									June 5, 2003


Larry Ross, District Ranger


Palouse RD


1700 Highway 6


Potlatch, ID  83855





RE:  BIG SAND TIMBER SALE EA





Dear Ranger. Ross, 





The following comments on the Big Sand EA are submitted on behalf of Friends of the Clearwater, The Ecology Center, The Lands Council, and Alliance for the Wild Rockies.  Please incorporate the issues letters (and their citations) you received from The Ecology Center, The Lands Council, and Friends of the Clearwater dated June 30, 1998 and February 3, 1999 as part of these comments.





I want to reiterate our phone call on Tuesday of this week.  As you know, we were not sent a copy of the EA.  You learned this last week when we talked on the phone.  You promptly mailed us a copy of the EA for comment.  As per our phone conversation on Tuesday, you are allowing us this extra time to comment on this project because we were not sent a copy of the EA as requested in our letters replying to the 





NON-NEPA DOCUMENTS


One of the major problems with the EA is the use of  non-NEPA and non-decision documents as a programmatic decision document, like a forest plan.  In this case, programmatic decisions in the EAWS  are used to justify site-specific actions such as logging.  The programmatic decisions establish new management direction for the Forest with the mythical HRV status and by developing desired conditions.  





The two main statutes that govern the management of our National Forests are the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the National Forest Management Act (NFMA).  These two intertwined environmental laws form the procedural path the Forest Service must follow when making management decisions that affect National Forest land.  One of the most important steps in this path is the requirement of public participation in the management decisions.  "Consistent with NEPA's goal of public-private cooperation in environmental protection", the public must be given the opportunity to review, comment on, and appeal the forest management decisions made by the Forest Service. 





Public participation in Forest Service management decisions is extremely important because it ensures agency compliance with the applicable environmental laws that control or affect land and resource use and provides for administrative appeal and judicial review of these decisions. The NEPA public participation process enables interest groups with conflicting demands upon the various resources of the National Forests to have those demands incorporated into Forest Service management decisions. It is through the NEPA public participation process that public interest groups gain access to the courts to ensure agency compliance with the applicable environmental laws.  





Specifically, the EAWSs (either of them) have not gone through the NEPA analysis to look at a range of alternatives or to consider cumulative impacts.  This is crucial because no alternatives to the DFCs and HRV adopted in the EAWS documents have been considered.  The cumulative effects of that change in direction has not been analyzed either.





Forest Service land-management, decision-making is a two-stage process.  Briefly, there is the planning stage and the site-specific project stage.  The planning stage is the production of Land and Resource Management Plans (or Forest Plans) which "create a framework for subsequent forest management".  Forest Plans are regarded as programmatic documents that establish the management direction of the forest. The second stage is the development of site-specific projects which "determine the specific uses to which the forest will be put to accomplish the goals set forth in the Forest Plan". Site-specific projects are required to comply with the management prescriptions established in the Forest Plan.





Additional documents which set management direction, under the deceptive auspices of analysis, are not allowed under NEPA and NFMA.  Analysis documents such as the two EAWS are supposed to simply provide information, not new management direction. 





A review of the relevant documents shows that has occurred.  In this case, new standards, goals, guidelines, and direction were established in the EAWS documents and embedded in the purpose and Need of the EA as a fait accompli (I-3 to 6).





PURPOSE AND NEED/ ALTERNATIVES


The purpose and need statements are constructed such that the only possible way to fulfill them are through extensive logging.  As such, the range of alternatives for this project is sorely inadequate.





The analysis fails its requirements under NEPA to offer and analyze a reasonable range of alternatives that includes scientifically and ecologically sound restoration proposals.  The range of alternatives in this project is inadequate:  No-Action (required by law) and the proposed action.  The NEPA requires that a full range of alternatives be considered, including alternatives which restore the environment instead of damaging it.  No such alternative is found in this project and alternatives were erroneously eliminated from detailed study (EA pages II-19 to 21).  Without a real restoration only alternative, the public does not know what ecological benefits would result from doing restoration.





The Seventh Circuit recently explained:





No decision is more important than delimiting what these "reasonable alternatives" are. . . . One obvious way for an agency to slip past the strictures of NEPA is to contrive a purpose so slender as to define competing "reasonable alternatives" out of consideration (and even out of existence). . . . If the agency constricts the definition of the project's purpose and thereby excludes what truly are reasonable alternatives, the EIS cannot fulfill its role.





