S. bebbiana var. bebbiana (Bebb's willow), Spiraea douglasii (hardhack),
Alnus incana (thinleaf alder), or Betula glandulosa (bog birch) community types.

The rare willows Salix candida (hoary willow) and Salix pedicellaris (bog willow) can be found in shrub-carrs and in
shrub/fen mosaics. Betula pumila (dwarf birch), a rare species in northern Idaho, can be found in shrub-carrs in the Moyie
and Kootenai river systems. One rare lichen, Cetraria sepincola (bog-birch lichen), is found exclusively on the branches of
bog and dwarf birches. Rare hybrids between Betula pumila (dwarf birch) and Betula glandulosa (bog birch) - known as
Betula X sargentii - occur in the Priest River drainage (Johnson 1995).

Willows are frequently absent or a minor component of shrub lands associated with higher gradient streams. Alnus incana
(thinleaf alder), Alnus sinuata (Sitka alder), Cornus sericea (red-osier dogwood) and Rhamnus alnifolia (alder buckthorn)
occur as community dominants along higher gradient streams. Patches of Cornus sericea (red-osier dogwood), Salix
bebbiana var. bebbiana (Bebb's willow), Crataegus douglasii (Douglas hawthorn) and Crataegus suksdorfii (Suksdorf's
hawthorn) are common in association with cottonwood forests on larger stream systems. Crataegus columbiana (Columbia
hawthorn) is only found in warm, lower elevation drainages like the St. Joe, Coeur d'Alene, Kootenai and lower Pend Oreille.
Channel bars are frequently vegetated with Salix exigua (coyote willow).

Rare plant species found in shrub-carr communities include Cypripedium pubescens v. pubescens (yellow lady's slipper),
Carex leptalea (bristle-stalked sedge), Carex magellanica ssp. irrigua (poor sedge), Dryopteris cristata (crested shield-fern),
Lycopodium dendroideum (groundpine), Petasites sagittatus (arrowleaf coltsfoot) and Gaultheria hispidula (creeping
snowberry). Rare Botrychium species (moonworts) can also be found on the margins of these communities.
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B. WILDLIFE RESOURCE (Wildlife Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation attached
below)

Bonners Ferry Ranger
Biological USDA Idaho Panhandle District
Assessment Forest Service National Forests 6286 Main St.
Bonners Ferry, ID 83805
(208) 267-5561

File Code: 2670 Date: December 20, 2007
Ref: Biological Assessment, wildlife, Templeman HFRA EA Project
To: District Ranger

Introduction

Threatened and endangered species are managed under authority of the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) (36 U.S.C.
1531-1544) and the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) (16 U.S.C. 1600-1614). The ESA requires Federal agencies
to make certain that all actions they “authorize, fund, or carry out” will not likely jeopardize the continued existence of any
threatened or endangered species.

USDA Forest Service Policy (FSM 2670) requires a review of programs and activities, through a biological assessment, to
determine whether any threatened or endangered species is likely to be affected by the purposed action(s). The purpose of
this biological assessment is to evaluate the potential effects of harvesting trees and treating fuels on 1,200 acres of National
Forest lands.

Proposed Action

The primary purpose of this project is to reduce hazardous fuels on National Forest System (NFS) lands, thereby improving
our ability to suppress wildfires within a wildland-urban interface (WUI) area. These hazardous fuel conditions include high
crown densities and fuel loadings, substantial ladder fuels, and a vegetative composition and structure that have low
resilience to fire.

The proposed project is located in a portion of the Idaho Panhandle National Forests (IPNF) located within Sections 12, 13
and 24, T63N, R1E, of the Boise Meridian, on the Bonners Ferry Ranger District in Boundary County, Idaho. The project
area includes approximately 1,682 acres in the vicinity of Templeman Lake, approximately 8 miles north of Bonners Ferry.
This area is surrounded by private lands including many primary residences, and is considered a WUI. In the late 1920’s
much of the area burned in a large wildfire. A small portion of the project area burned again is 1979. Since then, successful
fire suppression has allowed thick stands of Douglas fir and grand fir regeneration to invade what used to be open stands of
ponderosa pine, western larch, Douglas fir, and white pine. In the past, open stands were maintained by underburning
wildfires. Due to fire suppression, many of these stand are now dense.

White pine blister rust, insects, and root disease have also invaded the stands causing mortality. As a result, the fuel loads in
these stands are high making the WUI at risk for stand-replacing fires. Such a fire would put private lands and residences,
wildlife habitat, and the function of aquatic systems at risk.

The Bonners Ferry Ranger District proposes to treat about 1,200 acres of vegetation to reduce the threat to life and property
from wildfire. The project includes a combination of treatments designed to reduce and remove excess fuels and promote a
stand structure where intense fire is less likely. This plan would implement fuels reduction, timber stand maintenance, and
restoration treatments. The treatments include biomass removal by removing live trees, reducing brush, prescribed burning,
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piling and burning woody debris. Treatments include 100 acres of precommercial thinning, 300 acres mechanical biomass
thinning, 800 acres of commercial thinning, sanitation salvage, group selection and shelterwood harvest, 450 acres of
prescribed burning connected with harvesting. All units will use ground-based logging systems, with the exception of Unit
4a (48 acres), which would use skyline yarding.

No new permanent roads would be constructed. Existing access roads will be used, including Forest Roads #397A, #397C,
#397D, #940, #940-UA, #940-UB, and #941. Segments of some of these roads, totaling 9.9 miles, will require maintenance
prior to use. The maintenance work may include roadside brushing, blading, ditchline cleaning and shaping and culvert
installation and replacement. Less than 1 mile of temporary roads may be built in Units 4a and obliterated following use.
Existing skid trails and landings will be used where available to minimize soil disturbance and compaction.

Logging operations will be restricted to the winter months having either 18 inches of settled snow or 4 inches of frozen
ground (approximately December through March) to help minimize the risk of further soil compaction and encroachment of
noxious weeds that surround the project area.

Timing and Duration of Activity

The activity will be under a 6-year stewardship contract beginning in winter of 2008.

Location

The project area is located in Sections 12, 13 and 24, T63N, R1E, of the Boise Meridian on the Bonners Ferry Ranger District
of the IPNF, Boundary County, Idaho.

Field Reviews

Field reviews of the proposed action area were conducted by both Brett Lyndaker (Wildlife Biologist) and Jennifer Durbin
(Wildlife Habitat Assessment Specialist) on multiple occasions during the spring and summer of 2005, and by Allison Kuehl
(Wildlife Biologist) during the summer of 2007, to validate habitat suitability models and to determine the relationship
between the location of the proposed action and listed species. This report documents how these treatments are expected to
affect wildlife and wildlife habitat in the project area and vicinity.

Listed Species

On August 9, 2007, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (the Service) provided a list of threatened and endangered species that
may occur on the IPNFs (Sp: #1-9-07-SP-0054). These species include the grizzly bear (Ursus arctos), woodland caribou
(Rangifer tarandus caribou), gray wolf (Canis lupus), and Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis).

Background Information

As mentioned previously, the proposed action area is located on a parcel of National Forest lands about 8 miles north of
Bonners Ferry. The south and west sides of the Project Area and portions or the east are geographically removed from large,

contiguous blocks of public lands. Consequently, there is little remote habitat preferred by species like grizzly bear, gray
wolf, and Canada lynx.
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Effects Analysis and Determinations

Threatened and Endangered Species Summary of Conclusion of Effects

Species or
Habitat Species or Habitat  Likelihood of Determination of

Species Present?  Potentially Affected? Adverse Effects? Effects
Endangered

Gray Wolf Yes No None No Effect
Woodland Caribou No No None No Effect

- |

Threatened

Canada Lynx No No None No Effect
Grizzly Bear No No None No Effect

Woodland Caribou

The project area is not within a designated Woodland Caribou Management Unit, and no caribou have been documented in
the vicinity. In addition, the project area is located below 3,400 feet in elevation on dry forest types, and was probably not
heavily utilized by woodland caribou historically. For these reasons, this project is not expected to affect woodland caribou
and therefore, it would have no effect on this species. There would be no cumulative effects due to the lack of direct or
indirect effects.

Canada Lynx

The Canada lynx is removed from further consideration because the proposed action area lies outside of established Lynx
Analysis Units (LAUS), is located below 3,400 feet elevation, and is not part of a linkage corridor that is necessary for
maintaining connectivity between lynx habitat. There are no documented recent sightings of lynx within 5 miles of the
project area, despite historic accounts (from a local trapper) of lynx or lynx sign in the Dawson Lake and Camp 9 areas. This
action is not expected to affect Canada lynx and therefore, it would have no effect on this species. There would be no
cumulative effects due to the lack of direct or indirect effects.

Gray Wolf

While there are a number of unconfirmed individual wolf sightings in the Bonners Ferry Ranger District, there are no recent,
reliable observations of wolves in the Templeman area. There is no evidence of resident wolf packs (i.e., observations of
reproduction, den sites and rendezvous sites) within 10 miles of the project area, which is adjacent to open roads with high
levels of human disturbance and low levels of security and cover. Due to the ability of gray wolves to thrive under a variety
of land uses, successful wolf recovery in the northern Rocky Mountains does not depend on land-use restrictions, with the
possible exception of temporary restrictions around active den sites on federally managed lands (USDI 2003). This project
would not affect prey densities or security for wolves. This action is not expected to affect gray wolves and therefore, it
would have no effect on this species. There would be no cumulative effects due to the lack of direct or indirect effects.
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Grizzly Bear

The project area is outside the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones and is not within occupied areas outside the
recovery zones. The project area is traversed by several open roads which receive moderate amounts of vehicular traffic
throughout the year. The nearest recorded grizzly sighting was in August of 1997 in the Camp 9 area, about 1 mile to the
north. The closest observation within the last 5 years was a young male that was trapped at the Deer Creek refuse site, more
than 6 miles to the southeast. Because the project is not within a designated recovery zone or occupied area, and is more than
5 years and 5 miles removed from confirmed sightings, and does not change post project road densities, there would be no
effect to grizzly bears. There would be no cumulative effects due to the lack of direct or indirect effects.

Conservation Measures to Reduce or Avoid Adverse Effects
None are necessary.
Consistency with Forest Plan and Other Regulations

Since the proposed action would not result in impacts to listed species, it is consistent with the Forest Plan direction to
“contribute to the conservation and recovery of the listed species on the Forest” (USDA Forest Service 1987, p. 11-6). This
action is also consistent with applicable recovery plans for listed species, and the Northern Rockies Lynx Management
Direction (2007).

Statement of Findings

Based on the above analysis, | conclude that the Templeman HFRA project would have no effect on the gray wolf, grizzly
bear, woodland caribou and Canada lynx.
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Abstract

This report analyzes the effects of the Templeman Fuels Reduction Project on wildlife species and their habitat that occur or
may occur in or near the project area. This analysis shows only minor effects are expected to wildlife species in the area; and

no threatened or endangered species should be affected by this project. For all R1 sensitive species, the analysis determined
that the project would have either “no impact” or “may impact individuals or habitat, but would not likely contribute to a
trend towards Federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species.” No population-level effects or threats
to viability of management indicator species (MIS) in the Forest were identified.

This project complies with all applicable Forest Plan direction for wildlife.

Summary of determinations for species analyzed in detail; species not analyzed in detail had “no effect” or “no

impact” determinations

Species

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Black-backed Woodpecker (sensitive)
Flammulated Owl (sensitive)

Pygmy Nuthatch (sensitive)

Northern Goshawk (MIS)

= Pileated Woodpecker (MIS)
= White-tail Deer (MIS)
= Forest Land Birds

May impact individuals or
habitat, but would not likely
contribute to a trend towards
Federal listing or cause a loss
of viability to the population
or species

May impact individuals and
habitat, but would not indicate
a local or regional change in
habitat quality or population
status

May impact individuals or
habitat, but would not likely
contribute to a trend
towards Federal listing or
cause a loss of viability to
the population or species
May impact individuals and
habitat, but would not
indicate a local or regional
change in habitat quality or
population status
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Introduction

This report addresses the impacts and benefits of the Templeman HFRA EA Project on wildlife populations and habitat in a
portion of the Idaho Panhandle National Forests (IPNF) located within Sections 12, 13, and 24, T63N, R1E, of the Boise
Meridian, in the Bonners Ferry Ranger District in Boundary County, Idaho. The project area encompasses roughly 1,682
acres and proposes treatment on 1,200 acres near Templeman Lake, approximately 8 miles north of Bonners Ferry. The tract
is mostly surrounded by private lands and is considered a wildland-urban interface (WUI). The Bonners Ferry Ranger
District proposes to treat vegetation to reduce the threat of wildfire to life and property. This project would implement fuels
reduction, timber stand maintenance, and restoration treatments. The treatments include removing live trees, reducing brush,
prescribed burning, piling and burning woody debris, and up to 1 mile of temporary road construction. This report documents
how these treatments are expected to affect wildlife and wildlife habitat in the project area and vicinity.

The wide variety of wildlife species and habitat in the Templeman project area will be evaluated in relation to the existing
condition, the desired future condition, and how the proposed alternative affects specific species of concern and their habitat.
The size and location of the area analyzed varies by the habitat needs of the wildlife species being considered. This report
will address habitat characteristics for those sensitive species (listed for Region 1 of the Forest Service) that have habitat in
the area. Sensitive species known to have occurred or have potential habitat in the project area include western toad, black-
backed woodpecker, and flammulated owl. Management indicator species (MIS), land birds, and wildlife species of special
interest will also be addressed.

Spatial arrangement, size, and specific conditions of habitat areas influence the distribution and abundance of wildlife
populations. Specific habitat attributes (such as snags and down logs) are important to numerous wildlife species and will be
discussed as wildlife species are addressed.

Regulatory Framework

Regulatory direction applicable to the management of wildlife resources include:
o Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960
¢ National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (as amended)
e Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (as amended)
e Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning act (RPA) of 1974 (as amended)
o National Forest Management Act (NMFA) of 1976 (as amended)
e Healthy Forests Restoration Act (HFRA) of 2003
e Executive Order 13186 (Migratory Bird Treaty Act)
¢ |daho Panhandle National Forests Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 1987)
o Forest Service policy regarding wildlife (FSM 2600)

In addition to the regulatory framework, the best available science was considered in preparation of this report. However, the
best available science might vary over time and across scientific disciplines. This report identifies methods used, references
scientific sources relied on, discusses responsible opposing views, and discloses incomplete or unavailable information,
scientific uncertainty, and risk.

Forest Plan Direction
The ldaho Panhandle National Forests Forest Plan contains goals, objectives, and standards for management of the Forests’

wildlife resources. Some management direction applies Forestwide, while other direction is specific to certain areas; both are
included below.
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Goals

The Forest Plan (p. 11-1) contains the following goals regarding wildlife populations and habitat including:

Provide for a diversity of plant and animal communities

Manage vertebrate wildlife habitat to maintain populations of all species

Manage big game habitat to achieve goals of Idaho Department of Fish and Game

Manage habitat for threatened, endangered and sensitive wildlife species

Objectives

The Forest Plan contains the following objectives for management of wildlife and wildlife habitat.

¢ Maintain 10% old growth on the Forest and 5% in each old growth management unit where it exists (p. 11-5)

o Contribute to the conservation and recovery of the grizzly bear, woodland caribou, gray wolf, peregrine falcon and bald
eagle (p. 11-6)

e Manage sensitive species to prevent the need for Federal listing. (p. 11-6)

Forestwide Management Direction

The following standards and management area direction pertain to wildlife species or habitats known to occur in the
Templeman project area:

Forest Plan Standard: Maintain habitat for cavity-nesting species and foraging substrates by implementation of the IPNF
Snag and Woody Down Timber Guidelines (p. 11-28).

Management Area Direction: A portion of the project area is designated as MA 4. MA 4 consists of timberlands located
within big game winter range. Management goals are aimed at providing adequate forage to support big game habitat needs
through scheduled timber harvest and permanent forage areas. Up to 20% of these areas may be managed for forage
production while retaining areas for thermal cover.

Within white-tailed deer winter range, smaller units would be emphasized. Roads may be closed to meet wildlife needs (p.
111-18). The rest of the project area lies within MA 1, which provides for long-term growth and production of commercially
valuable wood products on those lands that are suitable for timber production.

Methodology for Analysis

Multiple field reviews were conducted during the spring and summer of 2005 and spring and summer of 2007 (see project
record). The following District and Forest wildlife records were reviewed for the preparation of this document:

U.S Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 2007) list of federally threatened and
endangered species in the Idaho Panhandle National Forests

Region 1 Sensitive Species list

IPNF Management Indicator Species (MIS) list
Idaho Fish, Wildlife and Game website

Field survey data was also obtained from various surveys (see project record) conducted within the project area and
surrounding vicinity.
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The appropriate methodology and level of analysis needed to determine potential effects are influenced by a number of
variables including presence of species or habitat, the scope and nature of the activities associated with the proposed action
and alternatives, and risk to factors that could ultimately result in a meaningful adverse or favorable effect. The screening
process tiered to the following documents and used a variety of information including scientific literature, resource
inventories, and sighting records including but not limited to:

¢ Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem Management in the Interior Columbia Basin (Quigley and Arbelbide
1997)

¢ Idaho Panhandle National Forests Forest Plan
¢ Available conservation assessments and strategies for wildlife species
o Best available science

The species evaluated for analysis include at-risk species (threatened, endangered, and sensitive species), MIS, and others
identified through the scoping process. Some of these species either do not occur in the project area or their habitat would
not be affected by the proposed actions.

All stands within the project area were surveyed in 2005 and 2006 and information on site specific vegetative conditions
were undated in the Timber Stand Management Reporting System (TSMRS). This data, including information on species
composition, stand structure and history were used to assess wildlife habitat conditions described in this report. The
Templeman Fuels Reduction Project was developed to reduce fuel loading within the county-defined WUI, while also
restoring or maintaining fire-adapted ecosystems on National Forest System lands within the project area. The project would
reduce the risk of significant threat to human life or property as a result of a wildfire. District personnel, including two
wildlife biologists and one wildlife habitat assessment specialist, have made numerous field visits to the project area and
vicinity in the past 3 years; including multiple visits to each proposed unit (see survey notes in project file). Forest Service
personnel have been in the project area during every season of the year, and there has been no evidence of any threatened,
endangered, proposed, or sensitive species in the area. Pileated woodpecker (MIS) and white-tailed deer (MIS) are the only
species of concern documented to reside in the project area. If either of these species lost their ability to reside in the project
area, it would not impact either population.

Timeframes considered in the analysis are short-term effects (within next 5 years) and long-term effects (more than 10 years
following completion of the project).

In general, the project area is of adequate size to assess cumulative impacts for most wildlife species unless otherwise
mentioned. Activities considered in the cumulative effects analysis include those Forest Service projects and natural events
known to have occurred in the project area, as well as those listed on the Forest’s Schedule of Proposed Actions (SOPA) in
the project area. Dispersed recreation and hunting also occur on all lands in the project area. Private land only occurs on
approximately 7% of the project area and approximately half of these lands include non-forested habitat around Templeman
Lake and lands associated with residential development and roads. While there has been some limited and widely scattered
timber harvest on these lands in the past, due to the small acreage of forested habitat not associated with Templeman lake and
residences and considering visuals in this area have been and will continue to be a consideration, it is anticipated that there
will only be limited timber harvest (@20 acres) on non-federal lands in the future and that this harvest will include primarily
partial harvest activities involving removal of individual or small pockets of trees. Also because the small amount of private
land is currently well roaded, there will be no additional new road construction anticipated. It is also possible that there will
be additional residential development in this area, although this is highly speculative and no additional development is
anticipated. Due to the uncertainty of management actions and lack of detailed habitat data on non-federal ownerships, when
assessing risks to viability, the USFS assumes no contribution of suitable habitat for sensitive species/MIS from non-federal
lands.

Wildlife Species Not Analyzed in Detail
A preliminary analysis was conducted for each potentially affected wildlife species and their habitat to determine the scope of
analysis. The species listed in Table 2 would not likely be affected by proposed activities because they do not have suitable

habitat, are not regularly present, or are not expected to be in or near the project area. For these reasons, these species were
not analyzed in detail.
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Table 2. Wildlife species not analyzed in detail
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Species

Rationale for Elimination from
Detailed Analysis

Preferred Habitat

Threatened and Endangered

Northern Gray Wolf (E)
(Canis lupus)

Grizzly Bear (T)
(Ursus arctos horribilis)

Species

No wolf activity documented
within or near the project area;
project area has a fairly high
number of open roads and high
level of human disturbance

No evidence of recent use of the
project area; the project is outside
the grizzly bear recovery zones
and documented reoccurring use
areas

Wide variety of habitats, which are
generally remote and isolated from
human development; adequate
populations of prey species, often
wintering near concentrations of
deer or elk

Habitat generalist; denning areas
isolated and remote from human
development

Woodland Caribou (E)
(Rangifer tarandus caribou)

Canada Lynx (T)
(Lynx Canadensis)

Sensitive Species

Bald Eagle (delisted from
threatened status in August
2007)

(Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

Fringed Myotis
(Myotis thysanodes)

No caribou documented within or
near the project area; the project
area is outside the recognized
caribou habitat

No suitable habitat present; no
confirmed sightings; the project
lies outside established Lynx
Analysis Units

No known nests or winter roosts
within the project area or in close
proximity/home range of known
nest sites

Not known to occur in Boundary
County, ldaho (see
http://www?.state.id.us/fishgame/i

nfo/cdc/cdc.htm and Digital Atlas
of Idaho); large snags would be
left unless they are safety concern

Above 4,000 feet in Englemann
spruce/subalpine fir and western
red cedar/western hemlock forests

Higher elevation lodgepole pine
and sprucef/fir forests with
adequate prey base of snowshoe
hares, its primary food

Normally nest and forage near
large bodies of water; winter
visitors and yearlong residents of
northern ldaho

Caves, mines, and abandoned
buildings, large snag habitat.

Townsend’s Big-eared Bat
(Plecotus townsendii)

Coeur d’Alene Salamander
(Plethodon vandykei
idahoensis)

No suitable habitat (e.g., roosting,
maternity, hibernation) is present
within the project area for this
species

Limited suitable habitat exists in
the project area for this species;
Best Management Practices
(BMPs) and Inland Native Fish
Strategy (INFS) are in place to
protect water quality and fish
habitat; restrictions on timber
harvest during summer would
minimize effects
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caves, mines, and abandoned
buildings; foraging over wet
meadows and other areas of water

Springs, seeps, spray zones of
waterfalls, stream edges and
fractured rock
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Species

Fisher
(Martes pennanti)

Rationale for Elimination from
Detailed Analysis

Currently no suitable habitat exists
in the project area for this species
and the area has a high density of
open roads

Preferred Habitat

Mesic mature forested habitats;
affinity for forested riparian
habitats and prefer remote areas

Wolverine
(Gulo gulo)

Northern Bog Lemming
(Synaptomys borealis)

Peregrine Falcon
(Falco peregrinus anatum)

Common Loon
(Gavia immmer)

Generally found in more remote
areas; no denning habitat present;
prey base would not change

No suitable habitat exists in the
project area for this species

No suitable habitat exists in the
project area for this species

No suitable habitat exists in the
project area for this species

Far-ranging omnivorous habitat
generalist; isolation from human
impacts and a diverse prey base
seem to be the most important
habitat components

Wet meadows containing standing
water and extensive coverage of
sedges and species such as
sphagnum moss

Open habitats near cliffs and
mountains; nesting cliffs near an
adequate prey base

Large, clear lakes below 5,000 feet

elevation with at least a partially
forested shoreline

Harlequin Duck
(Histrionicus histrionicus)

No suitable habitat exists in the
project area for this species

Shallow, swift streams in forested
areas

Black Swift
(Cypseloides niger)

No suitable habitat exists in the
project area for this species

Builds nest behind or next to
waterfalls and wet cliffs

Management Indicator Speci

es

Marten
(Martes americana)

Suitable habitat currently not
available; dispersal habitat instead
of primary core habitat

Variable mature confer stands with
canopy closures greater than 40
percent with abundant large, down
woody debris

January 18, 2008

Wildlife Species Analyzed in Detail

Table 3 summarizes wildlife species analyzed in detail, the rationale for analysis, and a brief description of their habitats.
These species are discussed in the context of short-term (5 years), long-term (10 years), and cumulative impacts.

Table 3. Wildlife species analyzed in detail

Threatened (T),
Endangered (E)

Sensitive (S) or Rationale for Detailed

Species Preferred Habitat

Management Analysis
Indicator Species
(MIS)
Limited potential Adults occur in a variety
Western Toad s breeding habitat within  of uplands; breed in

shallow ponds, lakes, or
slow moving streams

(Bufo boreas) and in close proximity

of the project area
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Species

Threatened (T),
Endangered (E)
Sensitive (S) or
Management
Indicator Species
(MIS)

Rationale for Detailed
Analysis

Preferred Habitat

Flammulated Owl

Suitable habitat is

Mature, old growth

(Otus flammeolus) S present in the project p_onderosa pine, Douglas-
area fir forest
Suitable habitat is Ponderosa pine habitat,
(Psyi?tr;y ngg:g;h S present in the project especially mature to old
Pyg area for this species growth stands
Suitable habitat is
Northern Goshawk present W|th_|n the Mature to old gr_owth
. - MIS project area; recent forest with relatively
(Accipiter gentilis) : S .
nesting activity closed canopies
documented
Mature conifer stands
Black-backed Woodpecker Suna_lble_ habitat fo_r this = with numerous snags;
S . S species is present in the = post-fire habitat
(Picoides arcticus) : .
project area producing an abundance
of snags
Pileated Woodpecker Suitable habitat exists F.O rests with tall, large-
(Dryocopus pileatus) MIS within the project area dlame'_ter dead or .
defective trees for nesting
Mosaic of habitat types
White-tailed Deer Winter Adequate habitat is that provide open parks
Range MIS available to contribute | for foraging and forested
(Odocoileus virginianus) to local populations areas for thermal and
security cover
Suitable habitat for
Forest Land Birds N/A many land bird species Mosaic of habitat types

(including migratory birds)

exists within the project
area

January 18, 2008

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

This section describes the status and distribution of wildlife species analyzed in detail because they have potential habitat in
the project area and could be affected by the proposed activities. It also describes the environmental baseline and relevant
habitat components that may or may not be affected by the alternatives. Information presented here is based on scientific
literature, wildlife databases, professional judgment, recent field surveys, and habitat evaluations.

