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The selection of Alternative B-Modified, authorizes the following activities in the West Troy 
project area on the Three Rivers Ranger District of the Kootenai National Forest: 

• Intermediate tree harvest and fuel reduction treatments on approximately 468 acres to 
lower fuel loadings, create a more open forest structure, promote fire-adapted species 
such as ponderosa pine and western larch, retain large overstory structure, and reduce 
vulnerability to insects and disease.   

• Stand replacement harvest, fuels treatment, and supplemental conifer planting on 
approximately 166 acres to treat areas with high insect and disease levels or where it is 
desirable to promote a more diverse species mix.   

• Natural fuels reduction treatments (mechanical, hand slashing, pile burning, and natural 
fuels burning) totaling approximately 318 acres outside of harvest units.  Approximately 
40 acres of mechanical treatment is located in designated effective old growth. 

• Pre-commercial thinning on approximately 270 acres to improve growing conditions for 
remaining trees.  

• This project commits to implementation of site-specific Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) work to improve aquatic conditions in Callahan Creek.  BMPs would also be 
applied to approximately 32 miles of haul road, as timber sale receipts allow.   

• Watershed rehabilitation activities, including road decommissioning, would occur on a 
total of approximately 9 miles of road, most of which are currently inaccessible to 
motorized travel, to improve conditions in the Callahan watershed.   

• Design features and mitigations would be implemented to protect resource values.  
 
My review was conducted pursuant to, and in accordance with, 36 CFR 215.19 to ensure the 
analysis and decision is 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 (ESA), and the Administrative 
Procedures Act (APA).  The appellants request a remand of the ROD.  An informal meeting was 
held but no resolution of the issues was reached. 

  Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recycled Paper     
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ISSUE REVIEW 
 
Issue 1.  Inadequate range of alternatives.  A more focused watershed restoration 
alternative, without logging and road building, should have been developed and fully 
analyzed.  The DEIS, pages 3-1 to 3-2 lists ongoing projects on National Forest land in the 
West Troy project area.  The EIS failed to consider an alternative that precluded those 
activities from going forward, meaning that a genuine no-action alternative as required by 
NEPA is missing from the EIS. 
 
Response:  A watershed restoration alternative without road construction and logging was 
considered but eliminated from detailed study.  Such an alternative precluding harvest would not 
meet the purpose and need to reduce fuels in the wildland urban interface and adjacent to private 
timberlands, restore vegetative conditions suitable to a fire-dependent ecosystem, improve 
conditions in old growth and big game habitat, reduce tree densities, implement BMPs work 
funded through timber sale receipts, provide timber for the wood products market, or 
employment generated by timber sales and associated activities.  For these reasons, the 
alternative was eliminated from detailed study (ROD, p. 11). 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) include a “no action” alternative.  The no action alternative is based on the 
premise that ecosystems change, even in the absence of active management.  It is essentially a 
“status quo” strategy that allows current activities and policies, such as recreation administration, 
road maintenance, and fire suppression to continue.  It proposes no actions that are contained in 
the action alternatives, but does not preclude other activities from continuing forward.  This 
alternative provides a baseline for comparison of environmental consequences of the other 
alternatives to the existing condition (36 CFR 1502.14) and is a management option that could be 
selected by the Responsible Official. 
 
Issue 2.  Old growth and old growth management indicator species.  The Forest Service is 
out of compliance with the Forest Plan…in monitoring requirements for pileated 
woodpeckers.  The EIS indicates that the West Troy project would adversely affect pileated 
woodpecker habitat and, thus increase the risks to population viability.  The Forest Service 
has not showed it has maintained 10 percent effective old growth on the Kootenai National 
Forest.  The EIS simply did not present an analysis of the impacts of open roads through 
old growth.  There is no evidence that an old growth improvement strategy will actually 
result in improved old-growth species’ habitats over the short term or long term. 
 
