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ABSTRACT

A small timber management project is being proposed in three areas of the Coeur d’ Alene River Ranger
Digtrict: Grassy Mountain (portions of T52N, R2E, and T51N, R2E); Grizzly Mountain (a portion of T50N,
R3E), and Dobson Pass (portions of T49N, R4E, and T48N, R4E). This environmental assessment describes
four alternatives to meet the purpose and need. Alternative 1 isthe No-Action Alternative (there would be no
change from the current approach). Under Alternative 2 (the proposed action), harvest would occur on
approximately 184 acres, using a combination of harvest trestments. In addition to the harvest treatments
proposed under Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would also implement 72 acres of understory removal in the
Grizzly Mountain area, followed by prescribed burning within harvest units. Harvest treatment under
Alternative 4 would be the same as Alternative 2, with 34 acres of ecoburning in the Grizzly Mountain area
(unlike Alternative 3, no understory removal would occur within the ecoburn area under Alternative 4).

No new road construction would be considered under any aternative. Under all of the action alternatives,
approximately one-tenth of a mile of road reconstruction would occur in the Grizzly Mountain area to access
asuitable helicopter landing. This road had been ripped and barriered but has not brushed in. The roadway
would be brushed and bladed to make it suitable for use.

Copies of this Environmental Assessment are available in paper format or on compact disk (CD) from the
Coeur d’'Alene River Ranger District at the address above, and on the 1daho Panhandle National Forests
internet website (www.fs.fed.us/ipnf/eco/manage/nepa/).
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CHAPTER 1
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1. PURPOSE AND NEED

Over the past several years, awidespread Douglas-fir beetle infestation has caused significant mortality to
Douglasir trees scattered throughout the Coeur d’ Alene River Ranger District. The Douglas-fir beetle
outbreak that began on the district in 1998 is on the decline. However, we are still discovering small pockets
of recent bark beetle mortality scattered across the Ranger District. We have recently discovered areas
located in the vicinity of Spyglass Peak, Grassy Mountain, Grizzly Mountain, and Dobson Pass. Figures 1-1
and 1-2 display examples of beetle killed timber in the Grizzly Mountain and Dobson Pass areas.

Figure 1-1. Bestle-killed timber in the Grizzly Mountain project area.
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Timber mortality in these areasis primarily aresult of Douglas-fir beetle attacks that occurred during the
1999 through 2001 seasons. The proposed activities are outside of the project areas considered under the
previously completed Douglas-fir Beetle Environmental Impact Statement (USDA Forest Service, 1999) and
Small Sales Environmental Impact Statement (USDA Forest Service, 2000). Beetle mortality occurred in the
new project areas as aresult of subsequent flights and was not visually apparent until the 2000 and 2001 field
seasons. This assessment documents the effects of salvaging some of this beetle-kill for timber products,
initiating fuels reduction treatment, and restoring ecosystemsin areas of low residual stand stocking levels.
Some salvage of ice-damage, understory trees, and thinning around larch and ponderosa pine trees would also
occur in areas associated with beetle mortality.

Figure 1-2. Bestle-killed timber in the Dobson Pass project area.

During reconnaissance for this project, we identified a section of Road 260 (approximately 2.5 miles from
Riley Saddle, north to the junction with Road 1564) where approximately 50-75 trees are encroaching along
the running surface of the roadway. These trees are making it difficult to perform road maintenance and are
difficult to negotiate during winter grooming of this established snowmobile route. The Hither and Y on
Beetle proposal considers the effects of removing these trees as part of the proposed activities.

The Spyglass Peak areawas originally considered for treatment under the Hither and Y on proposal, but was
dropped from consideration. Other areas of beetle mortality have been identified in the West Fork of
Steamboat, Flat Creek, and Miners Creek. These areas have been dropped from further consideration due to
old growth and wildlife habitat concerns (please refer to Chapter 2, Section 2.3.4 and Appendix A,
“Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Consideration”).
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1.2. PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action (represented by Alternative 2) isto:

1) Harvest dead and dying trees in areas attacked by bark beetles, damaged by snow or ice, or opened
by losses to root disease, using salvage and regeneration harvest methods;

2) reducethe long-term fire hazard through timber harvest and a combination of fuels treatment
methods;

3) enhance historical ecosystems through western larch thinning, improvement harvestsin ponderosa
pine stands, and ecoburning activities; and

4) restore long-lived seral tree species such as white pine, western larch and ponderosa pinein areas
where a substantial portion of the live basal area of the stand has been lost to bark beetle, snow or
ice damage, and root disease through timber harvest, site preparation, and planting of seedlings.

Under the Proposed Action, timber harvest and associated fuels treatments would occur on atotal of
approximately 52 acres in the Grassy Mountain area, 55 acres in the Grizzly Mountain area, and 77 acresin
the Dobson Pass area (atotal of 184 acres). For more specific information regarding activities that would
occur under the Proposed Actin (such as acres of harvest by prescription, yarding methods, fuels treatments,
etc.), please refer to Table 2-4, the alternative descriptions in this chapter, and the alternative maps for the
three areas (Figures 2-1, 2-2 and 2-3).

1.3. SCOPE OF THE PROPOSAL

The scope of this environmental assessment was determined through public scoping and agency analysis, in
accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 1508.25. The scope of the actions to be addressed includes the
proposed timber harvest, fuels treatment, and reforestation activities. This environmental assessment
documents analysis of site-specific, on-the-ground activities. It isnot a general management plan for the
Coeur d’'Alene River Basin.

1.4. DECISIONSTO BE MADE

This environmental assessment is not a decision document. This document discloses the environmental
consequences of implementing the proposed action or alternatives to that action. The District Ranger for the
Coeur d’ Alene River Ranger District isthe Deciding Official. His decision and the rationale for that decision
will be stated in the Decision Notice. The District Ranger will select an alternative for implementation based
on:

¢ the extent to which each alter native addresses the purpose and need for action
consistency with the goals and findings of Forest policy and legal mandates

o how well each alternative responds to environmental issues and concerns identified by the public,
other agencies, and Forest Service resource specialists

o effects of the selected alternative in comparison to other alternatives considered

1.5. ORGANIZATION OF THE DOCUMENT

This document istiered to and references the Forest Plan for the ldaho Panhandle Nationa Forests, which sets
forth the direction for managing the resources of the Forest. For clarity, that document isreferred to simply as
the "Forest Plan."
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Chapter 2 presents the key resource issues within the area and describes the alternatives considered. Chapter
3 describes the existing conditions of specific resources and the changes that would occur to each resource
under implementation of each alternative. Direct, indirect and cumulative impacts are discussed.

A List of Preparersidentifies the individual s who conducted the analyses and prepared the environmental
assessment. A List of References provides the full citation for those references noted in the environmental
assessment. A list of Acronyms used in the text is provided, and the Glossary defines terms used in the text
that may be unfamiliar to the reader. A list of those who will receive copies of this environmental assessment
isprovided. However, it islikely that otherswill request and receive copies of the document.

The Appendices contain analytical reports and specific or supplemental information that further explain
discussions in the main chapters. Many more reports and analyses documentation have been referenced or
developed during the course of this project, but were not included in this document either because they were
technical in nature or were of excessive length. Those items are referred to as being part of the "project files."
All project files for the Hither and Y on Beetle Environmental Assessment (EA) are available for review by
the public. To review the files, please contact the Project Team Leader or the NEPA Coordinator at the
Fernan Office of the Coeur d’ Alene River Ranger District, (208) 664-2318.

16. PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT

Comments are invited on this environmental assessment. In accordance with 36 CFR 215, and to ensure
consideration in making a decision, comments must be postmarked or received 30 days from the date of
publication of the legal notice in the Spokesman-Review newspaper. Commenters should include their name,
address, telephone number, and the organization they represent (if any); the title of the document on which the
comment is being submitted; and facts and reasons specific to this proposal for the Deciding Official to
consider.

Comments received on the proposed project (including names and addresses of those who comment) will be
considered part of the public record and will be available for public inspection. We can accept and consider
comments submitted anonymously; however, people who submit anonymous comments will not have
standing to appeal the subsequent decision (36 CFR 215). Any person may request that we withhold
submitted comments from the public record (pursuant to 7 CFR 1.27(d)) by showing how the Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) permits such confidentiality. However, confidentiality may be granted in only very
limited circumstances, such asto protect trade secrets. We will inform the requestor of the agency’ s decision
regarding the request for confidentiality. If the request is denied, we will return the submitted comments and
notify the requester that the comments may be resubmitted, with or without name and address, within a
specified time.

District Ranger Joseph Stringer isthe responsible official for this proposal. For further
information, please contact Project Team Leader Bob Rehnborg at the Fernan Office of the
Coeur d’ Alene River Ranger District, (208) 664-2318.
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CHAPTER 2
ALTERNATIVES

2.1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the alternatives considered to achieve the purpose and need discussed in Chapter 1.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires federal agenciesto “identify and assess the
reasonabl e aternatives to proposed actions that will avoid or minimize adverse effects of these actions upon
the quality of the human environment” (40 CFR 1500.2(e)). This chapter discloses the sources of analysis
direction and guidance, aternative development (including public involvement), features common to all
aternatives (including monitoring and mitigation), comparison of alternatives and their effects, and
alternatives considered but eliminated from further study.

2.2. ANALYSISDIRECTION AND GUIDANCE

2.2.1. National Environmental Policy Act

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires analysis of projects to ensure the anticipated effects
upon al resources within the project area are considered prior to project implementation (40 CFR 1502.16).
The analysis for the Hither and Y on Beetle project followed the guidelines of NEPA as provided by the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

2.2.2. Natural Resources Agenda

On March 2, 1998, Forest Service Chief Mike Dombeck announced the Forest Service Natural Resource
Agenda. The Agenda provides the Chief's focus for the Forest Service, and identifies specific areas where
there will be added emphasis, including:

water shed health and restoration
forest road policy

sustainabl e forest management
recreation

The activities proposed in the Hither and Y on project areas have been designed to be consistent with the goals
and tentative direction provided under the Natural Resources Agendato date.

2.2.3. National FirePlan

In 2000, over 92,000 wildland fires burned more than 7.5 million acres of grass, brush and forested lands
across the United States. In response, the Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior developed an interagency
approach to respond to severe wildland fires, reduce their impacts on rural communities, and assure sufficient
firefighting capacity in the future. The “National Fire Plan” identifies five key program areas designed to
respond to the severe wildfires of 2000, to reduce their impacts on rural communities, and to enhance
firefighting capabilitiesin the future. InIdaho, atotal of over $91.3 million has been allocated to these
programs. Specific proposals were submitted by field units (such as Ranger Districts) for consideration.
Although the Hither and Y on Beetle project would treat fuels as part of the proposed activities, it is not a
National Fire Plan proposal. Therefore, thereis no further discussion of the National Fire Plan in this
document.
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2.2.4. Forest Service Road Management and Transportation System Rule

On January 28, 1998, in an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (63 CFR 4350), the Forest Service
announced itsintent to revise regulations concerning management of the national forest transportation system.
In January 2001, the Forest Service issued aFinal Rule regarding specific revisions to the road system rules at
36 CFR part 212 and to Forest Service administrative directives governing transportation analysis and
management. The roads policy provides basic procedural protection for inventoried roadless areas and
contiguous unroaded areas from road building until the Roadless Area Conservation Rule (discussed below)
becomes effective, and the Forest completes a forest-scal e roads analysis and incorporates it into the Forest
Plan.

One of the tools devel oped to meet objectives of the revised policy is an integrated, science-based roads
analysis process that allows objective evaluation of the environmental, social and economic impacts of
proposed road construction, reconstruction, maintenance, and decommissioning (USDA Forest Service, 1999,
Misc. Rep. FS-643). The six-step process does not make decisions nor allocate lands for specific purposes.
Rather, the analysis identifies and addresses a set of possible issues and applicable analysis questions that,
when answered, produce information for forest line officersto consider about possible road construction,
reconstruction, and decommissioning needs and opportunities.

Line officers must also choose the appropriate geographic scale or scales and how detailed the analysis will
be. Selecting the appropriate scale for assessing roads opportunities depends on the issues being analyzed and
how their effects are manifested; the extent and nature of linkages with other ecological, social, and economic
systems; the nature of variables under the control of the decision process; the information availability and
valuein relation to the range of potential consequences; and budget and personnel constraints (Roads
Analysis: Informing Decisions about the National Forest Transportation System, USDA Forest Service, 1999,

pg. 4).

The small scope of this project did not warrant the need to do the level of road analysis represented by the 6-
step process just discussed. Existing transportation features were considered in the analysis. No new road
construction would be proposed and the existing transportation system was analyzed under previous larger
scale assessments. Approximately 0.1 miles of system road currently in storage would be put back in service
to access a helicopter landing location in the Grizzly Mountain area. This road does not have any stream
channel crossings and was put into storage by ripping the roadbed and blocking the entrance. The road would
be bladed and brushed to make suitable for use and would be returned to a hydrologically inert storage state
after use. Previous sale areaimprovement plans such as, Drexsey and Little Elk timber sales in the Grassy
Mountain area, Big Dewey Brown timber sale and the Grizzly Salvage assessment in the Grizzly Mountain
area, and the Capitol Hill assessment in the Dobson Pass area, provided transportation planning and funding
sources for the placement of roads into a hydrologically inert storage state. The Coeur d’ Alene River Ranger
District Access Management Assessment (USDA Forest Service, 2000) also provided assessment on the
current road status in these areas. For additional information, please refer to the “ Transportation Planning”
discussion under “Issues Not Addressed in Detail in ThisEA,” in Appendix A.
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2.2.5. Roadless Area Conservation Rule

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule, restricting logging and road building activitiesin 58.5 million acres of
National Forest System lands, was published in the Federal Register on January 12, 2001, with an effective
date of March 13, 2001. This effective date was delayed until May 12, 2001, consistent with the Assistant to
the President’ s memorandum of January 20, 2001. On May 4, 2001, Secretary Veneman announced that the
USDA would implement the Roadless Area Conservation Rule. The U.S. District Court for the District of
Idaho preliminarily enjoined the Department of Agriculture from implementing the Roadless Conservation
Rule. This decision was appealed on May 21, 2001, to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, which held a
hearing on the merits on October 16, 2001. On June 7, 2001 in order to bring some stability to roadless area
management given the legal uncertainties, Chief Bosworth informed top agency officials that he reserved unto
himself with some exceptions, authority to approve road construction, road reconstruction and timber harvest
project in inventoried roadless areas. Interim Directives were issued on July 27, 2001, and updated on
December 14, 2001, formalizing this policy.

There are no lands in or adjacent to the Hither and Y on Project Areas identified as inventoried roadless. There
would be no change to road access in relation to inventoried roadless areas under any aternative; therefore,
thereis no further discussion of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule in this document.

2.2.6. Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Proj ect

The Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem Management in the Interior Columbia Basin (USDA
Forest Service, 1996, Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem Management in the Interior Columbia
Basin) was used as a basis for evaluating the conditions in the Missouri Bug analysis area. The assessment
covered the Columbia River Basin in Washington and Oregon east of the crest of the Cascade Mountains,
most of Idaho, and small portions of northern Nevada, western Montana and western Wyoming, for atotal of
145 million acres. The scientific findings for the ICBEMP were released during the fall of 1996. At the
Interior Columbia Basin scale, the findings for the river basins on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests show
that the river basins have alow composite ecological integrity primarily due to past aterations (Integrated
Scientific Assessment, page 113). In the assessment, the Hither and Y on Beetle Project Areaiswithin an
ecosystem type identified as Forest Cluster #4, with the following conclusion: *Fuel management is a priority
for maintenance of hydrologic function in these subbasins. Aquatic integrity isjudged low or moderate.
Recovery of both aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems requires active and intensive restoration efforts. These
subbasins have high restoration potentia with much to gain and relatively little to lose.”