This EA follows that pattern mentioned by the Court.  In coming up with the purpose and need, the agency has defined the issues to preclude a reasonable array of alternatives.  As we show below, that is not legal.





The EA dismissed discussion of a non logging alternative by stating the forest plan doesn’t allow it.  The EA’s conclusion is contrary to case law. 





"[A]n agency may not define the objectives of its action in terms so unreasonably narrow that only one alternative . . . would accomplish the goals of the agency's action, and the EIS would become a foreordained formality."  Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190, 196 (D.C. Cir. 1991), cert. denied, 502 U.S. 994, 112 S. Ct. 616 (1991).  See also Ayers v. Espy, 873 F. Supp. 455, 467-68 (D. Colo. 1994) (rejecting timber sale EA because USFS considered only even-age management).





"An alternative may not be disregarded merely because it does not offer a complete solution to the problem."  Citizens Against Toxic Sprays v. Bergland, 428 F. Supp. 908. 933 (D. Or. 1977).  As one court explained, "[o]bviously, any genuine alternative to a proposed action will not fully accomplish all of the goals of the original proposal.  One of the reasons that Congress has required agencies to set out and evaluate alternative actions is to give perspective on the environmental costs, and the social necessity, of going ahead with the original proposal."   Town of Matthews v. United States Dept of Transp., 527 F. Supp. 1055, 1058 (W.D.N.C. 1981).  The exclusion of the watershed restoration alternative does precisely this.





In California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753, 767-68 (9th Cir. 1982), the court held that the agency had not considered an adequate range of alternatives in its review of National Forest land to determine how to allocate that land among management categories.  None of the alternatives designated more than 33 percent of the land in wilderness categories and less than 37 percent of the land in nonwilderness categories, even though all of the acreage considered met the criteria for wilderness designation.  The court noted that the selection of alternatives dictated an  "end result" in which nonwilderness designations exceeded wilderness designations by a substantial margin, and stated, "[r]ather than utilizing the Final EIS as an instrument for airing the issue of resource demand, the Forest Service instead shrouded the issue from public scrutiny behind the claim of administrative expertise."  Id. at 768.





This issues is particularly relevant here because the EA precludes any action alternative that does not log.





Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. U.S. Forest Service, 177 F.3d 800 (9th Cir. 1999) [land exchange]:





"The Forest Service also contends that because the purpose of the transaction was to carry out an "exchange" and not a purchase, it was not required to consider this alternative.  Seattle Audubon Society, 80 F.3d at 1404 (holding that an agency is not required to examine alternatives inconsistent with its basic policy objectives).  To the extent that Weyerhaeuser would have been exchanging its lands for federal monies rather than federal lands, we do not recognize such an inconsistency. [FN7] Were we to construe the statement of purpose as limiting the transaction to land-for-land exchanges, it would certainly be too narrow to meet the standards for an appropriate statement of purpose as articulated in City of Carmel, 123 F.3d at 1155." [end footnote]





"NEPA "does not mandate particular results," but "simply provides the necessary process" to ensure that federal agencies take a "hard look" at the environmental consequences of their actions.  Roberston v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 350 (1989).  We conclude that in this case, the Forest Service failed to take the necessary hard look at the environmental impacts of the exchange and similarly failed to consider adequate alternatives to the proposed exchange."





Defendants cite Sylvester v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 882 F.2d 407, 409 (9th Cir. 1989) for the proposition that the government may narrow the alternatives considered down to the one that will meet a private party's needs.  Defs' Resp. at 30.  That case does not stand for that proposition.  First, that case involved an Army Corps permit to dredge and fill, not the government's decision to dispose of public lands.  In such a permit situation, the "purpose and need" of the project is obviously defined by the applicant, not the government, and there would be no purpose served in the government coming up with alternatives that would not meet the permittee's purpose.  In contrast, when the government is considering disposing of its lands in exchange for private lands, it certainly cannot be limited by the private party's purposes in seeking the exchange.  To the contrary, FLPMA requires that the government "give full consideration to better Federal land management and the needs of State and local people, including needs for lands for the economy, community expansion, recreation areas, food, fiber, minerals, and fish and wildlife."  43 U.S.C. § 1716(a).  Those considerations might result in a decision that outright purchase or conservation easements, for example, serve the government's purposes better than a land exchange.  Here, the stated purposes are consolidation of lands and preservation of sensitive lands.  AR 6452 at Sum 2.  Certainly those purposes can be met, at least in part, through alternatives such as purchase or easements.





