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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 protesting the Bluegrass Bound Timber Sale Decision Notice (DN)  signed by the 
Idaho Panhandle National Forests' Supervisor.   
  
The Forest Supervisor's decision implements Alternative 4 of the Bluegrass Bound Environmental 
Assessment (EA).  This alternative treats 2,544 acres, through timber harvest, using a variety of 
silvicultural prescriptions.  These treatments include sanitation and salvage (231 acres), irregular seed 
tree (80 acres), shelterwood preparatory cut (140 acres), irregular shelterwood (1,135 acres), 
improvement cut (67 acres), commercial thin (564 acres), and group selection (327 acres).  This 
harvesting will be accomplished through conventional ground-based systems and skyline systems on 
nearly 1,600 acres and with helicopters on approximately 950 acres.   
 
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' issues 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. 
 
ISSUE REVIEW
 
ISSUE I.  The proposed and foreseeable activities in the Project Area individually and collectively will 
have significant impacts on threatened Grizzly Bear and Bull Trout; an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) should have been prepared (NEPA 1502.4). 
 
Response:  The regulations at 40 CFR 1501.4 (c) provide for the preparation of an EA to determine whether 
or not to prepare an EIS.  As documented in the DN and FONSI, the District Ranger determined that this 
project is not a major federal action with significant effects on the quality of the human environment (DN, p. 
4). 
 
The DN (p. 3) states that this project could result in a 'take' of bull trout or grizzly bear.  However, since 
these activities are designed to improve overall conditions for these animals in the long-term, this 'take' is 
not likely to result in jeopardy to either species.  This is supported by the Biological Opinion (BO) (Project 
File, W-5) which concludes under the Effect of Take section (p .31) that "the Service determined that this 
level of anticipated take is not likely to result in jeopardy to the bull trout or grizzly bear." 
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The Biological Opinion (Project File, W-5) is very detailed in its analysis of this project, the Boundary 
Creek Road Obliteration and the Grass Creek Allotment.  As it says on page 28, "After reviewing the 
current status of the grizzly bear in the Selkirk recovery zone, the environmental baseline for the action area, 
the effects of the projects, and cumulative effects, it is the Biological Opinion that the actions as proposed 
are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Selkirk grizzly bear population.  No critical 
habitat has been designated for this species, therefore, none will be affected."  The Opinion continues to say 
that "the project will reduce total and open road densities in the future, resulting in an overall long-term 
benefit for grizzly bears in this BMU."  The Opinion also explains on page 23 that this BMU is using an 
experimental approach with varying levels of seasonal habitat security, and that this approach was approved 
by the Selkirk/Cabinet-Yaak Subcommittee. 
 
Contention A.  Impacts of the timber sale on water quality and fisheries.  The cumulative impacts of 
proposed and foreseeable actions that will impact water quality and fisheries in the Boundary Creek 
watershed are significant and therefore should have been addressed in an EIS.  
 
Response:  The cumulative impacts on watershed, water quality, and fisheries was adequately analyzed.  
The EA summarizes the hydrological analysis found in the Project File (Docs. H-01 to H-31).  Data was 
collected (EA, III-20; PF, Doc. H-01, p. 3-1).  This data supports the existing condition and effects 
determination in the EA (III-13 to III-25 and IV-13 to IV-36.)   The FONSI determination on watershed 
and fisheries comes from the cumulative effects discussion on pages IV-23 and IV-36 of the EA.  These 
conclusion are based on the WATSED runs (PF, Doc. H-24), the data collected on the watershed (PF, 
Docs. H-1 to H-31), the present condition of the watershed (EA, III-7 to III-25), and the expected 
response of the watershed to the proposed management (EA, IV-12 to IV-36).  Water yields are 
discussed and considered in the watershed analysis (EA, III-18 to III-20, IV-12 to IV-24), particularly 
pages III-20 and IV-22.  Further information on water yield can be found in the Response to Comments 
(p. E-7, response F; p. E-9, response C; and p. E-20, response W). 
 
The discussion of Boundary Creek itself and the greater Boundary Creek watershed in the watershed and 
fisheries section of Chapter IV indicates that conditions will improve with the implementation of 
Alternative 4 (EA, IV-12 to IV-36).  "The net effect is that maintenance and recovery of stream 
morphology and water quality will be encouraged under this alternative.  This alternative will comply 
with Idaho's Antidegradation Policy, the Federal Clean Water Act, and  the Idaho Panhandle National 
Forests' Forest Plan" (EA, IV-24).  "This [alternative] will increase the likelihood that sensitive species 
fish population will persist" (EA, IV-36).  These impacts are not significant and, therefore, an EIS is not 
required. 
 
The impacts from road reconstruction, decommissions, obliteration, construction, and closure was 
considered (EA, III-17 to III-19 and IV-14 to IV-17).  Alternative 4 "will result in a net reduction of mass 
and surface erosion through the use of road reconstruction, repair, and decommissioning (EA,  IV-21).  
Effects and risks to stream morphology and water quality from existing roads will be significantly 
reduced...decommissioning will reduce sediment and bed load input...road related influence on peak flows 
will be lessened by reconstruction and decommissioning (EA, IV-24). 
 