A Final EISfor the Interior Columbia Basin project was released in December 2000, with a* proposed”
decision. Once aRecord of Decision is signed, National Forests and BLM Districts will begin implementing
the new strategy. Although the scientific findings of the ICBEMP are not part of the Forest Plan for the Idaho
Panhandle National Forests, they are expected to provide guidance for the revision of the Forest Plan. No
decisions or guidelines for analysis were made exclusively on this information; however, the science behind
the ICBEMP is used in the analyses for the Hither and Y on Beetle project. When available, information and
direction provided in the ICBEMP Record of Decision will be reviewed to determine whether a correction,
supplement, or revision to the Hither and Y on Beetle EA is necessary, in compliance with Forest Service
Handbook 1909.15 (Chapter 18).
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2.2.7. Northern Region Overview

The Northern Region Overview and Summary (USDA Forest Service, April 1999), which covers northern
Idaho and Montana, focused on priorities within northern Idaho and Montana for restoring ecosystem health
and availability of recreation opportunities. The assessment describes the changes in vegetation that are
contributing to the current beetle infestation.

"In northern Idaho and moist portions of western Montana, Douglas-fir was largely an early
succession species that regenerated well after wildfire in various mixes with white pine and
larch, but then was largely eliminated by root disease and beetles after 100-140 years, giving
way to pine and larch. In the absence of white pine and larch, we have experienced an
increase in Douglas-fir during early succession, and an apparent increase in root disease
inoculum levels as succession proceeds. When Douglas-fir diesin stands now, the result is
an effective 50-150 year acceleration of succession to grand fir and hemlock. This condition
with heavy root disease and ladder fuels promotes and increases risk of stand-replacement
fire." (Northern Region Overview Detailed Report; USDA October, 1998, page 22)

"The most significant societal and ecological risk is associated with fire; particularly where
ladder fuels exist or are developing near or adjacent to urban interface locations.”
(Northern Region Overview; USDA October, 1998, page 24)

The Northern Region Overview Summary explores this Region's situation with regard to ecosystem health
and recreation. Ecosystem health was once referred to by ecologist Aldo Leopold as the capacity of the land
for self-renewal. Ecological integrity, as discussed in the Columbia Basin and step-down assessments, is the
wholeness or completeness of an ecosystem, the degree to which it has all the parts and processes it needs to
function properly (Northern Region Overview Summary, USDA April 1999, pages 3-6). Characteristics of
ecosystems with high integrity are:

Resiliency (the ability to withstand fires and other disturbances)

Supportive of native and desired non-native species diversity

Consist of a mosaic of well-connected habitats.

Have functions (such as seed dispersal and decay) and processes (such as nutrient
and water cycles) that operate effectively

The Northern Region Overview findings conclude that there are multiple areas of concern in the Northwest
Zone of the Region, but that "this subregion holds the greatest opportunity for vegetation treatments and
restoration with timber sales. From a social and economic standpoint, using timber harvest for ecological
restoration would be a benefit to the many communities which still have a strong economic dependency, more
so than in other zones in the Region. Aquatic restoration should be focused on specific needs based on the
Zone aquatic restoration strategy.” The timber management (timber harvest) tool best fits with the forest types
in northern Idaho and is essential, for example, to achieve the openings needed to restore white pine and larch,
and maintain upland grass/shrub communities. (Northern Region Overview Summary, USDA April 1999,

page 9).
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2.2.8. Forest Plan for the ldaho Panhandle National Forests

General management direction for the Idaho Panhandle National Forestsisfound in the Forest Plan, which
provides Forest-wide goals and objectives (Forest Plan, Chapter I1). The standards and guidelines for the
Forest Plan (Forest Plan, Chapter 11) apply throughout the Resource Area. In development of the alternatives,
standards and guidelines of the Inland Native Fish Strategy were used specifically to protect water and aguatic
biota within the Resource Area. The Inland Native Fish Strategy was prepared in July, 1995, to provide
interim direction to protect habitat and populations of resident native fish outside of anadromous fish habitat
in eastern Oregon, eastern Washington, Idaho, western Montana, and portions of Nevada (USDA Forest
Service, 1995). Under the authority of 36 CFR 219.10(f), the decision amended Regiona Guides for the
Forest Service's Intermountain, Northern, and Pacific Northwest Regions and Forest Plansin the 22 affected
Forests, including the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. In development of the alternatives, standards and
guidelines of the Inland Native Fish Strategy were used specifically to protect water and aguatic biota within
the project area. Please refer to the discussion under “Features Common to All Action Alternatives — Features
Designed to Protect Aquatic Resources’ in this chapter for more specific information.

2.2.9. Coeur d'Alene River Basin Geographic Assessment

The Geographic Assessment (“ Toward an Ecosystem Approach: An Assessment of the Coeur d’ Alene River
Basin,” USDA Forest Service, February 1998) provides information regarding the ecological conditions
specific to the Coeur d’ Alene River Basin. The recommendations and strategies presented in the Geographic
Assessment were based on three major groups of findings. 1) social and economic, 2) landscape and
terrestrial, and 3) aquatic. The findings of the assessment are consistent with the findings of the Upper
Columbia River Basin findings at the next scale down. To identify the overall strategy for the Coeur d'Alene
River Basin, the terrestrial, watershed, wildlife and recreation (sense of place) maps were overlaid. The
highest priority for active restoration becomes 1) non-functioning watersheds with serious terrestrial
problems; and 2) functioning-at-risk watersheds with seriousterrestrial problems.

The action alternatives, though small in scope, propose to re-introduce seral species such as western white
pine, ponderosa pine, and larch back into the ecosystem. The geographic assessment refers to the substantial
reduction that has occurred to this ecosystem component and the need to restore this vegetative component.

2.2.10. Legal Mandates

In addition to compliance with the assessments and policies described above, each resource discussion in
Chapter 3 identifies the laws and regulations (“ Regulatory Framework™) that applies to that particular
resource, and addresses how well each alternative would meet applicable legal mandates (“ Consistency With
Forest Policy and Legal Mandates”).

2.3. SCOPING AND ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT

2.3.1. Scoping

Thefirst step in environmental analysisis to determine what needs to be analyzed. To do thisthe NEPA
outlines a process termed “ scoping” (refer to 40 CFR 1501.7). Thisis an open process designed to determine
the potential issues associated with a proposed action and then, from this|list, to further identify those issues
that are significant to the decision, and those which are not significant or which have been covered by prior
environmental review and therefore should be eliminated from detailed analysis.
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The public was notified of this project in several ways:

e scoping letter (to those groups and organization that typically comment on our proposals and for
those that requested additional information) dated December 26, 2001

e legal adin the newspaper of record (Spokesman-Review) dated December 28, 2001

e "Quarterly Schedule of Proposed Actions’ for the IPNFs (starting with the February 2002 issue)

During scoping, letters were received from Bryan Bird (Forest Conservation Council - FCC), Ryan Shaffer
(Alliance for the Wild Rockies - AWR), and Mike Mihelich (Kootenai Environmental Alliance - KEA).
Copies of their letters and Forest Service response to comments are provided in Appendix A (Public
Involvement). The team has considered concernsidentified by the public and incorporated their ideas
whenever possible. Refer to Appendix A for adetailed discussion of public involvement efforts, how public
comments led to issues and alternatives, and how public concerns were addressed.

2.3.2. Issues

There are several issues considered as factors in the decision to be made. Some are of sufficient concern to
drive development of alternatives to the extent feasible within the physical, biological, and legal limits of
forest management. Others were not key in developing alternative concepts, but are important for their value
in assessing specific protective measures. These protective measures become features of the alternatives
and/or specific mitigation measures. They have been addressed in detail either because the effects will have a
bearing on the decision to be made, or because these resources are of interest or concern to the public.

Issue 1 — Forest Vegetation: Concerns related to forest vegetation have been identified by the Forest Service
and the public (Alliance for the Wild Rockies, Forest Conservation Council, and Kootenai
Environmental Alliance).

Issue2 —Fire/Fuds: Of primary concern to the Forest Service are the long-termincrease in fuel loading
(the amount of combustible materials which contribute to the intensity of a fire) and the subsequent
changesin fire intensity and severity that may occur. Comments from the public (Alliance for the
Wild Rockies and Forest Conservation Council) identified concern with how fuel reduction
activitiesare carried out.

I ssue 3 — Economic Values (Finances): The proposed activities have associated costs as well asthe
potential to generate revenues. Public comments (from Forest Conservation Council and Kootenai
Environmental Alliance) indicated concerns with the financial aspects of the proposal, specifically
the concept of generating funds for restoration through timber harvest.

Issue 4 — Wildlife: Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act directs federal agencies to ensure that their
activities are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any Threatened or Endangered
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification to their critical habitat. A number of
species have been identified as Sensitive within the geographic area of the Idaho Panhandle
National Forests. Other species of wildlife are used as indicators of how well their needs for
certain types of habitat are being met. Public comments were received from the Alliance for the
Wild Rockies and Forest Conservation Council identifying concerns related to protection of wildlife
and associated habitat.

In addition, all three environmental organizations emphasized the importance of the cumulative effects
analysis, which is addressed through the documentation in Chapter 3, rather than as an issue.
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Based on the assessment of effects and public comment, the agency determined that most other issues could
be adequately mitigated or addressed by design features or other aspects of the proposed activities. A list of
these issues and brief discussion of each of those issuesis provided in Appendix A (“Issues Not Addressed in
Detail in this Environmental Assessment”).

2.3.3. Alternative Development and M odification

Development of alternatives was based on existing condition of resourcesin the project areas, issues and
concerns identified by the project team and the public, and the purpose and need identified for the project.
The “Federal Guide to Watershed Analysis - Environmental Analysis at the Watershed Scale” (USDA Forest
Service, August 1995) is a process used to focus on proposed activity areas, describe current conditions, and
identify possible treatment alternatives. This process was recently used for a project (the Burnt Cabin Heli
Bug Project) very similar in size and scope to the Hither and Y on Beetle project, and was found to be quite
lengthy and of limited value for such a small scale project. Therefore, the Hither and Y on Bestle project did
not use this analysis development process, but did assess watershed conditions at that scale, as disclosed in
Chapter 3, Water Resources.

2.3.4. Alternatives Consider ed But Eliminated From Further Study
During project development eight other proposals were analyzed but dismissed from further consideration:

Harvest treatment in the Spyglass Peak project area

Reconstruction of 1.2 miles of system road in the Grizzly Mountain project area
Utilize conventional yarding methods only

Utilize regeneration treatments only

Utilize salvage treatments only

No-harvest vegetative restoration only treatments

Ecoburn treatments in the Dobson Pass project area

Watershed restoration only

See Appendix A for more information on these alternatives and the rationale for why they were eliminated
from further study.

24. REASONABLY FORESEEABLE ACTIVITIES

To address cumulative effects, activities have been identified and considered that have a reasonable chance of
occurring within the following watersheds. Tepee Creek above Trail Creek, Grizzly Creek, and Beaver
Creek. This helps to establish the appropriate geographic and temporal (time) boundaries for the cumulative
effects analysis. The following tables display information about projects that are either ongoing or reasonably
foreseeable (please refer also to the map in the Project Files, Reasonably Foreseeable Activities). The
analysis of effects to resources incorporated the effects of these activities as appropriate (please refer to the
cumulative effects discussions for each resource in Chapter 3). The tables do not include routine activities
such as general fuelwood gathering, road maintenance, and existing special use permits. Past activities within
the cumul ative effects analysis boundaries for each resource is derived from the Timber Stand Management
Records System (TSMRS). Information and maps of past harvest units within the project area are located in
the Project Files— Vegetation.

Within the Hither and Y on Beetle cumul ative effects area, there are no reasonably foreseeable recreation
projects identified.
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Table2-1. Ongoing or Reasonably Foreseeable Timber Sale Projectson other Federal, State,
and Private Owner ship, and Estimated Duration.

Owner ship Activities Water shed Duration
Louisiana Pacific | 1,900 acresindividual tree salvage Beaver Creek (Missoulaand Possible annual
Carbon) treatment
Idaho/LA Mining | 0.4 milesroad construction, 1.0 mile Beaver Creek (Missoulaand 2002
and Milling reconstruction, 100 acres commercial Carbon)
thinning, line skidding
BLM 20 acres salvage of beetle-killed Beaver Creek (Keystone 2004
timber, 0.2 miles road construction Gulch)
Table2-2. Ongoing Projectsand Estimated Duration.

General Projects Activities Water shed Est’d Duration
Access Management/ Road and trail management Digtrict-wide | Until next revision
Travel Plan
Noxious Weeds I ntegrated noxious weed treatment (338 acres) 76 sites Until 2005

Timber Sale Projects Activities Water shed Est’d Duration

East Side Heli Bug Timber salvage (50 total acres), fuelstreatment (23 |Beaver Creek | Timber salvage—
acres jackpot burning, 7 acres underburning, 14 acres July 2003
ecosystem burning), planting, one armored overflow, Other — 2008
2 culvert upgrades, noxious weed treatment

Unknown King Bug Timber salvage (40 total acres), fuels treatment (5 Beaver Creek | Timber salvage —
acres underburning, 7 acres jackpot burning), July 2003
planting, 1.4 miles of road recontouring, noxious Other — 2008
weed treatment

Sale-related Projects Activities Water shed Est’d Duration

Big Short Brush disposal, planting, exams Tepee Creek Through 2007

Beaver Heli Bug Brush disposal, planting, exams Beaver Creek Through 2007

Capitol Hill Exams Beaver Creek Through 2005

King' s Ridge Planting, exams Beaver Creek Through 2005

Lower White TSI exams Beaver Creek Through 2008

Unknown Pony Planting, exams, installation of 50 bedload traps, 20 |Beaver Creek Through 2003,
wood debris placement, 50 stream stepdowns, 4 road exams 2008
closures, browse burning on 190 acres

Recr eation Projects Activities Water shed Est’d Duration

Scott Gulch Trall Maintenance Beaver Creek annual

Sunset Peak Trail Maintenance Beaver Creek annual
Grazing Projects Activities Water shed Est’d Duration
Beaver Pony Pasture permit (9 cows — occasional use) Beaver Creek 1 year - 2002
Minerals Projects Activities Water shed Est’d Duration
Graffenberger Placer-Gold Mine — exploration, several trencheson |Beaver Creek Ongoing
hillside (Potosi)

M cPeak Placer-Gold Mine — small production, lessthan 1 Beaver Creek Ongoing
acre disturbance on hillside (Potosi)

Miller Placer-Gold Mine — exploration, several trenches Beaver Creek Ongoing
within 300 feet of stream (Potosi)

Stutzke Placer-Gold Mine — production, lessthan 1 acre Beaver Creek Ongoing
disturbance within 500 feet of stream (Potosi)

GPAA/Curtis Placer-Gold Mine — exploration, trench/processing  |Beaver Creek Ongoing
within 300 feet of stream (Pony Gulch)

Scobey Placer-Gold — production, small dredgein Beaver Creek Ongoing
intermittent stream (Potosi)

Hendricks Placer-Gold — exploration, trench along road with no |Beaver Creek Ongoing
nearby streams (Potosi)
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Table 2-3. Reasonably Foreseeable Projectsand Estimated Duration.

General Activities Water shed Duration
WWP secondary Hazard tree reduction (felling, no harvest) Beaver Creek 2004
powerline

Timber Sales Activities Water shed Duration
Missouri Heli Bug | Timber salvage (55 acres), ho road construction, site Beaver Creek Timber —
prep burning, planting, noxious weed treatment December 2003
Other - 2008
Small SalesEIS Timber salvage (10 acres), no road construction Beaver Creek | Timber 12/2003
Teratoid Tepee* Vegetative, aquatics, and wildlife habitat restoration Tepee Creek 2004-2010
Beaver Creek* V egetative, aquatics, and wildlife habitat restoration Beaver Creek 2005-2011
Commer cial Activities Water shed Duration
Fuelwood Areas
Unknown Gulch Fuelwood gathering (Roads 3100 series, 3101, 3102, Beaver Creek Summer 2003
3102A)
Idaho Gulch Fuelwood gathering (1505, 6328 roads) Beaver Creek Summer 2003
Grazing Activities W ater shed Duration
CDA Grazing Analysis of existing grazing activities Beaver Creek 2002
Allotment EA
Minerals Activities Water shed Duration
Numerous Mine Safety closures of abandon mine sites Beaver Creek 2002-2005
Closure Projects
TSI (Thinning) Activities Water shed Duration
First/Elk 57 acres of precommercial thinning Tepee Creek Through 2005

* These proposals are in the early stages, and there islittle specific information available regarding the amount,
location, and type of treatment activities. Effects of these projects will be analyzed under separate NEPA documentation
once proposed treatment activities are identified, and will consider the cumulative effects of other past, ongoing
(including the Hither and Yon Beetle project activities) and reasonably foreseeable activities at that time.

