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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Deborah Kmon on behalf of The 
Ecology Center, Inc.; Alliance for the Wild Rockies; and The Lands Council protesting the West 
Kootenai Ecosystem Restoration Project Decision Notice (DN) signed by the Rexford District Ranger 
(Kootenai National Forest).   
 
The District Ranger's decision adopts Alternative 3.  This alternative includes 1,356 acres of commercial 
thinning and underburning, 1,684 acres of slashing and underburning to reduce ladder fuels, and 88 
acres of regeneration harvest.  This alternative does not include any activities in designated old growth 
and, therefore, does not require a project-specific Forest Plan amendment.  
 
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 have not 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 Clean Water Act (CWA), the Forest and Rangeland Renewable 
Resources Planning Act (RPA), the Kootenai National Forest Plan, the Forest Service Handbook, the 
Forest Service Manual, the Forest Service Economic and Social Analysis Handbook, OMB Circular A-
94, and the terms and conditions of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Biological Opinion on bull 
trout.  The Appellants request the decision be remanded, or, if the decision is made to go forth with this 
project, the District should be directed to correct the deficiencies of their analysis identified in the 
appeal. 
 
ISSUE REVIEW
 
Issue 1:  In failing to preform a cumulative effects analysis of soils the Supplement Environmental 
Assessment (SEA) violates the Forest Service Handbook, the Forest Plan, NFMA and NEPA. 
 
Response:  The cumulative effects of past, ongoing, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable actions were 
analyzed.  The analysis is documented in the Project File (documents #59, 61, 211, 212, 213, and 242); 
and the conclusion is reached in the SEA, page 35.  The cumulative effects analysis shows that the 
implementation of proposed and reasonably foreseeable actions, in conjunction with past and ongoing 
activities, would not result in any additional detrimental disturbance to the soil resources.  The 
reasonably foreseeable actions would not be cumulative or additive to those actions contained in the 
proposed action.  The West Kootenai Ecosystem Restoration project will comply with the draft Region 1 
supplement to FSH 2509.18; that is, the project is designed to keep impacts to less than 15 percent of the 
total unit area.  Monitoring of recent project supports this expectation of low impacts. 
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Issue 2:  The soils analysis and conditions in specific units is confusing. 
 
Response:  As the District Ranger pointed out in the transmittal letter, the ID team detected an error after 
the SEA was released.  The list of units in the SEA on page 34, which were identified as being above the 
15 percent soil disturbance threshold, is incorrect.  Page 7 of the DN/FONSI also makes an error on the 
list.  The units were correctly listed in the DN/FONSI under the Design Criteria.  There it reads:  "Units 
#21, 42, 51, 66, 71, 101, and 103, and a portion of #22, will be designated as winter harvest only units, 
requiring skidding on frozen ground.  This design criteria  will eliminate additional soil disturbance from 
harvest activities."  
 
Issue 3:  The lack of a cumulative effects analysis in the SEA is a blatant violation of NEPA.  This 
lack of analysis is documented in the SEA section entitled 'Cumulative Effects to Designated Old 
Growth'. 
 
Response:  The cumulative effects analyses are contained in the Project File under each of the resources.  
Only the conclusions drawn from these analyses are found in the EA or the SEA. 
  
Issue 4:  The SEA and DN's lack of disclosure on the present condition of the watersheds and lack 
of cumulative effects analysis is a violation of NEPA, the Clean Water Act, and NFMA. 
 
Response:  The present condition of the watershed and documentation supporting the cumulative effects 
analysis is disclosed in the following documents in the Project File:  Review of Water Resources 
analysis, #127; the list of timber sales included in the R1-WATSED runs, #136; Summary of hydrologic 
measurements for Young and Dodge Creeks for 1998, #138; Sediment and cross-section data for Young 
and Dodge Creeks, #139; Map showing the Rosgen Stream Classifications and the R-1 Channel Stability 
Ratings for surveyed reaches, #140; Map showing Recommended Peak Flow Increases and Peak Flow 
Increases, #142; Results of R-1 WATSED Model runs, #143; Information pertaining to proposed 
activities on State Land, #144; and Information pertaining to assumptions used for proposed activities on 
private land, #145.  The SEA goes into great length discussing the updated watershed analysis (pages 15 
through 26).  The cumulative effects conclusions are found on page 25. 
 
Issue 5:  By failing to meet the required time lines, the Kootenai National Forest is in violation of 
the Terms and Conditions of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Biological Opinion on 
the LRMP for effects on bull trout. 
 
Response:  Effects on bull trout and other federally-listed species were analyzed in a Biological 
Assessment (Project file, #183).  The Forest Fisheries Biologist determined the West Kootenai 
Ecosystem Restoration Project would not likely adversely affect bull trout.  The BA was submitted to 
USFWS for concurrence.  The USFWS concurred with the fisheries biologist's determination (see 
USFWS concurrence letter in Project File, #187).    
 
Issue 6:  The Forest failed to meet the requirement for economic analysis set forth in the RPA, 
NFMA, Forest Service Manual, Forest Service Economic and Social Analysis Handbook, and the 
OMB Circular A-94. 
 
Response:  Economic concerns were identified and analyzed in the IDT process, and considered by the 
District Ranger.  The decision to approve the selected alternative was based, in part, on its ability to 
meet the goals, standards, and objectives of the Forest Plan and responsiveness to the purpose and need. 
 



Issue 7:  The failure of the Forest to prepare and publish adequate monitoring has led to  the 
Forest Service making uninformed decisions, and impaired the public's ability to assess and 
comment on the environmental consequences of decisions affecting the Forest. 
 
Response:  The Forest has published Forest Plan Monitoring Data.  The data for the year 1989 to 1998 
has been incorporated by reference into the EA.  Monitoring data was used in the wildlife, soils, water 
resources, and vegetation analyses to evaluate the effects of the proposed activities.  Documents #156, 
193, 202, 212, and 215 in the Project File illustrate the use of data obtained from monitoring of past 
activities. 

 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the District Ranger's decision be affirmed and the Appellants' requested relief be denied.   
 
 
/s/ Alexander G. Morigeau 
 
 
ALEXANDER G. MORIGEAU 
Reviewing Officer 


