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Abstract:  This document describes the final decision and finding of no significant impact for the 
Barnyard South Sheep project.  The decision is based on the analyses documented in the Barnyard 
South Sheep Environmental Assessment (March 2015) and the Clearwater National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement (September 1987). 
 

The 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, 
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political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or part of an individuals income is derived from any public 
assistance program. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who 
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Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact 
for the 

Barnyard South Sheep Project 
USDA Forest Service 

North Fork Ranger District 
Nez Perce/Clearwater National Forests 

Clearwater County, Idaho 

A.  Objection Review 
A draft Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact (DN/FONSI) was issued in April 2015, 
which was subject to the objection process pursuant to 36 CFR 218.  The 45-day objection period 
commenced with publication of a legal notice in the Lewiston Morning Tribune on April 17, 2015.  
Dick Artley and Gary Macfarlane each submitted objections, which included numerous concerns. 

The Regional Forester’s staff reviewed each objection, the final Environmental Assessment (EA), draft 
DN/FONSI, and the contents in the Project File.  On July 6, 2015, the Deputy Regional Forester 
determined the project to be in compliance with all laws, regulation, policies, and the Forest Plan, and 
that all of each Objector’s concerns and suggested remedies did not require further discussion.  In his 
determination, the Deputy Regional Forester instructed the Forest to address the following item prior 
to signing a final DN/FONSI: 

1. Include the Decision Notice for the North Fork Noxious Weeds EA in the project record. 

Action taken: This document hasbeen filed in the Barnyard South Sheep project record. 
Having complied with this instruction, I am authorized to sign this decision for the Barnyard South 
Sheep project pursuant to 36 CFR 218.12(b). 

B.  Purpose and Need 
A comparison of the existing conditions to those desired lead to the formulation of four purpose and 
need statements (refer to EA, pages 3 and 4).  In condensed form they are: 

• Restore white pine and larch to improve stand vigor and species diversity across the landscape 
to create stand conditions that are resilient and allow for rapid recovery after disturbances. 

• Improve water quality conditions (i.e. reducing stream sediment) and soil productivity to 
initiate recovery of watershed function. 

• Manage the landscape to provide for goods and services. 

C.  Public Involvement and Scoping 
The need for the Barnyard South Sheep project first arose in 2012, when it began appearing in the 
Forest Schedule or Proposed Action report.  On May 7, 2012, the project was presented as part of a 
Nez Perce-Clearwater Forests Program of Work presentation to the Clearwater Basin Collaborative 
(CBC), and later in the year a field trip to the area was conducted for members of the CBC.  

A Scoping Letter was mailed out to the general public and the Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee 
on December 6, 2012, and the project was presented and subsequently updated at Nez Perce Tribe and 
Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forests quarterly staff-to-staff meetings.  All of these scoping activities 
are outlined on page 9 of the EA.   



Barnyard South Sheep Decision Notice & FONSI  2 
 

Using the comments from the public and other agencies, the interdisciplinary team identified several 
issues regarding the effects of the proposed action (refer to Appendix A, attached to this decision).  
Main issues of concern included use of existing roads, access management, economic feasibility, 
sensitive plants, wildlife, soil stability and productivity, and watershed condition.  To address these 
concerns, the Forest Service created several alternatives to the proposed action.  

D.  Decision 
The Barnyard South Sheep project encompasses approximately 17,570 acres of National Forest System 
lands, within the Washington Creek watershed that drains into the North Fork Clearwater River (see 
attached vicinity map).  Based upon my review of all alternatives, I select Alternative 2 which will 
implement the following management activities: 

1.  Vegetation 
• Regeneration harvest and reforestation on approximately 860 acres.  
• Commercial thin approximately 730 acres. 

o Construct 7.8 miles of temporary road to be decommissioned after use. 
o Reconstruct up to 21.0 miles of existing system roads. 
o Reconstruct up to 9.1 miles of existing non-system roads. 

2.  Watershed Improvement 

• Decommission approximately 44.6 miles of system roads and 31.0 miles of non-system roads. 
• Place into intermittent storage 28.4 miles of system roads and 20.6 miles of non-system roads. 

Mitigation or Design Measures Common to the Selected Alternative 
1.  Avoid direct ignition of fuels within RHCAs and/or clumps of live trees.  Where low-intensity fire 
is allowed to back into the edges of some of these areas, the result should be no more than 10% tree 
mortality. In areas requiring more distributed live-canopy retention and individual leave-trees, the 
objective will be for a majority (>50%) of the leave trees to survive the prescribed burn. 
2.  Leave a 50 ft. slope distance (or ½ the height of a site potential tree, whichever is greatest) no-
harvest, no-ignition INFISH buffer from perimeter of areas that contain unstable soils. 

• Unstable and landslide-prone areas in treatment units have been field-checked and units with 
potentially unstable areas according to stability assessments are displayed in the soils report.  
Units 1-7, 10, 13, 14, 19, 20, 23, 34 and 35 have the highest percentages of unit area with 
potentially unstable slopes.  Site-specific delineation of unstable areas will occur during project 
layout.  

3.  Restrict activities when soils are wet to prevent resource damage (indicators include excessive 
rutting, oil displacement, and erosion). 
4.  Temporary roads will be located on upper hillslope or ridgetop positions and will not cross highly 
sensitive or unstable areas such as perennial or intermittent streams, wetlands, areas with wet or 
poorly-drained soils or unstable steep concavities and dissections that accumulate water to minimize 
the potential for surface erosion, road failures and sediment delivery.  Exceptions are listed below for 
specific temporary roads that cross sensitive areas: 
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• Increased drainage frequency (80 to 545 feet) and slash filter windrow placement below the 
road prism will be required on specific temporary roads identified in Appendix C of the 
Watershed Report. 

• Under Alternative 2, temporary roads 33.5 and the segment of temporary road 29.1 from 
milepost 0.65 to milepost 0.93 (end of road) will be constructed, used, and decommissioned 
during one summer/fall season to minimize erosion and the potential for stream sediment 
delivery.   

• Under Alternative 2, temporary road 29.1 from milepost 0.00 to 0.65 will be retained for site 
preparation activities (expected to occur within 5 years following construction) before being 
decommissioned. This temporary road will be specifically located and designed by a FS 
Engineer to alleviate soil and water resource concerns during the extended time period. The 
road will be closed to public motorized-use and open for administrative use only.  

• Under Alternatives 2 and 4, temporary road 11.4 will be constructed, used, and 
decommissioned during one summer/fall season to minimize erosion and the potential for 
stream sediment delivery. 

5.  To restore slope hydrology and soil productivity, all temporary roads will be scarified and 
recontoured (decommissioned) following use (within 3 years after construction, with exceptions listed 
in Design Measure #4).  Excavated skid trails will also be scarified and recontoured.  Reshape cut/fill 
slopes to natural contours.  Apply seed and available slash to the recontoured surfaces (slash is 
considered available where the equipment is able to reach it from the working area where the 
decommissioning is occurring).  
6.  During road decommissioning or long-term storage activities, measures are to be taken to prevent 
sediment from entering streams during project activities and in the long-term, such as: (a) placing 
removable sediment traps below work areas to trap fines; (b) when working instream, removing all fill 
around pipes prior to bypass and pipe removal (where this is not possible, use non-eroding diversion); 
(c) revegetating scarified and disturbed soils with grasses (weed free) for short-term erosion protection 
and with shrubs and trees for long-term soil stability; (d) mulching with native materials, where 
available, or using weed-free straw to ensure coverage of exposed soils; (e) dissipating energy in the 
newly constructed stream channels using log or rock weirs; and (f) armoring channel banks and 
dissipating energy with large rock whenever possible. 

7.  Proposed culvert replacements will be sized to meet or exceed natural bankfull channel width and 
designed to pass a 100 year flow event.  Crossing replacements will follow natural stream grade to 
accommodate sediment, debris and water transport. BMPs and mitigation measures similar to those 
listed above for road decommissioning and storage activities will be employed to minimize sediment 
inputs to streams. 

8.  Areas with very thin, rocky or droughty soils where soil productivity and reforestation potential is 
low will be avoided or will receive heavy live-tree retention to assure soil and site protection and 
regeneration success. These areas may include rock outcrops, areas of bare surface soil lacking 
vegetation, litter and organic surface horizons, and soils with abundant rock fragments in the surface 
soil horizons. During field surveys, these sensitive areas were noted in Units 8, 9, 18, 20, 29 and 33. 

9.  Locate and design skid trails, landings and yarding corridors to minimize the area of detrimental 
soil effects.  Space tractor skid trails no less than 80 feet apart (edge to edge), except where converging 
on landings.  This does not preclude the use of feller bunchers.  Excavations will be minimized as 
much as possible.  
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10.  Restrict equipment used for post-harvest excavator piling to existing trails and/or previously 
impacted areas. When machine piling, existing duff/litter will be retained (as much as possible) and not 
included in the activity slash piling. Slash will be allowed to overwinter prior to burning.  

11.  On dry sites, retain an average of 7 to 15 tons/acre of coarse woody debris (greater than 3 inches in 
diameter) following completion of activities.  On moist sites, retain an average of 17 to 33 tons/acre. 

12.  Scarify non-excavated skid trails and landings that are compacted or entrenched 3 inches or more.  
Scarify to a depth of 6 to 14 inches, and seed disturbed areas having bare soil.  No decompaction work 
should be done during wet weather or when the ground is frozen or otherwise unsuitable for effective 
decompaction.     

13.  Paying attention to (Alt. 2: Units 1, 4, 6, 7, 11, 18, 22, 33; Alt. 3: Units 1, 6, 11, 22; Alt. 4: 1, 4, 6, 
7, 11, 14, 18, 22, 33), a logging system layout design will be developed to reuse as many of the 
existing skid trails and landings as possible to limit the amount of new detrimental disturbance. 

14.  For Unit 15, limit acreage of new disturbance (skid trails/landings) to (Alt. 2: 16.8 acres; Alt. 3: 
17.2 acres; Alt. 4: 16.8 acres) to be within 15% Standard (Adams and Froehlich 1981).  To assure that 
this unit remains at or below 15% DSD following project implementation, where possible, locate main 
skid trails only on existing disturbed areas with few one pass trails occurring on undisturbed ground or 
use a cut-to-length forwarder system. 
15.  For the purpose of maintaining snag habitat, timber harvest prescriptions will follow Regional 
guidance (Bollenbacher et al. 2009, pgs 18-20) on project level snag/live tree retention estimates in 
early seral and mid-seral conditions.  The larger legacy/relic tree species (ponderosa pine, western 
larch, Douglas-fir) will be selected for retention.  In regeneration harvest units, snags/live trees will be 
retained in ¼ to 3 acre groups, with preference to snags or damaged trees that are greater than 15 
inches in diameter, greater than 20 feet tall, and with broken tops.  Leave clumps of snags mixed with 
green trees, or lone snags that have little potential to cause safety issues during timber felling.  The 
retention of snags will be avoided near log landings and firelines and within 100 feet below and 200 
feet above a road opened to any motorized vehicle. 