Response:  The West Troy project would not adversely affect pileated woodpecker and would 
not increase the risks to population viability.  Direct and indirect effects to pileated woodpecker 
habitat are identified on pages 3-102 to 3-103 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS).  Cumulative effects are identified on page 3-103 and state, “Past, ongoing or foreseeable 
activities were assessed for effects to snag habitat on a drainage level.  No adverse effects were 
identified from those actions, and no cumulative adverse effects to pileated woodpeckers of the 
species they represent as MIS would be expected with this project.”  This is also expanded upon 
in Response to Comments, (FEIS, 4-39) which discusses habitat requirements for pileated 
woodpecker in detail.   
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FY 2002 Forest Plan Monitoring Reports for Item C-4 (Old Growth Dependent Species), Item C-
5 (Old Growth Habitat) and Item C-6 (Cavity Habitat) are included in the project file (Vol. 25, 
Doc. 1) and were considered in the analysis in the FEIS.  FY 2002 Forest Plan Monitoring 
Report Item C-5 (Old Growth Habitat Amount and Condition), including Table C-5-1:  Forest 
wide old growth below 5,500’ elevation as of July 10, 2003, clearly identifies that the Forest is 
maintaining 10 percent effective old growth.  The FEIS (pp. 3-49 to 3-60) addresses compliance 
of the project area with Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines and effects of the project.   The 10 
percent old-growth standard is established in the Forest Plan and will be revisited during Forest 
Plan revision.   
 
In his Court Order of August 20, 2004, in the matter of The Ecology Center v. Castaneda, Judge 
Malloy indicated the Forest Service has demonstrated the Kootenai National Forest has 10 
percent old growth, as required by the Forest Plan.   
 
The old growth analysis is presented in the FEIS on pages 3-49 to 3-60.  Within the project area, 
there is a total of 7,958 acres designated into old growth management within blocks of 50 to 
1,551 acres.  This amounts to 11.82 percent of old growth designations within large blocks for 
wildlife species that utilize old growth, and provides adequate interior habitat and connectivity.  
Also, additional smaller stands have been designated to protect additional attributes unique to old 
growth where they exist in the subunit (FEIS, p. 3-51).  Under Alternative B, no harvest would 
occur in existing MA 13 or other designated old growth stands in the project area (FEIS, p. 
3056).  Currently 7, 131, or approximately 10.6 percent of the project area, is designated 
effective old growth.  Kootenai National Forest policy allows for harvest treatment in 
undesignated effective old growth.  The areas proposed for treatment are portions of stands that 
were not chosen for old growth designation because stands with better attributes were available 
for designation.   
 
Areas with activities are outside of the designated old growth and are not applicable to old 
growth criteria.  No new roads or temporary roads would be constructed through old growth 
stands.  Existing old growth habitat would not be fragmented.  Analysis of roads adjacent to old 
growth stands is discussed on pages 3-58 to 3-59 of the FEIS.   
 
The appellants’ inference that this project is attempting to produce old growth through active 
management is mistaken.  The 142 acres of harvest treatments within effective old growth stands 
are designed to remove excess fuels accumulations in dry site old growth stands so fire can be 
safely introduced.  The goal of these treatments is not to produce old growth, but to maintain 
habitat characteristic of old growth that historically experienced frequent/low intensity wildfire 
events.  The concept that ponderosa pine old growth stands were maintained by wildfire events, 
and that there is a need for maintenance of stands that historically experienced frequent/low 
intensity wildfire events is well document by research (Graham, et al. 2004, Habeck 1988, 
Habeck 1990, Green, et al. 1992, Bonnicksen 2002, Smith, et al. 1997, Zack and Morgan 1994).  
These proposed harvest treatments in undesignated effective and replacement old growth are 
designed to preserve all of the old growth attributes, while treating excess fuel accumulations 
(FEIS, p. 4-32).   
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The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) (pp. 3-1 to 3-2) provides a complete list of 
projects in the cumulative effects analysis area, which were considered in the cumulative effects 
analysis.  Other Forest-wide fuels reduction and wildlife habitat enhancement projects would be 
outside of the cumulative effects analysis area. 
 
