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It is important to eliminate the State of Idaho’s involvement on this project. These foresters are
noted for butchering and over-managing the land, the checkerboard, South of Priest Lake,is known 
worldwide as a bad example of management because it is seen by satellite by all.  

Relief Requested: 
Develop an integrative plan that allows for protecting areas only immediately adjacent to residences 
on IDL, private and Public USFS lands.

Issue: Building temp roads and reconstructing roads  is unacceptable.
FS lands provide needed security habitat, albeit inadequate for this rural area.  Additional roads of any 
type will negatively impact security habitat, allow access for trappers and firewood gatherers, all having
a negative impact on local biodiversity.

Relief Requested.
Develop an alternative that does not involve road opening or construction.

Issue: Logging old growth to meet minimum requirements for old growth is unacceptable.
The SN Preliminary Effects Analysis states:

“Old Growth & Large Tree Retention: For Healthy Forest Restoration Act Title I Section 
102(a) projects (except those projects on National Forest System lands with wind-throw or 
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blowdown, ice storm damage or the existence of an epidemic of disease or insects). There 
are no known old growth stands that are proposed for treatment under the Scattered 
Lands Project. Should any be encountered during analysis or project implementation, 
those stands will either be deferred from treatment or silvicultural prescriptions will be 
modified so that following treatment, stands structures will still meet minimum old growth
definitions from Green et. al. (2011). All large trees will be retained unless they do not 
contribute to future stand health and resistance agents of disturbance. Some potential 
scenarios are leaving mistletoe infected large trees in regeneration harvest to re-infect the 
new cohort underneath (unless they are different species) or large diameter later seral 
species that are susceptible to root disease in areas with high levels of root disease.”

Then they make this specious statement:

“The project:
Fully maintains, or contributes toward the restoration of, the structure and composition 
of old growth stands according to the pre-fire suppression old growth condition 
characteristic of the forest type, taking into account the contribution of the stand to 
landscape fire adaptation and watershed health,and retaining the large trees 
contributing to old growth structure.”

If there is no old growth in the area, then the statement is meaningless.  Logging old growth stands of 
any type is an unacceptable and unnatural disturbance. Logging moist site types to old growth 
minimum stem densities will impact the character of old growth, removing stem and leaf surface area, 
impacting the ability of the stand to support native songbirds and other wildlife.  It NEVER contributes 
to restoration of structure and function as claimed above.   If a stand is logged to the minimum, any 
additional mortality will make the stand fall out of the old growth classification. Logging and 
roadbuilding are not natural disturbance events and will disturb soil, plants, wildlife, fungi and trees.  
Logging is not contributing to the function of old growth stands.

Relief Requested.
1. Do not log any moist site old growth.  Use fire in drier sites to gradually restore the fire regime 

on drier sits.  The flat grounds used to be home to huge 5 and 6 ft diameter ponderosa pines.
2. Large mistletoed trees are very valuable to wildlife, for nesting, roosting, sleeping and for a 

myriad of smaller species.  It is unacceptable to log them.  If in a proposed plantation, leave a 
buffer of the existing forest around the trees or plant white pine out to a distance farther than 
the dispersal distance of dwarf mistletoe.

3. Log no large trees, large trees with root rot will die and provide nesting and feeding sites for 
birds and when fallen, will provide lacking large woody debris.

4. Designation of recruitment stands like dry site unit 13a which are currently capable dry site 
sensitive species habitat.

Issue: Spreading mis-information about the USFS sensitive Black-Backed Woodpecker.
Again, the USFS provides illegitimate information about this species stating that in the effects analysis 
stated that there is no impact, p 4.
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The area has an endemic population of black backed woodpeckers. One was seen in unit 13a by the 
author (May 2019) and documented in the Inland NW Birders FB page.

https://www.facebook.com/groups/inland.nw.birders/permalink/10156963586415726

Relief Requested.
1. Leaver large patches of dense timber to provide for a continual supply of bark beetles for the 

BBWO.
2. Designate recruitment dry site old growth stands using underburning as a restoration 

technique.
3. Designate moist site recruitment old growth stands where natural succession is allowed.  
4. Designate at least 25% of the area including State and private lands (cumulative effects) as old 

growth recruitment stands.

Issue: Spreading mis-information about the USFS sensitive Pygmy Nuthatch, Flammulated Owl 
and White-headed Woodpeckers (extirpated)
The issues are the same as with the black-backed woodpeckers, the Flammulated Owl, Pygmy 
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Nuthatch, and White-headed Woodpeckers utilize dry site habitats.  There are dry site habitats present
and historic habitats that maintained large ponderosa pines with fire in the project area. For example 
Unit 13a should be managed for Flammulated Owls and the extirpated white headed woodpecker as it 
is capable habitat now and possibly marginally suitable.

The statement (table below, p4) that no suitable habitat exists for the pygmy nuthatch is erroneous at 
best and fraudulent (purposeful intent to deceive) at worst.  Ignorance about wildlife and their habitat 
will not by tolerated.  These statements makes the author wonder if biologists even went to the field.

Relief Requested
1. Field surveys of all potential sensitive species in the area (and raptors).
2. Identification of suitable and capable habitats for each.
3. An integrated management plan to allow these species to utilize the area.

Issue: Western Toad (USFS sensitive) effects have not been adequately addressed.
The Preliminary Effects Analysis states (p4)

The analysis presents no survey data, no location of breeding areas and no discussion stating that 
amphibians everywhere are declining.  The statement that it “May impact individuals but will not likely 
contribute to a trend towards Federal Listing or viability loss” is not supported by field work and 
population projections. Local extirpation of isolated toad populations is unacceptable.

Relief Requested.
1. Field surveys locating western toad breeding habitat (spring is arriving shortly).
2. A population estimate.
3. Designation of corridors and possibly toad underpasses under roads.
4. If an area is to be logged, trained individuals must be present to find and relocate any western 

toads found in the unit.

Issue: Impacts to Peatlands/wetlands.
Peatlands are very valuable for rare plants and other habitat, the Forest Plan states:

The forest plan specified peatland buffer of 660 feet (FW- GDL-VEG-09) would be implemented 