16.  If activities impact previously unknown sensitive plant occurrences, the Botanist will be notified, 
who will direct appropriate measures depending upon the ecology of the plant species involved and the 
nature of the activity. 

17.  For the purpose of meeting the recommended Visual Quality Objectives (VQOs) for OHV trail 
systems and the Camp 60 Trailhead, a Landscape Architect will assist in the final layout and design of 
the proposed timber harvest units.  The following design measures that may be implemented will 
include: 
• Retaining vertical structure within the regeneration harvest units, edge treatments that emulate 

natural openings, and keeping trees within a 50-100 foot buffer to screen timber harvest activity 
from public recreating on popular trails in the area.  

• Leaving trees (live and dead) that provide vertical structure within the regeneration harvest units to 
emulate the same structure that will remain after a natural mixed severity wildfire.  These leave 
areas will range from ¼ to 3 acres in size and may include leave areas adjacent to unit boundaries.  

• Shaping and feathering unit boundaries visible in the foreground to reduce any hard edges that 
appear as a man-made features on the landscape.  
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18.  If additional heritage resources are found during implementation of the project, project activities 
are to cease.  The Forest Archaeologist will then be notified, and an assessment will be made regarding 
the effect of continued activities on the newly identified heritage resource.  
19.  Any goshawk nests found before and during implementation will be protected with a 40-acre no-
activity buffer, and a 420-acre Post Fledging Area will be seasonally restricted from 4/15 to 8/15.   

20.  If being utilized for either haul/removal of material or crossed for transport of logs, trail templates 
will be returned to their original size and condition that existed prior to commencement of 
management activities.   

21.  Any trail infrastructure, features, etc. (i.e., bridges, puncheon, waterbars, trail tread armoring, geo-
block/bull rock, culverts, signs, etc.) that are removed or damaged due to management activities, will 
be restored to its previous condition upon completion of management activity. 

22.  Timber and recreation personnel will coordinate the timing of vegetation management to minimize 
trail closures and impacts to users, as follows: 

a. Lodge Creek Loop Trail 606 and/or Tumble Creek Trail 608 (around  T39N, R7E, Sections 5 
and 32) are both located in the vicinity of Regeneration Harvest Units 25, 26, 27, 28 and 33, 
with the units running adjacent to or through these trails.  Both of these trails are part of the 
Sheep Mountain Trail system, and to minimize impacts to the public, attempts will be made 
(allowing for public safety during timber haul) to keep at least one trail open to allow for 
continued availability of loop riding opportunities.   

b. Lodge Creek Loop Trail 606 (around T38N, R7E, Sections 6 and 7) is located in the vicinity of 
Units 34 and 35.  To maintain public OHV trail access between the Clarke Mountain and 
Sheep Mountain OHV trail systems, logging activity will not be permitted Friday – Sunday and 
trail access will be open and available to the public. 

c. Units 14, 15, 16 and 18 are located within Deadhorse Loop Trail 610 (T39N, R7E, Section 7) 
which provides ATV access to the northern portion of the Sheep Mountain Trail system.  While 
these units are being harvested, to minimize impacts to the public, NFS Road 683 will be made 
available to the public to ensure access to the northern portion of Trail 610 and the northern 
portion of the Sheep Mountain Trail system. 

d. In the northern portion of the project area Units 10, 11, 12 and 13 are adjacent to NFS Road 
246 and bisect NFS Road 5323, both of which are designated portions of the Sheep Mountain 
Trail system.  To minimize impacts to the public, attempts will be made (allowing for public 
safety during timber haul) to keep at least one road open to allow for continued availability of 
loop riding opportunities.  .   

e. Unit 9 (T40N, R7E, Section 32) in the northern portion of the project area bisects Swanson 
Saddle Trail 614 and is also located within portions of Deadhorse Loop Trail 610 and Sheep 
Mountain Loop Trail 615.  To provide public access in the northern portion of the Sheep 
Mountain Trail system, these trails will be open and available to the public on Friday – Sunday, 
between May – Oct. 

f. No snow plowing will be allowed after December 15th on NFS Road 246, which is a popular 
groomed snowmobile route accessing the project area.  

23. Remove all mud, soil, and plant parts from off road equipment before moving into the project area 
to limit the spread of noxious weeds.  Conduct cleaning off National Forest lands. 
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24. Rock to be used for surfacing should be pre-treated in the fall or spring (prior to haul) to minimize 
the transport of noxious weed seeds. 

25. If noxious weeds are found on the haul routes for this project, spraying of these weeds will occur 
along the road prisms two times, once before hauling and once after hauling is completed.  Although 
the intent is to spray pre- and post-hauling, there may be some exceptions to this due to timing of 
logging and appropriate season of application.  Spraying typically occurs during the spring or fall 
usually between June and early July, or during September.  Treatment of invasive plants will be 
consistent with the strategy outlined in the North Fork Noxious Weed Treatment Environmental 
Assessment (2005). 

26. In all units, to reduce ground disturbance, no ground-based skidding will be allowed on slopes over 
35%, unless mitigating measures, such as operating on adequate compacted snow or only over short 
distances, are approved by the Timber Sale Administrator or Contracting Officer Representative.  
Mechanical falling and cut-to-length systems will be allowed on slopes exceeding 35% as approved to 
minimize soil disturbance.    

Monitoring 
The following monitoring activities will continue Forestwide or be initiated with the Barnyard South 
Sheep project: 

1. The Timber Sale Administrator or Contracting Officer Representative will make periodic checks on 
the progress of the sale to ensure contractual compliance. 

2. INFISH compliance monitoring will be conducted annually by the Forest Fisheries Biologist in 
conjunction with BMP audits with the Forest Hydrologist.  The monitoring is done on a sample of 
the recently completed activities each year, noted in the Monitoring Plan and reported in the annual 
Clearwater National Forest Monitoring and Evaluation Report available on the Forest web site 
http://www.fs.usda.gov/main/nezperceclearwater/home. 

3. Soils monitoring will occur across the Forest to assess: (a) the accuracy of disturbance estimates; 
(b) if project design measures, such as live-tree retention, were effective; and (c) if units meet 
Regional soil quality standards.  Sampling will cover all combinations of treatment and yarding 
methods, including units from this project.  Results will be reported in the annual Clearwater 
National Forest Monitoring and Evaluation Report.  

4.  Herbicide effectiveness monitoring will occur following chemical application, within the season of 
treatment, to determine the success of treatments.  

E.   Reasons for the Decision 
As described in detail below, this decision will improve resiliency in this watershed by obliterating old 
road prisms and restoring forest species composition and structure to a state that provides for a 
healthier, longer-lived stand.  The project design features for the timber harvest will protect soil 
productivity, in which areas of unstable soils will have been eliminated from proposed harvest units.  
The road obliteration will further improve conditions in the watershed.  Most of these roads that are 
currently shown as open are brushed-in and not used as a road.  Therefore, the impact on the recreating 
public is very minor.  Also, timber harvest activities will be coordinated with the local snowmobile 
groups, so that the impact on winter recreation is minimal. 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/main/nezperceclearwater/home


Barnyard South Sheep Decision Notice & FONSI         7 

Comparison to Other Alternatives and the Purpose and Need 

1.  Restore white pine and larch to improve stand vigor and species diversity across the 
landscape. 
When compared to the other alternatives, selected Alternative 2 best meets this purpose by: (a) 
regenerating 860 acres, followed by the planting of western white pine, larch, and other seral tree 
species; and (b) commercial thinning 730 acres to reallocate growing space in favor of healthy seral 
tree species.  Timber harvest will cause a 5% decrease in the grand fir/Douglas-fir cover types, and the 
subsequent planting of seral species will cause a 5% increase in the western white pine cover type. 
Alternative 1 (no action) would not implement any timber harvest.  Composition of white pine and 
larch would remain at 0%, and other seral species (lodgepole pine and ponderosa pine) would remain 
at 5%, dominated by dense stands of western redcedar, grand fir and Douglas-fir, with the latter two 
displaying poor health and low growth vigor.    
Alternative 3 would regenerate 430 less acres and commercial thin 250 less acres.  The reduced timber 
harvest and planting would cause a 3% decrease in the grand fir/Douglas-fir cover types and a 3% 
increase in the western white pine cover type. 
Alternative 4 would regenerate 300 less acres, commercial thin the same number of acres as 
Alternative 2.   The resulting timber harvest and planting would cause a 3% decrease in the grand 
fir/Douglas-fir cover types and a 4% increase in the western white pine cover type. 
2.  Improve water quality conditions and soil productivity. 
Alternative 2, like Alternatives 3 and 4, meets this purpose by decommissioning 75.6 miles of problem 
roads and placing 49.0 miles of roads into a self-maintaining condition.  Also, the decommissioning of 
these roads, plus existing skid trails, landings, and temporary roads associated with the timber harvest 
will have positive effects on soils by initiating recovery of soil productivity functions.  
Alternative 1 (no action) would not implement any watershed improvement activities aimed at 
reducing sediment, and recovery of soil productivity in areas currently detrimentally disturbed would 
occur over time (i.e. several decades).   
3.  Manage the landscape to provide for goods and services. 
Alternative 2 will harvest an estimated 16.4 MMBF of timber products, valued at $1,601,223, whereas 
Alternative 3 would harvest an estimated 9.9 MMBF (valued at $982,046), and Alternative 4 would 
harvest an estimated 12.4 MMBF (valued at $1,060,073).  Fish habitat will be protected with the 
implementation of INFISH buffers and in some cases improved following the decommissioning of 
problem roads and the replacement of undersized culverts.  The effects on recreational opportunities 
will be mitigated.  
Alternative 1 (no action) would not provide any timber products or revenues to the local economy, nor 
would there be a change in fish habitat or the availability of public recreational opportunities. 
Finally, Alternative 2 is consistent with Clearwater National Forest Plan direction, as discussed under 
each resource area in Chapter 4 of the EA, and meets the requirements under other applicable laws and 
regulations, discussed further in this notice. 

F.  Other Alternatives Considered in Detail 
In addition to the selected alternative, I considered three other alternatives.  A description of these 
alternatives can be found in the EA on pages 20, 21, 23, and 24.   



Barnyard South Sheep Decision Notice & FONSI  8 
 

Alternative 1 - No Action  
Under the No Action alternative, the proposed action would not take place.  Alternative 1 provided a 
baseline for comparing the environmental consequences of the other alternatives to the existing 
condition.   

Alternative 3 – Existing Roads   
While meeting the project’s purpose and need for action, this alternative responded to the public 
comment asking us to develop an alternative that uses the existing road system.  Alternative 3 would 
have treated 680 less acres than Alternative 2, without having to construct any temporary roads. 

Alternative 4 – Openings < 40 Acres   
While meeting the project’s purpose and need for action, this alternative responded to the requirement 
to develop an alternative that keeps openings to 40 acres or less.  Alternative 4 would have treated 300 
less acres than Alternative 2, without exceeding the 40-acre opening limitation. 

G.  Other Alternative Not Considered in Detail 
One other alternative was formulated to address the public comment asking us to “consider a real 
restoration alternative, one that does not conflate logging with restoration.”  This alternative, briefly 
described below, was eliminated from detailed study, as explained in the EA on page 29.   

