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Dear Mr. Garrity: 

This letter is my review decision on your notice of appeal filed on behalf of Alliance for the Wild 
Rockies, The Lands Council, Cabinet Resource Group, Great Bear Foundation, Selkirk 
Conservation Alliance, Natural Resources Defense Council, and Idaho Conservation League 
protesting the Forest Supervisors’ decision regarding the Forest Plan Amendments for Motorized 
Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones on the 
Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests. 
 
My review is conducted pursuant to, and in accordance with, 36 CFR 217.  My responsibility as 
Reviewing Officer is to ensure the analysis and decision are in compliance with applicable laws, 
regulations, and orders.  This review decision hereby incorporates by reference the entire 
administrative appeal record, which also includes the project file. 
 
I. DECISION UNDER REVIEW 
 
Forest Supervisors Ranotta K. McNair, Bob Castaneda, and Deborah L.R. Austin signed the 
Record of Decision on March 23 and March 24, 2004.  A legal notice announcing the decision 
was published in the newspapers of record, the Daily Inter Lake on March 24, 2004, the 
Missoulian on March 26, 2004, and the Spokesman Review on March 27, 2004.  A Notice of 
Availability for the FEIS was published in the Federal Register on March 15, 2002. 
 
The selection of Alternative E amends the respective Forest Plans to include standards for open 
motorized route density (OMRD), total motorized route density (TMRD), and core area within 
the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak grizzly bear recovery zones.  Terms and conditions of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Biological Opinion (BO) were also incorporated into the 
decision.  In addition to providing terms and conditions for the recovery zones, the BO also 
provided standards for linear open and linear total road densities for mapped areas of grizzly bear 
occupancy outside of, but adjacent to, the grizzly bear recovery zones. 
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II.  RELIEF REQUESTED
 
You request that the Forest Service withdraw the ROD and FEIS for the Forest Plan 
Amendments for Motorized Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly 
Bear Recovery Zones on the Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests, as they are 
in violation of NEPA, NFMA, and ESA. 
 
III.  REVIEW FINDINGS 
 
The purpose of the Forest Service's appeal regulations (36 CFR 217) is to provide the final 
administrative opportunity for the public to influence National Forest System decision making 
prior to implementation of various decisions.  The rules complement, but do not replace, 
numerous opportunities to participate in and influence agency decision making provided 
pursuant to NEPA, and the associated implementing regulations and procedures in 40 CFR parts 
1500 through 1508, 36 CFR parts 215, 216, and 219; and the Forest Service directives system 
[36 CFR 217.1(b)]. 
 
I have reviewed the Forest Supervisor’s July 12, 2004, letter of transmittal identifying references 
in the decision documentation where the issues you raised are addressed.  The transmittal letter 
provides specific page references to discussions in the project file which bear upon your issues.  I 
specifically incorporate the references and citations contained in the Forest Supervisor's 
transmittal letter into this decision. 
 
In the following section, I have identified your concerns and responded to the associated issues 
to help you understand how I arrived at my decision.  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. 
 
Appeal Issues
 
Issue 1.  The EIS and ROD are based on erroneous trend analysis. 
 
Response:  Sample sizes are limited because of the small populations and the difficulty in 
trapping bears.  As a result, confidence intervals on population estimates do not allow it to be 
statistically concluded that the population is increasing or decreasing in either recovery zone 
(ROD, p. 20; FEIS, p. 4-50).  The Biological Assessment (PR, Vol. 15, Doc. 1, p. 13) and the 
USFWS BO (PR, Vol. 2, Doc. 68, pp. 35 and 50) both state that population trend analysis has 
been inconclusive and statistically uncertain within the recovery zones.  
 
The agencies working on the amendments had current grizzly bear information available to them 
during the interdisciplinary team process.  Some of the earlier population trend estimates were 
different, but trend estimates are only one of the parameters considered in developing the 
amendment.  Other elements from research that were important included bear mortality data, 
habitat use data, and data from bears that lived and reproduced in the area while demonstrating 
good survival characteristics.  Data reported in Demographics and population trends of grizzly 
bears in the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk Ecosystems of British Columbia, Idaho, Montana, and 
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Washington (2004) were available to the interdisciplinary team due to the authors’ (Wayne 
Kasworm and Wayne Wakkinen) official participation as members of the Wildlife Working 
Group.  As members of the Wildlife Working Group, they assisted in the process to develop this 
amendment.      
 
