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Response to Comments 
FS Response to Comments Received on the Broadaxe EA during the 30-day Comment Period 

 
 

Letter #1 
 
 
Forest Service Response to Letter #1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1:1 – Thank you for the comments.  The date of the field trip was 
corrected in the EA.  It now reads, “On October 4, 2004 the St. 
Joe Ranger District led a field trip.”  Thank you for finding the 
error. 
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Letter #2 

 
 
 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2:1 – Thank you for the comments. 
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Letter #2 continued 
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Letter #3 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3:1 - Thank you for the comments. 
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Letter #4 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #4 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for the comments.
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Letter #4 continued 

 
 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #4 
 
4:1 – The proposed action and a no-action alternative were 
considered.  Effects of the No-Action Alternative were 
documented in resource reports (Air Quality, Fire and Fuels, 
Fisheries, Heritage Resources, Old Growth, Rare Plants, Noxious 
Weeds, Soils, Vegetation, Visual Quality, Watershed, and 
Wildlife) but were left out of the original EA to shorten the 
document.  Those discussions are now included in the revised 
EA, pages 11-29.  An alternative to treat additional areas of 
lodgepole pine that are infested with mountain pine beetle was 
considered, but it was eliminated from detailed study (EA, page 
4).   

Watershed improvement is not part of the purpose and need for 
this project. The purpose and need for the project is to meet 
Forest Plan standards for forest protection related to insects and 
diseases by restoring fully stocked, diverse, vigorous stands that 
include species less susceptible to mountain pine beetle; so the 
lodgepole pine / mountain pine beetle process is not perpetuated 
within the treatment areas; reduce long-term hazardous fuel 
accumulations within treatment areas; and contribute to the local 
employment, income and lifestyles while the dead, dying and 
high-risk lodgepole pine still has some economic value (EA, page 
2).   

District Ranger, Chuck Mark, explained the need to address the 
mountain pine beetle situation in a letter dated September 9, 
2004 (project file, S-2).  In that letter Mr. Mark said, “I have 
decided to address the mountain pine beetle in the lodgepole 
pine in the Gold creek Drainage immediately”.  He went on to say, 
“In the original Quartz Gold Project we addressed many other 
resource issues (access, watershed conditions relative to roads, 
wildlife, white bark pine and fisheries habitat projects, etc.).  This 
will not be lost.  We listened to and addressed many of your 
comments and concerns about the Quartz Gold Project Area and 
our original proposal.  We adjusted the proposed action, 
developed alternatives to it, and completed the analysis of these 
projects.  Some of this work may be included in the new proposal, 
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and the rest of it may continue after we address the mountain 
pine beetle problem in Gold Creek”. 
4:2 – All land in the project area and cumulative effects areas are 
National Forest System lands.  This information was added to the 
EA on page 1.  Relevant activities and conditions were 
considered for the cumulative effects analysis for each resource.  
See the following: 

• EA, pages 10-29;  
• Air Quality Specialist Report, page 5;  
• Fire and Fuels Specialist Report, pages 6 and 8;  
• Fisheries Specialist Report for the Broadaxe Project Area, 

pages 5-15, 19-24;  
• Rare Plant Report, pages 2-7;  
• Noxious Weed Report, pages 2-3, 5;  
• Soils Report, pages 4-7;  
• Proposal Coniferous Vegetation Report, pages 3-8, 12, 
• 16;  
• Watershed Report, pages 5-19;  
• Wildlife Report, pages 3, 11-15, 19-22, 25-27, 28, 29, 32-

37, 39-42;  
• Project file documents AQ-1, FF-8, F-28, F-29, F-30, F-31,  

MH1-20, NW-3, NW-4, NW-11, OG-16, P-10, SW-2, SW-
9, SW-17, SW-21, SW-24, SW-27, SW-30, SW-32, SW-
33, SW-36, SW-41, V-4, V-7, V-8, V-22,W-4, W-8, W-10, 
W-20, W-21, W-29 

There are currently no planned future timber harvest proposals 
other than the proposed action for this analysis area.  Based on 
current direction within the Forest Plan, there is the potential for 
future proposals to manage vegetation, through timber harvest or 
other methods.  Future timber harvest or other vegetation 
management proposals would require an inclusive analysis of all 
known previous management activities, including this proposal if 
implemented. 
 
4:3 – As stated in the Purpose and Need for Action (EA, page 2) 
one of the forest plan objectives is to restore stands to a fully 

stocked, vigorous condition comprised of mixed or diverse 
species composition.  The proposed action provides for more 
rapid restoration of stocking levels, as well as an increase in 
species diversity (through planting) within the stands proposed for 
treatment than would occur under the no action alternative 
(Vegetation Report, page 13).  By increasing the representation 
of species other than lodgepole pine, particularly increasing the 
long-lived western larch and western white pine component, the 
extent of loss specifically to mountain pine beetle would be 
reduced in the future.  Additionally, the risk of total stand loss due 
to other insects or diseases would also be reduced by increasing 
the species diversity within these stands (Vegetation Report, 
pages 16-17). 
 
4:4 – Beschta et al., 1995 offers a scientific framework of 
principles and practices concerning wildfire and salvage logging 
and other post-fire treatments.  The Broadaxe Project is not a 
post-fire salvage project, and conditions are substantially different 
than what are addressed in the report.  The Beschta report states 
“post-fire salvage activities are treated differently than other 
logging in the course of environmental review”.  Because the 
Broadaxe project is not an action taken following a fire no greater 
liberties have been allowed regarding NEPA and NFMA as 
discussed on page 3 of the Beschta report.  The purpose and 
need for this project was derived from management direction from 
the IPNF Forest Plan; and the project is consistent with applicable 
management direction, laws and regulations (EA, pages 1, 2, 5-
10, 12-17, 19-22).  The commenter has not provided specific 
comments showing how the Beschta report is applicable to the 
Broadaxe Project. 
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Letter #4 continued 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #4 
 
4:5 – Under the No-Action Alternative the stands proposed for 
treatment would regenerate predominantly to lodgepole pine and 
thus prolong the period that this species would dominate these 
stands (EA, page 4; Vegetation Report, pages 10-11).  Under the 
proposed action, trees other than lodgepole pine would be 
retained in all units, and through planting in areas designated as 
MA-1 & 6 the species composition would be enhanced 
(Vegetation Report, page 16).  As a result, the risk of total stand 
loss to mountain pine beetle would be reduced because of the 
more complex species composition.  A more rapid 
reestablishment of these stands would be expected under the 
proposed action than under the no action alternative in support of 
the purpose and need for action (Vegetation Report, pages 9-17).  
The proposed action would reduce the risk of stand replacing 
fires as a result of reduction of the hazardous fuel load that would 
occur without the proposed treatments (Fire/Fuels Report, pages 
6-8). 
 
4:6 – The first action outlined under the INFISH standard for road 
management RF-2 is to complete a watershed analysis prior to 
construction of new roads or landings in RHCA within priority 
watersheds.  As stated in the Fisheries Specialist Report (page 2) 
the Gold Creek drainage is in a priority watershed and there will 
be construction of a temporary road that may cross an ephemeral 
stream (page 23). 
 
