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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel on behalf of The 
Ecology Center, Inc.; Montana Chapter of the Sierra Club; The Lands Council; Alliance for the 
Wild Rockies; Forest Conservation Council; and National Forest Protection Alliance protesting 
the Kelsey-Beaver Fire Recovery Project Record of Decision (ROD) on the Kootenai National 
Forest. 
 
The Forest Supervisor’s decision adopts Alternative B-Modified, which authorizes the following 
activities in the Kelsey-Beaver project area: 
 

o Fuels reduction and timber salvage treatments through harvest of fire-killed trees on 
approximately 1,430 acres (12 percent of the burned area) primarily in Fire Severity 
Level 1 (70-100 percent mortality).  Following harvest, these units will be planted with 
varying percentages of larch, ponderosa pine, white pine, and Engelmann spruce to 
supplement natural regeneration and restore vegetative species appropriate to burned 
sites.  This alternative would contribute approximately 13.8 MMBF (33,659 CCF) of 
wood products to local and regional markets.   

 
o Approximately 6 miles of burned riparian area will be planted with red osier dogwood, 

alder, and mountain ash.   
 

o Approximately 1,725 acres of previously harvested units damaged in the 2000 wildfires 
will be replanted as needed, based on site conditions, with disease-resistant conifers such 
as larch, white pine, and Engelmann spruce.   

 
o To contribute to watershed recovery processes, approximately 45 miles of Best 

Management Practices work will be performed on existing roads.  Approximately 9.8 
miles of road unneeded for future management will be decommissioned through 
recontouring, culvert removal, and/or waterbar construction; and 1.5 miles of road not 
needed for the foreseeable future will be placed in long-term storage through construction 
of waterbars and/or replacing or removing culverts to help facilitate hydrologic recovery 
and improve in-stream conditions in the watersheds affected by wildfires.  This 
decommissioning and long-term storage work will not affect roads currently available to 
public motorized access.  
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o Actions described on the access management plan and map in ROD Appendix 4 are 
authorized in this decision to protect grizzly bear habitat and other resources while 
allowing for fuels reduction activities.   

 
o Specific monitoring requirements were also included in the ROD (Appendix 5). 

 
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 (ESA), The Kootenai Forest 
Plan, the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Administrative Procedures Act (APA).  The 
appellants request a remand of the ROD.  An informal meeting was offered, but the appellants 
declined to meet.   
 
ISSUE REVIEW 
 
ISSUE 1.  NFMA VIOLATIONS:  OLD GROWTH, VIABILITY OF OLD GROWTH 
DEPENDENT SPECIES, AND MONITORING OF OLD GROWTH SPECIES 
 
Response:  Designation of 6,619 acres within old growth management areas is required within 
the analysis area to meet Forest Plan standards; 7,343 acres are currently designated in old 
growth management areas within the analysis area.  This is 724 acres more than are required to 
meet Forest Plan standards (DEIS, p. 3-128).  The analysis for the DEIS, based on on-the-ground 
verification by qualified individuals, demonstrates that there is sufficient old growth 
management area designation spatially, both by compartment designation as well as at the larger 
analysis area scale.      
 
In regards to those areas on the Kootenai National Forest that do not have enough old growth 
available to meet the Forest Plan standard of 10 percent, the Forest Service Manual (FSM) 
2432.22--2 Kootenai National Forest Supplement 85 states that all available old growth present 
shall be designated, and then if no other effective old growth is available, identify the best 
available soon-to-be future old growth to bring the total for the area to 10 percent; OR designate 
additional old growth in an adjacent area to make up the difference.  All of the available effective 
old growth present within the Kelsey-Beaver analysis area has been designated in old growth 
management areas.  Table 3-59 in the DEIS displays the acres of replacement old growth that 
have been designated in the compartments that did not have enough old growth available to 
reach the Forest Plan 10 percent standard (DEIS, p. 3-128).   
 
Data is reflected correctly in the old growth/replacement acreage totals documented in the 
Kelsey-Beaver analysis of old growth and replacement acres (DEIS, p. 3-128).  A review of 
surveys and analysis of old growth in the analysis area shows that the District thoroughly 
reviewed available old growth and replacement stands, and allocated the best old growth stands 
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available based on old growth characteristics, stand size, and placement on the landscape based 
on Forest Plan direction (FP, Appendix 17). 
 
