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1.0 Purpose and Need 

1.1 Introduction 

Inchelium District Foresters of the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Indian Reservation 

propose the harvest of approximately 16.8 MMBF of timber from about 1,707 acres of Tribal 

land on the Inchelium District. The project area includes the lower portion of the Wilmont Creek 

drainage. This harvest would require about 9.3 miles of road construction and about 13.8 miles 

of road reconstruction. 

This proposal is part of a 15-year schedule of projects that were analyzed and approved under 

alternative 7 of the Record of Decision (ROD) and the Plan for Integrated Resource Management 

(PIRM) (Klock 2001).  

1.2 Purpose and Need for Action 

The Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation is in the business of growing timber for 

profit. Timber growing, harvesting, and processing are major sources of income for the Colville 

Tribe, the tribal membership and other groups in the local population. 

The Colville Reservation’s Plan for Integrated Resource Management (PIRM) (Klock 2001) 

calls for an annual harvest of 77.1 MMBF of timber. The PIRM also stresses the need for a 

healthy forest ecosystem with habitat that would contribute toward and support populations of 

native species, particularly those associated with cultural use.  

The Wilmont 2018 project area contains stands of timber that present a high risk of sustaining 

unacceptable losses to several forest insect and disease agents. These agents include western pine 

beetle, pine engraver beetle, Douglas-fir beetle, and dwarf mistletoe (in ponderosa pine, 

Douglas-fir and western larch). Many of the stands are also at risk from root disease 

(predominately Armillaria). 

These damaging agents have contributed to the generally poor health of the forests of the 

Colville Reservation. This poor health is also due partly to the presence of out-of-balance 

ecosystems caused by the exclusion of fire from the Douglas-fir and grand fir zones and other 

factors (Stevens 1991, Holford 1991).  

In addition, timber growing, harvesting, and processing are major sources of income for the 

Colville Tribes and for their members. Timber revenues historically accounted for 80-90% of the 

Tribal budget (Klock, 2000, Boyce et. al. 1998). In addition, logging and forest products 

processing is a major source of personal income for Tribal Members and other demographic 

groups in the population of northern Washington State.  

The Proposed Action also fulfills the need for forest regulation. The PIRM (Klock 2001) cites 

the National Indian Forest Resources Management Act (P.L. 101-630, Title III) which requires 

that Reservation lands be managed for sustained yield. Sustained yield is accomplished through 

regulation of the forest. Forest regulation is the establishment and maintenance of tree size 

classes in such proportions and potential growth so that an approximately equal annual yield of 

lumber is obtained (Davis 1966). This goal is attained by harvesting timber, providing for 

regeneration, and subsequent and current stand culture activities. Examples can be seen from the 

silvicultural prescriptions on file at the Inchelium Subagency.  
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1.3 Issues, Concerns and Objectives  

Forestry 

Forest Health 

Most forested ecosystems in the ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, and grand fir zones on the Colville 

Reservation exhibit stocking levels and species compositions that have never before existed. This 

produces an unstable condition that threatens the ability of the ecosystems to provide the 

resources desired by the Colville Tribes. This is also true of the Wilmont 2018 Project Area. 

Most of the unmanaged stands in those zones exhibit the instability mentioned above. This is the 

underlying cause of poor forest health in the Wilmont 2018 Project Area and was caused by the 

exclusion of fire over the past 100 years plus other factors (Stevens 1991, Holford 1991, Boyce 

and Dumas 1997).  

An abundance of insect and disease mortality agents are present in the forested area within the 

Wilmont 2018 Project Area. These have been partially mentioned in the Purpose and Need 

sections above. Any one of these, under certain conditions, could cause rapid increases in tree 

mortality (e.g. epidemics of bark beetles or defoliators). Stand treatments applied judiciously can 

reduce the likelihood of sudden increases in mortality due to these organisms.  

Implementation of the Proposed Action would help fill the need to bring the ecosystem into a 

balanced condition. 

1. To reduce the risk of loss of timber to insects, disease and fire. 

2. To improve general forest health. 

Indicator: 

A. Acres treated by each alternative. 

Income for the Colville Tribes, Support of Tribal Businesses and Employment for the 

Tribal Membership 

The income from the sale of timber accrues directly to the Tribal Government and, through that 

governing body, to the Tribal membership. It is therefore in the best interest of the Tribes to 

realize income from the sale of Reservation timber.  

The Colville Tribal Sorting Yard (owned by the Colville Tribal Federal Corporation) and 

businesses owned by Tribal members in the region rely on the sale of timber from Tribal lands. 

These and other wood-based businesses also employ Tribal members. These firms are engaged in 

logging, transporting, milling, marketing, and processing of timber into dimension lumber and 

other products. The PIRM (Klock 2001) indicates that 77.1 MMBF should be harvested in each 

calendar year in order to supply the timber needs of these businesses. This is in accordance with 

the regulations contained in 25 CFR 163.6. 

Other, non-tribal businesses rely on the money spent by the tribes and tribal members. Examples 

come from the general economy of the area – arguably the most timber-dependent economy in 

the United States. These include: grocery store owners, gas stations, schools & teachers, other 

retail businesses, county and city governments … plus all the people employed by these 

businesses.  
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The intent of managing Tribal timber is, in part, to provide meaningful, productive employment 

for Tribal Members and to provide profit opportunities for tribally owned businesses. 

1. To provide income for the Colville Tribes. 

Indicator: 

A. Estimated stumpage produced by each alternative. 

2. To provide employment for the tribal membership. 

3. To provide profit for tribally owned businesses. 

Indicator: 

A. Estimated volume of timber harvested per alternative. 

Timber Management (Timber Regulation) 

To assure a continued supply of timber from Reservation lands it is necessary to regulate the 

amount of timber removed in any one period. “Regulation” means that timber is removed in 

approximately equal portions each year and, over the long run, no more timber should be 

removed than is grown. Regulation refers to the “timber base” - those lands from which the 

Tribes expect to harvest timber in perpetuity. The concept of timber regulation requires that all 

land in the timber base produce (grow) timber at an acceptable level. Since managed timberlands 

are more productive than unmanaged lands, the more timberland brought under management, the 

closer we are to meaningful regulation of the timber harvest and therefore to a sustained yield 

condition.  

1. To expand forest regulation. 

Indicator: 

B. Acres treated by each alternative. 

Soil Resource Objectives 

1. To avoid causing detrimental soils conditions on more than 25% of the treatment 

(logged) area. 

Indicators:  

A. Displacement: movement or removal of topsoil. 

B. Compaction: topsoil is noticeably compressed or flattened, decreasing several 

inches in depth in contrast to nearby undisturbed soils of similar character. 

C. Fire damage: most of the topsoil is consumed and the top layer of mineral soil has 

changed color. 

D. Rutting of soil in the bottom of swales and draws. 

Hydrology Objectives 

1. To minimize erosion and sediment delivery to surface waters and prevent 

streambank/wetland disturbance. 

Indicators: 
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A. Road construction and use. 

B. Road construction/use within 200 ft. of surface water. 

C. Harvest within 200 ft. of surface water. 

Fish and Wildlife Objectives 

1. To maintain and restore critical forest structure; old growth forests, deciduous stands, 

wetlands, large woody debris, etc. (Klock 2001). 

Indicator: 

A. Wetland and stream adjacency acres. 

2. To reduce alterations to fish and wildlife habitat in order to sustain viable populations 

and communities through maintained thermal, forage and travel cover and reduction 

of habitat fragmentation (Klock 2001). 

Indicators: 

A. Block size and adjacency, acres. 

B. Road density, mi/mi
2
. 

C. Miles of new road construction. 

3. To maintain or increase the quantity and quality of habitat necessary to sustain and 

restore fish populations through high quality habitat and water (Klock 2001). 

Indicators: 

A. Miles of new road construction. 

B. Density of stream crossings (new, existing, removed). 

C. Miles of stream adjacency. 

1.4 Compliance with Other Codes and Regulations 

The Colville Indian Reservation IRMP provides an in-depth reservation wide analysis that 

addresses many of the concerns and issues outlined in the following section. Issues and concerns 

discussed below with Fish and Wildlife, Hydrology, Cultural Resources, Soils, Range and 

Vegetation were intensively analyzed in the IRMP Environmental Impact Statement. This project 

is designed to be compliant with Colville Tribal Forest Practices Code (208), CTC 4-9: 

Hydraulic Project Permitting, 4-10: Water Resources Use and Permitting, the Endangered 

Species Act, Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act and other applicable Tribal and Federal 

Regulations. 

1.5 Decision(s) to be Made 

The Colville Agency Bureau of Indian Affairs Superintendent with the concurrence of the 

Colville Business Council (CBC) would determine which alternative is selected for 

implementation.  

a) To take no action (Alternative A). 

b) To approve the proposed action (Alternative B). 

c) To direct an additional alternative be created. 
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The BIA Superintendent would also determine whether the environmental consequences are 

significant and prepare either a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) or determine that 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would be required. 

1.6 Public Scoping 

The public scoping related to the Record of Decision (ROD) process started in 1994 (Klock 

2001). Through numerous “visioning sessions” with the Tribal membership and detailed input by 

Tribal staff and management, 15 goals for management of natural resources were identified. 

These goals were used to identify key planning issues that were the focus of the Integrated 

Resource Management Plan (IRMP) EIS (Klock 2000). In July of 2001 the ROD and PIRM were 

approved by the Colville Tribal Business Council. The ROD outlines a 15 year implementation 

plan in which the cumulative effects were analyzed in Alternative 7 of the Final Environmental 

Impact Statement (FEIS) (Klock 2000).  

The Wilmont 2018 Project was presented to the 3P Team on March 2018. The 3P Team also had 

a field tour of the project area on June 6, 2018. The project was presented to the public during 

the August 2018 Inchelium District Meeting. This project is a part of that 15-year plan for 

Forestry Resource Management on the Reservation (Klock 2001, Table F-19).  

Major Relevant Issues: 

Direct 

 Wildlife Habitat 

 Forage/Thermal Cover Ratios 

 Road Density 

 Soil Disturbance 

 Course Woody Debris (CWD) loss 

 Water quality/hydrologic process/aquatic habitat degradation 

Indirect 

 Potential for future landslides and mass wasting events 

 Water quality/hydrologic process/aquatic habitat degradation 

Cumulative 

 Total road densities 

 Total soil disturbance associated with past and proposed harvest 

 Water quality/hydrologic process/aquatic habitat degradation 

2.0 Alternatives Considered 

2.1 General Discussion: Alternative Design 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Council on Environmental Quality 

(CEQ), the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of Indian Affairs have developed 

regulations that require that a reasonable range of alternatives be considered in NEPA 

documentation, including the “Proposed Action” and “No Action” alternatives.  

For this project, Alternative A (No Action) is included to fulfill the requirements of NEPA and to 

provide baseline values by which to measure the effects of other alternatives. For the purposes of 
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this document, “no action” means that no harvest or other resource manipulation would occur if 

this alternative were adopted. 

Alternative B (the Proposed Action) was constructed to fulfill the purpose and need. That is, 

Alternative B was designed to:  

 Reduce risk of loss of timber to insects, disease, and fire, 

 Provide stumpage income for the Tribal Government of the Colville Tribes,  

 Provide employment for Tribal members,  

 Provide opportunity for profit for Tribally owned businesses, 

 Improve general forest health, 

 Expand forest regulation. 

All alternatives are designed to meet all legal and procedural requirements to which the Colville 

Tribes and the Bureau of Indian Affairs must adhere. 

2.2 Alternative A: No Action 

The “No Action Alternative” includes the BIA not approving the Wilmont 2018 Project at this 

time and/or the BIA and Tribe not implementing activities under the project. Under this 

alternative no timber harvest, road reconstruction, or other manipulation of resources would take 

place.  

2.3 Alternative B: Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action Alternative includes the BIA approving the Wilmont 2018 Project and the 

BIA and Tribe implementing the activities under the proposal. This Alternative does meet the 

Purpose and Need of the project. 

Timber Harvest of 16.8 MMBF on 1,332 acres in 39 harvest blocks in the Wilmont 2018 Project 

Area.  

