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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel, on behalf of The 
Ecology Center, Inc.; The Lands Council; and Alliance for the Wild Rockies, protesting the 
Lower Big Creek Project Record of Decision (ROD) on the Kootenai National Forest. 
 
The Forest Supervisor’s decision adopts Alternative 4-Modified, which includes commercial 
timber harvest on approximately 3,352 acres; underburning 4 units totaling approximately 1,093 
acres, with salvage of up to 200 acres of incidental mortality due to the prescribed fire; road 
maintenance on portions of 108 miles of roads to reduce impacts to water resources; placing 
approximately 11.5 miles of road into storage status; decommissioning another 24 miles of 
roads; and reconstructing approximately 1.7 miles of road to move it away from the riparian area 
where the road is currently located.  The decision also includes two site-specific amendments of 
the Kootenai Forest Plan. 
 
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 Clean Water Act 
(CWA), the Administrative Procedures Act (APA), the Forest Service Manual, and the Kootenai 
Forest Plan.  The appellants request the ROD be withdrawn or remanded, and an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared that fully complies with all laws, regulations, and policies.  
The Forest Supervisor contacted the appellant, but an informal meeting was not held.  No issues 
were resolved. 
 
ISSUE REVIEW 
 
Issue 1.  The range of alternatives is inadequate.  The EIS failed to fully analyze an action 
alternative that meets the Purpose and Need but does not require exceeding 40-acre 
openings.  A more focused watershed restoration alternative, without logging and road 
building, should have been developed and fully analyzed. 
 
Response:  The ID team recognized the concern about creating openings greater than 40 acres in 
size (ROD, p. 8).  In response to this concern the team developed and analyzed in detail 
Alternative 3, which would reduce the size of most regeneration harvest units to below 40 acres.  
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The units that were not reduced in Alternative 3 are of such a configuration that the distance to 
hiding cover was considered optimal for big game species (ROD, pp. 8, 10, and 11; EIS, pp. II-
23 to II-29).  The impact of creating openings greater than 40 acres was analyzed in the EIS (pp. 
III-100 to III-101).  The wildlife biologist determined the short-term negative effects would be 
negligible, and the long-term effects would be beneficial to big game species.  The Forest 
requested and received authorization from the Regional Office to exceed the opening size 
limitation (PF, Book 2, Doc. 22-A).  The use of openings greater than 40 acres is in compliance 
with NFMA and the Forest Plan.  The range of alternatives is in compliance with NEPA. 
 
The Purpose and Need of the project is to reduce fuel accumulations and restore characteristics 
vegetation patterns, both of which require timber harvest to accomplish.  Alternatives must be 
responsive to the project Purpose and Need, and so does not need to be analyzed in detail (40 
CFR 1502.13).  An alternative that does not remove fuel and restore vegetation patterns would 
not be responsive to the Purpose and Need.  The range of alternatives is in compliance with 
NEPA. 
 
Issue 2.  Nothing in the Lower Big Creek EIS shows the Forest Service has completed or is 
committed to the monitoring that would help insure old-growth species’ viability.  The 
Forest Service has not showed it has maintained 10 percent effective old growth on the 
Kootenai National Forest.  The Forest generally leaves the public uninformed as to how 
many acres in the project areas are in old-growth condition.  The implications of this 
poorly distributed habitat on population trends and population viability of the various 
wildlife species that depend upon old growth are not disclosed, and does not comply with 
NFMA.  The DEIS at page III-104 considers “tree density” and “basal area” to be the only 
relevant old-growth criteria, despite several other important habitat characteristics noted 
in the criteria.  The Forest Service has failed to implement scientifically defensible 
conservation strategies for Sensitive species and old growth MIS. 
 