2.5. OPPORTUNITIES

“Opportunities’ are activities that could complement and improve resource conditions within the project area.
Such projects are not considered mandatory for project implementation nor are they guaranteed to be
implemented, but they may be accomplished if funding becomes available.

2.5.1. Opportunitiesfor Aquatic Restoration

Due to the watershed improvement activities either already completed or ongoing (discussed in Chapter 3,
Water Resources, “Watershed Restoration Accomplished in the Project Areas), there are limited high priority
watershed projects or areas identified that would result in a good return on investment for the watershed in
any of the three project areas. Thereisan opportunity to restore stream channel crossings on Road 1564 in
the Grassy Mountain area. Thisroad islocated high on the slope. There are no major drainage crossings but
there are several small ephemeral to intermittent side drainages with culverts. This opportunity could be
implemented if the gate on Road 1564 is replaced with an earth barrier. 1t would be preferred to defer this
opportunity until the larger landscape level assessment (Teratoid Tepee) is completed. Thereisalso an
opportunity to install some overflow pipes on Road 503 at the mouth of Grizzly Creek. Thisareaison
National Forest System land but the road itself is under Shoshone County jurisdiction. Thereis currently a
large squash pipe where Road 503 crosses Grizzly Creek. The remainder of the Grizzly Creek floodplainis
diked by Road 503. It would be beneficial to the watershed to install several overflow pipes within the diked
areato reduce the risk of road washout during high flows and flood events. Financing of this project would
need to come from county funds or some form of cooperative funding.
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2.5.2. Opportunitiesfor Noxious Weed Treatment

Many areas affected by the proposed activities (especially road segments and landings) would likely be
surveyed and monitored to assess the establishment and spread of noxious weeds. However, the full extent of
surveying, monitoring and treatment, and the availability of funding is not known at this time, therefore these
activities are classified as opportunities that could be accomplished if funding becomes available. Treatment
would be conducted under the guidelines of the Noxious Weed EIS for the Coeur d’ Alene River Ranger
District (USDA Forest Service, 2000).

2.6. ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

2.6.1. Description of the Alternatives

Comparing arange of alternatives can help determine which activities, if any, should occur under this project.
The range of alternatives considered is reasonable given the characteristics of the areas, the current
conditions, the purpose and need for action, the desired effects, the scope of the proposal, and the range of
treatments considered but dismissed prior to analysis. The following table displays the amount of harvest by
silvicultural prescription, fuels trestment, and yarding methods that would occur under each of the
aternatives. In addition to other activities, the action alternatives include timber harvest practices designed to
meet particular silvicultural goals. A detailed description of the features of various silvicultural systems and
their effectsisincluded in the Forest Plan (Forest Plan, Appendix A). No new road construction would occur
under any alternative. For additional information, please refer to the alternative descriptions and maps that
follow the table, and the Project Files.

Table2-4. Summary of Proposed Activities, by alter native.

Feature Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4
(No Action) (Proposed Action)

Total proposed harvest (acres) 0 184 256 184
Salvage 0 62 62 62
Group Shelterwood (with planting) 0 59 59 59
Commercial thin 33 33 33
Improvement harvest 0 17 17 17
Understory removal 0 0 72 0
Fish Wood harvest (with planting) 0 9 9 9
Special harvest 0 4 4 4

Total proposed fuelstreatment (acres) 0 184 256 218
Lop and scatter 0 97 97 97
Grapple pile 0 11 11 11
Jackpot 0 66 66 66
Underburning 0 10 10 10
Ecoburning 0 0 72 34

Total yarding systems (acr es) 0 184 256 184
Cable 0 31 31 31
Skyline 0 64 64 64
Tractor 0 17 17 17

Helicopter 0 72 144 72

Road reconstruction (miles) 0 0.1 0.1 0.1

Estimated Harvest1l
Timber volume (CCF) 2 0 1,650 2,000 1,650
Timber volume (MBF) 3 0 835 1,000 835

1 Wood removed for fish habitat improvement not included in this figure
2 CCF = 1 cunit (one hundred cubic feet)
3 MBF = thousand board feet
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Alternative 1 (No Action)

The No-Action Alternative is required by NEPA and NFMA. Under this alternative, none of the proposed
activities would occur at thistime. There would be no change from current management direction or from the
level of management intensity in the area. Implementation of the foreseeable activities identified earlier in
this chapter would still occur. Because there would be no recovery of the economic value of damaged timber,
no improvement in the vegetative resources, and no long-term reduction in risk of wildfire, this alternative
would not meet any of the specific objectives of the Forest Plan and Geographic Assessment identified for
this project. The No-Action Alternative was analyzed in detail to display the effects of not meeting these
objectives, and to compare against the action aternatives.

Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

From a vegetation standpoint, the objective of this alternative is to harvest dead and dying treesin areas
attacked by Douglas-fir bark beetles, to salvage trees fading to root disease and other causal agents of
mortality, to enhance historical ecosystem components, and to restore long-lived seral tree species such as
white pine, western larch and ponderosa pine in stands where bark beetles, root disease, and other causal
agents have killed a substantial portion of the basal area of the stand. The emphasis of the treatment will beto
salvage dead and dying timber.

In stands where mortality is generally light (over 50% of live basal arearemaining in the stand), individual
tree selection harvest treatment would salvage trees killed by bark beetles (this includes trees that are attacked
by beetles that have crown symptoms indicating the trees will die) and associated trees fading to root disease
or other pathogens. Additional incidental green trees may need to be removed to allow for safe felling
practices or removal of trees significantly damaged during the harvest operation. Fuels would be treated by
lop and scattering with a minor amount of grapple piling and burning. Lop and scatter treatment would get
this material on the ground where it will decompose quicker.

In stands where beetle, root disease and blister rust-related mortality is more severe (generally over 50% loss
of overstory basal area), a regeneration harvest (group shelterwood) would be used to create conditions
suitable for the planting and establishment of pines and larch regeneration. Most of these areas would have
slash reduced using prescribed fire treatments (either jackpot or underburning). Approximately 9 acres would
be grapple-piled and burned. Treated areas would then be planted to white pine, larch and ponderosa pine.
The emphasis would be on retention of groups of large healthy overstory trees to maintain visual quality
objectives on the sites. Smaller green trees that are not expected to survive prescribed fire treatmentsin these
stands would be harvested unless retained for wildlife habitat. Generally, healthy Douglas-fir over 16 inches
in diameter and grand fir over 18 inchesin diameter would be retained on site.  Regeneration harvest units
would retain groups of trees and/or scattered individual trees that have been unaffected by the bark beetle
infestation, root disease, or other pathogens. Generally, 20-30% of the stand basal area would be retained in
shelterwood harvest prescriptions.

One group shelterwood treatment in the Grassy Mountain project area would utilize the wood that is removed
for ongoing fish habitat improvement projects not associated with this proposal. This area contains
considerable down material that is no longer usable for sawtimber products. Approximately 9 acres
scheduled for harvest in the Grassy Mountain areawould utilize the forest products for fish habitat
enhancement work previously approved for Yellowdog Creek. These 9 acres would then be site prepared and
planted.

Within the Dobson Pass project area, there are two units identified for improvement harvests. The objective
of this treatment would be to improve the health and vigor of ponderosa pine and to restore a more open stand
structure associated with historic disturbance regimes. Shade tolerant species, primarily Douglas-fir and
grand fir, lessthan 16 inches in diameter within 25 feet of ponderosa pine would be harvested. This

Page 2-11



Hither and Yon Beetle EA Chapter 2 - Alternatives

“daylighting” treatment would only occur if the ponderosa pine have adequate crowns capable of responding
to the improved light and moisture regimes. If western larch occurs in these areas, it would also be
daylighted. Jackpot burning would be utilized in these areas to treat slash and enhance ecosystem conditions.

Also within the Dobson Pass project area are two unitsidentified for commercia thinning. The objective of
this treatment would be to improve the health and vigor of western larch in these stands. Approximately 1/3
of the existing basal areawould be harvested. This harvest would focus on the removal of shade tolerant
species such as Douglas-fir, grand fir, and western hemlock less than 16 inches in diameter within 20 feet of
western larch trees. This treatment would reduce competition and improve tree vigor on the site. Larch with
less than 20% live crown or with heavy mistletoe may also be removed if within 20 feet of an acceptable
leavetree. Slash would be treated with lop and scatter treatments to get fuels on the ground so they will
decompose more quickly.

There is a section of Road 260 from the Grassy Mountain project area down to Riley Saddle (the junction
with Road 900) where approximately 50-75 trees (scattered along 2.5 miles of road) are growing along the
lower edge of the running surface of the roadway. These trees are making it difficult to do routine road
maintenance and snowmobile trail grooming during the winter months. Under this alternative, these “ bumper
trees” would be harvested to improve road maintenance and winter grooming. Stumps of the trees on the
roadway would be ground down so that they do not interfer with surface blading operations. This special
harvest treatment is estimated at approximately 4 acres based on the width of the road for 2.5 miles. Since
these trees are widely scattered, logging slash would generally be scattered off the roadway.

Timber products produced by these treatments would be removed using tractor, cable, skyline, and helicopter
yarding methods. No new road construction would be needed. Approximately 0.1 miles of system road
would need to be brought out of storage in the Grizzly Mountain area to access a suitable helicopter landing.
This road had been ripped and barriered but has not brushed in. This roadway would be put back in storage
after completion of use. A preferred public firewood gathering opportunity would be considered in the
Grassy Mountain area after harvest operations are compl eted.

Alternative 3

This aternative proposes to accomplish the same harvest treatments as described in Alternative 2. In
addition, approximately 72 acres of selected ecoburning would also be implemented in the Grizzly Mountain
area as ecosystem treatments and to provide logical burn boundaries for slash disposal treatments within
harvest units. Understory removal harvest treatments would occur within the ecoburn areas prior to
implementation of the burns. The understory removal harvest would remove smaller merchantabl e trees not
expected to survive the ecoburn. Generaly, thiswould involve trees less than 12 inches in diameter
depending on the species. Fading trees from root disease, beetles, and other causal agents would also be
salvaged in this operation. Older dead beetle mortality would be retained on site for wildlife habitat. Timber
would removed from these ecoburn areas using helicopter yarding systems.

Alternative 4
This aternative would also accomplish the same harvest treatments as Alternative 2. 1n addition,

approximately 34 acres of selected ecoburning would be implemented in the Grizzly Mountain area. No
understory removal harvest treatments would occur within the ecoburn areas under this alternative.
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Figure2-1. Under all action alternatives, treatment in the Grassy Mountain area would
include wood removal from thisunit to be used for fish habitat improvement projects, and to
create conditions for timber stand restoration using white pine and western larch.

The following tables and maps display the amount, type, and location of proposed activities in the three
Hither and Y on project areas.
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Table 2-5. Specific Unit Information for the Grassy Mountain Project Area, all alternatives.

Unit* | Acres Treatment Volur?e Yarding Fuels Treatment Planting
(mbf9)
1 4 Sanitation/Salvage 20 Cable Grapple pile lower half Natural
2 4 Sanitation/Salvage 20 Skyline Lop & Scatter None
3 9 Sanitation/Salvage 30 Cable Lop & Scatter None
4 2 Sanitation/Salvage 5 Cable Lop & Scatter None
5 9 Roadside Salvage 25 Cable Lop & Scatter None
6 8 Sanitation/Salvage 25 Tractor Lop & Scatter None
7 3 Roadside Salvage 5 Cable Lop & Scatter None
9 9 Fish Wood 15 truck Tractor Grapple pile White pine/
loads Larch
10 4 Special Harvest 10 Cable Remove dash from None
roadway
Total 52 140

! Unit 8 was dropped under all alternatives due to concerns for wildlife habitat.
2 mbf = thousand board feet
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Figure 2-2.

Map of the proposed activity locationsin the Grassy Mountain project area
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Table2-6. Specific Unit Information for the Grizzly Mountain Project Area, all alternatives.

Unit | Acres Treatment Volume | Yarding Fuels Treatment? Planting
(mbfl) and 3
1 4 Group Shelterwood 20 Helicopter Jackpot White pine/ Larch
2 4 Group Shelterwood 25 Helicopter Jackpot White pine/ Larch
3 2 Group Shelterwood 15 Helicopter Jackpot White pine/ Larch
4 2 Group Shelterwood 15 Helicopter Jackpot White pine/ Larch
5 3 Group Shelterwood 20 Helicopter Jackpot White pine/ Larch
6 2 Group Shelterwood 15 Helicopter Jackpot White pine/ Larch
7 3 Group Shelterwood 20 Helicopter Jackpot White pine/ Larch
8 3 Group Shelterwood 20 Helicopter Jackpot White pine/ Larch
9 3 Group Shelterwood 20 Helicopter Jackpot White pine/ Larch
10 3 Group Shelterwood 20 Helicopter Jackpot White pine/ Larch
11 3 Group Shelterwood 20 Helicopter Jackpot White pine/ Larch
12 4 Sanitation/Salvage 20 Helicopter Lop & Scatter None
13 5 Sanitation/Salvage 20 Helicopter Lop & Scatter None
14 14 Sanitation/Salvage 60 Helicopter Lop & Scatter None
Total 55 310

! mbf = thousand board feet

2 Under Alternative 3, ecoburning would occur adjacent to Unit 1 and between Units 6-11 from the ridgeline to the road
(72 acres), in addition to the treatments identified in the table above. An understory removal treatment would occur
prior to burning using helicopter yarding systems.

3 Under Alternative 4, ecoburning would occur between Units 8-11 fromthe ridgeline to the road (34 acres,) in
addition to the treatments identified in the table above. No timber harvest treatments would occur prior to the burn
under Alternative 4..
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Figure 2-3. Map of the proposed activity locationsin the Grizzly Mountain project area.
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Table 2-7. Specific Unit Information, Dobson Pass Project Area.

Unit* | Acres Treatment Volume Yarding Fuels Treatment Planting
(mbf?)
1 10 Group Shelterwood 60 Skyline Underburn Larch/white pine
2 28 Commercial thin larch 80 Skyline Lop and scatter None
3 5 Commercial thin larch 20 Skyline Lop and scatter None
4 5 Group Shelterwood 40 Heli Jackpot Ponderosa pine/larch/
white pine
5 12 Group Shelterwood 90 Heli Jackpot Ponderosa pine/larch/
white pine
6 9 Improvement Harvest 55 Skyline Jackpot None
8 8 Improvement Harvest 40 Skyline Jackpot None
Total 77 385

! Unit 7 was dropped under all alternatives due to concerns for wildlife habitat.
2 mbf = thousand board fest
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2.6.2. Features Common to All Action Alternatives

A. Features Designed to Protect Aquatic Resources

In development of the action alternatives, standards and guidelines of the Inland Native Fish Strategy were
used specifically to protect water and aguatic biota within the Resource Area. Riparian Habitat Conservation
Areas (RHCAS), known locations of sensitive plants and special wildlife habitat areas were excluded from
proposed timber harvest or fuel treatment activities. Standard widths for defining interim Riparian Habitat
Conservation Areas (RHCA's) were utilized with no modifications. Riparian Management Objectives and
road management standards and guidelines were applied within the Resource Area boundaries on those roads
used for harvesting or hauling of timber. Streamside buffers would be applied along all harvest unitsin all
action alternatives. Buffers would either involve keeping the harvest unit outside of the riparian buffer, or in
the case of roadside salvage units, not permitting the harvest of any trees within the riparian buffer. The
intent of the buffers are to meet the riparian management objectives of maintaining slope stability in
potentially sensitive areas, maintain stream temperatures and provide along-term supply of large woody
debris. Under the Inland Native Fish Strategy the stream channel buffer widths are as follows:

Category 1 - Fish-bearing Streams. Interim RHCA's consist of the stream and the area on
either side of the stream extending from the edges of the active stream channel to the top of
the inner gorge, or to the outer edges of the 100-year floodplain, or to the outer edges of
riparian vegetation, or to a distance equal to the height of two site-potential trees, or 300 feet
slope distance (600 feet total, including both sides of the stream channel), whichever is
greatest.