Alternative 5 – Watershed Restoration Only   
This alternative only proposed the watershed improvements that were common with the other action 
alternatives considered.  No timber harvest would occur under this alternative. 

H.  Finding of No Significant Impact 
In accordance with CFR 1508.13 and direction provided in the Forest Service Handbook (FSH 1909.15, 
Chapter 40, Section 43.1), I have determined that the management actions included in the Selected 
Alternative of the Barnyard South Sheep Project do not constitute a major Federal action, and that the 
implementation of the proposal will not significantly affect the quality of the human environment.  
Accordingly, I have determined that an Environmental Impact Statement need not be prepared for this 
project.  I have followed the implementing regulation for NEPA (40 CFR 1508.27) and other criteria for 
determining the significance of effects.  

Before making my determination, I carefully reviewed and considered the following information: 

• The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of these actions as documented in the Environmental 
Assessment for the Barnyard South Sheep Project;  

• The analysis documentation in the Project Record of the Barnyard South Sheep Project; 

• Comments received throughout the public comment periods for this proposal; and,  

• Past experiences with resource management projects on the Clearwater National Forest. 
The Interdisciplinary (ID) Team and I have “screened” the management actions included in the Barnyard 
South Sheep Project for “significant impact.”  The results of this screening are summarized on the 
following pages.   

Significant, as used in NEPA, requires consideration of both context and intensity.   
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Context means that the significance of an action must be analyzed in several contexts such as society as a 
whole (human, national), the affected region, the affected interests, and the locality.  Significance varies 
with the setting of the proposed action.  For instance, in the case of a site-specific action, significance 
would usually depend upon the effects in the locale rather than in the world as a whole.  Both short- and 
long-term effects are relevant (40 CFR 1508.27).  

The effects of the proposed actions are limited in context.  The project area is limited in size (i.e. 1,590 
acres of vegetation treatments, 75.6 miles of road decommissioning, and 49.0 miles of road storage) 
and the activities limited in duration (i.e. timber management actions associated with the proposal will 
be completed within a five year time frame).  Effects are local in nature and are not likely to 
significantly affect regional or national resources.   

Although all of the project area is located on National Forest lands, private lands are located west of 
the project area.  Foreseeable activities on these lands, similar to those being proposed in the project 
area, were considered in the cumulative effects analysis. 

Within the context of the landscape as a whole, or at the stand level, the ecological consequences are 
not found to be significant in either the short or long-term for the Barnyard South Sheep Project. 

Intensity refers to the severity of impact.  The following ten aspects are considered in the evaluation of 
intensity (40 CFR 1508.27):  

1)  Impacts may be both beneficial and adverse.  A significant effect may exist even if the Federal 
agency believes that on the balance the effects will be beneficial. 

Both beneficial and adverse effects have been taken into consideration when making a determination 
of significance for this project.  While there will be beneficial effects, this action does not rely on those 
effects to balance adverse environmental impacts.  The individual resource sections in Chapter 4 of the 
EA and the supporting information in the Project Record contain comprehensive effects analyses, and 
the findings from these resource-specific reports form the basis for my decision. 

The project includes a range of activities including timber harvest, prescribed burning, temporary road 
construction, road reconstruction, and road decommissioning and storage.  These activities have 
varying effects on the physical, biological, or social components of the affected environment.  Some of 
these effects are more favorable to a particular resource component than to another resource 
component.  Below is a synoposis of the more notable effects of the activities; however, none of the 
effects, whether favorable or unfavorable, beneficial or adverse, are significant.  

The cumulative effects associated with the Selected Alternative will be positive, albeit marginal.  This 
alternative has a greater positive effect than the other alternatives by treating more acres with 
regeneration harvest, where blister rust resistant white pine and other early seral tree species will be 
planted.  The long-term cumulative effects will increase the presence of earl seral forest cover types by 
860 acres or 5% of the analysis area.   Although 730 acres of commercial thinning will little impact on 
forest cover types, thinning treatments will allow more room for individual trees to grow, increasing 
their vigor, lowering their stress, and therefore improving tree and forest health and resistance to 
deleterious effects of pathogens through time. 

Riparian values for all watersheds; including water temperature, filtration of sediment and 
contaminants, large woody debris recruitment, and stream bank condition; will be maintained because 
of the application of Riparian Habitat Conservation Area (RHCA) standards.   

The temporary road construction and road decommissioning have the highest risk of impacting fish 
habitat and water quality in the short-term due to the risk of sediment deposition into streams.  
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However, short-term impacts will be reduced through timing restrictions, and application of Best 
Management Practices.  Temporary roads will be decommissioned after use, and decommissioned 
roads will provide long-term benefits with improved infiltration and revegetation.   

The proposed regeneration harvest will increase foraging habitat for early seral-dependent species such 
as elk, white-tailed deer, and moose, while decreasing cover habitat but moving these attributes to a 
more optimal balance for these species.  Because the amount of cover in the project area greatly 
exceeds that of foraging habitat, habitat conditions for these species will be maintained or slightly 
improved.  Wildlife species which are more dependent on older forest stands, such as pileated 
woodpeckers and northern goshawks, will experience slight decreases in the amount of suitable forage 
habitat in the project area in the short term, and nesting habitat will remain unchanged.  Maturation of 
abundant middle-aged stands in the project over the next decade, however, should increase the project 
area acreage of suitable habitat for the more mature stand-dependent species well beyond that is 
currently present.  Species without stand-specific habitat needs and those with small amounts of 
suitable habitat in the project area under present conditions should not be substantially affected by the 
proposed activities.  Little to no direct effects to individual animals should result from the project 
activities.  
Potential positive benefits to recreation include: (1) additional opportunities for berry pickers due to 
larger openings in forest canopy; (2) potential long-term benefits for hunters due to expected growth of 
browse shortly after completion of timber harvest.  Potential adverse impacts to recreation  include: (1) 
timber harvest taking place adjacent to and in the vicinity of various trails within the project area, 
creating inconveniences and potential trail closures; (2) approximately 9% of the project area 
becoming unavailable to personal use firewood gathering; and (3) impacts to the public due to log 
truck traffic. 
 

It is my determination, based on review of these analyses and consultation with specialists, that the 
Selected Alternative, including timber harvest, burning of logging slash, temporary road construction, 
road reconstruction, and road decommissioning and storage will not have a significant impact on the 
environment.  All effects will be minimal or short-lived.  No effects are deemed irreversible or 
irretrievable and do not set in motion further effects.  All potential direct, indirect, and cumulative 
effects are evaluated in the EA, Project Record reports, and the Biological Assessment and Evaluation. 

2)  The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety. 
The burning of slash created by timber harvest activities will comply with State Air Quality Standards 
and be coordinated through the Montana Airshed Group.  Dust from timber hauling activities will be 
controlled on Forest Service roads using the dust abatement requirements within the 
stewardship/timber sale contract provisions.   

Project design features, such as implementing INFISH default buffers and Best Management Practices, 
have been developed to address concerns of possible pollutants entering area streams.  I believe that 
the actions in the Selected Alternative will not likely have any significant impact to public health or 
safety.   

3)  Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural 
resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically 
critical areas. 

The project area does not contain nor is near areas that have been identified as ecologically critical or 
otherwise unique for the geographic area.  Heritage surveys have been completed and no cultural 
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properties, except for Camp 60, are located within the area of potential effects.  The Camp 60 area has 
historic and cultural value due to the history of logging camps and Civilian Conservation Corp activity 
at this location. 

The project area includes wetlands, but impacts to wetlands will be avoided during project layout 
through implementation of INFISH buffers and contract provisions for timber harvest.  Based on all of 
this information, I conclude that the Selected Alternative will have no effects on unique resources. 

4)  The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be 
highly controversial. 

Based on the limited context of the project within the scope of the human environment, my review of 
comments received during the scoping of this project, the analysis documented in the EA and Project 
Record, and the rationale described in this DN, I do not find any highly controversial effects as a result 
of proposed implementation of the Selected Alternative.  The activities prescribed in the Selected 
Alternative have been designed to minimize the effects on the quality of the human environment.  
Therefore, I conclude that the effects of the Selected Alternative are not considered highly 
controversial.    

5)  The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or 
involve unique or unknown risks. 

Based on my review of comments received during the scoping of this project, the comments received 
after the publication of the EA, and the analysis documented in the EA and Project Record, I find the 
possible effects on the human environment that are uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks to be 
minimal or non-existent.   

Given the familiar nature of the trees proposed to be removed and the large proportion of the 
vegetation in the drainage to remain, the effects to the quality of the human environment are not 
significant.  The agency has considerable experience with such projects in these landscape conditions, 
and the consequences of such actions are well established and predictable.   

The EA and information contained in the project record discloses potential environmental impacts 
(which are supportable with use of accepted techniques, reliable data, and professional opinion), and I 
believe that the impacts of implementing this proposal are within the limits that avoid any thresholds of 
concern.  In conclusion, I find that there are no uncertain or unique characteristics in the project area 
that have not been previously encountered or that will constitute an unknown risk to the human 
environment. 

6)  The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant 
effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration. 

The Barnyard South Sheep Project represents a site-specific project that does not set precedence for 
future actions nor does it present a decision in principle about future considerations.  Any proposed 
future projects must be evaluated on its own merits and effects.  The actions in the Selected Alternative 
are compatible with the Forest Plan and the capabilities of the land.  I believe that this action does not 
represent a decision in principle about a future consideration. 

7)  Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively 
significant impacts. 

Connected, cumulative, and similar actions have been considered and included in the scope of the 
analysis.  The analysis accounts for past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions of the Forest 
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Service and adjacent private lands to the west of the project area.  Based on my review of the analysis 
and disclosure of effects in the EA, Biological Assessments and Evaluations, and other analyses in the 
Project Record, I conclude that this project will not represent potential cumulative adverse impacts. 

8)  The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or 
objects listed in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause loss or destruction of 
significant cultural or historical resources. 
I am not aware of any features in the affected area that are listed or are being considered for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places.  Heritage surveys have been completed in the project area, 
and no cultural properties were located within the area of potential effects (refer to the Determination 
of Eligibility and Effect form in the project file).  The potential for impacting undiscovered sites is 
mitigated by Mitigation Measure #18, included as part of the Selected Alternative.  In the event such 
resources are discovered during project implementation, they will be evaluated and protected.  I 
believe that this action will not have a significant effect on scientific, cultural, or historical resources. 

9)  The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or 
its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act. 

The current US Fish and Wildlife Service species list for Clearwater County identifies bull trout and 
Canada lynx (both threatened species).  Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as 
amended, requires Federal agencies to ensure that actions authorized, funded, or carried out by them 
are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of threatened, endangered, or proposed species, or 
cause the destruction or adverse modification of their critical habitats.  It was determined that the 
Barnyard South Sheep project will “not likely to adversely affect either of these species.  The detailed 
analyses supporting this determination can be found in the Wildlife and Fisheries reports, Chapter 4 of 
the EA, and in the attached Biological Assessment.    