The effects of timber harvest was not ignored because of road decommissioning.  Harvest-related effects are 
discussed in the EA (IV-21 and IV-22).  Cumulative effects to watershed and fisheries from all project 
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activities, along with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities are considered in the EA 
(IV-23 to IV-36). 
 
Contention B.  The Range Allotment - The presence of cattle and their impact on fish habitat are yet 
another significant cumulative impact not adequately considered in the watershed analysis.  
 
Response:  The presence of cattle and their impact on fish were discussed in Chapter IV of the EA (pages 
14, 15, and 26) and in the Biological Opinion.  Their cumulative impact was adequately considered in the 
analysis. 
 
ISSUE II.  The Grizzly Bear cumulative effects analysis is deficient, in violation of NEPA.   
 
Response:  Page 19 of the BE/BA discusses cumulative effects of timber sale activities in the area on grizzly 
bear, and is expanded upon on pages 4-6 of the Wildlife Input Addendum in the Project File (W-8).  Habitat 
fragmentation was discussed on page 5-6 of the BE/BA.  However, page 8 discusses the analysis for the 
Bluegrass bear management unit which is measured in terms of habitat security and core habitat.  The 
BE/BA discuss the effects to both Forest Plan security and core habitat.  Chapter IV of the EA, pages 11-12, 
documents cumulative effects analysis of past timber sale activities, including the effects on grizzly bears. 
 
ISSUE III.  The IPNF failed to fulfill the requirements of NEPA prior to adopting the Interim Grizzly 
Bear Access Management Rule Set.   
 
Response:  The IPNF Forest Plan, page III-13, states:  "Manage grizzly bear habitat in accordance with 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines and approved recovery plans."  The Rule Set was developed and 
adopted by the Subcommittee of the IGBC.  It was not a decision made in the Bluegrass Bound DN. 
 
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" (Project File, W-29).  The EA (IV 11-12) and BE/BA (p. A 17-19) 
display the site-specific direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the project on grizzly bear.  The 
Biological Opinion concludes that the actions as proposed are not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of the Selkirk grizzly bear population.  I find that the project-specific, site-specific, adoption of 
the Interim Grizzly Bear Management Rule for the Bluegrass Bound project meets the requirements of 
NEPA.  
  
ISSUES IV and V.  The IPNF failed to consult on the Interim Access Management Strategy prior to 
adopting it, as required by Section 7 of the ESA.  The rule set is likely to result in the take of grizzly 
bears:  an Incidental Take Statement is required by the ESA.   
 
Response:  The USFWS reviewed the BE/BA prepared for the project and determined that the actions as 
proposed are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Selkirk grizzly bear population.   
 
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), 
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existing Forest Plan direction, previously existing USFWS Biological Opinions, and public comments 
received in 1997 and 1998.  Adoption of the Rule Set is outside the Bluegrass Bound EA and DN. 
  
ISSUE VI.  The Bluegrass Bound Project will violate the Clean Water Act and Idaho Water Quality 
Standards.   
 
Response:  State and Federal Clean Water Act regulations are covered in Appendix A, pp. 1 to 6 of the 
Hydrologic Report (PF, Doc. H-01).  The net effect of Alternative 4 is the maintenance and recovery of 
stream morphology and water quality.  Alternative 4 complies with Idaho's Antidegradation Policy, the 
Federal Clean Water Act, and thus, the Idaho Panhandle National Forests' Forest Plan (EA, IV-24).  
 
ISSUE VII.  The EA fails to present monitoring or other data to support its claims that the timber 
sale activities will Not Adversely Affect Bull Trout and water quality.  
 
Response:  Data was collected (EA, III-20; PF, Doc. H-01, p. 3-1).  This data supports the existing 
condition and effects determination in the EA (III-13 to III-25 and IV-13 to IV-36.)   The FONSI 
determination on watershed and fisheries comes from the cumulative effects discussion on pages IV-24 
and IV-36 of the EA.  These conclusion are based on the WATSED runs (PF, Doc. H-24), the data 
collected on the watershed (PF, Docs. H-1 to 31), the present condition of the watershed (EA, III-7 to 
III-25), and the expected response of the watershed to the proposed management (EA, IV-12 to IV-36).  
Alternative 4 complies with Idaho's Antidegredation Policy, the Federal Clean Water Act, and the Idaho 
Panhandle National Forests' Plan (EA, IV-24).  Alternative 4 "will increase the likelihood that sensitive 
species fish population will persist" (EA, IV-36). 
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the Forest Supervisor's decision be affirmed and the Appellants' requested relief be denied. 
 
 
/s/ Galen B. Hall 
 
 
GALEN B. HALL 
Reviewing Officer 
Regional Budget Officer 

 