Discussion on selection of Pileated Woodpecker as Management Indicator Species (MIS) species 
for old growth habitat and old growth analysis is presented in the DEIS (pp. 3-126 to 3-129).  
Explanation of Pileated Woodpecker as MIS for cavity habitat analysis is discussed on pages 3-
83 and 3-122 to 3-125.  The FY 1999 Kootenai Forest Monitoring Report addresses old growth-
dependent species [Project File (PF), Doc. 274].   
 
Choosing which MIS best represents the various habitat types for a Forest is a Forest Plan 
decision.  The MIS were chosen and the selection criteria displayed and discussed in the 1987 
EIS prepared during the Forest Planning process (Forest Plan EIS, pp. III-65 and 66).  It would 
be inappropriate to change the Forest-wide MIS for old growth in a site-specific, project-level 
EIS. 
 
Analysis on the Northern Goshawk is found on pages 3-115 to 3-116 of the DEIS, with 
supporting information in the project file (Doc. 258 to 259 and 422).  Northern Goshawk 
analysis is also addressed in Response to Comment (FEIS, p. 4-52).   
 
The issue of population viability was an argument presented in litigation of the Upper Sunday 
Timber Sales.  On July 6, 1995, Judge Charles C. Lovell of the U.S. District Court of Montana 
ruled “Neither is it plainly erroneous or inconsistent with regulation for the Forest Service to 
strive to maintain viable populations of species by focusing on the critical habitat requirements 
of Sensitive, Threatened, and Endangered species within and without the Decision Area.”  On 
July 3, 1996, the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed the District Court Summary Judgment 
(FEIS, p. 4-51).  The analysis of old growth and MIS for old growth is adequate.  The project is 
in compliance with the Kootenai Forest Plan and NFMA. 
 
ISSUE 2:  NFMA AND NEPA VIOLATIONS REGARDING IMPACTS ON SOIL 
PRODUCTIVITY 
 
Response:  The soil scientist analyzed the impacts to soils according to the Region 1 supplement 
to the FSM.  The soils analysis in the DEIS, including rationale for soils analysis area and 
cumulative effects, can be found on pages 3-53 to 3-57.  Table 3-22 (p. 3-56) presents a 
summary of the existing and cumulative Detrimental Soil Disturbance, expressed as a 
percentage, for each unit in each alternative.  Design features to protect soils can be found on 
pages 2-12 to 2-13.  The 18 percent moisture guideline relied on in the Kelsey-Beaver analysis 
was recommended by the Forest soils scientist in a memo to the District soils specialist following 
site visits to the project area (PF, Doc. 234).  As indicated in the Kootenai Forest Plan 
Monitoring Report (PF, Doc. 274), the Forest is conducting post project soils impact monitoring 
in accordance with the Forest Plan and the FSM supplement.   
 
The information the appellants provided, including Beschta, et al. (1995), as well as many other 
scientific reports, were reviewed and considered during the development of the project.  Specific 
scientific information that was used during the development of this project can be found in the 
DEIS (Appendix G) with supporting watershed, fisheries and soils references in the project file 
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(Doc. 355 to 404).  Further documentation of the use of Beschta, et al. (1995) by the 
Interdisciplinary Team can be found in the document “Kelsey-Beaver Interdisciplinary Team’s 
Consideration of Beschta, et al. and Others’ Reports and Reviews of Wildfire and Salvage 
Logging” (Forest Supervisor Bob Castaneda’s March 21, 2002, letter to Rick Roberts, Director 
of Ecosystem Assessment and Planning, in response to Harlan Smid’s letter of March 11, 2002).  
The soil analysis is in compliance with NEPA, NFMA, and FSM. 
 
ISSUE 3:  BIASED PURPOSE AND NEED VIOLATES NEPA 
 
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 Forest has provided information on the project to support the stated purpose and 
need (DEIS, pp. 1-6).  The first purpose and need statement reads “Reduce fuel accumulations 
and the potential risk of high intensity wildfire” (emphasis added.)  Reducing the risk of reburn 
was not a part of the purpose and need.  The purpose and need identified is within the discretion 
of the Responsible Official and properly relates to the Forest-wide Management Direction.  The 
purpose and need is in compliance with NEPA. 
 