10)  Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements 
imposed for the protection of the environment. 
As described in the EA (Regulatory Framework and Consistency sections for each resource area in 
Chapter 4), the actions in the Selected Alternative are consistent with all applicable Federal, state, or 
local laws or requirements imposed for the protection of the environment, including: 

• The Clean Water Act and Idaho State Water Quality Standards 
• The Endangered Species Act 
• The Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898 
• The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
• The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) 
• The National Historic Preservation Act 

I.  Findings Required by Other Laws and Regulations 
Clean Water Act and Idaho State Water Quality Laws – The selected alternative complies with the 
Clean Water Act by following all federal, state, interstate and local requirements, administrative 
authority and process and sanctions, with respect to control and abatement of water pollution.  These 
authorities are listed on pages 9 through 12 of the Barnyard South Sheep Project Watershed Report and 
have been addressed by design of the project and by mitigation measures described in this document 
and the EA, which also addresses Section 402 of the Act (see EA, page 7). 
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Endangered Species Act –The two species with status under the Endangered Species Act and which are 
administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in Clearwater County are Canada lynx and bull 
trout.  The National Marine Fisheries Service also lists Snake River steelhead trout and fall Chinook 
salmon as occurring in some drainages of the North Fork Clearwater River, both of which will not be 
affected by the project. 

As required by the Endangered Species Act, specific habitat needs for Threatened and Endangered 
species of fish and wildlife in regards to the proposed project were analyzed and documented in a 
Biological Assessment (attached).  That assessment determined that the project will not likely 
adversely affect individuals of these species.  None of these species has designated critical habitat 
within or in proximity to the project area, so there will also be no effect on critical habitat for the 
species for which it has been designated.  As per the ESA consultation conferencing process, the “not 
likely to adversely affect” determinations conclude the ESA Section 7 process for the above listed 
species or their designated critical habitat.  

Environmental Justice – In regards to Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898, the human 
health and environmental effects of the selected alternative will not disproportionately impact minority 
and low income populations.  Also, the implementation of this project will not subject anyone to 
discrimination because of race, color, or national origin.  The selected alternative complies with 
Executive Order 12898. 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) – This law insures that high quality environmental 
information is available and disclosed to public officials and citizens before decisions are made and 
before actions are taken.  Scientific analysis and public scrutiny are essential in complying with NEPA 
requirements.  I have met these requirements by using a knowledgeable and skilled interdisciplinary 
team to develop and analyze the proposed action and alternatives.  Public involvement was key in 
identifying issues and continued throughout preparation of the EA.  State agencies, special interest 
groups/organizations, and individuals provided comments to the EA.  I have considered their 
comments in reaching my decision.  A summary of public comments and our responses is part of this 
Notice (see Appendix A).  I find the selected alternative in compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

National Forest Management Act (NFMA) – The Clearwater National Forest Plan of 1987 establishes 
management direction for the Clearwater National Forest.  This management direction is achieved 
through the establishment of Forest-wide goals, objectives, and standards.  The National Forest 
Management Act requires that all project-level analyses, such as the Barnyard South Sheep project, are 
to be consistent with the Forest Plan (16 USC 1604(i)).  The EA displays the Forest Plan Management 
Area direction applicable to the Barnyard South Sheep project area (Chapter 1, pages 5 and 6).  The 
alternative development process is detailed in Chapter 2 of the EA, and the environmental consequences 
of the alternatives in relation to the Forest Plan are described in Chapter 4 of the EA.   

After reviewing the EA, I find that my proposal to select Alternative 2 is consistent with Forest Plan 
standards, goals, and objectives.  I have also reviewed the September 13, 1993, settlement agreement 
between The Wilderness Society et al., and the Forest Service.  I find that the Barnyard South Sheep 
project complies with the Lawsuit Stipulation of Dismissal, as follows: 
• An analysis was completed to verify the old growth status of all stands proposed for harvest or road 

construction.  The settlement agreement stipulates that any harvest or road building in old growth 
stands greater than 100 acres be preceded by an EIS.  All activities of the Barnyard South Sheep 
project avoid old growth habitat (including step-down stands), and therefore fulfills that agreement. 
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• Activities that could potentially exceed the criteria for a given watershed were dropped during 
alternative development and analysis. 

• All proposed activities, including prescribed fire, timber harvest, temporary road construction, road 
reconstruction, road decommissioning and storage were considered in making the determination of 
“no measurable increase” in sediment, where streams currently exceed the sediment standard. 

• Timber harvest and associated road activities are not proposed in any lands identified in proposed 
Idaho Wilderness Bill HR 1570, nor in any area selected for wilderness by any member of the 
Idaho delegation. 

• This project alone or in combination with other anticipated timber sales will not cause the Forest to 
exceed the 80 MMBF schedule for any of the Fiscal Years affected by this project’s timber sale.   

Other NFMA Requirements – I have determined the selected alternative is consistent with the 
following provisions of the National Forest Management Act:  

1.  Suitability for Timber Production:  The NFMA directs that no timber harvest, other than salvage 
sales or sales to protect other multiple-use values, shall occur on lands not suited for timber 
production.  

 All of the selected vegetation treatments are located in a Management Areas C4 or E1 that are 
suitable for long-term timber production, as described in the Forest Plan. Further, no vegetation 
management is proposed on sites that have been identified as unsuitable for timber production. 

2. Timber Harvest on National Forest Lands:  The NFMA directs that site-specific projects and 
activities to harvest timber on National Forest System lands can only occur where: 

a. Soil, slope, or other watershed conditions will not be irreversibly damaged.   
My decision avoids irreversibly damaging soil, slopes, or other watershed conditions.  This 
determination is supported by the effects disclosures in the EA (Chapter 4 Water Resources and 
Soils sections) and Project Record, through Design Criteria given in the EA (Chapter 2), and 
through the application of BMPs. If after implementing the decision, there is 15 percent or 
more detrimental disturbance, restoration activities described in the Design Criteria for the 
Selected Alternative (EA, Chapter 2) will occur to move the units back towards an improved 
condition. 

b. There is assurance that the lands can be adequately restocked within five years after final 
regeneration harvest.  
Artificial regeneration (planting) is planned for each of the units that will be regeneration 
harvested and natural regeneration is also expected on these sites. Adequate restocking of these 
sites is fully expected within five years following final regeneration harvest. Surveys will be 
performed to identify any additional stand treatment needs to ensure this restocking occurs. 

c. Protection is provided for streams, streambanks, shorelines, lakes, wetlands, and other 
bodies of water from detrimental changes in water temperatures, blockages of water 
courses, and deposits of sediment, where harvests are likely to seriously and adversely 
affect water conditions or fish habitat. 
INFISH buffers will be implemented and Idaho BMPs will be followed where harvest is 
occurring to avoid detrimental changes in water temperatures, blockages of water courses, and 
deposits of sediment. 



Barnyard South Sheep Decision Notice & FONSI         15 

d. The harvesting system to be used is not selected primarily because it will give the greatest 
dollar return or the greatest unit output of timber. 
My proposal to implement the Barnyard South Sheep project is based on a variety of reasons as 
discussed elsewhere in this Decision Notice.  Economics was only one of the many factors I 
considered, and my proposed decision is not based primarily on the greatest dollar return or 
greatest output of timber, but rather changing forest stand conditions to best meet Forest Plan 
objectives. 

3. Clearcutting and Even-aged Management:  The NFMA directs that clearcutting, seed tree cutting, 
shelterwood cutting, and other cuts designed to regenerate an even-aged stand of timber will be used as a 
cutting method on National Forest System lands only where: 

a. For clearcutting, it is determined to be the optimum method, and for other such cuts it is 
determined to be appropriate, to meet the objectives and requirements of the relevant 
land management plan. 
A certified Silviculturist has determined regeneration harvest to be the appropriate treatment for 
the stands proposed for even-aged regeneration harvest. This is based upon the difference 
between desired conditions developed by an interdisciplinary team and existing conditions. In 
order to meet desired conditions for these stands, even-aged regeneration harvest has been 
deemed necessary. Detailed prescriptions will be prepared or reviewed by a certified 
Silviculturist, and when these prescriptions are developed, the optimum method of harvest 
(clearcutting, seed tree, or shelterwood) will be determined based upon site-specific 
considerations. 

b. The interdisciplinary review as determined by the Secretary has been completed and the 
potential environmental, biological, esthetic, engineering, and economic impacts on each 
advertised sale area have been assessed, as well as the consistency of the sale with the 
multiple use of the general area. 
The interdisciplinary review requirement has been met by release and review of the Barnyard 
South Sheep Environmental Assessment. I have found this project to be consistent with the 
multiple use objectives of the Clearwater Forest Plan. 

c. Cut blocks, patches, or strips are shaped and blended to the extent practicable with the 
natural terrain. 
Proposed treatment units will meet Forest Plan Visual Quality Objectives and harvest units will 
be blended with the natural terrain and laid out, as practicable, to emulate natural disturbance 
patterns, as stated in design measure 17 (refer to EA, p-28). 

d. Cuts are carried out according to the maximum size limit requirements for areas to be cut 
during one harvest operation, provided, that such limits shall not apply to the size of areas 
harvested as a result of natural catastrophic conditions such as fire, insect and disease 
attack, or windstorm. 
FSM 2471.1 of the Northern Region clarifies and describes the restrictions on the size of 
harvest openings created by even-aged silvicultural methods (clearcut, seedtree and 
shelterwood harvests), as required by FSM 1921.12.  Proposed even-aged silvicultural methods 
will create nine separate openings that are greater than 40 acres in size, ranging from 44 to 100 
acres, where western white pine and western larch will be planted.  Exceeding the 40-acre limit 
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was approved by the Regional Forester on October 10, 2014.  All other harvest activities in my 
decision meet the maximum size limitations. 

e. Such cuts are carried out in a manner consistent with the protection of soil, watershed, 
fish, wildlife, recreation, and esthetic resources, and the regeneration of the timber 
resource. 
Design features given in Chapter 2 of the Barnyard South Sheep EA ensure the protection of 
soil, watershed, fish, wildlife, recreation, and esthetic resources. Regeneration of the timber 
resource is ensured by requiring that a certified Silviculturist review all detailed harvest 
prescriptions. 

4.  Stands of trees are harvested according to requirements for culmination of mean annual 
increment of growth. 
Stands in the Barnyard South Sheep project that are proposed for regeneration harvest have met the 
requirement to have reached culmination of mean annual increment of growth. The stands proposed 
for regeneration harvest are mixed conifer stands that have a high percentage of root disease 
susceptible species and root disease is present and contributing to mortality within these stands. 
These stands meet the requirements for culmination of mean annual increment. 