Issue 2.  The EIS, ROD and BO erroneously represent current habitat conditions. 
 
Response:  Core area is defined on page 2-3 of the FEIS as the following:  “An area of secure habitat 
within a BMU that contains no motorized travel routes or high use non-motorized trails during 
the non-denning season and is more than 0.3 miles (500 meters) from a drivable road.  Core 
areas do not include any gated roads but may contain roads that are impassible due to vegetation 
or constructed barriers.  Core areas strive to contain the full range of seasonal habitats that are 
available in the BMU.”  No minimum size for core is specified and no minimum size for core is 
specified in the IGBC Taskforce Report – Core Area Criteria (PR, Vol. 22, Doc. 3, p. 5).   
 
Wakkinen and Kasworm (1997) could not identify a minimum core polygon size.  They found in 
Grizzly Bear and Road Density Relationships in the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones 
that all habitats greater than 0.31 miles from an open road was considered core habitat in the 
study.  They suggested that if a minimum size occurs, it is likely between 2 square miles and 8 
square miles (PR, Vol. 26, Doc.9, pp. 25 and 26).  Furthermore they suggested that narrow strips 
of core habitat that may fit some minimum size criteria likely will not provide effective core 
habitat for bears, though bears did use core polygons less than 2 square miles in size (FEIS, p. 4-
41).  In both the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak recovery zones, grizzly bears were found to use small 
core areas (FEIS, p. 4-94).  Due to the programmatic nature of the decision it is not possible to 
provide site-specific core maps.  The amount and location of core needed to meet each selected 
Bear Management Unit (BMU) standard will be established site-specifically at a later time 
through project level analyses (FEIS, p. 4-52). 
 
The Selkirk Cabinet-Yaak Access Briefing Paper (PR, Vol. 22, Doc. 8, pp. 14 and 17) includes a 
discussion on minimum core habitat requirements and Selkirk/Cabinet-Yaak protocol for 
mapping core areas.  Assumptions common to all alternatives included designating core habitat 
in individual BMUs will strive to locate core in good quality habitat and to establish core in large 
blocks (majority of core should be in blocks greater than 8 square miles in size). 
 
The selected alternative will provide for an increase of over 32,000 acres of core habitat within 
the two recovery zones (ROD, p. 21; FEIS, p. 3-17).   
 
Issue 3.  The absence of consistent standards for occupied grizzly bear habitat outside the recovery 
zones is in violation of NEPA, ESA, and APA. 
 
Response:  The USFWS BO identifies effects from implementation of the amendment on grizzly 
bear existence within the two recovery zones, and includes an Incidental Take Statement (PR, 
Vol. 2, Doc. 68, pp. 125 to 127 and 128 to 130).  The selected alternative includes the terms and 
conditions from the BO to minimize incidental take to grizzly bear-occupied areas outside of the 
recovery zones.  Standards for these areas are displayed in Table 1 of the ROD (pp. 3, 6, 12, 75, 
and 76).  The ROD clearly identifies the consistency of the selected alternative with ESA (pp. 59 
and 60). 
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The Project Record includes a Forest Service incidental take analysis for grizzly bears that occur 
outside the recovery zones (Vol. 16, Doc. 24).  Mortality risk to grizzly bear residing in occupied 
areas outside the recovery zones is not expected to increase as a result of the terms and 
conditions (ROD, p. 26).  As summarized, the Forests have made an effort to minimize 
incidental take as demonstrated by the direction in the Forest Plans, current management 
direction, and efforts to reduce take potential due to food attractants.  The effort appears to be 
working as shown by grizzly bear reoccurring use (including females with young, which may 
indicate successful reproduction outside the recover areas) of areas outside the recovery zones.   
 
