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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Adam Bishop on behalf of the Alliance 
for the Wild Rockies; The Ecology Center, Inc.; and The Lands Council protesting the Rexford District 
Ranger’s Decision Notice (DN) for the Marias Houselog Salvage Timber Sale. 
 
The District Ranger’s decision adopts Alternative 2, which was developed specifically to respond to the 
Need for Action.  This alternative focuses on recovery of a portion of the economic value remaining in 
the lodgepole stands in the upper Young Creek drainage, with a minimum of ground disturbance.  
Commercial timber harvest would be utilized to recover the economic value of commercial timber 
products.  Alternative 2 would implement management activities on an estimated 371 acres.  Select 
harvest of dead lodgepole pine greater than12 inches in diameter at breast height would occur.  Logging 
systems to be used would most likely be hand falling and aerial yarding (helicopters).  Approximately 
21 miles of road reconstruction would occur to improve road drainage and safety.  Normally restricted 
roads used for management activities would continue to be restricted to public motorized use. 

My review was conducted pursuant to, and in accordance with 36 CFR 215.19 to ensure the analysis and 
decision are in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, policy, and orders.  The appeal record, 
including the Appellants’ issues and recommended changes, has been thoroughly reviewed.  Although I 
may not have listed each specific issue, I have considered all the issues raised in the appeal and believe 
they are adequately addressed below. 
 
The Appellants allege violations of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the National Forest 
Management Act (NFMA), and the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  The Appellants request that the 
decision be remanded.  A telephone call was made to discuss the informal disposition of the appeal, but 
no resolution of the issues was reached. 
 
ISSUE REVIEW 
 
1.  The Interim Grizzly Bear Access Management rule set should have undergone full NEPA 
analysis before adoption by the Kootenai National Forest.   

Response:  The Selkirk/Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Areas Interim Access Management Rule 
Set states, “The Interim Access Management Rule Set will be applied to new federal projects where 
consultation is initiated after January 1, 1999.  Individual projects which serve to implement these 
interim access management guidelines on federal lands will be addressed in individual NEPA 
documents that provide for full public involvement and provide for consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service to ensure continued compliance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA).”  The Project 
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File (PF), including the Environmental Assessment (EA) (PF, Doc. 27) and Biological Assessment (BA) 
(PF, Doc. 92), provides documentation that the Marias Houselog Salvage project completed the required 
NEPA documentation with full public involvement.   

2.  The cumulative effects analysis for grizzly bears is inadequate and is in violation of NEPA. 

The cumulative effects analysis findings for the grizzly bear was conducted in a method consistent with 
the grizzly bear recovery plan for the Cabinet/Yaak Ecosystem.  This analysis is documented in the 
Environmental Analysis (PF, Doc. 27), BA (PF, Doc. 92), Wildlife Process Paper (PF, Doc. 91), and in 
the DN/FONSI (PF, Doc. 39).  The Wildlife Section of the Project File also contains information on 
grizzly bear habitat status (Docs. 100 to 102).  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the 
finding contained in the BA pertaining to grizzly bears in a letter dated December 29, 1999 (PF, Doc. 
91). 

3.  The potential for serious impacts as a result of the Marias Houselog Salvage decision warrants 
the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement. 

The regulations at 40 CFR 1501.4 (c) provide for the preparation of an EA to determine whether or not 
to prepare an EIS.  As documented in the DN and FONSI, the District Ranger determined that this 
project is not a major federal action with significant effects on the quality of the human environment 
(DN, p. 14-17).  Supporting documentation for their Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is 
provided in the PF, including the Environmental Analysis (Doc. 27), BA (Doc. 92), Wildlife Process 
Paper (Doc. 91), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service letter concurring with the findings contained in 
the BA (Doc. 91). 

4.  The Decision to implement Alternative 2 is in violation of Sections 7 and 9 of the Endangered 
Species Act. 

Implementation of Alternative 2 is in compliance with the Endangered Species Act.  This was addressed 
in the BA, which found that the proposed action “may affect but is not likely to adversely affect” the 
threatened grizzly bear, endangered gray wolf or threatened bull trout; “is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of lynx or result in the destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical lynx 
habitat;” and will have “no effect” on any other listed or proposed species (PF, Doc. 92).  The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service concurred with the findings contained in the BA in a letter dated December 29, 
1999 (PF, Doc. 91). 

5.  The Marias Houselog Salvage Timber Sale will violate NFMA. 

Implementation of the Marias Houselog Salvage Timber Sale is in compliance with NFMA.  The EA 
(PF, Doc. 27) summarized the direct and indirect effects and cumulative effects on wildlife species, and 
disclosed the findings pertaining to threatened, endangered, and sensitive fish and plant species.  The 
DN/FONSI disclosed the findings pertaining to threatened, endangered, and sensitive species (Doc. 39, 
pp. 17, 19, and 20).  The BA found that the proposed action “may affect but is not likely to adversely 
affect” the threatened grizzly bear, endangered gray wolf or threatened bull trout; “is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of lynx or result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
proposed critical lynx habitat;” and will have “no effect” on any other listed or proposed species (PF, 
Doc. 92, p. 3).  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the findings contained in the BA in a 
letter dated December 29, 1999 (PF, Doc. 91).  The Biological Evaluation found that the proposed action 
will have “no impact” on the sensitive species listed on page 2., and “may impact individuals but will 
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not contribute to a trend towards federal listing or a loss of population viability for fisher, black-backed 
woodpeckers, northern goshawk, or Townsend’s big-eared bats (PF, Doc. 93, p 2.). 

 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
I recommend the District Ranger’s decision be affirmed and the Appellants’ requested relief be denied. 
 
 
/s/ J. Doug Glevanik 
 
 
J. DOUG GLEVANIK 
Reviewing Officer 
Interregional NEPA, Appeals and Litigation Leader 
  Ecosystem, Assessment and Planning 
 

 