5. Roads:  The NFMA requires that the necessity for roads be documented and that road construction be 
designed to "standards appropriate for the intended uses, considering safety, cost of transportation, and 
impacts on land and resources" [36 CFR 219.27(10)].  The NFMA also requires that "all roads are planned 
and designed to re-establish vegetation cover on the disturbed areas within a reasonable period of time, 
not to exceed 10 years ...unless the road is determined a necessary permanent addition to the National 
Forest Transportation System" [36 CFR 219.27(11)].   
Management actions associated with the Barnyard South Sheep project include construction of 
approximately 7.8 miles of temporary roads to be decommissioned after their use and revegetated within 3 
years (refer to EA, p-25, design measure #5).  Based on these actions and analyses, I believe that we have 
met the intent of 36 CFR 219.27(10) and (11).  Additional information regarding the road network in the 
analysis area can be found in the Roads Analysis completed for this project. 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) – The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as 
amended) requires that Federal Agencies with direct or indirect jurisdiction over Federal, federally 
assisted, or federally licensed undertakings to consider the effects of their proposed actions on historic 
properties and afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to 
comment on such undertakings.  The detailed formal process for meeting this requirement is found in 
Title 36 Chapter 800 of the Code of Federal Regulations (36CFR800).  This process includes 
requirements for identification and evaluation of historic properties, assessment and resolution of 
effects, consultation with the Advisory Council, State Historic Preservation Offices, Tribal 
governments and others, and coordination with NEPA. 

The above entities were consulted, and an appropriate inventory was conducted for the Barnyard South 
Sheep project, in which cultural properties are known to be located within the area of potential effects.  
However, the Forest Archaeologist determined that the project will have no adverse effect to these 
properties, and Idaho State Historic Preservation Office concurred with that determination.  
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J.  Best Available Science 
I am confident that the analysis of this project was conducted using the best available science. My 
conclusion is based on a review of the record that shows my staff conducted a thorough review of 
relevant scientific information, considered responsible opposing views, and acknowledged incomplete 
or unavailable information, scientific uncertainty, and risk. Please refer to the specialist reports in the 
project file for specific discussions of the science and methods used for analysis and Appendix A of 
this notice for literature reviewed and referenced.  

K.  Objection Review Process and Implementation 
A draft Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact was issued in April 2015, which was 
subject to the objection process pursuant to 36 CFR 218.  The 45-day objection period commenced 
with publication of a legal notice in the Lewiston Morning Tribune on April 17, 2015.  Two objections 
were received.  Each objection was reviewed by the Acting Regional Forester (reviewing officer) who 
has responded in writing to the concerns raised by each Objector in the attached letters.  I have 
satisfied the requirements under 36 CFR 218.12(b) by addressing the instructions identified by the 
reviewing officer (see Section A).  Implementation may begin immediately. 

Further information about this decision can be obtained from Acting District Ranger Roger Staats or 
George Harbaugh, Project Leader, during normal office hours (weekdays, 8:00 am to 4:30 pm) at the 
North Fork District Office, 12730 Hwy 12, Orofino, ID 83544; Phone: 208-476-4541, or at the Nez 
Perce-Clearwater National Forests Supervisor’s Office, 903 3rd Street, Kamiah, Idaho 83536; Phone 
208-935-2513. 
 
 
/s/ Cheryl F. Probert       July 8, 2015   
CHERYL F. PROBERT       Date 
Forest Supervisor 
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Barnyard South Sheep A-1 Response to Comments 

Appendix A 

Forest Service Response to Public Comments 
On the Environmental Assessment 

This appendix consists of three sections, those being (1) list of those publics from whom comments 
were received; (2) comments received and our response; and (3) consideration of other 
science/literature submitted by the public. 

1.  List of Those Publics from Whom Comments Were Received 

The following five publics below provided comments on the Environmental Assessment (EA):   

Dick Artley (DA), Grangeville, ID 

Marilyn Beckett (MB), Moscow, ID 

Clearwater Basin Collaborative (CBC) – submitted by Dale Harris and Bill Warren 

Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation (IDPR) – submitted by Jeff Cook 

Friends of the Clearwater, Alliance for the Wild Rockies & The Lands Council (FOC) – submitted by 
Gary Macfarlane and Jeff Juel 

2.  Comments Received and Our Response 

The comments below have been sorted by subject area and are followed by a response to each concern 
from members of the project’s Interdisciplinary Team: 

Access 

1.  Comment:  The EA talks about a minimum road system. How does this analysis mesh with the 
forest-wide roads analyses that are required?  (FOC) 

Response:  FS policy requires that most road related NEPA decisions must be informed by a travel 
analysis.  Most project level NEPA documents are meeting this requirement with a project level 
Travel Analysis Plan (TAP).  The chief has requested that each unit complete a Forest-wide TAP 
including every NFS road on the unit.  The Region has elected to meet this requirement through a 
broad-scale analysis.  The forest-wide assessment is useful within the context of the entire forest.  
The project level has the advantage of finer scale information.  If both are scales are available to 
inform a decision, information may be gleamed from each.   

2.  Comment:  The fill failure on road 246 suggests that many more roads need to be decommissioned. 
This road has not been repaired since it occurred in 2011 (EA page 154).  Indeed, that would only 
occur “once funds are available.” This suggests the minimum road system analysis for this project area 
is actually more than a minimum road system.  (FOC) 

Response:  USFS Road 246 is a primary access road for the Forest and is essential for both 
administrative and public access.  In the spring of 2011, the Clearwater National Forest 
experienced an extreme rain on snow event that caused multiple landslides and road fill failures 
across the Forest.  This rain on snow event was determined to be in excess of a 25-year run-off 
event by the US Federal Highway Administration, Western Federal Lands division, which qualified 
the two fill failures on Road 246 for Emergency Relief for Federally Owned Roads (ERFO) 
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funding.  In 2011 after the fill failures on Road 246, the Forest took immediate steps to secure 
ERFO funding to repair the two fill failures.  One fill failure was repaired using Forest monies, 
which the Forest was later reimbursed.  The second fill failure at M.P. 22, which still remains, 
required the ERFO monies in advanced to repair.  After multiple attempts over several years, the 
Forest was unsuccessful in obtaining the ERFO monies that were originally set aside to make this 
repair.  However, the Forest has completed preliminary engineering and has obtained plans, 
specifications, and estimates for the repair, and is currently awaiting the funding to put out a 
contract for the repair.  Because the Forest was focusing its' attention on obtaining ERFO monies to 
make this repair, other funding sources were not explored.  Now that it is apparent that ERFO 
monies are not available, the Forest is currently exploring other means of funding the repair of the 
fill failure and would like to complete the repairs in the near future. 

NEPA/NFMA 

3.  Comment:  Logging road construction causes significant ecological harm.  Please analyze an 
alternative in detail that builds no new roads.  (DA) 

Response:  A similar comment was submitted by the public during project scoping, and 
Alternative 3 that uses the existing road system, without constructing new roads, was developed 
and analyzed in detail in the EA. 

4.  Comment:  Issues raised in [our] scoping comment letter have not been addressed in the EA.  
(FOC) 

Response:  All letters received during scoping were analyzed for comments related to the proposed 
action.  This resulted in the addition of two new alternatives and the identification of issues to be 
analyzed in further detail.  Opinions and comments outside the scope of the proposed action, 
although noted, were not addressed.  A response to all comments received has been documented and 
is located in the project file. 

5.  Comment:  The rejection of a watershed alternative violates NEPA.  (FOC) 

Response:  The scoping comment asking us to analyze a “watershed improvement only” alternative 
was the basis for developing Alternative 5, which was later eliminated from detailed study, as 
explained on page 29 of the EA.  Since this alternative failed to meet the purpose and need, its 
elimination did not violate NEPA (refer to 40 CFR 1502.14 and FSH 1909.15, Section 14.4). 

6.  Comment:  There is no real range of alternatives presented in the EA.  (FOC) 

Response:  A total of five alternatives, including the “no action” alternative were considered, with 
one of them (Alternative 5) being eliminated from detailed study, as explained on page 29 of the 
EA.  This constitutes a reasonable range of alternatives as suggested under 40 CFR 1502.14. 

7.  Comment:  The project should be analyzed in an EIS. The scope is significant: over 1500 acres of 
logging, effectively 16 miles of new roads, and 23 miles of reconstructed roads. 

Response:  Size (or scope) of a project does not necessarily dictate whether or not an analysis be 
documented in an EIS.  Past projects of this size (and larger) have been documented in an EA on 
this Forest and within the Region.  The requirement for an EIS usually comes about when the 
analysis (often documented in an EA) determines there to be significant impacts that cannot be 
mitigated.  The analysis of this project did not identify any significant impacts.   
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8.  Comment:  The pre-decisional EA fails to describe the environmental effects to air quality, old 
growth habitat, heritage resources, scenic quality, snag habitat, noxious weeds, threatened and 
endangered species of fish/plants in Chapter 4.  (DA) 

Response:  As stated in the EA on pages 14 and 15, these are issues decided by law or policy, or 
not affected by the proposal.  As such, these issues have already been resolved and do not need to 
be discussed in Chapters 3 or 4 (refer to 40 CFR 1502.15). 

Recreation  

9. Comment:  We request additional features to provide additional protection of recreation 
opportunities.  These features are:  (IDPR) 

• Prohibit winter logging after December 15th. 
• Require in the timber contract that the trail tread be reestablished after damage.  (IDPR) 

Response:  At this point, it has not been determined if harvest activity will occur during the 
summer or winter.  If certain units are being considered for winter logging, the Timber and 
Recreation programs will work together to ensure that the snowmobile trail grooming program is 
minimally impacted and users have access to desired destinations and loop opportunities. 

Regarding protection of trail treads, mitigation measure #20 (Draft EA, pg. 28) states that if used for 
either haul/removal of material or crossed for transport of logs, trail templates will be returned to 
their original size and condition that existed prior to management activities  

10. Comment:  The EA indicated that a few of the trails would be impacted by road reconstruction. 
After timber harvest is complete, the road should be designated for ATV use.  After a couple of 
seasons, the ATV route should be visible on the road bed.  The rest of the road bed could then be 
ripped, fertilized, and seeded with grasses and small shrubs to give the road bed a more natural 
appearance.  This would enhance the ATV riding experience and protect adjacent resources (IDPR) 

Response:  With the extensive network of motorized trails in the project area, it is not surprising 
that some trails, particularly those that are coincident roads/trails with a full-sized road template, 
may be utilized for transport of forest products.  It is possible that we will look at designating some 
of these routes for ATV use only, as you are recommending with this comment.  However, some of 
these roads may be needed for future forest management (reforestation, etc.) and making them 
available to ATV use only may be too restrictive for multiple use management needs.  Additionally, 
with the continuing decline in recreation and trails budgets, development of new dedicated trail 
systems are likely to occur in limited situations only. 

11. Comment:  The EA also indicate that 44.6 miles of system roads would be decommissioned. The 
OHV Recreation effects analysis on Page 149 needs to be strengthened to show how many of those 
system roads are currently open to motorized vehicles and how many are closed.  (IDPR) 

Response:  Approximately 40.15 miles of system roads (out of the 44.6 miles that are identified for 
decommissioning in all action alternatives) are currently open to motorized vehicles.  Despite the 
recommendation to decommission these roads, it is important to note that the majority of them are 
extremely brushed in and exhibit little-to-no use from either motorized or non-motorized traffic. 
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12. Comment:  The EA needs to disclose how many system roads that are currently designated for 
motorized use would be closed to motorized use by this project throughout the range of alternatives.  
(IDPR) 

Response:  In addition to the mileage listed above in response #11, the 28.4 miles of system roads 
identified for storage in all Action Alternatives would be closed to motorized use.  The majority of 
these roads (27.38 miles) are currently open to motorized use, but to protect watershed resources 
and enhance watershed stability, would be closed in all Action Alternatives.  Again, the vast 
majority of these road miles are extremely brushed in and exhibit little-to-no recreation use. 