The project documentation support the conclusion that ecological recovery will not be hindered 
and that there will be no significant adverse environmental impacts resulting from the selected 
alternative.  The DEIS explains that benefits such as fuels reduction, potential accelerated 
recovery through planting following harvest, and restoration of species including ponderosa pine, 
western larch, and western white pine will occur (DEIS, pp. 3-38 to 3-42), in addition to 
watershed restoration projects that promote recovery.  Economic recovery of timber values 
before they are lost is also one element of this project. 

 
ISSUE 4:  EIS RELIES ON INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION REGARDING SEVERITY 
OF FIRE AND TREE MORTALITY (NEPA VIOLATION) 
 
Response:  Fire severity mapping methodology is documented in the project file, Doc. 187, and 
relied on Forest Service research information.  As the methodology documentation explains, 
during reconnaissance walk throughs, each stand (except those in the IRA) was visited at least 
once; and trees were chopped into (around the base of the tree) to determine live and dead 
cambium.  An average fire severity per stand was determined (PF, Doc. 185).  Based on 
knowledge gained from the Conifer Tree Mortality (Fire Damaged) Estimator table, root damage 
is the most important variable in estimating mortality in Douglas-fir.  The IDT utilized a 
conservative approach in predicting fire mortality within the next 2-3 years, rather than the 5-
year prediction used in prior projects.   
 
This field verification revealed that mortality levels were worse than originally estimated during 
early reconnaissance and photo interpretation partially due to low soils and fuel moisture levels 
at the time sites burned, and the continued drought which reduced tree vigor and magnified the 
effects of the fire (DEIS, p. 1-2).  The fuels analysis explains that while crown fires occurred in 
some areas in Fire Severity (FS) 1, In other areas of FS 1, severe underburns killed the trees 
while leaving the tops and foliage untouched.  Response to Comments (FEIS, pp. 4-13 to 4-17) 
also addresses fire severity levels.  
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The analysis for such resources as hiding cover and peak flows was based on severity level 
determinations as described in Document 187.  The District received comments asking that 
“intact stands of mature forests, like the ridge that runs along Upper Beaver Creek, should be 
kept intact for wildlife habitat and to minimize peak water flows in the drainages” (PF, Doc. 49), 
and the project was designed to accommodate this. 
  
Unit 52 was categorized as Fire Severity Levels 1 and 2 in the DEIS treatment table 2-2, (pp. 2-8 
to 2-9), and in FEIS comment #55 it is explained that Unit 52 could be either at the low end of 
mortality for Fire Severity 1 or the high end for Fire Severity 2.  Field reconnaissance notes for 
Unit 52 indicate that in this unit live and dead larch will be retained (PF, Doc. 185, p. 85). 
Further documentation of this issue can be found in the document “Kelsey-Beaver 
Interdisciplinary Team’s consideration of the video submitted as part of the appeal signed by Jeff 
Juel and Ron Mueller” (Forest Supervisor Bob Castaneda’s March 21, 2002, letter to Rick 
Roberts, Director of Ecosystem Assessment and Planning, in response to Harlan Smid’s letter of 
March 11, 2002).   
 
ISSUE 5:  PROJECT BASED ON OUT-OF-DATE FOREST PLAN, VIOLATION OF 
NFMA AND NEPA 
 
Response:  Kootenai National Forest Supervisor Bob Castaneda has initiated the Forest Plan 
revision process.  The decision to implement the existing Forest Plan was signed on 
September 14, 1987.  The existing Forest Plan is within the 15-year timeframe specified at 36 
CFR 219.10(g).  Basing the project on the Kootenai Forest Plan is in compliance with NEPA 
and NFMA.   
 
Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed wildlife species are addressed in the Biological 
Assessment for the Kelsey-Beaver project (PF, Doc. 167).  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
(USFWS) has concurred with the findings of the Biological Assessment (PF, Doc 168).  Status 
changes are reflected in the species list that is requested from the USFWS for each project (PF, 
Doc. 239).  The nearest bull trout are about 30 river miles from the proposed activities and would 
not be affected by the project (DEIS, p. 3-71).  The biological assessment concluded that this 
project would have no effect on water howellia, Spalding’s catchfly, white sturgeon, or bull 
trout, and is not likely to adversely affect the gray wolf, grizzly bear or Canadian lynx.   
 
