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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Mike Wood on behalf of Alliance for 
the Wild Rockies and The Ecology Center protesting the Callahan Project Decision Notice (DN) signed 
by the Kootenai National Forest Supervisor (Three Rivers Ranger District). 
 
The Forest Supervisor's decision adopts Alternative D-Modified which authorizes harvest of 
approximately five million board feet of timber from 467 acres, ecosystem maintenance burning of 1640 
acres, precommercial thinning, and watershed rehabilitation activities.  
 
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 Administrative Procedures Act (APA), and the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA).  The Appellants request the decision be withdrawn and that the alleged deficiencies in the 
Environmental Assessment (EA) be corrected.  The Appellants declined the offer to meet to resolve the 
issues.  No interested party comments were received. 
 
ISSUE REVIEW
 
Issue 1.  Failure to ensure the viability of interior redband trout results in a violation of NFMA 
and failure to adequately consult with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) regarding bull 
trout results in a violation of ESA. 
 
Contention A:  The Appellants contend that the EA and Biological Assessment (BA) fail to adequately 
address the potential impacts of the ecosystem burning on bull trout and redband trout.  They contend 
that the risks of impacting bull trout habitat associated with the extensive prescribed burning have not 
been adequately addressed in the BA and that formal consultation with USFWS should have been 
initiated.  They also believe that the burning will result in substantial risk of impacting redband trout in 
violation of NFMA. 
 
Response:  The EA contains a very thorough discussion of the effects of the ecosystem burning on 
watersheds (EA, pp. 3-106 and 107) and fish habitat (EA, pp. 3-127 through 3-131).  The analysis of the 
effects of the project on bull trout and redband trout is well supported by documents contained in the 
Project File (PF), Vol. 10, Docs. 117-124.  Based on the effects analysis disclosed in the BA for 
sturgeon and bull trout, the EA concludes that "... regardless of alternative, activities associated with the 
project, may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect the lower Kootenai population of bull trout.  
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This finding includes the potential resident population of bull trout in Callahan Creek" (EA, p. 3-131).  
The USFWS concurred with this finding in a letter dated June 18, 1999; therefore, no formal 
consultation was required (PF, Vol. 6, Doc. 99).   
 
With respect to redband trout, the EA also concludes that "... the proposed activities may impact 
individuals or habitat but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or loss of viability.  
The watershed restoration work planned in Callahan Creek would lead to a long-term improvement in 
habitat conditions for the inland redband trout" (EA, p. 3-131).    
 
Contention B:  The Appellants contend that the decision fails to assure that major impacts on fisheries 
associated with ongoing road failures and high-road densities in the North Fork, South Fork, and Main 
Callahan and Goat Creek will be halted. 
 
Response:  This issue was adequately addressed in Response to Comments on the EA (PF, Vol. 5, Doc. 
86, pp. 26-27, responses 94, 95, and 98).  As indicated in the EA, rehabilitation work in the Callahan 
watershed is high priority due to the presence of bull trout and redband trout, and is anticipated to occur 
within the next 3 to 8 years when funding becomes available (EA, p. 3-105 and 106).     
 
Issue 2.  The impacts of ecosystem burning on the biological values of roadless areas are not 
addressed in the EA in violation of NFMA. 
 
The Appellants contend that the EA fails to adequately demonstrate the benefit of burning large areas of 
the Roberts Mountain and Willard-Estelle Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRA) or the need to introduce 
more fire into the project area versus the potential risks to habitat and/or use of the IRAs by numerous 
wildlife species. 
 
Response:  The EA adequately describes the affected IRA environment and the effects of ecosystem 
burning on the resources of IRAs on pages 3-53 through 3-58.  In his rationale for the decision to 
conduct ecosystem burning in the IRAs, the Forest Supervisor states, 
 

"After review of the analysis in the EA and accompanying project file documentation, I have 
determined that to fully meet the purpose and need for the project and long term objectives of forest 
health it is important to treat portions of the inventoried roadless area.  Treating these areas will help 
reduce fuels and improve forest health by reintroducing fire into the ecosystem" (DN, p. 10).   

 
The Forest Supervisor also addresses consideration of the unique characteristics of the IRAs and states 
that, "Ecosystem burning treatments within the inventoried roadless areas (IRA) under Alternative D-
Modified will not have a long term impact on the roadless area characteristics ..." (DN, p. 14). 
 
Issue 3.  The decision to implement Alternative D-Modified is in violation of NEPA. 
 
Contention A:  The Appellants contend that conclusions regarding the impacts of the project on bull 
trout and redband trout are based on inadequate information.  They state that the Forest Service has not 
collected the appropriate information for determining population trends of these species, nor has the 
Forest Service monitored fish habitat to determine whether it is improving or further degrading in the 
reaches where these species exist. 
 