4:7 – The FSM 2400-R1 Supplement 2400-96-3, in 2471.1 under 
Even-aged Stands states: “The size of harvest openings created 
by even-aged silvicultural in the Northern Region will be normally 
40 acres or less.  Creation of larger openings will require 60-day 
public review and Regional Forester approval, with the following 
exceptions: 
1) Where natural catastrophic events such as fire, windstorms, 

or insect and disease attacks have occurred, 40 acres may 
be exceeded without 60-day public review and Regional 
Forester approval, provided the public is notified and the 
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environmental analysis supports the decision.”  Notification 
of potential opening sizes was sent to interested people in a 
letter dated April 21, 2005, and is referenced in Openings 
Report (project file V-16, EA, pages 2, 4, 19, 21) for this 
proposal.  Also listed in 2471.1 is a listing of information 
items that are required for submittal to the Regional Forester 
when approval of openings greater than 40 acres is 
requested.  It further states: “This same information should 
be part of the project file for all exceptions to the 40-acre 
limitation that do not require Regional Forester Approval.”  
The following documents are found in the project file in 
compliance and support of this Forest Service Manual 
direction: 

Reforestation Indices Report(s) (V-6 a & b) 
Stand Folder Reforestation Review (V-7) 
Broadaxe Diagnosis Matrix (V-9 #5) 
Project File Document dated 2/11/2005 (V-14) 
Reforestation Needs Estimate (V-15) 
Broadaxe Proposal Openings Report (V-16) 
Estimated Openings (V-17) 
Harvest History Map (MH-13) 

 
4:8 – Due to the existing access in MA-9 lands and the nature of 
the proposed action on those lands, minimal investment is 
required for implementation of this proposal.  Existing roads 
would be used, expensive helicopter logging systems would not 
be required, and of the 183 acres proposed for treatment in MA-9 
only 38 acres would require planting to meet desired stocking 
levels and species composition.  Protection of the productivity 
potential is provided for through the design features as listed in 
the Broadaxe EA, pages 5-9. 
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Letter #4 continued 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #4 
4:9 - Analyzing fire severity, rather than fire behavior, provides 
greater insight into the short and mid-term ecological effects of 
fire within the sites.  This is because fire severity takes into 
account resident heating times and the effect they have on 
below-ground biotic processes, which heavily influence long-term 
soil productivity.  Fire behavior only accounts for the fire behavior 
characteristics of a passing flame front and does not account for 
post-frontal combustion, which is the primary contributor to fire 
severity.  Also, this project is not a Wildland Urban Interface 
project, nor does it have an objective of improving fire fighter 
safety or of creating defensible space.  The proposed fuels 
treatments are intended to reduce the activity fuel loads resulting 
from the proposed salvage while at the same time, preparing 
sites for natural and planted regeneration.  Therefore, estimated 
measures of fire severity including duff consumption, mineral soil 
exposure, and fire effects on soils are more appropriate 
measures than fire behavior characteristics such as flame length, 
rate of spread, and, fireline intensity. 

The two alternatives will result in very different physical fuel 
models.  Comparing fire behavior between the two is like 
comparing apples to oranges: it serves no good purpose.  
Comparing fire severity between the two alternatives is instructive 
because fire severity is related directly to post fire effects 
(assuming a fire would occur after all the lodgepole pine have 
fallen in the no-action alternative) on above and below ground 
processes.  A considerable amount of literature regarding the 
effects of fire on ecosystem processes to support such an 
analysis is available. 

Broadaxe Fire-Fuels Specialist Report in the Environmental 
Consequences, Fire Behavior Factors on pages 4 and 5:  The 
effects of increased insolation (“radiation”) are already a factor in 
the described stands due to the lack of foliage in the now dead 
lodgepole pine overstory.  Insolation will increase within the 
stands whether or not the salvage is conducted because nearly 
all of the dead lodgepole pine will fall down within the next 10 – 
20 years, resulting in increased insolation of a more hazardous 
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fuel load than would exist if the salvage is conducted.  Increased 
soil temperatures for a short time following salvage and 
prescribed burning are acceptable as they will likely facilitate 
establishment of natural and planted regeneration.  Dead and 
down fuel moistures (“aridity levels of fuels”) will decrease equally 
under each alternative relative to current or shaded fuel moistures 
due to the effects of insolation and wind exposure, as described 
on pages 4 and 5 of the Fire and Fuels Specialist Report. 

The historic, present and post-treatment fuel loads are described 
throughout both the EA and the Fire and Fuels Specialist Report.  
The flammability of the fuels historically, presently, and post-
treatment are also addressed in the EA and throughout the Fire 
and Fuels Specialist report through descriptions of historic fire 
history, current fuel loads, fire behavior factors and predicted fuel 
loads and fire severities.  It is unnecessary to discuss the fuel 
loading or flammability of the adjacent landscapes as the 
proposed activities within the project area will have no effect on 
the flammability or fuel loading of adjacent landscapes or visa 
versa because fuels are not transient, they remain wherever they 
are created. 

The overwhelming majority of the slash created will result from 
lodgepole that is already dead and as such will not contribute to 
an Ips sp. infestation because there is no longer a phloem layer 
for beetle larvae to feed in.  Prescribed burning is proposed for 
the locations that will have the greatest slash loads, which will 
also mitigate potential Ips infestation.  Slash resulting from 
salvage activities will cause less of a threat to residual trees than 
the predicted fuel loading from the no-action alternative in terms 
of fire risk (Fire and Fuels Report, pages 4-8). 
 
4:10 – Watershed Report page16:  …”even though onsite erosion 
rates may increase over the short term in 1% of the drainage, no 
detectable additional contribution of sediment to streams due to 
harvest-related ground disturbance is anticipated.”  The 
Watershed Report did not mention any previous landslides 
because there have been no recorded landslides.  This is to be 
expected because the project area is well above the sensitive 
snow zone, where most management-related failures have 

occurred.  Neither would it be instructional to attempt to document 
remotely-sensed natural landslides because those areas have 
already been delineated by the landtype mapping. 
 
4:11 – An analysis of impacts from the Broadaxe Project was 
conducted for both the No-Action Alternative and the proposed 
action on MIS species, bull trout and westslope cutthroat trout, 
(Fisheries Report pages 19-24).   
A biological assessment is written when a decision is made to 
implement a selected alternative, not before.  There are two 
alternatives presented in the Broadaxe Project EA, the No-Action 
Alternative (page 4) and the Proposed Action Alternative (pages 
4-5).  The analysis conducted for a BA as compared to a NEPA 
document differs in the types of activities considered under 
cumulative effects, ie in NEPA future foreseeable Forest Service 
actions are included in the analysis whereas in a BA these 
activities are only included if a decision has been made and FWS 
concurrence has been received.   
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Letter #4 continued 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #4 
 
4:12 – Watershed Report page19:  “At the cumulative effects 
scale, a short-term, 1% increase in total sediment and a delay in 
water yield recovery in Gold Creek are highly unlikely to affect the 
channel.  …  Because cumulative in-stream effects would be 
negligible, no impacts to Gold Creek or the St. Joe River due to 
proposed activities are anticipated.” 
The impacts of sediment generated in the Broadaxe drainage, 
which is transported downstream is considered within the 
analysis of Gold Creek, “Habitat Complexity:  The activity 
proposed in the Broadaxe drainage is not expected to create 
relevant changes to water yield or sediment in Gold Creek 
(Watershed Report).  The lack of change would keep Gold Creek 
in its current condition of reduced habitat complexity” (Fisheries 
Report page 24). 

4:13 – EA, page 22: “The proposed action would maintain habitat 
for bull trout … and westslope cutthroat trout.”  The purpose and 
need for this project was not to improve habitat for management 
indicator species (EA, page 2).  However the proposed action 
does maintain habitat for management indicator species 
(Fisheries Report page 23-24). 

4:14 –There are no known nests in the project area. The analysis 
area is not a suitable home range and there is no suitable nesting 
habitat present in the project or analysis area (Wildlife Report 
page 30) 

4:15 – Table W5 in the Wildlife Report was incorrect.  The 
corrected table is shown below.  It replaces the incorrect table in 
the Wildlife Report and is included in the project file as document 
W-23.  
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Table W5 – Gold Creek LAU After Proposed Vegetation Treatments 

 

Recommended No Action– Ex Con  Proposed Action  
   acres  % acres  %
Unsuitable  <30%    2245 11.0 2560 12.5
Change last decade <15%  197 1.0 512 2.5 
Forage habitat   3393 16.6 3393 16.6 
Late successional Forage   6766 33.1 6766 33.1 
Potential Denning habitat >10%   4777 23.3 4777 23.3 
Low quality forage   3284 16.0 2969 14.5 

 

4:16 – It is only low quality forage that is made unsuitable not 
foraging habitat.  Low quality forage is the equivalent of what 
used to be called “travel habitat”, and is not counted as early or 
late successional forage important for lynx. No Action and the 
proposed action were analyzed, and the BA is only done on the 
selected alternative, so that's why it's not on the website yet.  