The following definitions of capable habitat and suitable habitat will help the reader distinguish between these important
concepts used throughout this report.

Capable Habitat. Refers to the inherent potential of a site to produce essential habitat requirements of a species. The
vegetative structure and composition on the site may not currently provide the necessary attributes (e.g., stand age, cover
type, or stand density) to support a species, but the site has the fixed attributes that would enable it to provide those variables
under appropriate conditions. Some examples of fixed attributes are slope, aspect, soil, or elevation.

Suitable Habitat. Refers to wildlife habitat that currently has both the fixed and variable stand attributes for a given species'

habitat requirements. Variable attributes change over time and may include stand age, cover type, stand density, tree size, or
canopy cover.
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This section also describes the potential impacts of the proposed action or the no action alternatives on wildlife species that
have the potential to occur in the project area (Table 2). Species and their habitat are discussed in the context of short-term (5
years), long-term (10 years), and cumulative impacts. Information presented in this section is based on scientific literature,
wildlife databases, professional judgment, recent field surveys, and habitat evaluations. Impacts to species not addressed in
detail are presented in a tabular summary (see Table 2). No specific public concerns for wildlife and wildlife habitat were
identified during the scoping process, which included a collaborative field trip with interested parties. However:

e There is concern that habitat for wildlife including sensitive species and management indicator species (MIS) present
and potential habitat for species that could occupy the analysis area may be degraded.

e There is concern harvesting operations would remove valuable snags, reducing habitat important to snag-dependent
species; and reducing future down woody material important to some species and soil development.

Table 4 lists the issue indicators that have been identified to measure potential impacts of alternatives on relevant wildlife
species. Habitat associations provide the foundation for assessing habitat suitability and predicting effects. Specific
vegetation data was assembled and evaluated to determine its application to key habitat components that define suitable
conditions. The project file has an interpretation of key components for determining habitat suitability.

Table 4. Issue indicators used to measure effects

Species Indicator

Western Toad Changes to breeding habitat, potential of being crushed

Flammulated Owl Changes in late forest structure, canopy closure, and large snag habitat
Pygmy Nuthatch Same as flammulated owl

Black-backed Woodpecker | Changes in quality, abundance, and distribution of snag habitat
Pileated Woodpecker Changes in quality and abundance of large diameter trees and snags
Northern Goshawk Changes in habitat suitability and late forest structure

White-tailed Deer Changes to critical winter range

Forest Land Birds Changes in forest health, stand structure, and habitat diversity

The Templeman project area is approximately 1,682 acres and lies within the Meadow Creek watershed in Boundary County.
Moderate to low relief forested slopes from 3,100 to 3,300 feet in elevation characterize the project area. These forested
slopes have four distinct characteristics:

1) Previously managed stands/units that have had commercial harvest treatments within the past 10 to 15 years.
These areas encompass about 550 acres and include proposed Units 1, 2, 3, 4a, and 4. The stands contain somewhat
multi-storied, mature and immature trees size classes with some pockets of advanced regeneration consisting mostly of
Douglas fir and grand fir. The overstory species composition is mainly Douglas fir and ponderosa pine in Units 3, 4a, and
4, with some grand fir, western larch, hemlock, white pine, and lodgepole pine in the mix. Insect and disease problems in
these stands are at moderate levels. Fir engravers in grand fir and root rot in the Douglas fir are the most active insect and
disease-induced mortality in these stands. Units 1 and 2 are more moist sites than Units 3, 4a, and 4. In Unit 1 the
dominate tree species are Douglas fir and cedar, while Unit 2 dominate species consist of Douglas fir, western larch, and
cedar. Due to continuing growth of these timber stands and surface vegetation since the last treatment, crown spacing and
surface fuels present a fuels concern, especially considering this area is experiencing increasing residential development
on adjacent private lands.

2) Previously managed stands that have had minimal commercial sanitation and salvage harvest treatment over 20
years ago, in which mostly large diameter white pine and other dying large diameter overstory trees were removed. The
previous treatments left a dense understory of smaller diameter trees of mixed species, live and dead. Heavy ladder and
down fuels average 30 tons per acre, but exceed 60 tons per acre in some locations. These areas would likely result in fire
behavior highly resistant to control. These areas are moderately cool and moist sites that include proposed Units 5 and 6
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and encompass about 230 acres. Unit 5 consists mostly of cedar and western hemlock with some Douglas fir, grand fir,
larch, and lodgepole pine. Unit 6 is comprised of mostly western hemlock with the second most dominant tree being
cedar and then grand fir, Douglas fir, and lodgepole pine.

3) Previously managed stands that were initiated following the 1979 Templeman Fire, a stand-replacing fire that
burned about 400 acres. This area was planted in 1980 and 1981 and portions were precommercially thinned around
1995. This area includes proposed Unit 7 (300 acres), which is a biomass thinning, is currently dense enough to be a fire
concern, and is at a growing stage that could benefit from a thinning treatment to favor the fire-tolerant species and
improve the general health and vigor of the trees growing in this plantation.

4) Previously managed plantations that were initiated following regeneration harvests approximately 20 years ago
that are now densely stocked and crowded. These areas could benefit from a precommercial thinning treatment for the
dual purpose of fuels reduction and to favor fire-tolerant species and maintain the health and vigor of the plantation trees.
This area includes two plantations that encompass about 100 acres.

The desired future condition (DFC) is to reduce surface fuels to create a condition that lessens surface fire intensity from
what is currently expected. Ladder fuels removal would reduce the ability of fire to move into the tree crowns. In the future
these stands would have increased crown spacing to reduce the ability of fire to spread between crowns, should fire come into
the stands. The DFC would provide improved safety for homeowners and firefighters by allowing for direct attack and a
higher probability of success during fire suppression actions.

The natural, historic forest in the project area was more resistant to intense large-scale wildfires. Due to fire suppression, the
current forest canopy is more continuous and therefore more prone to intense wildfire. Past fires broke up the fuels and
created diverse structure that was less likely to support large wildfires. It is estimated that this area was burned by wildfire in
the 1920s and to a lesser extent in 1979. These fires were of mixed severity. Since then, fire suppression has been successful
within the project area.

Fire suppression, fir engraver in grand fir, mountain pine beetle in lodgepole pine, and blister rust in white pine; have
affected forest species composition and subsequent wildlife habitat. Some of the project area is crowded with immature to
medium-sized trees. Fire suppression on drier sites has favored shade-tolerant species, primarily Douglas-fir and grand fir,
which have formed dense, homogeneous understories that have displaced the ponderosa pine. On the moister sites, blister rust
has caused Douglas-fir and grand fir to replace historically dominant western white pine and western larch. These changes in
forest composition have led to higher incidences of insect and disease (root rot and heart rot) and higher levels of tree
mortality.

Increased tree mortality has increased the number of snags and down logs. However, many of the standing dead trees are
small diameter (less than 20 inches dbh) and have relatively low values for
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- EERNERN
y overstocking, small-diameter trees,

Figure 1. Stand conditions in Templeman Project Area are characterized
excessive fuels, and lack of habitat diversity

wildlife habitat. In addition, the disease agents weaken the roots and tree trunks of snags making them susceptible to
windthrow. White pine blister rust is affecting large-diameter white pine; root diseases affect Douglas-fir and grand fir.
These tree species are desirable for wildlife values. The overall effect has been a decline in the number of live, large-
diameter trees (greater than 20 inches dbh), a change in species composition, and a loss of habitat diversity.

There is some diversity in stand structures as a result of past timber harvest that occurred in the mid-1970s, 1980s and 1990s.
The more recent harvests have altered the spatial pattern of the landscape, reverting some areas to earlier stages of forest
development and providing a degree of interspersion or mixing of successional stages. A few small pockets of birch and/or
aspen exist within project area. Due to factors such as shading, these pockets are declining in health, vigor and size.

No new permanent roads would be constructed under this proposal although it is anticipated that about 1 mile of temporary
road may need to be built in Units 4a and 5. The temporary roads would be obliterated by the contractor following use. The
obliteration would remove the road segments, and the landscape would be revegetated and covered with slash to prevent off-
road vehicle use.

Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Wildlife Species
There are no federally listed threatened, endangered, or proposed (TEP) species known to occur in the project area or for

which there is suitable habitat. The bald eagle was delisted on August 8, 2007, and it is now a Region 1 sensitive species
(USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 2007) (see the biological assessment for further information on other TEP species).
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Biological Evaluation—USFS Sensitive Wildlife Species

Flammulated Owl and Pygmy Nuthatch

The pygmy nuthatch and flammulated owl are discussed together because they share similar habitat requirements. The
fringed myotis bat also uses similar habitat; however, it is not known to exist in either Bonner or Boundary County (Northern
Idaho). The following section describes the existing condition and habitat requirements for each species independently, and
then the environmental consequences section provides the effects analysis for both species.

Existing Condition—Flammulated Owl

Flammulated owls are seasonal migrants that occupy home ranges in the northern Rocky Mountains during spring, summer,
and early fall. They are strongly associated with ponderosa pine forests during breeding and prefer open, single-storied stand
structures for foraging (Hayward and Verner 1994; Reynolds and Linkhart 1992). Areas that are composed of at least 75
percent old ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir forest type are occupied by flammulated owls more than those areas with less than 75
percent of this forest type (Wisdom et al. 2000). Variability in stand structure is also an important component because
flammulated owls nest and forage in open stands and tend to roost in fairly dense stands (Wisdom et al. 2000). Flammulated
owls prefer mature ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir with low stand densities and moderately open canopies for nesting;
however, they sometimes nest in spruce/fir, lodgepole pine, and aspen. Flammulated owls are secondary cavity nesters and
favor cavities excavated by pileated woodpeckers and northern flickers. These owls feed primarily on moths and large
insects at night.

The Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem Management in the Interior Columbia Basin (Quigley and Arbelbide
1997) revealed that the amount of single strata, interior ponderosa pine forests that have been maintained by frequent, low-
intensity fires have declined by approximately 80 percent from historic conditions to present. Accordingly, species
associated with this community, such as the flammulated owl, have declined in abundance.

Based on vegetation estimates, ponderosa pine has suffered an 84 percent decrease from historic conditions (USDA Forest
Service 1999). Primary factors that contribute to the loss of older ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir forests include fire suppression
and intense forest management. Fire suppression leads to the advancing succession of species such as Douglas-fir and grand
fir that crowd out ponderosa pine. In addition, dry, open-grown forests of ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir were common at
lower elevations in areas suitable for human settlement. These areas experienced intensive timber harvest, and the resulting
access increased harvest of large snhags by firewood cutters.

While no population numbers exist for the historic presence of flammulated owls, inferences can be made when comparing
the historical occurrence of ponderosa pine with current levels. Based on historic vegetation estimates, ponderosa pine
comprised 11 percent of the National Forest System lands within the Kootenai River subbasin. Today, only 2 percent of
these lands consist of sites that are predominately ponderosa pine, an 80 percent change from historic conditions. Conditions
in the project area and surrounding area are very similar to those in the Kootenai River subbasin; therefore, flammulated owls
were probably more abundant in the past than they are today.

A habitat model for the flammulated owl was applied to the project area. This model uses current TSMRS data (described
previously) to assess site specific vegetative conditions and identify those areas that have the tree species composition and
structural conditions (open canopy and understory, likelihood of the presence of large diameter stands) required by this
species. The model identifies both capable and suitable flammulated owl habitat. Sites identified as capable habitat include
those areas that have desired tree species composition necessary to provide the required understory and overstory conditions.
However because they currently lack the open conditions preferred and are less likely to provide large diameter snags, they
are currently not considered suitable. Suitable habitat includes those sites that are likely to provide all the necessary habitat
components including desired tree species, desired open canopy conditions and are more likely to have large diameter snags.
Because the distribution of snags cannot be accurately predicted from TSMRS data, the model may overestimate suitable
flammulated owl habitat. However it will predict sites that currently have, or have the potential to provide necessary
structural conditions and as a result, is a useful tool in assessing habitat quality, identifying those areas that are most likely to
contain owls, and in assessing potential effects.
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Following application of the model, each site proposed for treatment was visited by a wildlife biologist to validate the
structural conditions identified by the model and better assess snag availability. Collectively the model and information
gathered during field validation were used to identify capable and suitable flammulated ow! habitat described in this report.
The Templeman Fuels Reduction Project area was used to evaluate possible effects. The project area encompasses about
1,682 acres, of which approximately 460 acres or 27 percent represents drier forest habitats associated with capable habitat
for flammulated owls. Field surveys determined that none of the capable habitat is currently functioning as suitable nesting
habitat (See field forms contained in the project file)

When natural fire is not suppressed, these drier habitats tend to produce older, single strata ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir
communities, which in turn provide the necessary habitat attributes for flammulated owl. Similar to the findings in the
Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem Management in the Interior Columbia Basin, fire suppression policies have
allowed vegetation changes that have reduced conditions for flammulated owls. Forest stands that were mostly dominated by
low densities of ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir, have been replaced by dense stands of more shade-tolerant species, leaving
a forest that is highly vulnerable to drought stress, insect and disease infestations, and high-intensity fires.

Flammulated owl surveys conducted by Forest Service personnel in this area in the past and most recently during the spring
of 2002 and 2003 have not found flammulated owls within the project area or vicinity (Lyndaker 2007). Nor were any active
nesting territories detected in the vicinity of the project area. In fact, although there have been positive responses from
flammulated owl on the District, there are no known nest sites.

Existing Condition—Pygmy Nuthatch

The pygmy nuthatch is a sedentary, year-round resident of ponderosa pine forests (Ghalambor 2003). It relies heavily on the
foliage of live, larger ponderosa pines as foraging habitat and on larger ponderosa pine snags for nesting and roosting cavities
(McEllin 1979). Their almost exclusive association with ponderosa pine, particularly mature stands that are fairly open (less
than 70 percent canopy closure), leads to a patchy distribution of the pygmy nuthatch because they mirror ponderosa pine
distribution (Kingery and Ghalambor 2001; Engle and Harris 2001). Pygmy nuthatch abundance is directly correlated with
snag density and foliage volume (Ghalambor 2003). They generally excavate their own nest cavity, but at times are
secondary cavity nesters and locate their nest cavities in dead trees or in dead sections of live trees (Ghalambor 2003).

The main threats to pygmy nuthatches are the loss of ponderosa pine-dominated forests and low snag densities (Ghalambor
2003). Studies have shown that due to the high dependence of pygmy nuthatch on snags, reducing the number of snags
greatly reduces pygmy nuthatch densities by decreasing the availability of suitable nest and roost cavities (Balda et al. 1983;
Scott 1979). Therefore, management actions should retain or restore the long-term sustainability of ponderosa pine stands,
retain and recruit large-diameter ponderosa pine snags, and reduce the risk of stand-replacing fires in ponderosa pine stands.
Habitat capable of producing mature ponderosa pine-dominated forests with low stand densities and moderately open
canopies is limited in the project area.

There are about 460 acres capable of sustaining this habitat type. However, currently there are no ponderosa pine-dominated
stands. This is due to a combination of the effects of past fires in the 1920°s and subsequent fire suppression. Although past
timber harvest activities probably removed some of the dead and dying component, today insects and disease agents continue
to create new snags. The lack of open stands of large-diameter ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir is likely having the greatest
impact on pygmy nuthatch abundance in the project area.

Environmental Consequences—Flammulated Owl and Pygmy Nuthatch

Methodology

Effects to the pygmy nuthatch are similar to those for the flammulated owl because they share similar habitat requirements
(as described above). The methodology used to assess capable and suitable flammulated owl habitat is described above.

Analysis Area

The project area is of adequate size to represent the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects analysis area that may occur for
flammulated owls and pygmy nuthatches. The average size home range for flammulated owls is about 40 acres (Hayward and
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Verner 1994). Territory size for pygmy nuthatches varies from 0.2 to 3.3 acres (Norris 1958; Balda 1967; Storer 1977),
apparently as a function of the density of pines, cavity availability, and the presence or absence of helpers.

Alternative 1

Direct and Indirect Effects

Alternative 1 would result in no direct impacts to flammulated owls and pygmy nuthatches; however, there would be indirect
effects. As the current trend continues, the forest stands would continue to decline in health and vigor, become increasingly
crowded with immature, shade-tolerant trees, and have increased mortality of small- to medium-sized Douglas-fir/grand fir.
As a result, shade-tolerant Douglas-fir/grand fir would continue to replace ponderosa pine, western larch, and white pine,
further decreasing habitat for flammulated owls. The dense, small diameter stand conditions that result under this alternative
would continue to further reduce the forest structure and open canopy conditions required by this species, as well as result in
a continued decline of the ponderosa pine forest.

Alternative 1 would not result in an immediate change in snags or suitable habitat. However, as the stands become crowded
with immature trees, the available snags will eventually shift to small-diameter snags that are not as desired by cavity nesters.
Some large snags will continue to be present supporting low population levels of this species.

Without management intervention, the dry habitats in the project area would continue to degenerate. High fuel
accumulations resulting from fallen trees would lead to a higher risk of stand-replacing fires. If a stand-replacing fire were to
occur, it would take approximately 100 years for successional processes to restore habitat to a condition that would be
considered suitable for these species.

Alternative 2

Direct and Indirect Effects

One of the objectives of this alternative is to increase shade-intolerant seral species, such as ponderosa pine, western larch,
and white pine, and create a more open stand of mature trees. The thinning prescription would improve flammulated owl
habitat by managing for an older age class of ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir. Habitat improvement would also result from
opening up the existing canopy and providing for understory shrub development, thereby improving flammulated owl
foraging habitat (Reynolds and Linkhart 1992). Conversion and maintenance of seral species in harvested stands would
provide for long-term maintenance of forest habitats preferred by these species.

Units 3, 4, and 4a are comprised of dry forest types that represent capable, but currently unsuitable habitat for these species.
These stands contain a healthy component of large Douglas-fir and large ponderosa pine, and could be converted to suitable
habitat through the removal of smaller trees. Proposed group selection harvest should result in a clumpy distribution of
remaining trees with varying overstory canopy cover. This treatment would reverse the general trend toward understory
congestion and increased fire risk in dry site stands, thus enhancing habitat in the long term. Treatment may result in a
temporary disturbance to resident animals if present, and subsequent underburning may leave shrub and forb understory
insufficient to provide preferred foraging habitat in the short term. However based on the response of past treatments, it is
anticipated that within 2 to 3 years the understory will have recovered sufficiently to provide habitat for the insects these
species rely upon for foraging. The goal of this treatment is to improve vegetative structure and composition by featuring
large-diameter seral species such as ponderosa pine and Douglas Fir in the overstory, and to initiate or culture new
ponderosa pine, Douglas fir and western larch on about 10 to 15 percent of the stands (about 45 to 68 acres). Converting
these high-risk stands through this prescription would provide an opportunity to alter species composition and favor the
longer-lived, more disease resistance species like ponderosa pine. Therefore, this prescription should benefit flammulated
ow! habitat in the long term by re-establishing a more open-grown stand of ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir (Hayward and Verner
1994). This would lead to long-term habitat stability in that stand for flammulated owls, as well as pygmy nuthatches and
fringed myotis.

Some cutting of large snags >16’ dbh may be necessary for safety or logging system requirements As a result it is possible
that any flammulated owls nesting or roosting in snags would be harmed during timber harvest activities and a localized
reduction in snag densities may reduce suitable nesting habitat on the site. However considering the absence of suitable
habitat and desired structural conditions (described previously), the potential for this is extremely remote. Additionally,
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design features would focus on the protection and retention of large-diameter snags, especially ponderosa pine, thereby
minimizing these impacts. Monitoring of past sites also indicates that strategic placement of large snags within leave patches
or clumps is effective at retaining large snags and considering it is likely additional large snags may be created through
subsequent burning, it is anticipated that trees suitable for nesting will continue to be available in the short and long-term.
Finally, due to development of more desirable structural conditions and recruitment of higher densities of large diameter
trees over the long term, implementation of Alternative 2 would be expected to result in high-quality, large-diameter snags
that should enhance nesting habitat for flammulated owls and northern flickers (primary excavators of cavities used by
flammulated owls), and improve habitat for pygmy nuthatches.

Although proposed temporary road construction could potentially remove existing large diameter trees and snags,
construction would not enter any currently suitable flammulated owl nesting habitat. Prescribed burning would likely be
accomplished within one to two years following harvest over the next five to eight years. Although burning may remove
existing shags, impacts can be mitigated through project layout and proposed burning would be of short duration, low to
moderate intensity, and limited in size. For these reasons it is anticipated that nest trees will continue to be available and
considering there will be no reduction in suitable habitat, potential direct impacts to the flammulated ow! are believed to be
extremely remote.

Other proposed management activities include: access to the site, use and fueling of equipment, earthwork, blading, grading,
culvert replacement, felling trees, log loading and hauling, burning of piles, broadcast burning, and tree planting. The main
impacts would be the noise of equipment and human presence associated with the activities. However, these activities would
be short in duration (days at most) and have minimal impacts to either bird species or their habitat.

Cumulative Effects

Alternative 1 - Potential cumulative effects include timber harvest, road construction, insect and disease related mortality,
past wildfires, fire suppression, firewood collection, and forest succession. Collectively these have all contributed to the
reduction of suitable flammulated owl habitat that currently exists. Wildfires during the last century have affected
approximately 30% of the project area and potentially suitable habitat would have been reduced on these lands due to the
creation of early successional forest conditions and subsequent small diameter stands.

Since the mid 1970’4, approximately 86% of the project area has received some form of timber harvest. Of this
approximately 79% has involved partial harvest activities and approximately 21% of the area has received regeneration
treatments. Although future firewood gathering may reduce available snags on a localized basis, because most snags utilized
for firewood consist of small diameter trees, any impacts to the flammulated owl or its habitat will be minor. Lands affected
by fire and timber harvest have also received increased levels of insect and disease related mortality and have been subject to
fire suppression for over 80 years. Collectively these factors have contributed to the stand conditions and limited
flammulated ow! habitat that exist today (described above under direct and indirect effects).

Other activities such as noxious weed control and dispersed recreation in the form of hunting, fishing and camping and road
maintenance will continue. Although these activities may be a source of disturbance, due to their localized, scattered nature,
small potential to remove large diameter snags and considering the level of these activities would not be expected to change,
effects to the flammulated owl and pygmy nuthatch h would be short term and minor.

Given the history of active fire suppression, existing high fuel loads in many stands and increased fuel concentration resulting
from the absence of management, it is reasonable to assume that the area will be affected by wildfire at some point in the
future under this alternative. The magnitude of this fire would depend upon area accessibility, available suppression
resources, weather and other environmental factors. A mixed-severity fire would not likely alter large portions of available
habitat, but a large stand-replacing fire would reduce the availability of habitat for several decades.

In summary, all of the above factors have affected flammulated owl habitat within the project area. Additionally due to
forest succession and continued fire suppression, small diameter closed canopy stand conditions will continue to predominate
across the project area. As a result there will continue to be a lack of suitable flammulated owl habitat and existing capable
habitat (27% of the project area) will continue to decline. Additionally, alternative 1 will not help reverse declining trends in
suitable flammulated owl habitat, or will it meet the 1daho Partner In Flight objectives related to the restoration of the dry
ponderosa pine community (IPIF 2000).
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Alternative 2 — Past activities as well as future firewood collection, recreation, road maintenance and noxious weed control
described under Alternative 1 would also occur under this alternative. In addition, approximately 70% of the project area
would be affected by some form of timber harvest and subsequent proposed burning. Proposed temporary road construction
would reduce forested habitat by approximately four acres and in the event that future tree mortality in treatment stands
occurs due to windstorms, ice-damage, fire, insects or disease, some limited salvage may occur in Units 1, 2, 3, 4, 4a, 5, 6, 7.
Although implementation of design criteria will reduce the loss of large snags, there could be some loss of potentially
suitable nest trees due to the above treatments. As described under direct and indirect effects, some suitable nest trees will be
retained and there is not expected to be a reduction in the distribution of available snags. Additionally there will be no
reduction in suitable habitat and due to proposed selection harvest, declining trends in capable habitat would be reversed on
over 300 acres (68% of capable habitat). As a result, implementation of Alternative 2 will maintain suitable habitat, help
reverse declining trends in capable habitat and help to restore the declining ponderosa pine community.

Like Alternative 1, it is likely that the project area will be affected by wildlife at some point in the future and effects will
depend on the conditions at the time of burning and the severity of the fire. However because fuel conditions will be reduced
on almost 80% of the project area, the possibility of a severe stand replacing fire and an associated reduction in habitat will
be greatly reduced under this alternative.

Determination of Effects
Alternative 1

Due to the continued decline of flammulated owl habitat and the ponderosa pine community and considering the increased
risk of wildfire and possible long-term reduction in habitat, implementation of Alternative 1 may impact individual
flammulated owls, pygmy nuthatches, and their habitat; however, this alternative would not contribute to a trend towards
Federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species.

Alternative 2

While implementation of Alternative 2 may result in disturbance to flammulated owls during project implementation, as well
as a localized reduction in available nest trees, there would be no reduction in suitable habitat and with implementation of
project design features, suitable nest trees will continue to be available. While there are no guarantees that flammulated owls
will occupy these areas after treatment, all of the areas affected by treatment are currently not meeting habitat conditions
preferred by flammulated owls and over the long-term, it is anticipated that implementation of the proposed action will
improve habitat for the flammulated owl, by trending existing unsuitable habitat toward a suitable condition of open grown
ponderosa pine. As a result, habitat necessary to maintain the present distribution of this species would be provided and the
proposed treatments would not be expected to result in a local or regional change in habitat quality or population status.
Further, Samson (2005) concluded that short-term viability of the flammulated owl in the Northern Region is not an issue
because:

¢ No scientific evidence exists that the flammulated owl is decreasing in numbers.

¢ Increases in the extent and connectivity of forested habitat have occurred since European settlement.
e Well-distributed and abundant flammulated ow! habitat exists on today’s landscape.

e The level of timber harvest in the Northern Region is insignificant

As aresult, implementation of Alternative 2 may impact individual flammulated owls, pygmy nuthatches, and their
habitat; however, this alternative would not contribute to a trend towards Federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the
population or species

Consistency with Forest Plan and Other Regulations

Because adequate habitat will continue to be available for these species, both alternatives comply with Forest Plan direction
to manage habitat of species listed on the Regional Forester Sensitive Species list and to prevent further declines in
populations, which could lead to Federal listing under the Endangered Species Act (USDA 1987 p. 11-28) or reduce species
viability. In addition, because adequate habitat is available to support current populations, both alternatives are consistent
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with National Forest Management Act (NFMA) requirements to provide a diversity of plant and animal communities in the
Plan area (16 USC, 1604, 6(9)(2)(B)).