13. Comment:  A table would be useful to see how many roads would be decommissioned across the 
range of alternatives (IDPR) 

Response:  Table 2.1 “Summary of Proposed Activities by Alternative” (Draft EA, pg. 21) provides 
information, detailed by Alternative, regarding the miles of system and non-system roads that will 
be both decommissioned and stored through this project.  Also, Appendix B has been added to the 
final EA, which further describes the proposed watershed improvements, including road 
decommissioning and storage. 

Soils/Watershed/Fish  

14.  Comment:  Please consider bio-engineered techniques (http://www.fs.fed.us/publications/soil-bio-
guide/guide/chapter5.pdf) rather than large rock placement for dissipating energy along stream channel 
banks as proposed in the mitigation or design measures for road decommissioning or long-term storage 
activities.  (CBC) 

Response:  Road decommissioning and storage methods utilized on the Forest are based on an 
established program (since the mid-1990s) that has undergone monitoring and feedback to 
incorporate currently utilized practices (refer to the 2009 Clearwater National Forest Annual 
Monitoring Report for an extensive summary of methods and monitoring results). Typical methods 
include utilizing available site materials for establishing proper channel dimensions. Most stream 
crossing rehabilitation sites are located along small, steep channels where rock is usually the 
predominant  native material  available for stream grade and bank stabilization. Wood or sod mats 
can also be utilized to rebuild bank materials, but are usually associated with lower gradient 
streams. Revegetation of newly created streambanks, a primary goal of bioengineering, is a focus 
during road storage and decommissioning and is accomplished by transplanting native forbs and 
shrubs among new bank materials. Monitoring indicates that the Forest has been largely successful 
in reestablishing vegetation at restored road/stream crossing locations (USDA 2009). 

15.  Comment:  Provide data and text demonstrating that soil, slope, or other watershed conditions 
will not be irreversibly damaged by seedtree and shelterwood silvicultural prescriptions.  (DA) 

Response:  The watershed and soils specialist reports and sections of the EA contain detailed 
effects analysis that used a range of data sources to estimate effects of proposed activities on 
watershed conditions and soil productivity and stability. Equivalent Clearcut Area (ECA) 
calculations, GIS generated reports and the WEPP:Road and Disturbed WEPP models were used to 
compare the predicted effects of the alternatives on water quality and quantity. Throughout the 
analyses, results were used in project design and mitigation development to minimize impacts on 
soil watershed resources, evaluate whether Forest Plan standards would be met (refer to EA and 
watershed specialist report pages 4-8, 15-31, and supporting project analysis files) and avoid 
irreversible damage. 
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Effects of regeneration harvest to all resources were analyzed in the EA released for comment. 
“Regeneration [harvest] method” is a generic silvicultural term which is “a cutting procedure by 
which a new age class is created; the major methods are clearcutting, seed tree, shelterwood…” 
(Helms, 1998). 

Shelterwood harvest is “the cutting of most trees, leaving those needed to produce sufficient shade 
to produce a new age class in a moderated microenvironment” (Helms, 1998). Sites that need shade 
to provide for reestablishment were identified by consulting “Forest Habitat Types of Northern 
Idaho: A Second Approximation” (1991), and the “Clearwater National Forest Land System 
Inventory”, (1983). These resources both include indicators that a shelterwood harvest should be 
considered for a site. Using these two resources, performing field surveys, and identifying harsh 
aspects on which shelterwood harvest may be required due to high insolation rates gives assurance 
that shelterwood harvest is the appropriate treatment for sites for which it has been proposed. Since 
no overstory removal is planned following establishment of regeneration, these units would 
technically be defined as “shelterwood with reserves” (see Helms, 1998) to provide for other 
resources as identified within the mitigation and design section of the EA. 

Seed tree harvest is “the cutting of all trees except for a small number of widely dispersed trees 
retained for seed production and to produce a new age class in [a] fully exposed microclimate” 
(Helms, 1998). The units proposed for seed tree harvest have had site visits to identify that this is 
the appropriate treatment for these sites and the two above mentioned resources were consulted to 
ensure no known constraints would inhibit regeneration. Since no overstory removal is planned 
following establishment of regeneration, these units would be defined as “seed tree with reserves” 
(see Helms, 1998) to provide for other resources as identified within the mitigation and design 
section of the EA. 
Literature Cited 
Cooper, S.V., K.E. Neiman, D.W. Roberts. 1991. Forest Habitat Types of Northern Idaho: A 
Second Approximation. USDA Forest Service Intermountain Research Station. General Technical 
Report INT-236. 
Helms, J. 1998.  The Dictionary of Forestry. Society of American Foresters, Bethesda, MD. 210p. 
Wilson, D., J. Coyner, T. Deckert. 1983. Landsystem Inventory of the Clearwater National Forest. 
Orofino, Idaho. 

16.  Comment:  If you were really concerned about aquatic species’ health, you would indicate in the 
final EA that all newly constructed temporary roads will be obliterated after use.  (DA) 

Response:  The decommissioning of temporary roads is actually discussed in the pre-decisional 
EA, as well as the decommissioning of excavated skid trails (refer to Design Measure #5 in the EA). 

17.  Comment:  The EA notes, “there is a need to improve water quality and restore soil productivity 
on areas with past disturbance from harvest activities, road construction and off-route motorized use.” 
How does the construction of 7.8 new miles of roads, the reconstruction of 9.1 miles of what are 
essentially new roads (non-system roads), reconstruction of 21 miles of system roads, and logging 
1595 acres improve water quality and soil productivity?  (FOC) 

Response:  The activities described in the comment are not considered improvements to water 
quality and soil productivity. The effects of these activities are disclosed in the EA and specialist 
reports for soil and watershed resources.  Although some reconstruction activities could improve 
road drainage and stability and reduce impacts to water quality, the majority of improvements to 
water quality are expected to be recognized through the large number of miles of roads proposed for 
storage and decommissioning, which are equal among all action Alternatives. For all action 
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Alternatives, road densities would decrease by 20% or more in all the smaller project analysis 
drainages (Table 4, page 17 of the Watershed specialist report). Improvements in soil productivity 
are expected through road decommissioning and rehabilitation of existing skid trails and landings 
following use for harvest activities.  Construction of temporary roads, use of system and non-system 
roads and associated harvest activities would occur following best management practices that would 
limit detrimental impacts to water quality and soil productivity. 

18.  Comment:  Units include areas of high hazard soils. How does logging these units meet regional 
standards and NFMA requirements for soil protection?.  (FOC) 

Response:  Extensive field investigation by a soil scientist occurred in the proposed treatment areas 
to design the project to meet regional standards and NFMA requirements for soil protection (EA p. 
73). Most large areas with high stability hazards or high susceptibility to detrimental soil 
disturbance were removed from treatment units. Smaller inclusions of high hazard areas remain 
within the proposed treatment unit boundaries. Mitigation measures will be used to protect soils in 
these areas (pp. 25-27, 77-80). 

19.  Comment:  About 7 units would be very close to the 15% detrimental soil disturbance threshold. 
The EA is not clear whether the 15% threshold would be exceeded prior to restoration efforts or if the 
threshold would never be exceeded. Table 4.3 is confusing in this aspect.  (FOC) 

Response: No units are expected to exceed the 15% detrimental soil standard (DSD) in this project. 
The percent detrimental soil disturbance (DSD) in the units expected to be close to but not exceed 
the 15% detrimental soil standard (in the Reuse design category in Table 4.2) was calculated using 
the standard disturbance estimates described in EA (p. 79) and does not incorporate restoration 
efforts which would occur in these units to improve soil productivity. Mitigation measure #14 on p. 
13 is aimed at assuring these units remain below the 15% DSD standard. Unit 15 (in the Special 
design category) was expected to slightly exceed the 15% DSD standard using the standard 
disturbance estimates (EA p. 79). The project soil scientist and timber staff specifically reviewed the 
logging systems in this unit and determined it would be feasible to harvest this unit within the limits 
of allowable new disturbance describe in mitigation # 14 in EA (p. 13). Additional improvements in 
productivity would be obtained in this unit through soil restoration activities described in EA 
(pp.25, 27).  

20.  Comment:  The WEPP model predicts more sediment from alternatives 2 and 4 due to roads but 
does not model the differences in acreage logged in the alternatives. Sediment impacts from road 
hauling are also not analyzed though the impacts from alternatives should vary because of the amount 
logged would vary.  (FOC) 

Response:  Sediment from logging activities is evaluated using the Disturbed WEPP model and 
differences among alternatives are discussed, (Table 8, pages 23-24 of the Watershed specialist 
report).  The watershed specialist report shows that there are very small differences between 
alternatives for miles of road reconditioning and reconstruction among project drainage areas (Table 
3 page 16 of the Watershed specialist report). Short and long term impacts of road maintenance, 
reconditioning, and reconstruction activities are also addressed (page 25 of the Watershed specialist 
report). 

21.  Comment:  The impacts of existing roads within RHCAs are not considered.  (FOC) 

Response:  The existence of roads in the project area (inside and outside of RHCAs) is a part of the 
baseline condition of the area, and is disclosed and the impacts of these roads and proposed 
activities to reduce these impacts are discussed in many locations.  These discussions are too 
numerous to list fully, but in particular: within the EA (pgs. 2-5, 11-17, 21, and 31) and within 
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several specialist reports including those for fisheries (pgs. 13-17, 20), watershed (pgs. 6-8, 17-20, 
24-26, 39-55), and wildlife pgs. 13, 23-27).  The arbitrary distinction between the impacts of road 
mileage within and outside of default RHCA buffer is not explicitly discussed to any substantial 
extent within the project documents.  This is because the potential impacts of existing roads on 
watershed health, fisheries, etc., are not limited to the road footprint within delineated RHCAs.  The 
proposed project would, both within and outside RHCAs, reduce existing road mileage and density 
through extensive decommissioning, and reduce the impacts of existing road mileage in the project 
area through storage, drainage improvements, culvert replacement, etc. and these activities are fully 
discussed in project documents.         

22.  Comment:  The EA inconsistently looks at sediment impacts. It acknowledges that more sediment 
would be produced under alternatives 2 and 4, yet the narrative on 101 treats all action alternatives the 
same.  (FOC) 

Response:  Differences among the alternatives with respect to sediment generation are discussed 
throughout the watershed specialist report (pages 20-24, and 29 of the Watershed specialist report). 
The summary narrative on page 101 of the Environmental Assessment concludes that all 3 action 
alternatives would meet Forest Plan standards, but does not conclude that the effects are equal 
among alternatives (refer to summary on page 20 of the Watershed specialist report). 

