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Dear Mr. Juel: 
 
This letter is in response to your objection dated July 6, 2007, to the Kootenai River North Fuels 
Reduction Project located on the Kootenai National Forest. I have read your objection on behalf 
of the WildWest Institute.  I have also reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA), the 
analysis in the project file, and I understand the disclosed environmental effects.  I have also 
considered the comments submitted during the public scoping for this project.  My review was 
conducted in accordance with 36 CFR 218.   
 
On December 3, 2003, President Bush signed into law the Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 
2003 (HFRA) to reduce the threat of destructive wildfires while upholding environmental 
standards and encouraging early public input during planning processes.  The legislation helps 
further the President’s Healthy Forests Initiative pledge to care for America’s forests and 
rangelands, reduce the risk of catastrophic fire to communities, help save the lives of firefighters 
and citizens, and protect threatened and endangered species.  
 
This project clearly demonstrates compliance with the HFRA.  The primary purpose of the 
Kootenai River North Fuels Reduction is to:  
• Reduce hazardous fuels in the urban interface to better protect the public, firefighters, 

and the ecosystem from the risk of high-intensity wildland fire. 
• Reduce the potential for sustained crown fire by increasing the spacing between crowns 

and reducing fire ladder fuels. 
 
The HFRA provides for a predecisional administrative review process in which the objector 
provides sufficient narrative description of the project, specific issues related to the project, and 
suggested remedies that would resolve the objection (36 CFR 218.7).  HFRA also allows for the 
parties to meet in order to resolve the issues.  On July 19, 2007, the Forest met with you via 
conference call and discussed your concerns about the project and analysis, and discussed your 
suggested remedies.  This was a very productive meeting for all the parties, as each of your 
concerns was resolved to everyone’s satisfaction.   
 
The Responsible Official and I have reviewed the project in light of the issues and suggested 
remedies presented in your objection letter.  I have reviewed the notes from the objection 
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resolution meeting that you had with the Interdisciplinary Team from the District.  I have listed 
the issues and suggested remedies, and the resolutions that were made in the meeting. 
 
Old Growth 
The first issue in your objection letter was the impact the project would have on old growth 
forest.  Your suggested remedy was for the Forest to commit to post-treatment monitoring in 
Unit 1, and have enough plots taken to verify that the area meets minimum Green, et al., 1992 
old-growth criteria. 
 
Resolution:  The team is committed to monitoring the old growth characteristics of the old 
growth stands in the project area, as described in Green, et al.  The eco-data plots are important 
components of the project, and the commitment to do them would be included in the Decision 
Notice.  The Decision Notice would also commit the Kootenai National Forest to designation of 
old growth stands that have recently been surveyed in the project area, including Unit 1H.  This 
designation would follow the management.  Monitoring would be completed pre- and post- 
project in order to determine changes in stand composition and structure as a result of project 
implementation.  The District would also contact the local residents who had their objections 
dismissed.  The Forest will also try to get a research project implemented in Unit 1.  This is 
partly dependent on completing the management of the unit. 
 
You also suggested the Forest clarify our intentions as to what inventory status the old growth in 
Units 3, 5, 6, and 23 will have post-project. 

 
Resolution:  Small patches of old growth in units 5, 6, and 23 were dropped from the units.  Old 
growth characteristics in Unit 3 were primarily in the east portion of the unit, which also was 
dropped.  The remainder of the unit would be marked to retain large live trees and old growth 
character.  The Decision Notice would clarify the status of these old growth patches relative to 
the harvest units and would commit to designation of old growth patches within the project area. 

 
Soil Productivity 
The second issue in your objection letter was the impact the project would have on soil 
productivity.  Your suggested remedy was to quantify the detrimental disturbance in proposed 
units attributable to the historic railroad grades and Clyde skidders, and thus improve the 
cumulative effects analysis for total detrimental disturbance. 
 