Black-backed Woodpecker

Existing Condition

The black-backed woodpecker is a year-round resident occurring in various forest types over a wide elevation range. It is
regarded as a narrow endemic (a species ecologically restricted to very specialized habitats), responding positively to fires
and other large-scale disturbances.

A Wyoming/Montana study conducted by Hutto (1995) revealed that the species is nearly restricted to early post-fire
habitats. While populations are irruptive in response to beetle outbreaks connected to recent fires, source habitats include
late-seral forests (Wisdom et al. 2000). Forests that contain patches of beetle-infested trees may provide adequate habitat to
support baseline (source) populations of black-backed woodpeckers when burned areas are not available (Montana Partners
in Flight 2000).

In a study that involved stand-replacement fires and subsequent salvage logging, Saab and Dudley (1998) found that black-
backed woodpeckers favored the unlogged controls for nesting. These areas were characterized as sites with high densities of
relatively small, hard snags. Compared to other cavity-nesting birds, black-backed woodpeckers selected nest sites with the
highest densities and the smallest diameters of snags (Saab and Dudley 1998). Due to past and on-going mortality that is
occurring across the district, including the Templeman project area, it is estimated that small diameter snags (10” to 19.9 “
dbh) occur at a density of 9.9 snags/acre (USDA 2006) and as a result, available habitat for this species is widespread.

Black-backed woodpeckers tend to move from area to area as suitable habitat develops (recent fires, insect infestations). In
the absence of active management, tree mortality would continue to provide source level nesting and foraging habitat in the
project area. Because black-backed woodpeckers are nearly restricted to post-fire habitat, their populations would remain at
low endemic levels. However high fuel accumulations resulting from elevated tree densities would lead to an increased
possibility of stand-replacing fires. If a stand-replacing fire were to occur, it would create a temporary flush of habitat for
black-backed woodpeckers.

Environmental Consequences

Methodology

Potential black-backed woodpecker habitat was initially derived from modeling using the Forest TSMRS database. However
the project area and each proposed unit was visited in 2005 and 2007 by wildlife biologists and the field review notes
(located in the project file, vegetation section) were used to determine the predicted change in habitat suitability resulting
from each alternative. Suitable habitat was determined by stand structure and composition. There have been no recent large
wildfires within or in the vicinity of the project area.

Analysis Area

The project area is of adequate size to assess direct, indirect, and cumulative effects that may occur for black-backed
woodpeckers. Research suggests that typical home range size for black-backed woodpeckers is approximately 870 acres
(Dudley and Saab 2003; Montana Partners in Flight 2000).

Alternative 1

Direct and Indirect Effects

The implementation of the no action alternative would not result in an immediate change in snags or suitable habitat for
black-backed woodpeckers. If management techniques were not implemented, forest stands would continue to decline in
health and vigor, eventually resulting in high levels of tree mortality favorable to black-backed woodpeckers. Over time, the
available snags would shift to dense stands of smaller diameter snags desired by black-backed woodpeckers. As species such
as ponderosa pine, western larch, and white pine are replaced by shade-tolerant species, the stands would accumulate high
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fuel loads, putting them more at risk for intense fire and continued disease outbreaks. Disease outbreak or fire would result
in increased black-backed woodpecker habitat.

Due to the increase in abundance of small diameter snags preferred by this species, implementation of Alternative 1 would
likely not adversely impact individual black-backed woodpeckers or their habitat and may benefit this species in the long
term. Fuel loading and risk of stand replacing wildfire will increase under this alternative. although the likelihood of fire-
related mortality will increase, because this is a fire dependent species, habitat for the black-backed woodpecker will
increase.

Cumulative Effects

Potential cumulative effects to this species result from any activities that reduce small diameter snags including, timber
harvest, firewood gathering, road construction and land development, as well as forest succession and forest health concerns,
that would result in an increase in tree mortality. It is estimated that approximately 86% of the analysis area will have been
affected by past timber harvest, road construction and land development and there would have been a reduction in habitat on
these areas. However due to the existing stand conditions and insect and disease related tree mortality, as well as the natural
thinning that results due to the overstocked conditions that exist across the project area, new snags would have been recruited
on many of the sites affected by past activities, as well as on untreated areas. As a result available black-backed woodpecker
habitat will continue to be available across much of the project area. Finally, because of the increased risk of wildlife that
will occur under this alternative, it is likely that large acreages within the project area could be burned through future wildfire
and subsequently improve habitat for this species on the acreage affected.

Effects Determination for Alternative 1

Stand replacement wildfire would be more likely under Alternative 1. This alternative may affect individual black-backed
woodpeckers and their habitat. However, due to the small size of the project area and possible improved habitat resulting
from wildfire, this alternative may impact individuals or habitat, but will not contribute to a trend towards Federal listing
or cause a loss of viability to the population or species.

Alternative 2

Direct and Indirect Effects

The proposed activity would produce an overall decrease in snags, because tree cutting may remove small snags, and
subsequent stand conditions would result in lower levels of small snag recruitment. However as described under Alternative
1, there is currently an abundance of small diameter snags preferred by this species. In addition, fuels reduction in the project
area would decrease the likelihood of crown fires occurring in treated stands. Estimates of current snag availability on
Northern Region Forests were completed using the Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) data. The estimated average number
of snags per acre on forested lands in the Bonners Ferry/Kootenai Geographic Area (Bonners Ferry Ranger District) with dbh
between 10 and 19.9 inches is 9.9 snags with a 90 percent confidence interval of 7.4 to 12.6 snags per acre.

By reducing the number of densely spaced, small and intermediate diameter trees and snags, this project would reduce the
quality and quantity of black-backed woodpecker habitat over both the short and long term on treated sites (@70% of the
project area). Black-backed woodpeckers tend to prefer dense stands of small- to medium-diameter recently fire-killed trees.
Alternative 2 would develop more open, fire-resistant stands with larger diameter trees. Alternative 2 does however,
incorporate wildlife tree retention measures to mitigate the impacts to snag habitat. Following Regional snag protocols
would help ensure that a minimum number of snags and snag recruits are retained (see Project Design Features, page 39).
Snag retention objectives on dry sites would be a minimum of four snags per acre with replacement of eight live trees per
acre from the largest trees. On moist sites, snag retention objectives would be retention of a minimum of 6 snags and
replacement of 12 live trees per acre from the largest trees. Studies indicate that this ratio of snags would provide habitat to
maintain viable woodpecker populations (Bull et al. 1997).

Avreas outside of proposed treatment areas, or approximately 30% of the project area would continue to be susceptible to

insects and disease, thereby perpetuating small to medium-sized snag habitat for black-backed woodpeckers. Forest
inventory and analysis (FIA) data demonstrate that forested National Forest lands in the Bonners Ferry/Kootenai Geographic
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Area contain an estimated 9.9 snags/acre (90% confidence interval) between 10 and 19.9 inches dbh (USDA Forest Service
2006). In addition, annual aerial surveys of new insect-induced tree mortality across the Bonners Ferry Ranger District
conducted by Forest Service Forest Health Protection personnel have shown that bark beetles infested an average of almost
4,000 acres per year from 1990 through 1998 across the District, and the level of new infestation increased to over 20,000
acres from 1999-2000 (S. Kegley, pers. com.). This higher rate of infestation and mortality is expected to continue for the
next few years mainly due to increasing mountain pine beetle, western balsam bark beetle and fir engraver populations,
especially if drier than normal weather conditions continue.

Furthermore, mortality due to root diseases is not included in aerial survey data and this would be expected to contribute
toward additional snag recruitment. The above data indicates that snag and down woody debris recruitment from insects and
disease activity from 1990 through 1998 had been occurring at a steady rate of about 2 to 5 percent of the District per year
and increased to around 6 to 22 percent of the District from 1999 to present. Based on the existing and predicted increase in
snag levels within untreated areas and with implementation of project design features, snags less than 20 inches dbh will
continue to be available to meet the needs of this species.

The proposed temporary road construction would likely enter and remove small pockets of dense trees and snags, whereas
prescribed burning could create new snags on 450 acres due to proposed underburning. Other proposed management
activities include access to the site, use/fueling of equipment, earthwork, blading, grading, culvert replacement, felling trees,
log loading and hauling, burning of piles, and broadcast burning. The main impacts of these activities would be the noise,
equipment, and human presence, which would result in disturbance and short term displacement and behavioral avoidance of
the treatment area during implementation..

Cumulative Effects

The cumulative effects area for black-backed woodpeckers is identified as the project area. Forests that contain patches of
beetle-infested trees may provide adequate baseline habitat and the typical home range size for black-backed woodpeckers is
approximately 870 acres. Black-backed woodpeckers tend to move from area to area as suitable habitat develops (recent
fires, insect infestations). This area includes approximately 1,682 acres of National Forest System lands; therefore, the
project area is large enough to capture the impacts of the cumulative effects.

The habitat that exists today within the Templeman Fuels Reduction project area is a result of fires in the 1920’s, fire
suppression, road development, and logging and collectively it's estimated that approximately 86% of the area has been
affected by these past activities. Additionally, past and future firewood collection has and will continue to reduce snags
within 50 meters of open roads. Although snag retention and snag recruitment (leaving higher densities of green trees for
future snags) have recently improved in harvested areas through implementation of Forest Plan standards and, more recently,
by adoption of the Northern Region Snhag Protocol (USDA 2000), virtually all of this past timber harvest would have reduced
small diameter snag densities on this area. While there will also be a reduction in small snags on future harvest sites (included
in the 86%), because design features call for retaining a diversity of snags in treated stands, a small diameter snag component
would be retained in all sites proposed for future timber harvest. Additionally as described above, due to insect and disease
related mortality, there has been and will continue to be a steady increase in small diameter snags. As a result, suitable black-
backed woodpecker habitat will continue to be available on un-treated sites, as well as on many of the stands that have
previously been harvested for timber.

Because the blackbacked woodpecker is largely a fire dependent species and considering fuels treatments will reduce the risk
of wildfire under this alternative, the possibility of creating future habitat for this species due to wildfire is reduced under this
alternative.

Effects Determination for Alternative 2

Although the proposed actions would reduce the quantity of available snag habitat, tree mortality would continue to persist in
adjacent areas, allowing black-backed woodpeckers to maintain populations at low endemic levels. As a result, although
black-backed woodpecker’s populations would be expected to remain at reduced levels due to the absence of fire, considering
available snag data identified above it is anticipated that their current distribution would be sustained. This is supported by
Samson (2005) who concluded that short-term viability of the black-backed woodpecker in the Northern Region is not an
issue because:
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¢ No scientific evidence exists that the black-backed woodpecker is decreasing in numbers.

¢ Increases in the extent and connectivity of forested habitat have occurred since European settlement.
¢ Increases in amounts of small and mid-size trees have increased since European settlement.

o Well-distributed and abundant black-backed woodpecker habitat exists on today’s landscape.

o The level of salvage timber harvest or overall timber harvest of forested landscapes in the Northern Region is
insignificant.

Based on the analysis presented above, this alternative may affect individual black-backed woodpeckers and their habitat.
However, due to the small size of the project area and the continued availability of small diameter snags across the project
area and district, this alternative may impact individuals or habitat, but will not contribute to a trend towards Federal
listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species.

Consistency with Forest Plan and Other Regulations

Both alternatives comply with Forest Plan direction to manage the habitat of species listed in the Regional Sensitive Species
Lists to prevent further declines in populations, which could lead to Federal listing under the Endangered Species Act (USDA
Forest Service 1987, p. 11-28) or a loss of viability. Proposed activities would also meet the Forest Plan and objectives for
managing snag habitat because treatments will increase the future availability of large diameter snags, while maintaining a
diversity of snag structural classes on treated sites (see design features). Standards for old-growth habitat management are to
maintain at least 10 percent of the forested portion of the IPNF as old growth, maintain at least 5 percent of the forested
portion of those old-growth management units (OGMUSs) that have 5 percent or more existing old growth, and one or more
old-growth stands per OGMU should be 300 acres or larger. The project includes portions of OGMUs 28, 30 and 31; which
contain 4.2 percent, 8.7 percent and 3.3 percent old growth, respectively. Only OGMU 30 has a contiguous old-growth stand
of more than 300 acres. Currently, an estimated 11.8 percent of forested lands on the IPNF (FIA data: 90 percent confidence
interval of 9.5 to 14.0 percent) and 15.9 percent of forested areas in the Bonners Ferry/Kootenai Geographic Area (90 percent
confidence interval of 10.2 to 21.9 percent) meet old growth criteria. The proposed action would not affect allocated old
growth, and all allocated stands would continue to be managed for old-growth characteristics. Because this proposal would
not trend any sensitive wildlife species toward Federal listing, both alternatives are consistent with National Forest
Management Act (NFMA) requirements to provide a diversity of plant and animal communities in the Plan area (16 USC,
1604, 6(9)(2)(B)).

Western Toads
Existing Condition

Western toads are most common near marshes and small lakes, but may wander great distances through dry forests or
shrubby thickets. In contrast to the jumping habits of frogs, toads move overland by climbing or crawling. Outside of
breeding season (February to April, Leondard et al 1993), western toads are nocturnal, spending the day buried in the soil,
concealed under woody debris, or in the burrows of other animals. Western toads breed in lakes, ponds, streams, and road
ditches, with a preference for shallow areas with mud bottoms. Historical data indicate that western toads were widely
distributed and common, but the species has apparently undergone severe population declines in the past 25 years (Currim
1996). Surveys in the late 1990s indicate that they are absent from many historic locations and that they now occupy less
than 10 percent of suitable habitat (Maxell 2000). Western toads are sensitive to environmental changes caused by human
development and disturbances to natural habitat; principally the loss of wetlands (Leonard et al. 1993).

Western toads can be affected by fire, timber harvest, insect epidemics, as well as road construction and maintenance.
Individual toads or tadpoles can be killed by wildfire and logging activities. Soil compaction, changes in the amount and
types of vegetative cover, and in the quantity and quality of water can all indirectly affect this species. Since toads travel
away from water, open areas may make them more visible to predators due to the lack of concealment or camouflage
vegetation. Roads can be obstacles for toads since toads tend to be slow moving and vulnerable to being run over by vehicles
and/or can more easily fall prey to predators while crossing roads.
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Environmental Consequences
Methodology

The potential effects on western toads and its habitat were derived from consideration of its habitat needs and the predicted
change in habitat suitability resulting from each alternative.

Analysis Area

The project area is of adequate size to represent direct, indirect, and cumulative effects analysis area that may occur for
western toads. Male western toads in Idaho traveled on average 0.36 mile from the breeding pond and females on average
traveled 0.69 mile. The farthest distance for a male to travel was 0.58 mile, while the female traveled 1.5 miles (Natureserve
2007).

Alternative 1

Direct and Indirect Effects

Since there are no actions proposed under this alternative, there are no direct or indirect effects to breeding habitat
anticipated. However given the history of active fire suppression and existing high fuel loads in many stands, it is reasonable
to assume that the area will be affected by severe wildfire at some point in the future and if this occurs, direct mortality could
occur.

Cumulative Effects

Past timber harvest, road construction and maintenance, fires, and firefighting have likely affected western toad habitat in the
project area as well as across the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. Periodic road maintenance, specifically cleaning out
roadside ditches, has probably impacted western toads if tadpoles were present and were still dependent on ditch water. This
could potentially affect tadpoles, depending on the season and location of work. Private land logging and road building could
impact western toads. A reasonably foreseeable action would be measures to control weed species, although weed control
would not likely affect toads. Fires probably rarely burn in this species’ breeding habitat, although water quality and quantity
varies after large fires upstream. Beaver dams also provide a flux of habitat availability; past beaver trapping may have
affected habitat availability where beavers may not have re-colonized. Other activities such as invasive plant treatment and
monitoring, road maintenance, hunting, and recreational activities, would have minimal impacts due to their limited
frequency and duration. In general, toad reproductive habitat is well distributed across the Idaho Panhandle National Forest;
most is protected by adherence to the Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFS) and best management practices (BMPs).

Effects Determination for Alternative 1

This alternative may affect individual western toad and their habitat. However, due to the small size of the project area, this
alternative may impact individuals or habitat, but will not contribute to a trend towards Federal listing or cause a loss of
viability to the population or species.

Alternative 2

Direct and Indirect Effects

Western toads have been documented traveling more than 1.5 miles from aquatic habitats following their breeding season, so
new temporary road construction and the use of mechanized equipment on existing roads and skid trails could present a
potential mortality risk to this species. Though none have been documented in the project area, there are several standing
water bodies in the vicinity of the project area that could potentially serve as western toad breeding habitat, including
Templeman Lake.

Due to inadequate road drainage, a small pond was created on the west side of FS Road 397D in the northeast corner of Unit
5. This unnatural pond would be drained when road maintenance is completed for this project. Placing an appropriately
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sized culvert under the road would allow the water to flow into its natural drainage system. Due to the shading, this pond is
not likely to provide breeding habitat for western toads. It was surveyed during the breeding season and no eggs or toadlets
were found.

This project may result in the temporary disturbance of western toads and western toad habitat within the treatment areas.
Although timber harvest would take place during the winter months when western toads are inactive, there is the possibility
that individual toads could be temporarily displaced or killed due to road reconstruction or burning. However because some
cover will be retained and the area affected could continue to be utilized for dispersal, this disturbance would be short-term
and western toad activity would resume in the area after project completion.

Indirect effects to breeding habitat have the potential to occur if there is increased sediment delivery to wetlands and
waterways as a result of increased roads and tree removal. However, with BMPs in place to protect water quality and fish
habitat and INFS protection measures implemented to protect waterways and wetlands (see Hydrologist’s report), impacts to
western toads should be minimal.

Cumulative Effects

Past timber harvest, road construction and maintenance, fires, and fire fighting have likely affected western toad habitat in the
project area as well as across the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. Periodic road maintenance, specifically cleaning out
roadside ditches, has probably impacted western toads if tadpoles were present and were still dependent on ditch water.

Fires probably rarely burn in this species’ breeding habitat, although water quality and quantity varies after large fires
upstream. Beaver dams also provide a flux of habitat availability; past beaver trapping may have affected habitat availability
where beavers may not have re-colonized. In general, toad reproductive habitat is well distributed across the Idaho
Panhandle National Forest; most is protected by adherence to the INFS and BMPs. Other activities such as invasive plant
treatment and monitoring, road maintenance, hunting, and recreational activities, would have minimal impacts due to their
limited frequency and duration.

Effects Determination for Alternative 2

Although implementation of Alternative 2 may modify upland habitat, suitable breeding habitat will be unaffected and the
potential for disturbance or mortality is extremely remote. As a result, although Alternative 2 may impact individual western
toads or habitat, it would not contribute to a trend towards Federal listing or cause a reduction of viability to the
population or species.

Consistency with Forest Plan and Other Regulations

Because suitable breeding habitat is unaffected, both alternatives comply with Forest Plan direction to manage the habitat of
species listed in the Regional Sensitive Species Lists and to prevent further declines in populations, which could lead to
Federal listing under the Endangered Species Act (USDA Forest Service 1987 p. 11-28) or a loss of viability. In addition, all
alternatives are also consistent with National Forest Management Act requirements to provide a diversity of plant and animal
communities in the Plan area (16 USC, 1604, 6(g)(2)(B)).

Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Others

Northern Goshawk

Existing Condition

The goshawk is a forest habitat generalist, although, due to its large size and wingspan, it tends to avoid young, dense forests.
Optimal habitat consists of forest stands with canopy cover greater than 60 percent, overstory tree sizes greater than 15 inches
in diameter, and a presence of dead or defective trees greater than 10 inches in diameter.

Goshawks typically select large trees with northerly exposures for nesting (Hayward and Escano 1989). Nesting pairs of

goshawks in the northern Rocky Mountains often have 6,000-acre home ranges (Reynolds et al. 1992). Goshawks typically
use three to nine alternate nest sites distributed among one to five different forest stands (Woodbridge and Detrich 1993).
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The post-fledging area surrounds the nest site that is used by the fledglings prior to independence from their parents. The
critical post-fledgling area contributes to the survival of young goshawks and typically occurs within 420 acres of the nest
tree (Reynolds et al. 1992). Young goshawks typically fledge by July and use the post-fledging area for 4 to 6 weeks (Bull
and Hohmann 1994). Additional feeding habitat surrounds the nest within the home range. Optimal goshawk nesting habitat
has approximately 30 acres for the nest site, 420 acres for the post-fledging area, and 5,400 acres for adjacent foraging habitat
(Reynolds et al. 1992). These habitat features should be contiguous and meet habitat requirements to support a nest site and
alternate nest sites.

The current condition was described previously. Fires early in the century, the loss of white pine due to blister rust, the nearly
100 years of fire suppression and development of shade tolerant, dense forested stands, have been important factors
modifying goshawk habitat. Past wildfires likely removed much of the suitable nesting habitat for goshawks. Except for
Units 3, 4, and 4a, most stands proposed for treatment currently limit goshawk foraging because stands are relatively young
and densities exceed preferred foraging habitat conditions (USDA FS 2007). Units 3, 4, and 4a currently lack the canopy
closure suitable for goshawk nesting.

Today’s landscape contains small remnant pockets of individual legacy white pine, ponderosa pine, and western larch that
survived past wildfires and Douglas-fir and grand fir have replaced much of the growing space once occupied by these
species. Controlling wildfires since the early 1900s has also reduced age-class diversity. Much of the project area is
dominated by an immature forest (80- to 90-year-old trees) with relatively dense understories of Douglas-fir and grand fir
regeneration. Other stands have large trees, but also have dense understories that limit foraging by goshawks. This change
has also increased the forest’s vulnerability to drought stress, insect and disease infestations, and large, stand-replacing fires.
Stand-replacing fire would convert potential goshawk habitat to an unsuitable condition.

Goshawk nesting habitat was evaluated using a habitat suitability model derived from stand level data in the Forest timber
stand database (TSMRS), in combination with topographic information from digital elevation model (DEM) data. While
suitable northern goshawk nesting habitat was initially determined using the Forest-wide HSI model (see Interpretation of
IPNF Wildlife Queries, project file), habitat suitability was validated for a large portion of capable stands proposed for
treatment through site visits or by comparing data with other sources such as aerial photographs and field reconnaissance
notes. Capable habitat for northern goshawks includes stands of moderately dry Douglas-fir or grand fir, moist grand fir,
western red cedar and western hemlock (habitat type groups 2-6), with 40 percent slope or less (Hayward and Escano 1989;
Warren 1990; Reynolds et al. 1992; and Graham et al. 1999). Suitable habitat generally consists of stands in the later stages
of succession (mature and old growth trees) having moderate to high tree densities (canopy cover of 50 percent or more).
Because the goshawk model is based on the average stand conditions, it may not accurately identify stand inclusions of
suitable or unsuitable habitat. However based on field validation, it will with relative accuracy predict sites that currently
have, or have the potential to provide necessary structural conditions .As a result is a useful tool in assessing habitat quality,
identifying those areas that are most likely to contain the northern goshawk and in assessing potential effects.

While all forested stands in the project area are considered capable goshawk habitat, nesting habitat is the most critical and
limiting feature (USDA FS 2007). Consequently, the habitat suitability analysis focuses on nesting habitat because foraging
habitat occurs in a broader, less-constraining spectrum of forest structural conditions.

Currently, none of the project area functions as suitable nesting habitat (See project folder for model results). While there
can be minor variations of forest structure within stands that provide nesting possibilities, the prevalence of immature trees
leads to nonsuitable nesting conditions. Goshawks also often prefer to nest in proximity to riparian areas (USDA-FS 2007).
The project area has no year-long streams, which makes it less favorable for goshawk nesting; however Templeman Lake as
well as Templeman and Meadow Creek due occur in the project area.

Although there are no known nests within the project area, there are three documented territories within 1.5 miles of the
project area boundary including the Fern Creek, Bonner Swamp, and Dawson territories. No activity has been documented in
the Fern Creek territory since 1999; however, it was last surveyed in 2002. No activity has been documented in the Bonner
Swamp territory since 1995, despite several follow-up surveys in the late 1990s and again in 2002. The Dawson Lake nest
was discovered in 2004, and fledged at least two young. Although it was not surveyed in 2005, the territory was active in
2006. No active nest site was observed in 2007. This territory is approximately 0.75 to 1 mile southeast of the project area
(Units 1 and 2). No nests were discovered as a result of intensive surveys of potential nesting habitat in the project area
conducted during June 2005 and again in 2007. However, any nests discovered during implementation would be buffered
accordingly (see Project Design Features).
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Environmental Consequences
Methodology

The potential effects on northern goshawk and its habitat were derived from 2005-2007 field assessments and review notes
(located in the project file, vegetation section) to determine the predicted change in habitat suitability resulting from each
alternative.

Analysis Area

Because the project area contains a mix of habitat conditions that are representative of NFS lands within affected watersheds
and because potential impacts to nesting habitat would be greatest in and adjacent to treatment sites, the project area was used
to assess direct, indirect and cumulative effects to the northern goshawk and its habitat. However because nesting goshawks
in the Rocky Mountains can have 6000 acre or larger home ranges (Reynolds et al 1992), habitat availability was also
assessed on a 14,600 acre area that included all NFS lands within the Meadow Creek watershed (@13,500 acres), and
approximately 1100 acres in the Kootenai Valley watershed. The Meadow Cr. watershed was used in its entirety because it
consists largely of NFS lands, whereas only a portion of the Kootenai watershed was used because it contains large blocks of
private land, for which landscape level data is not available. This larger watershed area also includes all three territories
within 1.5 miles of the project boundary identified above and accurately represents goshawk habitat adjacent to the project
area.

Alternative 1

Direct and Indirect Effects

This alternative would have no direct impacts on goshawks or their habitat. However, there would be indirect effects as
forest stands continue to increase in stem densities and understory congestion, thereby detracting from the attractiveness to
goshawks in some areas. Stands in the project area would continue to decline in vigor and would become increasingly
crowded with immature trees, ultimately resulting in increased risk of severe wildfire that could remove forest stands used by
goshawks.