Issue 4.  The FEIS and ROD fail to identify and protect linkage zones. 
 
Response:  The purpose and need for the action relates to amending the three Forest Plans to 
include a set of motorized access and security guidelines (ROD, pp. 2 and 3; FEIS, pp. 1-4 and 1-
5).  This was clarified in an August 2001 project update (PR, Vol. 3, Doc. 27, p. 2), which 
identified that the EIS is not proposing to address connectivity/linkages between recovery zones.  
Identifying and protecting linkage zones, while important, is beyond the scope of the proposed 
action (FEIS, pp. 4-34, 4-43, and 4-77).   

 
Issue 5.  The FEIS and ROD fail to utilize an accurate scientific analysis, in violation of NEPA and 
the Endangered Species Act, and the Forest Service has failed to insure scientific integrity of the 
analysis in the FEIS and ROD. 
 
Response:  The ROD documents that the FEIS used the best available science (pp. 16-18).  See 
also Response to Issue 1.  Research was peer-reviewed and is consistent with the ESA 
requirements that agency actions use the best scientific and commercially available data (ROD, 
pp. 59 and 60).  USFWS and Idaho Department of Fish and Game biologists were involved with 
the project throughout the entire analysis process (ROD, pp. 19 and 20).  This issue was also 
clearly addressed in Response to Comments (FEIS, pp. 4-27 to 4-30 and 4-51 to 52).   
 
Grizzly Bear and Road Density Relationships in the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones 
(Wakkinen and Kasworm, 1997) was peer reviewed by Suzanne Audet, Michele Eames, Mike 
Fairchild, Rich Harris, Jim Hayden, Tim Layser, Bob Summerfield, Rob Wielgus, and Pete 
Zager (PR, Vol. 26, Doc. 9, p. 5).  Results and discussion of Wakkinen and Kasworm’s research 
results identify that human use of roads appeared to influence bear distribution in the study area.  
In the study, bears used areas of high road density less than expected.  In all areas, total road 
density greater than two-miles per square mile was used less than expected.  Results also 
indicated that open roads have the greatest influence on grizzly bear distribution, and therefore 
must be considered in any access management decision (PR, Vol. 26, Doc. 9, pp. 12 to 25). 
 
The six bears were chosen because they had survived long enough to provide sufficient data for 
analysis and had reproduced within the study area (Wakkinen and Kasworm, 1997) (FEIS, pp. 4-
29 and 4-30).  Bear 206 was utilized in the data from the time she was 3 years old through the 
age of 6 when she produced her first litter of cubs.  She is known to have produced a second 
litter of cubs in 1997 (FEIS, p. 4-39).   
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Sample sizes are limited because of the small population from which to draw and the difficulty in 
trapping bears.  This will be the case in any small population of a secretive animal.  Longer term 
research will increase sample size.  However, the values that were obtained for core areas simply 
reflect the percent of the area the bear used throughout the year that had no roads, and is 
therefore, not inflated.  As more data becomes available, seasonal home ranges may show 
different results.  This will be incorporated into management decisions when available (FEIS, p. 
4-62).   
 
Results from Wakkinen and Kasworm (1997) were consistent with those found in similar 
studies conducted in the NCDE.  The Wakkinen and Kasworm (1997) values provide the best 
available indication of habitat conditions used by grizzly bears in the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak 
ecosystems (PR, Vol. 2, Doc. 68, p. 40).  While small sample size may have affected ability to 
detect differences that may have been present, use patterns were consistent throughout the 
study. 
 
The USFWS BO determined that implementing the amendments is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of grizzly bear within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak recovery zones.  
Displacement and mortality effects upon grizzly bears resulting from roads and road densities 
will decrease, which may result in increased grizzly bear numbers and distribution within the 
recovery zones (PR, Vol. 2, Doc. 68, pp. 125 and 126).  The selected alternative is rated high for 
its level of mitigating grizzly bear mortality risk (ROD, p. 24; FEIS, p. 3-21; PR, Vol. 2, Doc. 1, 
p. 28).  It is important to note that development of the standards is not a guarantee that all 
mortality will be eliminated.   
 