ISSUE 6:  OTHER VIOLATIONS OF NEPA CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS 
REQUIREMENTS 
 
Response:  A description of current and reasonably foreseeable actions for Kelsey-Beaver 
analysis is in the DEIS on pages 3-1 to 3-2.  A review of the Clay-Beaver project following the 
2000 wildfire (consistent with Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, Section 18.1) found that any 
effects from project activities would be within the scope of the original Clay-Beaver analysis 
(PF, Doc. 5).   
 
ISSUE 7:  FLAWED ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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Response:  The DEIS analyzed market outputs within the TSPAS program.  This is consistent 
with the Kootenai Forest Plan and Region 1 direction.  Market outputs and effects were 
considered through calculation of present net value.  The analysis by alternative is displayed on 
pages 3-14 to 3-17 of the DEIS, and a complete set of TSPAS printouts by alternative are 
contained in the project file.  Economic assumptions used for Kelsey-Beaver are documented and 
displayed in the project file, including cost of road maintenance and reconstruction of roads to 
meet BMP standards.  The economic analysis completed by the ID team was appropriate for the 
type of project being evaluated, given the scope of the project, and economic issues raised.   
 
Project-level economic analysis does not require that non-commodity economic values be 
addressed.  “Weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be 
displayed in a monetary cost-benefit analysis and should not be when there are important 
qualitative considerations” (40 CFR 1502.33).  The NEPA process shall be used “…to 
emphasize real environmental issues and alternatives” [40 CFR 1500.2(b)].  The economic 
analysis complies with NEPA, NFMA, and the Forest Service Manual and Handbook. 
 
ISSUE 8:  IMPACTS ON CANADA LYNX NOT ADEQUATELY ANALYZED, 
RESULTING IN VIOLATIONS OF NFMA, NEPA, AND ESA 
 
Response:  The Kootenai National Forest used the most recent and best available science for 
lynx, as displayed in the Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (LCAS), to develop the 
Lynx analysis unit boundaries.  The DEIS explains the methodology for lynx analysis and the 
lynx LCAS analysis, including cumulative effects (pp. 3-104 to 3-107).  Supporting analysis 
information is in the project file (Doc. 255-257).  The BA concludes that implementation of the 
proposed action “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the Canada lynx” (PF, Doc. 
166).   The USFWS concurred with the BA finding (PF, Doc. 166). 
 
ISSUE 9:  IMPACTS OF GRIZZLY BEARS NOT ADEQUATELY ANALYZED, 
RESULTING IN VIOLATIONS OF NFMA, NEPA, AND ESA 
 
Response:  The Forest analyzed the effects of the proposed project in the DEIS (pp. 3-93 to 3-
100) and the Biological Assessment (BA) for T&E Wildlife Species (PF, Doc. 166 and 167).   
The wildlife biologist determined the proposed action "may affect but not likely to adversely 
affect” grizzly bear.  The USFWS concurred with this determination (PF, Doc. 168).  The 
Settlement Agreement in AWR vs. Bosworth states “Pending completion and final approval of 
the IPNF and KNF Forest Plan amendments, discussed in paragraph 4, the IPNF and KNF agree 
not to undertake any ground disturbing activities in grizzly bear habitat that would be likely to 
adversely affect grizzly bears, including habitat modification” (emphasis added). (PF, Doc. 445, 
p. 3).  The Forest is in compliance with ESA, NEPA, and NFMA with regard to the threatened 
grizzly bear. 
 
The Kelsey-Beaver BA acknowledges that the Clay-Beaver project will be active concurrently 
with Kelsey-Beaver, and the models are run accordingly.  The earthen barriers to be removed on 
roads 6064B at junction 6064, 6062A at junction 6062, and 6065E at junction 6065 were 
installed to provide habitat effectiveness, not core habitat (ROD, Appendix 4).  Core is not 
adjusted with this project.   
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While the table at BA page 9 states that the Gold Boulder Sullivan project would be active after 
the Kelsey-Beaver project, the Gold Boulder Sullivan project was modeled and analyzed as 
being active in the existing condition, as well as during and post project, for the Kelsey-Beaver 
project (PF, Doc. 166). 
 
