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To: Appeal Deciding Officer 

  
This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel on behalf of The 
Ecology Center, Inc.; Alliance for the Wild Rockies; The Lands Council; and American 
Wildlands protesting the Decision Notice (DN) for the Troy Beetle Salvage project on the Three 
Rivers Ranger District signed by the Kootenai National Forest Supervisor. 
 
The Forest Supervisor’s decision adopts Alternative B-modified, which allows for timber harvest 
on 802 to 962 acres, depending on insect and disease conditions at the time of sale preparation.  
The alternative also includes a project-specific amendment to suspend the requirement that 
existing cavity habitat be retained in MA-10. 
 
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’ objections 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), the Endangered Species Act, the Clean Water Act, the 
Administrative Procedures Act, and the Kootenai Forest Plan.  The appellants request the DN 
and Environmental Assessment (EA) be withdrawn or remanded.  If the District wishes to carry 
out further logging activities they should prepare an EA that remedies all of the alleged 
violations of laws, policies, and regulations the appellants identified in their appeal.  The District 
Ranger contacted the appellants by phone and offered to meet with them to resolve the issues.  
The appellants declined the offer. 
 
ISSUE REVIEW 
 
Issue 1.  The Three Rivers Ranger District wants to carry on layer upon layer of logging 
projects over the same geographic area but does not want to take a look at the combined 
and cumulative effects on the land, water, wildlife, and fish.  The Finding Of No Significant 
Impact (FONSI) is therefore arbitrary and capricious and the DN must be remanded. 
 
Response:  The Troy Beetle Salvage project considered other projects, road maintenance, fire 
suppression, and activities by private citizens in the cumulative effects analysis (EA, pp. 1-4 to 
1-5 and Chapter 3 [see cumulative effects for each resource]; Project File [PF], item 64).  The 
FONSI and DN are not arbitrary or capricious. 
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Issue 2:  The EA’s range of alternatives is too narrow to meet NEPA’s requirements since it 
failed to include an alternative that logs only Forest Plan “suitable” land, and the EA fails 
to provide any convincing evidence that the habitat for white-tailed deer and elk are so 
poor that logging unsuitable areas is needed.  
 
Response:  An alternative that would not harvest in the unsuitable land was considered, but 
eliminated from detailed study (EA, p. 2-3; PF, Document [Doc.] 289, p. 2).  The Forest Plan 
does not require the big game habitat in MA-10 be in poor condition before logging can be 
considered.  The Forest Plan states timber harvest may occur for wildlife habitat maintenance or 
enhancement (FP, Vol. 1, p. III-39).  The wildlife section documents harvesting in MA-10 will 
stimulate forage production (EA, p. 57).  This meets the intent of the Forest Plan.  The range of 
alternatives is sufficient. 
 
Issue 3:  The EA does not provide any solid reason why implementing the Forest Plan as it 
exists should be rejected in favor of yet another more-logging amendment to the Plan.   
 
Response:  The response to Issue 2 documented the harvest in MA-10 will enhance wildlife 
habitat.  Due to steep slopes and lack of roads in MA-10, conventional harvest methods are 
unusable; therefore, a helicopter is needed for the work (EA, p. 2-3).  Since a helicopter will be 
used, the retention of all existing snags may not be achievable due to safety standards, so a 
Forest Plan amendment was necessary to safely do the harvesting to meet big game improvement 
objectives.  Personnel safety, while implementing the Forest Plan, is a good solid reason for a 
Forest Plan amendment.  
 
Similar amendments have been approved for six other projects on the Forest.  Cumulatively, the 
seven projects will impact a total of 3 percent of the MA-10 allocation on the Forest.  Monitoring 
of these approved amendments indicates that after the projects were complete an adequate 
number of snags remained (PF, Doc. 289, p. 3). 
 
Issue 4:  Since the DN approves of logging large dead and living trees, components that 
make up habitat for old growth dependent species, a more detailed analysis of project area-
wide and forest wide old growth Management Indicator Species (MIS) habitat conditions 
was necessary. 
 