The ROD is a programmatic decision document that does not make site-specific access 
management decisions within the recovery zones (ROD, pp. 1 and 10).  While new techniques 
are currently becoming available for future development of a habitat-based approach to access 
management, they are not yet available for the two recovery zones.  This decision provides for 
the future development of a habitat-based access management approach. 
 
The definition of a BMU is the approximate female home range size and includes representations 
of all available habitat components (FEIS, p. 2-3).  An attempt is made to designate core areas in 
such a way as to include representation of all seasonal habitats where possible (FEIS, pp. 4-39 
and 4-48).  The Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee Taskforce Report identified that analysis 
area delineation should account for elevation and seasonal distribution of habitat (PR, Vol. 22, 
Doc. 2, p. 4).  The assumptions common to all Selkirk/Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Areas access 
alternatives was that designation of core habitat in individual BMUs would strive to locate core 
in good quality habitat (PR, Vol. 22, Doc. 8, p. 17).  The Selkirk/Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear 
Recovery Areas Interim Access Rule Set states that core areas will be delineated by identifying 
and aggregating the full range of seasonal habitats, to the degree they are available (PR, Vol. 22, 
Doc. 10, p. 2). 
 
The NCDE Moving Window Motorized Access Density Analysis process is discussed in the 
Project Record (Vol. 30, Doc. 13, pp. 10 to 13).  The moving windows model, which has been 
reviewed and published, is used to evaluate grizzly bear habitat conditions.   
 
The ROD (p. 5) identifies that the level of allowable administrative use was based on work in the 
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Flathead National Forest, which found no measurable displacement when administrative use was 
less than one vehicle pass per day (one round trip every other day).  This equates to 57 trips per 
year, distributed throughout the season.  In reality, the level of administrative use is far lower 
than that as evidenced by annual reporting by the National Forests.  Further, there are often 
seasonal restrictions in administrative use, further reducing the allowable use days.  This rational 
is also documented in the Project Record (Vol. 5, Doc. 7, pp. 1 and 2).   
 
Issue 6:  The FEIS and ROD fail to respond to opposing views in violation of NEPA. 
 
Response:  See Response to Issues 1 and 5.  Discussion regarding the use of best available 
grizzly bear science is presented in the ROD (pp. 16 to 18).  Scientists involved with the project 
reviewed all submitted references for relevance to the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak recovery zones.  
The FEIS (pp. 4-29 and 4-30) responds to some specific comments received.  The Project Record 
provides reviews conducted by project scientists (Vol. 24, Docs. 1, 1a, and 2).  Included in this 
review are papers authored by Metzgar and Merrill (pp. 5 and 6).  These papers were considered 
relevant, but the conclusion of the project scientists was that they would not change the analysis 
conclusions.   
 
Issue 7.  The ROD and FEIS violate NEPA by failing to disclose the risks and scientific uncertainty 
regarding the selected habitat standards for grizzly bear access management. 
 
Response:  As previously stated, the USFWS BO determined that implementing the amendments 
are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of grizzly bear within the Selkirk and 
Cabinet-Yaak recovery zones (PR, Vol. 2, Doc. 68, pp. 40, 125, and 126).  The 
Wakkinen/Kasworm (1997) study provides the best available indication of the habitat conditions 
used by grizzly bears in the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak ecosystems.  Displacement and mortality 
effects upon grizzly bears resulting from roads and road densities will decrease, which may 
result in increased grizzly bear numbers and distribution within the recovery zones.  See Response 
to Issues 1 and 5 above.   
 
Issue 8.  The FEIS and ROD violate NEPA by failing to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate 
all reasonable alternatives. 
 