The Lower Big Creek EIS does not disclose the significance of the effects on old-growth due 
to firewood cutting and illegal poaching of trees due because of unrestricted access.  The 
Forest continues to ignore the Plan Management Area (MA) 13 Standards relating to 
protection of designated old growth in the project area.  Forest Plan MA 13 Facilities 
Standard #1 states, “Local roads will be restricted to prevent premature cutting of the snag 
component.”  The FS ignored Bull, et al. 1997, which seriously calls into question the 
Kootenai National Forest snag standards and guidelines. 
 
Response:  The Kootenai National Forest monitors management indicator species (MIS) on a 
Forest-wide basis.  The monitoring of threatened, endangered, sensitive and MIS is reported in 
the Forest Plan Monitoring Reports as required by the Forest Plan (EIS, p. IV-35).  The Lower 
Big Creek Project also includes project specific monitoring (EIS, Appendix 3), including old 
growth and old growth species monitoring (EIS, Appendix 3, pp. 3 to 4 and 6 to 7). 
 
In his court order of August 20, 2004, in the matter of The Ecology Center v. Castenada, Judge 
Malloy indicated the Forest Service has demonstrated the Kootenai National Forest has 10 
percent old growth as required by the Forest Plan.  The EIS discusses how much old growth is 
found in the project area (p. III-115).  Currently a total of 6,741 acres of the decision area is in 
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effective or replacement old growth.  The data used to verify the amount of old growth in the 
project area can be found in the project file (Book 4, Docs. 22, 23, 27, 28, and 29).  The project 
file displays a map and table summarizing acres of old growth designations displayed by 
compartment (Book 4, Doc. 24).  The analysis also discloses the distribution of the old growth 
habitat (EIS, p. III-115; PF, Book 4, Docs. 22 and 23).   
 
The wildlife biologist analyzed the impacts the project, in conjunction with the existing condition 
of old growth forest, would have on species that use old growth (EIS, pp. III-114 to III-121, III-
145 to III-147, and III-152 to III-156).  The EIS discloses the effects of treatments to mature 
forest habitat (undesignated old growth) (pp. III-103 to III-107), and discloses the amount of 
effective old growth and replacement old growth to be managed (p. III-115). 
 
The EIS (p. III-103) states, “The measurement criteria used to assess whether the alternatives 
maintain the key attributes of old growth are based on Green’s [1992] criteria for large tree 
densities, structural components (snags, course woody debris, and vegetation layers), and basal 
area by old growth type.”  All criteria were considered.  The table the appellant refers to just 
reports on tree density and basal area. 
 
The EIS discloses of the effects of roads and road management on snags/cavity habitat, and discusses 
the management of roads through old growth areas (pp. III-119 to III-126).  The analysis includes 
calculations of snag levels by Vegetative Response Units, with allowances for reduction in habitat 
effectiveness due to road access (PF, Book 4, Doc. 36).  All alternatives would continue to maintain 
restricted motorized access in the decision area (EIS, p. III-120) in compliance with the Forest Plan MA 
13 Facilities Standard #1. 
 
The wildlife biologist analyzed the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to Sensitive species 
and MIS (EIS, pp. III-96 to III-164; PF, Vol. 4, Docs. 22 to 44 and 74 to 118).  The wildlife 
biologist determined that all alternatives would be consistent with the Forest Plan direction 
(Forest Plan, p. II-22) and NFMA implementing regulations at 36 CFR 219.19 to maintain viable 
populations of existing native and desirable non-native vertebrate species.  The Forest Service 
Manual (FSM) at 2621.2 states, “units must develop conservations strategies for those Sensitive 
species whose continued existence may be negatively affected by the forest plan or a proposed 
project.”  The wildlife biologist found the project would maintain viable populations; therefore, a 
conservation strategy is not required.  
 
The Forest did not ignore Bull, et al., 1997.  The wildlife biologist reviewed a considerable 
number of wildlife references, including various publications by Evelyn L. Bull (PF, Vol. 4, Doc. 
4).  The wildlife biologist determined that Bull, et al., 1997, was applicable to the project and 
was consistent with other literature used in the project’s analysis of cavity and course woody 
habitat (PF, Vol. 4, Doc. 4, p. 6).  The old growth and old growth species analyses are in 
compliance with NEPA.  The project is in compliance with NEPA, NFMA, and the Forest Plan. 
 