4:17 – Soils Report page 7:  “Project activities are not expected to 
exacerbate the potential for mass erosion, therefore there should 
be no significant individual or cumulative effects on sensitive 
landtypes due to project activities.” 

Only one acre in Unit 9 is highly sensitive (landslide-prone and 
likely to deliver sediment to a stream), and this area will be 
salvaged using skyline methods (SW4).  In addition, a watershed 
analysis was completed.  The potential effects were analyzed and 
disclosed as indicated in the Watershed sections quoted above.

13 



Letter #4 continued 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #4 
 
 
4:18 – The proposed action does not include any changes to 
access in the area.  At the completion of proposed activities the 
access available in the area would be the same as the existing 
access (EA, pages 9, 17, 26-28). 

4:19 – The Forest Service recognizes that ground disturbance 
and travel corridors can lead to noxious weed establishment.  
Design Features 11 and 13 in the Broadaxe EA provide 
measures to minimize this possibility.  The washing of all vehicle 
undercarriages traveling through the project area is not possible.  
The designation of travel routes is beyond the scope of this 
document.   

The project area is generally weed free and as such would be a 
priority for weed treatment should new infestations be found.  The 
Forest Service is an active participant within the regional 
cooperative weed management area, and collaboration between 
members is ongoing. 
 
Weed treatment and monitoring will be done in accordance with 
the St. Joe District Noxious Weed EIS.  The adequacy of funding 
for complete monitoring and treatment of weeds across the 
district is not under the control of this district. 
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Letter #4 continued 
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Letter #5 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5:1 – The two timber sales listed on the IPNF’s Periodic Sale 
Announcement Report would be the sales covered in the 
Broadaxe EA.  No other timber harvests are currently being 
considered for the area, so no other timber sales are reasonably 
foreseeable for any of the cumulative effects areas discussed in 
the Broadaxe EA. 
 
 
 
 
5:2 – Project file document SW-18 discloses that the watershed 
condition modeling was completed in 2004 for the Forest Plan 
Revision effort.  It also includes the model methodology. 
 
5:3 –  
The website is: http://streamstats.usgs.gov/html/idaho.html.  The 
entire 59-page report is in the project file.   
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Letter #5 continued 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #5 
 
 
 
5:4 – The USGS method predicts instantaneous peak flows.  
WATSED does not. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5:5 – WATSED includes recovery curves and factors as disclosed 
in the WATBAL Users Guide (Literature Cited).  The WATSED 
estimate of ECA is probably an over-estimate because it 
assumes no recovery on unused roads. 
The road density in Broadaxe is <3 mi/mi.2.  No roads encroach 
on channels except at the few crossings (most of which are 
above the sensitive snow zone); therefore coarse sediment 
delivery to streams is highly unlikely. 

The ECA procedure for predicting streamflow response was not 
used in this analysis.  ECA was used as a relative indicator of 
watershed condition and a means to compare alternatives 
(Watershed Report, pages 9-10), not as an absolute value or 
standard for evaluating effects on water quality or quantity. 
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Letter #5 continued 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #5 
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Letter #5 continued 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5:6 – The WATSED model incorporates several other variables in 
addition to ECA.  The Watershed Report (page 18) discloses that 
the project will result in changes in peak flows similar to what 
would occur with no action. 
 
5:7 – The Watershed Report (pages 18-19) discloses that the 
project is unlikely to change the stream channels any more than 
the no-action alternative.  Therefore, even if a quantitative 
estimate of instantaneous peak flow effects could be calculated, it 
would not be instructional. 
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Letter #5 continued 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #5 
 
 
 
 
 
5:8 – See previous responses, rain-on-snow was addressed in 
the Watershed Report (pages 3, 5, 7, 8, 9,18). 
 
 
 
5:9 – See response to comments 5:6 & 5:7 
 
 
5:10 – See response to comments 5:6 & 5:7.  The Watershed 
Report (page 18) discloses that the effects of the proposed action 
would be similar to those of no action. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5:11 – There are no standards for dynamic equilibrium or bedload 
movement.  Nor is it claimed that WATSED can evaluate these.  
Watershed Report page 3:  “Like any model, it simplifies 
extremely complex physical systems to generate specific 
quantitative values.  These values cannot be assumed to 
represent actual in-stream sediment or flow levels.  Therefore, 
model results are realistically limited to providing a means of 
comparison, not an absolute measure against verifiable 
standards (SW20).”  See also Watershed Report pages 14, 16 
and 18-19. 
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Letter #5 continued 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #5 
 
 
5:12 – Watershed Report page 19:  “At the cumulative effects 
scale, a short-term, 1% increase in total sediment and a delay in 
water yield recovery in Gold Creek are highly unlikely to affect the 
channel.  …  Because cumulative in-stream effects would be 
negligible, no impacts to Gold Creek or the St. Joe River due to 
proposed activities are anticipated.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5:13 – The reference to the West Gold FEIS pages simply refers 
to the general observation that severe wildfires, which have 
occurred in both the Gold Creek sub-basin of Lake Pend Oreille 
and in the Gold Creek sub-basin of the St. Joe River, likely 
resulted in water yields and peak flows substantially greater than 
those predicted for the proposed management.  Therefore, the 
proposed action would be well within the HRV.  The reference 
also includes Forest and Regional BMP monitoring reports and 
FSH 2509.11.  These BMPs are accepted by the State of Idaho 
to be compliant with CWA requirements (FPA), and FS SWCPs 
(FSH 2509.11) are actually more rigorous than required by FPA. 
 
5:14 – See response to 5:13.  The Seyedbagheri report is 
incorporated by reference in the Watershed Report (Literature 
Cited). 
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Letter #5 continued 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #5 
 
 
 
 
 
5:15 – The Watershed Report does not discuss mass failures 
because management has not caused any in the project area.  
The Soils Report (page 7) does disclose that no ground-
disturbing activities will occur on highly sensitive landtypes. 
 
 
 
5:16 – TSMRS is the Regional database. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5:17 –The figure “2,195” displayed in the revised EA is the correct 
number.  Those errors have been fixed in the updated version of 
the Old Growth Report.  Thank you for pointing it out.  The Old 
Growth Type, as determined by the habitat type and cover type 
as defined in Old-Growth Forest Types of the Northern Region 
(Green et all, 1992, errata corrected 02/05) is listed in the project 
file (OG-5).  OGMU 28 includes old growth stands that are 
lodgepole old growth type (Old Growth Type code 2, project file 
OG-5). 
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Letter #5 continued 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #5 
5:18 – The purpose and need for this project did not include 
fisheries or wildlife restoration projects; it included the items 
identified on page 2 of the Broadaxe EA.   
No fisheries or wildlife projects were included in this project as 
mitigation measures.  The project is not anticipated to cause a 
change to the current conditions of the aquatic environment, 
therefore there is no need to rectify, reduce eliminate or 
compensate for impacts. The Fisheries Specialist Report page 23 
identifies that the Broadaxe project will not change the current 
condition of Broadaxe Creek, “Habitat Complexity:  This would 
improve slowly over time as the conifers within the riparian zone 
grow and fall into the stream thus creating new pool habitat and 
greater complexity.  There is the potential for slight sediment and 
water yield increases but the increases are not considered large 
enough to cause channel changes or changes to pool volume 
(Watershed Report, page 18).  The slight sediment increase 
would not cause a shift towards a uniform substrate composition 
or create negative impacts to fry emergence, because the 
reaches in Broadaxe Creek are transport reaches and the slight 
amount of additional sediment would be flushed through the 
system.”  Neither will the project impact Gold Creek,  “Habitat 
Complexity:  The activity proposed in the Broadaxe Drainage is 
not expected to create relevant changes to water yield or 
sediment in Gold Creek (Watershed Report).  The lack of change 
would keep Gold Creek in its current condition of reduced habitat 
complexity” (Fisheries Report page 24). 
Because the project will not change the current status of water 
quality and beneficial uses (Watershed Report pages 14-16) no 
mitigation projects are required by CWA/IDAPA 58.01.02   

5:19 – The Watershed Report (pages 13-19) does not indicate 
that the project will degrade habitat or exacerbate the existing 
condition any more than no action. 