Units 3, 4, and 4a are generally too open and do not contain adequate structural complexity (only one distinct canopy layer)
to supply high quality nesting habitat, although there are small pockets in these stands that may be providing this habitat
component. However, these pockets are less than 5 acres in size and isolated. In general, the overstory canopy of these
stands is not continuous enough to provide nesting conditions that this species prefers. If left untreated, the majority of Units
3, 4, and 4a may develop into suitable habitat within 15 years.

Cumulative Effects

Past activities within National Forest System lands relevant to the goshawk analysis include logging, fire suppression, road
development, and recreation. Fires early in the 20" century had a large impact on goshawk habitat when it set back forest
vegetation to an early seral stage. Forest succession and fire suppression continue to impact goshawk habitat within the
project area. Insect and disease outbreaks have degraded goshawk habitat causing a change in forest structure and reduced
canopy closure.

Predominant past activities on the adjacent private lands include road development, residential development, recreation, and
timber harvest. Past activities and the predominant current activities and are expected to continue into the future. Logging
and residential development are the activities occurring in the analysis area with the greatest impact to goshawks. Many
logging treatments on private lands are intended to protect homes from wildfires and can be beneficial to maintaining
goshawk habitat. However, the number of new residences built in the area can reduce habitat. The cumulative impacts of
Alternative 1 may result in degradation of goshawk habitat.

44



TEMPLEMAN HFRA EA APPENDIX C - OTHER ISSUES January 18, 2008

Effects Determination for Alternative 1

The actual size of the project area is quite small in relation to the average size on one goshawk territory. Because goshawks
have a large home range and have the ability to reposition, Alternative 1 may impact individual goshawks or their habitat,
but would not cause a local or regional change in habitat quality or population status.

Alternative 2

Direct and Indirect Effects

Optimal goshawk nesting habitat consists of forest stands with canopy cover greater than 60 percent canopy cover, overstory
tree sizes greater than 15 inches in diameter, and a presence of dead or defective trees greater than 10 inches in diameter.
Much of the project area (including Units 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 29 and 35) currently contains immature tree cover that is unlikely to
support goshawk nesting (USDA FS 2007). The remaining stands (Units 3, 4, and 4a) are generally too open and do not
contain adequate structural complexity (only one distinct canopy layer) to supply high quality nesting habitat, although there
are small pockets in these stands that may be providing this habitat component (See field notes in project file).

Group selection timber harvest in Units 3, 4, and 4a would impede or prevent these stands from reaching suitable nesting
conditions. However, these stands would be managed for flammulated ow! habitat rather than goshawk habitat. Northern
goshawks utilize a wider array of forest types, ranging from cedar/hemlock old growth to smaller diameter Douglas-
fir/ponderosa pine forests USDA FS 2007). Furthermore, goshawks are more common on the District, with more than 30
recorded territories compared to less than 10 flammulated owl observations (District records). Flammulated owls are
uncommon in the local area, and have lesser amounts of suitable habitat remaining (as discussed above). This species is
locally less abundant, has more specialized habitat needs, and prefers habitat conditions that complement desired fuel
concentrations in the project area (Goggans 1986). Therefore, it seems prudent to tilt the management of stands capable of
providing habitat for either species in favor of flammulated owls, particularly in light of evidence that these stands
historically were maintained in an open-grown condition that more closely approximated flammulated owl nesting habitat
(Idaho Partner in Flight 2000). In addition, it is unlikely that habitat limits establishment of goshawk territories in this part of
the District given the increase of newly discovered nests in recent years (despite a lack of intensive surveys of the area;
District records). Finally, with implementation of design features to protect future nest sites and considering treatments will
not adversely affect known nest sites, there will be no anticipated loss of future nest productivity.

Over the long term all treated areas would trend away from crowded, immature stands to open stands with larger, more
mature trees. If the canopy cover were allowed to eventually reach 70 percent canopy closure, this trend could ultimately
benefit goshawks by increasing average tree size and removing congestion of dense understory. Silvicultural prescriptions
would be designed to retain large-diameter live trees, which can be managed for future snag recruitment and retention and an
emphasis would be placed on the retention of large snags. These design features as well as retaining and promoting
hardwood trees would ultimately improve habitat conditions for goshawk.

Prescribed burning would likely be accomplished within one to two years following harvest, over a period of five to eight
years. These burns would be short duration, low to moderate intensity, and limited in size (See EA Chapter 3). As a result,
and considering implementation of nest protection guidelines, burning is not expected to impact goshawk individuals or
habitat

The proposed temporary road construction would not enter into any currently suitable goshawk nesting habitat. Road
construction could potentially remove existing, large-diameter live trees and snags. However project design features
identified below state that whenever practical, veteran and relic survivor trees and snags would not be removed during
construction. This road would be decommissioned after treatments.

Other proposed management activities include access to the site, use/fueling of equipment, earthwork, blading, grading,
culvert replacement, felling trees, log loading and hauling, burning of piles, and broadcast burning. If there were a goshawk
in the area (there are no known territories in the area), there could be impacts from the noise, equipment, and human presence
associated with the above activities. These impacts would be short in duration and have minimal impacts to goshawks or
their habitat. In addition, if any goshawk nests were located mitigation measures would be implemented to help ensure the
nest site and post-fledgling area received minimal disturbance. A no-activity buffer (greater than 150 foot radius) would be
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placed around each known active nest tree. In addition, a 30-acre buffer would be placed around each nest area to provide
long-term nesting habitat (Reynolds et al. 1992). Treatments within the 30-acre buffer would be restricted so that suitable
nest habitat will be maintained (see design features below).)

Purchaser operations and related Forest Service activities would be suspended within 0.5 miles from active nest areas from
March 15 to August 15 to (1) promote nesting success and (2) provide foraging opportunities for adults and fledgling
goshawks during fledgling-dependency period. Activity restrictions would be removed after June 30 if the Forest Service
determines the nest site is inactive or unsuccessful.

Cumulative Effects

Fires in the 1920’s and the 1979 Templeman fire set approximately 30% of this area back to early seral stages and due to a
reduction in the large diameter forest structure preferred, have had a substantial influence on the present day goshawk habitat.
Past activities that have occurred within the project area include timber harvest, fire suppression, road development, and
recreation. Collectively these have affected approximately 86% of the project area. In general, sales that involved
regeneration logging or overstory removal reduced goshawk nesting habitat, while sales that involved salvage or thinning
from below, preserved or improved habitat. Although past harvest has affected goshawk habitat on up to 86% (@21400 acres)
of the project area, approximately 75% of this has involved partial harvest activities that would have had fewer impacts on
goshawk habitat. Future projects foreseen in the area include noxious weed treatment, firewood collection, and possible
salvage in Units 1-7 and 4a. Although existing roads, landings and skid trails will be used with any future salvage and all
treatments would adhere to design features (described below). Also because all future timber harvest will occur on sites
proposed for treatment, future salvage will not change the total acreage affected.

Forest succession and fire suppression continue to impact goshawk habitat within the project area because they promote the
development of closed canopy small diameter trees, which are not utilized for nesting. The proposed project fuel treatments
and timber harvesting would change the ecology, tree species, and forest density back toward what it was before settlers
developed the region This would facilitate bringing goshawk habitat in the project area more in line with historical levels
which likely had more flammulated owl habitat and less goshawk habitat on the warm dry sites. Forest succession and fire
suppression would continue to occur on untreated stands.

As described above, a 14,600 acre area was used to assess landscape level goshawk habitat availability. The following is a
summary of existing goshawk habitat within this area; presently 3.5% occurs as non-forested openings (VSS1), 19% exists as
seedling/sapling stands (VSS2), approximately 13% is in the pole structural class (VSS3) and currently approximately 65%
of the area is dominated by forested stands containing a predominance of sawtimber (VSS 4 & VSS5). Although the old
growth structural conditions that characterize VSS6 cannot be determined at this scale, approximately 5% of the area contains
late successional stands between 150 and 275 years of age and it is likely many of these stands would provide the structural
conditions that characterize VSS6. While implementation of Alternative 2, as well as some additional harvest within
watershed analysis area will reduce suitable habitat on sites treated, the availability of the different habitat classes is expected
to be relatively unchanged. As a result and considering the widespread availability of suitable nesting, foraging and post-
fledgling habitat across watersheds that contain the project area, and considering all future harvest within the project area
involves partial harvest activities which have fewer impacts to goshawk habitat, it is not anticipated that the level and type of
harvest proposed will result in significant effects to this species or its habitat and that suitable habitat will continue to be
available across the landscape. The availability of suitable habitat within the watersheds affected by the Templeman project
is also consistent with a recent review of the availability of goshawk habitat in the Northern Region (R1) (USDA 2007). The
key findings of this review indicate that goshawk habitat in R1 is abundant, well distributed and that there is more habitat
available today, then occurred historically. A comparison of habitat estimates for maintaining viable populations also
indicates that given the natural distribution of habitat, each Forest in R1 has an excess of available goshawk habitat.

Due to the reduction in fire and future development of stand conditions that are more likely to contain late successional
structural conditions, Alternative 2 would eventually create more stable, diverse forest habitat that is less prone to stand-
replacement fire and could eventually generate habitat for goshawk nesting in the more moist sites. The drier sites would tend
to be more suitable for flammulated owl.
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Effects Determination for Alternative 2

A preliminary conservation assessment of goshawks concluded that “identification of territories reflects surveys conducted
on only a small portion of all lands managed by the Forest Service in the Northern Region” and that “every reason exists to
believe additional nests would be located if systematic surveys were conducted...” (USDA Forest Service 2004). The
northern goshawk was removed from the Forest Service Region 1 sensitive species list in July 2007 (USDA Forest Service
2007) because Fred Samson’s science paper and the Region’s 2005 goshawk inventory results demonstrated that: (1) habitat
exists to support reproductive individuals on each Forest; (2) habitat is well-distributed; and (3) individual goshawks can
interact with one another across the Region. They are ranked by the states of Montana and Idaho as S3 and S4 (indicating the
species are not at risk) and their national ranking of G5 (globally secure, abundant and widespread). Samson (2005)
concluded that short-term viability of the goshawk in the Northern Region is not an issue because:

¢ No scientific evidence exists that the northern goshawk is decreasing in numbers.

¢ Increases in the extent and connectivity of forested habitat have occurred since European settlement.
o Well-distributed and abundant northern goshawk habitat exists on today’s landscape.

o Level of timber harvest in the Northern Region is insignificant.

e Suppression of natural ecological processes has increased and continues to increase amounts of northern goshawk
habitat.

e Samson (2005) goes on to state that “habitat is abundant for the northern goshawk in the Northern Region and by
Ecological Province and by National Forest.”

In addition to the above, no currently suitable nesting habitat would be impacted by this proposal and given the distance
involved (nearly 1 mile), it is unlikely that proposed treatments are within the Post-fledging Family Area (Reynolds et al.
1992) of the Dawson territory. Additionally, design features are in place to ensure that future nests would be protected
and as a result, there are no reductions in goshawk productivity anticipated. Finally, no old growth stands would be
entered with this proposal and proposed group selection harvest would be expected to promote future development of old
growth structural characteristics (large diameter trees, canopy gaps, increased vertical structure) and Alternative 2 is
consistent with Forest Plan old growth objectives (USDA FS 1987 p. 11-5). Consequently, the implementation of
Alternative 2 (the proposed action) may impact individual goshawks, and/or their habitat; however, however this
alternative would not contribute to a trend towards Federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or
species.

Consistency with Forest Plan and Other Regulations

Due to the maintenance of nesting, foraging and post-fledgling habitat and considering there is no anticipated reduction in
nest productivity, the proposed action would not alter viable populations of northern goshawks. As a result both alternatives
comply with Forest plan direction to manage the habitat of species listed in the Regional Sensitive Species Lists and to
prevent further declines in populations, or reduce species viability, which could lead to Federal listing under the Endangered
Species Act (USDA Forest Service 1987 p. 11-28). For these same reasons, both alternatives are also consistent with NFMA
(16 USC, 1604, 6(9)(2)(B)), which require that the Forest Service provide a diversity of plant and animal communities in the
Plan area.

Pileated Woodpecker

Existing Condition

Pileated woodpeckers are year-round residents preferring forests with tall, large-diameter dead or defective trees for nesting.
This species was selected as a MIS because its highest densities occur in old-growth forests and because it needs large dead
trees for nesting and dead woody material (standing and down) for foraging (Bull et al. 1990). Nesting habitat for pileated

woodpeckers in the northern Rocky Mountains most commonly occurs in forest stands with live or dead western larch,
Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine, and black cottonwoods greater than 18 inches in diameter with moderate canopy cover.
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New nest cavities are excavated each year in stands of 50 to 100 continuous acres, generally below 5,000 feet in elevation
with basal areas of 100 to 125 square feet per acre and a relatively closed canopy (Aney and McClelland 1990). Nest trees
typically are large diameter, dead trees at least 30 feet high (Bull 1989). Dead trees are preferred over live trees for nesting
and roosting, and nest trees are usually over 25 inches in diameter in stands with at least 60 percent canopy cover (Bull et al.
1990; Bull and Holthausen 1993). Snag abundance and large-diameter trees are critical components of pileated woodpecker
habitat.

Pileated woodpeckers feed primarily on carpenter ants and other insects excavated from deep within dead and decaying wood
(Bull 1989; Aney and McClelland 1990). Most foraging occurs in logs and dead trees at least 6 inches in diameter, although
large diameter (greater than 12 inches) dead wood is used most frequently (Bull et al. 1990). Pileated woodpeckers use a
wider variety of forest conditions for foraging than for nesting, so the availability of nesting habitat is considered a limiting
factor for the species.

Past wildfire burned approximately 30% of the project area and this combined with past harvest has resulted in forest
conditions dominated by 80- to 90-year-old trees. Recent and old pileated woodpecker sign in various locations is evidence
that habitat is available but limited. Although there are a small to moderate number of mature forest pockets and a limited
number of large-diameter snags, most existing snags today too small to serve as suitable pileated woodpecker nest trees. It is
likely that past timber harvest activities removed some of the large trees, affecting the availability of snags today.

White pine blister rust has eliminated many large trees and fire exclusion has created stands with smaller and younger size
classes. Therefore, snag production is shifting from larger, longer-lived species to smaller, shorter-lived species, reducing
habitat quality for pileated woodpeckers and other snag-dependent species.

Environmental Consequences

Methodology

Potential effects on pileated woodpecker and other snag-dependent species were determined by estimating the change and
distribution of quality snag habitat that could result from the implementation of the alternatives.

Analysis Area

Pileated woodpecker territories range between approximately 1800 to 1500 acres (Samson (2005) and the project area will be
of adequate size to evaluate the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects.

Alternative 1

Direct and Indirect Effects

Alternative 1 would result in no direct impacts to pileated woodpeckers; however, there would be indirect effects. Stands
would continue to decline in health and vigor and may become increasingly crowded with immature trees. This would result
in increasing risk of severe wildfire that could alter stand structure and reduce canopy closure below preferred levels in areas
that are currently being utilized by pileated woodpeckers.

Alternative 1 would not result in an immediate change in snags or suitable habitat. However, as the stands become crowded
with immature trees, snags would continue to shift to small diameter snags that are not suitable for pileated woodpecker
nesting.

Cumulative Effects

Potential cumulative effects include timber harvest, road construction, insect and disease related mortality, past wildfires, fire
suppression, firewood collection, and forest succession. Collectively these have all contributed to the reduction of suitable
pileated woodpecker habitat that currently exists. Wildfires during the last century have affected approximately 30% of the
project area and potentially suitable habitat would have been reduced on these lands due to the creation of early successional
and subsequent small diameter stands.
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Since the mid 1970’s, approximately 86% of the project area has received some form of timber harvest. Although future
firewood gathering may reduce available snags on a localized basis, because most snags utilized for firewood consist of small
diameter trees, impacts to nesting habitat will be minor. Lands affected by fire and timber harvest have also received
increased levels of insect and disease related mortality and have been subject to fire suppression for over 80 years.
Collectively these factors have contributed to the stand conditions and limited pileated woodpecker habitat that exist today.

Other activities such as noxious weed control and dispersed recreation in the form of hunting, fishing and camping and road
maintenance will continue. Although these activities may be a source of disturbance, due to their localized, scattered nature
and considering the level of these activities would not be expected to change effects to the pileated woodpecker would be
minor.

Given the history of active fire suppression, existing high fuel loads in many stands and increased fuel concentration resulting
from the absence of management, it is reasonable to assume that the area will be affected by wildfire at some point in the
future under this alternative. The magnitude of this fire would depend upon area accessibility, available suppression
resources, weather and other environmental factors. A mixed-severity fire would not likely alter large portions of available
habitat, but a large stand-replacing fire would reduce the availability of habitat for several decades.

In summary, all of the above factors have affected pileated woodpecker habitat within the project area. Additionally, due to
forest succession and continued fire suppression, small diameter closed canopy stand conditions will continue to predominate
across the project area. As a result, there will continue to be a lack of suitable in the future.

Alternative 2

Direct and Indirect Effects

Potential pileated woodpecker foraging habitat is present though limited within the project area, and evidence of foraging was
observed in Units 5 and 6. However based on stand data and field surveys, suitable nesting habitat is generally absent,
although pockets of large diameter snags do occur at scattered locations across the project area. Units 1, 2, 5, 6, and 7
generally do not contain large diameter trees (although there are some) that can develop into suitable nest trees. Although
Units 3, 4, and 4a contain a greater number of larger diameter trees and are more likely to provide desirable nest trees in the
future. Due to the high stem densities and consequent slow rate of growth, the other units would take considerably longer to
reach suitable nesting condition.

Treatment of Units 3, 4 and 4a would further reduce overstory canopy below what pileated woodpeckers prefer for nesting.
However, group selection treatments would provide small pockets throughout treated areas that may provide this habitat
component within 10 or more years. Potential foraging would be somewhat reduced by timber harvest since fewer stems
would remain, but this would be compensated to some extent by snag retention guidelines. While some large snags may be
inadvertently lost during harvest or post-harvest activities, no large (greater than 20 inch dbh) snags would be intentionally
felled unless for safety reasons, and the preferred larger diameter trees would generally not be harvested, which would
provide future snag recruitment. Monitoring of past sales indicates that there is a moderate to high chance that design
features will be effective at maintaining snags.

Over the long-term (about 80 to 100 years), vegetation treatments in Units 3, 4, and 4a would favor leaving the desired tree
species, trend these stands to an older size class, and promote development of larger snags. Treatment of dry sites to remove
competing understory trees so that the stands resemble the more open, historic condition may decrease the value of the stands
to pileated woodpeckers. Pileated woodpeckers prefer mature stands, particularly forests with a high density of dead,
standing, and down trees. The best habitat is a mature forest with greater than two canopy layers, large live trees to provide
cover and eventual replacement of dead trees, large dead trees for nesting, and dead standing trees and down woody material
for feeding (Bull 1987). This is often the case with today’s dry sites because the density has resulted from fewer understory
burns, and the existing large snags resulted from earlier open stands with less competition. Thus, the existing condition of
good habitat in dense dry sites is temporary and would decline through stand-replacing wildfires or death and fall down of the
large shags. Removing competing understory vegetation would increase the number of large snags in the long term, but may
reduce the density of the stand below that preferred by pileated woodpeckers for nesting.
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Most of the fuels reduction treatments would target small-diameter snags not utilized by pileated woodpeckers. Removal of
some large-diameter snags is possible due to safety issues or other logging system requirements. A reduction in snag
densities over the short-term may impact potential foraging and nesting habitat; however, design features for snag retention
(Chapter 2 of the EA) would mitigate these short-term impacts.

Temporary road construction could potentially remove existing large-diameter snags important to pileated woodpeckers and
other wildlife species on up to four acres. The temporary road construction would also remove live trees that could
eventually become suitable snag habitat for pileated woodpeckers. However, project design features (identified below) state
that whenever practical, veteran and relic survivor trees and snags would not be removed during construction Design features
would protect, whenever practical, pileated woodpecker habitat. The temporary road would be decommissioned after
treatments, which would provide adequate security for pileated woodpeckers.

Proposed treatment areas currently provide foraging habitat for pileated woodpeckers and due to the retention of snags in a
variety of size classes (See design features below), all sites will continue to provide foraging habitat (Samson 2005). The
harvest prescriptions would provide for long-term maintenance of seral species such as white pine, ponderosa pine, and
western larch. Such stands with large-diameter snags are considered high-quality habitat for this species. The
implementation of Alternative 2 has the potential to improve long-term pileated woodpecker nesting habitat within the
project area by increasing high quality, large-diameter snags and live trees, particularly on Units 3, 4 and 4a (451 acres),
along with reducing the likelihood of stand-replacement fire on all sites proposed for treatment (1170 acres). This would be
dependent to an extent on how dense the canopy closure eventually becomes.

A reduction in snag densities through timber harvest, subsequent burning and temporary road construction (1174 acres on all
Units) may reduce nesting habitat on some sites, although design features (below) requiring snag retention and protection of
veteran and relic survivor trees whenever possible would be expected to reduce these impacts. Also harvest prescriptions are
designed to generally provide for long-term maintenance of species such as white pine, ponderosa pine, and western larch.
As a result, project implementation would improve pileated woodpecker nesting habitat within the project area in the long
term (>50 years) by providing conditions that will promote development of large diameter snags. Because it is likely there
will continue to be large diameter snags available following treatment and considering foraging habitat will continue to occur
in all sites it is expected that the project area will continue to provide adequate habitat to support existing populations of this
species.

Cumulative Effects

As described under Alternative 1, approximately 86% of the project area has been affected by past activities such as wildfire,
timber harvest, firewood collection, recreation, road maintenance and noxious weed control. In addition, approximately 70%
of lands that had received past activities would also be affected by future timber harvest, temporary road construction and
subsequent burning proposed under Alternative 2, as well as possible future salvage in Units 1, 2, 3, 4, 4a, 5, 6, 7. Although
implementation of design features will reduce the possible loss of nest trees from all of the above treatments, there would be
some loss of suitable nest trees anticipated. However there is a moderate to high chance that some suitable nest trees will be
retained (see design features below) and the landscape distribution of suitable nest trees would remain relatively unchanged.
Additionally, group selection harvest on up to 451 acres is expected to create more desirable nesting conditions than exist
today and the continued availability of nesting habitat combined with the long-term development of future large diameter
snag habitat are expected to provide adequate habitat to support existing populations of this species.

Like Alternative 1, it is likely that the project area will be affected by wildlife at some point in the future and effects will
depend on the conditions at the time of burning and the severity of the fire. However because fuels will be reduced on almost
70% of the project area, the possibility of a severe stand replacing fire and an associated reduction in habitat will be greatly
reduced under this alternative.

No allocated old growth would be entered with this proposal. Additionally, Samson (2005) concluded that short-term
viability of the pileated woodpecker in the Northern Region is not an issue because:

¢ No scientific evidence exists that the pileated woodpecker is decreasing in numbers.
¢ Increases in the extent and connectivity of forested habitat have occurred since European settlement.
o Well-distributed and abundant pileated woodpecker habitat exists on today’s landscape.
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o Level of timber harvest in the Northern Region is insignificant.

Effects Determination for Both Alternatives

Although there may be a reduction in habitat under all alternatives, nesting and foraging habitat will continue to be available
and treatments will promote the development of future large diameter snag habitat. As a result, both alternatives may impact
individual pileated woodpeckers and their habitat, but would not indicate a local or regional change in habitat quality or
population status. .

Consistency with Forest Plan and Other Regulations

Considering potentially suitable nesting and foraging habitat will continue to be available, both alternatives comply with
Forest Plan direction to manage the habitat of species listed in the Regional Sensitive Species Lists and to prevent further
declines in populations, which could lead to Federal listing under the Endangered Species Act (USDA Forest Service 1987 p.
11-28) or a loss of viability. In addition, due to the maintenance of habitat adequate to support existing populations, both
alternatives are also consistent with National Forest Management Act requirements which require that the Forest Service
provide a diversity of plant and animal communities in the Plan area. Finally, because no existing old growth habitat will be
affected and considering proposed treatments would be expected to create future structural conditions (large diameter trees,
canopy gaps, increased vertical structure) characteristic of old growth on up to 451 acres, Alternative 2 is consistent with
Forest Plan objectives related to old growth (USDA 1987 11-5).

White-tailed Deer
Existing Condition

Traditionally associated with a mixture of seral stages of vegetation, white-tailed deer are well distributed throughout the
Idaho Panhandle National Forests. Climatic factors affect the seasonal variation of forage quality and quantity, accessibility
to foraging areas and the thermal requirements of the animal. Winter range is the most critical feature of their habitat with
winter being the most stressful period for big game because of the harsh weather conditions and limited food supply. During
winter, animals are forced by increasing snow depths to travel downslope and concentrate on smaller, restricted winter
ranges. Conversely, during summer, deer use a broader elevational range of habitats.

During winter, white-tailed deer are generally found on the valley bottoms and lower benches. Dense tree cover is probably
the most critical component of critical winter range. As winter temperatures decrease and snow depths increase, animals
select habitats to minimize energy expenditure and maintain a positive energy balance. Closed-canopy stands reduce the
animals’ heat loss and intercept snow, reducing understory snow accumulation and increasing foraging opportunities.
Because of the predominance of lands greater than 3000 ft. in elevation, only approximately 10% of the project area (along
the western boundary) is currently considered capable winter range.

Historically, dry sites provided only modest thermal cover values due to more frequent fire regimes that maintained
conditions that are more open. Since the advent of fire suppression, tree densities have increased, creating stand conditions
that are more closed. While these areas can provide favorable winter structure for white-tailed deer, they are not sustainable
due to their predisposition to insects, disease, and other ecological pressures. Consequently, these drier sites are not
considered vital to the management and analysis of winter range. Approximately 60% of the capable winter range in the
project area occurs on dry sites.

Deer populations in this game management unit are considered high and have been increasing (IDFG 2006). Mule deer and

elk also use the area. However, the project area is not considered a key fawning/calving or wintering area for these species
(Lyndaker 2007).
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Environmental Consequences

Methodology

Effects on white-tailed were determined by predicting the changes to winter range for the alternatives. Critical winter range is
the most limiting aspect of white-tailed deer habitat. Key components of critical winter range are stands that consist of
medium to larger trees with at least 60 percent canopy cover (thermal cover), which are needed to ameliorate heat loss and
energy expenditure during severe winter periods. This information was obtained from the Forest TSMRS database and used
in combination with elevation and aspect information to identify lands capable of providing desired winter range conditions.
Analysis Area

The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects analysis area for white-tailed deer critical winter range is identified as the
Templeman project area.