Second, even in Sylvester, the court noted:  " Obviously, an applicant cannot define a project in order to preclude the existence of any alternative sites and thus make what is practicable appear impracticable."  Id.  Thus, in Simmons, the court rejected the government's argument that only one alternative would satisfy the permit applicant's needs, stating "An agency cannot restrict its analysis to those 'alternative means by which a particular applicant can reach his goals.'"  120 F.3d at 669.  Sylvester merely holds that "In evaluating whether a given alternative site is practicable, the Corps may legitimately consider such facts as cost to the applicant and logistics. . . . In addition, the Corps has a duty to consider the applicant's purpose."  Id.





The Forest Service here rejects calls for a non-logging restoration alternative of a watershed alternative even though such an alternative was contemplated.





Friends of Bitterroot, Inc. v USFS, 900 F. Supp. 1368 (D. Mont. 1997):





"Defendants maintain the plaintiffs' preferred alternative 'would not have met the management goals, standards and objectives defined the Beaverhead National Forest by the BH Forest Plan.'  Specifically defendants maintain that 'because the management decisions to harvest timber in those areas have already been made at the Plan level, it did not need to be revisited.'





"The fact the Beaverhead Forest Plan designates certain land as suitable for timber management does not, however, obligate the Forest Service to proceed with the timber harvesting, nor does it preclude the Forest Service from exercising its discretion to consider other courses of action.  Accordingly, to the extent defendants maintain an alternative aimed at preserving the Beaver Lakes roadless area would be 'pointless' based upon the goals of the Beaverhead Forest Plan, the court concludes defendants' summary judgment motion is not well taken.  Defendants' position is contrary to NEPA's underlying tenet, i.e. that agencies consider all reasonable alternatives so as to ensure an EIS fosters informed decision making.  See Idaho Conservation League v Mumma, 956 F.2d at 1519-20.





"The Forest Service cannot deny there is some benefit to be derived from considering an alternative that preserves the Beaver Lakes roadless area.  Plaintiffs, as well as the Montana Dept. of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, whose considerable expertise in the area of wildlife management is undisputed, expressed concerns that preservation of the Beaver Lakes roadless area warranted full consideration in the Trail Creek NEPA process given the area's high security value for wildlife.  Moreover, plaintiffs have alleged the roadless areas provide wildlife corridors essential for maintaining the biological diversity in the Northern Rocky Mountains.





"Given the contentious and long standing debate in Montana regarding the preservation of roadless lands and wilderness designation, the court concurs with plaintiff's assertion that the NEPA process would have been properly served by development of an action alternative that preserved roadless lands in the Trail Creek area.  Such an alternative would have afforded the opportunity for scientific and public participating and debate regarding the delicate balance between preserving natural resources and timber management."





Alternatives like non-logging can’t be rejected by deferring to the forest plan that designated most of the area E1 management prescriptions.  The agency must analyze the assumptions in the forest plan in the site-specific EA.  Perhaps it no longer makes sense that this area be considered E1 ground and a forest plan amendment is in order.  The agency routinely does site-specific forest plan amendments in project-specific NEPA documents. 





The purpose and need is based upon two erroneous assumptions.  First, that the area is currently outside of HRV.  Second, the over-riding reason the area is outside of HRV is because of fire suppression.  The following section addresses those errors.





HISTORIC RANGE OF VARIABILITY (HRV)


The EA is based upon a flimsy premise that the forest needs massive and extensive human intervention to make it healthy again.  However, the EA and associated documents are not precise in how to define forest health.  Is it merely an expression of being within historical range of variability (HRV) or does it include human economic concerns as well?  If the latter, how can science define what is healthy since the economic values are simply that, expressions of a value system, and not based in value-neutral science?  (see Walder 1995)





The EA routinely compare "historic" conditions to "current" conditions.  What is "historic"?  Is it a hundred years ago, or a thousand years ago?  There is a huge difference.  How did you get the data?





For this discussion, let us use, then, a modern definition of range of variability as found in the 2000 forest planning regulations (currently undergoing revision).  Range of variability is defined here at Sec. 219.36 as: 





"The expected range of variation in ecosystem composition, and structure that would be expected under natural disturbance regimes in the current climatic period.  These regimes include the type, frequency, severity, and magnitude of disturbance in the absence of fire suppression and extensive commodity extraction." 