Issue 3.  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. 
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Response:  The methodology for analyzing the impact to soils can be found in the project file 
(Vol. 3, Doc. 25).  The soil scientist performed field monitoring of soil conditions where past and 
current management has caused soil disturbance in the project area (PF, Vol. 3, Doc. 27).  He 
analyzed the impact the project would have on the soil resource (EIS, pp. III-7 to III-15; PF, Vol. 
3, Doc. 28).  All harvest units would comply with the Regional Soils Standards to maintain soils 
productivity.  The soil analysis is in compliance with NEPA and NFMA.  
 
Issue 4.  Logging, road building, and other disturbance associated with the Lower Big 
Creek project and other cumulative impacts could affect northern goshawk; fisher; black-
backed woodpecker; flammulated, boreal, and great gray owls; and boreal toad.  The 
paltry number of snags to be retained in logging units, and the failure to specify snags of 
adequate size, contrasts with scientifically determined habitat needs acknowledged 
elsewhere by the Forest Service.   
 
Response:  The wildlife biologist analyzed the direct, indirect, and cumulative impact the project 
would have on goshawk (EIS, pp. III-152 to III-155 and III-162 to III-164; PF, Book 4, Docs. 4 
and 98 to 106).  She found the project activities would result in a loss of less than 0.10 percent 
nesting habitat from regeneration harvesting, and a temporary reduction of less than 0.10 percent 
nesting habitat from commercial thinning.  The project activities may impact individual 
goshawk, but would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or a loss of population 
viability for northern goshawk on the Kootenai National Forest (EIS, p. III-154).   
 
The wildlife biologist analyzed the direct, indirect, and cumulative impact the project would 
have on fisher (EIS, pp. III-145 to III-147 and III-162 to III-164; PF, Book 4, Docs. 4 and 75 to 
81).  The Fisher Summary—Kootenai National Forest (PF, Book 4, Doc. 75) states, “western 
populations have remained at low number or are absent in most of their historic range…fisher 
population on the Kootenai National Forest is unknown.  Field surveys and incidental sighting 
reports confirm that fisher are present in five of the eight planning units.”  “Small population 
size, low productivity, and possible isolation leads to an increased probability of extinction and a 
reduced probably of recolonization of vacant, suitable habitat.”  The analysis considered the 
population status of fisher. 
 
Use of the area by fisher is very low, and the area is actively trapped in winter.  The project 
would not change their vulnerability to trapping (EIS, p. III-146).  The wildlife biologist found 
that Alternative 4 would reduce fisher habitat by less than 1 percent, and most of this impact is 
not in prime fisher habitat.  The effects are not expected to be adverse or reduce the area’s 
contribution to the viable population on the Forest.  The project may impact individuals, but 
would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or loss of population viability across the 
Forest (EIS, p. III-147). 
 
The EIS considered the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts the project would have on black-
backed woodpecker (EIS, pp. III-156 to III-158 and III-162 to III-164; PF, Book 4, Docs. 4 and 
92 to 94).  Salvage of up to 200 acres of incidental mortality is part of the alternatives that were 
analyzed.  That part of the project was considered under the direct and indirect effects.  The 
wildlife biologist determined that the project may impact individuals, but would not contribute to 
a trend toward federal listing or loss of population viability across the Forest (EIS, p. III-158). 
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The EIS considered the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts the project would have on 
wolverine (EIS, pp. III-147 to III-150 and III-162 to III-164; PF, Book 4, Docs. 4 and 82 to 87).  
The wildlife biologist determined that the project may impact individuals, but would not 
contribute to a trend toward federal listing or loss of population viability across the Forest (EIS, 
p. III-150). 
 
