
 
 
United States 
Department of 

Forest 
Service 

Region One 200 East Broadway 
P.O. Box 7669 

 Agriculture Missoula, MT 59807 
 

File Code: 1570-1 Date:    July 14, 2006 
Route To: (1570 - 215) 

  
Subject: 215 - ARO Letter - Big Parsnip Hazardous Fuels Reduction DM - Kootenai NF - 

Appeal #06-01-00-0048 - WildWest Institute, et al. 
  

To: Appeal Deciding Officer 
  

This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel on behalf of the 
WildWest Institute, Alliance for the Wild Rockies, and The Lands Council protesting the Big 
Parsnip Hazardous Fuels Reduction Decision Memo (DM) on the Kootenai National Forest. 
 
The District Ranger’s decision authorizes treatment of approximately 1,454 acres of National 
Forest System lands associated with the Big Parsnip project.  About 409 acres will be treated 
using either pre-commercial or commercial thinning, including the removal of dead or downed 
material, followed by prescribed burning.  An additional 1,045 acres will be treated with 
prescribed burning-only due to the steep, inaccessible ground, where commercial thinning and 
removal of down trees would be impractical. 
 
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. 
 
This project decision was made using a category of action that can be excluded from 
documentation in an Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
as listed in Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, Chapter 30, Section 31.2.  As a result, my appeal 
review will be focused on the use of the category, the review of extraordinary circumstances, and 
the project’s consistency with the Forest Plan and applicable laws and regulations.  I have 
reviewed the appeal and make the following findings: 

1. The proposed action complies with Chapter 30 of the NEPA Handbook and is excluded from 
further analysis and documentation in an EIS or EA.  The project makes use of Section 31.2, 
Category 10, which permits hazardous fuels reduction activities using prescribed fire, not to 
exceed 4,500 acres, and mechanical methods for crushing, piling, thinning, pruning, cutting, 
chipping, mulching and mowing, not to exceed 1,000 acres.  The decision is consistent with 
the allowable methods and acreage limits (DM, pp. 1 to 2).  Additionally, the activities are 
limited to areas in condition class 3 in fire regime group III (PF, Doc. V1D047).  The 
activities will not be conducted in wilderness areas or impair the suitability of wilderness 
study areas for preservation as wilderness (DM, p. 5; PF,  Doc. V1D084), and does not 
include the use of herbicides or pesticides, or the construction of new permanent roads or 
other new permanent infrastructure.  Finally, the primary purpose of the activity is hazardous 
fuels reduction, consistent with the use of this category (DM, pp. 1 to 3).   
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The appellants question the use of the category, as it relates to using a collaborative 
framework, for the first time in their appeal; they never raised the issue in their comments 
during either scoping or the 30-day comment periods (PF, Docs. V1D005 and V1D014).  I 
have reviewed the decision and supporting documentation relative to the appellants’ 
concerns.  It is clear that the District and Forest are working collaboratively with appropriate 
governmental, tribal, and non-governmental individuals and groups as they implement the 
National Fire Plan, including this project (for example, PF, Docs. V1D004, V1D010, 
V1D011, and V1D013, and the Lincoln County Community Wildfire Protection Plan).  
While the District’s collaborative efforts were limited, I find they were adequate, particularly 
given the lack of any concern raised during the two comment periods.  Never-the-less, I 
recommend that the District Ranger be instructed to present the project to the recently formed 
Kootenai Forest Stakeholders group, as requested by the appellants, and any other interested 
parties prior to implementation.  Based on those conversations, the District Ranger can 
determine whether there is new information that might warrant reconsideration of the 
decision. 

 
2.  The resource specialists on the interdisciplinary team reviewed the proposed action for 
potential effects on resource conditions and the presence of extraordinary circumstances.  The 
mere presence of one or more resource conditions does not preclude use of a categorical 
exclusion.  It is the degree of the potential effect of a proposed action on these resource 
conditions that determines whether extraordinary circumstances exist.   
 

• The potential for extraordinary circumstances is clearly considered and evaluated in the 
decision and supporting documentation (DM, pp. 3 to 5). 

• By definition, categorical exclusions do not individually or cumulatively have significant 
effects on the human environment (40 CFR 1508.4).  The decision and project file 
provides consistent documentation that the specialists considered cumulative effects prior 
to determining that there are no extraordinary circumstances related to the proposed 
action.     

• The Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluations (PF, Docs. V1D038 and 
V1D065), and the concurrence letter by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Doc. 
V1D064) appropriately document effects to federally-listed threatened and endangered 
species, and sensitive species.  Management indicator species are addressed in the 
Wildlife Report (Doc. V1D052).  The wildlife analysis indicates that there are no 
extraordinary circumstances related to threatened, endangered, or sensitive species as a 
result of the proposed action. 

3.  The project file shows the project is consistent with the Forest Plan and applicable laws and 
regulations.  Consistency is clearly and appropriately documented in the decision and supporting 
project record (DM, pp. 5 to 7). 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
I have reviewed the record and have found that the decision and analysis are adequately and 
appropriately documented in the DM and project file.  I recommend the District Ranger’s 
decision be affirmed and the appellants’ requested relief be denied.  However, I also recommend 
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the District Ranger be instructed to present the project to the recently formed Kootenai Forest 
Stakeholders group, as requested by the appellants, and any other interested parties prior to 
implementation.  Based on those conversations, the District Ranger can determine whether there 
is new information that might warrant reconsideration of the decision. 
 
 
 
 
/s/ Susan Skalski 
SUSAN SKALSKI 
Appeal Reviewing Officer 
 

 