Alternative 1

Direct and Indirect Effects

Alternative 1 would not result in any direct impacts to white-tailed deer winter range; however, indirect changes to forest
stand structure would occur. As succession continued within the forest stands, canopy cover would continue to increase and
this would improve thermal cover conditions. However, as the stands decreased in health and vigor, the area would become
more susceptible to fire and disease and insect outbreaks causing more open canopies and decreasing thermal cover value.
Long-term effects would be similar to Alternative 2 except that changes would occur naturally over a longer period.

Due to increased fuel loading and the increased risk of wildfire, Alternative 1 poses a substantial risk of loss of homes and
private property to wildfire, as well as a long-term loss of winter range.

Cumulative Effects

This alternative would have minimal cumulative effects to white-tailed deer winter range. Cumulative effects from the no
action alternative may occur over the long term as the vegetation structure changes or due to widfire; however, given the
relatively small area that would be affected by this alternative, impacts to white-tailed deer critical winter range would be
insignificant regionally and would not result in a significant change on habitat quality or populations on a regional level.

Alternative 2

Direct and Indirect Effects

No currently suitable critical midwinter range would be impacted by the proposed action. However approximately 62 acres
of Unit 3 and 47 acres of Units 4 and 4a are considered capable winter range (dry site) and these lands would be affected by
proposed group selection harvest and subsequent burning. Because canopy closure will be reduced to approximately 50%,
cover values would also be reduced on these lands. Conversely, the reduction in canopy would increase light to the forest
floor, increase herbaceous and woody vegetation and increase available forage on approximately 109 acres. In addition,
temporary road construction would reduce forested habitat by up to four acres. Although there will be a reduction in cover,
because the residual overstory will continue to provide some cover value and considering the increased forage that results, the
areas affected by harvest would continue to be utilized by wintering big game in all but the most extreme conditions (e.g.
long periods of deep snow and low temperatures). Additionally approximately 45% of existing capable winter range would
be unaffected.

Direct effects under this alternative include disturbance and possible avoidance of the area during implementation of
proposed timber harvest and temporary road construction. Although deer have been observed eating lichen and needles off of
felled timber and any impacts are expected to be short term in nature. Also because the proposed temporary road will be
decommissioned following use, there will be no reduction in security habitat. While timber harvest would partially eliminate
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thermal cover and could increase deer vulnerability to hunting pressure, through increased sight distances from the road.
Since the State of Idaho regulates big game harvest, reductions in white-tailed deer densities can be compensated for through
adjustment of harvest restrictions. Additionally, current white-tailed deer populations have increased in the last few years
and harvest levels have been liberalized to reduce current populations (IDFG 2006).

Prescribed burning would help improve vigor and nutrient content of forage for ungulates. Forage production in treatment
units has been impeded by the proliferation of shade-tolerant tree species and a slight increase in tall, less palatable shrub
species. By opening up the stands to increased sunlight and prescribed burning, the proposed action would improve the
quality of big game habitat within the project area by enhancing production of forage species. In addition, the maintenance
and enhancement of hardwoods would improve the diversity of habitat available for ungulates.

Other proposed management activities include access to the site, use/fueling of equipment, earthwork, blading, grading,
culvert replacement, felling trees, log loading and hauling, and burning of piles. The main impacts would be the noise,
equipment, and human presence associated with the above activities. While these activities may cause big game utilizing the
immediate area to leave temporarily, deer have been observed re-occupying sites shortly after treatment and disturbance
would be of short duration and have minimal impacts to white-tailed deer (ungulates) or their habitat. Invasive plant
treatments would improve habitat conditions for white-tailed deer and other ungulates since generally invasive species are not
palatable or utilized as forage. Other than the short-term disturbance, treatment activities for invasive plants and post-harvest
salvage of blowdown would have negligible impact to white-tailed deer, due to the localized and scattered nature and
considering the small acreage affected.

As described above, dry sites like that affected by treatment (Units 3, 4 and 4a), are less preferred winter range because they
are not sustainable. Harvest and burning proposed under Alternative 2 are expected to reduce the susceptibility to insects
and disease and wildfire on up to 109 acres and as a result, improve the long-term stability of this acreage as winter range.

Cumulative Effects

Activities that could contribute to cumulative effects include timber harvest on private lands, hunting, residential
development, road construction, and recreational activities. Although fires in the 1920’s may have removed elements of
critical winter range, those features have since recovered. Past logging in the project area would also have reduced cover
values on up to 85% of the area, although due to forest succession and considering there has not been any harvest within the
project area in over a decade most of these areas now provide adequate cover. Activities on adjacent private lands (harvest
and residential development) have modified big game use patterns and winter range to some extent in the southern portion of
the project area, although due to the small amount of private land and retention of forested cover on much of it, effects to deer
have been localized and minor. Hunting does occur in the project area. Populations of deer are managed by Idaho Fish and
Game through licensed hunting and it is anticipated that past levels of hunting and harvest will continue.

During implementation of project activities, white-tailed deer could be impacted by the combined actions of Alternative 2
and activities adjacent to the project area such as logging and new home construction. However capable winter range will
continue to be available within the project area as well as in the Meadow Cr. and Kootenai Valley watersheds (which
includes the project area). As a result and considering the State has recently increased harvest in this area to reduce deer
numbers (IDFG 2006), changes in habitat resulting from implementation of Alternative 2 are not expected to significantly
alter or reduce populations or significantly reduce habitat quality.

Effects Determination for Both Alternatives
Based on the above analysis and considering suitable habitat will continue to be available and that the State has been trying to
reduce the deer herd in this area, either alternative may impact individual white-tailed deer and/or their habitat, but would

not indicate a local or regional change in habitat quality or population status.

Consistency with Forest Plan and Other Regulations

Forage would be provided on both summer and winter range and available white-tailed deer critical winter range would
continue to be available (USDA FS 1987 11-6). As a result, both alternatives comply with the Forest Plan regarding big game
management and the maintenance of species viability. For these same reasons, both alternatives are also consistent with
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NFMA (16 USC, 1604, 6(g)(2)(B)), which requires that the Forest Service provide a diversity of plant and animal
communities in the Plan area.

Forest Land Birds
Existing Condition

Neotropical migrant birds and resident songbirds are a diverse group of birds not addressed separately by species.
Approximately 240 species of birds inhabit the Idaho Panhandle. Many are insectivorous, while others mainly eat seeds.
Their habitat requirements vary from dry, rocky slopes to open meadows and other early stages of vegetation growth, to
densely forested areas.

A diversity of vegetation and topography results in a diversity of bird species. Vegetation structure is important to
determining habitat use by forest bird populations. Bird communities change as vegetation changes. Any treatment,
including no action, affects some species in this group at the expense of others. Idaho Partners in Flight has identified and
prioritized four habitats that represent species of moderate to high vulnerability, and species with declining or uncertain
population trends. These prioritized habitats include riparian habitat, non-riverine wetlands, sagebrush shrub, and dry
ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir/grand fir forests (Idaho Partners in Flight 2000). The project area contains the dry ponderosa
pine/Douglas-fir/grand fir forest type.

Hejl (1994) identified the following principles to help maintain habitat and healthy forests for a variety of bird species:
e encourage old-growth characteristics

leave snags and replacement trees

leave or plant the natural diversity of trees found in the area

burn and allow fires to happen in a manner similar to natural fire regimes

mimic natural landscape patterns

While no single forest condition or structural type will benefit all species simultaneously, providing a mosaic of habitat
conditions and age classes will capitalize on habitat values for many forest birds.

Fires early in the 20" century, in combination with fire suppression and the introduction of blister rust and other forest
diseases and insects, has lead to the present vegetation conditions. Past timber harvest activities removed some large trees in
the dry ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir community, affecting the availability of snags. Due to limited perennial water within the
project area and limited structural diversity, the landscape does not have a wide array of forest birds.

Environmental Consequences

Methodology

Bird species differ in habitat requirements and their responses to management activities. Due to the sizable number of
species that can occur in a forested landscape, it is impractical and nearly impossible to take a species-by-species approach.
Rather, this analysis looks at the avian community as a whole, in the context with the surrounding landscape. It addresses
priority habitats identified by Idaho Partners in Flight (2000) and discusses how management activities, or even a lack of
management activities, can affect bird species composition and richness.

Analysis Area

The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects analysis area is defined as the project area. Many forest land birds have relatively
small home ranges and the project area is of adequate size to evaluate the impacts on these species.
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Alternative 1

Direct and Indirect Effects

Alternative 1 would result in no direct impacts to forest land birds; however, there would be indirect effects. As current
trends continue, stands would decline in health and vigor, and become increasingly crowded with immature trees. This trend
would result in decreased vegetative diversity and, ultimately, decreased habitat for forestland birds. Fuel loads would
increase and the probability for a high-intensity fire would increase, resulting in a reduction in forest land bird habitat.

Cumulative Effects

Fires early in the century set this area back to early seral stages and greatly influenced the present day habitat. Forest
succession and fire suppression continue to impact land bird habitat within the project area by influencing the ecology, tree
species, and forest density. Cumulative effects associated with Alternative 1 would be the decline of diversity, health and
vigor in forest stands within the project area combined with development and harvesting of private lands. However, the
magnitude of the changes associated with this project area would not change composition and structure on a large enough
scale to have substantial effects unless a large fire were to burn through the project area. Although Alternative 1 may impact
individuals and habitat within the project area, it would not contribute to a local or regional change in habitat quality or
population status.

Past activities that have occurred within National Forest System lands include timber harvest, fire suppression, road
development, and recreation. Past timber harvest, road construction, and firewood gathering have removed structure and
vegetation that impact land bird habitat. Past tree planting has the potential to improve habitat for certain land bird species in
the future.

Future projects foreseen in the project area include thinning plantations within the project area and possibly implementing
additional HFRA projects on Forest Service lands in the vicinity of the project area. These projects have the potential to
improve nesting and foraging habitat for various land birds in the future by diversifying the landscape.

Alternative 2

Direct and Indirect Effects

One priority habitat occurs in the project area, which is a dry ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir/grand fir forest. Due to fire
suppression and declining health and vigor, dry ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir/grand fir forest habitats are declining within the
project area. One of the objectives of Alternative 2 is to promote the restoration of dry ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir forests
and encourage the long-term stability of dry habitats by altering species composition and treating overcrowded conditions of
shade-tolerant trees. Such restoration would increase the vegetative and habitat diversity for forest land birds.

Temporary disturbance from underburning, tree removal, and road construction would cause short-term direct impacts to
forest land birds. Spring underburning may cause a short-term loss in the productivity of nesting birds. However, over the
long term, this would be offset by increased vegetative diversity, thus providing more niches for a greater abundance and
diversity of birds. In addition, the maintenance and enhancement of hardwoods would enrich the diversity of habitat for land
birds.

For bird species that use snag habitat, there would be a reduction in snag densities over the short-term; however, design
features for snag retention (discussed in Chapter 2 of the EA) would minimize impacts. Over the long term, implementation
of Alternative 2 would result in high quality, large-diameter snags that would enhance habitat for those species.

The proposed temporary road construction would remove some bird habitat. However, the number of acres is small in
relation to the project area and would not measurably impact population numbers. The temporary road would be

55



TEMPLEMAN HFRA EA APPENDIX C - OTHER ISSUES January 18, 2008

decommissioned after treatments. This would help to maintain security for nesting birds and would eventually provide
habitat for various bird species.

Other proposed management activities include access to the site, use/fueling of equipment, earthwork, blading, grading,
culvert replacement, felling trees, log loading and hauling, and burning of piles. The main impacts would be the noise,
equipment, and human presence associated with the above activities. The activities would take place in a short period of time
and have minimal impacts to birds utilizing the area. While an activity is taking place certain birds may temporarily leave the
area.

Cumulative Effects

Historic fires, fire suppression, and logging have resulted in more homogenous tree species composition and structure,
thereby decreasing forest land bird diversity. Because the implementation of Alternative 2 would ultimately improve forest
land bird habitat by increasing vegetative diversity and restoring dry ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir/grand fir forests, cumulative
impacts would be positive. However, these activities would not change composition and structure on a large enough area to
have substantial effects.

Alternative 2 may impact individual forestland birds and habitat, but would not contribute to a local or regional change in
habitat quality or population status.

Consistency with Forest Plan and Other Regulations

While the Forest Plan does not address specific standards or guidelines for managing forest land birds, it does provide
guidance for managing snag habitat and old growth and requires that habitat be provided to maintain viable populations of all
vertebrate species. This project would continue to provide a diversity of habitat conditions across the landscape, meet or
exceed Forest Plan standards for snag management, maintain species viability and would not adversely impact inventoried
old growth stands. The proposed activities would not impact viable populations of forest songbirds and both alternatives are
consistent with NFMA (16 USC, 1604, 6(g)(2)(B)), which require that the Forest Service provide a diversity of plant and
animal communities in the Plan area.

Summary of Effects

The project would treat approximately 1,200 acres of National Forest land. On a landscape scale and wildlife habitat scale,
1,200 acres is minuscule. The project area is not large enough for population dependence or to be source habitat for any of
the species considered. None of the project area is critical or what is considered primary habitat for any threatened,

endangered, proposed and sensitive wildlife species or MIS or wildlife species of special interest. The project area has no
perennial streams.

Table 5 summarizes effects determinations for the species considered for analysis in the Templeman HFRA Project.

Table 5. Determinations of effects for species at risk

Species Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Grizzly Bear (threatened) | No Effect No Effect
Canada Lynx (threatened) | No Effect No Effect
Gray Wolf (threatened) No Effect No Effect
\(/(\a/r?g:r:gzgeg)anbou No Effect No Effect
Bald Eagle (sensitive) No Impact No Impact
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Species

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Black-backed
Woodpecker (sensitive)

May impact individuals or habitat,
but would not likely contribute to a
trend towards Federal listing or
cause a loss of viability to the
population or species

May impact individuals or habitat,
but would not likely contribute to a
trend towards Federal listing or
cause a loss of viability to the
population or species

Black Swift (sensitive)

No Impact

No Impact

Coeur d’Alene
Salamander (sensitive)

No Impact

No Impact

Western Toad (sensitive)

May impact individuals or habitat,
but would not likely contribute to a
trend towards Federal listing or
cause a loss of viability to the
population or species

May impact individuals or habitat,
but would not likely contribute to a
trend towards Federal listing or
cause a loss of viability to the
population or species

Fisher (sensitive)

No Impact

No Impact

Harlequin Duck
(sensitive)

No Impact

No Impact

Flammulated Owl

May impact individuals or habitat,
but would not likely contribute to a
trend towards Federal listing or

May impact individuals or habitat,
but would not likely contribute to a
trend towards Federal listing or

(sensitive) cause a loss of viability to the cause a loss of viability to the
population or species population or species
May impact individuals or habitat, May impact individuals or habitat,
Pygmy Nuthatch but would not likely co_ntr_lbute toa | butwould not likely co_ntr_lbute toa
(sensitive) trend towards Federal listing or trend towards Federal listing or

cause a loss of viability to the
population or species

cause a loss of viability to the
population or species

Fringed Myotis

(sensitive) No Impact No Impact
Northern Bog Lemming No Impact No Impact
(sensitive)

Pereg_r!ne Falcon No Impact No Impact
(sensitive)

Common Loon (sensitive) | No Impact No Impact
Townsend’s Big-eared .

Bat (sensitive) No impact No Impact
Wolverine (sensitive) No Impact No Impact

Northern Goshawk (MIS)

May impact individuals or habitat,
but will not likely contribute to a
trend towards Federal listing or
cause a loss of viability to the
population or species

May impact individuals or habitat,
but will not likely contribute to a
trend towards Federal listing or
cause a loss of viability to the
population or species

Pileated Woodpecker
(MIS)

May impact individuals and habitat,
but would not likely indicate a local
or regional change in habitat quality
or population status

May impact individuals and habitat,
but would not indicate a local or
regional change in habitat quality or
population status

Marten (MIS)

No Impact
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Species

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

White-tail Deer (MIS)

May impact individuals and habitat,
but would not indicate a local or
regional change in habitat quality or
population status

May impact individuals and habitat,
but would not indicate a local or
regional change in habitat quality or
population status

Forest Land Birds

May impact individuals and habitat,
but would not indicate a local or
regional change in habitat quality or
population status

May impact individuals and habitat,
but would not indicate a local or
regional change in habitat quality or
population status

January 18, 2008

Design Features and Monitoring

The following measures were included in the consideration of effects discussed above and should be included as design
features of the proposed action:

1. Road Design: To retain habitat for snag-dependent species and species dependent on large-diameter trees, the location
of the proposed temporary road would ensure, whenever practical, that veteran and relic survivor trees and snags would not
be removed during construction.

Estimated Effectiveness: Low to Moderate; road location is determined to a large degree by FS road construction standards
and the local terrain near the site to be accessed. Cost reduction is also an important consideration. It is likely that some
veteran and relic survivor trees would be removed when locating new roads.

2. Skid Trail and Cable Corridor Location: To maintain habitat for snag-dependent species, the timber sale or contract
administrator would ensure, whenever practical, that the design of skid trails and cable corridors would avoid veteran and
relic fire survivor trees and snags.

Estimated Effectiveness: Moderate; the sale administrator has authority under timber sale contract provisions to approve all
skid trail and cable corridor locations. However, there are many practical considerations in choosing these locations.
Avoiding individual desirable trees is only one of those considerations. It cannot be expected that all veteran and relic trees
would be protected by this measure.

3. Road Management: The temporary road would be fully decommissioned following use in accordance with the Area
Road Management Plans and the IPNF Forest Plan. EXxisting roads, which are currently restricted and utilized for this
project, would be returned to their pre-project road status.

Estimated Effectiveness: High; this is part of the proposed action and would be implemented under the sale contract. Closing
the roads will provide both habitat and security for wildlife.

4. Wildlife Tree and Down Log Retention: Snag and coarse down wood management objectives for the project would be
patterned after historical conditions for vegetative communities, recognizing that the existing density and distribution of
snags vary across the landscape and that current conditions may not make it possible to immediately meet these objectives for
some areas (e.g., long-term fire suppression that interrupted natural snag recruitment, and past timber harvesting).

5. Snags and Live Tree Replacements: Will be retained where opportunities exist in treatment units at levels
recommended or exceeding recent studies and scientific literature (Bull et al. 1997). Where possible, this project will strive
to exceed the minimum Regional Snag Management Protocol for snag and live tree replacements within treatment units.
Where they exist, the following minimum amounts of snags and live tree replacements will be retained within cutting areas:
Dry forest habitats: 4-6 snags/acre and 8 live tree replacements/acre from the largest representative trees.

Moist forest habitats: 6-12 snags/acre and 12 live tree replacements/acre from the largest representative trees.

Estimated Effectiveness: Moderate/High; this measure would be implemented using project layout, contract provisions,
compliance monitoring and fuels treatment, and would have a moderate chance of avoiding and/or reducing adverse effects
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on snag dependent wildlife. It would not be the intent of this project to willfully remove the high hazard snags and snags in
the advanced stages of decay (“soft” snags). Some of these “soft” snags would survive and remain standing during the life of
the project.

Past monitoring has demonstrated that tree harvesting and subsequent burning removes a large portion of existing snags,
especially the “soft snags.” However, through the strategic placement of leave patches or clumps, snags within these areas
should be relatively protected. In addition, prescribed underburning will recruit “new” snags by fire-killing residual green
trees. There would be no problem meeting and exceeding live tree replacement criteria because vegetative prescriptions are
designed to leave ample green trees scattered in patches and individually (regeneration cutting), and uniformly (selective
cutting) across treatment areas. Consequently, this measure should provide more than the minimum number of snags and live
tree replacements.

6. Snag Selection: Selection of snags will emphasize practices that assure a diversity of snag structural classes and the
highest probability for long-term retention. High-hazard snags and snags in the advanced stages of decay will not be used to
meet retention objectives. Snag retention practices will give emphasis to larger diameter ponderosa pine, western larch,
western red cedar, and western white pine available within each treatment unit. When these snags are not available, Douglas
fir, hemlock, and grand fir will be used. Veteran or relic ponderosa pine and western larch snags will be top priority for
retention. Trees killed by root disease will be avoided, where possible, to meet retention objectives because of their rapid
deteriorate/fall-down rate. The minimum retention snag will be 10 inches dbh.

Estimated Effectiveness: High; this is a standard method used to help field crews identify appropriate trees to leave for
wildlife habitat needs. It has been used successfully for many years.

7. Maintaining Habitat for Snag-dependent Species: To maintain habitat for snag-dependent species, the tree-marking
guide will assure a diversity of snag structural classes and the highest probability for long-term retention. An emphasis will
be placed on retention of the largest snags.

Where necessary, an unharvested perimeter will be left around large, relic, fire-burned trees and/or snags to protect them
from harvest operations.

Estimated Effectiveness: High; this is a standard method used to help field crews identify appropriate trees to leave for
wildlife habitat needs. It has been used successfully for many years.

8. Snag Retention Objectives: While some snag retention objectives are accounted for on a treatment level scale, some
snags will be represented on every 10 acres of treatment, in clusters or clumps where feasible, to promote good distribution of
snags. Large-diameter snags felled for safety reasons would remain onsite to provide for large woody debris recruitment and
long-term site productivity. The exception would be where these snags would exceed Forest Plan standards for down wood
tonnage adjacent to private property. Retention snags will be left in areas that are not easily assessable from FS roads or
directly adjacent to private property, whenever possible. This would increase the likelihood the snags would not be removed
for firewood and would remain on the landscape.

Estimated Effectiveness: High; this measure is accomplished during the layout phase of project implementation.
Identification and clumping of snag retention areas is commonplace in the layout and design of timber sales today.

9. Snag Recruitment: Silvicultural prescriptions would be designed to retain large-diameter, live trees, which may be
managed for future snag recruitment and retention. Large-diameter live trees (except those posing safety concerns and
infected or at-risk Douglas-fir), would be retained whenever possible. Large-diameter trees that are felled for safety concerns
would be left on the ground, unless they are within approximately 150 feet of an accessible road and would likely be taken
for firewood. In this case, they could be removed by the operator. Large down logs in excess of minimum down wood
guidelines adjacent to privately owned land would also be removed. In grapple-pile treatment units, the large-diameter logs
would be left in place.

Estimated Effectiveness: High; using silvicultural prescriptions, marking guides, and compliance monitoring, this feature
would have a high likelihood of retaining large-diameter trees and down logs.
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10. Maintaining Veteran and Relic Structure: No old-growth stands exist within the project area. However, to maintain
habitat for snag-dependent species, areas within treatment units that contain small pockets of older, large diameter structure
will be thinned from below or not treated. These unique areas will be managed on a case-by-case basis. Vegetation type,
moisture regime, logging system, wildlife species suitability and surrounding treatments will all be considered.

Estimated Effectiveness: High; this measure has a high likelihood of protecting these areas. Implementation depends on
accurate identification of these areas by the marking crew in the field. Some areas may not be identified; however, retention
of the largest trees is part of the marking guide.

11. Protection of Cedar Swales: Microsites of western red cedar having diameters greater than 12 inches dbh will be
retained.

Estimated Effectiveness: High; this measure has a high likelihood of being implemented using contract
provisions and compliance monitoring.

12. Retention of Hardwood Trees: To maintain forest species diversity and wildlife habitat, aspen and birch trees will not
be harvested for pulp. If trees of these species need to be cut for safety reasons, they will remain on site for coarse woody
debris and long-term site productivity. Conifers in and around aspen and birch patches will be harvested or slashed to reduce
competition for water, sunlight, nutrients as well as to help provide fuel for underburning. Where appropriate, individual
trees may be cut or pushed over to encourage sprouting. Whenever possible, these areas will be underburned to stimulate
sprouting. This strategy will provide vegetative diversity, which benefits various wildlife species.

Estimated Effectiveness: High; this measure has a high potential for being implemented. These measures would be
implemented through contract provisions and compliance monitoring. Effectiveness is high because regardless of whether
hardwood trees remain standing or felled for safety reasons, they remain onsite and provide benefits to various wildlife
species. Hardwoods, such as aspen and birch, will re-sprout if felled or killed by burning.

13. Grapple Piling: Where grapple piling occurs, leave an average of one to three slash piles per acre unburned for small
forest mammals and land birds.

Estimated Effectiveness: Moderate; this measure would have a high likelihood of providing suitable habitat for small
mammals and birds and has become fairly standard practice. The success of being implemented depends on the
communication for this measure to field crews implementing the burning of the piles 1 to 2 years following completion of the
timber sale. Considering the time between piling and burning, there is some risk that the measure will not be implemented.

14. Goshawk Nest Site Protection: If a goshawk nest were discovered, mitigation measures would be implemented to help
ensure that nest sites and post-fledgling areas are receiving minimal disturbance. A no-activity buffer (greater than 150 foot

radius) would be placed around each known active nest tree. In addition, a 30-acre no activity buffer would be placed around
each nest area to provide long-term nesting habitat (Reynolds et al. 1992).

Purchasers operations and related Forest Service activities would be suspended within 0.5 mile distance of active nest areas
from March 15 to August 15 to (1) promote nesting success and (2) provide foraging opportunities for adults and fledgling
goshawks during fledgling-dependency period. Activity restrictions would be removed after June 30 if the Forest Service
determines the nest site is inactive or unsuccessful.

Estimated Effectiveness: High; using contract provisions, this feature would have a high likelihood of achieving the desired
objectives.

15. Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Wildlife Species Protection: If any threatened, endangered, or sensitive
species are located during project layout or implementation, management activities will be altered to include proper
protection measures. Timber sale contract provision B6.24 (Protection of Plants, Animals, Cultural Resources, etc.) would be
in the timber sale contract.

Estimated Effectiveness: High; using contract provisions, this feature would have a high likelihood of achieving the desired
objectives.
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Appendix A

Comments:

o Several species on the Region 1 Sensitive Species List would be unaffected by the proposed action because they lack
habitat in the impact area (American peregrine falcon, black swift, common loon, harlequin duck, northern bog
lemming, and Townsend’s big-eared bat, Coeur d’Alene salamander).