Summary for Alternative B  

 The regeneration harvest (968 acres) would yield about 14 MMBF. These 

prescriptions are calculated to regenerate stands that are made up of mature timber or 

are severely affected by forest health concerns. This harvest would take place by the 

application of evenaged silvicultural methods (e.g. seedtree, shelterwood and 

seedtree/overstory removal).  

 Intermediate harvest (e.g. commercial thinning, overstory removal, sanitation 

salvage) (364 acres) would yield about 2.7 MMBF. These treatments are designed to 

increase growing space for the best individual trees thereby increasing their resistance 

to insects, disease, and fire. These prescriptions would take place in younger, mostly 

healthy stands. The goals for this type of harvest include capturing some revenue as 

well. Regeneration harvest would be scheduled at a later date for these stands.  

 Over all, about 3.0 MMBF of ponderosa pine, 13.7 MMBF of mixed Douglas-fir and 

western larch would be harvested. Other species (Engelmann Spruce, grand fir, and 

subalpine fir) would make up 0.08 MMBF.  

 Logging systems used would be tractors/skidders (on 1,230 acres), and live skyline 

cable systems (uphill cable – 436 acres).  
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 About 9.3 miles of road would be constructed to provide access for these treatments 

and 13.8 miles of road would be reconstructed.  

 Site preparation to encourage regeneration of desirable conifer species would include 

215 acres of broadcast burning and 656 acres of slash piling/scarification using 

modified excavators. Lopping and scattering of tree limbs, tops, and other slash 

would take place on about 480 acres. Accumulation of slash would take place on 92 

acres. This last method is applied at the time of harvest when using a cut to-length-

system in commercial thinning. When progressing through the stand on designated 

skid trails the harvester would accumulate the slash as it is created by placing it on the 

trail in front of the machine allowing the machine to traverse through the stand on a 

mat of slash. This would greatly decrease fuel continuity and fire risk.  

The map for Alternative B is in Appendix A.  

Table 1. Alternative B harvest systems. 

Logging Method Acres 

Ground Based 1,230 

Cable 436 

Table 2. Alternative B road construction and reconstruction. 

Roads Miles 

New Construction 9.3 

Reconstruction 13.8 

Road Closure Plan 

All newly constructed roads would be closed following post-harvest activities.  

Other Project Design Features 

There are many other project design features that are included in this alternative. These are 

included to help protect other resources such as fish and wildlife, and riparian areas. Some of 

these design features are outlined below. These design features would help mitigate most of the 

issues and concerns raised by Fish and Wildlife, Soils and Hydrology. These design features 

would make the project meet the standards of the IRMP and Forest Practices Code and help to 

mitigate some of the potential negative impacts of the project. 

 Habitat patches would be left in the large units to break up the “continuity” on the 

landscape and provide refuge for wildlife. 

 Scattered over-story trees would be left on all units to provide a future source of snags 

and down woody debris. 

 Streams and wetlands would be buffered as required by the current 208 guidelines. 

 A combination of cable logging and ground based systems would be used, depending on 

steepness of the units and road placement. 

 Summer and winter seasonal restrictions would be placed on units to protect the sensitive 

ash cap soils from erosion. Summer would be dry soil conditions, winter restrictions 

would require frozen ground and/or 2 feet of snow. 
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 Archeological sites would be buffered and protected from logging damage. 

 Corridors would be in place on the landscape to allow wildlife to travel across the project 

area while being secure. 

 Continued monitoring for specific wildlife species would occur and operational 

adjustments can be made if needed. 

 Skid trails would be spaced at least 100 feet to reduce soil compaction and displacement. 

When timber harvest takes place, Best Management Practices (BMP’s) outlined in the Colville 

Confederated Tribes Forest Practices Handbook (208 Handbook), dated October 2006, would be 

employed. Timber contract compliance by the Timber Sale Officer (TSO) would be the foremost 

method ensuring that the BMP’s are followed and implemented. Proper maintenance of roads 

and skid trails after logging operations would be implemented to reduce erosion. Designated skid 

trails and cable logging would help reduce impacts to the soil resources. Slash treatments, on the 

ground and at the landings, would be either lop & scattered, slash, excavator piled & burned, 

prescribed burned or left on site. The continual management of the stands including monitoring 

from initial stand development to the maturity of the stand would be completed by various 

forestry staff such as Silviculturists, Timber Sale Officers, and forest development staff. The 

monitoring would ensure the individual stands are going down the anticipated pathway to the 

desired future conditions. 

Culverts would be replaced at certain locations depending on the necessity which would be 

determined by the TSO’s, District Officer, or the road engineer. Also, new culverts would be 

installed to allow the continual flow of water to remain in the same established channel and 

accommodate the estimated discharge of a 100-year flood event. Water sources would be 

identified on the FPA/HPA application as potential sites to obtain water for road watering, 

dependent on approval from the Water Administrator. Calcium chloride may be used on sections 

of road as an alternative to road watering.  

Riparian Management Zones (RMZ) would be identified in the planning process using stream 

classification maps, and determined by Presales Department personnel during block boundary 

layout. The identified RMZ buffer guidelines utilized would be from the approved Forest 

Practices Handbook (208 Handbook), dated October 2006. During implementation of road 

construction activities and logging operations, some trees may need to be harvested, if they 

present a safety hazard. 

3.0 Affected Environment 

3.1 Forestry  

General Discussion 

The Wilmont 2018 Project Area is on the Inchelium District of the Colville Reservation located 

in northeastern Washington State. The area is bounded on the east by the watershed boundary 

between Wilmont Creek and the two smaller drainages to the east - Coyote Creek and Monaghan 

Creek. The boundary continues south along the eastern watershed boundary of Wilmont Creek to 

the west shore of Lake Roosevelt. The boundary follows the shoreline of Lake Roosevelt west to 

the beginning of Wilmont Creek’s western watershed boundary. The western boundary of the 

Project Area proceeds northwest along the western watershed divide between Wilmont Creek 
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and the creeks to the west (including Jerred Creek). This is Gold Mt. Ridge. The boundary 

follows the ridge northwest and breaks off to the northeast along the watershed boundary 

between Wilmont Creek and Little Wilmont Creek. It follows that ridge down to Little Wilmont 

Creek then proceeds immediately north up an opposing ridge to a large flat. The boundary 

proceeds to the northeast along the first ridge encountered and down across Wilmont Creek 

where it attaches to the ridge forming the northern watershed divide of Cougar Canyon.  

The area covers all of lower Wilmont Creek including all of the Bear Creek drainage. 

The entire acreage encompassed by the project boundary is about 11,918 acres. Of this, about 

363 acres are allotted lands, 2,198 are fee lands and 58 acres are Freeboard lands (Federal 

Bureau of Reclamation ownership). The rest – 9,299 acres are Tribal Trust lands. Of the trust 

acres (including allotments), 7,855 acres are in the Timber Management land base (the lands on 

which we grow timber for wood products).  

 
Figure 1. Location of the Colville Indian Reservation in Washington State. 

Figure 2. Location of Wilmont 2018 Project Area. 

 

Forest Health 
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The forest ecosystems of the mountain west have evolved in the presence of fire. The general 

health of the forest – its ability to sustain itself in balance – is dependent on periodic fire. 

Although specific natural fire cycles (as described by typical fire intensity and frequency) vary 

from site to site, fire has influenced every stand in the region since the last retreat of the glaciers 

12,000 to 14,000 years ago.  

Beginning about 100 years ago, firefighters have, with increasing effectiveness, suppressed fires. 

In addition grazing has been sharply curtailed on the landscape. The result is that, for much of 

the region (including the Douglas-fir and grand fir communities in the Wilmont 2018 Project 

Area), fire and grazing have been artificially excluded as forces in ecosystem development and 

maintenance. Fire exclusion especially impacts vegetation on all Douglas-fir and grand fir sites 

within the Wilmont Creek area. Exclusion of fire: (1) increases the occurrence of plant species 

that are less adapted to the site, (2) increases stocking (total living vegetative biomass) far above 

historic levels, and (3) increases fuel loading, and the development of fuel ladders. The result is 

vegetation that is stressed from competition and therefore more susceptible to insects and 

disease. The increase in fuels and the development of “ladder” fuels in the absence of fire 

produces stands of vegetation that are more likely to sustain catastrophic, stand-replacing 

wildfires. This severe type of fire is more likely to damage soils and long-term site productivity. 

The timber in the project area is showing some increased ability to withstand the assaults of the 

common insect attacks. This project area received extensive and intensive treatments designed to 

strengthen the individual trees and stands in about the year 2000. These treatments appear to 

have been substantially effective. However, out-of-balance and high risk stands are still present. 

In the project area, only 173 acres (2%) of the commercial forested acres (7,855 ac) in Trust 

ownership sustained conifer mortality over the last 5 years.  

By far the most common forest tree disease is dwarf mistletoe which affects 90% of the acres in 

the project area. Root disease (notably Armillaria) is somewhat rare in the project area affecting 

only 19% of the timber base. The most common insect attacks are by western pine beetle, 

mountain pine beetle, and Douglas-fir beetle. These insects affect 86% of the timber base making 

these pests the most damaging in the Project Area.  

Timber Regulation 

Timbered land is said to be brought under regulation when harvested or when any stocking 

control or other cultural treatment is performed. The Wilmont 2018 Project Area contains 2,004 

acres of regulated timber ground at this time. This leaves 5,851 acres (74%) unregulated. 

Support of Tribal Timber-Dependent Firms 

According to the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Klock 2000), the unemployment rate 

among Tribal members was 45% at the time of that writing. The FEIS also points out that forest 

industries, wood processing, and Tribal government are major employers of Tribal members on 

and near the Colville Reservation. “It is estimated that approximately 75 percent of the revenue 

supporting the economic viability of members of the Tribes comes from the sustainable harvest 

of the Reservation’s forest resource” (Klock 2000).  

Stumpage Income for Colville Tribes 

Stumpage income, while only one of the sources of income for Tribal members, is very 

important one for the Colville Confederated Tribes. “Timber revenues have historically 

contributed 80-90 percent of the Tribal budget” (Klock 2000). 
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3.2 Soils 

Soil, water, and vegetation are intrinsically linked through the water cycle and all three 

components functioning properly are vital to a robust and resilient watershed (Brady & Weil 

1996; Hunner 2014). Soils also provide habitat for micro- and macro-organisms and perform 

nutrient recycling functions (Brady & Weil 1996). As a medium and ecosystem soil and soil 

functions are key to plant productivity. Vegetative contributions to soil (coarse woody debris, 

litter, root growth, physical cover, etc.), natural hydrologic processes, subterranean biological 

processes, and inherent soil characteristics/components are necessary to sustain productive forest 

growth (Brady & Weil 1996; Hunner 2014). 

The landscape throughout the project area is dominated by hills, mountains, terraces, and 

outwash terraces. Soils are formed predominantly from glacial sediment, volcanic ash, and loess. 

Soil parent materials originated from by metamorphic rock residuum and colluvium, glacial, 

volcanic and wind processes. Table 3 shows the general soil types and their landscape 

characteristics. Soils data for the Colville Indian Reservation comes from the detailed soil survey 

of the Colville Indian Reservation (NRCS 2002). 

Table 3. General soil types and their landscape characteristics of the project area. 
General Soil Types Map Unit Names Landform 

Channery Loam Raisio-Rufus, Wellscreek Mountains 

Silt Loam Oxerine, Jimcreek, Mitchellpoint, Wilmont Hills, Mountains 

Ashy Loam Garrison Outwash Terraces 

3.3 Hydrology 

Table 4. Hydrology within the Wilmont 2018 Project footprint.  

Hydrology Potentially Affected Size 
Mapped Streams 43 mi 

Mapped Wetlands 705 ac 

Lake Roosevelt Lake Shore 52,478 ac 

3.4 Fish and Wildlife 

Wildlife 

The Wilmont 2018 Project Area supports habitat for a variety of birds including Northern 

goshawks, great gray owls, other raptors, pileated woodpeckers and other cavity nesters, gold 

and bald eagles, owls, and a wide range of songbirds. Habitat components that provide 

requirements for the highest concentration of birds are found in and around riparian areas and 

areas with deciduous vegetation. Other critical habitat components include large diameter trees, 

snags and an abundance of large woody debris. 