Response:  The EA contains a thorough discussion of the analysis conducted regarding the effects of the 
project on fish habitat, including bull trout and redband trout habitat, on pages 3-115 through 3-131.  
The conclusions drawn in the EA are well supported by documentation in the Project File, including the 
BA for bull trout (PF, Vol. 10, Docs. 117-124).  As discussed in response to Issue 1, Contention A, the 
EA concludes that the project is not likely to adversely affect the lower Kootenai population of bull trout 
(EA, p. 3-131).  The USFWS concurred with this finding (PF, Vol. 6, Doc. 99).  The EA also concludes 



that the project may impact individual redband trout or their habitat but will not likely contribute to a 
trend towards federal listing or loss of viability (EA, p. 3-131).     
 
Contention B:  The Appellants contend that the Interim Grizzly Bear Access Management Rule Set 
should have undergone NEPA analysis and public review prior to adoption by the Forest. 
 
Response:  The Selkirk/Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Ecosystem Interim Road Management Strategy 
describes the process used to develop the Interim Rule Set (including public input) and states, "NEPA 
and Section 7 compliance will be achieved by preparing a NEPA document and biological 
evaluation/assessment and biological opinion, if required, on individual Forest projects which serve to 
implement the interim guidance for access management" (PF, Vol. 32, Doc. 406).  The EA displays the 
site-specific direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the project on grizzly bear (EA, pp. 3-163 through 
3-172).  The BA concludes that implementation of the selected alternative "is not likely to adversely 
affect" the grizzly bear (PF, Vol. 19, Doc. 249, p. 8) and the USFWS concurred with this finding (PF, 
Vol. 6, Doc. 99).  I find that the project-specific, site-specific, adoption of the Interim Grizzly Bear 
Management Rule for the Callahan project meets the requirements of NEPA.  The Forest Supervisor 
found "the actions and activities contained in the selected alternative are consistent with Forest Plan 
direction for the Callahan project area" (DN, p. 16).    
 
Contention C:  The Appellants contend that the cumulative effects analysis for the grizzly bear is 
inadequate because the EA and BA failed to consider 1)  the cumulative effects of high open- and total-
road density in the project area due to past timber sales; 2)  the cumulative effects of the extensive 
habitat fragmentation in the project area due to past timber sale activities; and 3) the high levels of 
disturbance and continual displacement of bears from preferred habitat due to past timber sale activities. 
 
Response:  The EA adequately discloses the cumulative effects of past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable activities (described in the EA on pages 3-2 and 3-3) on grizzly bear (EA, pp. 3-163 through 
3-172).  The effects of the project on biological corridors, interior forest habitat, and fragmentation are 
disclosed on pages 3-183 through 3-185.  The BA also discloses the cumulative effects on grizzly bear 
(PF, Vol. 19, Doc. 249, p. 2) and concludes that the project "is not likely to adversely affect" the grizzly 
bear.  The USFWS concurred with this finding (PF, Vol. 6, Doc. 99).  The Project File contains 
documentation supporting the conclusions drawn in the EA (PF, Vol. 19, Doc. 251; PF, Grizzly Bear 
References, Docs. 374, 387, 388, 401, 402, and 406).     
 
Issue 4.  The decision to implement Alternative D-Modified is in violation of Sections 7 and 9 of 
the ESA. 
 
Contention A:  The Appellants contend that adoption of the Grizzly Bear Access Management Rule Set 
constitutes a major federal action and, therefore, consultation with the USFWS should have been 
completed as required by Section 7 of the ESA. 
 
Response:  Please see my response to Issue 3, Contention B.  The USFWS reviewed the BA prepared for 
the project and concurred with the finding of "not likely to adversely affect" the grizzly bear. 
    
Contention B:  The Appellants contend that the conclusion that the proposed action is not likely to 
adversely affect the grizzly bear relies on an Access Management Rule Set that is not based on the best 
available science and is, therefore, inadequate to protect and recover the Cabinet-Yaak/Selkirk 
Ecosystems grizzly bear population.  
 
Response:  As explained in the EA, the Interim Rule Set was based on the most current and best 
available science including the "Taskforce Report on Motorized Access Management" (IGBC, 1994 and 
1998), "Grizzly Bear and Road Density Relationships in the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Areas" 



(Wakkinen and Kasworm, 1997), existing Forest Plan direction, previously existing USFWS Biological 
Opinions, and public comments received in 1997 and 1998.   
 
Contention C:  The Appellants contend that the decision violates the July 27, 1995, Incidental Take 
Statement for the Kootenai Forest Plan and, therefore, formal consultation is required. 
 
Response:  The Kootenai National Forest has formally consulted with USFWS on the Forest Plan.  They 
received a Biological Opinion (BO) in June 1985, and an amendment to that BO in July 1995.  The 
USFWS reviewed the BA prepared for the Callahan project and concurred with the finding of "not likely 
to adversely affect" the grizzly bear. 
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the Forest Supervisors decision be affirmed and the Appellants' requested relief be denied.   
 
 
/s/ Martin L. Prather 
 
 
MARTIN L. PRATHER 
Reviewing Officer 
Staff Assistant to Regional Forester 