Resolution:  The Decision Notice would clarify that the historic logging was accounted for in 
the soil surveys completed in the field.  These surveys reflect existing soil condition, including 
all historic logging.  Soil surveys are included in the project file.  The team also explained that 
the Clyde skidder actually operated on railroad grades, pulling logs onto the railroad grade using 
cables. Thus, soil impacts from that logging are largely restricted to those railroad grades.  While 
decompaction of those railroad grades would be desirable from a soils perspective, they are also 
historic resources, protected by various laws.  The team also explained that none of the units 
would exceed the 15 percent level after mitigation was completed. 
 
You also suggested the soil analysis show that productivity is not being maintained at 
ecologically desirable levels because of scarcity of down wood and soil compaction, which 
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would not be completely ameliorated with the project.  You asked the Forest to clarify and 
specify the amount of coarse woody debris to be left in each unit to be treated, including 
measurements in both tons per acre and diameter. 

 
Resolution:  The documents would describe how the project will balance the need for downed 
woody debris with the need to manage fuels within the wildland urban interface, and 
acknowledge there will be a period of time with a deficit of downed woody debris.  The Decision 
Notice would commit the Forest to leaving 3 to 10 tons of downed wood over 8 inches and a 
minimum of 4 feet long, as available.  The Decision Notice would explain that over 10 tons per 
acre of downed woody debris is undesirable within the wildland urban interface due to increased 
fire behavior.  

 
Lastly, you asked the Forest to specify that more coarse woody debris be left on highly 
compacted sites within units where ripping is not practical, as suggested by the Lolo National 
Forest soils report. 
 
Resolution:  The Decision Notice would clarify that skid trails would be ripped and woody 
debris placed on them to reduce soil compaction long-term, and to discourage ATV use.  As 
described above, Clyde skidder impacts are restricted to railroad grades.  Intact railroad grades 
are protected by various historic preservation laws and generally not available for ripping and 
seeding.  

 
Grizzly Bear 
The third issue in your objection letter was the impact the project would have on grizzly bear and 
bear management unit 10 (BMU 10).  Your suggested remedy was to close and/or obliterate 
enough roads in unit 10 so grizzly bear core and habitat effectiveness (HE) standards will be met 
post-project. 

 
Resolution:  The Decision Notice would clarify why the standards for habitat effectiveness (HE) 
and core cannot be met in BMU 10 with this project, alone.  Core in BMU 10 is increased by 119 
acres during this project and 218 acres post-project with road closures.  The project makes 
improvement toward the 55 percent core standard.  The project also improves HE by 155 acres 
post-project.  Table 3.32 of the EA (p. 99) displays effects of the proposed action on grizzly bear 
habitat parameters.  The BA in the project file lists specific affected acres for habitat 
effectiveness and core habitat. 
 
Improvements in grizzly bear habitat components are included commensurate with the scale of 
the project; i.e. the project involvement and impact on the BMU is small, as is the scale of 
improvement in grizzly bear habitat components.  The team also explained that Unit 1 (H and T) 
are on the very southeast edge of BMU 10 and are very close to homes on the Kootenai River 
Road.  Issues of grizzly bear habitat standards are better addressed on projects that involve larger 
areas within the grizzly bear recovery area rather than in this one unit that has relatively high 
potential for human-caused fire ignition and would threaten area homes should a wildfire start. 
 
In response to your desire that HE should be improved in BMU 10, the ID team explained that 
improvements in HE in BMU 10 would require yearlong closure of heavily used open roads.  
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One such closure is included in the project to reduce (improve) linear open-road density in BMU 
10.  Any additional road closures would be highly controversial with the local public and would 
not be appropriate under HFRA. 
 
It is the ID team’s understanding that these changes and explanations resolved your three 
objections to the Kootenai River North project.  In closing this letter, I want to commend you 
and the ID team for working together to resolve your concerns.  Your objection was thoughtful 
and your letter was clear and to the point.  The ID team worked hard to involve and listen to the 
public.  The combined work of everyone will make this a good project; one that everyone can be 
proud of participating in.  Thank you, Mr. Juel, for helping to make this a better project. 
 
This response is not subject to further administrative review by the Forest Service or the 
Department of Agriculture [36 CFR 218.10(b)(2)].  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

 

/s/ Kathleen A. McAllister   
KATHLEEN A. MCALLISTER   
Reviewing Officer   
 
cc: 
Responsible Official 
Forest Coordinator 
 

 