Category 2 - Permanently flowing non-fish bearing streams. Interim RHCA's consist of the
stream and the area on either side of the stream extending from the edges of the active stream
channel to the top of the inner gorge, or to the outer edges of the 100-year floodplain, or to
the outer edges of riparian vegetation, or to a distance equal to the height of one site-
potential tree, or 150 feet slope distance (300 feet total, including both sides of the stream
channel), whichever is greatest.

Category 3 — Ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands greater than 1 acre: Interim RHCA's
consist of the body of water or wetland and the area to the outer edges of the riparian
vegetation, or to the extent of the seasonally saturated soil, or to the extent of moderately and
highly unstable areas, or to a distance equal to the height of one site-potential tree, or 150
feet slope distance from the edge of the maximum pool elevation of constructed ponds and
reservoirs of from the edge of the wetland, pond or lake, whichever is greatest.

Category 4 - Seasonally flowing or intermittent streams, wetlands less than 1 acre,
landslides, and landdlide-prone areas: This category includes features with high variability
in size and site-specific characteristics.

A 150-foot no-harvest buffer would be maintained on Dobson Gulch. A 75-foot no-harvest buffer would be
maintained on Keystone Gulch, and all intermittent seasonal flowing streams and channels scattered
throughout the project areas. Thereis no instream work proposed with this project, therefore timing
restrictions would not be necessary.

To minimize erosion and ensure compliance with State water quality standards, all road use and timber
harvest associated with the Hither and Y on Beetle project would be completed using Best Management
Practices. The Forest Service Handbook 2509.22 (Soil and Water Conservation Handbook) outlines Best
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Management Practices that meet the intent of the water quality protection elements of the Idaho Forest
Practices Act. Soil and water conservation practices, identified in the Soil and Water Conservation
Handbook, are standard provisionsto timber sale contracts (USFS Timber Sale Contract - Division B, 2400-
6). Activitieswould meet or exceed rules and regulations of the Idaho Forest Practices Act, Best
Management Practices, and the Idaho Forestry Act and Fire Hazard Reduction Laws (1988).

B. Features Related to Vegetation Management

All proposed harvest units are on sites determined to be suitable for timber production. Within 5 years of
regeneration treatment, site preparation for regeneration, fuel treatment and planting would occur. In
approximately 10 to 30 years the stands proposed for regeneration may be entered for pre-commercial
thinning, pruning, cleaning and possibly fertilization to meet target stand and management area guidelines.
Proximity access for stand-tending purposes is available in these areas. Precommercial thinning and pruning
has been shown to decrease mortality due to white pine blister rust in resistant and non-resistant stock
(Schwant, Marsden, McDonald, 1994) and are important tools in managing for this species.

C. Features Designed to Protect Air Quality

The Idaho Panhandle National Forests are party to the North Idaho Smoke Management Memorandum of
Agreement, which established procedures regulating the amount of smoke produced from prescribed fire.
The North Idaho group currently uses the services and procedures of the Montana State Airshed Group. The
procedures used by the Montana Group are considered to be the “ best available control technology” by the
Montana Air Quality Bureau for major open burning in Montana. A Missoula-based monitoring unit is
responsible for coordinating prescribed burning in North Idaho during the months of April through
November. This unit monitors meteorological data, air quality data, and planned prescribed burning and
decides daily on whether or not restrictions on burning are necessary the following day.

In practice, alist of al prescribed burning planned for the burning season on the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger
Digtrict is forwarded to the monitoring unit through the Idaho Panhandle National Forest fire desk before
March 1. Daily, by 8:30 am., the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District informs the fire desk of all burning
planned for the next day and the fire desk forwards this information to the monitoring unit. By 3:00 p.m. the
same day the monitoring unit informs the Forest if any restrictions are to be in effect the following day, and
the fire desk informs the District. These procedures limit smoke accumulations to legal, acceptable limits.

Historically, prescribed burning on the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District occursin the spring and fall
seasons over atotal time span of 45 to 60 days during each season. All burning complies with federal, state
and local regulations. Management practices include, but are not limited to, burning under spring-like
conditions (high moisture content in fuels, soil and duff) to reduce emissions, provide for retention of large
woody debris, and to protect the soil. Prescribed burning during spring or fall will generate less smoke than a
much hotter stand replacing summertime wildfire.

D. Features Designed to Protect Soil Productivity

No new road construction would occur with this proposal. Approximately 0.1 miles of system road currently
in storage would be re-opened to access a helicopter landing. Some compaction would occur with
approximately 17 acres of tractor skidding and 11 acres of grapple piling. Skid trails would be designed to be
120 feet apart (except where converging) to minimize ground disturbance. Grappling areas would require that
the piling equipment walk on slash as much as possible. Skid trailsin grapple pile areas would be
decompacted after use. There are no proposed units where existing soil conditions would not meet Forest
Plan soil quality standards before or after harvest. Minor soil disturbances would occur within skyline and
cable units. Ground disturbance in helicopter units would be minimal.
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None of the harvest units are located on geologic formations known to be lacking in potassium feldspar.
Areas proposed for jackpot or underburning treatment would have limbs and tops required to be |eft in the
woods prior to yarding. The slash would overwinter prior to burning to allow nutrients to leach from the
material. Burning would occur when soil moistures would be higher than summer months, protecting soil
horizons. Slash would overwinter prior to piling in the 11 acres planned for grapple piling. Most of the slash
in the grapple pile areas has aready been on the ground for several years. All other units would reguire lop
and scattering of slash in the woods. Using recommendations of the Intermountain Forest Tree Nutrition
Cooperative will maximize partible potassium on the sites.

E. Features Designed to Protect Wildlife Habitat

Figure2-5. “Greybacks’ (dead treesthat havelost their foliage) on the far ridge arewildlife
snag retention ar eas outside of harvest unitsat Grizzly Mountain.

Patches of beetle-killed timber have been excluded from harvest consideration within and adjacent to the
project areas. Live leave treesin regeneration areas would be reserved from harvest to provide size class
diversity and long-term snag recruitment. Snags would be retained in accordance with the Northern Region
Snag Management Protocol (USDA Forest Service, 2000). The Northern Region Snag Protocol calls for
greater snag retention than identified under Forest Plan standards. In proposed harvest units which currently
contain quality snag densities, 2 to 4 of the largest dead trees per acre would be maintained. Exact number
would depend on the levels of existing snags located adjacent to the treatment units, with the target being 4
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per acre. Some smaller unmerchantable dead trees would also be retained to achieve the 6 to 12 snags per
acre identified for these habitat types under the Snag Protocol guidelines.

Several birds of prey are listed on the Forest for special protection measures on the |daho Panhandle National
Forests. If active flammulated owl nest sites are found, the Forest Service may cancel timber harvest and
yarding activities within 200 feet of the nest site. Unit 5in the Grassy Mountain area will be surveyed for
goshawk prior toimplementation. If active goshawk nest sites were found, the nest site would be protected
with a 30-acre no-harvest buffer. No tree felling, yarding or other potentially disturbing activities would
occur within approximately one-quarter mile of the nest site from March 15 to August 15. These features
would be incorporated into timber sale packages using the appropriate timber sale contract clauses. Any trees
that are bole-scorched during prescribed fire operations would be retained on site for black-backed
woodpecker habitat.

The gate on Road 1564 in the Grassy Mountain areawill be opened for sale activities and will be closed at the
end of daily activities.

Inal harvest units it would be necessary to retain some down logs in order to protect long-term site
productivity, maintain soil organic matter, and provide wildlife habitat. On moist sites, 15-20 logs or down
trees should be retained on the site while on dry sites 3 to 6 logs or down trees should be retained. These logs
should be at least 12 inches in diameter and 6 feet long.

F. Features Designed to Protect TES Plant Habitat

No harvest activity would occur which would adversely affect any known rare plant population. All
populations potentially adversely affected would be buffered from harvest activity by a minimum of 100 feet.
No harvest activity would occur within riparian habitat.

All newly-identified threatened and sensitive plant occurrences would be evaluated. Specific protection
measures would be implemented to minimize impacts to that population occurrence and its habitat. Areas of
high potential habitat would be surveyed prior to implementation. The timber sale contract would also
contain provision C6.251, which allows for modification of the contract if protection measures prove
inadequate, if new areas of plants are discovered, or if new species are added to thelist. (Pleaserefer aso to
the “Mitigation” discussion in this chapter.)

G. Features Designed to Protect Recreational Use

Contract provisions would be included to protect public safety (see public safety under 1ssues Not Discussed
in Detail in Appendix A). In addition, log hauling would be prohibited on all forest roads on weekends and
holidays. To avoid impacts to winter recreational use, logging operations would be prohibited during the
period from December 1 to March 31 in the Grassy Mountain project area and along Road 429 in the Dobson
Pass area.

H. Features Designed to Protect Heritage Resources

All known heritage resource sites would be protected under any alternative, as directed by the Cultural
Resources Management Practices (Forest Plan, Appendix FF). Any future discovery of heritage resource sites
or caves would be inventoried and protected if found to be of cultural significance. A decision would be
made to avoid, protect or mitigate effects to these sites in accordance with the National Historic Preservation
Act of 1966. All of the proposed treatment areas fall within areas previously surveyed for heritage resources.
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I. Mitigation

The following mitigation measures are an integral facet of both action alternatives and have been identified as
necessary to reduce environmental effects to natural resources as a result of implementing the proposed
activities. Should an action alternative be selected for implementation, these measures would be incorporated
into the project design, timber sale contract, and other contracts and project plans.

Mitigation to Reduce Effectsto TES Plants

All previously unsurveyed areas identified as highly suitable habitat that, as a result of the proposed activity,
would have a high risk of adverse effects to proposed, Threatened or Sensitive plant populations or habitat
must be surveyed prior to project implementation. Some areas previously surveyed may be resurveyed, based
on the date and intensity of the most recent survey and the risk to habitat from proposed activities.

Under Alternatives 2 and 4, Unit 5 in the Grassy Mountain areaand Units 11, 12, and 13 in the Grizzly
Mountain areawould be surveyed for moist guild sensitive species prior to implementation. Units2 and 3in
the Grizzly Mountain area and Units 4, 5, 6, and 8 in the Dobson Pass area would be surveyed for dry guild
sensitive species prior to implementation of this alternative. It isaso recommended that the entire dry guild
habitat in the vicinity of units 1, 2, and 3 in the Grizzly Mountain area and areas adjacent to Units 4, 5, 6, and
8 in the Dobson Pass area be surveyed for dry guild species. Extra precautions could be employed during
burning operationsif plants are discovered in these adjacent areas. The above listed dry guild units and
adjacent areas would also be surveyed for Spalding’s catchfly. Under Alternative 3, in addition to the surveys
listed above, approximately 3 acres of dry guild habitat would be surveyed above Unit 1 prior to
implementation of the understory removal or ecoburning treatment.

Areas to be surveyed may be adjusted as project design and layout progresses, to assure all activity areas are
covered by surveys, and for efficiency in completing the surveys. Specific features of the aternatives
(Features Common to All Alternatives, in this chapter) would be implemented to protect any newly
documented population and its habitat. Should rare plants be located prior to or during implementation, all
newly identified occurrences would be evaluated, and one or more of the following protective measures
would be implemented: 1) drop units from activity; 2) modify the unit or activity; 3) implement a minimum
100 feet (slope distance) buffer around sensitive plant occurrences as needed to minimize effects and maintain
population viability; and/or 4) implement timber sale contract provisions for “Protection of Endangered
Species’ and “ Settlement for Environmental Cancellation.” Effectiveness of these measure are estimated by
the District botanist to be “high,” because surveys are conducted by trained botany personnel and any
discovered habitat or populations are protected by physical buffers where ground-disturbing activities are not
allowed.

J. Monitoring

This analysis incorporates monitoring of the Inland Native Fish Strategy (USDA Forest Service, 1995), Best
management Practices, and othe rForest Plan standards described here and in Chapter 3. Monitoring wwould
occur to ensure we' ve implemented activities as we said we would (implementation monitoring), that the
activities are having the level of effects that we predicted (effectiveness monitoring) and that the long-term
effects are as anticipated (trend monitoring).
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Forest Plan Monitoring

The Forest Plan documents a system to monitor and eval uate Forest activities. Monitoring and evaluation
each have distinctly different purposes and scope. In general, monitoring is designed to gather the data
necessary for project evaluation. During evaluation of project effectiveness, data provided through the
monitoring effort are analyzed and interpreted. This process will provide periodic data necessary to
determine if implementation is within the bounds of the project design (Forest Plan, page 1V-7). For activities
related to the Hither and Y on Beetle project, all aternatives would comply with specific monitoring
requirements identified by the Forest Plan (Forest Plan, Chapter 1V).

Forest Corporate Monitoring

The Idaho Panhandle National Forests have implemented a process to monitor changes to a number of
ecosystem conditions resulting from both project activities and natural disturbances. The overall focus of this
monitoring is to evaluate changes in ecosystem condition (structure, composition, and function). The
monitoring istied closely to findings of the Interior Columbia Basin and Coeur d’ Alene Geographic
Assessments. The ecosystem conditions that will be tracked for long-term monitoring isidentified in the
following table.

Table2-8. Long-term monitoring of ecosystem core data.

Ecosystem condition core data Coredatato be monitored
monitoring element
Hydrologic integrity Road density
Wildlife security and public access Open road density
Water yield Hydrologic openings (equivalent clearcut acres)
Changesin forest structure outside the Forest structure by size and age-class groups

historic range of variability

Changes in species composition outside the | Forest composition by forest cover type group
historic range of variability

Habitat loss and species decline TES dry and moist/cold site habitat restoration

Changes in landscape pattern L andscape pattern indicators (mean patch size and variability,
edge density, etc.)

Anticipated changes to these ecosystem conditions under the Selected Alternative will be described in the
Decision Notice for this project.

K. Schedule of Activities

If any of the action aternatives are selected for implementation, timber harvest activities would likely occur
during 2002-03, followed by prescribed burning in 2004 and tree planting in 2005. The season of work and
acres treated would depend upon the alternative selected, availability of funding, and operating schedule.
Please refer to Chapter 3, Finances, for a discussion of the types of funding.
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2.7. COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Thefollowing briefly compares the effects of each alternative as they relate to the project objectives and
issues. Itisimportant that the datain the tables be used as a simple comparison, and not taken out of context.
The decision to implement one alternative over another will mean weighing the trade-offs of benefits and
effects. A detailed discussion of environmental consequencesis provided in Chapter 3, by resource.

2.7.1. Forest Vegetation

The following figures display the percent of standsin each structural stage and cover type class in each of
the three project areas. These figures demonstrate that even if no action is taken, many of the stands
proposed for treatment (70 acres) are moving toward the seedling/sapling category (because of past losses to
bark beetles, ice and snow damage, and continuing mortality to root disease), and would regenerate back to
the same cover type of Douglas-fir and hemlock. The treatment proposed under Alternative 2 would provide
the largest increase of pine and larch stands within the three project areas. Though small in scope, this
would move the areas toward the goals discussed in the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management
Assessment and the Forest Plan, for amore historic level of species composition.

Under Alternatives 3 and 4, ecoburning treatments in the Grizzly Mountain would not change stand structure
or cover typesin those areas. Changesin stand structure and species composition would be the same as
Alternative 2 under these alternatives. Re-introduction of fire through ecoburning would be beneficial to
these stands although there is some increased risk of root disease and bark beetle mortality with the
treatment. Low and intermediate intensity fires tended to promote larger forest structures by thinning out the
understory and reducing competition. Low and intermediate intensity fires also reduce fuels making the
stands more resilient to wildfire events and extending stand-replacing fire intervals. Alternative 3 would
provide for more acres of ecoburning treatment than Alternative 4 and would alow for the harvest of some
of the understory timber that may be killed during ecoburning operations.
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Figure2-6. Structural stagesin the Grassy Mountain Project Area (percent).
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Figure2-7. Cover typesin the Grassy Mountain Project Area (percent).
100

80 -
60 4 53
40 -
20 1 ,ﬁ 10 7 9 2 2 1
0 i . 0 s ] [ i i
Douglas-fir Grand fir Hemlock Lodgepole Larch Subalpine fir  White Pine  Non-forest

|I! Existing/All Alternatives |

Figure2-8. Structural stagesin the Grizzly Mountain Project Area (percent).
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Figure2-9. Cover typesin the Grizzly Mountain Project Area (percent).
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Figure2-10. Structural stagesin the Dobson Pass Project Area (percent).
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Figure2-11. Cover typesin the Dobson Pass Project Area (percent).
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2.7.2. Fire/lFuds

Under the No-Action Alternative, the current trend of increased fine fuels (such as grasses and shrubs), new
understory trees that serve as ladder fuels, and continuing accumul ation of heavy fuels from down logs and
snags would continue, since there would be no fuels reduction activities or changesin forest speciesto
interrupt this trend.