ISSUE 10:  IMPACTS OF FIRE SUPPRESSION ACTIVITIES WERE NOT DISCLOSED 
IN THE EIS IN VIOLATION OF NEPA 
 
Response:  Impacts of fire suppression activities are analyzed within the existing condition and 
affected environment sections for each resource.  The cumulative effects analysis for Watershed 
and Fisheries included fire suppression activities (DEIS, p. 3-82).  Fire suppression activities 
were reviewed by the ID team, but not identified as a significant issue or a concern for NEPA 
purposes since the lines had been successfully rehabilitated during the end of the 2000 fire 
season.  Soils analysis documentation in the project file includes the Kootenai Complex Fire 
Rehab Plan with location of bulldozer and hand fire lines and the completion dates for 
rehabilitation activities (PF, Doc. 224).  Fire suppression activities were also addressed in 
Response to Comments (FEIS, pp. 4-36, 4-40, and 4-41).   
 
The EIS takes a hard look at the total impact the wildfires, including their suppression, had on 
the landscape since the entire project is based upon existing condition of the land after these 
fires.  Further documentation by the Interdisciplinary Team can be found in the document, 
“Kelsey-Beaver Interdisciplinary Team’s Consideration of Beschta, et al. and Others’ Reports 
and Reviews of Wildfire and Salvage Logging” and “Review of Fire Suppression Activities in 
the Kelsey-Beaver Decision” (Forest Supervisor Bob Castaneda’s March 21, 2002, letter to Rick 
Roberts, Director of Ecosystem Assessment and Planning, in response to Harlan Smid’s letter of 
March 11, 2002).  The analysis is in compliance with NEPA. 
 
ISSUE 11:  LARGE OPENINGS TO BE CAUSED BY LOGGING ARE ARBITRARY 
AND NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH OTHER FOREST PLAN OBJECTIVES AND 
STANDARDS 
 
Response:  As outlined in the DEIS, Fire Severity Level 2 areas are defined as 20-70 percent  
mortality.  Areas that fell in the low end of the mortality range (20-40 percent), and/or were 
deemed important for wildlife cover, were excluded from units during project design (DEIS, pp. 
2-14, and 3-38).  Big game movement corridors and large openings are also addressed (DEIS, 
pp. 3-88 to 3-90, and 3-92).  This concern was also addressed in Response to Comments (FEIS, 
pp. 4-41 to 4-45, and 4-52).   
 
As outlined in the project file (Doc. 448), the 1983 Regional Guide allowed for openings created 
by even-aged harvest to exceed 40 acres provided there is a 60-day public review and Regional 
Forester approval, except in certain situations, one of which is where natural catastrophic fire 
events have occurred.  In such a situation, the 60-day public review and Regional Forester 
approval is not required, provided that the public is notified in advance and the environmental 
analysis supports the decision.  Pursuant to 36 CFR 219.35(e), the Regional Guides have been 
withdrawn (see Federal Register, November 9, 2000, Vol. 65, No. 218, p. 67579, and Federal 
Register, November 26, 2001, Vol. 66, No. 227, p. 58990).  The requirement to obtain Regional 
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Forester approval on even-aged harvests exceeding 40 acres except in certain situations is now 
contained in a Forest Service Manual supplement (see FSM 2400, Chapter 2470, R1-2400-2001-
2).  Documentation of public notification of large openings over 40 acres is found in the project 
file (PF, Doc. 22, 24-26, and 145-147).   

 
ISSUE 12:  THE KNF CONTINUES TO DISREGARD OR DOWNPLAY THE ISSUE OF 
NOXIOUS WEEDS.  THE KELSEY-BEAVER PROJECTS WOULD INCREASE THE 
SPREAD OF NOXIOUS WEEDS, IN VIOLATION OF NEPA AND NFMA 
 
Response:  The team analyzed the impact the project would have on noxious weeds (DEIS, pp. 
3-136 to 3-137).  The activities have the potential to spread noxious weed species, causing 
negative impacts to native vegetation and wildlife.  The design features identified (DEIS, p. 2-14 
and Appendix B) and the specific weed control measures to be implemented under the 1997 
Kootenai National Forest Herbicide Weed Control EA were designed to help stop or at least slow 
the spread of weeds into currently uninfested areas.  Noxious weeds were also addressed in 
Response to Comments (FEIS, pp. 4-40).  The project is in compliance with NEPA and NFMA 
in regards to noxious weeds. 
 