Response:  The issue of increased habitat security was identified as a significant issue through 
comments received during the public scoping phase of the planning process and addressed in 
detail (ROD, p. 16; FEIS, p. 2-2).  Alternatives C and E both present higher levels of security 
through route density and core habitat requirements different than those presented to the public 
in the proposed action (FEIS, pp. 2-12 to 2-17).  Thirteen of the BMUs in Alternative E would 
provide higher levels of core habitat than initially proposed, eight with lower OMRD, and ten 
with lower TMRD (with a correction to an error in Table 2-4 changing the Kalispell–Lakeshore 
BMU to indicate 35 percent OMRD and 18 percent TMRD).  Alternative D (not given detailed 
study) was designed to explore the option of establishing in all BMUs the highest security 
requirements of bears documented in the Grizzly Bear and Road Density Relationships in the 
Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones (Wakkinen and Kasworm, 1997) (FEIS, p. 2-18).  
This level of security of OMRD less than 17 percent, TMRD less than 14 percent, and Core Area 
greater than 72 percent was not attainable in several BMUs due to the lack of Forest Service 
jurisdiction to restrict access on private, State, and County roads.  As this alternative was 
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intended to set one level of standards across all BMUs with greater than 75 percent Federal 
lands, it was determined to not be feasible to implement, and dropped from more detailed study.  
Discussion of alternatives not given detailed study and reasons for dismissal is addressed in the 
ROD (pp. 53 and 54) and in Response to Comments (FEIS, pp. 4-175 to 4-184).  
 
Issue 9.  The Forest Service unreasonably narrowed the scope of the access management 
amendments. 
 
Response:  The scope of the proposed action is to amend the Kootenai, Lolo, and IPNFs Forest 
Plans (ROD, p. 1; FEIS, p. 1-7).  The Colville National Forest elected to pursue a different 
process of access standards, and is therefore not a part of this decision (FEIS, p. 4-80).  Private 
and State land acreage was quantified, mapped and analyzed together with National Forest lands 
(including the Colville NF); however, the decision only affects lands administered by the 
Kootenai, Lolo and Idaho Panhandle National Forests (ROD, p. 2; FEIS, p, 1-2).   
 
Issue 10.  The FEIS and ROD violate NEPA by failing to adequately consider and disclose 
cumulative impacts. 
 
Response:  The cumulative effects analysis area for grizzly bears consists of those portions of 
the Cabinet Yaak Recovery Zone (CYRZ) and Selkirk Recovery Zone (SRZ) lying within the 
boundaries of the Kootenai, Lolo and Idaho Panhandle National Forests (FEIS, p. 3-5).  These 
boundaries include not only National Forest lands but also lesser amounts of State and private 
lands.  Private and State land acreage was quantified, mapped and analyzed together with 
National Forest lands (including the Colville National Forest); however, the decision only affects 
lands administered by the three National Forests (ROD, p. 2; FEIS, p, 1-2).   
 
Forest Service projects in BMUs containing State or private lands will consider activities on 
these lands as part of the existing condition or as cumulative effects during project specific 
analysis (ROD, p. 25).  Many of the indirect and cumulative effects disclosed in Chapter Three 
include an assessment of forgone opportunities.  The Forest Service has no authority to impose 
standards on State or private lands.  Because such lands exist in most BMUs, the Forest Service 
often does compensate for high road densities on these lands by further reducing road densities 
on federal lands (FEIS, p. 4-59).  Decisions made by these landowners regarding management of 
motorized roads and trails on their lands could potentially result in cumulative effects to grizzly 
bears.  The numbers used for road densities and core habitat in this analysis include 
consideration of roads on State and private lands within grizzly bear habitat, even though any 
standards that may be set by the decision will apply only to federal lands (FEIS, p. 3-25).  I find 
that the analysis includes the consideration of cumulative effects on State and private lands 
within the analysis area.   
 
The Forest Service has no authority concerning access management or hunting in Canada, which 
is outside the cumulative effects analysis area.  The purpose of this proposal is to approve access 
management direction for National Forest lands within the recovery zones that will help to 
achieve grizzly bear recovery (FEIS, p. 4-57). 
 