Response:  The old growth analysis (EA, pp. 3-23 to 3-25; PF, Doc. 136) shows that designated 
old growth exceeds the 10 percent standard in the Forest Plan (p. II-22) for the analysis area.  
The supporting information, such as stand exams, surveys, mapping, and database information 
for old growth in the project area, is located in the Project File (Volume 11).  This project will 
not harvest within designated old growth (EA, p. 3-25).  Two of the harvest units adjacent to old 
growth, 4 and 4A, described in the old growth analysis, were dropped in the DN (p. 6).  The MIS 
for old growth and snag habitat is pileated woodpecker.  The EA analyzes the impacts this 
project will have on pileated woodpeckers and their habitat (EA, pp. 3-86 to 87).  A more 
detailed analysis of project and Forest-wide old growth MIS habitat is not necessary for the 
Deciding Official to make an informed decision on this project.   
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Issue 5:  GRIZZLY BEAR 
 
5A:  Consultation on the Troy Beetle Salvage project, and in combination with all other 
ongoing projects (including Pine and Callahan timber sales) and recently approved but not 
implemented projects (such as Spar-Lake timber sale), must be re-initiated to determine 
whether implementation of the project as described in the DN is likely to adversely affect 
grizzly bears given the new information in the Biological Opinion and Incidental Take 
Statement for the Idaho Panhandle National Forests (IPNF). 
 
Response:  The grizzly bear analysis in the Biological Assessment for this project resulted in a 
“not likely to adversely affect” finding based on the best available science (PF, Doc. 56, p. 24).  
The USFWS concurred with this finding in its letter of February 20, 2001 (PF, Doc. 61).  This 
project is consistent with the March 2001 settlement agreement for the Kootenai and IPNF (PF, 
Doc. 286).  The project and its effects on grizzly bear and bear habitat have not changed; re-
initiation is not required (PF, Doc. 56, p. 3, and Doc. 61). 
 
5B:  The EA and project BA fail to recognize recent grizzly bear research indicates that 
establishment of large, unshifting, permanently secure core habitat is essential to the long 
term persistence of self-sustaining populations of grizzly bears. 
 
Response:  As displayed in the EA and BA, grizzly bear core habitat is not affected by this 
project, and is increased with Callahan and Skyline project road obliteration (EA, pp. 3-63 and 
64; PF, Doc. 56, p. 14).  The project does use the best available science in its analysis, including 
grizzly bear core habitat analysis, as discussed in the Response to Comments (PF, Doc. 290, 
Comment #84). 
 
Issue 6:  The District failed to complete steps required by the Lynx Conservation 
Assessment and Strategy (LCAS), which might have indicated that more habitat should 
have been protected from logging.   
 
Response:  The lynx impact analysis is based on the LCAS standards and guidelines (EA, p. 3-
70).  Lynx habitat has been mapped according to LCAS protocols (PF, Doc. 56, pp. 28 to 37).  
The Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy was appropriately applied for this project, and 
the project is in compliance with it. 
 
Issue 7:  The cumulative effects analysis on streams in the project area is inaccurate and 
otherwise inadequate.  Consequently, the impacts of the Troy Beetle Salvage Project on 
water quality and fish habitat for native fish such as the westslope cutthroat trout and bull 
trout were never adequately considered, and thus compliance with the substantive 
protections regulations for NFMA and the Clean Water Act cannot be assured. 
 
Response:  The condensed version of the watershed/fisheries impacts in the EA (pp. 3-38 to 3-
51) may be a little confusing at points, but the watershed and fisheries analysis in the Project File 
is accurate and adequate (PF, Vol. 4, Doc. 56, pp. 41 to 71, Vol. 4, Doc. 60, and Volume 15, 
Doc. 117 to 125).  The appellants’ confusion about whether a data table represents direct or 
cumulative impacts is cleared up by looking in the Project File where the identical table is part of 
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the direct effects discussion for watershed (PF, Vol. 15, Doc. 117, pp. 15 to 16).  The BA 
adequately considered the water quality and impacts to bull trout (PF, Doc. 56, pp. 41 to 71).  
The effects to sensitive fish species are covered in the EA (pp. 3-44 to 51); however, the final 
determination for westslope cutthroat trout was inadvertently left out.  This determination of 
“may impact individuals or habitat but will not likely contribute towards federal listing or loss of 
viability” can be found in the Decision Notice (DN, Appendix 6).  The project is in full 
compliance with NFMA and the Clean Water Act. 
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the Forest Supervisor's decision be affirmed and the appellants' requested relief be 
denied.  
 
 
 
/s/ Cindy S. Swanson 
CINDY S. SWANSON 
Director of Watershed, Wildlife, Fisheries and Rare Plants 
 

 