Under the action alternatives, harvest of fir and hemlock, underburning in harvest units, and replanting with
white pine and western larch would begin atend toward reduced potential wildfire intensity and severity
(please refer to Table 2-4 for the acres of activity under each alternative). Alternative 3 would best meet
Forest Plan goals, objectives, and standards for fuels management, based on the amount and type of fuels
trestment. Alternative 3 would & so provide the best protection against escaped fire during prescribed fire
treatments within harvest units. Alternative 4 would also reduce the long-term fuel loadings with the salvage
of dead timber, but would provide less fuels reduction; and unit burn boundaries would not be as easily
defended because there would be no understory removal prior to the prescribed burning.

2.7.3. Finances

The timber sales generated by each action alternative would have a positive financial return, even after
subtracting contractual, planting and sale preparation costs (Alternative 3 would provide the greatest net
economic return after all costs are subtracted). Alternative 1 would not generate any revenues from the sale
of timber to finance fuels reduction and the vegetative restoration needs in these areas. Alternative 2
represents the greatest return with the least amount of investment into other projects. Alternative 3
represents the greatest amount of accomplishment on the ground for the least costs. The understory salvage
treatment in Alternative 3 would help finance the ecoburn and would utilize material that would likely be
killed during the burning operation. Although small in scope, the action alternatives would contribute to the
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continuing operation of local mills, directly and indirectly enhancing the local and state economy through
employment and tax revenues.

The following figure provides a comparison of net values (after costs are subtracted) based on the timber sales
generated by each aternative.

Figure 2-12. Comparison of net sale value, by alternative.
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2.7.4. Watershed/Fisheries

At thetributary scale, no direct or indirect effects to beneficial uses are anticipated under any of the action
aternatives. There would be no expected increase in sediment associated with stand treatment activities.
Tractor yarding and minor road reconstruction would occur in locations where sediment would not be
transported to stream channels. The only potential sediment generation would be associated with road
maintenance which is a practice that would normally occur even under the No-Action Alternative. The
implementation of Best Management Practices and adherence with the Inland Native Fish Strategy standards
and guidelines would provide protection for riparian habitat and control any sediment associated with planned
stand treatment activities.

The cumulative effects from implementation of activities associated with the action alternatives would not be
measurable at the tributary or watershed scale for increases in peak flows or sediment over what would occur
under the No-Action Alternative. Increasesin flow would be primarily due to the mortality of trees from the
Douglas-fir beetle or ice and snow damage. Additional harvest to create conditions to allow site preparation
and reforestation of low stocking sites, commercial thinning, and improvement harvests would not result in a
measurable increase in magnitude or quantity of flows at the tributary or watershed scale. No measurable
effects would occur in stream channel conditions. Cumulative benefits due to past and ongoing watershed
improvements and the reduction of sediment risk not associated with this project may be noticeable at the
tributary scale and enhance stream conditions and water quality in some localized reaches.

There would be no change in fish population condition at the smallest scale, (a stream segment) as aresult of
any action alternative. Because the actions have minimal effects at the scale of a stream reach, this project
would have no incremental effect at the scale of the watershed. Although there would be no additive
cumulative effects from this project at the watershed scale, the overall effects of this project in combination
with the recent past and present actions would be to maintain the rate at which the Management Indicator
Species recover within the analysis areas.
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2.7.5. Wildlife

Black-backed woodpecker: There may be impacts to individual black-backed woodpeckers because harvest
activities would reduce some of the habitat available for potential population increase that may occur due to
the bark beetle infestation. However, under al alternatives, there would be an increase in habitat compared to
if the beetle outbreak had never occurred. Therefore, the action alternatives may impact individuals but would
not trend the species towards listing.

Fisher: All action alternatives would pose a slight risk that individuals may be impacted, but would not trend
toward listing. Under Alternative 2, 3 acres of modeled fisher suitable habitat and 59 acres of capable habitat
would be within treatment areas. The 3 acres of suitable habitat falls within aroadside salvage unit. The
salvage of timber along this roadway would have a minor affect on the overall fisher habitat since several
large, contiguous blocks of suitable habitat occur in that area. Adeguate canopy cover would still be
maintained but some of the future down wood habitat component would be removed. Thirteen of the capable
habitat acres are located within regeneration harvest units. Damage from ice, heavy snow, and beetle
mortality have already reduced overstory canopies to the point that timeframes for these areas becoming
suitable habitat have been altered. Thirty-one acres of salvage treatments would occur within capable habitat
within the project areas. Salvage treatments would not significantly alter the existing overstory canopy
component of these stands. Some future down wood habitat would be removed but the treatments would not
set the timeframes for these areas becoming suitable habitat in the future. Approximately 15 acres of
commercia thinning would occur within modeled capable fisher habitat within the Dobson Pass area. This
thinning would promote the retention of main overstory component over the long term and is expected to
allow the stand to reach alarger forest structure in a shorter period of time. Some loss of canopy could reduce
the potential for use in the short term. Under Alternative 3, approximately 10 acres of understory removal
and ecoburning would occur within capable fisher habitat. This treatment is not expected to set back the
timeframe for the area becoming suitable habitat. Burning may improve browse for prey speciesin the area
but some loss of small down wood habitat would occur with this trestment. Overall the effect of the
ecoburning treatment is expected to be minor. Ecoburning treatments under alternative 4 would not be within
modeled suitable or capable fisher habitat. Limited opening of Road 1564 in the Grassy Mountain area would
create some disturbance however the road does not bisect any suitable fisher habitat areas. Opening up Road
1564 to preferred fuelwood gathering for one summer after salvage activities are completed would extend the
disturbance period.

Goshawk: Under Alternative 2, 3 acres of model ed goshawk suitable habitat and 39 acres of capable habitat
would be within treatment areas. The 3 acres of suitable habitat is associated with a roadside salvage unit
within the Grassy Mountain area. The salvage of timber along the roadway would have a minor affect on the
overall goshawk habitat. Twenty-four acres of salvage treatments would occur within capable habitat within
the project areas. Salvage treatments would not significantly alter the existing overstory canopy component
of these stands. Some future down wood habitat would be removed but the treatments would not set the
timeframes for these areas becoming suitable habitat in the future. Approximately 15 acres of commercial
thinning would occur within modeled capable goshawk habitat. This thinning would promote the retention of
main overstory component over the long term and is expected to allow the stand to reach alarger forest
structure in a shorter period of time (large forest structure is preferred habitat for goshawks). Under
Alternatives 3 and 4, harvest treatments would be the same as Alternative 2. None of the ecoburning activity
in the Grizzly Mountain areawould occur within modeled suitable or capable goshawk habitat. Ecoburning
treatments are not expected to alter the canopy composition of the stands to where they would not be
considered usable by the northern goshawk.

Elk: Most of the Grassy Mountain project arealies within Elk Habitat Unit (EHU) 3. The Forest Plan goal
for elk habitat potential in this EHU is 72 percent. The current level is 76 percent. During sale activitiesthe
potential would drop to 74 percent due to the use of Road 1564, which is currently closed with agate. The
gate would be required to be closed in the evenings and on weekends during sale implementation. After
activities are completed, elk habitat potential would return to 76 percent. No change would occur to the other
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EHU’ s associated with the Grassy Mountain area. The Grizzly Mountain project area lies within Wallace Elk
Habitat Unit (EHU) 7. The Forest Plan goal for elk habitat potential in this EHU is 33 percent. The current
level is 55 percent. During and after sale activities the potential would remain at 55 percent for the following
reasons. Changesin road density in the Grizzly Mountain area would be very minor, with only one-tenth of a
mile of reconstruction. Changes in cover/forage ratios would be minimal and very similar to what has
occurred as aresult of bark beetle and root disease mortality.

The Dobson Pass project area lies within Wallace Elk Habitat Unit (EHU) 5. The Forest Plan goal for elk
habitat potential in thisEHU is 55 percent. The current level is 48 percent. During and after sale activities, elk
habitat potential would remain at 48 percent, for the following reasons. There would be no change to current
road densities or road use within the Dobson Pass project area. There would not be enough change in
cover/forage ratios to result in changes to elk habitat potential.
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CHAPTER 3
EXISTING CONDITIONS, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

3.1. FOREST VEGETATION
3.1.1. Regulatory Framewor k

Federal legislation, regulations, policy and direction that require protection of species and population
viability, evaluation and planning process consideration of threatened, endangered and other rare (Forest
Service "sensitive") plant species include the Endangered Species Act (1973) as amended; the National Forest
Management Act (1976); the National Environmental Policy Act (1969); Forest Service manual (2672.1-
2672.43); Idaho Panhandle National Forests, Forest Plan (1987); and direction from the Regional Watershed,
Wildlife, Fisheries and Rare Plants program and Washington Office.

Regulatory constraints applying to the management of timber resources include the Forest Practices Act,
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 (RPA), National Forest Management Act
of 1976 (NFMA), and Forest Service policy.

RPA states, "It isthe policy of Congress that all forested lands in the National Forest System be maintained in
appropriate forest cover with species of trees, degree of stocking, rate of growth, and conditions of stand
designed to secure the maximum benefits of multiple use sustained yield management in accordance with land
management plans.”

Plans will be devel oped which specify guidelines to identify the suitability of lands for resource management;
provide for the diversity of plant and animal communities based on the suitability and capability of land areas
to meet multiple-use objectives; where appropriate, to the degree practicable, preserve the diversity of tree
species similar to that existing in the planning area; insure that timber will be harvested from National Forest
System Lands only where soil, slope, or other watershed conditions will not be irreversibly damaged; the
lands can be adequately restocked within five years after harvest; protection is provided for streams, stream
banks, shorelines, lakes, wetlands, and other bodies of water where harvests are likely to seriously and
adversely affect water conditions and fish habitat; and the harvesting system used is not selected primarily
because it will give the greatest dollar return or the greatest unit output of timber.

Any cut designed to regenerate an even-aged stand of timber must be determined to be appropriate to meet the
objectives and requirements of the land management plan and, in the case of clearcutting, is the optimum
method; has had an interdisciplinary review of impacts and the cuts are consistent with the multiple use of the
genera area; will be shaped and blended, to the extent practicable, with the natural terrain; meets established,
suitable size limits; and is carried out in a manner consistent with protection of soil, watershed, fish, wildlife,
recreation, esthetic resources, and the regeneration of the timber resource.

NFMA amended RPA and requires that stands of trees shall generally have reached the culmination of mean
annual increment of growth prior to harvest; this does not preclude the use of sound silvicultural systems such
as thinning and other stand improvement measures and also allows salvage or sanitation harvest following
fire, windthrow, or other catastrophe or within stands in imminent danger of insect and disease attack.

Page 3-1



Hither and Yon Beetle EA Chapter 3 — Forest Vegetation

Forest Service policy directs land managers to:

1) Use only those silvicultural practicesthat are best suited to the land management objectives for the
area. Consider all resources, as directed in the appropriate forest plan.

2) Prescribe treatments that are practical in terms of cost of preparation, administration, transportation
systems, and logging methods.

3) Monitor practices using procedures specified in forest plans to ensure objectives are met.

4) Before scheduling stands for regeneration harvest, ensure, based on literature, research, or local
experience, that stands to be managed for timber production can be adequately restocked within 5
years of final harvest. Five years after final harvest means five years after clearcutting, final overstory
removal in shelterwood cutting, the seed tree removal cut in seed tree cutting or after selection cutting.

5) Performall silvicultural activitiesin the most cost-effective manner consistent with resource
management objectives.

Forest Service policy further directs that:

6) The size of tree openings created by even-aged silvicultural methods will normally be 40 acres or less.
With some exceptions, creation of larger openings will require 60-day public review and Regional
Forester approval.

7) For management purposes, cut areas created by even-aged management will no longer be considered
openings when both vegetation and water shed conditions meet management objectives established for
the management area.

Management activities will promote programs that provide a sustained yield of forest products consistent with
the multiple-use goals established in Regional Guides and the Forest Plan. Timber management activities will
be the primary process used to minimize the hazards of insects and diseases and will be accomplished
primarily by maintaining stand vigor and diversity of plant communities and tree species.

Protection of timber stands from insect and disease problems will center on the silvicultural treatments
prescribed for timber management activities.

Proposed activities will be consistent with Management Area objectives. Descriptions and objectives of these
Management Areas are included in the Forest Plan.

3.1.2. Methodology

A. Existing Conditions

The information provided comes from a variety of sources. The extent and location of current bark beetle
infestations, ponderosa pine improvement stands, and western larch stands were based on field reconnaissance
during the fall of 2001. Information for National Forest System lands on habitat types, forest cover types,
forest structural stage and past harvest activity are based on existing data bases (Timber Stand Management
Record System, TSMRS), stand exam information, historical records and aerial photo interpretation. Maps of
forest cover types, habitat types and past harvest activity are available in the Project File (Vegetation).
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B. Environmental Consequences

Refer to the tablesin Appendix B for unit-by-unit descriptions of harvest prescriptions, logging systems and
fuels treatments proposed under each alternative.

The Geographic Assessment for the Coeur d'Alene River Basin found that the Grassy Mountain and Dobson
Pass project areas are a high priority for vegetation restoration due to the effects of white pine blister rust, past
harvest activities, and fire exclusion (IPNF, 1998, pages 62-63). Species composition has changed
dramatically from historical conditions with increases in Douglas-fir, grand fir and hemlock and
corresponding reductions in the amount of white pine and larch.

Historic stand structures have also been altered. Shrub/seedling/sapling structural stages tend to occur in
smaller stands and are scattered over larger areas as aresult of timber harvests. On drier sites, fire exclusion
has allowed invasion by Douglas-fir and grand fir into stands historically dominated by ponderosa pine. Old
forest structure has been reduced below historic levels and these stands have been further fragmented by
harvests or road construction.

The Grizzly Mountain project areafalls within an area that the Geographic Assessment has identified as
having aterrestrial landscape that is classified as having moderate problems, as described above, but still
containing some desirable attributes such as blocks of mature/old forest structure.

From a vegetation standpoint, the effects of the Douglas-fir beetle epidemic and proposed harvest activities on
species composition and stand structure will be used to determine environmental consequences. Because
beetle popul ations are dropping, no attempt was made to incorporate future beetle infestation that may occur
outside currently known locations into any alternative. Mortality from root disease will gradually change
forest structure toward shrubs/saplings over time. However, the change is so gradual that analysis will be
based on current openings and will be considered the same over all alternatives.

FRAGSTATS, amodel used to analyze fragmentation and compare alternatives was not completed for this
analysis because there were no significant differencesin effects to forest structure between alternatives. Bark
beetles, ice and snow damage, and root disease created the change in stand structure in these areas, not the
harvest treatments. FRAGSTATS is also designed for alarger scale analysis and would not be applicable to
the scope of this project.

The reasonably foreseeable time frame for activities associated with the action alternatives would be
approximately two to three years.

3.1.3. Affected Environment

A. Introduction

The vegetation in northern Idaho is aresult of the prevailing climatic pattern in which westerly winds carry
maritime air masses from the northern Pacific across the northern Rocky Mountains during winter and spring.
This weather pattern is characterized by precipitation occurring mainly between November and February,
with only 12 percent of the annual precipitation occurring between July and September (Geographic
Assessment, p. 12). Theinland maritime airflow provides northern Idaho with abundant moisture and
moderate temperatures.