On page 3-101 of the FEIS, the project recommends leaving 4-12 snags per acre as 
recommended in the Northern Region Snag Management Protocol (2000).  The analysis 
incorporated both Thomas, et al. 1979, and the protocol when determining snag requirements.  
The protocol requirements meet Bull, et al. (1997), recommendations of about four snags per 
acre (FEIS, Response to Comment, p. 4-37). 
 
Edge effects on old growth are addressed in the FEIS on pages 3-57 to 3-58.  Under Alternative 
B, harvest units 1, 1a, and 43 are adjacent to effective old growth stands.  This regeneration 
harvest has the potential to reduce designated and undesignated effective old growth habitat by 
10 acres by increasing light and wind at the edge of the stand.  Table 3-21 displays a comparison 
of effects to old growth by alternatives.  This is also documented on a map in the project file 
(Vol. 11, Doc. 7).  
 
Issue 3.  Soil productivity.  The EIS does not rely upon scientifically credible data or 
analysis, so the decision to cause more soil disturbance, resulting in unknown losses in soil 
productivity, is arbitrary and capricious. 
 
Response:  Soil resource analysis including the affected environment and environmental 
consequences is addressed in the FEIS (pp. 3-153 to 3-165).  Soil mitigations are identified in the 
ROD (Appendix 2).  The extent of ground previously disturbed by old roads, skid trails, mining 
activities, and landings was estimated through on-site site visits and transects, analysis of harvest 
history records and aerial photos (FEIS, p. 3-159; PF, Vol. 16, Docs. 3 to 6).  Soil resource 
analysis is also discussed in detail in the Response to Comments (FEIS, pp. 4-43 to 4-48).   
 
Results from monitoring harvest units indicate that the total cumulative disturbance would 
probably be less than the values predicted for most units.  Forest Plan monitoring on units 
harvested since 1998 has found that approximately one-third of monitored units have detrimental 
disturbance in the 6-10 percent category.  The remaining two-thirds of units monitored have less 
than 6 percent disturbance.  No units exceeded 10 percent (FEIS, p. 3-161) (PR, Vol. 25, Doc. 1 
pp. 48-51).   
 
Issue 4.  Logging, roadbuilding and other disturbance associated with the West Troy 
project could affect northern goshawk.  The EIS failed to disclose and analyze the status of 
the fisher, black-backed woodpecker, boreal toads and the flammulated, boreal, and great 
gray owls.   
 
Response:  Goshawk analysis can be found in the FEIS on pages 3-84 to 3-86.  Potential habitat 
(nesting, post-fledging and foraging) is widespread throughout the project area.  Goshawk habitat 
requirements are clearly stated and consistent with current science.  Viability is addressed at the 
Forest level, concluding that at the project area and landscape level, there would be adequate 
goshawk to maintain viable populations.  Alternative B may impact individuals, but would not 
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contribute to a trend towards federal listing of a loss of population viability for northern goshawk 
on the Forest.  See also response to issue #2.   
 
Fisher is addressed on pages 3-78 to 3-79 of the FEIS.  The action alternatives would modify a 
maximum of 1 percent of current fisher habitat within the project area.  Cumulatively, the West 
Troy project and the Callahan project would modify fisher habitat in the project area by 3 
percent.  Alternative B may impact individuals, but would not contribute to a trend towards 
federal listing of a loss of population viability for fisher on the Forest. 
 
Blacked-backed woodpeckers are addressed in the FEIS on pages 3-82 to 3-84.  Alternative B 
would modify very slight amounts of suitable secondary black-backed woodpecker habitat.  
Snags left on site would provide opportunities for nesting and foraging.  Cumulatively the West 
Troy project and the Callahan project would modify habitat in the project area by 1 percent.   
 
Flammulated owls are addressed on pages 3-91 to 3-93.  Alternative B may impact individuals, 
but would not contribute to a trend towards federal listing of a loss of population viability for 
flammulated owl on the Forest.  The great gray owl and boreal owl are not sensitive species on 
the Kootenai and are, therefore, not addressed.   
 