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668-668c), of 1940, as amended, and 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-712), of 1918, as amended, prohibits anyone, without 

a permit, from “Taking” eagles or any bird, including their parts, nests, or eggs. Within this Act, 



14 

18pp044Wilmont 2018 Project Environmental Assessment 

eagles/nests/eggs/young are not to be “Disturbed” including agitated or bothered. Aerial surveys 

are conducted annually by the Colville Tribe to identify eagle and raptor nests. All known nests 

are buffered and have seasonal restrictions. 

The Northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) is a large forest raptor, strongly associated with 

mature forests where there is dense and closed canopy cover, open understory for flyways, and 

multiple canopy layers for protection. These attributes are critical for nesting and foraging 

Northern goshawks. Great gray owls (Strix nebulosi) share similar habitat requirements as the 

Northern goshawk with the additional requirement of open meadows for hunting. Pileated 

woodpeckers (Hylatomus pileatus) and white-headed woodpeckers (Picoides albolarvatus) are 

residents of the project area. Woodpeckers seek habitat that contains large diameter trees and 

mature stands of timber with an abundance of woody debris.  

The Wilmont 2018 Project Area contains habitat that meets the life requirements of a variety of 

mammal species including snowshoe hares (Lepus americanus), mice (Cricetidae spp.), voles 

(Cricetidae spp.), beaver (Castor canadensis), several species of bat (Chiroptera spp.), coyotes 

(Canus latrans), black bears (Ursus americanus), bobcats (Lynx rufus) and cougars (Puma 

concolor). Reptiles and amphibians are also residents of the project area and are sensitive to 

habitat changes. Areas used for reproduction are among the most important areas to protect for 

these species. Each of these species would react differently to the impacts of logging operations 

but maintaining species diversity and structural complexity would ensure the continuance of the 

greatest suite of species.  

Mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), White-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), Rocky mountain 

elk (Cervus elaphus nelsoni), and Moose (Alces alces) are culturally significant species to tribal 

members for both subsistence and ceremonial uses and are found within and adjacent to the 

project area throughout the year. Additionally, aerial big game surveys have documented winter 

range for elk, white-tailed deer, mule deer, and moose within the perimeter of the project area. 

Mule deer can be found throughout the area from steep forested ridges to lowland shrub-steppe 

habitat at all elevations. White-tailed deer are primarily found using riparian associated habitat 

adjacent to streams, rivers, meadows or agriculture at elevations below 3,500 feet. Elk are known 

to use portions of the area throughout the year, including calving grounds and winter range.  

The Colville Reservation is currently home to five known wolf packs. Gray wolves (Canis lupus) 

as an apex predator play an important role in ecosystem function, preying primarily on ungulates 

such as deer, elk and moose. Currently, there is a suspected wolf pack utilizing the Wilmont area, 

with habitat and prey existing to support wolves. This area provides travel habitat and movement 

for resident and migrant wolves.  

Canadian lynx (Lynx canadensis) may also be present in the most northern portion of the 

Wilmont 2018 Project Area. While this area is not located within the Hall Creek Lynx 

Management Zone (LMZ), it is on a main ridge top that serves as an important wildlife corridor. 

Additionally pine marten (Martes martes) and fishers (Pekania pennant) historically have been 

documented on the Colville Reservation. These rare forest carnivores are extremely susceptible 

to logging and harvesting of old growth forests. Snags are used for denning sites and the bigger 

snags should be left when possible.  

Fish 
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Wilmont, Bear, and Cougar creeks and all of their tributaries are a part of the Wilmont 

watershed. These streams are an important and vital system for our resident fish species. Fish 

species present in these streams are Eastern Brook Trout (Salvelinus fontinalis), Redband 

Rainbow Trout (Onchoryncus mykiss gairdneri), Dace species (Rhinichtys spp.), and native 

minnows (Cyprinidae).  

Habitat 

The project area supports a variety of cottonwood and aspen (Populus spp.) stands possessing 

multiple stand characteristics. Riparian areas within the project area are associated with seeps 

and springs, intermittent and perennial streams, and wetlands. There are many seeps and springs 

in this area that may not be visible until the ground is disturbed; this along with soil type and 

slope could result in washouts and landslides. Deciduous trees and shrubs are present in the 

lower elevations of the project and in the saddles and draws of the higher elevations; these areas 

are considered riparian habitat if they are linked to a seasonal or perennial water source. 

Within the project there are areas that contain sufficient woody debris both in the uplands and 

riparian habitats. These areas would be impacted by the removal of large recruitment trees, the 

reduction of snags and the removal of downed wood due to site prep and equipment operation.  

3.5 Fuels/Fire Management 

Eighty years of active fire suppression has negatively altered plant community composition, 

structure, density and fuel loading within the project area. Prior to the more recent period of 

active fire suppression, fire was an important ecosystem component that helped maintain 

resilient ecosystem function. Fire on the landscape helped the fire-adapted vegetation species 

occupying these sites maintain healthy resilient plant communities. 

Stand Composition Density, Structure and Fuel Loading 

Currently most stands in the project area are over stocked with shade tolerant species, with a 

closed canopy, multi storied structure, carrying surface fuel loading that are higher than would 

have normally occurred. The risk of catastrophic wildfire is greater in these stands then would 

have normally occurred.  

The vegetation varies from fairly well stocked DF & PP with understory conifers and shrubs to 

areas mostly devoid of trees with the vegetation made up of dry site grasses, forbs and shrubs. 

Within the forested areas, PP and DF dominate while understory seedling/saplings of these have 

gotten a foothold in the understory and have begun to spread into the surrounding areas. The fire 

regimes are dominated by Regime II – fire return interval 0-35 years with fires of mixed and 

high severity. While there is significant Regime 1 (with fire return intervals of 0-35 years) Since 

the last entry into the area was in 1960 (a “selective cut”), the area can be in condition classes 2 

and 3 (moderate departure and severe departure from historic ranges). In addition, fire ladders or 

ladder fuels are beginning to reach the point where continuous fuel is available in vertical 

configurations to lead any fires that occur into the crowns of the trees.  

3.6 Cultural Resources 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) as amended, and its implementing 

regulations found at 36 CFR Part 800, require federal agencies to identify cultural resources for 
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federal action. The significance of the resource must be evaluated using established criteria 

outlined at 36 CFR 60.4. If a resource is determined to be a historic property, Section 106 of the 

NHPA requires that effects of the undertaking on the resource be determined. A historic property 

is “…any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure or object included in, or eligible 

for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, including artifacts, records, and material 

remains related to such a property…” (NHPA, 16 USC 470w, Sec. 301[5]). 

“Cultural resources” include archaeological sites, standing structures, and locations or landforms 

that are important to the identity of the indigenous people of the area (i.e., traditional cultural 

properties [TCPs]). For more details on the affected cultural environment, please consult the 

CCT Cultural Resource Management Plan (CCT 2007), the cultural resources overview for the 

Colville Reservation (Gough 1990), and the FEIS for the IRMP (CCT 2000). 

The Wilmont 2018 Forestry Project is within the ancestral territory of the Sanpoil tribe, who can 

identify their ancestry back over a thousand years in this area. This project includes various 

forest and fire management treatments for approximately 1,707 acres of land within the 

Inchelium Forestry District (IFD). The project area encompasses approximately 11,918 acres. 

Additionally, this project would require approximately 9.3 miles of road construction and 13.8 

miles of road reconstruction. For the purposes of consultation with the Tribal Historic 

Preservation Officer (THPO) under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the 

1,707 acre timber treatment areas and attendant landings, as well as the 23 miles of road 

construction and reconstruction shall be considered the Area of Potential Effect (APE).  

Approximately 265.8 acres were previously surveyed within and immediately adjacent to the 

Wilmont 2018 project area (Rice & Holstine 1979; McClung 2013). These inquiries have 

resulted in the formal documentation of three Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) and nine 

historic sites within the project area. 

For the current project, a predictive model was used to select areas within the Wilmont 2018 

project area for cultural resource survey (Hess 2001). The cultural resources survey for the 

Wilmont 2018 Project identified six historic sites. 

Four of the eighteen cultural resources identified within/adjacent to the entire project area are 

located within the APE for the current project. These sites have been recorded as 091313-2-

AMC, a historic object, 101518-2-AS, a historically modified tree, 101618-2-AS, a historic 

agricultural property, and 101818-1-AS, historic debris scatter/objects. These sites are not 

considered eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, as described in 36 CFR Part 

60.4. 

3.7 Range Management 

The area affected by the proposal, specifically in Range Units 21 and 76, lies approximately 15 

miles south of Inchelium, WA. Average rainfall for these sites ranges from 20-25” (snow in 

winter months) at the higher elevations and an average of 15-20” at the lower elevations. 

Elevations vary from 1,400 to 2,600 feet and with a diversity of habitats in the mixed conifer 

types; douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) and grand fir (Abies grandis), along with various 

plant communities; common snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus), mallow ninebark (Physocarpos 

malvaceus), bluebunch wheatgrass (Pseudoroegneria spicada), Idaho Fescue (Festuca 

idahoensis), and pinegrass (Calamagrostis rubescens). 
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The Colville Confederated Tribes Range Program currently has grazing permits on range units 

21, and 76 which is located within the timber harvest area. The season of use begins May 1
st
 

through October 31
st
. 

Table 5. Usage of Range Units within the Wilmont 2018 Project Area. 

Range Unit # of permittees # of livestock Season of Use 

(months) 

21 0 0 5.5 

76 1 34 6 

4.0 Environmental Consequences  

Summary Table of Issues Indicators 

Table 6. Summary Table of Issue Indicators for IRMP Goals and Objectives. 

Issue Indicator Alt. A Alt. B 

Acres Treated 0 1,707 acres 

Stumpage Value 0 $4,032,586 

Timber harvested 0 16.8 MMBF 

Road Construction 0 miles 9.3 miles new 
construction 

13.8 miles 
reconstruction 

Road Construction/use within 200 ft. 
of Surface Water 

Existing Condition  

11.85 Miles 

17.33 Miles 

Harvest within 200 ft of Surface Water 0 acres 417 acres 

Road Density 

Wilmont 

 

5.82 mi/mi2 

 

7.3 mi/mi2 

Wetland and Stream Adjacency 0 acres 99 acres 

Acres Removed for Resource Concerns n/a 61 acres 

4.1 Forestry 
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Table 7. Forestry Issue Indicators for the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives.  

Resource Issue Issue Indicator Units

No Action 

(Alternative 

A)
1

Proposed Action 

(Alternative B)

Forest Regulation
New Acres Brought Under 

Regulatioin 
Acres 0 986

Support of Tribal Wood 

Processing
Timber Volume for Processing MBF 0 16,800.0

Stumpage Income Projected Stumpage
5 $ $0 $4,032,587

1/ For the purpose of this document, "no action" means that no stand manipulation would take place - no ground disturbing actions

Vegetation/Timber

5/Stumpage rates are from those obtained for the Grant Canyon Project  as set by the Log Market Appraisal Committee 1st quarter 2019 

report

 Forest Health 

Alteration of the natural fire cycle in the PP, DF and GF zones has resulted in forest health 

problems. These problems can be summarized in terms of “hazard”. The condition of the trees 

and stands were interpreted by the silviculturist into overall hazard ratings for various insect and 

disease damaging agents. The main damaging agents at work in the project area are, in order of 

decreasing severity: dwarf mistletoe (Arceuthobium spp.), bark beetles (DF beetle, western pine 

beetle, and DF beetle) root disease (usually Armillaria spp.), and western spruce budworm 

(Choristoneura occidentalis Freeman).  

Hazard was used to help select stands as harvest candidates. Therefore, any action alternative 

would indicate that a large percentage of the stands with elevated hazard would be treated. The 

No Action alternative would not treat high-hazard acres and an increased rate of loss to insects 

and/or disease would be expected. 

Timber Management 

Forest Regulation  

Only Alternative B would add to the regulated forest. Alternative B (Proposed Action) would 

add 986 acres, while Alternative A (“No Action”) would, of course, not add any new acreage to 

the regulated forest.  