Again, this is a programmatic amendment process and does not consider site-specific future 
activities.  Future project-level analyses and decisions used in implementation of these 
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programmatic actions will provide a more detailed assessment of the effects to specific resources 
and opportunities (FEIS, p. 4-210).  Reasonably foreseeable activities on private lands will be 
incorporated into the project-level analyses in implementation of this decision.  In 1994, the 
Ninth Circuit Court ruled in Resources Limited, Inc. v. Robertson, “While the [NEPA 
cumulative effects] regulation requires that the Forest Service must consider non-Federal 
cumulative impacts, it does not specifically require that the impacts be addressed at the 
programmatic level.”  The Court did not require consideration of non-Federal cumulative 
impacts in the programmatic EIS, on the consideration that the Forest Service must analyze such 
impacts at the project level (FEIS, p. 4-209).  
 
Issue 11.  The FEIS and ROD violate NEPA by failing to adequately address important 
fundamental factors. 
 
Response:  The purpose and need for the action relates to amending the three Forest Plans to 
include a set of motorized access and security guidelines (ROD, pp. 2 and 3; FEIS, pp. 1-4 and 1-
5).  The EIS does not address connectivity and or genetic linkages between recovery zones (PR, 
Vol. 3, Doc. 27, p. 2).  Currently, there is no indication that genetics are influencing the potential 
for population recovery (FEIS, pp. 4-45 to 4-46 and 4-77).  In their BO, the USFWS states that 
implementing the amendments is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of grizzly bear 
with the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak recovery zones (PR, Vol. 2, Doc. 68, pp. 125 and 126).  
Displacement and mortality effects upon grizzly bears resulting from roads and road densities 
will decrease, which may result in increased grizzly bear numbers and distribution within the 
recovery zones. 

Flexibility measures will be used with discretion, and options are not expected to be 
implemented to the full extent allowable in each BMU, or widely applied across all of the units.  
USFWS concurrence will be required prior to implementing any such proposal (ROD, p. 5).  
Core remaining in place for 10 years is a widely accepted standard and no other ecosystem 
requires permanent core (FEIS, p. 4-30).  Effects of activities affecting core habitat will be 
analyzed pursuant to project-level consultation and additional measures to minimize potential 
effects to grizzly bears may be required by the USFWS. 
 
The Forest Service recognizes there are other steps that need to be taken to reduce grizzly bear 
mortalities, including hunter certification programs (ROD, p. 21; FEIS, pp. 3-9 and 3-10).   
However, hunting regulations are beyond the scope of this decision and are a responsibility of 
the State wildlife management agencies.  Access restrictions can limit hunter access and 
therefore indirectly limit grizzly bear mortalities caused by hunters.  The proposed access 
standards should help to reduce grizzly bear mortalities (FEIS, pp. 4-30, 4-42 and 4-56).   

The ROD includes amendment monitoring requirements.  Ranger Districts will maintain records 
of administrative use.  Project-level decisions will consider the need for additional monitoring of 
site-specific activities within BMUs.  In response to the USFWS BO, Forests are required to 
submit annual reports to the FWS detailing progress made toward achieving and maintaining the 
standards for Core, OMRD, and TMRD within the recovery zones.  This would include 
monitoring the effectiveness of road closures (ROD, p. 11; PR, Vol. 2, Doc. 68, p. 138).   
 
Forest Service maintains active enforcement and maintenance programs, as well as strict control 
and documentation of agency administrative use of restricted roads.  Effectiveness of closures is 
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high and has been a recent emphasis in these ecosystems (PR, Vol. 15, Doc. 24, p. 1).  Idaho Fish 
and Game has a full-time enforcement person whose responsibility includes monitoring and 
enforcing road closures.  This is in addition to the other enforcement personnel of the USFS and 
IDFG.  Washington has a temporary seasonal employee whose emphasis is education and 
monitoring.  It is also important to note that access management was not extensively 
implemented until the early 1990s.  For example, prior to 1987 only 25 percent of the roads on 
Three Rivers Ranger District were closed to motorized use.  By 1995, 75 percent of the roads 
were closed.  Because grizzly bears take an average of 6 years to reach sexual maturity, any 
management action that benefited grizzly bears will likely not be evidenced for several years.  
There is a time lag between management actions and observed increases (FEIS, p. 4-86). 
 