5:20 – Past activities: Each resource specialists considered 
effects of past activities when describing the existing conditions 
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Letter #5 continued 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #5 
 
5:20 continued - for resources.  See Air Quality Specialist 
Report, pages 2-3; Fire and Fuels Specialist Report, pages 2-3; 
Fisheries Specialist Report, pages 2-17; Heritage Resources, 
page 1; Rare Plant Report, pages 3-5; Soils Report, pages 4-5; 
Coniferous Vegetation Report, pages 3-8; Visual Quality Report, 
pages 2-4; Watershed Report, pages 3-9; Wildlife Report, pages 
3, 12-13, 14, 18, 21, 25, 28, 30, 33, 34, 36, 39, 41 

The majority of previous timber harvests in the Broadaxe Project 
Area have been regeneration harvests, and those areas are 
satisfactorily restocked and progressing as planned (Vegetation 
Report, page 5; project file V-7).  The Soils (page 4) and 
Watershed (page 9) Reports discuss monitoring of the 
Beetlemania Timber Sale with a similar purpose and need as the 
proposed project.  Monitoring of the 1998 Beetlemania Salvage 
units in the lower Broadaxe Drainage showed BMPs were 
implemented and were highly effective in preventing erosion 
(Soils Report, page 4; project file SW-9).  Previous projects did 
not lead to the Broadaxe purpose and need.  The analysis 
process for vegetation is disclosed in the Coniferous Vegetation 
Report page 2, as well as the Desired Conditions portion of the 
project file (V-9 #1 through #6).  As disclosed in the Broadaxe EA 
(pages 4-5) and discussed in the Coniferous Vegetation Report 
(page 17), the openings are the result of the loss of live trees due 
to a mountain pine beetle infestation in the lodgepole pine 
component.  These openings are also discussed in project file 
documents V-13, V-14, V-15, V-16, and V-17.  The proposed 
action is in response to the purpose and need for this project as 
discussed in the Broadaxe EA and analyzed in the Coniferous 
Vegetation Report and associated project file documents. 
5:21 – The Roads Analysis Process was used to identify access 
needs and resource risks associated with roads as part of the 
Quartz Gold Project.  District Ranger, Chuck Mark, explained the 
need to address the mountain pine beetle situation in a letter 
dated September 9, 2004 (project file, S-2).  In that letter Mr. 
Mark said, “I have decided to address the mountain pine beetle in 
the lodgepole pine in the Gold creek Drainage immediately”.  He 
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went on to say, “In the original Quartz Gold Project we addressed 
many other resource issues (access, watershed conditions 
relative to roads, wildlife, white bark pine and fisheries habitat 
projects, etc.).  This will not be lost.  We listened to and 
addressed many of your comments and concerns about the 
Quartz Gold Project Area and our original proposal.  We adjusted 
the proposed action, developed alternatives to it, and completed 
the analysis of these projects.  Some of this work may be 
included in the new proposal, and the rest of it may continue after 
we address the mountain pine beetle problem in Gold Creek”.  
The Broadaxe proposed action does not include changes in 
access management, but that does not mean changes will not be 
considered in the future.  The District is currently looking into 
options for funding the planning and analysis of access changes 
in the Quartz Gold Area. 
 
5:22 – Temporary roads were discussed in the EA and in 
resource reports.  Design features to limit effects from temporary 
roads are discussed on page 8 of the EA.  Page 20 of the EA 
states, “Temporary road would also decrease canopy cover, in 
addition to altering hillslope morphology and hydrologic 
functioning over the short term.”  On page 21 the EA says, “The 
proposed salvage units and temporary road are all well above the 
sensitive snow zone.”  Page 17 of the EA states, “Potential 
detrimental disturbance, including temporary roads, may affect up 
to eight percent …” and  “Direct effects due to construction and 
recontouring a temporary road are predicted in proposed Units 6 
and 8, however, the total disturbance would be less than or equal 
to 13 percent in each activity area”.  Effects from the temporary 
roads are discussed on pages 17, 23 and 30 of the Fisheries 
Report; pages 6 of the Rare Plant Report; pages 1, 6 and 7 of the 
Soils Report; pages 10, 13, 15, 16 and 18 of the Watershed 
Report; and pages 7, 13, 15, 20 and 42 of the Wildlife Report.   

Temporary roads would be fully recontoured to the natural slope 
when yarding operations are complete (EA, page 8).  The Forest 
Service anticipates yarding operations would take no more than 
two logging seasons (EA, page 4; FONSI, page 1). 
 

5:23 – On page 5 of the EA the following is listed under Design 
Feature 3.b., “All Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFS) standards 
and guidelines that apply to activities in the Broadaxe Project 
would be utilized (Fisheries Report, Appendix A).  This project 
would utilize the standard widths described for the Riparian 
Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) described in Table 2.”   
Within the standards and guidelines there are several references 
to “meet Riparian Management Objectives” or “… would not 
retard or prevent attainment of other Riparian Management 
Objectives”. 

5:24 – See both the Broadaxe EA (page 21) and the Fisheries 
Specialist Report (page 1) for the reference to the status of the 
Forest Plan Fry emergence standard.   
On June 2, 2005, 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 (IPNF 2005).   
Based on the June 2nd decision, there are no longer any fry 
emergence standards and therefore they will not be addressed 
further. 

5:25 – The wildlife analysis does not purport to be a statistical 
analysis, and NEPA does not require such an analysis.  The EA 
and supporting Wildlife Report assess the existing condition and 
environmental effects commensurate with the scope of the project 
and risk to resources.  The analysis uses qualitative and 
quantitative aspects of habitat as appropriate and relevant to the 
resource and risks.  The analysis methods are documented in the 
Wildlife Report (pages 2-3), as are the indicators of effects and 
means of measurement (page 11).  The references for the 
analysis provide the scientific basis for the analysis. 
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5:26 – The revised Broadaxe Old Growth Report, and the 2004 
Forest Plan Monitoring Report draft Old Growth Chapter (Project 
Records OG-13, OG-15) contain details on accuracy of estimates 
of old growth across the entire IPNF, and across individual 
Ranger Districts.   
The IPNF is using a multi-scale approach to monitoring old 
growth, based on two separate, independent tools.  These are:  

Ranger 
District

90% Confidence 
Interval Lower 

Bound 
Point 

Estimate 
90% Confidence 
Interval Upper 

Bound 
# of 

Subplots

Avery     10.9% 16.6% 22.8% 340
Total  
IPNF 10.55%    12.85% 15.27 1588

1) Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) data used to 
calculate IPNF Forest-wide and mid-scale old growth 
percentages.     

2) IPNF stand-level map displays all stands allocated for old 
growth management, with old growth management 
allocation recorded in the TSMRS database.   

 
1) Old Growth Percentages From FIA Data -- 
FIA inventory design is based on the standardized national FIA 
grid of inventory plots that covers all forested portions of the 
United States.  The sample plots are located randomly within the 
systematic grid of cells.  The FIA design provides a statistically 
sound representative sample designed to provide unbiased 
estimates of forest conditions at large and medium scales.  
Because FIA data comes from a statistical sample rather than a 
100% census, we describe attributes calculated from this data as 
estimates and the accuracy of these estimates can be computed 
and reported as confidence limits.  The IPNF used a 90% 
confidence interval for old growth estimates.  That means that if a 
different set of randomize sample points was collected 100 
different times, the estimates of old growth amounts would be 
within this interval 90% of the time.  This indicates that there is a 
90% probability that the true amount of old growth is within this 
confidence interval.  There is a 5% probability that the true 
amount of old growth is less then the lower confidence limit.  And, 
there is an equal 5% probability that the true amount o old growth 
is greater than the upper confidence limit. 
 