Boreal Toads are addressed on pages 3-87 to 3-89, including cumulative effects.  Alternative B 
may impact individuals, but would not contribute to a trend towards federal listing of a loss of 
population viability for flammulated owl on the Forest. 
 
The few clearcuts in the proposed project area will designate that 4-12 snags per acre are to be 
left with the intent of achieving 3-4 standing snags per acre after timber harvest and other 
preparation activities (FEIS, p. 3-103).  Information from the Northern Region Snag 
Management Protocol (2000) provides an optional snag retention level specific to the Northern 
Region.  These recommendations represent expected numbers of snag in the Vegetative 
Response Units (VRUs) that would support 100 percent of the potential population capacity for 
cavity-dependent species in the area, ranging from 4 snags per acre in the lower, warmer VRUs 
to 12 snags per acre in the higher, cooler VRUs. 
 
Issue 5.  Inadequate assessment of water quality and fisheries habitat. 
 
Response:  The water resource analysis for the West Troy project can be found on pages 3-133 
to 3-152 of the FEIS.  The analysis area includes the watersheds in which timber harvest, fuels 
reduction, road maintenance, and watershed rehabilitation activities are proposed.  These include 
lower Callahan Creek, Star Creek, several Kootenai River Face drainages, North Callahan, and 
South Callahan.  The affected environment is discussed on pages 3-134 to 3-142.  Environmental 
consequences are discussed on pages 3-142 to 3-152.  There are two primary areas of concern 
with the proposed activities which are addressed in the EIS:  1) effects on streamflows and 
stream channel conditions, and 2) sediment delivery.  Two other areas of less concern that are 
discussed briefly are riparian conditions and overall water quality.   
 
The potential affect of fire or harvest on water yield can be predicted by calculating the 
equivalent clearcut area (ECA) of the watershed.  The FEIS (pp. 3-134 to 3-152 and 4-42 to 4-

 



The Ecology Center, Inc., et al. - #04-01-00-0039 6.

43) discusses the effectiveness of this model and how other water yield increases not included in 
the model are considered.  Supporting information, including ECA analysis, stream and road 
survey information, and Kootenai National Forest Monitoring Report FY 01 (Items F-1, F-2, and 
F-3) are in the project file (Vol. 19, Docs. 5, 6, 7, and 8; Vol. 25, Doc. 3). 
 
The R1 WATSED model was not run for the West Troy project, because reasonable projections 
of peak flow increase (PFI) can be made from previous modeling done in these and similar 
watersheds.  PFIs of less than 1 percent can be considered to have no measurable effect.  Table 
3-52 (FEIS, p. 3-144) displays the potential for project-related water yield increases.  There 
would be no measurable change in stream flows in Threemile, Black Bear, Brush, Kootenai Face 
#5 or Kootenai Face #8.  There would be a small increase in peak flows in the remainder of the 
watersheds.  The effect of this project on peak flows is not measurable at the scale of Callahan or 
Star Creeks.  This project will harvest less than 1 percent of either Callahan or Star Creek 
watersheds (FEIS, pp. 3-143 to 3-144). 
 
Effects to sediment delivery are addressed on pages 3-144 to 3-145.  Overall, the project is 
expected to slightly decrease the cumulative sediment contribution to Callahan Creek because of 
the committed BMP work.  Other BMP work may be implemented in Star Creek and on the 
Kootenai Face, depending on timber sale proceeds.  This work would slightly improve 
conditions in these other watersheds, as well. 
 
No measurable affects to riparian areas are expected as a result of implementation of Alternative 
B and no detrimental effects to water quality are expected as a result of implementation of 
Alternative B (FEIS, p. 3-145). 
 