23.  Comment:  The EA estimates temporary roads would be in place for three seasons. There are two 
problems with this assumption. First, timber sale contracts routinely last five years and extensions are 
often granted.  Second, watershed impacts from temporary roads don’t end with decommissioning.  
Those impacts are of long-duration.  (FOC) 

Response:  Temporary roads are generally constructed on a unit-by-unit basis and decommissioned 
in a one to three year time period.  Temporary roads would be located on upper hillslope or ridgetop 
position and would not cross highly sensitive and unstable areas.  Possible watershed effects from 
temporary roads are considered to be short-term based on the assumption that the temporary roads 
will not be in use for more than three seasons; that appropriate BMPs would be implemented (refer 
to Appendix C of the Watershed specialist report); and that temporary roads would be fully 
obliterated after use, following protocols which require decompacting, recontouring, and adding 
organic material.  

24.  Comment:  The fisheries analysis (see table 4.13) for all alternatives is the same. This is a 
problem as the EA fails to quantitatively and qualitatively analyze differences between the alternatives. 
Bull trout in particular need cold and clear water.  (FOC) 

Response:  The vegetation manipulation and fuels treatments for all of the action alternatives would 
incorporate RHCA buffers and other INFISH standards, which should eliminate or greatly minimize 
the potential for effects to stream channels, water quality, and aquatic organisms.  The road-related 
activities proposed are essentially identical for the action alternatives.  Taken together, this means 
that the effects of the action alternatives on stream channels, water quality, and aquatic organisms 
would not be measurably different.  These conclusions are summarized in the EA  on pages 32 and 
103-106, and discussed more fully in the Fisheries Specialist Report on pages 12-21. 
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Vegetation 

25.  Comment:  One confusing element of the EA is the allegation that Douglas fir and grand fir are 
not desired because they are less resilient to insects and diseases. What disease or insect elements have 
the ability to nearly completely eliminate either grand fir or Douglas fir as white pine blister rust has 
done for white pine?  If none, how can the allegations in the EA be true?  (FOC) 

Response:  The Dictionary of Forestry (1998) defines resilience as “the capacity of a (plant) 
community or ecosystem to maintain or regain normal function and development following 
disturbance”. Neuenschwander and others (1999) assert “western white pine regenerates well after 
wildfire, logging, or land clearing. Fire is so good for the species that 50 years after a fire, its 
forests are dense again with thousands of trees per acre.” With this information in mind, it is 
reasonable and accurate to state that white pine is resilient to disturbance. 

According to Neuenschwander and others (1999) “the western white pine forests of the Pacific 
Northwest are today occupied by less stable, diverse, resilient, and productive species than they 
were a century ago.” The authors are referring to the shift that has occurred from white pine 
dominated forests to more shade tolerant dominated forests. This statement substantiates that 
western white pine forests are more resilient than the species that have supplanted them. 

The purpose of this project is not to eradicate shade tolerant species from the landscape; the 
purpose is to increase species diversity at the stand and landscape levels by increasing amounts of 
early seral tree species. According to Tappeiner and others (2007), “Growing mixed-species stands 
and avoiding dense stands on dry sites are important ways to provide some resistance to pathogens 
and insects and to preserve options for forest stands when outbreaks occur.” This statement reflects 
what is discussed in the EA: that improving species diversity on the landscape and at the stand 
level increases resilience. 

In the EA (p. 3), balancing vegetative successional stages is listed as one of the ways in which 
resilient conditions would be created. Raffa and others (2008) support this idea: “Homogeneous 
species, age, and genetic structures are more likely than more heterogeneous conditions to provide 
the sudden input of available hosts needed to surpass the eruptive threshold following an 
exogenous stress.” In other words, increasing species and age class diversity increases a system’s 
resistance to disturbance, thus making it more resilient. 

Literature Cited 
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dynamics of bark beetle eruptions. Bioscience 58: 501-517 
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26.  Comment:  The pre-decisional EA indicates there will be clearcutting associated with the 
proposed action.  Nowhere in the pre-decisional EA does it break down the regeneration RXs into 
shelterwood, seed tree and clearcut.  (DA) 

Response:  The draft EA did not distinguish among types of regeneration harvest because site 
specific prescriptions had not yet been completed.  Thus, analyses for the various resources were 
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based on the prescription which would remove the most trees.  The regeneration RXs have been 
broken down in the final EA.  However, it should be noted that true clearcuts are not proposed 
within this project; rather “clearcuts with reserves” (emphasis added).  This is an important 
distinction because under this method, “varying numbers of reserve trees are not harvested to attain 
goals other than regeneration” (Helms, 1998).  The retention of these “reserves” could serve to 
mitigate potential impacts to wildlife, soils, or aesthetic values. 

27.  Comment:  Provide data and text demonstrating that seedtree and shelterwood sivicultural 
prescriptions are appropriate to meet the objectives and requirements of the Clearwater National Forest 
land management plan.  (DA) 

Response:  All proposed harvest would occur within Forest Plan Management A E1, where 
management is intended to provide optimum, sustained production of wood products and to produce 
timber in a cost effective way while providing adequate protection of soil and water quality.  
Another standard for this management area is to schedule timber harvest using logging and 
silvicultural methods appropriate for the stand and the terrain. 

Site visits were made to determine that regeneration harvest would optimize timber production on 
these sites.  Design and mitigation measures in the EA address protection of other resources and are 
to be incorporated into the site specific prescription and timber sale contract.  Also, refer to the 
response to comment #15 for further discussion on the appropriate use of seed tree and shelterwood 
prescriptions. 

28.  Comment:  The USFS spends the public tax dollars to take action to eliminate beneficial natural 
disturbance agents such as insects, disease, and fire.  Many natural resources in the forest not only 
benefit from tree mortality caused by natural disturbance events, but depend on these natural 
disturbance events occurring to function properly.  (DA) 

Response:  It is not the intent of this project to eliminate natural disturbance agents, nor would this 
project have that effect.  Even if treatment eliminated all disturbance agents (which it would not), 
treatment of 9% of the project area (as proposed) would not equate to “eliminating beneficial 
natural disturbance agents such as insects, disease, and fire”.  

Part of the purpose in restoring historical cover types, (ie. western white pine and western larch) 
would be to restore insects and diseases to more historic roles as well. Ecologically, the prevalence 
and function of root disease in stands proposed for regeneration harvest is related to the shift in 
composition since western white pine has declined from its historic prevalence.  Prior to the decline 
of western white pine in the forest types of northern Idaho, root disease played a role as a “thinning 
agent”, since white pine is tolerant of the most damaging root diseases found in northern Idaho. 
Root disease worked to maintain stands of root disease tolerant species (white pine, larch, 
ponderosa pine) and thinned out root disease susceptible species (grand fir, Douglas-fir). Since 
ecosystems in northern Idaho have shifted so dramatically from being dominated by western white 
pine, the function of root disease pathogens has shifted dramatically as well.  According to Sue 
Hagle, Plant Pahologist (Ret.), “root diseases exceed all other forest insects and diseases in annual 
volume losses in forests of Northern Idaho and western Montana” and severe root disease can cause 
conversion of productive sites to permanent brushfields (2010). 

For stands that would be commercially thinned in this project, insects and diseases would be 
expected at endemic levels within the stands.  Endemic levels of insects and diseases within 
managed stands would provide a source of tree mortality more consistent with historic levels. 
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Wildlife/Plants 
29.  Comment:  Even though the action alternatives would generate different amounts of temporary 
roads, and differing amounts of road use, there is no analysis of the impacts to elk habitat effectiveness 
from the project while it is taking place.  (FOC) 

Response:  The temporary increase in road densities due to the construction of temporary roads 
(Alternatives 2 and 4 only) was not analyzed.  However, when these varying miles of temporary 
roads are distributed between the four EAU’s analyzed for the project, the net increase in road 
density varies from 0 to 0.5 miles of additional road per square mile.  The net effect to elk EHE 
during implementation is that the 2 EAU’s meeting objective (25%) in the baseline continue to meet 
the objective.  The remaining two EAU’s not meeting objective see small reductions in EHE.  All of 
the four EAU’s meet EHE objectives post project.  

30.  Comment:  The EA notes loss of older forests, which negatively affect goshawk, pileated 
woodpecker, pine marten and fisher. No forest plan monitoring data is presented.  (FOC) 

Response:  No old-growth or stepdown habitat is being treated as part of this project (see Draft EA, 
p-14).  The Region is currently reassessing FIA data to determine the level of old growth across the 
Forest.  Until it is determined that the Forest Plan standard of 10% old growth across the forest is 
being met, the 2006 Forest Direction of retaining mature forest (130-150 years of age) will 
continue, as being done for this project. 

The Forest Plan standards relevant to old-growth and old growth dependent species include:  

• Maintaining at least 10 percent of the Forest (including Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness) in 
old-growth habitat. 

• Selecting at least 5 percent of each approximate 10,000-acre watershed (timber 
compartment) or combination of smaller watersheds (sub-compartments) within forested 
non-wilderness areas to manage as old-growth habitat (II-23).   

• Provide habitat for old growth indicator species (pileated woodpecker, goshawk and pine 
marten) in accordance with guidelines provided in Appendix H.  In each 10,000-acre unit of 
suitable habitat, at least one 300-acre stand should be managed as old growth for pileated 
woodpeckers. It is recommended that the 300 acres be contiguous, but it is acceptable to 
divide the 300 acres into not more than three 100-acre areas as long as the areas are within 2 
square miles. The 300-acre area (or the three 100 acre areas) should be at least 200 yards 
wide at any one point. However, the remaining 200 acres (in the minimum 5 percent 
distribution unit) can be of any width but in not less than 25 acres units (H-2).   

The Barnyard South Sheep analysis area lies within OGAUs 310 and 314, which currently meet the 
5% standard by having 7.3% and 11.3% verified old growth habitat and 12.3% and 15.2% mature 
forest, respectively.  A 339-acre contiguous block of old growth is within OGAU310, and a 430-
acre contiguous block of old growth is within OGAU 314. 

31.  Comment:  Regarding lynx, the EA assumes that there is considerable habitat outside of the 
project area.  However, the cumulative impacts of activities in those areas are not analyzed.  There is 
also no information about whether lynx have been surveyed in the area. As such, conclusions about 
lynx habitat (or lack thereof) are not well supported in the EA.  (FOC) 

Response:  There are lynx LAU’s north, east, and south of the project area, which contain enough 
habitat to support a lynx.  The project area is not in an LAU, because the project area and general 
vicinity do not contain enough modeled lynx habitat to support a lynx and do not meet the criteria 
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set out in the NRLMD (2007).  The primary impact to lynx from project implementation is the 
potential to disturb or displace a transient lynx, and having a larger cumulative effects area is not 
necessary.  

We have not conducted lynx surveys on the Clearwater National Forest (CNF) portion of Nez 
Perce-Clearwater National Forest.  The CNF is considered occupied habitat under NRLMD, and as 
such surveys would not change (the presence or absence during surveys) the analysis or the 
response. 