The subbasins of northern Idaho contain diversity of habitats and plant communities, many of which contain
plant species that are known or thought to be rare. Of the estimated 1,200 to 1,500 plant species known or
thought to occur here, about 10 percent are considered rare or uncommon. There are no federally listed
endangered plants for the IPNF. Two species are listed as threatened for the IPNF, water howellia (Howellia
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aquatilis) and Ute ladies-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis). There are no documented occurrences of these
species although suitable habitat is thought to occur. Thereisathird plant species, Spalding’ s catchfly
(Slene spaldingii), that has recently been listed as threatened for the Forest. This speciestoo has no
documented occurrences although suitable habitat is thought to occur on the IPNF. Thirty-one species of
sensitive plants are known or suspected to occur within the sub basin. For additional information, please refer
to Appendix A, and the Project Files (Vegetation).

B. Habitat Types

The vegetation in the Coeur d'Alene subbasin reflects the climatic conditions discussed above. "Habitat
typing" isaland classification system based on the potential climax natural vegetation that could occupy a
site. Habitat types are named for the potential climax community type or plant association, which is denoted
by the climax tree species (usually the most shade tolerant tree adapted to the site), and the dominant or
indicator undergrowth species of the plant association (Cooper et a. 1991). The climax tree species denoted
in a habitat type is not necessarily dominant or even present on the site. A very high percentage of forested
landscapes reflect some degree of disturbance resulting in a preponderance of seral stages. Forest Habitat
Types of Northern Idaho: a Second Approximation (Cooper et al. 1991) was the basis for determining habitat
types in the Coeur d'Alene sub basin.

Thereis quite arange of habitat types within the Grassy Mountain project area. The most common habitat
types are western heml ock/queencup beadlily and western hemlock/wild ginger, which account for
approximately 55 percent of the habitat types. Western hemlock/beargrass and cedar/ladyfern each comprise
approximately 8 percent each. The remaining 37 percent ranges from Douglas-fir/bluebunch wheatgrass on
the warm/dry end of the spectrum to mountain hemlock/beargrass on the cool end.

In the Grizzly Mountain project area, grand fir/ginger and grand fir queencup beadlily are the dominate types
making up 41 percent of the area. Thisisfollowed by western hemlock/ginger, western heml ock/queencup
beadlily and talis rock slopes. The remaining 22 percent ranges from Douglas fir/ninebark on the dry end to
mountain hemlock/beargrass on the cool end.

The Dobson Pass project areais made up primarily of grand fir/queencup beadlily at 49 percent, western
hemlock/queencup beadlily at 34 percent, and Douglas-fir/ninebark at 17 percent.

Threatened and sensitive plants and Forest species of concern can be assigned to one or more rare plant guilds.
These guilds are artificial assemblages based on similar habitat requirements used for the purpose of analysis.
For the Idaho Panhandle National Forests, the rare plant guilds are aquatic, deciduous riparian, peatlands, cold
forest, wet forest, moist forest, dry forest and subalpine. Rock seeps and springs are another habitat that can
support certain sensitive plants, however these can occur across all guilds and are not identifiable at a coarse
scale (please refer to the Project Files— TES Plants for specific plant guild descriptions).

C. Habitat Type Groups

Although every habitat type is unique in some way, they can be grouped based on similarities in natural
disturbance regimes, successional patterns and structural characteristics of mature stands (USDA Forest
Service, Region One, 1997). The magjority of the habitat types within the project areas are in the Warm and
Moist Habitat Type Group (80%). The remainder fallsinto the Warm and Dry Habitat Type Group (13%)
and the Cool/Moaist or Cool/Dry Habitat Type Group (7%).
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Warm, Moist Habitat Type Group

The habitat types of this group within the Hither and Y on project areas consist primarily of western
hemlock/queencup beadlily or wild ginger and grand fir/queencup beadlily or ginger. The current forest
cover types are dominated by grand fir and Douglas-fir. Western hemlock, lodgepole pine, and larch are the
major specieson only 9, 5, and 5 percent, respectively. Prior to the introduction of blister rust, with over 50
percent of these areas dominated by white pine, the area was known as the "white pinetype". Currently, only
1 percent of the Hither and Y on project areas are classified as a western white pine forest cover type.
Historically, these habitat types had fire-free intervals of 40 to 130 years or more (Zack and Morgan 1994).
Stand replacement fires, while infrequent, could be severe during times of drought. This habitat type group
covers about 80% of the project areas and has the majority of the bark beetle mortality. This habitat type
group has more mortality than the drier group, which may be aresult of these better growing sites having
larger diameter trees that are preferred by the Douglas-fir bark beetle. Sensitive plants associated with the
moist and wet forest guilds are most likely to be located within this habitat type group.

Warm, Dry Habitat Type Group

Approximately 13% of the Hither and Y on project areas are warm, dry habitat type, consisting primarily of
grand fir and Douglas-fir/ninebark types. The current forest cover type in this habitat type group is dominated
by Douglas-fir. Historically, many of these sites were maintained by periodic fire in open-grown stands of
ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir with grass and brush understories (USDA Forest Service, Region One, 1997).
The natural fire-free interval was approximately five to 50 years. Stand replacement fires were relatively
infrequent under natural disturbance regimes. Sensitive plants associated with the dry forest guild are most
likely to be located within this habitat group.

Cool, Moist and Cooal, Dry Habitat Type Groups

These habitat type groups account for about 7 percent of the Hither and Y on project areas. The major typesin
the group include subal pine fir and mountain hemlock/beargrass or dwarf huckleberry. Thereisaso a
component of naturally non-forested talus slope in this cool habitat group. Subalpinefir isthe primary cover
type in most of these areas although Douglas-fir is also present. The natural fire-free interval in the cool

moist areas is approximately 120 years. Fires were generally more frequent in the cool, dry areas at a
frequency of 50-130 years. Sensitive plants of the subalpine forest guild are most likely to be located within
these habitat types.

D. Coeur d' Alene River Basin Geographic Assessment

The condition descriptions identified by the Geographic Assessment were used to characterize the project
area. Findings of the Geographic Assessment, at least in relation to vegetation disturbance, are very similar to
more broad-scale conclusions found at the Columbia Basin and Northern Region scales:

1. Disturbance and successional regimes have been altered since the Euro-settlement in
North Idaho.

2. There has been a substantial reduction in the percent of the landscape composed of early
seral species such as western white pine, ponderosa pine, and larch. Thisis primarily
because of natural succession as a result of fire suppression, timber harvest and the
introduction of white pine blister rust.

3. There hasbeen a major reduction in old growth forest structure while intermediate-aged
forest hasincreased dramatically. Thisis primarily the result of timber harvest focusing
on older trees, fire suppression and the introduction of white pine blister rust.
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4. Landscape patterns have been modified by timber harvest and exclusion of fire. Current
landscape patterns are more uniform. Old growth patches are smaller in size.
Approximately the same percentage of the landscape is in openings but the openings are
more numerous, smaller in size, and scattered across the water sheds.

The purpose of the Geographic Assessment was to develop a scientifically based understanding of the
processes and interactions occurring in the project area, so that activities can be developed to promote healthy
ecosystems. In order to maintain healthy, sustainable ecosystems, it isimportant that species are well adapted
to the environmental variability inherent in the ecosystem and to maintain forest structures necessary to
support ecosystem diversity and productivity. Thisis consistent with the Columbia Basin Assessment
(ICBEMP) and the Northern Region Overview. The Geographic Assessment suggests converting shade-
tolerant/drought- and fire-intolerant species to shade-intolerant/drought- and fire-tolerant species. The project
interdisciplinary team considered these recommendations as they developed the proposed alternatives.

E. Disturbance and Successional Patterns

Fire: Historically, the magjor disturbances within the project area would have been large stand replacing fires
that occurred at intervals of 200 or more years (Geographic Assessment, p. 29). Low and mixed severity fires
were common but would seldom remove canopies and regenerate stands. This disturbance pattern would
have created large patch sizes that would often develop into mature or old growth forests. Following intense
disturbance, these stands would have gone through grass/forb and shrubs stages prior to the sites being
dominated by trees again. The tree species that dominate the site following disturbance would have been
dependent on the species present prior to the fire, the firesintensity and its extent. Assuming early sera
species were present prior to the fire; species such as lodgepole pine, larch, white pine and Douglas-fir would
dominate most sitesinitially. Ascrown closure became complete, regeneration of shade intolerant species
would cease. Shade tolerant grand fir, hemlock, western red cedar and Douglas-fir (on the drier sites) would
be present and survive as understory vegetation for long periods of time. In the absence of further disturbance
the short-lived lodgepol e pine would begin to decline and the long lived seral species such as white pine and
western larch would dominate the stands. Asthe long-lived serals age and decline in vigor, they would
become susceptible to insects and diseases.

Mountain pine beetles played a major rolein killing individual trees and groups of white pine (Geographic
Assessment, p. 29). Holes created in the canopy by the death of these overstory trees would likely be filled
by the shade tolerant understory species. In the absence of further disturbance, climax forests of shade
tolerant overstory and understory trees might be attained, although remnant large trees of seral species might
remain a component for many years.

Low and mixed severity fires that occurred between the major stand replacement events would help to
perpetuate the long lived seral species by removing competing, shade tolerant species from the understory.
Where these mixed severity fires did create small or moderate sized openings in the canopy; early sera
species were likely to regenerate. These types of fires have been largely eliminated by aggressive fire
suppression efforts over the last 60 years.

Logqing: There are few records of the early harvest activities. Generaly, harvests were quite selective,
removing only the large pine and larch and likely leaving stands of poor quality hemlock and grand fir. The
exception to this was along the streams where most trees were often removed to build flumes or splash dams,
or just to make it easier to transport logs. Where white pine did regenerate, it was susceptible to blister rust
with few trees surviving to maturity. More intensive management began in the late 1950's with clearcutting,
seed tree, and shelterwood harvest that tended to fragment the landscape into smaller patch sizes. Salvage of
the remaining white pine often took place between harvest units. Most areas regenerated since the late 1970's
have been planted with white pine, western larch and/or ponderosa pine. Prior to that time very little white
pine was planted since blister rust was likely to kill the seedlings and disease resistant stock was not available.
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Douglas-fir was the preferred species since seed sources were readily available and the species grew well,
although larch was also planted to some extent. The problems associated with root disease that develop in
these stands as they mature were not recognized at the time. Additional information (including maps and data
tables) related to past harvest is provided in the Project Files, Vegetation.

Root Disease: Historically, root diseases were significant factors in reducing the competition from Douglas-
fir and grand fir to maintain western white pine, western larch and, on some sites, ponderosa pine. Douglas-
fir tended to regenerate readily in the early stages of stand development, but dropped out as a significant
component due to high rates of root disease caused mortality (Byler and Zimmer-Gorve 1990). Western white
pine, ponderosa pine and larch have a high level of resistance and were able to capitalize on this reduced
competition. Fire exclusion and the loss of these species through logging and blister rust have reduced the
opportunity for early seral species to become established in root disease areas. Because of the preponderance
of susceptible species and the lack of other trees resistant to it, root disease is currently the most prominent
landscape-altering process within the project area and the entire Coeur d’ Alene basin (Geographic
Assessment, p. 30).

Douglasfir Beetle: Douglas-fir beetles have likely always been present throughout the Coeur d'Alene
subbasin. The presence of root disease in many of the Douglas-fir forest types has resulted in high endemic
levels of the Douglas-fir beetle and the propensity for rapid beetle population build ups during favorable
conditions (Lockman and Gibson 1998). Douglas-fir beetle outbreaks occur following disturbances such as
windfall, snow breakage or fire. In particularly dry years, insect infestations and mortality could increase
dramatically. 1n some cases, these insect infestations may have contributed to large stand replacing fires
(Geographic Assessment, p. 30).

L oss of White Pine: White pine blister rust was unintentionally introduced into this areain the early 1900s.
Eventually, white pine was infected over the entire Coeur d'Alene subbasin; trees were either killed or there
was an accelerated harvest to recover their economic value. The loss of mature white pine and the continuing
mortality of younger trees led to the increase in Douglas-fir, grand fir and hemlock.

3.1.4. Existing Condition

A. Current Situation in the Coeur d Alene River Basin

As stated earlier, the findings of the Geographic Assessment for the Coeur d'Alene River subbasin indicate
that there has been a tremendous change in both species composition and stand structure within the Hither and
Y on project areas.

Long-lived seral species (western white pine and western larch) have declined within the Coeur d'Alene
subbasin as aresult of white pine blister rust and timber harvesting that tended to remove these species while
leaving species such as grand fir, hemlock and Douglas-fir. On the drier sites, aggressive fire suppression has
allowed the encroachment of Douglas-fir and grand fir into the understories, creating much denser stands over
larger areas and increasing the potential for stand replacing fires.

The early logging to remove white pine, continued salvage efforts, and white pine blister rust have combined
to effectively eliminate white pine as an important forest cover type in this area. Historically, white pine was
probably the dominant cover type on 50% of the Coeur d’ Alene basin. In comparison, white pineis currently
the dominant cover type on approximately 1% of the project areas.

In terms of forest structure, the greatest changes have been in the amount of old growth and pole/medium-
sized timber found on the landscape. Old growth has declined from a historic average of about 21 percent of
the area (Geographic Assessment, page 39) to 9% in the Grassy Mountain area with zero in the other project
areas. (Old growth management units associated with the project areas currently contain 5% and 7%
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alocated old growth in the Grassy Mountain area, 4% in the Grizzly Mountain area, and 7.5% in the Dobson
Pass areq). Reduction in old growth was generally the result of the aggressive harvest of white pine and larch
and the loss of white pine to blister rust. Stands of grand fir and Douglas-fir that have replaced white pine
and larch in the ecosystem are very susceptible to root disease and insect attack. These stands are unlikely to
provide the same closed canopy, multi-storied mature and old forest structure containing large white pine and
larch that was once a major component of the project area. Although the current stands may contain large old
trees and provide some old growth characteristics, openings caused by root disease may be common, and a
key component of the remnant white pine and larch will be missing. For more information regarding old
growth management, please refer to Appendix A, Issues Not Discussed in Detail.

Douglas-fir, grand fir and western hemlock were, historically, the dominant cover types on about 30% of the
Coeur d’ Alene basin. The project area currently has 82% of the areain fir and hemlock cover types. This
shift in species composition has also created a shift in insect and disease problems. Shade tolerant species
such as grand fir, Douglas-fir, and western hemlock are more susceptible to root diseases than early seral
species like larch and white pine. The dramatic increase in the shade tolerant species has been accompanied
by adramatic increase in root diseases. These diseases are now the major pathogens within the project areas.
As stands increase in age, the incidence of root disease is aso expected to increase.

The current Douglas-fir beetle outbreak began in Douglas-fir damaged by wind, snow and ice during the
winter of 1996-97. Salvage operations removed some of this downed material but Douglas-fir beetles were
able to develop brood in many down trees and the bark beetle populations increased dramatically. The 1999
insect and disease flight found 63,100 acres of National Forest System land within the Coeur d’ Alene River
Ranger District with some level of Douglas-fir beetle infestation. Some of these areas were harvested as part
of the Douglas-fir Beetle Project EIS (USDA Forest Service, 1999) and the Small Sales EIS (USDA Forest
Service, 1999). Within the Hither and Y on Beetle project areas, approximately 512 acres were identified with
some degree of Douglas-fir beetle mortality. Thisis based on aerial and ground reconnaissance. In most
cases the mortality caused by the beetlesisrelatively light and scattered but in some stands or portions of
stands the mortality is heavy. Ice and snow damage within the project areas was generally light, except for an
isolated pocket in the Grassy Mountain area. Most of the presence of the Douglas-fir beetle within the project
areasislikely the result of subsequent beetle flights, carried on westerly winds, from initia infestation areas.

The Douglas-fir beetle preferslarger diameter, mature trees (Schmitz and Gibson 1996, Flanagan 1998) and
the results of sampling completed on the IPNF, for the 1998 flight, indicate an average diameter of attacked
trees of 18.5 inches (Kegley et al. 1999). The effects and extent of this outbreak were exacerbated by hot and
dry weather during 1998. Over 85 percent of the trees attacked by the beetlesin 1998 were dead or dying
(Kegley et a. 1999). For trees attacked by beetlesin 1999, this percentage dropped to about 71 percent
(Kegley, 2000). This successful attack rate again approximated 71 percent in 2000 (Kegley, personal
communication 2001). Eventually this success attack rate is expected to stabilize as beetle populations return
to endemic levels, although annual weather conditions could affect this rate.