Direct and indirect effects with watershed rehabilitation work are identified on page 3-146.  
There would be short-term sediment delivery during the rehabilitation work that may include 
several hours of elevated turbidity and the introduction of fine sediment into the stream.  The 
long-term benefits would be improved channel stability, decreased chronic sediment and 
decreased risk of mass failures.  The overall trend would be towards improved watershed 
conditions. 
 
Cumulative effects for Alternatives B and C are identified on pages 3-146 to 3-152.  Table 3-53 
summarizes the key risk factors and the cumulative effects of the proposed project by watershed.  
The probable effect of the West Troy project without the watershed rehabilitation work would be 
to maintain the current stream channel conditions in all watersheds except Callahan Tributary #3,  
where stream conditions would slightly improve due to the committed road BMP work.  If the 
watershed work is implemented, other streams would have improved conditions, including 
Callahan Tributary #2, Black Bear and Hale Creeks (FEIS, p. 3-148).   
 
The fisheries habitat analysis area for the West Troy project area encompassed the following 
sub-watersheds:  Callahan Creek, North Callahan Creek, South Callahan Creek, Ruby Creek and 
Star Creek, and is addressed in the FEIS (pp. 3-106 to 3-132).  Five variables were used to 
quantify the effects of proposed activities on fish habitat quality.  These variables include 
number of pools per mile, amount of large woody debris (LWD) per mile, width/depth ration, 
streambank condition and water temperature.  These items were chosen as they best address the 
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pertinent disturbance and indicators determined to be appropriate for evaluating effects to fish 
species and habitat.  The remaining habitat indicators are addressed by the default RHCAs.  The 
cumulative effects analysis was based on habitat changes from the baseline condition as a result 
of past activities, proposed activities, ongoing projects, and other reasonably foreseeable Federal, 
Sate and private activities (FEIS, pp. 3-106 to 3-107). 
 
The fish habitat data collected in 2003 shows that conditions within the West Troy Project area 
currently meet or exceed INFS Riparian Management Objectives with the exception of pool 
frequency in Callahan Creek and North and South Callahan Creeks.  Large woody debris levels 
and recruitment sources for additional LWD are available in the Callahan drainage; therefore, 
pool frequency and quality is expected to improve.  Bank stability is also good throughout much 
of the length of streams surveyed (FEIS, p. 3-125). 
 
Based on the analysis in the FEIS, Alternative B or C may affect but is not likely to adversely 
affect bull trout and may impact individuals but is not likely to cause a trend to federal listing for 
redband trout and torrent sculpin (FEIS, p. 3-132 and Appendix K-2).  Similar issues regarding 
the water and fish analysis are addressed in Response to Comments (FEIS, pp. 4-10 to 4-13, 4-20 
to 4-22, 4-26, and 4-41 to 4-43). 
 
Issue 6.  Project based on out of date Forest Plan, violation of NFMA and NEPA 
contentions. 
 
Response:  The Department of the Interior and Related Agencies FY04 Appropriations Act, 
H.R. 2691, P.L. 108-108 was signed by the President on November 10, 2003.  Sec. 320 of the 
resolution appears on page 66 of H.R. 2691 and states, “Prior to October 1, 2004, the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall not be considered to be in violation of subparagraph 6(f)(5)(A) of the Forest 
and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 1604(f)(5)(A)) solely 
because more than 15 years have passed without revision of the plan for a unit of the National 
Forest System.  Nothing in this section exempts the Secretary from any other requirement of the 
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act (16 U.S.C. 1600 et seq.) or any other 
law:  Provided, that if the Secretary is not acting expeditiously and in good faith, within the 
funding available, to revise a plan for a unit of the National Forest System, this section shall be 
void with respect to such plan and a court of proper jurisdiction may order completion of the 
plan on an accelerated basis.” 
 
Issue 7.  It is important that the results of past project-level and Forest plan-level 
monitoring be incorporated into project-level analysis.  All interdisciplinary team members 
must be familiar with the results of all past monitoring pertinent to the project area, and 
any deficiencies of monitoring that have been previously committed to. 
 