Stumpage Income 

Only Alternative B would produce a return for the Tribes (estimated stumpage = $4,032,587). 

Timber Volume for Support of Tribal Timber-Dependent Firms 

Alternative B would produce 16.8 million board feet for harvest and processing. Alternative A 

would, of course, produce no timber volume for processing.  

Impacts to Forestry Resources Alternative A: No Action 

 No profits for Colville Tribe and would not meet the AAC of 77.1 MMBF. 

 Forest management would not receive the 10% funds. 

 No timber industry employment would be generated. 

 Forest health would decline. 
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 No Improvements in forest roads. 

 Area would move farther away from the Desired Future Condition’s in the Integrated 

Resource Management Plan. 

 No new acres would be added to the regulated forest. 

Under this alternative, no conifer trees would be harvested. No timber stumpage revenue would 

be generated. No Forest Management Deduction (10%) funds would be generated. No logging 

industry employment would be generated. No silvicultural treatments would be implemented. 

Forest health issues and concerns could possibly worsen, and the desired objectives would not be 

achieved in regards to Desired Future Condition’s, identified in the Plan for Integrated Resource 

Management (PIRM). Overstocking of forest stands; predominance of climax tree species, over 

mature trees, tree mortality, competing vegetation, forest insects and diseases problems and other 

current forest conditions would continue to affect the overall forest health. The potential forest 

site-productivity may never be achieved on some locations.  

Forest roads would not be maintained and/or reconstructed, and potentially upgraded by culvert 

installation and erosion control which would affect the access and use of resources by the 

Colville Tribe and public. Under-sized culverts and plastic culverts would not be replaced.  

“No Action” on the Wilmont 2018 Project could put the pressure of achieving the projected 

stumpage revenue onto other reservation-wide project areas and natural resources. Specifically, 

the “No Action” alternative could be detrimental to the health of the forest land that is affected 

by high infection rates of Dwarf mistletoe in the conifer tree species. Without action on many of 

the previously harvested stands; the understory trees that would be the future forest would be 

highly infected with Dwarf mistletoe. Other stands that have no past harvest would continue to 

degrade and have higher chances of stand replacing fires. 

Impacts to Forestry Resources Alternative B: Proposed Action 

 The proposed action includes treatment of approximately 1,707 acres in the Wilmont 

Creek drainage. 

 This action alternative involves the extraction of timber resources to improve the overall 

forest health and manage towards the Desired Future Conditions (DFC’s) for the 

individual stands. This alternative would produce an estimated 16.8 MMBF of timber 

resources, worth an estimated $4,032,587. There would be several positive forest health 

and forest growth effects on the timber resource: 

 Dwarf mistletoe would be reduced on the landscape. 

 The stands would move toward the Desired Future Conditions listed in the IRMP. 

 Diseased and unhealthy conifer stands would be regenerated to young vigorous 

plantations, and species composition would be shifted back to a heavier composition of 

PP and WL. 

 Eminent mortality would be captured. The trees would otherwise die and a monetary 

return would never be realized.  

 Disease resistant tree species would be regenerated on the sites improving future growth. 

 Stand densities would be decreased on overstocked stands, increasing growth and future 

merchantability while decreasing stand replacing fire potential.  
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 All of these things cumulatively would create a faster growing, disease resistant, 

more productive forest landscape that would yield much higher volumes and value 

in the future. 

Some of the potential negative impacts that a timber sale may create, include the following: 

Visual landscape changes or disturbances would occur. Man-made “signs” (ribbon, tags, paint) 

are introduced into the area to guide the forest management. Noise and dust are created from 

logging operations. Existing vegetation is temporarily disturbed, but their resiliency to 

disturbances would allow them to come back. Skid trails and landings are created. Woody slash 

material is created.  

4.2 Soils 

Impacts to Soil Resources Alternative A: No Action 

The “no action” alternative would have no impact on the soil resource within the project area.  

Impacts to Soil Resources Alternative B: Proposed Action 

Soil would be impacted by ground-based logging and excavator piling and burning operations. 

1,042 acres would undergo ground-based logging, of which 656 acres would also undergo 

excavator piling and pile burning. Blocks that are cable logged, comprising 435 acres, typically 

have few significant soil impacts. 

Generally, areas with slopes exceeding 35% are less well suited to use of ground-based 

machinery and soil impacts would be greater. 437 acres of the total ground-based treatment area 

have slopes exceeding 35%. Anticipated soil impacts include displacement of topsoil, rutting, 

compaction, and erosion or soil loss. Ratings of potential for soil degradation are provided by the 

Natural Resources Conservation Service. Table 8 shows the number of acres of ground-based 

harvest classified by soil displacement, rutting, compaction, and erosion hazard ratings: 

Table 8. Ground-based harvest acres with soil degradation ratings. 

Soil Degradation Type High Potential Moderate Potential Low Potential 
Displacement 361.9 Acres 501.1 Acres 179.5 Acres 

Rutting 761.2 Acres 255.4 Acres 25.9 Acres 

Compaction 890.3 Acres 152.2 Acres 0.0 Acres 

Erosion 561.7 Acres 204.1 Acres 276.7 Acres 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service rates most soils with slopes exceeding 20% as 

poorly suited or unsuited for surface mechanical site preparation. Of 646 acres receiving 

mechanical site prep, 233 acres have soils rated as well suited and 413 acres have soils rated as 

poorly suited or unsuited. The primary factor limiting suitability is hill slope. Anticipated soil 

impacts include displacement of topsoil and erosion. 

Skid trails and pile burning generally cause severe impact to the upper soil layer (Cooley 2004). 

Skid trail impacts include compaction, rutting, and erosion or soil loss. Pile burning consumes 

most soil organic matter, nutrients, while changing the texture of soil surface layers. 

672 acres are proposed for prescribed broadcast burning. Nearly this entire area is considered by 

NRCS to be susceptible to fire damage, primarily due to subsequent water erosion. Higher 

impact is associated with higher burn severity, with low severity burns posing less risk of soil 

damage. 
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Standard Operating Procedures and Mitigation Measures Relevant to Effects 

All applicable Best Management Practices (BMP) specified in Tribal Code CTC 4-7 Forest 

Practices are required to limit soil damage (CTCR 2015). 

Provision 4-7-64 provides BMP to maintain site productivity, requiring operational measures to 

limit detrimental soil conditions to less than 25% of each treatment area or block. These typically 

are soil displacement, compaction, and fire damage created by skid trails, landing activity, and 

pile burning. Designating skid trails to limit their frequency, and placing piles on skid trails are 

two possible means to stay below the 25% limit. 

Provision 4-7-68 requires a minimum of two reserve trees per acre, well distributed, and two 

snags per acre to be left standing unless they pose a safety hazard to workers or the public. This 

requirement is intended to maintain some woody debris which is important to soil nutrients, 

texture, and soil fauna across the project area.  

Provision 4-7-72 requires BMP limiting mineral soil exposure from site prep to no more than 

50% of each treatment area or block. It also requires at least five pieces per acre of large dead 

wood (15 inches in diameter and 10 feet long or larger) to be left scattered throughout treatment 

areas. 

4.3 Hydrology 

Impacts to Hydrology Resources Alternative A: No Action 

The no action alternative would allow for the natural ecological process to continue. Stream 

channel hydraulics and associated riparian vegetation would not be impacted by harvest related 

activities.  

Impacts to Hydrology Resources Alternative B: Proposed Action 

 Road construction and use increase from 18.38 mi to 29.08 mi (with 9.3 mi of new 

construction). 

 Road construction and use within 200 ft of surface water increase from 11.85 mi to 17.33 

mi (this includes road status of 5.48 mi of ‘brushed in and reconstruction’). 

 Harvest activities within 200 ft of surface water – 417 ac. 

All road construction and use associated with proposed timber harvest activities would lead to 

soil disturbance and loss as well as alteration of watershed hydrology (Hunner 2014). 

Specifically, road miles within 200 ft of surface water is statistically likely to deliver 

sediment/erosion to surface water (Dubé et al 2004). Road construction (9.3 miles of new road 

construction) effects on water quality, hydrologic processes, and aquatic habitat would be the 

longest-on-going, longest-lasting, and highest-degree negative impacts resulting from the 

proposed action. Harvest related activities are planned to occur within 200 ft of surface water 

along 417 acres of mapped stream.  

Mitigation and Monitoring Requirements 

Operators must ensure that all Best Management Practices (BMP) and standards for timber 

harvest identified in Colville Tribal Code (CTC) Chapter 4-7: Forest Practices are followed in 

order to minimize hydrologic disturbance resulting from actions taken under this alternative. 

During road construction and reconstruction Planners and Operators must ensure that new/re-
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constructed roads meet the BMPs and standards for roads identified in CTC Chapter 4-7: Forest 

Practices, and CTC Chapter 4-9 Hydraulic Projects if doing any culvert/bridge work. By meeting 

these BMPs Planners and Operators would minimize the water quality, hydrologic process, and 

aquatic habitat degradation associated with roads as a result of the actions taken under this 

alternative. At this planning stage there is no final transportation plan.  

Planners and Operators should develop practices that would effectively mitigate for the increased 

road surface erosion. Such practices should include a plan for permanent road decommissioning 

to meet the IRMP objectives and comply with CTC Forest Practices Code.  

Upon completion of harvest or haul operations the following maintenance & monitoring actions 

shall be performed: 

 Clear all drainage improvements of obstructions. 

 Stabilize or remove unstable material and forest debris with potential to block drainage 

improvements. 

 Repair or replace all damaged drainage improvements to fully restore their function. 

 Leave road surface in a condition that would prevent subsequent erosion, and keep runoff 

within natural drainages, by outsloping, removing berms from the outside of roads, 

providing drain dips, waterbars, rolling grade or other methods. 

Environmental Trust Department recommends the following specific measures after a 

preliminary road issue planning review period: mitigate for road surface erosion on 1.91 miles of 

specific road segments; realignment of 1.32 miles of road prism outside of riparian management 

zone (RMZ) of specific road segments. See Section 8.3 for memo and maps regarding Wilmont 

Sale Preliminary Road Issue Identification.  

4.4 Fish and Wildlife 

Impacts to Fish and Wildlife Resources Alternative A: No Action 

The “no action’ alternative would not have adverse effects on fish and wildlife habitat in the 

project area. Leaving the timber intact would allow the area to follow natural succession patterns 

and would benefit wildlife species both terrestrial and aquatic. Fires and/or insect/disease die offs 

could affect the project area but the timing and severity of these disturbances is not known. 

Natural disturbances may even benefit fish and wildlife species by increasing habitat values. 

Overstocked and diseased stands may show a decline in value for some species of wildlife. 

Impacts to Fish and Wildlife Resources Alternative B: Proposed Action  

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

Within the Wilmont 2018 Project boundary there are no known bald eagle (Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus) or golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) territories. Per code 4-7-68 a minimum of 

two reserve trees per acre, well distributed, shall be left standing (CCT 2006). Due to this being 

suitable habitat for eagle species it is requested that these reserve trees consist of the largest 

diameter and tallest living trees. If during harvest activities a bald or golden eagle nest is thought 

to have been found please contact the 3P wildlife biologist immediately. 

Within the project area there are no known active great gray owl or Northern goshawk territories. 

If a great gray or goshawk nest is located, a no harvest activity buffer of 750 feet would be put 

into place, with a 0.5 mile seasonal (March 1- August 31) buffer of protect fledging activates. 
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With the timbered habitat bordering open habitat there is the available structure to support both 

great gray owls and goshawks. If at any time during harvest activities goshawk or great gray 

owls are observed the 3P biologist should be contacted.  

Other Species 

The Proposed Action would have impacts on fish and wildlife species and habitat within the 

project area. Removal of timber from 1,707 acres could have negative impacts on wildlife 

populations that use the habitat in the project area to meet their life requirements. Impacts to the 

habitat within the project area would include but are not limited to: an increase in soil 

compaction and ground disturbance, an increase and introduction of noxious weeds, the creation 

of large openings, a decrease in water quality, degradation of instream and riparian habitats, a 

reduction and loss of large diameter snags, future snags and large diameter downed wood, a 

deterioration or loss of mature and old growth coniferous forest, a loss of large diameter trees, a 

decline or loss of wildlife travel corridors, a decrease in hiding, escape and thermal cover, and a 

reduction in canopy cover. 