The Douglas-fir beetle tends to kill trees in groups because they release pheromones that attract other beetles
to susceptible trees and cause mass attacks (Flanagan 1998). When trees are successfully attacked, the beetles
rel ease anti-aggregate pheromones, repelling incoming beetles that then attack adjacent trees. Dueto the
epidemic populations we are currently experiencing, these groups of attacked trees are coalescing to create
larger openings in the forest canopy. Within the Hither and Y on project areas infested trees tend to occur in
small groups of lessthan 15 acresin size.

The Douglas-fir beetle will create "openings' of varying sizes across the landscape. An "opening” is defined
as aforest stand, group of stands or portion of a stand where bark beetles, in conjunction with other agents
such as root disease and snow or ice damage, have killed more than 50 percent of the existing stand overstory.
Theloss of crowns resultsin conditions favorable for tree regeneration. Within the project area these
openings range from 2 to 12 acresin size.
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The peak year of the beetle epidemic was probably in 1998, but additional mortality has been occurring
through 2001. Beetle populations tend to decrease rapidly when down and/or damaged trees are no longer
available in large numbers.

Figure 3-1. Beetle-killed timber from inside a proposed treatment area at Grizzly Mountain.

B. Current Situation in the Project Areas

Based on aerial detection flights and field surveys conducted on the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District in
1999 through 2001, there are currently approximately 512 acres that have mortality caused by Douglas-fir
beetle within the project areas. There may have been some areas where trees attacked in 2001 were not yet
showing symptoms and were therefore not mapped. Many of these acres have light infestations but some
areas have been heavily attacked.

Root disease openings are scattered throughout the areas. These openings have been created over time with a
gradual loss of overstory canopy. These openings are quite variable. They rangein size from ¥4 acreto 5-10
acres. Residual overstory component is also highly variable but these areas are opened enough that
shrub/seedling/sapling is now the structural component of the area. Research shows that tree mortality to root
disease on average generally runs at about 2-4 percent per year. Thisfigureiseven higher in infected areas
(Schwant, Forest Pathologist, personal communication 2001). As these stands open up, regeneration and
brush occupy the site. Most of the regeneration isto climax species, especially Douglas-fir and grand fir
since they are the main cover typesinthe area. Seral species such as pines and larch do not have a chance to
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become established in these areas as the change is too gradual to create conditions favorable to their
regeneration and because their presence as a seed source in the existing overstory islow. Since the climax
species that are regenerating these root disease openings are highly susceptible to the root disease, it may lead
to aperpetua state of regeneration and brush in these openings (USDA Forest Service, July 2000, page 2-
244).

The structural stage categories listed in the tables below are quite broad and are based on stand age. The
shrub/seedling/sapling stage includes forest stands that are less than 35 years old. These stands have resulted
from past regeneration harvests or natural events such asfire. These stands may consist of seedlings less than
one year old or trees planted in clearcutsin the late 1960s that are now over 30 feet tall.  Some stands may
retain a considerable number of overstory trees for shelterwood purposes, while others may have no large tree
component.

The pole and small-to-medium timber structural stage consists of stands that are 36 to 100 yearsold. These
stands may represent natural regeneration left after selective removal of the large, valuable overstory trees or
may have resulted from smaller fires or timber harvest in the early part of this century. Many of these stands
are quite dense with high stocking levels; but some are rather open, particularly where commercial thinning
harvests or mortality from root disease has taken place.

The mature, large timber structural stage includes stands of trees that are over 100 years old. These stands
generally resulted from fires prior to 1900 and are quite varied in appearance. Stand conditions may be quite
open as aresult of past harvest activity, root disease, fire or soil conditions. Stands unaffected by these events
will be dense with fairly closed canopies.

The alocated old growth category consists of stands being managed for old forest structure and includes
stands of trees that are generally over 150 years old that resulted from fires or other natural disturbance prior
to 1851. These areas have often been highly fragmented by past regeneration harvests, and existing stands
will vary in composition and canopy closure based on past harvest activity, root disease, fire or soil
conditions.

Thereisvery little detailed information on areas harvested prior to the 1950s. Therefore, the tables do not
include acres harvested prior to thistime. Also, many areas have had more than one harvest entry,
particularly commercial thinning and sanitation/salvage harvests. Acreages used are based on mapped
acreages that may differ from acreages in the TSMRS database. Thisis particularly true of sanitation/salvage
type harvests where only a portion of a mapped stand may have been treated.
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Table3-1. Vegetative conditionsin the Grassy Mountain project area.

Habitat Type Group Approximate Acres % of Forest Lands
Warm/Dry (Groups 1,2,3) 264 13
Warm/Moaist (Groups 4,5,6) 1644 85
Cool/Moaist, Cool/Dry 35 2

Forest Cover Types Approximate Acres % of Forest Lands
Douglas-fir 1024 53

Grand fir 427 22

Western hemlock 193 10
Lodgepole Pine 141 7

Larch 57 3
Subalpinefir 52 2

White Pine 36 2
Non-forest 13 1
Structural Stage Approximate Acres % of Forest Lands
Non-forest 24 1
Shrubs/Seedlings/Saplings 251 13
Poles/small-medium timber 1134 58
Mature/large timber 353 19
Allocated old growth 180 9

Past Timber Harvest and Fires Approximate Acres % of Forest Lands
Clearcuts 195 10

Seed Tree & Shelterwood 56 3

Seed Tree Prep 2 0
Sanitation/Salvage 312 16
Commercia Thinning 0 0

Fires since 1950 0 0

The Grassy Mountain project area encompasses approximately 1,943 acres; all are National Forest System
lands. Most of the stands in this area originated from large fires that occurred in the 1890’ s and early 1900's.
Areas that were unaffected by these fires contain older forest structure, many of which have been allocated to
old growth management. Early harvest activities were limited in this area due to lack of access and smaller
size classes dueto past fires. Light salvage operations occurred near the mouth of Halsey Creek and some
harvest occurred along Roads 260 and 265, running along the main divide ridge. These early harvests were
likely quite selective, removing only the large pine and larch and leaving stands of poor-quality Douglas-fir,
grand fir, and hemlock. In thelate 1980's, roads were constructed into this area and regeneration harvest

treatments were implemented.

There are approximately 195 acres of clearcuts, 56 acres of shelterwood harvests, 2 acres of a seed tree prep
cut, and 312 acres of salvage logging, that the database is tracking as having occurred within the project area.
Areas harvested between 1900 and 1950 are not included in these figures, but harvest was thought to be
minimal during that time period due to lack of access and younger age classes. Harvest associated with that
time period was likely associated with individual tree selection of primarily larger white pine and larch.

Many stands may have had several selection harvest entries over time. The most recent harvests occurred in
1996 and 1997 with scattered salvage harvests under the Short Grass Salvage and Three Peat Salvage timber
sales. Regeneration harvest occurred in the early 1990’ s with the Little Elk and Drexsey timber sales. There
have been no firesin recent history that would have atered stand structure, although there have been
numerous small lightning fires.

About 13% (251 acres) of the project areaisless than 35 years old. Generally these stands are the result of the
regeneration harvests that have occurred since the 1960's. Most all these acres are seedling size timber.
Approximately 58% (1134 acres) is 35 to 100 years old. These stands generally range from pole to immature
sawtimber size classes. Around 19% of the area (353 acres) isin stands that are 100 years of age or older.
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Thisis considered mature, large sawtimber. Approximately 9% (180 acres) of the area are stands that have
been allocated to old growth management, generally over 150 years of age.

Table 3-2. Vegetative conditionsin the Grizzly M ountain project area.

Habitat Type Group Approximate Acres % of Forest Lands
Warm/Dry (Groups 2,3) 85 8
Warm/Moist (Groups 4,5) 766 70
Cool/Moaist, Cool/Dry (Groups 7,9) 234 22

Forest Cover Types Approximate Acres % of Forest Lands
Douglas-fir 543 50

Grand fir 235 22

Western hemlock 147 13
Non-forest 118 11
Subalpinefir 42 4
Structural Stage Approximate Acres % of Forest Lands
Non-forest 118 11
Shrubs/Seedlings/Saplings 1 0
Poles/small-medium timber 353 33
Mature/large timber 613 56
Allocated old growth 0 0

Past Timber Harvest and Fires Approximate Acres % of Forest Lands
Clearcuts 0 0

Seed Tree & Shelterwood 0 0

Overstory Removal/Liberation 326 30
Sanitation/Salvage 379 35
Commercial Thinning 0 0

Fires since 1950 0 0

The Grizzly Mountain project area encompasses approximately 1,085 acres, all are National Forest System

lands. Age classes represented in the area indicate arelatively high fire frequency. At least some portions of
the area general area burned around 1800, 1850, 1885, 1910, and 1919. These dates are consistent with
known fire events el sewhere on the District. Records show that salvage activities were occurring in this area
inthelate 1920's. These early harvests were generally quite selective, removing only the large pine and larch
and leaving stands of poor-quality Douglas-fir, grand fir, and hemlock.

There are approximately 326 acres of overstory removal and liberation harvests and 379 acres of salvage
logging, that the database is tracking as having occurred within the project area. Many stands may have had
several harvest entries over time. The most recent harvests occurred in 1983 under the Thin Grizzly Project,
which implemented salvage treatments. Notably there have not been any clearcuts or shelterwood
regeneration harvests within the project area. There have been no firesin recent history that would have
atered stand structure, although there have been numerous small lightning fires.

There are virtually no stands in the project area that are less than 35 years of age, although some of these
stands exist adjacent to the project area. Approximately 33% (353 acres) is 35 to 100 years old. Most of
these stands are in the pole size class as aresult of liberation harvests that occurred in Lindsey and Dewey
Creeks during the early 1970's. Around 56% of the area (613 acres) isin stands that are over 100 years old.
Thisis considered mature sawtimber. There are no stands allocated for old growth within the project area.
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Table 3-3. Vegetative conditionsin the Dobson Pass project area.

Habitat Type Group Approximate Acres % of Forest Lands
Warm/Dry (Group 2) 131 17
Warm/Moist (Groups 4,5) 633 83

Forest Cover Types Approximate Acres % of Forest Lands
Douglas-fir 280 36

Grand fir 255 33

Larch 138 18
Lodgepole Pine 45 6
Ponderosa Pine 37 5

White Pine 5 1

Western hemlock 4 1
Structural Stage Approximate Acres % of Forest Lands
Non-forest 0 0
Shrubs/Seedlings/Saplings 72 9
Poles/small-medium timber 134 18
Mature/large timber 558 73
Allocated old growth 0 0

Past Timber Harvest and Fires Approximate Acres % of Forest Lands
Clearcuts 50 7

Seed Tree & Shelterwood 0 0

Overstory Removal 0 0
Sanitation/Salvage 10 1
Commercial Thinning 0 0

Fires since 1950 0 0

The Dobson Pass project area encompasses approximately 764 acres; all are National Forest System lands.
There is private ownership adjacent to the project area. Most of the standsin this area are the result of fires
that occurred in the late 1800’ s, primarily thought to be associated with alarge fire that occurred in 1889.
Much of the project area was probably harvested early in the century due to its proximity to the Wallace area
and from access created by minerals exploration. These early harvests were generally quite selective,
removing only the large pine and larch and leaving stands of poor-quality Douglas-fir, grand fir, and hemlock.

There are approximately 50 acres of clearcuts and 10 acres of salvage logging, that the database is tracking as
having occurred within the project area. Areas harvested between 1900 and 1950 are not included in these
figures. Harvest associated with that time period was likely associated with individual tree selection of white
pine, larch and ponderosa pine. Many stands may have had several selection harvest entries over time. The
most recent harvests occurred in 1994 under the Dudley Creek Project. Approximately 50 acres of clearcuts
were implemented with that entry. There have been no firesin recent history that would have altered stand
structure, although there have been numerous small lightning fires.

About 9% (72 acres) of the project areais less than 35 years old. Generally these stands are the result of the
regeneration harvests that occurred in the 1990's. Most all these acres are a seeding size class.
Approximately 18% (134 acres) is 35 to 100 years old. These stands generally range from pole to immature
sawtimber size classes. Around 73% of the area (558 acres) isin stands that are over 100 yearsold. Thisis
considered mature sawtimber. There are no stands allocated for old growth within the project area.
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3.1.5. Environmental Consequences
A. Direct and Indirect Effectsin the Project Areas

Direct and I ndirect Effects Common to All Alternatives

Under all alternatives, the number of acres affected by Douglas-fir beetles and root disease would remain the
same. The extent of bark beetle activity and stand openings as aresult of root disease losses is based on aerial
flights and on-the-ground surveys. Typically, Douglas-fir beetle outbreaks last 3 to 4 years. Although there
may be some additional mortality in 2002, bark beetle populations are expected to drop back to endemic
levels. The actual severity of future attacks can be greatly influenced by weather and predicting exactly
which stands will attract the beetlesis difficult since they are strong fliers and can move several miles. Based
on aerial detection flights, initial bark beetle attacks in 1998 were usually associated with areas that sustained
ice and snow damage in 1996-97. Beetle mortality within the Hither and Y on project areasis believed to be
the result of subsequent beetle flights away from initial infestation areas.

Effects Common to the Action Alter natives

Beetle populations would no be reduced by proposed activities under any action aternative. Bark beetles
have already flown from most trees proposed for harvest and it is unlikely that trees with current infestations
could be harvested before the beetles leave to attack other trees.

There is somerisk of increase in beetle populations as aresult of the proposed treatments. Bark beetles could
infest green cut treesif not removed in atimely manner, however provisions can be designed into sale
contracts to greatly reduce this concern. Therisk of an increase in beetle populations due to the presence of
new stumpsislow. Beetle population expansion due to fresh stumps has been documented in British
Columbia. Sandy Kegley, Forest Entomologist, stated that she has never seen any significant increase in the
Douglas-fir beetle population in the Northern Region due to stumps (persona conversation, 2/21/02). There
is not enough surface areain the stumps and the stumps associated with dead tree harvest do not pose any
beetle risk. Prescribed fire treatments can also increase the risk of population expansion by killing residual
trees or putting them under stress. Reducing the fire intensity through timing and fuels reduction treatments
prior to burning can reduce thisrisk. Thereis also an option to utilize anti-aggregate pheromones after
treatment to reduce risks of additional beetle mortality.

At thistime, there is no known literature displaying further infestation from Douglas-fir beetle-infested timber
that has been transported to milling facilities. Although no literature exists, other species of beetles
transported in timber to milling sites have been known to be a source for the spread of beetle activity. Inthe
proposed alternatives, most trees to be removed would be dead Douglas-fir trees from which the beetles have
emerged prior to logging activities. Because of this, there would be no spread of Douglas-fir beetles. A small
portion of the trees removed could be infested with beetles and larvae at the time of removal and would be
transported to mill sites. Prior to the beetles emergence from the timber, most logs would be processed (i.e.
debarked), which would kill the beetle and larvae.

Anincrease risk of root disease spread can also occur with both harvest and prescribed fire treatments. New
mortality, either from green stumps or fire-killed trees, can serve as an infection source that can spread root
disease. When harvest or mortality is generally associated with smaller trees the risk isless since the root
systems are generally less developed and not as likely to be in contact with larger trees.

Generally, harvest or prescribed fire treatments would not change the existing structural stage class. Although
green trees would be removed in some stands for the alternatives, this would not create changes to the
structural stage category beyond that caused by the bark beetles and root disease for most acres. Thinnings
and improvement harvest would still be managing for the preferred overstory component and would remain in
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the same structural stage category. Cover types would be altered within regeneration treatment units,
including the fishwood unit in the Grassy Mountain area. The treatment areas would then be dominated by
seral species such as white pine, larch, and ponderosa pine. Cover types would remain the same within
salvage units. Small openings within these salvage areas would likely regenerate back to firs or hemlock.
Thinnings and improvement harvests would favor larch or ponderosa pine over the short and long term. The
thinning treatment would likely change the cover type to larch if not currently dominated by that species. The
improvement harvest, though favoring ponderosa pine over the short and long term, would not likely change
the overall stand cover type.