32.  Comment:  There is no mention of grizzly bears. One was killed recently on the North Fork 
District. (FOC) 

Response:  Grizzly bears are not on the ESA species list for the Nez Perce Clearwater National 
Forests.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service does not consider the Bitterroot Ecosystem to be 
occupied, or habitat destruction or modification to be a threat in that area.  Since the 2007 Kelly 
Creek bear incident, thorough surveys in the area did not detect grizzly bears, and there has been no 
evidence of females with cubs.  Given the above rationale, it is highly unlikely that grizzly bears 
would be encountered or impacted during the implementation of the Barnyard South Sheep project. 

33.  Comment:  There is a lack of required forest plan monitoring for these rare species. There is a 
lack of site specific data.  This violates NEPA, NFMA and the ESA. (FOC) 

Response:  It is assumed that this comment refers to lynx and grizzly bear.  As such, there is no 
Forest Plan requirement to monitor these species.  For more discussion about these species, refer to 
the responses to comments #31 and #32. 

34.  Comment:  Fairly significant portions of rare plant habitat would be negatively affected by the 
proposed action. In particular, have any surveys been done for the four species that would be harmed 
by the proposal?  What about all the other species?  (FOC) 

Response:  The rare plant section of the EA indicates that there are seven sensitive plant species 
that may be affected by the proposed management activities.  These are listed, along with other 
plants that have potential habitat in the project area, in Table 3.15 (page 64).  Areas of habitat 
possibly affected is provided in Table 4.40 (page 140).  Plant surveys that focused on suitable 
habitat for all sensitive plant species that potentially occur in the area were conducted by qualified 
field botanists during the 2013 field season.  Documentation of these surveys is provided in the 
project file.   

Misc. Comments 

35.  Comment:  The Forest Service should take the "less is more" approach to timber sales as it lends 
to more balanced conservation-a top priority component.  While it may seem more expedient to build 
roads and take the peak stage trees at one fell swoop, a more metered approach to harvest will yield 
better results for the public and for wildlife.  (MB) 

Response:  Slightly less than 1,600 acres are proposed for treatment, which equates to about 9% of 
the 17,570-acre project area.  Numerous criteria were considered in the proposal of treatment units 
in this project specifically to avoid detrimental effects to resources.  Stands considered “old growth” 
or within 20 years of meeting old growth criteria were not considered for harvest, inventoried 
roadless areas were avoided, and much of the eastern portion of the project area was avoided, 
specifically to protect resources.  Many areas that would benefit from treatment (from a timber 
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production or ecological standpoint) were not considered for treatment specifically to avoid causing 
detrimental effects to various resources.  Thus, harvesting only 9% of the project area, with 
consideration given to the various resources, would be a metered approach. 

36.  Comment:  Unit 23 appears to be in unroaded country contiguous to the Siwash roadless area.  
This issue was raised in our scoping comments and the EA does not address it.  (FOC) 

Response:  The project area shares the eastern border of the Siwash roadless area, but does not 
include any of it within the project area boundary.  There is a mostly unroaded portion to the north 
of the roadless area.  However, timber harvest in that area was deemed unfeasible, due to the area’s 
breakland landtypes and lack of access.  Unit 23 would use an existing road system for logging 
access. 

37.  Comment:  Please post your responses to public comments online as well as maintaining 
hardcopy in the project file.  (DA) 

Response:  The response to public comments on the EA is attached to this Decision Notice as an 
appendix item and is posted online at:  http://data.ecosystem-
management.org/nepaweb/project_list.php?forest=110105. 

38.  Comment:  The pre-decisional EA fails to evaluate project impacts to climate change and climate 
change impacts to forest resources and ecosystem services in the sale area.  (DA) 

Response:  We disagree with the conclusion reached in this comment for several reasons: (a) this 
proposal has several desired outcomes; and (b) the effectiveness of achieving those outcomes is 
presented throughout the EA and underlying analysis (keeping in mind that NEPA requires an agency 
to take a hard look at the consequences of its actions on the environment, not the other way around). 
The interdisciplinary team carefully considered the existing conditions and trends within the area, as 
well as risks, in designing this proposal to achieve those outcomes.  Global climatic warming is not 
something that is about to happen.  It has been ongoing for many decades and the trend is expected to 
continue into the distant future, continuing to increase risks to our nation’s forests (Dale, et al. 2001; 
Barton 2002; Breashears and Allen 2002; Westerling and Bryant 2008; Running 2006; Littell, et al. 
2009; Boisvenue and Running 2010, Hicke et al 2012).  The existing project area conditions and trends 
are an expression of the local climate (which may or may not parallel ongoing regional, continental, or 
global trends) as it has interacted with the other local natural and anthropomorphic influences.  As 
such, the ongoing effects of climate change were considered in developing the proposal. 
This proposal by necessity addresses site specific forest health, fish and wildlife habitat, and vegetation 
conditions, trends, and risks that exist within the project area today.  Nevertheless, those proposed 
actions are consistent with adaptation actions and strategies recommended for managing forests in light 
of climate change (Millar, et al. 2007; Joyce, et al. 2008; Ryan, et al. 2008a).  Note:  A Climate 
Change Report for the Barnyard South Sheep project can be found in the project file. 

http://data.ecosystem-management.org/nepaweb/project_list.php?forest=110105
http://data.ecosystem-management.org/nepaweb/project_list.php?forest=110105
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3.  Consideration of Other Science/Literature Submitted by the Public 
Members of the Barnyard South Sheep (BSS) interdisciplinary team are considered proficient in their 
field of study by way of academic achievement, agency training, years of professional experience, 
and in some cases, certification programs.  Team specialists identified the methods used in their 
analyses and referenced the scientific sources upon which their analyses were based (refer to the 
References section in the EA).  In their analyses, team specialists discussed responsible opposing 
science and viewpoints and provided science-based rationale to support their conclusions.  They also 
addressed any incomplete or unavailable information. 

All of the opposing science and viewpoints were submitted by Dick Artley, who regularly comments 
on vegetation management projects on the Nez Perce/Clearwater National Forests as well as many 
other national forests across the nation.  Since 2009, his comments have included an extensive list of 
numbered attachments; six separate attachments were received for Barnyard South Sheep.  The title 
of each attachment consists of a general statement or viewpoint that is followed by 11 to 99 
individual quotes (depending on the Attachment #), often taken out of context, from various 
newspapers, editorials, magazines, scientific papers and other publications that presumably Mr. 
Artley believes support the title statement.  The individual quotations are followed by electronic links 
to the source documents, some of which are broken or no longer valid.  In any case, the quotations 
are not tied to specific propose actions, as suggested under 40 CFR 1503.3(a) and 36 CFR 218.2.  
Rather, they are individual statements gathered together to support a general point of view or 
position.  For numerous past projects since 2009, interdisciplinary teams have been responding to all 
of the quotations in each attachment submitted during project comment periods.  Since past responses 
have been similar for each project and nothing new was found in the current attachments, the 
responses made on past projects are incorporated by reference as the official response for the 
Barnyard South Sheep project.   

In conclusion, we have reviewed the submitted attachments and still stand by the analysis in the EA, 
as, unlike the attachments, it focuses on the site specific cause-effect relationships of the alternatives 
for each resource area considered in detail.  The following table summarizes each submitted 
attachment, including an overview of past responses or rationale for dismissal, and the past projects 
affected: 

 
Attachment # Title and Overview Past Projects Affected 

1 Respected Scientists Reveal the Certainty that 
Natural Resources in the Forest are Harmed (and 
some destroyed) by Timber Harvest Activities 

A large majority of the 80 opposing viewpoints 
contained in this attachment were found to be 
generalized opinions or not applicable to the 
proposed action.  Others, when viewed in their 
entirety, were found to support the science used 
in the analysis. 
The BBS EA describes the effects of timber 
harvest for all applicable resources.  Best 
available science, cited throughout the EA, was 
used in the analysis of those affects. 

Powell Divide EA (2010) 
Middle Bugs EA (2010) 
Lower Orogrande EIS (2011) 
Upper Basin EA (2013) 
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Attachment # Title and Overview Past Projects Affected 

4 Roads Damage the Proper Ecological 
Functioning of the Natural Resources in a Forest 

Almost half of the 57 opposing viewpoints, when 
viewed in their entirety, were found to support 
the project analysis.  Others referred to outdated 
road building practices, watershed models not 
used, or to areas far outside the project area (i.e. 
California, Georgia, BC – Canada). 
The BBS EA discloses the impacts of all 
proposed road activities. A Roads Analysis was 
completed for the project, which recommended a 
minimum road system for the area. 

Middle Bugs EA (2010) 
Lower Orogrande EIS (2011)  
Upper Basin EA (2013) 
Little Slate EIS (2013) 

5 Insect Activity is a Beneficial Natural 
Disturbance Event in the Forest 

Several of the 26 opposing viewpoints were 
found to support the science used in the analysis.  
The remaining viewpoints either applied to areas 
far outside the project area (i.e. California, 
Florida, Wyoming, Canada), or were 
generalized opinion pieces having no connection 
with the proposed actions. 
Since the BSS proposal would treat < 10% of the 
project area, insect activity would continue to 
occur, even within the treated areas.  Timber 
harvest proposed for BSS is consistent with 
Forest Plan direction and meets the dual 
purpose of (a) improving stand vigor and species 
diversity across the landscape; and (b) 
managing the landscape to provide for goods 
and services. 
 

Powell Divide EA (2010) 
Middle Bugs EA (2010) 
Lochsa Thin EA (2011) 

 

8 The Natural Resources in the Forest Benefit 
from Fire 

Although a few of the 34 opposing viewpoints 
were found to support the science used in the 
analysis, most of them either applied to areas far 
outside the project area (i.e. Alaska, Minnesota, 
Canada), discussed post-fire salvaging that is 
not a part of this project, or were generalized 
opinion pieces having no connection with the 
proposed actions. 
Since there is no threat of severe wildfire in the 
project area, prescribed fire would only be used 

Powell Divide EA (2010) 
Little Slate EIS (2013) 
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in the regeneration harvest units to treat logging 
slash and prepare each unit for tree planting.  

Attachment # Title and Overview Past Projects Affected 

9a Herbicides Containing Glyphosate should Never 
be Applied to Areas where Mammals (including 
humans), Fish, or Birds Might Visit 

This attachment has no bearing on the current 
project, and was therefore dismissed from 
further review.  There is no proposal to apply 
herbicides with this project; only design 
measures (i.e. cleaning of equipment) to reduce 
the spread of weeds.  Any spraying for weeds 
would be covered under the North Fork Noxious 
Weed Treatment EA (2005). 

Lower Orogrande EIS (2011) 
Upper basin EA (2013) 

14 Dead and Dying Trees are Important to the 
Survival of many Natural Resources in the 
Forest and should not be Removed to Provide 
Opportunities for Corporate Profit or to Produce 
a Private Industrial Tree-Farm 

Almost half of the 11 opposing views were found 
to support the project analysis.  Those remaining 
contained general information having no direct 
connection with the proposed actions. 
The BBS project would adhere to the Regional 
snag guidelines (refer to design measure #15 in 
the EA) that would retain, after harvest, 
sufficient snags (green and dead), used by 
various species of wildlife. 

Middle Bugs EA (2010) 
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