Below are the 2004 FIA data estimates of old growth and the 
confidence limits of those estimates for the entire IPNF, and for 
the Avery District portion of the St. Joe Ranger District (which is 
where the Broadaxe Project is located).   

2) IPNF Stand-Level Map of Old Growth -- 
The IPNF 1987 Forest Plan, Standard 10b. states: “Maintain at 
least 10% of the forested portion to the IPNF as old growth.”  The 
IPNF stand-level map of old growth identifies those stands 
allocated for old growth management to meet this Forest Plan 
standard, and allows us to display those stands to the public.  We 
keep track of these stands in the TSMRS database.  This forest-
wide stand map also provides a useful starting point at the project 
scale when we are considering any management activity, and 
need to take a more detailed look at old growth allocations within 
the project area. 
 
One way to monitor compliance with our Forest Plan is by tallying 
up the acres of stands allocated for old growth management, and 
comparing this total to the Forest Plan standard.  This stand-level 
map is not a sample of stands, but is simply a tally or census of 
all stands allocated for old growth management.  Because this is 
a census rather than a sample, it is not appropriate to call the 
total stand acres an estimate, and it is not possible to calculate 
any confidence limits or statistical error estimates.  However, 
comparing results of two different ways of monitoring an item (like 
old growth) does provide an indication of the reliability of those 
methods.  We can compare total acres of allocated old growth 
stands recorded in TSMRS to the FIA old growth estimates that 
have a known accuracy.  When we compare results of these two 
independent tools at the forest-wide and district-wide scales, we 
find that they produce remarkably similar results, and that the 
total percent of allocated old growth stand acres on the IPNF and 
on the Avery Ranger District are both within the 90% confidence 
limits of FIA estimates of old growth.   
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At the Forest-wide scale, the FIA estimate of the proportion of old 
growth and number of allocated acres of old growth stands both 
exceed the Forest Plan 10% standard: 
 

 Using FIA data, the current estimate of the proportion of 
old growth on the forested lands of the IPNF is 12.85%.  
The 90% confidence intervals of this estimate are 10.55% 
to 15.27%.   

 The IPNF stand-level total of mapped acres allocated and 
maintained for old growth equals 12.1% of forested lands.  
This stand-level percentage is well within the 90% 
confidence interval of the FIA inventory.   

 
At the Avery District scale, we find that: 

 The FIA data, current estimate of the proportion of old 
growth on the forested lands of the Avery District is 
16.6%.  The 90% confidence intervals of this estimate are 
10.9% to 22.8%.   

 The Avery District stand-level total of mapped acres 
allocated and maintained for old growth equals 
approximately 12.3% of forested lands.  This stand-level 
percentage is within the 90% confidence interval of the 
FIA old growth estimate. 

 
Information on how stands were allocated to old growth is 
contained in the latest IPNF Forest Plan Monitoring Report.  The 
IPNF does not harvest allocated old growth stands, and has not 
done so for a number of years.  However, old growth distribution 
will never be entirely static because forests are living, changing 
natural communities.  Disturbances such as fire, insects, 
pathogens, and weather events may reduce the amount of old 
growth in some areas.  Meanwhile, other stands will grow and 
age into old growth status.  The IPNF has approximately 6,500 
individual allocated old growth stands distributed among 2.5 
million acres of National Forest.  It is not practical to visit every 
old growth stand every year.  To keep our old growth stand map 
as up-to-date as possible, we not only do periodic forest-wide 
reviews and updates, but we also take a closer look whenever 

any management activity is being considered that could possibly 
impact old growth.   
 
Before making any management decisions within project areas, 
we closely review all old growth allocations within the project 
area, as well as review all potential treatment stands, and look for 
previously unidentified stands that may now meet old growth 
criteria.  The objectives of this review are to be sure we have the 
best old growth allocation and landscape arrangement possible 
within that project area, and to be sure we’re not inadvertently, 
negatively impacting old growth.  Project-scale review often 
results in changes in old growth status for a few individual stands.  
We sometimes find that some previous old growth stands no 
longer meet criteria because of insect and disease or weather 
mortality.  However, because other stands have grown into old 
growth status, or because we also find previously un-inventoried 
old growth, this project-scale review commonly results in a net 
increase in old growth in the project area. 
 
This is exactly the result from the Broadaxe analysis area old 
growth review.  The old growth analysis area was all of Old 
Growth Management Unit (OGMU) 28, which includes, but is 
much larger than the project area.  As documented in Project File 
OG-5, this review found a few stands previously classified as old 
growth no longer met old growth minimum criteria, but a larger 
number of previously unverified stands did now meet old growth 
minimum criteria.  As a result of this analysis area review, there 
was a net increase in identified old growth within OGMU 28. 
 
FIA data is not used to estimate amounts of old growth at the 
project or Old Growth Management Unit (OGMU) scale.  Those 
spatial scales are too small to have adequate numbers of FIA 
plots for meaningful estimates or confidence intervals.  However, 
within the project area, all old growth stands were reviewed, 
validated, and updated as appropriate.  This stand-by-stand 
validation is a census rather than a sample.  The OGMU and 
project scale old growth validation process is documented in 
project record documents OG-3, OG-4, OG-5, OG-9 and other 
OG documents that contain field exam sheets.   
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Because the project-scale validation is not a sample, but a review 
of all old growth stands, it is not appropriate to call it an 
estimate, and there are no error estimates or confidence 
intervals to be reported.  We have simply identified those stands 
within the project area boundaries that meet old growth 
definitions.  However, we have disclosed (above) the accuracy of 
the estimates of old growth derived from FIA data, for both the 
entire IPNF and the District.  
  
5:27 – Allocated old growth meets the definition in Green, et al as 
required by the Forest Plan.  The analysis for old growth 
associated species is in addition to and separate from the 
analysis of effects on allocated old growth.  Wildlife species that 
are associated with old growth are analyzed using capable and 
suitable habitat for the species based on habitat associations as 
described in the literature and incorporated into the IPNF wildlife 
habitat model, for some species.  Descriptions of suitable habitat 
can be found in the Wildlife Report under the individual species 
analysis, and in wildlife project file (W8).  This includes allocated 
old growth stands as well as stands that aren’t old growth.  The 
IPNF Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report 2003, 
provides results of old growth monitoring (pages 89-93) and 
documents compliance with Forest Plan standards.  That report 
also includes an assessment of Population Trends of Indicator 
Species (pages 32-35).  Old growth analysis methods for the 
Broadaxe EA are described on pages 1-2 of the Broadaxe 
Proposal Revised Old Growth Report. 
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5:28 – Within this project area there has been one stand that was 
identified as old growth in the data base that has received a 
timber harvest treatment.  This stand was shelterwood seed cut in 
1972 that received a shelterwood removal cut in 1988.  During 
the old growth validation process conducted for this area the 
stand was found to not meet the minimum old growth criteria and 
was dropped from the old growth inventory.  This stand is not 
included in the existing condition calculation for old growth 
analysis in this project. 

5:29 – The 1987 Idaho Panhandle National Forests Forest Plan 
calls for maintaining 10% of the forested portion of the IPNF as 
old growth.  The IPNF is using two independent tools to inventory 
and monitor old growth at the Forest-wide scale.  These are: 
Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) data and IPNF stand-level 
inventory with old growth status recorded in the TSMRS.  The two 
independent Forest Service old growth inventories produce 
remarkably similar results.  Bases on FIA data, the current 
estimate of the proportion of old growth on the forested portion of 
the IPNF is 12.85%.  The 90% confidence intervals of this 
estimate are 10.55% to 15.27%.  The IPNF stand-level inventory 
of allocated old growth is 12.1% of forested lands.  Together, 
these two inventories offer compelling evidence that the IPNF is 
meeting Forest Plan standards for the amount of old growth to be 
retained (USDA Forest Service, 2005, draft old growth chapter for 
IPNF 2004 Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report).  The 
IPNF Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report, 2003, 
provides results of old growth monitoring (pages 89-93) and 
documents compliance with Forest Plan standards.  That report 
also includes an assessment of Population Trends of Indicator 
Species (pages 32-35).  