Response:  Past project-level and Forest Plan-level monitoring has been incorporated into the 
project level analysis for the West Troy Project.  The following are a few examples:  Callahan 
EA IDT Monitoring Trip (PF Vol. 2, Doc. 1, pp. 7-11), fisheries monitoring and surveys (PF, 
Vol. 7, Docs. 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7), ECA analysis and stream and road survey information (PF, Vol. 
19, Docs. 5, 6, 7, and 8), Callahan EA Vegetation Monitoring thru 2003 (PF, Vol. 8, Doc. 50), 
noxious weed surveys (PF, Vol. 10, Doc. 3), stand exam surveys by compartment (PF, Vol. 11), 
soil surveys and monitoring (PF, Vol. 16, Docs. 3, 4, 6), roads analysis report (PF, Vol. 17), 
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summary of fuels monitoring for Callahan EA (PF, Vol. 18, Doc. 3), wildlife monitoring and 
snag reports (PF, Vol. 20, Docs. 4, 5, 6, and 21-25), Gibson and Lockman Callahan Creek trip 
report regarding insect and disease conditions (PF, Vol. 24, Doc. 15), and Forest Plan 
Monitoring Reports (PF, Vol. 25, Doc. 1, pp. 4-51). 
 
Issue 8.  The West Troy EIS’s conclusion that the project would not adversely affect the 
lynx is not scientifically credible. 
 
Response:  The West Troy project does not include activities in the LCAS mapped habitat for 
the lynx.  The activities planned in this project are in the wildland urban interface area and 
situated in the lower elevations.  The project would have no direct, indirect or cumulative effect 
on lynx or their habitat (FEIS, p. 3-76).  This is documented in the Biological Assessment (PF, 
Vol. 33, Doc. 1) which received USFWS concurrence (PF, Vol. 33, Doc. 2). 
 
Issue 9.  Grizzly Bear. 
 
Response:  Grizzly bear analysis is presented in the FEIS, including the affected environment 
and the environmental consequences (pp. 3-62 to 3-70; West Troy Errata Specialist Report 
Insert).  The proposed alternative was designed to meet habitat effectiveness (HE) measures.  
Helicopter buffers for harvest decrease the habitat effectiveness from 78 percent to 73 percent.  
The effect would be that grizzly bear habitat would be less impacted by helicopter harvest than 
ground-based systems due to the fact helicopter harvest would take less time.  Both alternatives 
fully comply with open road density and habitat effectiveness standards.  Both alternatives fully 
comply with standards involving core criteria (FEIS, pp. 3-68 to 3-69). 
 
Pre-commercial thinning is planned for the action alternatives.  Some of the proposed thinning is 
located in core habitat.  No roads would be opened to access these sites since the contractors 
would walk in.  The short duration of 2-3 days in the units would be a very minor effect to the 
grizzly bear due to the type of activity and the fact that large contiguous habitat is available  
(FEIS, p. 3-69). 
 
Other activities included in the West Troy project are natural fuels burning, mechanical fuels 
reduction, hand slashing, and pile burning.  The effect of the natural fuels and pile burning would 
be very slight to this species since the activity would be of short duration and there is a minimal 
amount of disturbance in the burning.  The mechanical fuels and hand slashing treatments would 
remove excess trees and reduce surface fuel loadings, which would be longer in the duration.  
The effect would be that this species would be displaced to adjacent areas (FEIS, p. 3-69). 
 
Cumulative effects to grizzly bear are identified on pages 3-69 to 3-70.  Implementation of 
Alternative B may affect but is not likely to adversely affect (direct, indirect or cumulative) the 
grizzly bear (FEIS, p. 3-70).  The alternative would not adversely affect bear denning sites or 
spring range and would maintain large secure core areas.  Open road density in the BMU would 
slightly increase and HE would slightly decrease for the duration of the project.  This would 
meet the intent of the provisions of the amended USFWS Biological Opinion and Incidental 
Take Statement and the Kootenai Forest Plan.  Supporting information is provided in the  
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Biological Assessment (PF, Vol. 33, Doc. 1).  The USFWS concurred with the BA on May 24, 
2004 (PF, Vol. 33, Doc. 2).  Supporting information can also be found in Response to Comments 
(FEIS, pp. 4-22 to 4-24 and 4-33 to 4-34).   
 