Road closure effectiveness was monitored as a result of the Kalispell-Granite Access 
Management Environmental Assessment decision.  As of 2002, a notable improvement of grizzly 
bear utilization of the area has been detected by the Idaho Dept. of Fish and Game (PR, Vol. 15, 
Doc. 33, p. 4).   
 
The Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk recovery zones are designated by the USFWS and changes to the 
current delineation would require a revision or amendment of the current USFWS Grizzly Bear 
Recovery Plan.  Recovery zone expansion is beyond the scope of this decision (FEIS, pp. 4-36 
and 4-57).  
 
Issue 12.  The FEIS and ROD are in violation of NFMA [sections 219.19 and 219.19(a)(7)]. 
 
Response:  See Responses to Issues 5 and 14.  I find the analysis is in compliance with NFMA. 
 
Issue 13.  Economic impacts of the amendments have not been properly disclosed and 
evaluated – a violation of NEPA and NFMA. 
 
Response:  Economic analysis is presented in Chapter 3 of the FEIS (pp. 126-148).  The 
economic efficiency analysis looked at costs of road maintenance.  The budget cost of 
implementing the amendment best reflects the type of analysis (costs only).  The cumulative 
effects section of the social and economic effects analysis describes the timber program and the 
reduction in timber sales over the last decade.  The economic analysis is in compliance with 
NEPA and NFMA. 
 
Issue 14.  The ROD and FEIS violate the endangered species act [sections 7(a)(2), 7(a)(1) and 
section 9]. 
 
Response:  Rationale for the decision is presented in the ROD (p. 12) and based on achievement 
of purpose and need, responsiveness to policy direction, and responsiveness to public comment 
and issues.  The selected alternative will provide for an increase in core habitat of over 32,000 
acres (ROD, p. 22; FEIS, p. 3-17) and the security standards provide an overall higher level of 
habitat security than current Forest Plan direction.  For grizzly bear-occupied areas outside the 
recovery zones, no increase in open or total road density will be allowed (ROD, p. 41). 
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Management flexibility is limited by the requirement that there be no permanent net loss of core 
habitat in any BMU, and core shall stay in place for 10 years.  Flexibility measures are designed 
to be used with discretion.  Project level proposals to increase route densities/decrease core 
would be subject to public review and consultation with the USFWS (ROD, pp. 3 and 5). 
 
The USFWS BO determined that implementing the amendments is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of grizzly bear with the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak recovery zones (PR, 
Vol. 2, Doc. 68, pp. 125 and 126).  The BO determined that displacement and mortality effects 
upon grizzly bears resulting from roads and road densities will decrease, which may result in 
increased grizzly bear numbers and distribution within the recovery zones.  The USFWS BO 
terms and conditions implementation schedule for the actions needed to reach the prescribed 
standards are included as part of the decision (ROD, pp. 10 and 11; PR, Vol. 2, Doc. 68, p. 
135).   
 
I find the selected alternative complies with NFMA Section 219.19 (ROD, p. 27) and is 
consistent with the ESA (ROD, pp. 59 and 60). 
 
IV.  DECISION   
 
After thorough review of the record and the appeal issues, I find the Forest Supervisors’ decision 
to be in full compliance with laws, regulations, and policies.  I affirm the Forest Supervisors’ 
decision to proceed with the Forest Plan Amendments for Motorized Access Management within 
the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones on the Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho 
Panhandle National Forests.  Your request for relief is denied. 
  
Pursuant to 36 CFR 217.17(d), this is the final administrative determination of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture.  This decision is subject to discretionary review by the Chief of the 
Forest Service.  The Chief will have 15 days from receipt of this decision to decide whether or 
not to exercise discretionary review. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 

 

 
/s/ Kathleen A. McAllister 

 

KATHLEEN A. MCALLISTER 
Appeal Reviewing Officer 

 

Deputy Regional Forester 
 
cc: 
WO 
Kootenai NF 
Lolo NF 
IPNFs 

 

 

 