These changes to the habitat structures and functions within the project area would have effects 

on a variety of wildlife species. The implementation of this project would decrease effective 

wintering, calving and summer/fall range for resident and migrant big game species, reduce the 

amount of suitable habitat for pileated and white headed woodpeckers, reduce the quality and 

quantity of instream and riparian habitat and impact the ecological function of aspen stands 

wetlands, seeps, and springs. 

Being that the Wilmont 2018 Project Area supports lynx travel habitat additional caution and 

protection should take place when working in these blocks for potential denning sites or animals. 

Additionally any fisher or pine marten sightings or denning sites should be forwarded to the 

tribe’s 3P wildlife biologist.  

In the Wilmont 2018 project area there is approximately 99 acres of blocks that are adjacent to 

streams; that is of the 40 blocks in the Wilmont 2018 Project Area, 5 (8%) contain or are 

adjacent to streams. These bodies of water include but are not limited to Wilmont, Bear, and 

Cougar creeks and the Columbia River and all contributing streams in the watershed. Harvesting 

close to or near these bodies of water would allow for increased sedimentation, temperature, 

decreased supply of woody debris for invertebrates, an increase in turbidity, all of which would 

lead to a reduction in fish habitat as well as water quality. These streams and their associated 

riparian habitat have some of the highest fish and wildlife richness and diversity and are very 

susceptible to any change in the environment.  

Infrastructure (culverts) should allow for passage of fish, flow, sediment, and debris. Undersized 

culverts may lead to channel avulsion, head cutting, and/or failure of the structure completely. 

Constricting flow through undersized culverts may contribute to velocity barriers limiting 

instream movement of resident fish at early or all life stages. The failure of inadequately sized 

structures typically occurs long after work has been completed.  

The proposed action of the Wilmont 2018 Project falls within only one of the Reservation 

WMUs which is Wilmont Creek. Road densities on the reservation are calculated using the 

WMU boundaries; Table 1 depicts the road density for the affected WMU.  
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Table 9. Road Density by WMU. 

WMU 
Roads 

(mi) 
WMU (ac) WMU (mi

2
) 

Road 

Density 

(mi/mi
2
) 

Wilmont 36.74 4,037 6.31 5.82 

The WMU exceeds the IRMP objective of 4.0 mi/mi
2
 road density. There are 10.7 miles of 

proposed new road construction and approximately 13.8 miles of reconstruction within 

Alternative B.  

Table 10. Road Density by WMU for Alternative B. 

WMU 
Roads 

(mi) 

Proposed 

Rd (mi) 

Proposed 

Recons 

Rd (mi) 

Total 

Rd 

(mi) 

WMU 

(mi
2
) 

New Road 

Density 

(mi/mi
2
) 

Wilmont 36.74 9.3 13.8 46.04 6.31 7.3 

It is the suggestion of the Fish and Wildlife Department that unnecessary segments and all 

reconstructed roads should be closed so that a total road density of 4.0 mi/mi
2
 can be reached or 

maintained. Forest road systems fragment wildlife habitat, reduce available habitat, create 

barriers for population movement and create an increased opportunity for take. These miles of 

road construction also have the potential to affect the surrounding fish habitat and water quality 

and quantity. The Fish and Wildlife Technical Supplement goes into an in depth review of the 

effects of roads on wildlife and fish. 

Mitigation for Fish and Wildlife 

Mitigating for the loss and reduction of habitat structures and functions discussed above would 

minimize the negative impacts to wildlife habitats and species in the Wilmont 2018 Project Area. 

The following mitigation efforts are requested by the Fish and Wildlife department for any 

alternative that is chosen and implemented: 

 Fawning/calving habitat: all areas of deciduous trees within wet areas and draws should be 

protected from disturbances.  

 All native fruit bearing shrub and tree species should be protected and retained. 

 In order to reduce disturbance, harassment and increased hunting pressure, all roads that are 

not considered main access routes should be closed following the project. Multilayered cover 

should be left along all access roads that have high vehicular use.  

 Minimize the amount of use on stream adjacent roads and prioritize them for permanent or 

seasonal closure.  

 Leaving more than the required 2 snags per acre would help mitigate some of the losses of 

large woody debris and recruitment trees. 

 Wildlife corridors should be setup to allow for natural movement between seasonal and daily 

habitats.  

 Snags in harvest units would be retained in clumps with their associated understory 

vegetation intact to insure their retention after site preparation.  
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 Green leave trees would be identified and retained as future snags in all areas. The majority 

of large diameter trees should be left standing. Blocks that would be treated under the RRT 

prescription should have more than 2 trees per acre after the harvest.  

 All large diameter woody debris should be left on the ground to insure habitat for a wide 

range of species.  

 All wetlands should be protected with maximum RMZ lengths and should all be protected 

from equipment entry.  

 Implementation of bank stabilization, sediment traps and road surface improvements to 

decrease risk of sediment delivery and runoff into surrounding watersheds. 

 Areas where there is considerable soil disturbance should be planted to reduce encroachment 

and establishment of noxious weeds. 

 If at any time during harvest a bald or golden eagle nest is found, cease work within .25 miles 

of nest and contact the 3P wildlife biologist; all timber harvest is prohibited within 660 feet 

of active bald eagle nests (Klock 2001). 

 If at any time during harvest a Northern Goshawk or Great Gray nest and/or territory are 

thought to have been found, cease work within 750 feet and please contact the 3P wildlife 

biologist. 

 Infrastructure (culverts/bridges) should allow for passage of all life stages of fish, and for 

water, sediment, and wood/debris during Q100 flow events.  

4.5 Fuels/Fire Management 

Impacts to Fuels/Fire Management Alternative A: No Action 

The effect of No action on historic and desired future regimes would be to allow site conditions 

to continue to depart from historic conditions and further increase the probability of a wildfire 

scenario that would likely cause stand replacement on a considerable portion of the project area. 

Fire suppression activities would continue as in the past. Although much of this area historically 

burned at less than 50 year intervals, current policy dictates that this would not occur. This 

exclusion of fire has resulted in an overabundance of vegetation. More fire prone species such as 

the true firs and Douglas fir have dominated the understory and created an abundance of ladder 

fuel. These areas would continue to develop the stand composition and structure that makes them 

more prone to stand replacement events. No Action Alternative leaves the project area at risk of 

moderate to high severity wildfire moving easily across the landscape, and poses the greatest risk 

to people, property and resources. 

Impacts to Fuels/Fire Management Alternative B: Proposed Action  

Risk of high severity wildfire moving across the landscape would be greatly reduced under the 

action Alternative B. However, risk of high severity wildfire would not be reduced across every 

acre of the Wilmont 2018 Project under the action Alternative B. Much of the forested area is not 

going to be treated either by under burning or timber harvest and related activities. Most stands 

in the project area are over stocked with shade tolerant species, with a closed canopy, multi 

storied structure, carrying surface fuel loading that are higher than would have naturally 

occurred. The risk of catastrophic wildfire is greater in these stands. 
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Fuels altering activities associated with Alternative B would consist of logging and burning of 

slash and natural fuels. Logging would increase the dead and down fuel loads by approximately 

2,907 tons. The plan calls for slash removal treatments on 290.7 acres broadcast burning.  

Twelve (12) blocks and approximately 803.3 acres are planned for under burning. The site 

occupies the whole of a small sub drainage that is tributary to Wilmont Creek. These stands 

make up an area of about 803.3 acres, and 4,800 tons of fuels loading, much of which is 

noncommercial. The lower 1/3
rd

 of the draws make up the only commercial ground besides stand 

003 and 039 within this sub drainage.  

4.6 Cultural Resources 

Impacts to Cultural Resources Alternative A: No Action 

Although there may be a number of direct and indirect effects to the Reservation’s resources 

from the implementation of Alternative A, it is important to recognize that cultural resources are, 

for the most part, non-renewable resources. The ‘No Action’ alternative would have a number of 

various effects to the known cultural resources identified within the project area. 

The historic exclusion of fire on the Reservation has resulted with an overabundance of 

vegetation. Although Alternative A would leave the timber intact and allow for natural 

succession patterns; overstocked and diseased stands have increased ladder fuels which must be 

addressed by current management practices. 

Potential impacts of Alternative A include vegetation encroachment to sites which exhibit 

surface features. This encroachment may reduce visibility of the site, potentially affecting its 

integrity and increasing the likelihood of adverse effects to it from wildland or prescribed fire. 

Invasive non-native plant species within this area would likely perpetuate and increase, 

competing with native plant species of traditional and cultural significance. The ‘No Action’ 

alternative may also cause physical damage to sites from snags or trees falling upon them, 

dismantling, destroying or otherwise impacting surface features. Fallen trees may also expose 

buried subsurface cultural materials, which otherwise would have remained intact. 

Impacts to Cultural Resources Alternative B: Proposed Action 

There are currently eighteen known cultural resource sites recorded in the Wilmont 2018 Project 

Area. An official determination of National or Colville Register eligibility for these sites has not 

been made, but most of these sites appear to be eligible. Four sites are located within the APE of 

Alternative B; they have been documented as 091313-2-AMC, 101518-2-AS, 101618-2-AS, and 

101818-1-AS. Also noted within portions of the APE are Traditional Cultural Plants, Devil’s 

Club, Cascara, and Foamberry. 

These sites are not considered eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, as described 

in 36 CFR Part 60.4. The ‘Proposed Action’ would result in no adverse effects to this site. The 

other fourteen sites within and adjacent to the Wilmont 2018 Project Area are outside the APE 

and would not be affected by the project.  

Mitigation for Cultural Resources 

Eighteen sites have been documented within the Wilmont 2018 Project Area. These sites have 

been documented as TCP-WA-FE-107, TCP-WA-FE-109, TCP-WA-FE-85, 45FE454, 45FE363, 

45FE695, 45FE488, 091313-1-AMC, 091313-2-AMC, 091313-3-AMC, 091613-1-AMC, 

091713-1-AMC, 101518-1-AS, 101518-2-AS, 101618-1-AS, 101618-2-AS, 101618-3-AS, and 
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101818-1-AS. 091313-2-AMC, 101518-2-AS, 101618-2-AS, and 101818-1-AS are within the 

APE of the Wilmont 2018 Project; however the Proposed Action should have no adverse effect 

to historic properties. When the Traditional Cultural Plants are encountered (Cascara, Devil’s 

Club, and Foamberry) they should be protected from damage whenever possible. Refer to the 

Cultural Resources Technical Supplement for additional information about the cultural resources 

currently identified within this project area. 

The Resource Archaeologist would brief the TSO and others working in the Wilmont 2018 

Project Area regarding the steps to be taken to identify and report cultural resources. If resources 

are found, the TSO shall insure that all work stops in the vicinity of the find, that steps are taken 

to protect the find, and that the Tribal Archaeologist is called immediately. No work shall resume 

until the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) has approved a management plan. 

4.7 Range Management 

Impacts to Range Resources Alternative A: No Action 

No additional cost or impacts of range resources would occur under the No Action Alternative. 

Fuel loads from accumulating duff and downfall would continue to increase fire risks. There 

would be an increase in insects and diseases raising the mortality rate of unmanaged stands. Also 

if no harvest takes place the timber canopy would not be opened up allowing the shade to 

continue to reduce the amount of available grasses, which threaten the available range grasses 

and increase concentration of livestock to limited areas such as riparian areas and open 

meadows. Over time more timber would fall, creating a barrier to livestock and wildlife 

movement. Also fallen timber would impact available forage.  

With the no action alternative, invasive species would continue to spread within the proposed 

action area, but the spread would potentially occur at a much slower rate than with the proposed 

action alternatives. The proposed action alternatives would increase the use of equipment into the 

area and increase the amount of ground disturbance, increasing the likelihood of invasive species 

spread. 

Impacts to Range Resources for Alternative B: Proposed Action 

There are limited potential negative impacts to rangeland resources when considering the timber 

sale proposal. Slash and litter from a timber sale may reduce livestock movements within the 

project area. Those grasses and forbs that go un-utilized form slash, become non-usable forage 

and further reduce the amount of available forage within a range site or unit. The short term 

effects could reduce available AUM’s in that range unit.  