Direct and I ndirect Effectsin the Project Areas Under Alternative 1 (No Action)

There would be no harvest of the trees killed by Douglas-fir beetle or weakened by other pathogens under this
aternative. Douglas-fir mortality generally occurred in groups as the pheromones synthesized by the beetles
attracted more beetles to the initial location. Thisled to mass attacks where most of the large Douglas-fir
treeswerekilled. In most cases these groups of dead trees were less than one acre in size but in some cases,
large Douglas-fir were killed over areas 10-12 acresin size. Smaller diameter trees sometimes were also
attacked when they occur near these groups, especialy in denser stands.

Stands affected by the beetle may experience a change in species composition, most often to a climax tree
gpecies, and changes in stand structure to ayounger age class or amore open canopy. There are expected to
be shiftsin stand species composition due to mortality caused by bark beetles, but these shifts are not
expected to increase the early seral species component. In most stands where over 50 percent of the basal
areaiskilled by Douglas-fir beetles, the dominant overstory species following the beetle infestation is likely
to be grand fir. In the absence of further disturbance these stands are likely to regenerate to Douglas-fir and
grand fir, so there would be no long-term shift in species composition. Loss of overstory canopy to root
disease is also expected to create little change in forest cover types. Since the disturbanceis so gradual,
regeneration of shade-tolerant speciesis also expected. The changein forest structure would depend on the
amount of beetle mortality and the size of adjacent root disease openings.

Mortality of less than 25 percent of the basal area of a stand would not impact stand structure class. Because
beetles tend to kill treesin groups, it islikely that any holes in the canopy are small and will quickly
regenerate with shrubs or shade-tolerant species. Stands in which 26-50 percent of the basal area has died
will have a more open appearance once the dead treesfall to the ground. Again, canopy openings are small
and will regenerate quickly. In stands where 50-100 percent of the basal area has been killed by bark beetles,
the results tend to be more dramatic. Groups of trees killed by the beetles combine, and more of the
associated small diameter Douglas-fir may be attacked. The entire stand would have a more open appearance.
The understory vegetation becomes more dominant and the stand structure reverts to a shrub/seedling/sapling
structural stage. In some areas bark beetle created openings have coalesced with root rot pockets to create
larger openings. These larger openings generaly retain groups of trees and scattered individual trees that
have been unaffected by the bark beetle infestation.

It is estimated that approximately 512 acres of Nationa Forest System lands within the project areas has
incurred some mortality due to the current bark beetle epidemic. Some of this mortality will have little impact
on stand structure. Approximately 59 acres are projected to have a substantial (greater than 50 percent of the
stand basal area) loss of forest tree cover due to the beetles in conjunction with existing root disease openings.
Natural regeneration of shade-tolerant speciesis expected to occur in these more heavily impacted areas, but
there would be no change to the desired early seral species composition. Early seral species would not
regeneration on the site because the seed source is generally lacking and ground conditions would not be
favorable to their establishment without additional treatments. As dead trees decay and begin falling to the
ground there will be an increase in fuel loading that could effect fire intensity. In some areas mortality is
relatively light and there will be little increase in the potential for severe fires. However, where thereis
moderate to high mortality, the increase in fuel loading as the dead trees fall to the ground and the fuel ladder
created by regenerating Douglas-fir and grand fir will increase the risk of stand replacing fires.
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Direct and I ndirect Effectsin the Project Areas Under Alternative 2 (Proposed Action)

From a vegetation standpoint, the objective of this alternative is to harvest dead and dying treesin areas
attacked by bark beetles. In stands where bark beetles and root disease have killed a substantial portion of the
basal area of the stand, the objective isto restore long-lived seral tree species such as white pine, western
larch and ponderosa pine. Not all beetle-killed patches or root disease areas in the project area would be
treated. Some small patches of beetle-killed trees would be retain for wildlife habitat or would be retain in
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCA) for woody debris recruitment.

In stands where bark beetle, ice and snow damage, and root disease mortality is generally light, aindividua
tree selection harvest treatment would salvage trees killed by bark beetles and associated trees fading to root
disease or other pathogens. These units, ranging from 2 to 14 acresin size, would be scheduled for this
salvage type treatment for atotal of 62 treatment acres. For more information see Chapter 2, Alternative
Descriptions. The effect of these salvage units would result in no change stand structure class or species
composition on the sites. The amount of standing dead and future down wood component would be reduced
on these sites by the individual tree selection harvest treatments.

In stands where bark beetle, ice and snow damage, and root disease mortality is more severe (over 50% loss
of basal area) regeneration harvest would be used. These regeneration treatments would be group
shelterwood harvests. Prescribed fire would be introduced into most of these areas to consume logging slash,
reduce competing vegetation, and prepare the sites for planting of white pine, larch, and ponderosa pine.
Smaller green trees that are not expected to survive prescribed fire treatments in these stands would be
harvested unless retained for wildlife habitat. Generally, healthy Douglas-fir over 16 inches in diameter and
grand fir over 18 inchesin diameter would be retained on site. These harvests would range from 2 to 12 acres
in size for atotal of 68 regeneration treatment acres. These openings would retain groups of trees and/or
scattered individual trees that have been unaffected by the bark beetle infestation, root disease, or other
pathogens. Generally, 20-30% of the live stand basal area would be retained in shelterwood harvest
prescriptions. For more information on this harvest treatment see Chapter 2, Alternative Descriptions.

One group shelterwood treatment in the Grassy Mountain project area would utilize the wood that is removed
for ongoing fish habitat improvement projects not associated with this proposal. This area contains
considerable down material that is no longer usable for sawtimber products. Some of the down trees removed
from this area would have root wads attached. Thiswould create more ground disturbance than normal
salvage treatments. Skid trails will need to be spaced and 15-20 logs/ac of large down wood will need to be
maintained on site to minimize soil compaction and provide for long term nutrient recycling. Grapple piling
would need to use spaced skid trails as much as possible and walk on slash to minimize compaction. The
same requirement of leaving larger down wood would apply.

The effect of these regeneration units would generally result in no change to forest structure class in the short
term since the bark beetles, ice and snow damage, and root disease have already done that. Over the long
term, forest structure is more likely to change with the introduction of pines and larch since these species are
less susceptible to root diseases. The presence of root disease may keep a naturally regenerating stand of fir
from ever achieving mature forest structure. Species composition would be affected by introducing pines and
larch back into the ecosystems on these acres instead of allowing them to regeneration naturally back to their
current species composition. The amount of stand dead and future down wood component would be reduced
by the regeneration harvest treatments.
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‘ 1

Figure 3-2. Beetle mortality in association with root disease openings creating canopy conditions
similar to a group shelterwood harvest prescription in Grizzly Mountain area.

There are some stands in the Dobson Pass area that currently have western larch and ponderosa pine species
on the sites. Western larch and ponderosa pine or known to be historical components of much of the Coeur
d’Alene basin. The opportunity exists to implement harvest treatments in these areas that would help to favor
and perpetuate these trees on those sites.

There are two units identified for improvement harvests. The objective of this treatment would be to improve
the health and vigor of ponderosa pine and to restore a more open stand structure associated with historic
disturbance regimes. Shade tolerant species, primarily Douglas-fir and grand fir, less than 16 inchesin
diameter within 25 feet of ponderosa pine would be harvested. This“daylighting” treatment would only
occur if the ponderosa pine have adequate crowns capable of responding to the improved light and moisture
regimes. If western larch occursin these areas, it would also be daylighted. Two areas, 8 and 9 acresin size,
would scheduled for this type of treatment for atotal of 17 acres. Jackpot burning would be utilized in these
areasto treat slash and enhance ecosystem conditions.

Also within the Dobson Pass project area are two units identified for commercial thinning. The objective of
this treatment would be to improve the health and vigor of western larch in these stands. Approximately 1/3
of the existing basal areawould be harvested. This harvest would focus on the removal of shade tolerant
species such as Douglas-fir, grand fir, and western hemlock less than 16 inchesin diameter within 20 feet of
western larch trees. This treatment would reduce competition and improve tree vigor on the site. Larch with
less than 20% live crown or with heavy mistletoe may also be removed if within 20 feet of an acceptable
leave tree. Two areas, 5 and 28 acresin size, would be commercially thinned for atotal of 33 treatment acres.
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Slash would be treated with lop and scatter treatments to get fuels on the ground so they will decompose more
quickly.

The improvement and commercial thinning harvests would not ater forest structure class. Forest cover type
would likely be changed to western larch in the commercial thinning areasif not already western larch cover
types. Forest cover type would likely not be changed in the improvement harvest although these harvests will
improve the likelihood of having ponderosa pine as acomponent of the cover type over the longer term.

There is a section of Road 260 from the Grassy Mountain project area down to Riley Saddle (junction with
Road 900) where trees are growing along the lower edge of the running surface of the roadway. These trees
are making it difficult to do routine road maintenance and snowmobile trail grooming during the winter
months. These trees, approximately 50-75, are scattered along 2.5 miles. Under this aternative, these
“bumper trees” would be harvested to improve road maintenance and winter grooming. Stumps of the trees
on the roadway would be ground down so that they do not interfere with surface blading operations. This
special harvest treatment is estimated at approximately 4 acres based on the width of the road for 2.5 miles.
Since these trees are widely scattered, logging slash would generally be scattered off the roadway. This
scattered removal of trees along the end of the roadway would not affect forest structure or cover types for the
adjacent timber stands.

Timber products produced by all these treatments would be removed using tractor, cable, skyline, and
helicopter yarding methods. No new road construction would be needed. Approximately 0.1 miles of system
road would need to be brought out of storage in the Grizzly Mountain area to access a suitable helicopter
landing. Thisroad had been ripped and barriered but has not brushed in. This roadway would be put back in
storage after completion of use.

Direct and I ndirect Effectsin the Project Areas Under Alternative 3

Alternative 3 would propose the same harvests and treatments as described under alternative 2. 1n addition,
approximately 72 acres of ecoburning treatment would occur within the Grizzly Mountain area. This
ecoburning treatment would occur adjacent to unit 1 and from Unit 6, east to Unit 11. These ecoburning
treatments would occur from the ridgetop down to Road 622. This aternative was developed to provide more
defensible burn boundaries for harvest units and to return fire back into the ecosystem. Under this alternative,
understory removal harvest treatments would occur within the ecoburn areas prior to implementation of the
burns. The understory removal harvest would remove smaller merchantable trees not expected to survive the
ecoburn. Generaly, thiswould involve trees less than 12 inches in diameter depending on the species.
Fading trees from root disease, beetles, and other causal agents would also be salvaged in this operation.
Older, large, dead beetle mortality would be retained for wildlife habitat. Timber removed from these
ecoburn areas using helicopter-yarding systems.

The effect of this ecoburn and understory removal would result in no change to stand structure class or
species composition on the sites. The understory removal treatment would remove trees likely to be killed
during burning operations although a small amount of mortality may still occur. Douglas-fir and grand fir
would be the primary species removed during the understory removal operation. These species are not
preferred for long-term management on these sites. There would be some reduction in the amount of standing
dead with the harvest of dying trees, however most of the existing dead component would be retained. Some
of the future down wood component would also be reduced with this treatment, however existing down and
older standing beetle-killed trees would remain on site.
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Direct and I ndirect Effectsin the Project Areas Under Alternative 4

Alternative 4 would also propose the same harvest and treatments as described under alternative 2. Under
aternative 4, approximately 34 acres of ecoburning treatment would occur within the Grizzly Mountain area.
This ecoburning treatment would occur from Unit 8, east to Unit 11 from the ridgetop down to Road 622.
There would be no harvest treatment (between the units) within the ecoburn area under this aternative. This
aternative only proposes ecoburning in areas where less understory exists since no harvest treatment would
be allowed to occur under this alternative.

The effect of this ecoburn would result in no change to stand structure class or species composition on the
sites. There would generally be no change in the amount of standing dead or future down wood component
since no harvest would occur within the ecoburn area. There may actually be an increase in these components
as aresult of mortality to understory trees after the burning operation.

B. Cumulative Effectsin the Project Areas

The following tables provide summary information on how each alternative would affect stand structure and
species composition within the three project areas. "Existing Condition” for Structural Stage and Cover Type
incorporates all past activities that have occurred over the landscape, such as timber harvests, planting and
fires. Generally, ongoing activities are included in the existing condition. These are the cumulative effectsto
date. Changes shown to existing condition would be the result of the alternative and also of other reasonably
foreseeable future actions. Changesin stand structure, from existing condition to no action, is generally the
result of bark beetle mortality or severe ice and snow damage.

Cumulative Effectsin the Grassy M ountain Project Area

As shown in the table below, changesin stand structure and species compoasition as aresult of natural
mortality or the proposed aternatives would affect less than 1 percent of the project area. Thisisto be
expected given the small scope of the project in this area.

Table 3-4. Approximate acres of structural stages and cover types, Grassy Mountain Project Area.

Existing No Action Alternative2 | Alternative3 | Alternative4
Structural Stage Appx. | %' | Appx. | %' | Appx. | %' | Appx. | %' | Appx. [ %'
Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres

Non-forest 24 1 24 1 24 1 24 1 24 1
Shrub/Seedling/Sapling 251 | 13 262 | 13 262 13 262 13 262 13
Pole/Small-medium Timber 1134 | 58 1123 | 58 1123 58 1123 58 1123 58
Mature/L arge Timber 353 | 19 353 | 19 353 19 353 19 353 19
Allocated old growth 180 9 180 9 180 9 180 9 180 9
Cover Type
Douglas-fir 1024 | 53 1024 | 53 1024 53 1024 53 1024 53
Grand fir 27 | 22 427 | 22 427 22 427 22 427 22
Western Hemlock 193] 10 195| 10 186 10 186 10 186 10
Lodgepole Pine 141 I 141 I 141 I 141 I 141 I
Western Larch 57 3 55 3 55 3 55 3 55 3
Subalpine fir 52 2 52 2 52 2 52 2 52 2
Western White Pine 36 2 36 2 45 2 45 2 45 2
Non-Forest 13 1 13 1 13 1 13 1 13 1

1 Percentage represents the percent of National Forest System Land within this project area.

The Grassy Mountain project areawould be located within the boundaries of the reasonably foreseeable
Teratoid Tepee Planning Area. The Teratoid Tepee project will be alandscape level assessment scheduled to
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be implemented starting in 2004. Locations and types of vegetative treatments under that project are not
known at thistime. Teratoid Tepee analysis will need to take into account the effects of treatments proposed
under this project. There are no additional future timber sales currently planned for the project area. Road
1564 would likely be opened for preferred fuelwood gathering after the Hither and Y on Beetle project. This
would have no impact on stand structure class or species composition. Thereis no private or other agency
lands within or adjacent to the project area.

Cumulative Effectsin the Grassy Mountain Project Area Under Alternative 1 (No Action)

Approximately 9 acres of immature sawtimber structural size class has become shrub/seed/sapling as a result
of ice and snow damage within the project area. Species composition is expected to remain the same over 7
of those acres as those acres will likely regenerate to western hemlock since it dominated the overstory. Two
of the 9 acres will likely change species composition from western larch, which dominated the overstory, to
western hemlock since natural regeneration, without ground disturbance, will favor the climax species. Bark
beetle mortality within the project areais generally scattered. Approximately 2 acres of beetle mortality is
expected to change stand structural class but species composition will not be altered as it regenerates
naturally.

Currently, 5 percent of National Forest System lands within the project area are dominated by long-lived seral
species, in this case larch, and white pine, compared to an historic level of over 50 percent for the Coeur

d’ Alenebasin. Alternative 1 would see areduction in 2 acres of seral species asaresult of ice and snow
damage.

Currently, 19 percent of National Forest System lands within the project area are in mature structural stages,
which iswell below historic levels of 46 percent for the Coeur d’ Alene sub basin. These stands are generally
dominated by Douglas-fir, grand fir and hemlock while historically these stands would have had a substantial
component of white pine and larch within thisarea. There will be no change to the percentage of mature
structural stages as aresult of bark beetles or ice and snow damage.

Approximately 9 percent of the project areaiswithin allocated old growth. Bark beetle mortality and ice and
snow damage within these areas is not believed to be significant enough to change overall old growth habitat
in those areas. Foreseeable actions are not expected to affect old growth within the area.

Cumulative Effectsin the Grassy Mountain Project Area Under Alternatives 2, 3 and 4

White pine and larch would be planted 