Issue 10.  EIS uses specious “Purpose and Need.” 
 
Response:  The Agency’s Deciding Official has the discretion to determine the Purpose and 
Need for a project proposal.  The NEPA implementing regulations state the NEPA document 
shall, "briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding..." (40 
CFR 1502.13).  The Purpose and Need relates to the Forest-wide Management Direction, and the 
Forest has provided information on the project to support the stated Purpose and Need including: 
the Callahan Landscape Assessment (PF, Vol. 1, Doc. 6); the West Troy Purpose and Need 
(DEIS, pp. 1-3 to 1-7); Forest vegetation analysis supporting need for vegetative treatment 
(DEIS pp. 3-3 to 3-40); the wildland urban interface fuels analysis, including explanation of 
WUI boundary and affected environment description of WUI treatment area (DEIS, pp. 3-41 to  
3-48); a map displaying proposed activities in relation to urban interface boundary (ROD,  
Selected Alternative Map and Appendix 1); and supporting information in the project file (Vols. 
18 and 24) .   
 
The Purpose and Need identified is within the discretion of the Responsible Official and is 
adequately linked to broader scale analyses.  Establishing the purpose and need of a project, and 
how narrow or all encompassing it is, is up to the discretion of the Responsible Official.  The 
purpose and need and the range of alternatives is in compliance with NEPA. 
 
Issue 11.  The EIS and ROD generally omits any discussion of cumulative impacts from 
activities on land managed by Plum Creek, Stimson Lumber Company, and other private 
landowners.   
 
Response:  The FEIS clearly discusses the cumulative impacts of activities on land managed by 
Plum Creek, Stimson Lumber Company, and other private landowners in conjunction with the 
West Toy project activities.  Current and foreseeable actions are identified in the FEIS (pp. 3-1 
and 3-2).  Cumulative effects on private lands are addressed under watershed resources (FEIS, p. 
3-147 and 3-151) and throughout the affected environment and environmental effects discussions 
in Chapter 3.  The project file also includes:  VRU analysis, including private and State 
timberlands (Vol. 8, Docs. 1 and 2); Water resources statistics and ECA analysis including 
private and State lands (Vol. 19, Docs. 3 and 5); and Wildlife habitat modeling including State 
and private timberlands (Vol. 20, Docs. 9, 11, 14, and 15-17). 
 
Issue 12.  The EIS does not clarify roadless boundary issues.  The FEIS denies that there 
are uninventoried roadless areas as large as 1000 acres.   
 
Response:  The Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) within the analysis area would remain intact.  
No road construction, timber harvest, or fuels reduction treatment would occur within the IRAs 
(FEIS, pp. 3-191 to 194).  There are no Forest-wide or management standards specific to 
unroaded areas.  The management direction for unroaded areas is provided by the Kootenai 
National Forest Plan management direction for the management areas located within them.  
There are two small unroaded areas located in the analysis area.  They are both narrow strips 
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with roading and harvest units adjacent to them.  One lies north and west of Long Mountain and 
one lies north of the head of Ruby Creek.  Both of these areas are less then 1000 acres.  Neither 
of these areas has any unique or special features and both are similar in feature and vegetation to 
the surrounding roaded areas.  There are no activities proposed within these unroaded areas 
(FEIS, p. 3-191). 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
I have reviewed the record for each of the contentions addressed above and have found that the 
analysis and decision adequately address the issues raised by the appellants.  I recommend the 
District Ranger’s decision be affirmed and the appellants’ requested relief be denied. 
 
 
 
 
/s/ Jane Kollmeyer 
JANE KOLLMEYER 
Appeal Reviewing Officer 
 

 