¢ North American wolverine may be present, but the action would not result in habitat modifications that would affect
these species. Wolverines are generally associated with remote mountain areas, so would likely be found in the project
area only as passing transients. The project area does not contain avalanche chutes or high elevation cirque basins that
would be used as maternal den sites. As a result, the possibility of impacts would seem unlikely. There would be no
cumulative effects due to the lack of direct or indirect effects.

e Fishers are low-density forest carnivores, occurring most commonly in landscapes dominated by late-successional
forests with complex forest structure and high canopy cover, especially in riparian areas (Ruggiero et al. 1994). While
summer use is generally restricted to mature and old-growth grand fir and spruce forests, winter use can also include
Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine forests in a variety of successional stages (Jones 1991, Heinemeyer and Jones 1994).
Although fishers are normally tolerant of human activities, relatively effortless human access to occupied areas may
negatively affect fisher populations, as this species is easily trapped. The only recent verified sightings of fishers on
the Bonners Ferry Ranger District have been in the Selkirk Mountains, more than 20 miles to the west.

¢ With the exception of Units 3, 4 and 4a, most of the project area is capable fisher habitat. However, there is no
currently suitable habitat within proposed treatment areas. Capable habitat is currently dominated by small diameter
(less than 12 inches) trees, and these stands are deficient of large diameter dead and down material that fishers prefer
for denning. If left untreated, certain stands may develop into suitable habitat, although the high level of tree mortality
(particularly in Unit 6) and tree density make it hard to establish large diameter trees, makes this questionable. In
addition, the project area is surrounded by either dry forest types or private lands with large areas of immature forest.
The area also has a high density of existing open roads. Since fishers generally prefer remote areas of mature forest for
denning and foraging, it is highly unlikely that the area receives more than sporadic incidental use by fishers, assuming
they are present on this portion of the District.

o Fishers are currently at very low population densities on this part of the District, and have not been recently
documented near the project area. Since the increased risk of mortality to fisher due to this activity would be
inconsequential, and no currently suitable habitat would be affected, there would be no impact to fishers from the
project. As a result, there would be no loss of viability to the population or species. There would be no cumulative
effects to fisher due to the lack of direct or indirect effects.

OTHER ISSUE #2 - Fisheries and Water Resources

Issue Indicators —

a. Stream temperature and large woody debris recruitment
b. Sediment delivery

C. Water yield and rain-on-snow events.

A. Fisheries Resource (Fisheries Biological Assessment and Evaluation attached below):
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Templeman HFRA Project

Fisheries Report — Biological Assessment

Prepared by:

Tiffany Vanosdall
Fisheries Biologist
TEAMS Planning Enterprise Unit

for:

Bonners Ferry Ranger District
Idaho Panhandle National Forest
January 18, 2008
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September 12, 2007The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on
the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental
status, religion, sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or part of an individual's
income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with
disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.)
should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to
USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410, or call (800) 795-
3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.
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Introduction

Proposed Action

Proposed treatments developed through collaborative meetings include reducing live and dead ladder and down fuels through
a combination of:

Juvenile-tree precommercial hand-chainsaw thinning (i.e. 2 to 6-inch diameter trees, cut trees left on site) on 100 acres.

Mechanical poletimber biomass thinning (i.e. 2 to 7 inch diameter tree thinning with removal and utilization of thinned
biomass, mostly for energy conversion to electricity or ethanol) utilizing small-scale harvesting equipment on 300 acres.

Commercial thinning, sanitation salvage, group selection and shelterwood harvest treatments (i.e. 7-inch and larger diameter
trees suitable for lumber products) on 800 acres. Unit 6 (26 acres) would be revised from a previously proposed seed-tree
with reserves prescription to a shelterwood treatment, in order to reserve more large diameter snag recruitment trees, mainly
grand-fir and hemlock.

Prescribed fire treatments on approximately 450 acres following mechanical fuels reduction treatment harvests with the intent
to incorporate fire into long-term management plans for continuing frequent (i.e. 5 tol5 year intervals) low-intensity
understory brush control maintenance burns within these acres.

The proposed action would also accomplish routine road maintenance such as brushing, blading, ditch reestablishment,
culvert replacements, hazard tree removal along haul routes, etc. on approximately 10 miles of existing roads and reconstruct
less than 1.0 mile of temporary roads that would be decommissioned following use to maintain pre-treatment access levels.

Connected Actions
In addition to the activities listed above, the following activities would also take place:

Some of the excess trees cut during the precommerical thinning treatments in Units 29 and 35 could possibly be utilized
(salvaged) for special forest products (i.e. Christmas trees, boughs used for wreaths, decorative arrangements, etc). None of
these types of forest product removals would involve the use of heavy equipment.

In the event that incidental residual tree mortality occurs after completion of the project as a result of windstorms, ice-
damage, fire, insects or disease in Units 1, 2, 3, 4, 4a, 5, 6, 7 and associated roadsides used for hauling, salvage may occur
using the existing skid trails and landings while adhering to design criteria established for this project.

Noxious weed treatments have been occurring and will continue in the future in and around the project area as authorized
through the Bonners Ferry Ranger District Noxious Weed Management Projects FEIS (September 1995). Noxious weed
treatments could be funded by this project through Knutson-Vandenberg (KV) deposits or made a contractual requirement
during implementation of this project. The treatments could occur anywhere within the project area that the district noxious
weeds program manager determines the need and as funding becomes available

Regulatory Framework
The principle regulatory direction applicable to the management of the fisheries resources on the Idaho Panhandle National
Forests (IPNF) include:

e The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended
¢ National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA)
¢ |daho Panhandle National Forests Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 1987)
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¢ Rules Pertaining to the Idaho Forest Practices Act (Title 38, Chapter 13, Idaho Code, 2000)
e Executive Order 12962 (Recreational Fishing)
o State of Idaho Governor’s Bull Trout Plan

The National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA) requires that the Forest Service provide for diversity of plant and
animal communities” in the Plan area (16 USC 81604 NFMA 86 (g)(2) (B)) Direction is also included in the Idaho Panhandle
National Forests Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 1987). The Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFS; USDA Forest Service
1995) amended some Forest Plan direction regarding stream and fish habitat protections measures.

Section 7 of the 1973 Endangered Species Act (ESA) includes direction that Federal agencies, in consultation with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, will not authorize, fund, or conduct actions that are likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
any threatened or endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of their critical habitat.

The Forest Service has agreements with the State to implement best management practices (BMPs) or soil and water
conservation practices for all management activities. Proposed activities will comply with the guidelines in the Soil and
Water Conservation Handbook (Forest Service Manual 2509.22), which outlines best management practices that meet the
intent of the water quality protection elements of the Idaho Forest Practices Act.

Executive Order 12962 (June 7, 1995) states objectives “to improve the quantity, function, sustainable productivity, and
distribution of U.S. aquatic resources for increased recreational fishing opportunities by: (h) evaluating the effects of
Federally funded, permitted, or authorized actions on aquatic systems and recreational fisheries and document those effects
relative to the purpose of this order.”

The mission of the Governor’s Bull Trout Plan is to “...maintain and or restore complex interacting groups of bull trout
populations throughout their native range in Idaho” (State of Idaho 1996). Through a process involving state and federal
agencies, interested groups and individuals (i.e., Basin Advisory Groups, Watershed Advisory Groups, Technical Advisory
Teams), a “problem assessment” was prepared (Panhandle Bull Trout Technical Advisory Team; PBTTAT 1998) and a
conservation plan was developed (Resource Planning Unlimited 1999) for the Lake Pend Oreille key watershed.

Analysis Methods

Information for the fisheries analysis was gathered from district fish and hydrology files, historical records and published
scientific literature. Species surveys were conducted for some species, where relevant and applicable, to determine presence.
However, surveys do not necessarily determine absence of a species. Therefore, a more meaningful and creditable approach
in conducting an analysis is to assume presence based on the attributes of a particular stream, using survey information to
help validate suitability of streams. In some cases, surveys can identify key habitats (e.g., spawning sites) that can be further
protected through design features.

Cumulative Effects Analysis Area

The appropriate scale or geographic bounds for cumulative effects analysis relates to an area that would be affected by the
proposed action or reasonable alternative. This area is referred to as the cumulative effects analysis area and may vary
between resources. The task of selecting the geographical boundaries involved several factors, including the scope of the
project considered, the features of the land, species’ distribution, and range in relation to available habitat and points of
diminishing effects.

For species analyzed in detail, the cumulative effects analysis area encompasses all of two 6th-code HUC subwatersheds. The
Kootenai Valley Watershed, which encompasses the western and southern portions of the Templeman Project area, includes
parts of Units 1, 2, 3, 4, .4a and Unit 7. It is a composite watershed with a drainage area of 168 mi2. The Meadow Creek
Watershed, which encompasses the eastern and northern portions of the Templeman Project area, includes parts or all of units
1,2, 3,4,5, 6, and the two plantations. It is not a composite watershed and has a drainage area of 24 mi2. The boundaries of
the cumulative effects analysis area are drawn along natural topographic features, which comprise watershed delineations.
Refer to figure 2 in the hydrology analysis for a map of the cumulative effects area,
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Affected Environment

Species Screen

The Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1502.2) directs that impacts be discussed in proportion to their significance.
Some fish species require a detailed analysis/discussion to determine effects of an action on them. Other fish species may not
be impacted or impacted at a level that does not increase risk to the species. Some species may be adequately protected
through altering the project design. Generally, these species do not require a detailed discussion and analysis.

The appropriate methodology and level of analysis needed to determine potential effects are influenced by a number of
variables including presence of a species or its habitat, the scope and nature of the activities associated with the proposed
action and alternatives, and the risk to factors that could ultimately result in a meaningful adverse or favorable effect. The
screening process includes the review and use of the following documents and uses a variety of information including
scientific literature, resource inventories and sighting records:

¢ Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem Management in the Interior Columbia Basin (Quigley and Arbelbide
1997)

¢ Idaho Panhandle National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (1987)
e Conservation Assessments and Strategies for fish species

Species Not Analyzed in Detail

A preliminary analysis was conducted for each potentially affected fish species and their habitat to determine the scope of
analysis. The species listed in Table 1 would not likely be affected by the proposed activities because they do not have
suitable habitat, are not regularly present, are not expected to be in streams within the project area or the species would not be
impacted, impacted at a level that does not pose a risk to the species or potential impacts would be adequately mitigated by
altering the project design. For these reasons, these species were not analyzed in detail.

Table 1. Fisheries species not analyzed in detail

Species Status Rationale for Elimination Preferred Habitat
from Detailed Analysis
White sturgeon Endangered No suitable habitat is Large lakes and rivers. In
Acipenser present within the analysis Idaho, found only in the
transmontanus area. The analysis area is Kootenai River System
outside recognized sturgeon
habitat.
Bull trout Threatened Bull trout are thought to Cold, clear streams with
Salvelinus confluentus have historically inhabited gravel/cobble substrate for
the Moyie River watershed, spawning and lots of deep
which Meadow Creek is in. pools

Only the mainstem
Kootenai River was
designated Critical Habitat
for bull trout on the Bonner
Ferry Ranger District. Redd
surveys conducted by Idaho
Department of Fish and
Game in 2000/2001 failed to
find any bull trout redds in
the Moyie River (Walters
2002, IDFG unpubl).

Burbot Sensitive No suitable habitat is Large lakes and rivers. In
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Lota lota

present within the analysis

area. The analysis area is

outside recognized burbot
habitat.

Idaho, found only in the
Kootenai River System

Interior Redband Trout
Oncorhynchus mykiss
gairdneri

Sensitive

Interior redband trout are
found only in isolated
tributaries to the Kootenai
River, however they are not
known to inhabit the Moyie

Cool, clean, relatively low
gradient streams. On the
IPNF, found only in isolated
tributaries of the Kootenai
River

January 18, 2008

River drainage (Baconrind
Pers. Comm.)

Species Analyzed in Detail
Species Habitats and Requirements

This section describes the status and distribution of fish species analyzed in detail that have been identified as species of
concern within the project area and could potentially be affected by proposed activities (Table 2). It also describes the
environmental baseline and relevant habitat components that may or may not be affected by the alternatives, if they were to
be implemented. Information presented in this section is based on scientific literature, fisheries databases and professional
judgment.

Table 2. Fisheries species analyzed detail.

Species Status Rationale for Detailed Preferred Habitat
Analysis
Westslope Cutthroat Sensitive Westslope cutthroat Cold, clear streams with

trout are known to
reside in Meadow Creek

rocky, silt-free riffles for
spawning and deep
pools for feeding and
resting

Oncorhynchus clarki
lewisi

Westslope Cutthroat Trout

Westslope cutthroat trout are listed as "sensitive" by Region 1 of the USDA Forest Service and are listed as "species of
special concern” by the State of Idaho. However, in 2000 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service determined that westslope
cutthroat trout did not warrant listing as a threatened or endangered species (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 2000). In 2003,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reconsidered the listing of westslope cutthroat trout and again determined that their listing
was not warranted (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 2003).

A population status review of westslope cutthroat trout in Idaho has determined that populations in northern Idaho have
declined (Shepard etal 2003). However, they currently occupy over 18,000 stream miles in Idaho, which is approximately 95
percent of their historical distribution (Shepard etal 2003). Rieman and Apperson (1989) also concluded that populations of
westslope cutthroat trout in northern Idaho have declined, but they estimated that there were viable populations existing in
only approximately 36 percent of their historical Idaho range. Shepard etal (2003) concluded that the discrepancy between
the two assessments is likely due to differences in the mapping scales used, the response of some westslope cutthroat trout
populations to protective measures, the inclusion of new information and that earlier assessments were made during drought
conditions without the benefit of long-term data. Within the analysis area, westslope cutthroat trout have been identified in
Meadow Creek.

Habitat Requirements - The preferred habitat of westslope cutthroat trout is cold, clear streams with rocky, silt-free
riffles for spawning and slow, deep pools for feeding, resting, and over-wintering (Reel etal 1989). Pools are a particularly
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important habitat component as cutthroat trout occupy pool habitat more than 70 percent of the time (Mesa 1991). Other key
features of westslope cutthroat habitat are large woody debris (LWD) for persistent cover and habitat diversity as well as
small headwater streams for spawning and early rearing.

Resident life history strategies of westslope cutthroat trout appear to be present in sub-watersheds within the project area.
Resident populations remain in tributaries throughout their life. Certain life histories (e.g., fluvial and adfluvial fish) use
tributaries for early rearing and spring spawning as adults, but typically migrate to river or lake habitat as they mature. In the
fall, fish that have not previously returned to river and lake areas migrate to deeper water where they congregate and over-
winter (Bjornn 1975).

Risks to Westslope Cutthroat Populations and Habitat - The primary cause of the decline in westslope
cutthroat trout was found to be habitat loss and degradation (Rieman and Apperson 1989). Competition, predation by non-
native species, genetic introgression and overfishing have also contributed to the decline of westslope cutthroat trout
populations (Mclntyre and Rieman 1995).

Habitat Conditions - Natural events and processes (e.g., wildfires, floods), as well as human activities (e.g., logging,
road building, residential development), have influenced the environmental conditions within the cumulative effects analysis
area. Effects of natural disturbances have interacted with other land changing processes to form the basic character of
watersheds and the dependent stream resources. Due to the variability in location, frequency, intensity and ultimately, the
effects of natural processes on the physical environment, dynamic landscapes with diverse conditions are formed at various
spatial scales. Biological communities including native fish populations led to the development of functional ecosystems that
are inherently resilient to effects from natural disturbance regimes representing pulse-type disturbances, such as periodic fire
(Reeves etal 1995). Pulse disturbances influence the natural range of environmental conditions that are expected for
ecosystems functioning at broad geographic scales, but typically allow systems to begin recovering to pre-disturbance
conditions relatively soon after the disturbance.

Natural disturbance regimes and their associated properties (such as sedimentation rates and other influences on aquatic
habitat) have been altered in the cumulative effects area by human activity. Land use activities that have modified natural
disturbance characteristics include roads, logging, residential development, fire suppression, and stream modifications (i.e.,
constriction, diversions, culverts, etc.), with the majority of these activities occurring on private lands. Many of these human
influences are considered press-type disturbances that continue to affect the condition and trend of fisheries resources long
after the initial disturbance. Press disturbances differ from pulse disturbances in several aspects, but generally, press
disturbances are persistent in ecosystems and impair the ability of ecosystems to recover to pre-disturbance conditions
(Reeves etal 1995). Within the cumulative effects area, the recovery process from pulse disturbances has been hindered to
some degree by the presence of various press disturbances.

Streams in the Project Area

Meadow Creek and Templeman Creek - Neither Meadow Creek or Templeman Creek cross an activity unit, but they are
adjacent to activity unit locations. Approximately 1.6 miles of Meadow Creek and 1.2 miles of Templeman Creek are
adjacent to project activates. The segment of Meadow Creek that is adjacent to the project (Meadow Creek,
ID17010105PN012_02) is listed with the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality as not meeting Beneficial Uses (IDEQ),
2002). The IDEQ 2002 305(b) report to Congress indicates that this stream segment is listed as having water temperature
modifications that are affecting Beneficial Uses for Cold Water Habitat, and Salmonid Spawning. The pollutant of concern is
Thermal Modification of water temperatures.

The stream segments of both Templeman Creek and Meadow Creek within and adjacent to the project area are meandering,
low gradient streams. Near stream vegetation is abundant, and the streams appear to be relatively stable. No channel
instability was noted during field reviews in June of 2007 (Maloney 2007).

Road systems within the project area are generally in a stable condition. There are segments of FS Rd 2547 that are in poor

condition through the private ownerships to the North of the project area, but overall, the road system within the project area
is not impacting water resources. Several culverts need maintenance or upgrading (See Hydrology Analysis).
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Meadow Creek does have a narrow floodplain, but it would not be directly affected by project activities. All activity units are
at least 120 feet from the edge of the stream channel and no mechanical/ground thinning activities would occur within the
300 foot Riparian Habitat Conservation Area (RHCA). Further, no trees would be removed that could provide shade to the
stream channel currently or in the future.

Lakes in the Project Area

Templeman Lake - Templeman Lake is also within the project boundary. It is approximately 270 feet from the nearest
project activity units. No wetlands or seeps were found within the project area during project field reconnaissance in June of
2007 (Maloney 2007).

Environmental Consequences

This section provides information regarding the potential consequences from the implementation of the alternatives on
westslope cutthroat trout. All direct, indirect, and cumulative effects are disclosed.

Methodology

The effect of the project on stream habitat is the main concern for fisheries resources. The analysis of direct and indirect
effects is based on how the various components of the project (e.g., location, size of cutting units, methods of logging
systems, road maintenance, and reasonably foreseeable actions) are expected to affect stream habitat within the analysis area.
The issue indicators that will be used to measure effects to fish are changes to the elements that contribute to quality of
stream habitat (i.e., sediment and water yield, large woody debris, and water temperature).

Due to the number of fish species within the cumulative effects area, analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to
fish will use the concept of management indicator species (MIS). Under this concept, larger groups of organisms or
communities are believed to be adequately represented by a subset of the group (Idaho Panhandle National Forest Plan;
USDA Forest Service 1987). The IPNF Forest Plan identifies cutthroat trout as potential MIS for fisheries conditions.
Westslope cutthroat trout are native to all fish-bearing streams within the cumulative effects area. They are also likely
sensitive indicators for all cold water biota within the stream segments (Meehan 1991). Therefore, westslope cutthroat trout
are appropriate MIS for the fisheries analysis of this project.

Direct and Indirect Effects

Alternative 1 — No Action

Direct and Indirect Effects

The No Action Alternative would not directly affect aquatic resources or fisheries habitat in the project area. Since there
would be no timber harvesting or prescribed burning under this alternative, there would be no direct effects to water
temperature, large woody debris, sediment delivery, or water yield.

However, indirect effects could result from lack of treatment to reduce hazardous fuels. If a large-scale, stand-replacing fire
occurred within the cumulative effects area, there would be no decrease in the intensity. Such a fire would have the potential
to substantially increase sediment delivery to streams and degrade fish habitat.

Alternative 2 — Proposed Action

Direct Effects

There would be no direct effects to westslope cutthroat trout since no project activities would occur within stream channels.
RHCAs would be managed according to INFS standards, allowing limited tree harvest (10 acres) in units 29 and 35. Trees
cut within RHCAs would be left on-site The application of the Project Design Features and forest plan standards and
guidelines would prevent direct effects from occurring to Meadow Creek and Templeman Creek (See discussion of specific
habitat elements below).
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Indirect Effects

Indirect effects to cutthroat trout would occur if any of their habitat parameters were affected by the project. Those
parameters most likely affected by timber harvest activities would be LWD, water quality (sediment), temperature/shade, and
water yield.

Sediment — Sediment entering stream channels can affect channel shape and form, stream substrates, the structure of fish
habitats, and the structure and abundance of fish populations (Chamberlain etal 1991). The highest risk for sediment delivery
would come from units with close proximity to RHCAs (29 and 35). Research suggests that buffer widths of 300 feet would
be adequate to protect a stream from sediment in a worst case scenario (Belt etal 1992). RHCASs adjacent to units 29 and 35
are each 300 feet. The 10 acres proposed for treatment in RHCAS are on the outside edge of the RHCA and would receive
hand thinning treatments only. Ground disturbing equipment would not be allowed within the RHCA, therefore little to no
sediment from these units would be expected to reach streams.

Sediment modeling using the WEPP erosion model interface indicates that sediment would be trapped prior to entering either
of the nearby stream channels or the lake (details regarding the WEPP model can be found in the hydrology report in the
project file.) According to the hydrology analysis, any potential for sediment derived from road use would most likely come
from use of FS roads 397 C, 397D, and 397F. However, these road segments have enough of a buffer between them and the
stream channel (at least 200 feet in all cases). WEPP modeling indicates that sediment delivery from road maintenance and
use activities would be negligible. In all modeled scenarios, sediment delivery was less than 1/10th of a ton annually. These
are amounts that are well within the variation of natural sediment inputs and would not be differentiable from natural or
project caused sedimentation. The very end of FS road 397F does get closer to Meadow Creek, but that portion of the road
would not be used for project activities. Further, it is expected that the implementation of Soil and Water Conservation
Practices (SWCPs) (also known as Best Management Practices or BMPs) would prevent the delivery of the any sediment
generated from roading activities. Several studies have found BMPs and site specific project design features to be effective in
controlling impacts from forest management activities to water quality and stream habitats (Megahan et al, 1992;
Seyedbagheri , 1996).

As described above, any amounts of sediment generated from this project through road use would be very small. The
potential sediment volumes would not be sufficient to change channel form characteristics which could negatively or
positively affect the downstream temperatures of Meadow Creek. Again, it is expected that the implementation of Soil and
Water Conservation Practices (SWCPs) (also known as Best Management Practices or BMPs) would prevent the delivery of
the any sediment or stream temperature changes generated from roading activities (Maloney, 2008).

Water Yield —Past studies suggest that the most obvious and immediate response of a watershed to a forest management
activity is change in water yield due to the change in total ecosystem evapotranspiration. Associated with this increase in
runoff is elevated nutrient and sediment loading to streams (Sun etal 2004). Increases in water yield from management
activities can be exacerbated by rain-on-snow events. According to the Hydrology analysis for this project, increases in peak
flows or annual water yield related to project activity effects would not occur. This is mainly due to the small size of the
project area and protection of soil infiltration/runoff characteristics. Equivalent Clearcut Area percentages would not be
measurably affected by implementing the project. Changes are less than 1 % ECA for both watersheds. Given the amount of
canopy cover that will remain after harvest within the units 1 & 2 (50-60%); units 3, 4, & 4a (35-60%), unit 5 (45-55%); Unit
6 (30%); biomass thin Unit 7 , and plantation units 35 & 29 (60%); there is potential for some effects(i.e. very localized and
short term increases in peak flows and overland flow) in severe weather conditions (rain-on-snow events, severe floods,
tornados, etc.), although the risk is minimal. But these effects would be virtually immeasurable compared to the watershed
response under background natural conditions. The reason for this is that the project area is relatively small as compared to
the size of the two watersheds it overlays, and it is not expected that the project will have an effect on infiltration runoff
characteristics in activity units. So the effects of a severe weather occurrence would be minimal in terms of water quality,
impacts to stream channel form and function, or fish habitat.

Temperature/Shade —Harvest activities within RHCAS that result in reduction of forest canopy can reduce shade and affect
stream temperature, cover, primary production and habitat (Belt etal 1992). Summer stream temperature increases due to the
removal of riparian vegetation has been well documented (Belt etal 1992). Measurements by Hewlett and Fortson (1983)
under winter conditions also indicate that removal of riparian vegetation can reduce temperatures by about 10°C. The
project will utilize 300 foot stream buffers. The RHCA buffers within activity units would receive no mechanized treatment
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activities. Hand thinning activities would occur to treat these plantations. Further, stream shade on all perennial streams
would be protected by prohibiting removal of any trees within the distance of one site potential tree height from the edge of
the stream channel (approximately 120 feet). So it is not expected that the project would have any influence on near term
water temperatures for either Templeman Creek or Meadow Creek. All roads which would be used in the project area are
further than 120 feet from any perennial stream. The likelihood that any tree providing shade to a perennial channel would be
affected by project activities is very remote and would not be of any frequency that would affect stream temperatures
(Maloney 2008).

Large Woody Debris - Large wood is important to the aquatic environment because it routes and stores sediment, provides
habitat complexity, and acts as a substrate for biological activity. The potential to reduce recruitment would occur where trees
are removed from the area having the highest potential for delivery to the system. Both McDade et al. 1990 and Van Sickle
and Gregory 1990, reported that more than 90% of instream wood identified as coming from adjacent riparian sources came
from within approximately one site potential tree height for mature stands (120 feet).

There would be no treatment within RHCAs with the exception of units 29 and 35. Areas within RHCAs proposed for
treatment would not remove trees within 120 feet of a stream, therefore large woody debris recruitment would not be affected
by project activities.

Wildfire Risk - Forest fires often directly affect water quality in nearby streams and waterbodies. Common impacts to
aquatic habitat from wildfire include increased sedimentation, ashflow, and water yield and decreased large woody debris.
The proposed activities are expected to decrease the risk of large-scale wildfire, thereby decreasing the risk of associated
impacts to westslope cutthroat trout habitat as a result of wildfire.