Current climatic period is further defined as:  





"The period of time since establishment of the modern major vegetation types, which typically encompass the late Holocene Epoch including the present, including likely climatic conditions within the planning period.  The climatic period is typically centuries to millennia in length, a period of time that is long enough to encompass the variability that species and ecosystems have experienced." (Id.)





To paraphrase the definition, for a project to claim that an area is outside of the range of variability, according to the current NFMA definition, it would need to make the case that the area has not seen current conditions in a length of time encompassing the late Holocene Epoch- a period of centuries to millennia in length.  The EA utterly fails to make the case that the current vegetative condition failed to exist at any time within the late Holocene Epoch.





What range of time is being used to determine HRV and is it long enough to be accurate?  What proof is there to refute scientific findings that forest conditions in 1850 or 1900 were only a few frames and not representative of an ecological perspective that should be from two to three thousand years in length (see Walder 1995 and Johnson et. al 1994)?





The steady-state theory of ecology is inappropriate for time scales more than 200 years in length. (Webb and Bartlein 1992)  Certainly, the goal is to have national forests in perpetuity.  A time frame of 200 years only takes us back to Lewis and Clark, a time not so distant when the Clearwater National Forest was considered part of the public domain of the USA by the federal government just as it is today.





In the mid-1800s, the event known as the Little Ice Age was ending.  It may be that climatic change made conditions for fires like those in 1910, 1919, and 1934 to occur and become the major determinants of the landscape of today.  It is also possible that fires like those in the past century occurred on more than one occasion since the retreat of the glaciers. Paleoecological research shows the importance of climate change in governing vegetation (Webb and Bartlein 1992).





Vegetation changes seem to lag behind climate change (Johnson et al. 1994).  When looking at the bigger picture that takes into account climatic shifts, and not some narrow, snapshot-in-time view, the concept of a normal fire frequency may not be valid. (Walder 1995).





Given climate change and the very real possibility that site potential for various types have changed (soil pH and chemistry, moisture, soil temperature) because of it, the view of HRV on anything less than a time scale that takes into account climate shifts may be inadequate.  That is especially true given the dramatic and scientifically documented increases in global temperature over the past few years.  The past decade was the warmest on record.  Again, the EA and supporting documents do not define the HRV so it is impossible to assess the assumptions behind the HRV. 





Questions need to be asked about the effects of climate change, logging, and fire suppression in this area.  It is possible that all have irrevocably altered site potential.  





For example, Tiedemann et. al. (2000) challenge the use of “historic range of conditions” and call into question the whole notion that we can, or even should, try to replicate such conditions by stating:





“Nearly 100 years of fire exclusion, possible climate changes, and past management practices may have caused these communities to cross thresholds and to reside now in different steady states.”





It may be impossible to differentiate between the roles played by climate change and fire suppression.  Recent research suggests that the effects of both may be similar.  (Franklin et al. 1991).





The assumptions about vegetation, pre-1910 and fire frequency may be incongruous.  In other words, it seems a bit of a stretch for the landscape and seral stages to be what they supposedly were pre-1910 under the fire regimes and other physical factors supposedly present in the Palouse.





The same kind of modeling could also give us an idea of the time frames it would take, under the various alternatives, for the Palouse to regain the HRV the agency says the ecosystem previously operated within (again, that HRV would have to be defined).  In other words, will the proposed treatments indeed prevent stand-replacing fire?





We would like you to consider the following point.  If Barrett is right about the normalcy of stand-replacing fire on the Clearwater then it is not only part of this system, but a dominant part.  If these fires were, in fact, common then the vegetation they created is “natural” including the successional stages.  It would stand to reason that there is no real justification to manipulate these successional stages because of 60 years of fire suppression as the current vegetative condition will have little influence on stand-replacing fires.





Thus, the fact that areas may have missed some fire cycles may not be important at all for a couple of reasons.  First, is the predominance of lethal fire in the area like in 1910 which sets the successional stages at levels far different than those the agency claims are historic.  This is true for ponderosa pine types as well in this area which tend to be a bit wetter than the more typical ponderosa pine types further south. Second, is the fact that these cycles are not hard and fast  This second question we address briefly below.