Timber harvest activities could cause damage to range improvements within the range unit. 

There are cattle guards on Falls Creek road, and along Wilmont Creek - Twin Lakes road. Staff 

would check the conditions of these cattle guards prior to harvest. If any damages occur to the 

cattle guards such as damaged decks or wings, or the cattle guard needs cleaned out during the 

harvest then it is the responsibility of the logging contractor to replace and/or repair damages.  

Logging can introduce new invasive species to a site via un-cleaned equipment and soil 

disturbing activities, or cause present invasive species to spread more rapidly. This project area 

contains the following weed species; hoary alyssum, diffuse and spotted knapweed, sulfur 

cinquefoil, common St. Johnswort, bull thistle and dalmatian toadflax. Land Operations 

recommends the following; cleaning equipment prior to using on site, washing equipment in a 
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centralized area, re-seeding heavily disturbed sites such as skid trails and stacking sites, the use 

of biological controls on large weed infestations and herbicides as needed primarily along 

roadsides. The Land Operations Program recommends that loggers, forestry and Land 

Operations/Range staff work together to reduce the amount of weed infestations and treat 

disturbed areas post harvests. 

There are also positive impacts for logging the proposed site. By opening up the forest canopy 

and thinning the density of trees, grasses such as Pine grass (Calamagrostis rubescens) and 

Idaho fescue (Festuca idahoensis) would thrive better in open conditions. Pinegrass is stimulated 

by disturbances such as fire and logging and once established become viable forage for elk to 

utilize and other ungulates presumably graze it as well. Bluebunch wheatgrass (Pseudoroegneria 

spicata) is more readily established on open, southerly slopes. By increasing the grasses to forbs 

ratio to greater than 60/40, livestock would use that portion of the range unit more frequently, 

provided there is adequate and accessible water.  

Mitigation for Range: 

 Allocate funding to develop an Integrated Invasive Species Plan to include herbicide, 

mechanical and biological treatments, if possible.  

 Seed all disturbed areas using the current native seed mix recommendations.  

 Impacts of weeds within the project area should be minimized by ensuring the under-carriage of 

vehicles are free of seed heads and plant residues.  

4.8 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts are addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Colville 

Indian Reservation Integrated Resource Management Plan (Klock 2000). 

5.0 List of Preparers 

Name Contributions 

Barry Coles Forestry 

Todd Thorn Soils 

Corey Peone Fish and Wildlife 

Dennis Moore Fish and Wildlife 

Jessica Utt Range 

Clinton Desautel Fuels/Fire Management 

Amelia Stanger History/Archaeology 

Douglas Marconi Jr. Hydrology 

Chasity Swan Editor 
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7.0 Appendix A: Activity Table and Project Maps
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8.0 Technical Supplements 

8.1 Cultural Resources 

The Wilmont 2018 Project is within the ancestral lands of the Sanpoil Tribe, who can identify 

their ancestry back over a thousand years in this area. The languages of the twelve tribes 

comprising the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation have been grouped into general 

Salishan and Sahaptian language families. The majority spoke the Interior Salish languages of 

nxaɁamcín and nsləxcín, though the Sahaptian languages of the Nez Perce (nímípuɁ) and Palus 

(palús) were also spoken. The language of the Sanpoil is nsləxcín. 

Approximately 265.8 acres were previously surveyed within and immediately adjacent to the 

Wilmont 2018 project area (Rice & Holstine 1979; McClung 2013). All of the previously 

surveyed acreage lies along the eastern boundary and near Wilmont Creek. 

There were sixty-one individual Indian allotments and forty-seven Indian Fee patents within the 

project area (Bureau of Land Management [BLM] 2018; Hunt 1916). There was also one 

homestead entry-stock raising patent taken be Effie Grant (BLM 2018) 

A search of BLM General Land Office (GLO) records and maps show approximately 8.9 miles 

of trails traversing through the project area, as well as one ditch in the southern portion of the 

project area (BLM 2018). 

There are currently eighteen cultural resources recorded within or adjacent to the Wilmont 2018 

project area, which have been assigned CCT site identification numbers (see Table 1). 

Table 1. Cultural Resources Recorded within and adjacent to the Wilmont 2018 Project Area*. 

Site ID Number Site Name Site Description 

TCP-WA-FE-107 snqəl'tkńíʔtakʷ or “upper creek 
area” 

TCP: Placename/Resource 
Gathering 

TCP-WA-FE-109 kɬəkɬkíws or “groves of trees” TCP: Placename 

TCP-WA-FE-85 skʷəkʷáńt or “small waterfall” TCP: Placename 

45FE454 Cougar Canyon Trail Historic Trail 

45FE363 Wilmont Cove Log Dump Historic Logging Property 

45FE695 Wilmont Creek Cairns Historic Rock Features 

45FE488  Historic Road 

091313-1-AMC  Historic Debris scatter 

091313-2-AMC  Historic Object 

091313-3-AMC Sophia Williams Allotment Historic Residential Property 
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091613-1-AMC Harry Boyd Allotment Historic Residential Property 

091713-1-AMC Maude Carr Allotment Historic Rock Features 

101518-1-AS Peter St. Paul Allotment Historic Residential Property 

101518-2-AS  Historically Modified Tree 

101618-1-AS  Historic Rock Feature 

101618-2-AS  Historic Agricultural Property 

101618-3-AS  Historic Rock Feature 

101818-1-AS  Historic Debris Scatter 

*Archaeological and sacred site locations are not provided in this document because disclosure of site locations may 

put these resources at risk of vandalism and looting (see the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, Section 

304a; and the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, Section 9a) or jeopardize their access, integrity and 

ceremonial use ( see Executive Order No. 13007). 

It is likely that cairns, rock alignments, and other rock features may be found throughout the area 

due to the prominent landscape features of Wilmont Creek, Cougar Creek, Cougar Canyon, Bear 

Creek, and Rima Flat. Small pre-contact camps may be present on the upland areas adjacent to 

springs or creeks, or in sheltered canyons, where people would have camped while taking 

advantage of upland resources. 

Table 2. Cultural Resources within and adjacent to the Wilmont 2018 Project Area. 

Cultural Resource Type Sites within Project Area Sites within or adjacent to 
Alternative B APE 

Traditional Cultural Property 3 0 

Historic Residential Property 3 0 

Historic Debris Scatter 2 1 

Historic Object 1 1 

Historic Logging Property 1 0 

Historic Rock Feature 4 0 

Historic Trail 1 0 

Historic Road 1 0 

Historic Agricultural Property 1 1 
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Historically Modified Tree 1 1 

Total 18 4 

Eighteen sites have been documented within and adjacent to the Wilmont 2018 Project. Despite 

this, only four are documented within the APE for Alternative B. They have been documented as 

091313-2-AMC, an historic object, 101518-2-AS, a historically modified tree, 101618-2-AS, a 

historic agricultural property, and 101818-1-AS, a historic debris scatter. Some of these sites 

may be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and/or the Colville Register of 

Historic Places (36 CFR Part 60). 

All TCPs and archaeological sites must meet at least one of the following criteria to be 

considered eligible for evaluation to the National Register: A) they must be associated with 

events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of history, B) they must be 

associated with the lives of persons significant to our past, C) they must embody the distinctive 

characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or they represent the work of a 

master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable 

entity whose components may lack individual distinction, or D) they must have yielded, or be 

likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. Additionally, to be a “property” a 

TCP must have tangible boundaries (36 CFR 60.4; Parker & King 1998). 

Shannon and Moura (2007) have aptly observed that due to the unique nature of TCPs, the 

standards identified above must also be evaluated with perception of Native American history. 

When reviewing TCPs for continued use of at least 50 years, for instance, it must be recalled that 

federal and state policies common in the 1800s restricted, regulated and denied access to 

property to Tribal people which had previously been in their exclusive territory. Oftentimes, 

Indian people may shift their area of use to adjacent or nearby location if a previously utilized 

property suddenly (and beyond Tribal control) became unavailable. Therefore, a location may 

still retain value and continue to be a TCP when access is restored (Shannon & Moura 2007). 

In pre-contact and historic times, the knowledge of these TCPs and their locations and use 

provided people with a means for subsistence and important cultural items for personal use or 

trade, cultural practices which continue to this day. Additionally, the nature of these sites and 

their close proximity to other documented cultural resources, including pre-contact, historic and 

additional TCP sites increases their potential to yield information important to the CCT. 

Oral history accounts of the region identify the general areas of Wilmont Creek, Cougar Creek, 

Cougar Canyon, Bear Creek, and Rima Flat as possessing traditional value in addition to those 

locations observed during the archaeological survey. It is the position of the CCT that “A place is 

significant due to its location and the meaning assigned to it, not the language of the name by 

which it is known. While recording place names in the original languages is of immeasurable 

value, the places will continue to have meaning and significance regardless of the language used 

to describe them (George 2011).” Therefore, further oral history interviews with knowledgeable 

Tribal Elders would be useful to properly document places of cultural significance to the Colville 

Tribal membership within the Wilmont 2018 project area. 

The Resource Archaeologist would brief the TSO and others working in the Wilmont 2018 

project area regarding the steps to be taken to identify and report cultural resources. If resources 

are found, the TSO shall insure that all work stops in the vicinity of the find, that steps are taken 
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to protect the find, and that the Tribal Archaeologist is called immediately. No work shall resume 

until the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) has approved a management plan. 
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8.2 Fish and Wildlife Resources 

Reduction of Critical Forest Structure 

Critical forest structure present on the Colville Reservation include mature and old growth 

forests, deciduous tree stands, wetlands, springs and seeps. Within these important areas large 

woody debris (LWD) and snags also play a key role in fish and wildlife habitat richness. The loss 

and/or reduction of these vital forest structures are an issue created by timber harvest with 

several indicators used to assess the effects on fish and wildlife species and their habitats.  

http://www.glorecords.blm.gov/
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Priority Forest Structures 

Old-growth and mature forest stands are highly variable in tree species composition and 

structural characteristics due to the influence of fire, climate, and soils. In general, stands would 

be greater than 80 - 150 years of age, with 10 trees/acre greater than 21 inches dbh, and 1 - 3 

snags/acre greater than 12-14 inches diameter. Downed logs may vary from abundant to absent. 

Canopies may be single or multi-layered. Evidence of human-caused alterations to the stand 

would be absent or so slight as to not affect the ecosystem's essential structures and functions 

(WDFW 1999). 

Aspen is a keystone species that affects the survival and abundance of many other species in the 

community in which it lives. Aspen stands in properly functioning condition would often have 

the following characteristics: multi-aged stems in the stand, adequate regeneration to perpetuate 

the stand, age classes mostly less than 100 years old and good undergrowth beneath the canopy. 

Both compositional and structural diversity are important (Campbell 2000). The management of 

aspen stands may result in a relatively significant shift in the composition of the community and 

physical structure of the environment (Campbell 2000). 

Riparian habitats are areas adjacent to “instream” habitat, with native vegetation influenced by 

the presence of perennial or intermittent water. Riparian habitats are characterized as having high 

fish and wildlife density and diversity and by the presence of unique and/or dependent species. 

Riparian ecosystems are considered the most sensitive to environmental change and have the 

highest vulnerability to alteration (Knutson 1997). Although riparian areas are small in size, they 

play an important ecological role for many species of wildlife. Tribal Codes were established to 

provide riparian management emphasis areas along all perennial and intermittent streams, lakes, 

wetlands, and other water bodies. Riparian management emphasis areas for stream channels 

would meet the minimum width requirements (Klock 2001). The Wilmont 2018 project includes 

harvest near riparian and instream habitat. Tree removal in or adjacent to riparian habitat often 

results in a shift of wildlife species from forest interior and riparian habitat specialists to habitat 

generalists, early-succession species, or edge-loving species (Knutson 1997). Table 1 lists the 

blocks in alternative B that are stream adjacent. 

Table 1. Stream Adjacent Blocks in 

Wilmont 2018 Project Alternative B.  