5:30 –No activity would occur in stands allocated for old growth or 
in other stands that meet old growth criteria (Old Growth Report, 
page 3; EA, page 15).  The old growth analysis and validation 
process for this project is discussed in the Broadaxe Old Growth 
Report, pages 1-2.  Connectivity is addressed in the EA (pages 
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28-29) and in the Wildlife Report (pages 14-15).  Opportunities for 
wildlife movement and travel would be maintained.  

5:31 – The Forest Plan directs old growth management on the 
IPNF.  The Forest and this project are in compliance with the 
Forest Plan directives (EA, page 15; Growth Report, pages 1-5 
USDA Forest Service, 2005, draft old growth chapter for IPNF 
2004 Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report).  The basis 
for the 10% standard is included in the project record for the 
Forest Plan.  In any case, the analysis for potential effect on old 
growth associated wildlife species is, in part, based on the 
premise that by not impacting old growth (regardless if it is 
allocated or not) and maintaining or not impacting sufficient 
suitable habitat for old growth-associated species there is no 
affect on populations at the project level and by extension on 
viability.  Put another way, if there is no impact on suitable habitat 
(or there is no suitable habitat to impact) there is no impact on 
populations. 
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5:54 - The IPNF Forest Plan identified the MIS for the Forest, the 
Regional Forester issued the Sensitive Species for the Region 
and Forest, and the USFWS identified listed species on the 
Forest.  NEPA directs the Forest Service to focus on a full and 
fair discussion of significant issues, and identify and eliminate 
from detailed study the issues that are not significant.  The EA 
and supporting Wildlife Report addressed past actions, species 
relevancy, existing conditions, and environmental effects; and 
provides context for the project.  The cumulative effects areas 
were also identified and the rationale documented.  The analysis 
for potential effect on wildlife species is, in part, based on the 
premise that by maintaining or not impacting sufficient suitable 
habitat for species there is no effect on populations at the project 
level, and by extension on viability.  Put another way, if there is 
no impact on suitable habitat (or there is no suitable habitat to 
impact) there is no impact on populations. 

5:55 - Fragmentation was identified as an issue, and Design 
Features 4, 5, 6, 7, 13d, g, and h were developed to address it 
(EA, pages 6-7, 9). Opportunities for wildlife movement and travel 
would be maintained (EA, pages 28-29; Wildlife Report, pages 
14-15).  The proposed action would result in no direct 
management induced changes to forest structure (Vegetation 
Report, page 14).  If left untreated the proposed action units 
would become sparsely timbered open stands regenerating back 
to lodgepole pine over time (EA, pages 17-19; Vegetation Report, 
page 12).  The project would not change existing old growth 
patch sizes (Old Growth Report, page 4).  The proposed salvage 
logging will not affect the amount of fragmentation, but could 
affect the character of it as trees that may have persisted for a 
few more years are being removed in a shorter time frame 
(Vegetation Report, pages 11-14). 

5:32 – The Wildlife Report (page 36) does not dismiss effects on 
upland habitat for boreal (western) toads and includes in the 
Affected Environment section, under western toads a discussion 
of habitat  
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5:32 continued - and disclosure of the presence of mesic stands 
that could provide suitable habitat.  The Wildlife Report goes on 
to say that habitat alterations from timber harvest have not been 
shown as a causative agent for population declines (Loeffler, 
1998, page11). 

5:56 - See the Wildlife Report sections on Analysis Methods 
(pages 2-3) in particular the discussion regarding capable and 
suitable habitat, Issue Indicators (page 10-11) Table W2 – 
Measurement Issues for Wildlife, the row for goshawk, and the 
analysis for Northern Goshawks (pages 29-32).  In short you’ll 
see that there is limited “capable” nesting habitat for goshawks in 
the analysis area and currently no suitable nesting habitat in the 
project area.  The existing condition of the area cannot support 
breeding goshawks.  The no effect determination is based on the 
type of habitat being treated and the lack of impact on suitable 
habitat.  No activity would occur in stands that meet old growth 
criteria (EA, page15).  The openings are occurring naturally as a 
result of the mortality in the lodgepole pine caused by the 
mountain pine beetle (EA, page 4). 
 
 
5:33 - See the Wildlife Report Analysis Methods (page 2-3), Issue 
Indicators (page 10-11), and the analysis for Fisher (and Marten) 
(page 23-27).  The analysis shows that due to the existing 
condition of the project area and the stands proposed for 
treatment there would be no effect on suitable habitat, and there 
would no change in the condition of the area to support fisher. 
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5:34 – See response to comment 5:33 above. 
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5:57 - See the Wildlife Report Analysis Methods (page 2-3), Issue 
Indicators (page 10-11), and the analysis for black-backed 
woodpecker (page 32-33).  The analysis shows that while 509 
acres of suitable habitat would be treated (actual treated acres 
will be less due to unloggable areas within units and the no cut 
travel corridor buffer) a greater amount, approximately 702 acres, 
of high quality suitable habitat would be retained.  This habitat, 
combined with the amount of mature and/or old forest present in 
the wildlife analysis area is expected to allow black-backed 
woodpeckers to continue to persist in the area.  Large fires over 
the last 15 years have created an abundance of black-backed 
woodpecker habitat in Region 1, (Hillis et. al., 2002, page 9) 
which is undoubtably contributing to the persistence of black-
backed woodpecker populations.  No activity would occur in 
stands that meet old growth criteria (EA, page 15). 

5:58 - The Wildlife Report does not discount this scientific 
information but focuses on habitat parameters relevant to the 
project area that would likely have a larger effect on wolverine.  
For example, the project area is not a mid to low elevation 
Douglas-fir forest.  Please see the Wildlife Report Analysis 
Methods (page 2-3), Issue Indicators (page 10-11), and the 
analysis for Wolverine (page 27-29). 

5:35 – See the Wildlife Report Analysis Methods (page 2-3), 
Issue Indicators (page 10-11), and the analysis for Fisher (and 
Marten) (page 23-27).  The analysis shows that due to the 
existing condition of the project area and the stands proposed for 
treatment there would be no effect on suitable habitat, and there 
would no change in the condition of the area to support marten.  
Connectivity is addressed in the EA (pages 28-29; Wildlife Report 
(pages 14-15) which state that opportunities for wildlife movement 
and travel would be maintained.   

5:59 – The flammulated owl is the only one of these species on 
the Northern Region’s Sensitive Species List for the IPNF.  See 
the Wildlife Report Analysis Methods (page 2-3), Issue 
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5:59 continued - Indicators (page 10-11), and the analysis for 
flammulated owl (page 33-36).  The analysis shows that due to 
the existing condition of the project area there is no suitable and 
very little capable habitat present, and therefore there would be 
no change in the limited ability of the area to support flammulated 
owls. 

5:60 - No activity would occur in stands that meet old growth 
criteria (EA, page15).  The EA, Table 3 on page 7, shows that 
snag per acre retention levels for this project are greater than four 
per acre. 
 
 
 
 
 
5:36 – Please refer to the Wildlife Report section on Snag/Cavity 
Habitat (page 10) and project file document W-3 Snag and Leave 
Tree Requirements for the analysis of snag habitat.  The loss of 
snags through salvage harvest is acknowledged, and reasons the 
project will meet snag and leave tree guidelines are presented. 

5:37 – The Wildlife Report states that pileated woodpeckers 
require tall, large diameter trees for nesting, and that 
large/mature/old timber stands provide suitable habitat (pages 
38-40).  The proposed action units are not suitable habitat 
because they are open canopied stands of small diameter 
(average 9”-14”) timber (project file V-5). 
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5:38 – The 2003 Idaho Panhandle National Forests Monitoring 
and Evaluation Report documents snag monitoring on the IPNF 
(USDA, 2003).  Please refer to page 84.  The Wildlife Report 
sections on Snag/cavity habitat (page 10), and black-backed 
woodpecker (pages 32-34) indicate that snag habitat 
requirements would be met.  Also, please refer to the response to 
comment 5:57. 