Cumulative Effects

Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions

The cumulative effects area for this project is described as the hydrologic watershed which encompasses the project area and
drains to Meadow Creek (See Hydrology Analysis). Past and present projects in or near the Templeman HFRA Project
include timber harvest, road building, noxious weed treatments, firewood gathering and dispersed recreation. There are some
private residences adjacent to the cumulative effects area, but they were not included in the analysis as they fall outside of the
hydrologic watershed boundary and therefore would not have an impact on any of the identified parameters for the issue
indicators.

Units 1 and 2 have had timber sales conducted on them in the past that include prescriptions and stand treatments under the
Surely Temple Timber Sale (1993-1997) and the Templeman Timber Sale (1982-1986). Units 3, 4, and 4a have had timber
sales conducted on them in the past. Prior prescriptions and stand treatments include the Surely Temple Timber Sale (1993-
1997), Templeman Timber Sale (1982-1986), and the Huckleberry CT (1990-1992). Units 5 and 6 have had timber sales
conducted on them in the past. Prior prescriptions and stand treatments include the Breakout Timber Sale (1986). Unit 7 had
fire salvage, tree planting and partial precommercial thinning (1979, '80-'81 and '95, respectively). The Plantation Units are
the result of previous regeneration harvests. Prior prescriptions and stand treatments for Plantation Unit 35 include the Camp
Nine Timber Sale (1981), and for Plantation Unit 29, the Camp Nine Timber Sale (1981), Mini Meadow Timber Sale (1989)
and the Little Rock Blow Down (1982). These sales implemented a combination of single-tree and group selection (uneven-
aged), commercial thinning, and sanitation treatments followed by fertilizing, yarding topwood, slashing, bucking and
grapple-piling and burning slash concentrations.

Outside of the project area there is an assortment of land ownerships including public Forest Service administered lands,
private lands in forested settings utilized for residential use and commercial timber harvest, private lands in agricultural
settings utilized for pastures and crop production. The range of activities associated and within this cumulative effects area
includes home construction, road building and maintenance, forest silvicultural activities (thinning, harvesting, and planting),
and dispersed recreation. Overall, there is a substantial amount of past, current land use activity within the cumulative effects
area.
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Reasonably foreseeable future actions include continued use of the transporation system, fuelwood and food gathering,
recreation, possible wildfire suppression, fish and wildlife management, noxious weed treatments and incidental salvage
following the project,

Cumulative Effects from Alternative 1

Because there would be no fuels reduction activities (e.g. timber harvest, prescribed burning) under this alternative, there is
an increased probability of a large-scale fire outside of the natural range of variability. As forests cycle through stages of
growth, development, and mortality, fuels are continually accumulating in all vegetative layers. Without treatment, this
accumulation will only add to the already heavy fuels within the project area, increasing the fire hazard by more than is
already present (refer to fuels analysis). A large-scale fire of this type could lead to an increase in sediment delivery to
streams within the project area beyond what would naturally be expected. This potential sediment increase would likely result
in a negative impact to the fisheries resource

Cumulative Effects from Alternative 2

According to the hydrology report, it is not anticipated that there would be any cumulative effects to watershed resources
resulting from this project. There are no expected direct or indirect effects to watershed resources or fisheries habitat within
the project area. Since there are no expected direct or indirect effects to watershed resources or fisheries habitat, it is also
anticipated that there would not be any measurable cumulative effects resulting from the implementation of the project on
watershed resources or fisheries habitat,

Summary of Effects

Based on the above analysis, impacts to stream habitat would, at the most, be negligible due to the proposed activities and
project design. Project implementation, when viewed in conjunction with the cumulative effects of past, ongoing and
reasonably foreseeable actions, would maintain stream habitat conditions for fisheries resources within the National Forests
lands potentially affected by project activities.

Table 3. Summary of effects on fish species from alternatives

Species Status Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Westslope Sensitive No Impact No Impact
cutthroat trout

Consistency with the Forest Plan and Other Regulations

Idaho Panhandle National Forests Forest Plan

The proposed project meets the requirements of the IPNF Forest Plan for fisheries resources, as amended by the Inland
Native Fish Strategy. The proposed project is expected to maintain the existing condition of all Riparian Management
Objectives (RMOs) set forth in INFS, including stability, pool frequency, large woody debris, water temperature, and
width/depth ratio.

Fry Emergence Amendment to the Forest Plan

On June 2, 2005, the Forest Supervisor for the Idaho Panhandle National Forests signed a Decision Notice and Finding of No
Significant Impact that amended the Forest Plan to modify or remove objectives, standards and monitoring requirements
pertaining to fry emergence success (USDA Forest Service 2005). The amendment was implemented because the fry
emergence objectives, standards and monitoring requirements that were in the IPNF Forest Plan did not contribute as well as
INFS objectives, standards, guidelines and monitoring direction towards meeting the goals of providing sufficient habitat in
support of maintaining diverse and viable populations of fish species across the forest. In addition, because of the limited
application of the fry emergence models and their unreliability, and the inability to determine fry emergence success in the
field due to high variability affected by multiple natural and human-caused factors, the Forest Service was not able to state
with any degree of certainty whether measures for fry emergence success were accurate or precise.
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Endangered Species Act
The proposed action meets the requirements of the Endangered Species Act. There are no threatened or endangered fish
species within the analysis area, therefore no effect to T&E species would occur and no consultation is required.

National Forests Management Act — Species Viability

Fish species that may be affected by the project (westslope cutthroat trout) are also distributed across the Forest. Cutthroat
trout currently occur in 100 percent of 4th code HUC watersheds on the Forest (Baconrind Pers.Comm.). There is no
connectivity between the 4™ code HUC Kootenai River watershed within the cumulative effects analysis area and the other
ten 4th code HUC watersheds on the Forest (e.g. St. Joe River).

Based on the distribution of species across the Forest, the lack of connectivity between large watersheds and the limited
cumulative effects area, the Templeman project will not affect viability of any threatened, endangered, sensitive or MIS fish
species on the IPNF.

Executive Order 12962
The goal of EO 12962 is to protect and improve recreational fishery resources. The proposed project would not impact
recreational fisheries in any way, therefore it is consistent with EO12962.

State of Idaho Governor’s Bull Trout Plan

There are no bull trout populations or habitat within the analysis area and according to the analysis, existing fisheries habitat
overall would not be impacted. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the direction in the Governor’s Bull Trout
Plan.
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B. Water Resource (Hydrologist analysis report attached below):

Templeman HFRA
Healthy Forests Restoration Act Project
Hydrology Report

Prepared by:
P. Cavan Maloney
Hydrologist
T.E.A.M.S Enterprise Unit
For:
Bonners Ferry Ranger District
Idaho Panhandle National Forests

Date: 01/17/2008

(ot e

g*_fmx_rcrmg

78



TEMPLEMAN HFRA EA APPENDIX C - OTHER ISSUES January 18, 2008

Introduction

Proposed Action Overview

The Bonners Ferry Ranger District proposes to reduce hazardous fuels on about 1,200 acres to reduce the threat to life and
property from wildfire. The proposed treatments are on National Forest System lands in the Meadow Creek and Kootenai
River watersheds of the Bonners Ferry Ranger District. The project includes a combination of treatments designed to reduce
and remove excess fuels and promote a stand structure where intense fire is less likely. This plan would implement fuels
reduction, timber stand maintenance, and restoration treatments. The treatments include biomass removal by removing live
trees, reducing brush, prescribed burning, piling and burning woody debris. Treatments include 100 acres of precommercial
thinning, 300 acres mechanical biomass thinning, 800 acres of commercial thinning, sanitation salvage, group selection and
shelterwood harvest, 450 acres of prescribed burning connected with harvesting. All units will use ground-based logging
systems, with the exception of Unit 4a (48 acres), which would use skyline yarding.

The proposed action would also accomplish routine road maintenance such as brushing, blading, ditch reestablishment,
culvert replacements, hazard tree removal along haul routes, etc. on approximately 10 miles of existing roads and construct
less than 1.0 mile of temporary roads that would be decommissioned following use to maintain pre-treatment access levels.

Forest Plan Direction and other Management Direction

Forest Wide and Management Area direction that are relevant to the Watershed Resource and the
proposed action

Goals:

e Maintain High Quality Water to protect fisheries habitat, water based recreation, public water supplies, and be
within State water quality standards.

Obijectives:
Riparian Areas: Riparian Areas will be managed to feature dependant resources (fish, water quality, maintenance of
natural channels, certain vegetation and wildlife communities) while producing other resource outputs at levels
compatible for the objective for dependant resources.
Water: Management activities will comply with State Water Quality standards. This will be accomplished through the
use of the Best Management Practices. The outcome of these best management practices will be monitored to determine
their effectiveness. Water quality that is below Forest Standards will be improved through restoration projects and
through the scheduling of timber harvest and road building activities where appropriate.

Standards:

e Management activity on Forest Lands will not significantly impair the long term productivity of the water resource
and ensure that state water quality standards will be met or exceeded.

e Maintain concentrations of total sediment or chemical constituents within State standards.

e Implement project level standards and guidelines for water quality contained in the Best Management Practices (Soil
and Water Conservation Practices) including those defined by State regulation or agreement between the State and
Forest Service such as:

o0 ldaho Forest Practices Rule.
0 Rules and Regulations and Minimum Standards for Stream Channel Alterations.

0 Best Management Practices and Road Management Activities.
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o0 Cooperate with the States to determine the necessary instream flow for various uses. Instream flows should
be maintained by acquiring water rights or reservations.

0 Manage public water system plans for multiple uses by balancing present and future resources with public
water supply needs. Project plans for activities in public water systems will be reviewed by the water users
and the State.

Streams not defined as public water systems, but used by individuals for such purposes, will be managed to
the standards stated below or to the fisheries standards whichever is applicable.

Inland Native Fish Strategy

The Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFS) amended Forest Plans with the signing of the INFS decision notice in 1995. The
INFS strategy provides direction for the management of fish habitat within the Interior West. Riparian Management Goals,
Riparian Management Objectives (RMOs) and standards and guidelines are listed within the INFS Decision document
(USDA Forest Service, 1995)

Methodology for Analysis

Water resource and road conditions were determined using aerial photography, GIS data, Water quality information from the
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality- Water Quality Division, and field reconnaissance. Landtype descriptions and
hazard ratings were gathered from landtype descriptions and characteristics described in the Idaho Panhandle National
Forests Land Systems Inventory (USDA Forest Service 1999) and were field verified in the project area by the Forest Soil
Scientist. Field reconnaissance surveys of the project area were conducted during field seasons (spring and summer) in 2006
and 2007.

The Watershed Erosion Prediction Project for Roads (WEPP: Road) model was used for further analysis with road erosion
predictions. The Watershed Erosion Prediction Project for Roads (WEPP: Road) model was used for further analysis with
road erosion predictions. (Elliot, W.J., 2004; Elliot, W.J., 2005). WEPP is designed to assist as a tool to evaluate erosion and
sediment delivery potential from forest roads, harvest activities, prescribed fires, and wildfires, using input values for forest
conditions developed by scientists at the Rocky Mountain Research Station (Elliot 1999). WEPP was used to estimate
maximum sediment delivery distances used average road slope conditions and a 30-year climate record period. The WEPP
results were rounded up to provide for a maximum area of potential stream impacts from road crossings. Estimates of erosion
and sedimentation are not considered absolute values, but rather are estimates only for the purpose of comparing alternatives.

Actual erosion and sediment delivery rates would be expected to be lower than the WEPP model ouput figures reflect. This is
because the WEPP model does not account for the mitigation measures to control erosion and sedimentation that the Forest
Service would implement. Forest Service soil and water conservation practices have been found to greatly reduce impacts to
water quality and soil resources (Seyedbagheri 1996). In particular, it does not account for the improvements in road and trail
drainage and design features to reduce erosion and sedimentation from the transportation system.

Existing Condition

The project is located on moderately steep (20 — 50 percent) mountain slopes. Elevations range from 2840 feet to 3380 feet.
Overstory vegetation is dominated by Ponderosa Pine, Western Larch, and Douglas fir. Understory vegetation is a mixture of
Rocky mountain maple, birch, and oceanspray.

The project is located in the Kootenai River below Bonners Ferry Watershed (170101040501) and the Moyie River
Watershed (170101050104). There are two perennial stream channels that cross through the project area - Meadow Creek and
Templeman Creek. Neither stream crosses an activity unit, but they are adjacent to activity unit locations. Approximately 1.6
miles of Meadow Creek and 1.2 miles of Templeman Creek are adjacent to project activates. The segment of Meadow Creek
that is adjacent to the project (Meadow Creek, ID17010105PN012_02) is listed with the Idaho Department of Environmental
Quality as not meeting Beneficial Uses (IDEQ, 2002). The IDEQ 2002 305(b) report to Congress indicates that this stream
segment is listed as having water temperature modifications that are affecting Beneficial Uses for Cold Water Habitat, and
Salmonid Spawning. The pollutant of concern is Thermal Modification of water temperatures.

80



TEMPLEMAN HFRA EA APPENDIX C - OTHER ISSUES January 18, 2008

The stream segments of both Templeman Creek and Meadow Creek within and adjacent to the project area are meandering,
low gradient streams. Near stream vegetation is abundant, and the streams appear to be relatively stable. No channel
instability was noted during field reviews in June of 2007.

Road systems within the project area are generally in a stable condition. There are segments of FS Rd 2547 that are in poor
condition through the private ownerships to the North of the project area, but overall, the road system within the project area
is not impacting water resources. . Several relief culverts need maintenance or upgrading, but none are directly impacting
stream channels (See Appendix A).

Templeman Lake is also within the project boundary. It is approximately 270 feet from the nearest project activity units- but
outside of the 150 feet buffer required by the Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFISH). No wetlands or seeps were found within
the project area during project field reconnaissance in June of 2007.

Meadow Creek does have a narrow floodplain, but it would not be directly affected by project activities. All activity units are
at least 120 feet from the edge of the stream channel and no mechanical/ground thinning activities would occur within the
300 foot Riparian Habitat Conservation Area (RHCA). Further, no trees would be removed that could provide shade to the
stream channel currently or in the future.

The Kootenai Valley Watershed, which encompasses the western and southern portions of the Templeman Project area,
includes parts of Units 1, 2, 3, 4, 4a and 7. The watershed has a drainage area of 168 mi2 and watershed sensitivity is low- the
watershed is fairly resilient to disturbance activities or events which generally relates to the amount of sensitive soils within
the watershed. . Disturbance within riparian areas is high due to the number of road crossings, logging on private lands, and
residential development. However, the overall watershed disturbance is moderate due to the relative ratio of the spatial area
of disturbance activities within the watershed versus the amount of land in hydrologically functioning condition. The
watershed has an ECA (Equivalent Clearcut Area) of 54%- ECA percentages above 25% are generally considered to be over
threshold. Watersheds with ECA values in excess of 25% are often considered to be at risk for accelerated erosion, altered
stream flows, and stream channel degradation. In this case, the moderately high ECA value is tempered by the relatively low
amount of sensitive soils and the vegetative regeneration capacity of the watershed. The average annual precipitation is 24
inches. Fourteen percent of the watershed is in the sensitive snow zone- meaning 14% of the watershed lies within elevation
bands which are prone to rain-on-snow runoff events Four percent of the watershed is in a sensitive landtype (prone to
accelerated erosion and/or compaction). Road density within these sensitive landtype areas is 1.4 mi/mi2 of roads. The
watershed is not classified as a public waters supply and no beneficial uses have been designated. The Kootenai Valley
Watershed is currently functioning-at-risk. (ldaho Panhandle National Forest North Zone Watershed HUC Model in the
project file).

The Meadow Creek Watershed, which encompasses the eastern and northern portions of the Templeman Project area,
includes parts or all of units 1, 2, 3, 4a, 5, 6, and the two plantations. The watershed has a drainage area of 24 mi2. The
watershed sensitivity is high indicating that disturbance activities in the watershed tend to produce negative effects to the
hydrologic condition of the watershed. In this case, the concern for accelerated erosion, altered stream flows, and stream
channel degradation is higher due to the high sensitivity rating. Riparian disturbance is high indicating that, again there are a
lot of road crossings, logging on private lands, and residential development which is affecting riparian zones. Watershed
disturbance is moderate- most notably due to the aereal extent of sensitive soils. The watershed has an ECA (Equivalent
Clearcut Area) of 25%- the watershed is at threshold in terms of ECA. The average annual precipitation is 33 inches, and
61% of the watershed is in the sensitive snow zone- meaning that 61% of the watershed lies within elevation bands that are
prone to rain-on-snow runoff events. Thirteen Percent of the watershed is in a sensitive landtype (prone to accelerated erosion
and/or compaction). Road density within these sensitive landtype areas is 3.5 mi/mi2 of roads. Meadow Creek Watershed is
a public water supply (Bee Line Water Association), and is a designated beneficial use for cold water communities, salmonid
spawning, primary contact recreation, domestic water supply, and a special resource water. The Meadow Creek Watershed is
currently not-properly-functioning. (Idaho Panhandle National Forest North Zone Watershed HUC Model in the project file).

Environmental Consequences
Issues/Concerns:

The issues and concerns regarding water resources for this project are:
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e  Water Quality

o Further impacts to nearby 303(d) listed streams through changes in stream temperature or sediment
delivery

e Impacts to stream channels and fish habitat through changes in in-channel large woody debris and stream channel

shade
e  Water yield.
Proposed Action

Proposed treatments developed through collaborative meetings include reducing live and dead ladder and down fuels through
a combination of:

Juvenile-tree precommercial hand-chainsaw thinning (i.e. 2 to 6-inch diameter trees, cut trees left on site) on 100 acres.

Mechanical poletimber biomass thinning (i.e. 2 to 7 inch diameter tree thinning with removal and utilization of thinned
biomass, mostly for energy conversion to electricity or ethanol) utilizing small-scale harvesting equipment on 300 acres.

Commercial thinning, sanitation salvage, group selection and shelterwood harvest treatments (i.e. 7-inch and larger diameter
trees suitable for lumber products) on 800 acres. Unit 6 (26 acres) would be revised from a previously proposed seed-tree
with reserves prescription to a shelterwood treatment, in order to reserve more large diameter snag recruitment trees, mainly
grand-fir and hemlock.

Prescribed fire treatments on approximately 450 acres following mechanical fuels reduction treatment harvests with the intent
to incorporate fire into long-term management plans for continuing frequent (i.e. 5 tol5 year intervals) low-intensity
understory brush control maintenance burns within these acres.

Connected Actions

In addition to the activities listed above, the following activities would also take place:

1. Some of the excess trees cut during the precommerical thinning treatments in Units 29 and 35 could possibly be
utilized (salvaged) for special forest products (i.e. Christmas trees, boughs used for wreaths, decorative
arrangements, etc). None of these types of forest product removals would involve the use of heavy equipment.

2. Inthe event that incidental residual tree mortality occurs after completion of the project as a result of windstorms,
ice-damage, fire, insects or disease in Units 1, 2, 3, 4, 44, 5, 6, 7 and associated roadsides used for hauling, salvage
may occur using the existing skid trails and landings while adhering to design criteria established for this project.

3. Noxious weed treatments have been occurring and will continue in the future in and around the project area as
authorized through the Bonners Ferry Ranger District Noxious Weed Management Projects FEIS (September 1995).
Noxious weed treatments could be funded by this project through Knutson-Vandenberg (KV) deposits or made a
contractual requirement during implementation of this project. The treatments could occur anywhere within the
project area that the district noxious weeds program manager determines the need and as funding becomes available.

4. The proposed action would also accomplish routine road maintenance such as brushing, blading, ditch
reestablishment, culvert replacements, hazard tree removal along haul routes, etc. on approximately 10 miles of
existing roads and reconstruct less than 1.0 mile of temporary roads that would be decommissioned following use to
maintain pre-treatment access levels.
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Figure 1. Templeman HFRA Project.

Templeman HFRA
o Project Boundary

Other Ownership

.. Streams

Roads IGBC Status

“_» Open

““\. Barrier

“~\_- Restricted

Road Number

Proposed Treatment
Commercial Thin/Group Selection
Commercial Thin/Sanitation Salvage
Shelterwood Cut
Biomass Thin
Precommercial Thin

[1]  Unit Number
“*n» Temporary Road

(L) Proposed Landing

83



TEMPLEMAN HFRA EA APPENDIX C - OTHER ISSUES January 18, 2008

Direct and Indirect Effects

There would be no direct or indirect effects to water quality, stream channels, lakes, or wetlands resulting from this project.
There are no streams within project activity units and stream channels adjacent to the project activity units are far enough
away that sediment delivery is unlikely. Those units that are adjacent to either Meadow Creek or Templeman Lake (units 29
and 35) are plantations of young conifer stands which do not measurably contribute to stream shade or large woody debris
recruitment.

Further, a 300 foot RHCA buffers would be utilized to prohibit ground disturbing activities which might jeopardize the health
of the downslope stream channel. Mechanical thinning activities would be excluded from those areas that are both within the
300 foot buffer and also within the activity unit. This will preclude any sediment delivery to either stream channel or Lake
Templeman. Sediment modeling using the WEPP erosion model interface indicates that sediment would be trapped prior to
entering either of the nearby stream channels or the lake.

Any potential for sediment derived from road use would most likely come from use of FS roads 397 C, 397D, and 397F.
However, these road segments have enough of a buffer between them and the stream channel (at least 200 feet in all cases).
WEPP modeling indicates that sediment delivery from road maintenance and use activities would be negligible. In all
modeled scenarios, sediment delivery was less than 1/10™ of a ton annually. These are amounts that are well within the
variation of natural sediment inputs and would not be differentiable from natural or project caused sedimentation. The very
end of FS road 397F does get closer to Meadow Creek, but that portion of the road would not be used for project activities.
Further, it is expected that the implementation of Soil and Water Conservation Practices (SWCPs) (also known as Best
Management Practices or BMPs) would prevent the delivery of the any sediment generated from roading activities. Several
studies have found BMPs and site specific project design features to be effective in controlling impacts from forest
management activities to water quality and stream habitats (Megahan et al, 1992; Seyedbagheri , 1996).

As described above, any amounts of sediment generated from this project through road use would be very small. The
potential sediment volumes would not be sufficient to change channel form characteristics which could negatively or
positively affect the downstream temperatures of Meadow Creek. Again, it is expected that the implementation of Soil and
Water Conservation Practices (SWCPs) (also known as Best Management Practices or BMPs) would prevent the delivery of
the any sediment or stream temperature changes generated from roading activities. The specific BMPs which apply to this
project are SWCP 15.21 - Maintenance of Roads, 15.23 - Traffic Control During Wet Periods, and 15.25 - Obliteration of
Temporary Roads (USDA, 1988). Implementation of Forest Service B.

The major water quality concerns regarding this project are the effects to stream temperatures in Meadow Creek which is
located downhill (as close as 120 feet) from the project area. As noted above, the project will utilize 300 foot stream buffers.
The RHCA buffers within activity units would receive no mechanized treatment activities. Hand thinning activities would
occur to treat these plantations. Further, stream shade on all perennial streams would be protected by prohibiting removal of
any trees within the distance of one site potential tree height from the edge of the stream channel (approximately 120 feet).
So it is not expected that the project would have any influence on near term water temperatures for either Templeman Creek
or Meadow Creek. All roads which would be used in the project area are further than 120 feet from any perennial stream. The
likelihood that any tree providing shade to a perennial channel would be affected by project activities is very remote and
would not be of any frequency that would affect stream temperatures.

Timber harvest that removes a large portion of the forest canopy may lead to increased peak flows because the trees are not
present to intercept rain or snow, and fewer trees are using water from the soils in a process called transpiration. Opening the
canopy of a forest often results in higher peak flows occurring earlier in the season whereas, base flows are sometimes
reduced. Total water yield is often increased (Benoit, 1973).

Increases in peak flows or annual water yield related to project activity effects would not occur. This is mainly due to the
small size of the project area and protection of soil infiltration/runoff characteristics. Equivalent Clearcut Area percentages
would not be measurably affected by implementing the project. Changes are less than 1 % ECA for both watersheds. Given
the amount of canopy cover that will remain after harvest within the units 1 & 2 (50-60%); units 3, 4, & 4a (35-60%), unit 5
(45-55%); Unit 6 (30%); biomass thin Unit 7 , and plantation units 35 & 29 (60%); there is potential for some effects(i.e.
very localized and short term increases in peak flows and overland flow) in severe weather conditions (rain-on-snow events,
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severe floods, tornados, etc.), although the risk is minimal. But these effects would be virtually immeasurable compared to
the watershed response under background natural conditions. The reason for this is that the project area is relatively small as
compared to the size of the two watersheds it overlays, and it is not expected that the project will have an effect on infiltration
runoff characteristics in activity units. So the effects of a severe weather occurrence would be minimal in terms of water
quality, impacts to stream channel form and function, or fish habitat.

Noxious weed treatments would not occur within RHCAs and any weed treatments that would occur will be far enough away
from stream channels so that impacts to water quality would be prevented. Stream and lake buffer distances are sufficient to
preclude the introduction of noxious weed eradication chemicals into streams and lakes. Standard BMPs for noxious weed
use would be implemented to prevent application of these materials when weather or other environmental conditions are such
that chemicals could be transported to a waterbody.

In summary, the project is very unlikely to produce negative effects through sedimentation, increased stream temperatures,
changes in water yield, or decreased amounts of large wood for stream channel stability.

Cumulative Effects

The cumulative effects area for this project is described as the hydrologic watershed which encompasses the project area and
drains to Meadow Creek (See Figure 2). Past and present projects in or near the Templeman HFRA Project include timber
harvest, road building, noxious weed treatments, firewood gathering, and dispersed recreation. There are some private
residences adjacent to the cumulative effects area, but they were not included in the analysis as they fall outside of the
hydrologic watershed boundary.

Past activities

Units 1 and 2 have had timber sales conducted on them in the past that include prescriptions and stand treatments under the
Surely Temple Timber Sale (1993-1997) and the Templeman Timber Sale (1982-1986). Units 3, 4, and 4a have had timber
sales conducted on them in the past. Prior prescriptions and stand treatments include the Surely Temple Timber Sale (1993-
1997), Templeman Timber Sale (1982-1986), and the Huckleberry CT (1990-1992). Units 5 and 6 have had timber sales
conducted on them in the past. Prior prescriptions and stand treatments include the Breakout Timber Sale (1986). Unit 7 had
fire salvage, tree planting and partial precommercial thinning (1979, '80-'81 and '95, respectively). The Plantation Units are
the result of previous regeneration harvests. The Plantation Units have had timber sales conducted on them in the past. Prior
prescriptions and stand treatments for Plantation Unit 35 include the Camp Nine Timber Sale (1981), and for Plantation Unit
29, the Camp Nine Timber Sale (1981), Mini Meadow Timber Sale (1989) and the Little Rock Blow Down (1982). These
sales implemented a combination of single-tree and group selection (uneven-aged), commercial thinning, and sanitation
treatments followed by fertilizing, yarding topwood, slashing, bucking and grapple-piling and burning slash concentrations.