Other models of fire regimes also have validity, and they are proving to be more influential the more scientists learn. This project has been proposed with the "equilibrium" view of fire ecology.  This view holds that frequent, low-intensity surface fires maintained some condition.  A contrasting "nonequilibrium" view suggests that forest ecosystems in this region are subject to unpredictable catastrophic disturbances that dramatically alter these ecosystems.  There is strong evidence of such events before EuroAmerican influence.  The more scientists learn, the more the nonequilibrium view holds sway over the equilibrium view.  Grant Meyer a professor at the University of New Mexico, has done extensive research around Yellowstone on the hot fires in the 900 to 1200 AD time frame.  More importantly, research by Jennifer Pierce, reflects that fact that ponderosa pine types on the Boise National Forest had stand replacing fires during that same time period.





Other research suggests, even in the most studied ponderosa pine fire types that fire return intervals are far from certain and may be far different (if valid at all) than previously believed.  Baker and Ehle (2001) note in the abstract of their recent peer-reviewed paper (copy supplied to the Supervisors Office):





“Present understanding of fire ecology in forests subject to surface fires is based on fire-scar evidence. We present theory and empirical results that suggest that fire-history data have uncertainties and biases when used to estimate the population mean fire interval (FI) or other parameters of the fire regime. First, the population mean FI is difficult to estimate precisely because of unrecorded fires and can only be shown to lie in a broad range. Second, the interval between tree origin and first fire scar estimates a real fire-free interval that warrants inclusion in mean-FI calculations. Finally, inadequate sampling and targeting of multiple-scarred trees and high scar densities bias mean FIs toward shorter intervals. In ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa Dougl. ex P. & C. Laws.) forests of the western United States, these uncertainties and biases suggest that reported mean FIs of 2–25 years significantly underestimate population mean FIs, which instead may be between 22 and 308 years. We suggest that uncertainty be explicitly stated in fire-history results by bracketing the range of possible population mean FIs. Research and improved methods may narrow the range, but there is no statistical or other method that can eliminate all uncertainty. Longer mean FIs in ponderosa pine forests suggest that (i) surface fire is still important, but less so in maintaining forest structure, and (ii) some dense patches of trees may have occurred in the pre-Euro-American landscape. Creation of low-density forest structure across all parts of ponderosa pine landscapes, particularly in valuable parks and reserves, is not supported by these results.”





Given this research, the concept of HRV may not be valid.  In fact, the agency needs to take a look at all the assumptions behind the HRV and compare them with the scientific literature.  





The attempts at breaking up the landscape to prevent or reduce large, stand-replacing fires are likely useless.  The 1910 fires, for example, occurred when the landscape was, at least according to agency dogma, in a very different successional, patch , age, and density structure.  That fire showed, and later studies have confirmed, that fire severity and lethality are largely a function of climatic conditions, not fuel levels.





It is logical to conclude that we don’t know what the landscape was like  600 or 800 years ago.  It is also logical to conclude that the implications of fire suppression on this landscape are partially unknown.  This is especially true since fire suppression has not been effective for more than about 50 years.  The agency’s idea of HRV and what the area was like, say pre-1910, are incongruent with the reality of stand-replacing fire in this region.





Nevertheless, recent changes in forest structure have more obvious causes.  The EA downplays the role of logging and blister rust.  The selection of large trees for logging over the past 100 years has altered forest structure from what it was, say in 1890.  The past 100 years of logging has not left a mosaic that even the fires of 1910 left.  The easy access and terrain has led to logging of nearly every stand with large or old trees.  These large trees are the most susceptible to the ax.  During fire, the large trees are generally the ones most resistant.  The Palouse District has few “legacy” trees because of logging, not fire suppression.





Blister rust has also, probably irrevocably, altered stand structures.  White pine won’t, for the foreseeable future, play the same role it once did in these forests.  It simply can’t.  It will take the evolutionary process of natural selection--most likely millennia in length--for white pine to respond to this introduced pathogen.





Nature is slowly healing human destruction, through natural selection of resistant trees and seedlings.  This natural process will provide the most durable and effective resistance to rust  In host-pathogen interactions, when a virulent pathogen first meets its host, it usually kills it quickly.  However, this is neither advantageous to the host nor the pathogen.  Thus, the relationship evolves over time, and eventually the pathogen does less and less damage to the host, until eventually the relationship may become mutualistic or symbiotic.  Meddling in this natural process by artificially increasing the numbers of some resistant genotypes, is likely to select for virulence in the pathogen and extend the process, or even short circuit it.