5:39 – Again please see the Wildlife Report Analysis Methods 
(page 2-3), Issue Indicators (page 10-11), and the analysis for 
pileated woodpecker (page 38-40).  The analysis shows that due 
to the existing condition of the project area and the stands 
proposed for treatment there would be no effect on suitable 
habitat and there would no change in the condition of the area to 
support pileated woodpeckers.  Feeding and nesting habitat are 
not limiting for pileated woodpeckers.  Timber mortality from 
insects and disease is increasing in the project area.  The amount 
of snag habitat available for use as feeding and nesting sites for 
pileated woodpeckers is increasing because of this.  The high 
level of mature and old growth forest present indicates good 
habitat quality for pileated woodpeckers in the wildlife project 
area (Wildlife Report, page 39).  

5:40 – There will be no change in the type or amount of access in 
the project area as a result of this project.  Please refer to the EA, 
pages 9, 17, 26-28; Wildlife Report pages 11-12).  

5:61 - The IPNF Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report – 
2003 (referenced in the EA) provides information on population 
trends for MIS (which includes some TE&S species).  The 
analysis in the Wildlife Report documents the potential effects on 
habitat and relevant species.  The determinations of potential 
effects are based on survival of individuals and persistence of 
populations (Ruggiero et. al. 1994).  The analysis reveals that for 
each species there is either “no impact” or inconsequential effects 
(e.g. maintain suitable habitat or something equivalent).  The 
intensity of the analysis is commensurate with the risk associated  

36 



Letter #5 continued 

 
 
 

Forest Service Response to Letter #5 
 
5:61 continued - with the project and the potential impacts on the 
species involved.  The determinations constitute informed 
decisions on the effects of the management action on 
populations.   

5:41 – The accuracy of the database is considered sufficient for 
the level of analysis needed.  Inaccurate information was revised 
as necessary, Wildlife Report (page 3).  All stand information was 
carefully reviewed for accuracy, and 41% of the wildlife project 
analysis area received new field exams in 2004.  Please refer to 
the Wildlife Report (page 23). 

5:42 – The EA and supporting Wildlife Report addressed past 
actions, species relevancy, existing conditions, and 
environmental effects; and these provide context for the project.  
The cumulative effects areas were also identified and the 
rationale documented (Wildlife Report pages 4-42).  The analysis 
for potential effect on wildlife species is in part, based on the 
premise that by maintaining or not impacting sufficient suitable 
habitat for species there is no effect on populations at the project 
level, and by extension on viability.  Put another way, if there is 
no impact on suitable habitat (or there is no suitable habitat to be 
impacted) there is no impact on populations.   

5:43 – The Soil Report (pages 6-7) discusses productivity and 
tiers to both the IPNF Forest Plan Standard and the Region 1 
Manual Supplement (page 8).  See also SW-4 and site-specific 
design features (EA, pages 7-8).   
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5:44 – The District does not have newer information on this issue.  
The Soil Report (page 1) states the basis for the Standard. 

5:45 – Soils Report page 7:  “No ground-based vegetative or 
fuels treatment activities would occur on highly sensitive 
landtypes (SW-4).”  SW-4 is a table and map disclosing the 
landtypes in the proposed salvage units that are sensitive to 
disturbance (only 1 skyline acre in Unit 9 is highly sensitive due to 
erosion or mass wasting potential). 

5:46 – This was not specifically disclosed.  However, the soil 
impacts monitoring for the Beetlemania project did occur on the 
same low-moderate sensitivity landtypes (409 & 444) and on 
other similar landtypes (weakly weathered belts on sideslopes 
and breaklands with moderate sensitivity) as those in the 
proposed project (Watershed Report, page 9; Soils Report, page 
4).  Monitoring of that project showed generally less than ten 
percent detrimental soil disturbance (EA, page 17).    
Skid trail area will be limited to <15%.  Therefore, for the worst-
case cited, compaction-related growth reductions in any individual 
ground-based unit (<30% of the total proposed activity area) will 
be <8% (<3% of the total activity area). 
It is unlikely that many trees will have skid trails on more than one 
side of the stem.  Skid trails would be spaced at least 100 feet 
apart, except where converging (EA, page 7, Design Feature 
8.a.III).  The possibility exists for trees to have skid trails on both 
sides if they are located where skid trails converge.  Otherwise 
trails will be at least 100 feet apart. 

5:47 – Brodo et al. (2001) state that the contributions of nitrogen 
to ecosystems by lichens are uncertain.  However in the old 
growth, conifer forests of the Pacific Northwest where certain 
genera are large and abundant, nitrogen contributions of up to 
50% have been reported but not confirmed.  In the Pacific 
Northwest, approximately 15% of lichen genera contain 
cyanobacteria as their primary photobionts (McCune and Geiser 
1997).   
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5:47 continued - Cyanobacteria are fungi which are capable of 
nitrogen fixation.  Genera which contain cyanobacteria 
photobionts include Collema, Hydrothyria, Koerberia, 
Lempholemma, Leptochidium, Leptogium, Massalongia, 
Pannaria, Parmeliella, Polychidium, and Pseudocyphellaria.  
Some lichens may contain cyanobacteria, although not as the 
primary photobiont (Solorina, Psoroma hypnorum, some species 
of Lobaria, Nephroma, Peltigera, Pilophorus, and Leptochidium, 
Stereocaulon).   
The majority of these species are either rare, would not be found 
within habitats in the Broadaxe Project Area, or would be found in 
specialized habitats such as seeps or rock outcrops that would 
not be affected by project activities.  A ground-dwelling Peltigera 
was the only genera noted in stands surveyed for rare plants in 
the project area but was far from abundant.  It is improbably that 
nitrogen cycling in project stands would be negatively impacted 
due to effects on members of this genus. 

5:48 – The Soils Report (page 6) discloses that project activities 
would not exceed 13% detrimental impacts, as defined by the 
Regional guidance. 
The Idaho Panhandle National Forests, Forest Supervisor and R1 
specialists have been very involved in the ongoing efforts to 
resolve this issue.  The Region is on the IFTNC Steering 
Committee and there is a long-term soil productivity study site on 
the IPNF.  In addition, a research project has been proposed by 
Debbie Page-Dumroese (RMRS) in response to a request from 
Gina Rone (IPNF Soils) and Sharon DeHart (R1 Soils) to study 
the effects of timber and fuels management on soil productivity 
(including chemical, physical, and biological conditions).  So far, 
the funding has not been available to conduct this study.
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5:49 – This is a research issue.  However, the IPNF has analyzed 
a large number of bulk density samples.  This data was used to 
create the Spreadsheet Model for predicting soil impacts (Lit 
Cited: Niehoff, 2002).  Furthermore, there are no treatments 
proposed on glacial deposits. 
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The Soils Report addresses this issue. 
 
 
The Soils Report discloses and analyzes this issue.
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5:50 – The project area is generally free of noxious weeds 
(Noxious Weed Report).  This may be due to the elevation and 
short growing season of the project area, as many of our high 
elevation sites across the district have few weeds.  Design 
features exist to minimize the potential for introducing new weeds 
to the area and site productivity is not expected to decline due to 
large-scale invasion of noxious weeds. 
 
5:51 – There have been no recent management actions within 
the Broadaxe Project Area that would be expected to lead to an 
increase in noxious weeds, however, surveys of the area have 
been completed and summaries of findings are given in the 
Broadaxe Noxious Weed Report on page 2.  Weed densities 
within the project area are generally pretty low in part due to the 
high elevation of the stands.  Weed densities are generally not 
high enough to support biological control agents (Noxious Weed 
Report, page 2). 
 