Block Acres Rx 

51 11 Com Thin 

29 24 Ov Rem 

37 10 Com Thin 

38 40 Seed Tr 

222 14 Seed Tr 

Woody debris is characterized as both standing and downed dead and dying wood. Different 

types of woody debris provide different habitat requirements for a variety of wildlife species. 

There are 69 vertebrate species within the Pacific Northwest that consistently seek cavities in 

dying or dead trees, which leads to about 57% of listed vertebrate species that are reliant upon or 

are strongly associated with dead wood (Bunnell et al. 2002). Examples of how dead wood is 

used by wildlife include: standing trees with hollow chambers used for nesting, roosting, over 

wintering, denning and shelter, solid logs provide cover and travel lanes for small mammals, 

accumulations of logs stacked on top of each other provide important subnivean habitat in the 
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winter, large-diameter logs are used extensively by pileated woodpeckers and black bears for 

foraging and extensively decayed logs provide habitat for amphibians and reptiles (Bull 2002). 

Harvest activities in the project area would result in a reduction and loss of large woody debris in 

both upland and riparian habitats. One of the most significant long-term effects of forest 

management on fish and wildlife habitat quality involves the reduction of large woody debris in 

streams and on the land (Knutson 1997). Forests that undergo harvesting of large trees take on 

second-growth characteristics and do not provide the same level of woody debris as do 

unmanaged, old-growth systems. In unmanaged forests dead wood can comprise 30-40% of the 

total wood volume, but in managed forests this drops to about 20% after one rotation and 1% 

after several rotations of forest management (Bunnell et al. 2002). 

Suggested management techniques in order to ensure adequate dead wood in manage forests 

include retaining trees and snags of both hardwoods and conifer species, taking caution to not 

create a monoculture and understand that conifers are longer-lived and provide a longer-lasting 

source of cavities (Bunnell et al. 2002). It is also important to retain a range of size and age 

classes of dead wood, making sure that some large trees or snags are retained (studies suggest 

that conifer trees >50cm would accommodate most bird species) (Bunnell et al. 2002). 

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Alteration 

Changes to habitat structure and function within the proposed project area have the potential to 

adversely affect a variety of wildlife species and their habitats. The implementation of this 

project could decrease effective wintering, calving and summer/fall range for resident and 

migrant big game species, eliminate critical lynx habitat components resulting in a loss of 

effective traveling, foraging or denning habitat, reduce the amount of suitable habitat for pileated 

and white headed woodpeckers, and effect wildlife movements due to new road constitution.  

Critical Wildlife Habitat 

Hiding cover is an extremely important habitat feature for big game animals, and is utilized by 

does and cows for fawning and calving, by all animals for secure resting areas, and to escape 

from predators (Demers 2006). Hiding cover is defined as vegetation capable of hiding 90 

percent of a standing adult deer or elk from the view of a human at a distance equal to or less 

than 200 feet (Thomas 1979). Topography alone has not been demonstrated to be a substitute for 

vegetative cover although combined with vegetation it can provided additional cover for hiding. 

Tribal code 4-7-68 states that no point within units of regeneration or overstory removal harvest 

shall be farther than 600 feet from a reserve patch, Riparian Management Zone, or fully stocked 

stand of merchantable timber (CCT 2006).  

Thermal cover for big game changes depending on the season. On summer range thermal cover 

is meant to keep animals cool while on winter range it is meant to shield and protect animals 

from the elements of winter. Thermal cover for elk needs to be comprised of coniferous trees 40 

feet or more in height, with an average canopy closure exceeding 70 percent. Multi storied stands 

are considered better for thermal cover than single storied stands. In addition to the requirements 

for elk, deer will use small evergreen trees and shrubs for thermal cover on winter range and 

deciduous trees and shrubs on summer and spring-fall ranges. Harvest within the Wilmont 2018 

Project would reduce big game thermal and hiding cover by reducing canopy closure to less than 

70 percent, removing deciduous and evergreen shrubs and small trees, reducing the overall basal 

area, producing openings greater than 1,200 feet, removing overstory conifers and eliminating 

cover along open roads.  
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Table 2 shows the blocks that were removed from the sale that was of concern to either the 

forestry or Fish and Wildlife departments. F&W felt that certain large areas for escape, hiding, 

and thermal cover for big game species would be compromised.  

Table 2. Blocks in Alternative B of 

the Wilmont project removed from 

sale. 

Block Acres Rx 

34 20 Com Thin 

48 41 Seed Tree 

Optimum fawning/calving habitat contains both foraging and hiding and thermal cover. Most 

fawning/calving areas are comprised of low shrubs and trees and downed logs that provide 

isolation, cover and security for young. Gentle slopes within 600 feet of water and lush 

vegetation provide optimum foraging for females and their young. Harvest in the project area 

would reduce optimum fawning/calving habitat by removing deciduous and evergreen shrubs 

and small trees, by reducing the overall basal area and by reducing canopy closure. Does and 

cows would be displaced during and after timber harvesting activities until disturbances have 

been reduced and habitat values have returned to acceptable levels. Habitat values for elk and 

moose may improve as available foraging habitat in the area is increased by the removal of 

timber. 

Pileated woodpeckers require mature forests to meet their life requirements. Suitable nesting 

habitat includes a multi layered stand with a crown cover of 70 percent with nesting trees more 

than 20 inches diameter breast height. Foraging trees and logs with heart rot provide optimum 

foraging of carpenter ants (Thomas 1979). Important habitat components for the white headed 

woodpecker are an abundance of mature pine, relatively open canopy of 50-70 percent closure, 

and numerous snags and stumps for nesting. In Oregon and Washington optimum white-headed 

woodpecker habitat is positively associated with abundance of large-diameter ponderosa pine in 

a mixed-coniferous forest where ponderosa pine is dominant (Paige 1999). The project would 

affect pileated and white-headed woodpecker habitat by reducing large woody debris, by 

removal of live and dead large diameter trees, by fragmenting large tracts of forest and by 

providing large openings and areas of minimal canopy cover and basal area. The overall 

reduction in mature forest stands would also reduce suitable habitat for other primary and 

secondary cavity nesters. Fuels reduction that includes prescribed burning after mechanical fuel 

reduction and mechanical fuel reduction without prescribed burning has shown to reduce pileated 

woodpecker foraging (Bull 2005). 

During the nesting period, breeding bald eagles occupy and defend “territories”. A territory 

includes the active nest and may include one or more alternate nests that are built or maintained 

but not used for nesting in a given year. Within a territory, snags and trees with exposed lateral 

limbs or dead tops are used as perches, roosts, and defense stations (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service 1981). The three main factors affecting the distribution of nests and territories are: 1) 

nearness of water and the availability of food; 2) the availability of suitable nesting, perching, 

and roosting trees; and 3) the number of breeding-age eagles in the area (Stalmaster 1987). 

During the winter months eagles migrate or move to their wintering grounds where they will 

congregate at traditional roost sites. Key roost components include core roost stands, buffer trees, 

flight corridors and staging trees, and foraging areas associated with roosts (Stalmaster 1987). 

Activities that permanently alter bald eagle habitat (e.g., removal of nest, roost, and perch trees, 
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and removal of buffers without regeneration of trees of adequate size and structure), and 

activities that temporarily disturb eagles to the point of reproductive failure or reduced vigor 

(e.g., construction, logging, pedestrian activity) are the greatest threats to nesting and wintering 

eagle populations in Washington state (Watson 2001). Timber harvest and the construction of 

roads and buildings are the main habitat alterations that negatively affect roosting eagles in 

Washington. The long-term goal in managing these alterations is to maintain suitable roost trees 

(Watson 2001). 

The northern goshawk is a large forest raptor, strongly associated with mature forests where 

there is dense and closed canopy cover, open understory for flyways, and multiple canopy layers 

for protection. These attributes are critical for nesting and foraging northern goshawks. Other 

habitat requirements associated with mature forest stand structure for goshawks are large down 

wood, snags, trees, and branches to support perching and plucking posts, nest structures, and 

prey availability.  

Northern goshawk is of management concern in western North American because they forage 

and nest in large intact blocks of dense mature to old late-successional conifer forest stands 

throughout their range. They are an indicator species of mature forest types that provide habitat 

to a range of other species. In response to concerns about the status of this species, Tribal 

biologists have initiated survey and monitoring efforts over the past five years to determine 

goshawk distribution and population status on the Reservation. The amount of suitable habitat 

for Northern goshawks within the bounds of the Reservation appears to be limited and it is 

crucial that we protect and manage these important areas to ensure that they continue to provide 

habitat for goshawks and other mature forest dependent species over time. Northern goshawks 

are a Tribal Priority species and a State Candidate for listing under the Endangered Species Act. 

Effects of Logging Roads  

Effects of roads and trails on wildlife and their habitats include direct loss of habitat, habitat 

fragmentation, road kill, increased hunting/poaching mortality, increased predation, road 

avoidance, increased edge, and reduction in the suitability of habitat for use by wildlife (Demers 

2006). Recent research has been conducted on the effect of roads on elk populations; these 

studies have shown that that the area of avoidance is one-fourth to one-half mile from the road, 

this distance depends on the amount of traffic, road quality and density of cover in relation to the 

road (Lyon 1979). The habitat within the avoidance zone is only partially used by elk, thus 

creating less effective habitat. The total loss of elk habitat from the construction of roads has a 

rough estimate of 5 acres per linear mile of road (Rowland et al. 2005). Vulnerability of wildlife 

to mortality, specifically elk, increases as open road densities increase; therefore closing roads 

not only provides greater security for big game, it reduces hunter densities and decreases 

poaching losses. The construction of road systems also effect small mammals and amphibians by 

creating barriers to these species; these barriers reduce or all together eliminate the flow of 

genetics and subdividing populations.  

Other research has shown a close relationship between road density, percentage of total 

watershed area with compacted or impervious soil conditions, and adverse changes in 

streamflow (Wissmar et al. 1993), erosion and sedimentation rates (USDA Forest Service 1998), 

water quality, and soil productivity. Effects on hydrology are roughly proportional to the amount 

of the basin which is roaded and/or is in young forest stands (WA Forest Practices Board 1994). 

Detectable negative changes in habitat quality have been documented for the following species 
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and road densities: deer winter range: 0.5 to 1.0 mi/mi
2
 of habitat elk range: 1.0 to 1.5 mi/mi

2
 

(Rodrick and Milner 1991 in WA Dept. Fish/Wildlife 1995), Bull Trout 0.7 to 1.7 mi/mi
2
 

(USFWS 1999), steelhead/ juvenile Chinook: 1.6 mi/mi
2
(Thompson and Lee 2000). Detriment to 

habitat quality for salmonids and large ungulates accrue as road densities approach and exceed 

these levels. Logging roads also may present the greatest potential for increases in sedimentation 

of lakes (Clark 2000) as well as establishment and increases in exotic plants along these road 

systems (Rowland et al. 2005). 

The desired future condition stated in the IRMP states that total road density should be reduced 

to less than 4 mi/mi
2
 and that there would be no net increase in the amount of roads in a WMU. 

Roads not needed for future management activities would be closed, stabilized or obliterated. All 

reasonable efforts would be made with harvest entry into each WMU to reduce total road density 

to 4.0 mi/mi
2
 and open road density to 1.5 mi/mi

2
. The proposed action of the Wilmont 2018 

Project falls within just 1 of the Reservation WMUs, which is Wilmont. Road densities on the 

reservation are calculated using the WMU boundaries; Table 3 depicts the road density for the 

affected WMU. 

Table 3. Road Density by WMU. 

WMU 
Roads 

(mi) 

WMU 

(ac) 

WMU 

(mi
2
) 

Road 

Density 

(mi/mi
2
) 

Wilmont 36.74 4,037 6.31 5.82 

The Wilmont WMU exceeds the IRMP objective of 4 mi/mi
2
 road density. There are 9.3 miles of 

proposed new road construction and approximately 13.8 miles of reconstruction within 

Alternative B. With these additions the road density increases in all WMUs, as seen in Table 4. It 

is the suggestion of the Fish and Wildlife Department that unnecessary segments should be 

closed so that a total road density of 4.0 mi/mi
2
 can be reached or maintained. Forest road 

systems fragment wildlife habitat, reduce available habitat, create barriers for population 

movement and create an increased opportunity for take. These miles of road construction also 

have the potential to affect the surrounding fish habitat and water quality. 