Flammulated owl is the only one of the three owl species the appellants discuss that is a Regional 
Forester’s Sensitive species.  It is the only one the Forest is required to address in the analysis.  The EIS 
considered the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts the project would have on flammulated owl (EIS, 
pp. III-155 to III-156 and III-162 to III-164; PF, Book 4, Docs. 4 and 88 to 91).  The wildlife biologist 
determined that the project may impact individuals, but would not contribute to a trend toward federal 
listing or loss of population viability across the Forest (EIS, p. III-156).  

 

The EIS considered the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts the project would have on boreal 
toads, including their upland habitat (EIS, pp. III-160 to III-161 and III-162 to III-164; PF, Book 
4, Docs. 4 and 106 to 110).  The wildlife biologist determined that the project may impact 
individuals, but would not contribute to a trend toward federal listing or loss of population 
viability across the Forest (EIS, p. III-161).  
 
The wildlife biologist analyzed the existing condition of snags in the project area, and the direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impact the project would have on snag availability in the project area 
(EIS, pp. III-121 to III-126; PF, Book 4, Docs. 34 to 44).  She compared this to the Northern 
Region Snag Management Protocol (PF, Book 4, Doc. 43) and snag research that was done on 
the Fortine Ranger District (Tincher, 2000).  She determined the project would reduce snag 
availability by 2 to 4 percentage points.  Snag levels would be well above minimum level 
requirements (EIS, pp. III-122 to III-123, and Table 33).  There would be no cumulative adverse 
effects of the Lower Big Creek Project in combination of past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable activities to snag levels or pileated woodpeckers (EIS, p. III-125). 
 
The project and analyses are in compliance with NEPA and NFMA.               
 
Issue 5.  The assessment of water quality and fisheries habitat is inadequate.  We dispute 
the DEIS’s characterization of Big Creek as properly functioning because of its relative 
instability and other data cited in the DEIS, such as failure to meet many Riparian 
Management Objectives (RMOs).  The EIS fails to provide any water temperature values, 
one of the RMOs the Forest Plan alleges to manage for. 
 
The Lower Big Creek EIS fails to incorporate WATSED limitations in its discussion of 
likely effects on flows within the project area and downstream.  The EIS also wholly 
ignores and fails to disclose the Forest Service’s own research (King, 1989) on the accuracy 
of a peak flow model, similar to the ECA method, in estimating increases in peak flows 
from logging and roads in nearby northern Idaho.  
 
The EIS fails to disclose whether all roads in the project area will be brought up to BMP 
standards; therefore, it doesn’t disclose the risk of resulting chronic watershed impacts of 
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continuing sub-standard roads.  The EIS does not disclose if there have been mass failures 
in the watershed. 
 
The Forest Service has failed to obtain or maintain any past or current hard population or 
inventory or monitoring data for the MIS and Sensitive fish species at issue in the project 
area, or for the Forest as a whole.  Distribution, status, and population trends have not 
been determined.  
 
Response:  According to District surveys, the overall stream stability of Lower Big Creek is 
considered “fair.”  Even though the stream channel has migrated, it has continued to maintain its 
geometry, which indicates it is properly functioning (EIS, p. III-75).  The graphs of the stream 
cross sections illustrate this (PF, Book 3, Docs. 36 to 40).  Implementation of any of the action 
alternatives would not retard the attainment of RMOs in the analysis area (EIS, p. III-89).  As 
discussed in the Response to Comments (EIS, pp. IV-35 to IV-36), there are too many reaches 
and too many RMOs to display all of them in the EIS.  The maximum water temperatures in 
Lower Big Creek watershed from 1994 through 2001, along with other RMO information, can be 
found in the Lower Big NFMA Results for Fishery Resources in the project file (Book 3, Doc. 
74). 
 
The EIS discusses the use and limitations of WATSED in the peak flow analysis (p. III-81).  
WATSED is designed to model annual peak flows, not extreme events (EIS, p. IV-36, Comment 
86).  While rain-on-snow events are the cause of many record high flows in northwestern 
Montana, the frequency of rain-on-snow events is low in the project area (EIS, p. IV-36, 
Comment 85).  The water yield increase analysis follows the requirements of the Kootenai Forest 
Plan (Appendix 18). 
 