ISSUE 13:  FAILURE TO DESIGN AND IMPLEMENT CONSERVATION 
STRATEGIES FOR SENSITIVE SPECIES  
 
Response:  Conservation strategies or recovery plans have been developed for several TES 
species, and work is ongoing on others.  The Forest approaches population viability by focusing 
on key habitat thresholds that are considered necessary to support a viable population, such as 
thresholds for forage and cover, nesting, denning, feeding habitat and predation risk.  
Documentation of this analysis can be found in the DEIS (pp. 3-83 to 3-125; 3-130 to 3-133 and 
3-58 to 3-82), the Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluation (PF, Doc. 167, 207, 208 
and 232) and project file (Doc. 204 to 209, 229, and 237 to 269).  Forest Plan Monitoring and 
Evaluation Reports also support this analysis (PF, Doc. 274).  The USFWS reviewed the 
Biological Assessment and supplemental information and concurred with the determinations on 
November 5, 2001. 
 
ISSUE 14:  VISUAL QUALITY 
 
Response:  The appellants are attempting to incorporate by reference comments presented in the 
Yaak Valley Forest Council appeal of the Kelsey-Beaver ROD.  The appeal regulations state "[i]t 
is the appellant's responsibility to provide sufficient written evidence and rationale to show why 
the Responsible Official's decision should be remanded or reversed" [36 CFR 215.14(a)].  
Incorporating by reference comments contained in another written appeal does not meet the 
requirement of the regulations and need not be addressed in the appeal decision. 
 
ISSUE 15:  INADEQUATE ASSESSMENT OF WATER QUALITY AND FISHERIES 
HABITAT 
 
Response:  The DEIS peak flow analysis utilized R1 WATSED methodologies, which includes 
predicted canopy reductions.  All of the timber harvest activities are proposed in Fire Severities 1 
and 2 areas where the tree canopy has already been reduced by the fire.  The affected 
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environment explanation of the stream flow regime states that water yield increases due to timber 
harvest activities are a function of snowpack, canopy reduction, and miles of road construction.  
WATSED runs for prior projects were utilized and augmented with updated Equivalent Clearcut 
Acres (ECA) calculations based on fire severity level determinations.  (DEIS, pp. 3-58 to 3-82; 
PF, Doc. 224).  This was also addressed in Response to Comments (FEIS, p. 4-29, 4-30, 4-33, 
and 4-39). 
 
Although the South Fork Yaak was not listed on the 2000 list, this project was designed as if it 
were.  The District letter of September 2, 2001, to the Montana Department of Environmental 
Quality (MDEQ) explains our approach in establishing a TMDL for the South Fork Yaak River 
(PF, Doc. 83).  EPA comments state the agency “does not object to the proposed Kelsey-Beaver 
Fire Recovery project” (PF, Doc. 99). 
 
Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFS) RHCAs will be applied to all proposed timber harvest units.  
Therefore, the only activities that may have a direct effect on the water or fisheries resource are 
those associated with roads.  Over 46 miles of BMP road improvement work is proposed under 
both action alternatives.  This work will improve sediment production and delivery from the 
existing roads.  Therefore, there would be a reduction in sediment yield from the existing 
condition with the selected alternative.  Sediment would be a concern if stream channels 
destabilize and begin to degrade or scour.  Post-fire monitoring did not indicate any sediment 
problems due to the fires (DEIS, p. 3-75, FEIS pp. 4-30 and 31). 
 
The Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report for FY 2000 is in the project file (Doc. 274).  
Several sales have been audited since 1993.  Implementation and effectiveness ratings are 
usually above 90 percent, with implementation rates generally above 94 percent.  State BMP 
audit reports contain full documentation of this audit information and DEIS Appendix A 
describes the Forest BMP process.  Results of Kootenai National Forest BMP monitoring are 
included in the 1999 Forest Plan Monitoring Report.   
 
The Kelsey-Beaver Fire recovery project was designed to have minimal impacts to the water and 
fisheries resource.  All temporary roads were designed to avoid crossing stream channels or to be 
constructed within RHCA’s.  Research conducted on the Quartz Creek watershed of the Libby 
Ranger District has shown a reduction in stream Total Suspended Solids (TSS) and percent of 
fine bed sediment after road recontouring and culvert removal (Wegner, 1999) (DEIS, p. 3-80).  
Additionally, monitoring stations were established on the lower response reaches of Kelsey, 
Beaver and Vinal Creeks before spring runoff of 2001 (FEIS, p. 4-32) 
 
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 
Forest Supervisor’s decision be affirmed and the appellants' requested relief be denied. 
 
 
 
/s/ Harlan Smid 
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Appeal Reviewing Officer 
Director of Financial Resources 
 

 