  


With the resistant white pine breeding program, ratios of resistant to susceptible F2 progeny are very close to the 3:1 ratio expected with a single dominant resistance gene (Fins et al. 2001). The ability of pathogens to quickly mutate at avirulence loci to overcome resistance genes is well documented in many plant-pathogen interactions.    In plants which are re-planted each year, this problem can be managed by monitoring the pathogen genotypes in the field, and then selecting host genotypes for the next year which are resistant to the current pathogen genotypes.  Obviously, this is not possible with a so-called "crop" on a one to five hundred year rotation.  Apparently, mutation to overcome white pine blister rust resistance has already occurred in California and Oregon (Fins et al. 2001).  It is likely that this has also already occurred in Idaho locations where up to two thirds of the genetically resistant trees have been killed by rust (Fins et al. 2001).





Thus, the best course seems to be to one of patience that far outlasts a human life span.  White pine are not annual crops.  This process will take much time to solve.





WATER QUALITY


WATBAL runs predict an increase in sediment due to logging and roadbuilding in Big Sand Creek. the trend of Big Sand Creek in terms of cobble embeddedness is down (see EAWS).  We question that the project would degrade the creeks more than the EA indicates due to the use of WATBAL (a flawed and underestimating sedimentation model which has been heavily criticized in the peer review process.  Agency criticisms of that peer-reviewed analysis have themselves not been peer-reviewed).





The CNF has not demonstrated compliance with Forest Plan standards in the damaged watersheds where standards have been exceeded in the past, therefore cannot proceed with projects causing further recovery delays, as dictated by the Forest Plan.





The EA seems to indicate the lower disturbance alternative would produce more sediment.  How can this be accurate.  Is it an error in the EA?  





What guarantees are there that the watershed restoration will be accomplished?  The EA equivocates on whether it will be done and that would affect the determination of whether this project meets the settlement agreement.





In any case, the predicted increase in sediment does not meet the settlement agreement.  The agency interpretation of that agreement conflicts with the agreement’s clear meaning.





SNAGS


The snag preservation in this sale is inadequate.  The EA concedes that the sale will further decrease snag density.  It is not evident that the project is compliant with Forest Plan snag guidelines or that the snags and snag-dependent species are adequately monitored.  





THREATENED, ENDANGERED, MANAGEMENT INDICATOR, AND There is a lack of realistic and scientifically-based discussion of impacts because the EA lacks a quantitative analysis for cumulative effects and does not show it meets forest plan standards.  With regard to the latter, the EA simply refers to the monitoring reports which provide no useful information about population numbers or trend or habitat amount and trend (III-41).





The only quantitative analysis in the EA for old growth TES and MI species deals with the number of acres of habitat affected.  There is no context for how this compares on a regional, district-wide or forest-wide basis and what that means.  Without that context, the viability of the species can’t be ascertained.





OLD GROWTH


The EA provides little information or analysis of the impacts of changing the old growth units.  While more acreage would be in old growth compartments, the current lack of old growth in the area makes it imperative that all old growth and late-mature forests be protected.  Will any of the current old growth units be logged under the proposal to change old growth stands and boundaries (the various maps in appendix B are hard to compare as the old growth map is a different scale than the pileated and goshawk maps)?  Have all the cutting units been inventoried for old growth characteristics?  Without more information, a determination that this project meets forest plan standards and a determination that the Clearwater National Forest is meeting the forest plan standards can’t be made.  





HERITAGE RESOURCES


The heritage resource section on page II-28 indicates that surveys have been completed.  However, there is no heritage section in chapter 3.  What did the surveys find and what are the effects of the alternatives on heritage resources?





Sincerely,











Gary Macfarlane					Jeff Juel


Friends of the Clearwater				The Ecology Center, Inc. 


PO Box 9241						 801 Sherwood Street, Suite B


Moscow, ID  83843					 Missoula, MT  59807


	and for							


Alliance for the Wild Rockies					


PO Box 8731 						


Missoula, MT  59807	


(No need to send DN to AWR, copies can be shared)				





Mike Petersen						Ron Mitchell


The Lands Council					Idaho Sporting Congress


921 W. Sprague, Ste 205				PO Box 1136


Spokane, WA  99201					Boise, ID  83701
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