The EIS (p. III-175) states, “Approximately 39 miles of roads in the Decision Area are currently 
meeting BMPs; approximately 108 miles are in need of BMP improvements.  Refer to Figure 16, 
page [III-] 179, which shows the roads where maintenance would occur.  A list of these roads 
and proposed maintenance activity and scheduling priorities, are located in the Transportation 
section of the Project File.”  Table 21 (EIS, p. III-78) indicates that Alternative 4 would include 
108 miles of road maintenance, 80 miles funded by timber, and 28 funded by other means.  The 
EIS indicates all roads would be brought up to BMP standards.  
 
A map of landslides that have occurred in the Lower Big analysis area can be found in the 
project file (Book 3, Doc. 9).  Two have occurred in the South Fork of Big Creek, one in 
Copeland Creek, one in Steep Creek, and four in the lower reaches of Big Creek. 
 
The EIS displays population estimates and number of trout per kilometer of stream found in 
surveys done in the Big Creek watershed from 1997 to 2001 (pp. III-87 to III-88).  The project 
file contains information on the history and current fisheries situation (Book 3, Doc. 75).  The 
EIS discusses the existing condition, trends, and direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of fish 
habitat for white sturgeon, torrent sculpin, burbot, and bull trout (EIS, pp. III-87 to III-95).  
Interior redband trout and genetically pure westslope cutthroat trout are not suspected to live in 
the analysis area, and so were not analyzed.   
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Issue 6.   The project is based on an out-of-date Forest Plan, in violation of NFMA and 
NEPA. 
 
Response:  The President signed the Department of the Interior and Related Agencies FY04 
Appropriations Act, H.R. 2691, P.L. 108-108 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.”  The Kootenai National Forest is in the process of Forest Plan 
revision.  The Forest and the project are in compliance with NFMA and NEPA. 
 
Issue 7.  The EIS does not contain a list of all past projects (completed or ongoing) 
implemented in the project area watersheds.  It also fails to comprehensively disclose the 
results of all monitoring done in the project area as committed to in the NEPA documents 
of those past projects.   
 
Response:  The EIS displays past harvests (p. II-21, Map), and indicates past actions in the 
project area (EIS, p. I-8, Table 1) and cumulative effects were considered (PF, Book 3, Doc. 24).  
Monitoring results are reported yearly in the Kootenai Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation 
Report.  The ID team meeting notes (PF, Book 1, Doc. 73, p. 4) indicates that Kootenai Forest 
Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Reports from 1988 to 2002 were used by the ID team to 
determine effects of design features and mitigation measures such as BMPs.  
 
Issue 8.  The Lower Big Creek EIS does not demonstrate that the project and its analysis 
are consistent with all standards contained in the Lynx Conservation and Assessment 
Strategy (LCAS).  
 
Response:  The EIS considered the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts the project would 
have on lynx (EIS, pp. III-139 to 144; PF, Book 4, Docs. 49 and 62 to 69).  The analysis 
considers how each of the risk factors outlined in the LCAS would be analyzed in the EIS, and 
compares how each of the lynx analysis units would change under each alternative.  The wildlife 
biologist determined each of the action alternatives would comply with the LCAS (EIS, p. III-
141) and the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect Canada lynx.  The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) reviewed the BA and the supporting information, and concurred 
with the determination (PF, Book 4, Doc 48). 
 
Issue 9.  The decision to implement Lower Big Creek Alternative 4-Modified is in violation of 
Sections 7 and 9 of the ESA and NFMA due to impacts on the Cabinet-Yaak grizzly bear 
population.  The EIS does not adequately consider the cumulative habitat disturbance impacts 
that would be caused by the salvage of up to 200 acres of incidental mortality caused by the use of 
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prescribed fire, the possible Forestwide Blowdown project logging, nor the possible Forestwide 
Fuels Reduction and Wildlife Habitat Enhancement activities in the decision area. 
 