Table 4. Road Density by WMU for Alternative B. 

WMU Roads 
(mi) 

Proposed 
Rd (mi) 

Total 
Rd 

(mi) 

WMU 
(mi2) 

New Road 
Density 
(mi/mi2) 

Wilmont 36.74 9.3 46.04 6.31 7.3 

Water Quality 

Resident and anadromous fish populations are an integral part of the Colville Confederated 

Tribes subsistence. Both rely on a certain degree of water quality for sustaining productive and 

harvestable population abundance. Reservation waters have the potential to be negatively 

affected by disturbances resulting in a decrease in water quality through by increasing in 

temperature, turbidity and sedimentation resulting from new road construction, stream crossings, 

harvest stream adjacency and harvest system type. 
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Fish species composition has changed significantly from historical times largely due to altered 

water quality and habitat conditions. Activities that have led to the decline of fisheries on the 

Reservation include: overharvest (off Reservation), water diversions and habitat degradation 

including the loss of streambank/lakeshore integrity, increased sedimentation, poor riparian 

condition and decreasing water quality and quantity. Sediment fills voids in spawning gravels 

and decreases deep-water habitats by filling pools and shallow lakes, often accelerating the 

natural process of lake-to-marsh conversion. Causes of degradation include, but are not limited 

to, livestock, agricultural conversion of riparian/wetland areas, timber harvest, fire suppression, 

roads and urban development. Cumulative effects of these sources of degradation have limited 

the potential of fisheries in some lakes and most streams on the Reservation. Most streams have 

a significant component of non-native Eastern Brook Trout, few native Redband Rainbow Trout, 

no known Bull Trout and few introduced Westslope Cutthroat Trout in multiple introduced and 

native minnows and darters. Most lakes now have various warm water and stocked trout species. 

The current fish species composition is a significant shift from historic records and largely 

reflects an overall decline in aquatic ecosystem health across the Reservation.  

Logging and its associated roads influence fish habitat and population densities by accelerating 

sediment delivery to the stream systems (Eaglin and Hubert 1993). Standing stocks of trout have 

shown negative relation to the density of culverts, i.e. more roads that cross streams increases the 

likelihood of logging operations to have an effect on fish habitats and populations. An increased 

number of road crossings leads also contribute to physical obstructions in the stream channel that 

limit the passage of fish, sediment and wood. The practice of installing steam crossing has also 

been found to be ineffective at preventing sediment delivery to streams (Rashin et al. 1999). Poor 

construction and failure of these crossings contributes to the accelerated input of fine sediment. 

Culvert densities and the miles of new road construction are used as indicators to determine the 

magnitude of effect logging has and will continue having on water quality. It is the goal of the 

CCT F&W department to limit the miles of new roads and stream crossings built to only those 

necessary for logging operations and upgrade existing infrastructure within a project area.  

Harvesting alongside a stream has the potential to affect water quality and thus fish survival in 

various ways. Possible changes in stream environments due to logging include increased solar 

radiation, decreased supply of large woody debris, and the erosion of stream banks (Hicks et al. 

1991). An increase in stream temperature can lead to reduced growth efficiency, increase 

susceptibility to disease and changes in growth rate (Hicks et al. 1991). Additionally, increased 

temperature can reduce the ability of native species to compete with invasive ones. Reduced 

abundance of large wood in streams leads to a decrease in cover, loss of pool habitat, reduced 

protection from peak flows and a loss of hydraulic complexity. These habitat changes affect the 

fish by increasing the vulnerability to predation, decreasing seasonal habitat refuge, reducing 

habitat complexity and food production and may catalyze the loss of desirable species diversity. 

The erosion of stream banks can lead to a loss of edge cover, increased stream width, reduced 

stream depth and increased fine sediment; the consequences these changes create for fish species 

include increased vulnerability to predation, reduced carrying capacity, and reduced spawning 

success and food supply (Hicks et al. 1991). 

In general, the effects of forest harvest are proportional to amounts of area disturbed and 

vegetation removed. Other factors that can ameliorate or exacerbate effects on water quality 

include 1) yarding system employed, 2) location of harvest units relative to intermittent and 

permanent streams, 3) pattern of harvest within a catchment, 4) watershed sensitivity to surface 
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erosion and mass failure, and 5) climatic conditions following harvest. Practices related to timber 

harvest method on the CCT Reservation that have the greatest potential to negatively affect water 

quality include harvesting on hillslopes, scarification of the hillslope and slash burning. 

Environmental changes created by these harvesting types include altered stream flow regime, 

accelerated surface erosion and mass wasting, increased nutrient runoff and input of fine 

inorganic and organic matter. Potential consequences of these habitat alterations include reduced 

egg-to fry survival, reduced food abundance, loss of interstitial hiding space, and blockage to 

migrations. Mitigation to protect the complexity and biodiversity of stream habitats needs to 

include preserving physical and biological linkages between streams, riparian zones and upland 

areas that maintain natural delivery rates woody debris, sediment and organic matter to the 

streams. 
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8.3 Preliminary Road Issue Identification and Maps 

To:  Robert Mallory, Inchelium Forestry District Officer 

  Abe Rosenbaum, Inchelium Forestry Roads Engineer 

 

cc:  Barry Coles, Inchelium Forestry Silviculturist 

  Phil Wapato, Assistant Forest Manager 

  Todd Thorn, Watershed Program Manager 

  Doug Marconi, NPS Management Coordinator  

Chasity Swan, IRMP Coordinator 

 

From:  Joe Ezell, Watershed Restoration Specialist 

     

Subject: Wilmont Timber Sale 2019, Preliminary Road Issue Identification 

 

Rob and Abe, 

I have attached a set of maps showing roads and stream crossings in the Wilmont RMU that have the 

potential to impact water quality, stream habitat and riparian management zones. This identification 

should be considered preliminary and used to guide the transportation plan associated with the Wilmont 

sale. The Forest Practices code and Hydraulic Practices code along with specific site conditions will 
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determine final usage of road segments and stream crossings or treatments necessary to mitigate impacts 

to Tribal resources. The preliminary identification includes the entire sale area and does not account for 

specific blocks or blocks previously identified for the 2019 sale. As the planning process continues, it is 

possible that blocks and/or treatments will change and these roads and crossings will need to be reviewed 

to ensure resource protection.  

The shapefiles used to create these maps will be sent along with this memo. The attribute to refer to 

within both shapefiles is “PRO_TRTMNT.” The WilmontRoads PRO_TRTMNT are listed as “Realign 

Outside RMZ” and “Mitigate for Erosion.” Keep in mind that these have not been field verified and 

distances, alignments and mitigation treatments will need to be based on current site conditions. For 

example, it is possible that only certain portions of a particular road segment should be realigned outside 

the RMZ or the on-the-ground measurements indicate that the entire road segment already falls outside 

the RMZ. Specific site conditions will also help us determine which erosion mitigation treatments best 

suit that location: drivable dips, water bars, out-sloping, berm removal, ditching, cross drains, rock-

armoring, gravel surfacing, magnesium chloride, realignment, post-sale closure, etc.  

The WilmontCrossings PRO_TRTMNT options are “Potential Removal” and “Potential Replacement.” 

The removals are associated with road segments identified as “Realign Outside RMZ.” If it is determined 

that a road segment’s alignment relative to the RMZ meets Tribal Code, the associated crossing should 

remain unless it is found to be nonfunctioning, under-functioning, or blocking fish passage. “Potential 

Replacement” is based on a 2013 inventory that included function percentage and potential fish blockage 

to upstream habitat. As planning for the sale continues, we may find that some of these crossings have 

been repaired/replaced while others that were okay in 2013 have since become blocked, perched or 

blown-out entirely. When it becomes clear which combination of open roads, reconstructed roads and 

newly constructed roads make up the transportation network for the Wilmont sale, we can further analyze 

the stream crossings to ensure they meet Tribal Code by accounting for 100-year flows and fish passage 

where necessary.  

The Watershed Restoration Program supports timber management and a road network that allows access 

for forest practices, wildfire fighting, ranching and membership hunting, fishing, gathering, firewood 

cutting, etc. Each timber sale allows us the opportunity to improve and maintain those roads that are 

needed for management and membership while addressing those that are impacting Tribal waters and 

other resources. Let me know if you have any questions regarding this preliminary identification. 

 

Thanks, 

Joe  
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 FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
Colville Confederated Tribes, Wilmont 2018 Project 

Colville Indian Reservation, Ferry County, Washington 

Based on the attached Environmental Assessment (EA) Alternative B for the proposed action of 

Wilmont 2018 Project to harvest approximately 16.8 MMBF of timber from approximately 1,707 

acres of tribal land in the Inchelium District on the Colville Indian Reservation, Ferry County, 

Washington, we have determined that by implementation of the agency proposed action and 

environmental mitigation measures as specified in the EA, the proposed Wimont 2018 Project 

will have no significant impact on the quality of the human environment. In accordance with 

Section 102 (2) (c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, an 

environmental impact statement will not be required.  

This determination is supported by the following: 

1. The document was developed with input from subject matter experts. Agency and public 

input was solicited and environmental issues related to development were identified. 

Section 1.6 of the Environmental Assessment (EA) under “Public Scoping” outlines the 

public input process.  

2. The EA discloses the environmental consequences in Section 4.0 Environment 

Consequences of the “proposed action” and the “no action” alternative. 

3. Protective measures will be levied to protect air (Clean Air Act as amended 42 USC 

7401 et seq.), noise, and water quality (Clean Water Act of 1977, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et 

seq.), as outlined in the Best Management Practices listed in the 2006 CCT Forest 

Practices Handbook. 

4. The proposed action will not jeopardize threatened and endangered species (Threatened 

and Endangered Species Act of 1983, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).   

5. There are no adverse effects on historic properties (National Historic Preservation Act, as 

amended 16 U.S.C. 470) for the purpose of 36 CFR 800.9 (b) by preserving archeological 

value through conduct of appropriate research in accordance with applicable standards 

and guidelines. Should undiscovered archaeological remains be encountered during 

project ground disturbing activities, work will stop in the area of discovery and the 

stipulations 36 CFR 800.11 be followed. The BIA Archeologist and Tribal Historic 

Preservation Officer (THPO) were consulted for this project. The Resource Archaeologist 

has worked with Inchelium Forestry District (IFD) to mitigate the effects of the action 

alternative and will coordinate with the Timber Sales Officer (TSO) and other IFD 

officials during project implementation to insure that the proper steps are taken to protect 

these significant cultural resources. The TSO shall insure that all work stops in the 

vicinity of the find, steps are taken to protect the find, and that the Tribal Archaeologist is 

called immediately. No work shall resume until the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 

(THPO) has approved a management plan.  

6. The proposed action will not affect public health or safety. 

7. The proposed action will not cause a significant effect to energy resources (Energy 

Policy Act of 2005), water resources, wetlands (E.O. 11990), or flood plains (E.O. 

11988).  

8. The cumulative effects to the environment are mitigated to avoid or minimize effects 
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of implementation of the proposed project see Section 4. 

9. The proposed action will improve the economic and social conditions of the effected 

Native American community. 

10. The proposed action will not affect unique characteristics of the geographic area such 

as the proximity to park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or 

ecologically critical areas.  

11. The proposed action will not produce highly controversial effects on the quality of the 

human environment.  

12. The proposed action will not have highly uncertain effects on the human environment 

or involve unique or unknown risks.  

13. The proposed action will not establish a precedent for future actions with significant 

effects or represent a decision in principle about a consideration.  

14. There will be no disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 

effects on minority or low-income communities (Environmental Justice E.O. 12898; 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964).  

15. The proposed action will not affect American Indian Religious Freedom (Public Law 

No. 95-341). 

16. The proposed action will not contribute to the disposal of solid or hazardous waste 

(Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976). 

17. The proposed action will not threaten a violation of Federal, State, or local law or 

requirements imposed for the protection of the environment.  

 Signatures 
 

 

Approved: __________________________________________________ Date ______________ 

Superintendent 

Colville Agency, Nespelem, Washington 
 