Outside of the project area there is an assortment of land ownerships including public Forest Service adminnistered lands,
private lands in forested settings utilized for residential use and commercial timber harvest, private lands in agricultural
settings utilized for pastures and crop production, The range of activities associated and within this cumulative effects area
includes home construction, road building and maintenance, forest silvicultural activities (thinning, harvesting, and planting),
and dispersed recreation. Overall, there is a substantial amount past, current land use activity within the cumulative effects
area.

However, it is not anticipated that there would be any cumulative effects to watershed resources resulting from this project.
There are no expected direct or indirect effects to watershed resources within the project area. Since there are no expected
direct or indirect effects to watershed resources, it is also anticipated that there would not be any measurable cumulative
effects resulting from the implementation of the project.
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Figure 2. Templeman HFRA Project Cumulative Effects Area
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Compliance with the Forest Plan and Other Regulatory

Direction Forest Plan Consistency:

1. Management activities on Forest Lands will not significantly impair the long-term productivity of the water resource and
ensure that state water quality standards will be met or exceeded.

Idaho State Best Management Practices (BMPs) are designed to protect the long-term productivity of the water resource and
ensure state water quality standards will be met. The Templeman project will meet standard BMPs (USDA, 1988). Site-
specific BMPs were also included with this project as mitigation measures to improve water quality. Please see paragraph
above.

2. Maintain concentrations of total sediment or chemical constituents within state standards. The net production and delivery
of sediment from the proposed management activities is expected to decrease by implementing the road reconstruction and
maintenance. Petroleum products used in the operation and maintenance of heavy equipment are the primary chemical
constituents which could be delivered to streams. The proposed management activities would meet State standards for
chemical constituents given that “Required Design Criteria”, State and site-specific BMPs, and INFS standards would be
applied for the project.

3. Implement project level standards and guidelines for water quality contained in the Best Management Practices.
Specified road reconstruction is needed for this project to be consistent with ldaho Forest Practices Rules. In addition to
standard State BMPs, other soil and water conservation practices that are approved BMPs are built into the timber sale
contract. Site specific Required Design Criteria and BMPs are specified and are listed in this report. Soil and water
conservation principles were used during design to determine the location and types of treatments including which areas
should be avoided or restored. The specified and designed measures meet those required by the State Forest Practices Act
and are consistent with Forest Service standards. Stream crossing upgrades would meet minimum standards for stream
channel alterations and are covered under a Memorandum of Understanding with the State of Idaho.

4. Manage public water system plans for multiple uses by balancing present and future resources with public water supply
needs.

Streams not defined as public water systems, but used by individuals for such purposes, such as the Bee Line Water
Assaciation in Meadow Creek, will be managed to standards established by the state's forest practices rules and/or the
National Forests' BMPs or to the fisheries standards whichever is applicable. State and site-specific standards and INFS
standards are specified and would be applied. Factors that put water quality at-risk were identified as well as what can be
done to minimize or eliminate those risks.

6. Activities within non-fishery drainages, including first and second order streams, will be planned and executed to maintain
existing biota.

Maintenance of existing biota will be defined as maintaining the physical integrity of these streams. Best Management
Practices and riparian guidelines will be used to accomplish this objective. Protection of the integrity of riparian
conservation areas (which includes first and second order streams) was approached through project design strategies and
specified actions in the BMPs.

Executive Order 11990 & Executive Order 11988

This project meets the requirements of Executive Orders 11990and 11988, which apply to protection of wetland and
floodplains. Executive Order 11990 requires that federal agencies follow avoidance, mitigation, and preservation procedures
with public input before proposing new construction in wetlands. Executive Order 11998 requires all federal agencies to take
actions to reduce the risk of flood loss, restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values in floodplains, and minimize the
impacts of floods on human safety, health, and welfare. These features are protected through implementation of BMPS and
Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines. The riparian protection components of the project (INFS RMOs, Forest Service
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BMPs) are designed to improve condition of riparian areas (including wetlands) and floodplain function.

CWA regulations, state water quality regulations

The proposed project will be consistent with the requirements of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251. The objective of the
Act is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters. (Section 101(a)). It also
regulates discharge of dredged or fill material into navigable waters (waters of the U.S.) (Section 404). The Forest Service
abides by the Clean Water Act through the implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) otherwise know as Soil
and Water Conservation Practices within the Forest Service. The Soil and Water Conservation Practices Handbook (FSH
2509.22) was developed in concert between the USDA Forest Service, Southwestern Region and both Departments of
Environmental Quality from Arizona and New Mexico. It is a formalized agreement with the specific purpose to respond to
the objectives defined by Congress in the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended. The main objective of this law is
to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s water.

Sediment and water temperature, the pollutants of concern, will not permanently increase in the waters of the Templeman
Project. These pollutants to water quality will be prevented through implementation of BMPS and Forest Plan Standards and
Guidelines. The riparian protection components of the project (INFS RMOs, Forest Service BMPs) are designed to improve

condition. Risks to beneficial uses will not be changed by this project. There will be no detrimental increase in sediment or
stream temperature through management activities in the Templeman Project Area.

Water Quality Limited Stream Segments
By following site specific BMPs, INFS guidelines, and RHCA buffers, there will be no detrimental cumulative effects to the

streams, or net increase in siltation, suspended solids, or thermal modifications, thus no violation to the TMDL regulations or
Clean Water Act. Please see Fisheries Report for more information regarding temperature concerns.

Designated Beneficial Uses

By following the above BMPs, required design features and design recommendations, and adhering to the above laws and
regulations, designated beneficial uses will be maintained.

Army Corp Discharge, Dredge and Fill Permits

The proposed harvesting and road reconstruction will not detrimentally affect wetlands or streams. The proposed stream
crossings upgrades recommended are covered under the "silvicultural road exemption™ of the nationwide permit.
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Appendix A- Current road and culvert conditions within the Templeman HFRA Project area

A road inventory for the Templeman HFRA Project was conducted by the sales administrator, with some field review by the
hydrologist and hydrology field crew. The initial road inventory was conducted on road #’s 397, 397A, 397C, 397D, 940,
and 941. The hydrology field review was conducted on roads 397A and 397D, with a cursory review of the culverts* being
the main focus.

¢ Road 397
0 Seventeen - 18 inch corrugated metal pipes were identified. All 17 pipes were identified to need
maintenance (inlets and outlets need cleaning). The entire road segment will be used as a haul route.
Recommend removing 18 inch culvert on Templeman Creek Road 397-CUA, although not in sale
boundary area, it is in the project area, and is 100% rusted and potential for failure is high.
e Road 397A
o0 Twenty-two - 18 inch corrugated metal pipes were identified. 20 pipes were identified to need
maintenance, and 6 of them are within the cutting units of 4 and 4a. The entire road segment will be used
as a haul route. Nine culverts were reviewed by the hydrology crew. Approximately half of the pipes
were identified as being 25% plugged (inlets and outlets) and half were identified as being 50-75%
plugged. The entire ditchline was identified as needing cleaning. This road was constructed in 1981.*

Picture 1. Plugged outlet of pipe on 397A road.

e Road 397C
0 Seventeen - 18 inch corrugated metal pipes were identified. 15 pipes were identified to need
maintenance, and 13 of them are within the cutting unit boundaries. The entire road segment will be used
as a haul route. This road was constructed in 1981.*

Picture 1. Erosion on Road 397C. Picture 2. Plugged pipe on Road 397C
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e Road 397D
0

e Road 940
o

e Road 941
o

Nineteen - 18 inch corrugated metal pipes and one - 24 inch corrugated pipe were identified. 19 pipes
were identified to need maintenance, and all 20 are within the project boundary. The entire road segment
will be used as a haul route. Nineteen culverts were reviewed by the hydrology crew: 5 culverts were
25% plugged, 5 culverts were 50-75% plugged, and 9 culverts ranged from 5-20% plugged. This road
was constructed in 1981.*

No culverts were identified. The entire road segment will be used as a haul route.

One - 18 inch corrugated metal pipe was identified, and one - 18 inch corrugated metal pipe was
recommended. The pipe was identified to need maintenance. The entire road segment will be used as a
haul route.

*Corrugated pipes have an approximate shelf life of 25 years.
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OTHER ISSUE #3 - Noxious Weeds
Issue Indicator — Potential to introduce and spread noxious weeds

The risk of exacerbating the spread of established noxious weed populations within the project area was addressed in the
botany analysis completed for this project. Restricting harvest operations to take place only during the winter months was a
project design mitigation measure developed to reduce this risk. Also, noxious weed treatments have been occurring and will
continue in the future in and around the project area as authorized through the Bonners Ferry Ranger District Noxious Weed
Management Projects FEIS (September 1995) NEPA decision.

OTHER ISSUE #4 - Allocated Old Growth
Issue Indicator — Acres of Allocated Old Growth affected by project implementation

Both alternatives comply with Forest Plan direction to manage old growth habitat. Standards for old-growth habitat
management are to maintain at least 10 percent of the forested portion of the IPNF as old growth, maintain at least 5 percent
of the forested portion of those old-growth management units (OGMUs) that have 5 percent or more existing old growth, and
one or more old-growth stands per OGMU should be 300 acres or larger. The project area includes portions of OGMUs 28,
30 and 31; which contain 4.2 percent, 8.7 percent and 3.3 percent old growth, respectively. Only OGMU 30 has a contiguous
old-growth stand of >300 acres. Currently, an estimated 11.8 percent of forested lands on the IPNF (FIA data: 90 percent
confidence interval of 9.5 to 14.0 percent) and 15.9 percent of forested areas in the Bonners Ferry/Kootenai Geographic Area
(90 percent confidence interval of 10.2 to 21.9 percent) meet old growth criteria. The proposed action would not affect
allocated old growth, and all allocated stands would continue to be managed for old-growth characteristics.

Consequently, there will be no direct, indirect or cumulative effects on allocated old growth resources resulting from
implementation of either of the alternatives.

OTHER ISSUE #5 - Cultural Resources

Issue Indicator — Number of cultural resources impacted by project implementation

Cultural resource surveys of the project area have been completed as directed by the Cultural Resources Management
Practices (Forest Plan, Appendix FF). Currently, there are no known districts, sites, highways, structures, or objects listed in

or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places that would be affected by the proposed actions. As such, the
actions should not cause the loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historic resources. Consequently, there
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will be no direct, indirect or cumulative effects on cultural resources resulting from implementation of either of the
alternatives. Cultural Resource report attached below:

Project Completion Memo
Idaho Panhandle National Forest

To: Linda McFaddan
Bonners Ferry Ranger District

Templeman Hazardous Fuels Addendum R2007010401574

Project Title Report Number

No Undertaking Review

[ 1 The project has no potential to cause effects as per 36 CFR 800.3[a][1]. A review has found that the project has no
potential to cause effects to historic properties, assuming such properties were present, and the Line Officer has no further
obligation under Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act.

Effect (36 CFR 800 Subpart B):

[X ] Because of the type of project, and/or its location, the Forest Cultural Resource Specialist has determined that the
above project has little likelihood to adversely affect cultural properties. As a result, a No Inventory Decision has been
made and the project may proceed.

[ ] An appropriate inventory has been conducted for the above project and no cultural properties are located within the area
of potential effect. As a result, the Forest Cultural Resource Specialist has made a No Historic Properties Affected
determination and the project may proceed.

[ 1 An appropriate inventory has been conducted for the above project and cultural properties are known to be located within
the area of potential effect. SHPO concurrence is thus required, however, the Forest Cultural Resource Specialist has made
a preliminary determination that the project will have No Adverse Effect to these properties because:

____The cultural properties are not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

___The project has been designed to avoid significant effects to components/features associated with Class
I and 1l properties.

__Anattached report/plan provides certain information meant to resolve, minimize, reduce
or mitigate adverse effects to Class | properties.

__ldaho SHPO has concurred, the project may now proceed (attach copy of SHPO letter)

/sl Stephan E. Matz 6/26/2007

Idaho Panhandle Archeologist Date

OTHER ISSUE #6 - Promote Community Assistance
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Issue Indicator — Acres within CWPP identified WUI to be treated, including amount of green tons of hazardous fuels to
be removed and made available for utilization and economic benefits through permits, contracts, grants, agreements or
equivalent (10-Year Strategy Implementation Plan Goal #4).

This project is within the Boundary County Community Wildfire Protection Plan-identified boundaries for their wildland-
urban interface (WUI) area. The project coordinates fuels reduction treatments on federal land to assist the community in
carrying out a more broad-based and effective fuels treatment program across all ownership timberlands located immediately
adjacent to the project area. This project will also be making a concerted effort to promote utilization of hazardous fuels,
including biomass, with the intent to act as a catalyst to help sustain existing businesses and also to create new forest products
businesses in the community that, once created, will help reduce the cost of conducting fuels reduction treatments in low-
value timber stands by increasing the value of small diameter and biomass forest products. The project will remove
approximately 40 to 60 tons per acre of excessive forest fuels across approximately 1,200 acres.

OTHER ISSUE #7 - Visual Quality (attached visual analysis report below)

Issue Indicator — Changes to existing visual character

TEMPLEMAN HAZARDOUS FUELS REDUCTION PROJECT

VISUALS ANALYSIS
August 22, 2007

The Scenic Integrity Objective (S10) and corresponding Visual Quality Objective (VQO) for the project area is:

Unit(s) 1, 2, 5 and 6: LOW (Modification) - Low scenic integrity refers to landscapes that appear to be moderately
altered. Deviations begin to dominate the valued landscape character being viewed but they borrow valued attributes
such as size, shape, edge effect and pattern of natural openings, vegetative type changes or architectural styles outside
the landscape being viewed.

Units(s) 3, 4, 4a and 7: MODERATE (Partial Retention) - Moderate scenic integrity refers to landscapes that
appear to be slightly altered. Noticeable deviations must remain visually subordinate to the landscape character being
viewed.

Will the proposed action meet the SI10 (VQO)?
Yes, under the following circumstances:

Unit(s)1, 2, 5 and 6: These units encompass about 320 acres and are located away from any high or moderate
concern level viewpoints. These units will also be receiving a combination of commercial thinning, sanitation salvage
and seed-tree cutting prescriptions using tractor yarding. Large portions of these units will not be visible from any
driveable forest roads.

Given the low visibility location of these units and the proposed treatment, no other special treatments will be
required to meet the SIO/VQO.

Unit(s) 3, 4, 4a and 7:  These units encompass approximately 750 acres and are located within view of Highway 95
which is a moderate visual concern level viewing area. A small portion of Unit 3 lies alongside a secondary road
(Smith Lake County Road #36) that a few adjacent property owners and recreationists may view in the foreground.
These units will receive a commercial thinning (including biomass thinning unit 7) and group selection prescriptions
that will be tractor-yarded with the exception of about 50 acres (Unit 4a) that will be cable-yarded using pre-existing
corridors. These units have been under management (commercial and precommercial thins, single-tree selection and
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sanitation salvage treatments) for a couple of decades. The proposed treatment will not significantly alter the existing
characteristics as viewed from Highway 95 or from the secondary road.

Because some of the adjacent property owners have revealed (during scoping period) that they enjoy regular walks
through portions of the project area, particularly Unit 3, minimize the use of leave-tree marking in these units to
maintain as much as possible a natural appearing residual timber stand.

Also because of the proximity to adjacent property owners and secondary access roads, care should be given in

locating landings away from the county road and away from the private property boundary along the west edge of
Unit 3.

Visual analysis and determination made by:

/s/ Barry Wynsma August 22, 2007
Barry Wynsma, paraprofessional landscape architect. Date

Attached: photos for future monitoring purposes
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Templeman Haz Fuels Project area, viewed from Highway 95 (July 25, 2005)

Units
4/4a

Unit 3
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Templeman Haz Fuels Project area, Unit 3 looking north from junction of
Smith Lake County Road #36 and FR 940 (July 25, 2005)

FR 940

OTHER ISSUE #8 - Recreation
Issue Indicator — Changes to current recreational activities

The Bonners Ferry Ranger District offers a broad range of recreational opportunities extending from the Kootenai Valley
floor up to the surrounding rugged mountain peaks and ridges. Recreation activities include hiking, biking, horseback riding,
camping at developed and dispersed sites, boating, fishing, hunting, sight-seeing, berry-picking, firewood gathering, and
other similar activities. There will be no changes to the current recreational uses within the project area under either
alternative.

OTHER ISSUE #9 - Effects on Minority Populations and Low-income Populations

Issue Indicator — number of minority and low-income people affected

The Kootenai Tribe of North Idaho was consulted and no cultural sites that have any importance to the Tribe were identified
within the project area. In addition, no other low-income populations that could potentially be impacted by either of the

alternatives are located within the project area. Consequently, there will be no direct, indirect or cumulative effects on
minority and low-income populations resulting from implementation of any of the alternatives.

96



TEMPLEMAN HFRA EA APPENDIX C - OTHER ISSUES January 18, 2008

OTHER ISSUE #10 - Inventoried Roadless Areas
Issue Indicator — Acres in project area

There are no Inventoried Roadless Areas within or immediately adjacent to the project area. Consequently, there will be no
significant direct, indirect or cumulative effects on roadless areas resulting from implementation of either of the alternatives.

OTHER ISSUE #11 - Minerals
Issue Indicator — Impacts on patented mining claims

There are no patented mining claims within the assessment area. Consequently, there will be no direct, indirect or cumulative
effects on mineral resources resulting from implementation of either of the alternatives.

OTHER ISSUE #12 - Special Uses
Issue Indicator — Impacts on special use permittees

Since lands/special uses activities are not a resource per se, there are no specific Forest Plan goals associated with the lands
function. Goals, objectives and standards for the various Forest Plan MA's will determine the specific actions necessary to
respond to the public's or other agencies' proposals for use of National Forest Lands. Consequently, there will be no direct,
indirect or cumulative effects on special uses resulting from implementation of either of the alternatives.

OTHER ISSUE #13 - Transportation System
Issue Indicator — Number of miles of new road construction or reconstruction

No new permanent roads will be constructed. Existing access roads, including Forest Roads #397A, #397C, #397D,
#940, #940-UA, #940-UB and #941 will be used. Segments of some of these roads, totaling 9.9 miles, will require minor
reconstruction work prior to use. The work includes roadside brushing, blading, ditchline cleaning and shaping, spot
graveling and ditch drainage relief culvert installation and replacement at locations recommended by the project IDT and
removal of hazard trees along the haul routes. It is anticipated that a total of about one-half mile of temporary roads may
be needed to be built in Units 4a and 5. The temporary roads would be obliterated by the contractor following use. The
obliteration would restore the segments to their pre-roaded condition and would be revegetated and covered with slash to
prevent off-road vehicle use.

Alternative 1

Direct and Indirect effects - The direct effects of the no-action alternative will include delaying road maintenance and
reconstruction improvements until some future date or under some other funding mechanism that is not currently in the
foreseeable future activities within the project area haul route. Some sections of existing roads will continue to run water
across road surfaces where ditches have become filled in with sediment, organic debris and brush and drainage relief culverts
have become plugged, which will increase the occurrence of rutting the road surface in these locations. Postponing
maintenance at this time may indirectly affect the future costs for conducting this work, as it may create more extensive
maintenance needs at a later date. Public use of the open roads may experience occasional road blockages due to dead trees
falling on the roads. Existing blind spots from brush along roadsides will remain until cleared at some unknown time in the
future.

Cumulative effects - Assuming that maintenance will be conducted on the roads within the project area haul route at some
point in time in the future, the only cumulative effect will be to add to the future needs for road maintenance work, likely at
inflated rates compared to present costs.

Alternative 2

Direct and Indirect effects - The direct effects of completing the road reconstruction work will include accomplishing minor
road reconstruction work to restore the effectiveness of ditches, ditch relief culverts and reduce erosion by spot gravelling
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those sections of road that are currently rutted due to past runoff events. Public safety will also be improved by removing
blind spots and hazardous trees along roadsides within the project area haul route. Conducting the maintenance work at this
time may indirectly reduce future maintenance costs by stopping further degradation of the road system.

Cumulative effects - The cumulative effects from conducting minor road reconstruction work on the project road segments at

this time should be the beneficial reduction of future maintenance costs resulting from the retardation of road surface, ditch-
line and relief pipe degradation.
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	 Introduction - Hydrology Report

	Proposed Action Overview
	The Bonners Ferry Ranger District proposes to reduce hazardous fuels on about 1,200 acres to reduce the threat to life and property from wildfire. The proposed treatments are on National Forest System lands in the Meadow Creek and Kootenai River watersheds of the Bonners Ferry Ranger District.   The project includes a combination of treatments designed to reduce and remove excess fuels and promote a stand structure where intense fire is less likely.  This plan would implement fuels reduction, timber stand maintenance, and restoration treatments. The treatments include biomass removal by removing live trees, reducing brush, prescribed burning, piling and burning woody debris.  Treatments include 100 acres of precommercial thinning, 300 acres mechanical biomass thinning, 800 acres of commercial thinning, sanitation salvage, group selection and shelterwood harvest, 450 acres of prescribed burning connected with harvesting.  All units will use ground-based logging systems, with the exception of Unit 4a (48 acres), which would use skyline yarding.  
	The proposed action would also accomplish routine road maintenance such as brushing, blading, ditch reestablishment, culvert replacements, hazard tree removal along haul routes, etc. on approximately 10 miles of existing roads and construct less than 1.0 mile of temporary roads that would be decommissioned following use to maintain pre-treatment access levels.
	Forest Plan Direction and other Management Direction
	Forest Wide and Management Area direction that are relevant to the Watershed Resource and the proposed action
	Goals:
	Objectives:
	Standards:

	Inland Native Fish Strategy


	Methodology for Analysis 
	Existing Condition 
	Environmental Consequences 
	Issues/Concerns:
	Proposed Action
	Connected Actions
	 
	Direct and Indirect Effects 


	Cumulative Effects 
	Past activities

	Compliance with the Forest Plan and Other Regulatory 
	Direction Forest Plan Consistency:
	1. Management activities on Forest Lands will not significantly impair the long-term productivity of the water resource and ensure that state water quality standards will be met or exceeded. 
	Idaho State Best Management Practices (BMPs) are designed to protect the long-term productivity of the water resource and ensure state water quality standards will be met.  The Templeman project will meet standard BMPs (USDA, 1988).  Site-specific BMPs were also included with this project as mitigation measures to improve water quality.  Please see paragraph above.
	2. Maintain concentrations of total sediment or chemical constituents within state standards. The net production and delivery of sediment from the proposed management activities is expected to decrease by implementing the road reconstruction and maintenance. Petroleum products used in the operation and maintenance of heavy equipment are the primary chemical constituents which could be delivered to streams. The proposed management activities would meet State standards for chemical constituents given that “Required Design Criteria”, State and site-specific BMPs, and INFS standards would be applied for the project.
	3. Implement project level standards and guidelines for water quality contained in the Best Management Practices.  
	Specified road reconstruction is needed for this project to be consistent with Idaho Forest Practices Rules.  In addition to standard State BMPs, other soil and water conservation practices that are approved BMPs are built into the timber sale contract. Site specific Required Design Criteria and BMPs are specified and are listed in this report. Soil and water conservation principles were used during design to determine the location and types of treatments including which areas should be avoided or restored.  The specified and designed measures meet those required by the State Forest Practices Act and are consistent with Forest Service standards. Stream crossing upgrades would meet minimum standards for stream channel alterations and are covered under a Memorandum of Understanding with the State of Idaho.
	4. Manage public water system plans for multiple uses by balancing present and future resources with public water supply needs.
	Streams not defined as public water systems, but used by individuals for such purposes, such as the Bee Line Water Association in Meadow Creek, will be managed to standards established by the state's forest practices rules and/or the National Forests' BMPs or to the fisheries standards whichever is applicable.  State and site-specific standards and INFS standards are specified and would be applied.  Factors that put water quality at-risk were identified as well as what can be done to minimize or eliminate those risks.
	6. Activities within non-fishery drainages, including first and second order streams, will be planned and executed to maintain existing biota. 
	Maintenance of existing biota will be defined as maintaining the physical integrity of these streams. Best Management Practices and riparian guidelines will be used to accomplish this objective.  Protection of the integrity of riparian conservation areas (which includes first and second order streams) was approached through project design strategies and specified actions in the BMPs.
	Executive Order 11990 & Executive Order 11988
	This project meets the requirements of Executive Orders 11990and 11988, which apply to protection of wetland and floodplains.  Executive Order 11990 requires that federal agencies follow avoidance, mitigation, and preservation procedures with public input before proposing new construction in wetlands. Executive Order 11998 requires all federal agencies to take actions to reduce the risk of flood loss, restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values in floodplains, and minimize the impacts of floods on human safety, health, and welfare. These features are protected through implementation of BMPS and Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines.  The riparian protection components of the project (INFS RMOs, Forest Service BMPs) are designed to improve condition of riparian areas (including wetlands) and floodplain function.  
	CWA regulations, state water quality regulations
	Sediment and water temperature, the pollutants of concern, will not permanently increase in the waters of the Templeman Project.  These pollutants to water quality will be prevented through implementation of BMPS and Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines.  The riparian protection components of the project (INFS RMOs, Forest Service BMPs) are designed to improve condition. Risks to beneficial uses will not be changed by this project. There will be no detrimental increase in sediment or stream temperature through management activities in the Templeman Project Area.
	Water Quality Limited Stream Segments
	By following site specific BMPs, INFS guidelines, and RHCA buffers, there will be no detrimental cumulative effects to the streams, or net increase in siltation, suspended solids, or thermal modifications, thus no violation to the TMDL regulations or Clean Water Act.  Please see Fisheries Report for more information regarding temperature concerns. 
	Designated Beneficial Uses 
	By following the above BMPs, required design features and design recommendations, and adhering to the above laws and regulations, designated beneficial uses will be maintained.
	Army Corp Discharge, Dredge and Fill Permits
	Appendix A- Current road and culvert conditions within the Templeman HFRA Project area
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