Response:  The EIS considered the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts the project would have on 
grizzly bear in the Cabinet-Yaak recovery area (EIS, pp. III-130 to III-136; PF, Book 4, Docs. 49 to 61).  
Salvage of up to 200 acres of incidental mortality is part of the alternatives that were analyzed.  That 
part of the project was considered under the direct and indirect effects.  The EIS discusses current and 
reasonably foreseeable activities that are considered by each specialist, including the Forestwide 
Blowdown Salvage DN/FONSI, and the Forestwide Fuels Reduction and Wildlife Habitat Enhancement 
Project (pp. I-9 to I-10).  The wildlife considered these projects in the cumulative effects analysis (EIS, 
pp. III-142 to III-144).  The wildlife biologist analyzed the impact the project would have on the 
important components of the recovery area.  After analyzing the impacts, the wildlife biologist 
determined each of the action alternatives may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect grizzly bear, 
and there is no increased risk of incidental take.  The USFWS reviewed the BA and the supporting 
information and concurred with the determination (PF, Book 4, Doc. 48).  The project is in compliance 
with NFMA and ESA. 
 
Issue 10.  The EIS uses a specious Purpose and Need statement.  The EIS cites absolutely 
no data collected in the decision area, or interpretation of data done with adequate 
scientific veracity, to show that there is a problem with “characteristic vegetative patterns” 
that have been caused by fire suppression, or that logging would cure the problem. 
 
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 (EIS, pp. I-2 to I-6, III-21 to III-42, III-55 to III-64, and IV-16; PF, Book 1, Docs. 30 
to 63, Book 3, Doc. 95).  The Purpose and Need is within the discretion of the Responsible 
Official and adequately supported by the description of the existing condition.  The Purpose and 
Need statement is in compliance with NEPA. 
 
Issue 11.  To exclude from the EIS a map of all unroaded lands adjacent to Inventoried Roadless 
Areas makes no sense and constitutes a violation of NEPA.  The EIS and ROD do not constitute 
the “hard look” requirement with respect to the environmental impact of logging and roading of 
uninventoried roadless areas. 
 
Response:  Maps of the unroaded areas can be found in the project file (Vol. 3, Doc. 194).  The 
existing condition and the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the project on unroaded 
areas were analyzed in the EIS (pp. III-196 to III-200).  Supporting information can be found in 
the project file (Book 3, Docs. 193 to 195).  The EIS constitutes the hard look required by 
NEPA. 
  
Issue 12.  The Forest Plan amendment is illegal.  The EIS and ROD failed to justify the 
Forest Plan amendments.  Nothing in the analysis show that the margin of timber 
production gained from the amendments trumps the wildlife and other resource standards. 
The cumulative, Forest-wide impacts on big game and other wildlife habitats from 
repeated amendments have never been adequately considered. 
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Response:  The regulations allow for the Forest Supervisor to make non-significant Forest Plan 
amendments (36 CFR 219.10(f)).  The ROD discusses the amendments (p. 17), Forest Plan 
consistency, and the justification for the amendments (ROD, pp. 19 to 20).  Amendment 1 would 
allow for the reduction of fuel accumulations.  Amendment 2 would allow for patch sizes 
characteristic of the reference conditions (EIS, p. III-101).  The wildlife biologist analyzed the 
impact the Forest Plan amendments would have on big game species (EIS, pp. III-101 to III-
103).  The Forest evaluated the NFMA significance of the amendment as required by 36 CFR 
219.10(f) and FSH 1909.12, 5.32 (PF, Book 2, Doc. 22-B).  The site-specific Forest Plan 
amendments are in compliance with NFMA, the regulations, and the Forest Service Handbook.  
 
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/ Jeanne M. Higgins 
JEANNE M. HIGGINS 
Appeal Reviewing Officer 
 

 