5:52 – The purpose and need for the Broadaxe proposal is to 
meet forest plan standards for forest protection related to insects 
and diseases by restoring fully-stocked, diverse, vigorous stands 
that include species less susceptible to mountain pine beetle 
(western white pine and western larch) so the lodgepole pine / 
mountain pine beetle process is not perpetuated within the 
treatment stands (EA, page 2).  Proposed harvests are only 
proposed in areas currently infested with mountain pine beetle 
where high percentages of the lodgepole pine are already dead 
(EA, page 4). 
When considering annosus root disease, it is important to distinguish 
among the three species now known to constitute the former 
Heterobasidion annosum (Niemela and Korhonen 1998). These species 
have differing abilities to cause disease in western conifers. H. annosum 
is a pathogen of Pinus spp. and has not been documented to occur in 
northern Idaho. H. abietinum is a pathogen of Abies spp. and, in northern 
Idaho, Douglas-fir. H. parviporum is a pathogen of Picea abies and may 
not occur in North America. This may account for reports such as  
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5:52 continued 
Kliejunas (1986) in which annosus-infected fir stumps were found not to 
result in infection of planted pines.  
There is reasonably good evidence that H. annosum will not only 
establish long-term infections in large pine stumps (at least 17”), but will 
cause significant subsequent mortality in residual and regenerated pi 
nes.  However, this pathogen is not known in north Idaho and we have 
looked for it consistently for at least 20 years. The nearest known H. 
annosum is in western Montana, on the Flathead Indian Reservation 
near Hot Springs. It occurs on very dry habitat types, mostly ponderosa 
pine HT’s, and possibly the very driest Douglas-fir (pinegrass). This may 
account for the apparent absence of this pathogen on the IPNF, 
Clearwater NF and Nez Perce NF. 
Most studies using permanent plots, rather than retrospective 
surveys, have shown that harvests that leave (or result in 
regeneration of) susceptible hosts neither increase nor decrease 
survival of residuals. Others have been inconclusive, showing 
increased mortality in about half of the locations while growth also 
increased. Although infected stumps do act as inoculum sources 
for subsequent stands on a site, so do root systems of trees killed 
by root disease. This is likely the reason there is no clear 
response to stump creation. However, in nearly all published 
reports, there was clearly no benefit to the residuals except where 
species composition was shifted toward root disease resistant or 
tolerant species. In other words, cutting trees, whether partial or 
clearcut harvests, may not hurt but it almost certainly won’t help 
the disease situation without species conversion. 
The retrospective study reported in Goheen and Goheen (1989) 
concludes that stands with multiple logging entries had more evidence of 
annosus root disease in grand fir than stands with a single entry. This 
conclusion is generally accepted but it should be noted that, as a 
retrospective study, it is possible, even probable that repeated harvest 
entries were in response to higher initial mortality rates due to root 
disease. Therefore, it is not possible to determine whether the harvests 
were the cause, or the result, of elevated levels of root disease.  Also, in  
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5:52 continued 
a more recent publication, Filip and others (1992) reported high 
levels (89%) of true fir stump infection in shelterwood and 
seedtree harvest units but considered this due to pre-existing root 
infections (Present before harvest). They also reported that up to 
9 years after harvest, only .2% of regenerated trees had died of 
annosus root disease, despite the high inoculum levels in stumps. 
At 15-19 years, the mortality rates from annosus root disease 
were even lower (>.001%). Lockman (1993) found that tree 
infection rates in several sites on the Nez Perce NF in northern 
Idaho were low in both clearcut and paired uncut units. Although 
stump infection rates were higher in clearcut units, the rate of 
associated tree infection was not different between cut and uncut 
units. Based on our current knowledge of annosus root disease in 
Douglas-fir and true fir stands, infection of cut stump surfaces by 
spores probably has little or no influence upon disease 
development in residual trees or regeneration. However, infected 
stumps are very likely to play a role in perpetuation of the fungus 
and development of disease as trees reach maturity. 
These references to the very unique Armillaria infection centers in 
ponderosa pine in the (much studied) Glenwood area of Washington are 
not appropriate in assessing the behavior of Armillaria ostoyae in north 
Idaho.  However, that Armillaria spp will utilize stumps for longterm food 
sources and spread from stumps to live trees is accepted as fact.   
Armillaria ostoyae, Heterobasidion abietinum and Phellinus weirii (now, 
more appropriately Inonotus heinrichii) are all considered to be capable 
of maintaining significant biomass for long periods in large stumps. 
Armillaria ostoyae is known to be capable of developing very large, 
presumably very old, clones that survive from one generation to the next 
on a site (Dettman and van der Kamp 2001a and b). Whether a stand is 
uncut, clearcut, partially cut or burned these fungi will survive in root 
systems of dead trees and eventually spread to whatever live hosts are 
available.  
The relative “vigor” of Douglas-fir does not affect the likelihood of 
mortality caused by A. ostoyae (Rosso and Hansen 1998).  In the 
case of I. heinrichii, the more vigorous Douglas-fir may be more 
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likely to be killed because their larger root systems contact more 
inoculum, sooner (Bloomberg and Reynolds 1985).  However, 
some conifer species are significantly resistant to both Armillaria 
ostoyae and the non-cedar form P. weirii ( I. heinrichii).  Western 
larch (Robinson and Morrison 2001), ponderosa pine, western 
white pine, western redcedar and lodgepole pine are all resistant 
to A. ostoyae after the age of about 20-30 years (Filip and 
Schmitt 1990, Hagle and others 2003, Morrison 1981).  These 
species are also tolerant or resistant to the non-cedar form of P. 
weirii (Filip and Schmitt 1990, Hadfield 1995, Hagle and others 
2003, Nelson and Sturrock 1993). They are also resistant to fir-
type annosus root disease (Hagle and others 2003). 
McDonald, G.I., Martin, N. e. and A. E. Harvey. 1987. Armillaria in the 
northern rockies: Pathogenicity and host susceptibility on pristine and 
disturbed sites. USDA Forest Service Intermountain Research Station. 
Res. Note INT-371. 5 p.   
These authors state: The incidence of pathogenicity was high (59 
percent) on disturbed plots in the ABGR, THPL and TSHE series 
and incidence of pathogenicity was low (18 percent) on 
undisturbed plots in the ABGR, THPL and TSHE series; 
incidence of pathogenicity was high (65 percent) on undisturbed 
plots in the PSME and ABLA series and the incidence of 
pathogenicity was low (25 percent) on disturbed plots in the 
PSMA and ABLA series.  The Upshot is the authors have 
concluded that disturbance can either increase or decrease 
“pathogenicity” of Armillaria, depending on the habitat type. In 
reality, the combination of relatively few plots and failure to 
account for differences in tree species (potential host) 
composition makes these results hard to credit. The primary 
author has stated regarding this study “Since a limited number of 
plots were included in this study, these results must be 
considered as preliminary.” (G.I. McDonald; Relationships among 
site quality, stand structure, and Armillaria root rot in Douglas-fir 
forests.) Since Byler and others (1990) and Morrison and others 
2000, and Cruikshank and others 2001 found dry sites to have 
the least incidence of mortality from Armillaria root disease, it is 
likely Dr. McDonald is correct in considering his 1987 results 
preliminary. 

Blackstain root disease is rare in north Idaho and does not play a 
significant role in forests in north Idaho so these reports have no 
bearing on this discussion 
 
5:53 – The literature and other incorporated documents have 
been reviewed (Project File, CP-19). 
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6:1 – Thank you for your comments. 
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7:1 - Thank you for all your comments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7:2 – The Forest Service is required to consider no action as an 
alternative to a proposed action.  It is a viable alternative, and it 
provides a means of comparing effects of the proposed action 
(EA, pages 4, 11-17, 19-21, 23-28).  
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7:3 – The temporary roads proposed in the Broadaxe EA are not 
required for the long-term management of the National Forest.  
Gates and their maintenance are an expensive part of access 
management.  In this case, where the roads are not required for 
long-term management, the costs to install and maintain gates 
and the possible environmental effects of the roads and the 
access they provide outweigh the benefits the roads may provide.  
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